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Action Research Report
Does the implementation of revision tips and techniques as a plenary increase exam performance? 
Introduction     
The Action research explored methods to help increase exam performance. I focused on implementation of revision tips and techniques within plenaries. It was undertaken in School X based in Carmarthenshire with approximately 800 pupils (Estyn, 2015). To provide the context of the school, 25.6% of its pupils are eligible for free school meals, which is 9%-points higher than the 16.6% Welsh average (Mylocalschool.gov.wales, 2019). Within the history department I marked 3 year 9 classes end of autumn term tests and collated the results, one class had significant low-class average with 22.2%. This class consisted of 19 pupils ,8 males and 11 females all except for 1 had additional learning needs.  The students in this class were given the opportunity to reflect on their results. The majority in the class noted that their results were not of a good standard due to the lack of revision.  Didau (2013) agrees with their prognoses’, students may fail to self-regulate their learning because they do not know what to do to change their performance and behaviour. This then presented an opportunity to show the class the importance of revising for their exams to potentially improve their outcomes. It gave them a chance to self-reflect, and to give them an opportunity to acquire the knowledge of revision techniques that would enhance them as learners. 
Literature Review
As learners progress through education, the issue of exams and revision becomes more prevalent. By implementing revision techniques to improve class test results, the research covers many different areas of academia. The academia looks at how different teaching methods affect learners’ outcomes and some areas of literature do interlink with one another. 
Skill-based Learning
In the Successful Futures document (2015), there is an increased emphasis on skills in the Welsh curriculum moving forward. Revision is a skill which is often not taught in schools until Key Stage 4. It is essential that children are taught to be strategic in their work and revision. The process of a learner being strategic in their work can be taught by a teacher and thus should be taught in class, if a student is to be successful at self-directed learning (Darling-Hammond et al., 2003).  A leading expert on teaching methods Geoff Petty, agreed with this idea. Petty (2009) identified that revision as a skill, is too vital to be left to the learners’ own devices. Petty claimed that learners need to be taught to develop their skills to be effective at self-directed learning. Without these skills being taught, it is difficult to expect the highest results possible from our learners. Skill-based learning builds more on the concept of self-directed learning, which helps learners in school and later life. Self-directed learning is about independence and the student learning even without the use of examination as an endpoint, this is where it differs to the skill of revision. However, we must not forget the importance of teaching content and knowledge. Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) showed that knowledge is the first level of learning. Nevertheless, David Krathwohl (2002) revised the structure of hierarchy. Krathwohl placed the process of remembering and not knowledge at the bottom of the cognitive process on which a learner can build on. Krathwohl broke down knowledge as more important than just the first step and thus should be throughout the taxonomy. 
Revision
Revision is a vital skill for learners as they progress through school. Nevertheless, as John Dunlosky (2013) explained there is always less time given to teaching students effective techniques. Dunlosky argued that, it would not take much time away from the teaching of content and that certain techniques should be taught amongst all subjects to make sure the learner fully grasps the concept of it. Dunlosky claimed that, there is a disconnect between research of effective techniques and their use in the classroom due to there being so many for educators to look through. During the research, students had different methods for them to use and were not just give them one method to use. This allowed them to decide for themselves which one they think is most effective for them. Focusing on a technique itself, mind maps or concept maps are a common revision technique. “Mind maps are a schematic modality of expression” (Cismas, Dona and Andreiasu, 2015, p212).  This highlighted that they are effective due to the way they are set out in schemas which contribute to longer lasting memory. Nevertheless, Cismas et al, mentioned that they are time consuming and for them to be fully effective, the process of repetition needs to be employed. Even though they are time-consuming, it should still be taught to learners. A time-consuming effective method is better than a quick ineffective alternative.  
	Academic David Fawcett observed the teaching of revision techniques. Fawcett (2015) explained that as a teacher you cannot just say go and revise because some learners have no idea what that means, and it becomes a meaningless and penal task. A teacher should also recognise that some revision techniques will not work for every exam. Gurung and McCann (2011) also recognised this. They stated that, different types of exams require different types of revision techniques. They go onto state that techniques should be carefully monitored by teachers, as academically weaker students tend to take dangerous detours. Gurung and McCann said this as these are the weaker pupils that are likely to have less confidence in their ability, and so less motivation to revise and will not tend to think about which strategy is more effective for them. Again, using Bloom’s taxonomy, academic Clare Jarmy takes a different view on revision. Jarmy (2017) broke down the concept of revision. She saw that for her, the idea of students’ revision is them learning by rote and this takes them straight back down the pyramid. Jarmy claimed that after working on high-order skills all year to go back to the start during revision is negative. There needs to be a process of revisiting the knowledge and adding layers of depth instead. This showed us that revision should be an ongoing process to benefit the students and the skills they have learnt. 
Metacognition and Motivation
	Metacognition follows on from the work of revision but focuses more on self-reflection and the learner’s own thinking of what technique is effective for them. Metacognition within a classroom setting is learning how to learn. This ties in with revision as a student is more aware of what they need to do and how to do it, to get the best results. Activities that encourage self-reflection should be a part of regular teaching and by teaching learners to work to their strengths it will have a lasting impact (Darling-Hammond et al., 2003). There are several types of knowledge. Procedural knowledge allows the student to look at the aspect of how they will be successful and conditional knowledge is when the student asks when the information is going to be useful for them. These aspects of knowledge are important in the process of metacognition. Nevertheless, when looking at the usefulness of metacognition from a research standpoint, it is difficult to present your findings, as cognitive work is invisible and cannot be directly observed within the classroom (Darling-Hammond et al., 2003). This does not automatically mean that teachers should not use methods of learning to learn but that there is no concrete evidence in their eyes that it is the main aspect in improving results. On the other hand, cognitive psychologist Daniel Willingham (2002) discussed the idea of metacognition benefitting revision, as you are letting the student in on the secret of learning. Willingham wanted to create an environment that allowed learners to have more clarity on how they learn and what is beneficial for them. In a later article, Willingham (2006) built on this idea. Willingham claimed that, it is more beneficial to teach a learner how to learn facts than to teach them the facts. Nevertheless, Willingham stated that where teachers were going wrong, was the fact that, they were not putting much emphasis on content. Willingham expressed a desire, for a balance between skills and content much like Krathwohl (2002). Willingham’s primary focus is on how the students learn the content, regardless of what method and skills are used.  
	Furthermore, focusing on changes in Welsh education and the successful futures document, Donaldson (2015) stresses an importance on metacognition. The document stated that learners should be “Active Participants in their learning” (Donaldson, 2015, p69). An argument against this is that learners with low-ability and additional learning needs might struggle with the concept and make poor decisions (Lang, 2012). However, the Successful Futures document (2015) explained that some learners will need more support but the goal of taking responsibility for their own learning stays the same regardless. The Sutton Trust (2018), placed a huge importance and emphasis on the benefits of metacognition. They explained that evidence they have collected on teachers getting their learners to think about their own learning, has shown a significant impact. Moreover, these metacognitive strategies are worth around 7 extra months of progress but only when they are used well. Also, they disclosed that when applying it in the classroom there is less clarity in its application. They present the issue that teachers should carefully select when to use the concept of metacognition. The Sutton trust report (2018) agreed with Daniel Willingham’s comments on content and skills. The report informed us that, these metacognitive strategies must be used in parallel with subject knowledge, as most pupils would find it difficult to combine the strategies with generic tasks. Nevertheless, the Sutton Trust highlighted that it should be implemented in schools’ schemes of work and not be extra tasks. This would also benefit the pupil’s efforts towards the tasks as they are not separated. This coincided with literature on motivation. 
David Reay (1994) clarified that learning is hindered by poor motivation. He discussed that if a learner has the wish to succeed, they must continue to feel that way. Some learners are initially motivated by themselves, but once this motivation started to drop, the learning also decreased. This demonstrated that there is a need for the child to stay motivated and for the teacher to find a way to motivate them. The constant inclusion of metacognition in lessons and allowing students to self-reflect would give learners that opportunity. Emily Lai’s work on metacognition expands on the issue of motivation. Lai (2011) explained that, motivation when in the context of metacognition, is an attitude that contributes to the use of metacognitive skills. Motivation affects one’s sense of ability and the effort they put into their work. Thus, the use of metacognition in the class can develop one’s motivation as they can learn how to improve their work and self-reflect. Nevertheless, Lai elucidated that metacognition is not traditionally assessed within the classroom. Metacognition analysis is normally artificial due to a laboratory environment in which the skills are practiced. Lai, therefore, saw that there is a potential disconnect with metacognition and the classroom. 
Metacognition is shown to be a useful tool within the classroom. Nevertheless, there is such a thing as poor metacognition. This boils down to the illusion of mastery. This illusion allows a student to think that as they can remember a few words on a page from before, they decide to skip forward (Lang, 2012). It gives the learner an opportunity to judge their own decision making and it does not benefit the learner’s knowledge and understanding (Brown, Roediger III and McDaniel, 2014). Educators need to make sure that their learners are aware that they can make this mistake and limit this scenario. This coincided with the work of memory and making sure a learner can transfer this information into their long-term memory. 
Memory
	We have already discussed difficulties of self-directed learning. This is even more prevalent in the academic literature of memory and how memory works. David Didau and Nick Rose discussed the issue of learners learning new information by themselves. Didau and Rose (2016) stated that, when learners are unfamiliar to a topic it is best that they go through it with a teacher. Learning this new information through a goal-driven task or self-directed learning would not benefit their working memory and it will lead to it being overloaded. This is not effective for learners as overloading work memory reduces the amount that they learn. Didau and Rose (2016) also agreed with Lai (2011) and Reay (1994) with regards to motivation. They focus on the rate in which students forget things and tied it with motivation. If there is not a motivation for the learner to learn then less information will be retained. 
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Graph 1
German Psychologist Hermann Ebbinghaus in 1885 created this graph (Themetalearners.com, 2018). Ebbinghaus (1885) focused on the percentage of information forgotten over a period of time. Ebbinghaus discussed that learners will dramatically forget over half of the information within the first hour. Even though this concept of the forgetting curve is over 100 years old, it is still critically analysed and is relevant to modern day memory theories. Thom (2017) examined revision and memory and the use of Ebbinghaus. Thom stated that, teachers should still note the work of Ebbinghaus and focus on adapting strategies that can decrease the rate of forgetting and guarantee that the students retain as much new information as possible. Thom also, used Ebbinghaus’ graph and added the importance of revision and review to make an improved graph. 
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Graph 2
Thom’s Graph (2017) demonstrated that if a teacher introduced a strategy of reviewing work regularly then it will improve the retention of the information in the long-term. It also presented that revisiting information once is not enough and that it needs to be a continual process, otherwise the learner is just prolonging the forgetting stage. Nevertheless, this regular reviewing might not be possible all the time and has the likely capacity to be time-consuming in lessons. Ebbinghaus’ work has been criticised due to how he collected the information. His research (1885) was the memorisation of nonsense material and is not comparable to the type of content students’ will be learning, for the tests for this research. It is easier to remember and to learn more specific and meaningful things (Southampton.ac.uk, 2019). Building on this work of forgetting; Brown, Roediger III and McDaniel (2014) explained strategies to prevent it. They stated that the technique of creating flashcards and using them repeatedly is an effective method. They claimed that retrieval practice strengthens memory and interrupts forgetting. Thus, benefitting students in the long-term which is crucial in exam revision and will be a technique used in the research. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Before information is stored in a learner’s long-term memory, the information will be in their working memory. This is when the problem of overloading becomes an issue, as discussed earlier. Willingham (2003) explained that, there is limited amount of space in the working memory. All skills involve thinking, which relies on working memory, so teachers must be careful. Teachers must make sure that tasks they set, to help learning must not overload working memory as it will never be retained in the long-term memory otherwise. Willingham in a later article (2004), discussed learners’ aptitudes. He clarified that when it comes to the stage of processing new information there will always be differences among those students with higher and lower aptitudes. This can then clearly show that, educators need to put strategies in place to differentiate the tasks at hand, to make sure everyone is working to their potential. It also exhibited that there are always factors than can hinder one’s memory, and the ability to retain knowledge. 
Vygotsky and Piaget
Memory in the classroom invites the need for the teacher to guide the students. As the student progresses through school the need to self-direct and self-regulate their learning becomes greater. This is when educational theories become prevalent to give a basis for the decision of which strategy is better for the child. Lev Vygotsky (1978) created the concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD). Vygotsky’s concept presented us with an issue of elements of self-directed learning. For a student to be in this zone of challenge, they need to have the help of a peer to make sure they are not struggling. This then demonstrated that for self-directed learning to be successful a teacher or more talented peer, needed to give the learner guidance for the task to be a success.  Lai (2011) stressed Vygotsky’s theory of ZPD and clearly explained that having the support of a more capable learner will potentially cognitively improve the individual and benefit their learning. Petty (2009) also agreed with Vygotsky’s work. He suggested that there is a need for guidance and clarification when giving a learner new information as it can be a demanding task without the structure of a more capable individual. Nevertheless, Petty went onto state that when it came to a learners’ attitude to learning they should be encouraged to be more of an active learner than a passive learner. Over-helping by a teacher is discouraged, as it seen as a possibility that it will encourage dependency within their learners. This displayed that there is a fine line between what is acceptable and what is not; with regards to how much help a teacher should provide. It suggested that the learner should be put in a scenario when they are challenged and guided into tasks of self-directed learning. This is crucial within the research as; it is vital that students are taught to learn for themselves and to develop strategies that they can use independently, to better their own performances. 
	Didau and Rose (2016) demonstrated that there were differences between Piaget and Vygotsky with regards to cognitive development. He discussed the concept of a more capable individual improving the cognitive development as presented by Vygotsky. Didau and Rose claimed that Piaget’s ideas are opposed to this. He explained that Piaget saw that cognitive development was hindered by explicit teaching and that learners should discover faults in their memory for themselves. This explained that Vygotsky and Piaget have different viewpoints on the starting point for a learner, but both agreed that a learner should be challenged and have the desire to get to the point of being a successful independent learner. Vygotsky and Piaget both had their input into the work of metacognition (Darling-Hammond et al., 2003). In this instance, they agreed on the verbalising of processes. Piaget pointed out that, a child was aware of their thinking through verbalising their process. Vygotsky claimed that, a child had an inner voice and that they would internally be verbalising these processes. They both have similar views to an extent. They both agreed that a child verbalised the process of thinking, but Vygotsky found it to be more of an internal procedure. Both also, presented the importance of metacognition within cognitive development. However, Neuroscientist John Geake (2009) criticised Vygotsky and Piaget’s work on cognitive development within his field, as they had very little neuroscientific data to construct their arguments and theories. This demonstrated that as literature on the brain and memory develops, it creates new concepts and additions onto existing theory. It clarified that memory and metacognition are complex processes, and an educator should try their best to understand effective strategies which can develop their learners’ cognitive development. Thus, benefitting the teaching and learning of revision and review strategies that better academic performances of their students.
School Policy and Practice
In School X’s departmental improvement plan (appendix 1) they mentioned the importance of revision. Nevertheless, the revision sessions were primarily focused on Key Stage 4 and their GCSE exams. Their plan also highlighted the need for differentiation for the boys. They identified a gap between boys and girls at GCSE for history. They will give differentiated revision sheets for boys and provide model answers to try and close the gap and improve overall results. With regards to Key Stage 3, the plan did mention that the department are looking to introduce new strategies and activities. By introducing revision techniques and tips at this level, it can possibly help improve outcomes and contribute to the potential closing of the gap when the pupils study their GCSE’s. Estyn’s report on pupil participation (2016), discussed the importance of pupils being involved with how they learn and the process of learning new skills. They should give the school more initiative to explore strategies that allow students to think about their learning and this could then possibly increase exam outcomes. 
	Willingham (2002) explained that teachers should distribute practice. By using the last ten to fifteen minutes of the lesson to go over a topic it could be more beneficial. This method of distributing instead of cramming helps students’ long-term retention. School X did not follow this concept and started their exam revision after Christmas. This led to information being crammed in 30-minute sessions after school for Key Stage 4 students which were poorly attended. Nevertheless, when a teacher plans to go over notes from previous lessons, Dunlosky (2013) argued that it should not be too close together. Dunlosky clarified that teachers must be careful how they perceive distributed practice. As he elucidated that it is not beneficial to process information so close to original learning episode. Therefore, this displayed that it is important we do not overload the students. 
	Most of the literature does not clarify when schools should focus on revision. Most schools will focus on revision as exams become more important and give students qualifications. However, revision is a skill that sometimes is not explicitly taught in schools. It is a vital skill that a student needs to learn by the time they start GCSE’s. Folan (2018) agrees with this concept. She believed that teachers need to explicitly teach revision skills and that it should start at KS3. She argued it benefits the learners as it gives them an opportunity to get used to independent learning. Folan demonstrated the importance of revision skills and that it should be a skill taught before GCSE’s begin. This did not link up with school policy has they do not mention revision before GCSE. They do not put a high importance on revision at KS3 that Folan does. 
Methodology and Ethics
The research undertaken was structured with ethical issues considered. I had to be careful with the way I approached the study as research that involves people will always have ethical implications (Stutchbury and Fox, 2009). All participants in the research had autonomy. As Howe and Moses (1999) explained, that individual autonomy in educational research should be at the centre and that the participants should be treated fairly and that their fundamental value does not depend on anything else. While undertaking action research such as this, it is important that it is worthwhile and offers value which outweighs any risks and/or harm (Economic and Social Research Council, 2015).
	The research question tries to explore, if implementing revision tips and techniques as a plenary as an effective strategy to boost exam performances and outcomes. Considering the school policy and literature surrounding revision, I decided to focus primarily on a year 9 class, as they are sitting GCSEs in the next school year and need to know about effective revision techniques. The research involved a pre-diagnostic test which all classes took at that stage of year 9. They also then sat a post-diagnostic test which only their class sat due to the setup of the research. The intervention could only be covered in two lessons, but they were given a few methods that they could use. The interventions could have been done as a starter, but I chose it to be done at the end as a plenary as we could use it to see what the pupils understood throughout the lesson.  There is not extensive research that on the impact of plenaries, but plenaries fall in line with assessment for learning.  They are an effective way to reflect on the learning that has taken part in the lesson (Hartwell, 2017). Nevertheless, if a task over runs, the plenary then becomes rushed and ineffective. 
The methods that I chose were flashcards, mind maps, revision booklet handouts and videos. Literature discussed ineffective revision techniques that students should avoid. This involved the process of rereading. Dunlosky (2013) and Brown, Roediger III and McDaniel (2014) explained that rereading notes was usually the first thing students turned to when revision started but they labelled it as unsuccessful, mainly due to the illusion of mastery which was discussed in the literature review. I mainly focused on using flashcards and mind maps as my interventions. The effectiveness of the both was discussed in the literature review. Flashcards and mind maps are both beneficial to helping retention of memory and in addition, they are easy to model and to create. After researching literature, it was crucial that these revision techniques were modelled. Bruner (1976) recognised this, as he explained that the teacher needed to show how to complete the task at hand. It is a form of scaffolding which Bruner also discussed in correlation with Vygotsky (1978).  Modelling is an effective teaching strategy. It helps to reveal to the students the thought process of a more able individual, it advances the learners metacognition (Southampton.ac.uk, 2019). This does not mean that the teacher does all the work for them but starts them on the path of independent learning. Didau (2013) develops this statement. He stated that there needed to be scaffolding and modelling implemented in the classroom for the teaching of meta-cognition to work. He explained that it was difficult for the student to be able to apply meta-skills by themselves. Students need the teacher to go through the process with them and only then they can develop this independent reflective element of their learning. 
The research mainly involved working with quantitative data, but I included an element of qualitative data to make sure pupils’ voices were presented. The quantitative data enabled us to incorporate the numerical data into graphs. Thus, allowing us to measure and compare data in a suitable format. I then had the opportunity to analyse the outcomes and present my findings. I added a survey so I could see whether the findings would have had a positive effect on the students. The questions were closed and made sure that the pupils’ responses could be analysed easier, rather than giving open ended answers with poor and limited responses. I use quantitative more than qualitative date in the report as qualitative data does give us a students’ perspective, but you cannot measure it as thoroughly. Mujis (2010) discussed the limitations of using qualitative data. Mujis saw that in the process of research qualitative enabled there to be a role of human subjectivity. This then could affect the reliability of the findings. 
There are benefits and limitations to the methodology. The benefits of the methodology are that by asking the students to complete flashcards and mind maps, it is less time-consuming than other revision strategies such as the creation of their own mnemonics. With the concept of a mind map, the students have been introduced to those before and thus would know what they need to do. Furthermore, the pupils have been introduced to the concept of revision as they have done exams since year 7, but it was making sure that they knew what was effective for them. The fact it was done as a plenary at the end of the lesson meant that, the students did not have to have extra motivation to go to extra school revision sessions. Plus, I would not have to keep reminding them to go to these sessions where the attendance might not be as high as regular class time itself. On the other hand, even though they know about the concept of revision, some in the class had never properly revised before. Due to this they did not know the benefits of revision to increasing their performance and outcomes. The class have prior low attainment and the lessons must be accessible and differentiated. They often run over due to different people working at different speeds, so the plenary is often rushed. A BERA report (2018) explained that a limitation of the research itself was that for educators the time it takes to construct the research and report its findings takes away time for their core work. Nevertheless, research such as this is important for schools to use as they can look towards what is better for the learners. 
Evaluation
The research consisted of a pre-diagnostic test which was an exam on the Industrial Revolution and the First World War. In the exam, the learners not only had to answer standard knowledge questions, but they had to read a graph and they had to analyse a source. The format was the same for the post-diagnostic test, but the topics were the First World War and the Titanic. Half of the test had changed due to the time difference between the both tests. The way the teaching placements were spaced out mean that I had a 5-week break from teaching them and by them they were now doing Titanic and this then along with the First World War were the last topics they had done. Both papers gave students a spelling, grammar and punctuation mark out of five. There are advantages and disadvantages of using pre and post-tests in educational research. There are advantageous as they can measure cognitive learning of the students; however, the tests need to be of a similar difficulty (Skidmore.Edu, 2019). If they are not similar and the first paper is easier than the second paper it could lead to higher marks to start with and is not a true representation of learning. 
	The plenary tasks enabled the learners to be shown effective revision techniques. Dunlosky (2013) suggested that one reason students do not consistently use effective revision techniques is due to the teachers not instructed them properly. Nevertheless, as Jean McNiff (2013) explained, knowing how to do something does not mean you can do it. The tasks enabled the learners to have more independence, but it also required them to be motivated and make an effort to work. As Dunlosky (2013) stated, improving outcomes requires effort on all front and that the main part of the solution is for the teacher to instruct the learners. I made sure that they all had an example on the board and I constantly circulated so that they were all on task. Nevertheless, the problem with learners working independently is that it allowed them to work at their own speed and created the issue of a lack of work. It was also a necessity to have the revision sessions within class time and not after school due to the lack of motivation shown by some members of the class. Moreover, by using class time to explain different revision techniques and demonstrating exactly what each method involves, could potentially increase results Gurung and McCann (2011). This further demonstrated the decision to introduce the idea as a plenary to possibly improve outcomes. 
	Out of the 19 students in the class, only 14 took both tests. One or two students were ill on each one of the occasions and due to the limited time with them and the need for the original teacher to move on it was not possible for them to take the test. Also, some students were removed from the class around the time of the second test due to behaviour issues and the need for those students to have interventions provided by the school.


Graph 3
The Graph above presents the class results and class average of the post-diagnostic test. With the pre-test exam done before we had the briefing from university about action research, I did not put as much extra emphasis on revision or techniques as I should have. This might suggest that results would be low regardless. The class average was 22.2%. The results ranged from 11% to 48% creating a 37% points range. It highlighted that there was a large gap between students within the class. This showed that not only did the results need to increase but the gap needed narrowing.  The standout result in the pre-test was produced by pupil I. They outperformed everyone with 48% which is 25.8% points over the class average. Without the result of pupil, I the class average decreases by 2.2% points to 20%. This potentially demonstrated that even if the student did not revise, there could be a perception that they have somewhat of a high ability in History compared to others in their class. This pre-test data suggested that revision had potentially not been done by all students. The data highlighted the need to ask the students if they revised. The pre-test data is beneficial as it set out a benchmark of data which we could compare growth with when they sat the post-test (Skidmore.edu, 2019). After the students sat the test and had their results back, I gave them a sheet to write their result down and why they thought they had the result. Pupil C (Appendix 2) stated that they did not revise as they did not have time and that is why they obtained only 18%. This what most students wrote down. It demonstrated that the intervention of revision techniques and tips, would potentially be of high value to these students.









Graph 4
The next graph highlights the data of the post-test. The class average was 35.1%. The range was of a considerable margin with results being between 16% and 79% meaning a 63%-point difference. Pupil E significantly outperformed the whole class with 79% which was 43.9% points over the class average. Without pupil E the range decreased substantially from 63% points to 32% points. While pupil E result was remarkably high, pupil B and pupil L underperformed with 19.1% points and 17.1% points respectively below the class average. 
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Graph 5
The graph above presents both test data and highlighted a comparison for each pupil and the class average. It shows that the class average had increased 12.9% points over the two exams. Using the class average from the pre-test as a comparison only 2 pupils had lower than it in the post-test. The comparison allows us to not only look at those that are struggling or performing well but those that are consistent. Pupil A demonstrated a good level of consistency on both tests. Pupil A results were 10% points over the class average on both occasions. The biggest increase was pupil E who improved their result from 30% to 79% which meant an increase of 49% points.  Pupil I was the only learner to have a lower result in the post-test. Nevertheless, their results in both tests were still a significantly better than the class average. With pupil I’s result being the best in the first test, the student could have potentially underestimated the effectiveness of revision. Nevertheless, it could also show that the intervention was of no use for the student and that it overloaded the pupil’s long-term memory which Willingham (2004) stated could potentially be a problem. Despite most students increasing their results, the class average is still lower than hoped for. This demonstrates that the intervention would need to an ongoing activity. As Willingham (2004) explained, practice improves memory and that for a learner to see real benefits in their memory, activities such as revision need to be an ongoing process. Pupil L results also show that the intervention needs to be ongoing as even though they improved their results it was only by 3% points and that it was still a low score with the highest being only 18%. 

Graph 6
This Graph adds to the report the comparison of the class average of boys and girls. Evaluating the results of boys versus girls at Key Stage 3 is important. The reason this has been included is that the departmental policy highlighted problems at Key Stage 4 earlier in the report. The school policy (appendix 1) stressed the importance of differentiated revision sessions for boys. It can give us an insight if the issues start at Key Stage 4 where the work needs them to use higher-order skills more often or if boys are lower than the girls before GCSEs. In the class only 5 boys took the test as there is a behaviour problem with the boys, which can highlight other issues for the school when looking at boys versus girls. Nonetheless, as the graph demonstrates on both occasions’ boys did better than the girls. In the pre-test sat in November the average for the girls was 19.3% and the boys had 27.4%. The boys average was 8.1% higher than the girls. In the post-test sat in February the girls increased their average by 10.1% points to 29.4%; however, the boys also increased their result by 17.8% to 45.2%. In the post-test boys had a higher average by 15.8% points. Not only did the boys improve they also widen the gap between them and the girls. This does create a situation where moving forward we must try and narrow the gap and keep increasing results. Nevertheless, Professor Jannette Elwood explained that we should not pit boys against girls. Elwood (2015) elucidated that we should look at similarities between boys and girls rather than differences, as putting them up against each other as rivals is not helpful. Elwood stated that there are bigger differences and variations within the sets of boys or girls such as social class. These variations actually have more of an impact than gender does on outcomes. Smith (2016) takes a different view on the matter than Elwood, as Smith analysed why in Wales girls are performing better than boys. Smith stated that they perform better because they have a more positive perception of school and behave better than boys. This research has shown that behaviour is an issue with boys particularly in this class, but the research also provided evidence that in this instance boys performed better than girls and other factors should be analysed such as social class which coincides with Elwood’s work.
[image: ]	As discussed earlier after the pre-test, in the first lesson of the intervention I asked them why they think they had the result they had. After the post-test, I also presented the learners with self-reflection and a survey in which they had to answer questions on the research itself and their performances. This benefitted the learners as it gave them another platform to self-reflect. 13 out of the 14 participants took part of the survey, pupil J was missing due to illness.  The table below shows the results of the survey.  
 
Table 1
Even though the survey was created to enable the learners to express their opinion, there was elements of incorrect information. I think with the first question some of the learners misread the question and pressed the wrong answer. This is shown by pupil D and L saying their result did not improve when it did and pupil I saying that their result had improved by over 20% but their result in fact had decreased. Pupil I potentially might have done this as they were embarrassed and did not want to show that his result had decreased. This shows the possible problem with qualitative data. Atieno (2009) explained that the setting can influence human behaviour, and this could change elements of the data. Nevertheless, the research has shown that there were improvements in the post-test and that the process of revision techniques should be an ongoing process if it is going to further benefit the learners. 
Conclusion
My interpretation of the results suggest that the intervention has some value as the class average increased 12.9% points from 22.2% to 35.1%. It potentially demonstrated that developing pupils’ metacognitive knowledge of how they learn can help boost their outcomes (Southamption.ac.uk, 2019). This coincided with Didau and Rose (2016), but they highlighted more at the self-reflective process. They looked at the Sutton Trust (2018) and how it demonstrated that there is evidence that suggested that the teaching of self-reflecting strategies to low-attaining students can be effective.  The research highlighted issues between boys and girls which did not correlate to the current issues the school has at Key Stage 4. The issue being that boys were picked out by the school at Key Stage 4 to have differentiated revision sessions but in this research they in fact had better results on both occasions. This research then potentially gains more value to the school than first thought. This demonstrates that introducing revision at Key Stage 3 like Folan (2018) claimed earlier in the report, will benefit not just boys but both groups moving into GCSEs. It gives credibility to the discussion of revision techniques and tips at key stage 3, as they know what techniques are effective for them and should then also benefit their stress levels at GCSEs. 
	When looking at Pupil E’s result which was an increase of 49% points, it can be brought to light that the Hawthorne Effect may have affected the learner. The Hawthorne effect suggested that the participants respond differently than they normally would because they know that their part of an experiment. McCarney et al (2007) stated that the Hawthorne effect originally applied to workers productively but since the creation of concept it has been broaden and so can potentially apply to this student. Sedgwick and Greenwood (2015) nevertheless clarified, that the Hawthorne effect is a generalisation of results from research to practice. Sedgwick and Greenwood went on to explain, that without a doubt there are going to be changes in results due to the participants being influenced by observation. What Sedgwick and Greenwood then argued is that we cannot presume that just because one participant has a large increase, we can single them out as affected by the Hawthorne effect. Perhaps it is too negative to assume that just exceeded their own expectation in the second test that were affected by this phenomenon. The pupil perhaps had not revised for the pre-test and then revised extensively to make sure they had the best in the class for the post-test. 
	My interpretation of the results suggest that all students have improved their knowledge of revision techniques; however, the result of pupil E being a decrease demonstrated that perhaps not all undertook revision independently at home. One reason for pupil E’s result was revealed in analysis by Brown, Roediger III and McDaniel (2014). They suggested that research they had undertaken had demonstrated that, incompetent people fail to sense a mismatch in their performance and what the desired outcome is. They overestimate their own ability and therefore see no need to try to improve their results. This analysis suggested that by pupil E having the highest score in the pre-test, they potentially might have not taken the intervention seriously and lacked motivation to better their result hence the 2%-point decrease. Nevertheless, even though they had a decrease, their result was still one of the highest in the post-test and the learner was consistent over the two tests. In the survey, pupil E clarified that they were not happy with their result and in the next test they have they will revise for it. This can show then that even though they did not improve, they see the importance of the role that revision plays when trying to improve exam performance. Pupil C’s result increased from 18% to 34%, when the class self-reflected after the post-test, Pupil C self-reflected on why they thought that their result had increased. Pupil C (Appendix 2) had previously written down that the reason they did not do well on the pre-test because they had not revised. Pupil C put the result increase in the post-test down to the implementation of flashcards in class. This clearly demonstrated that the intervention had some value for the learner. 
	Using this research to look to the future, I would continue to introduce revision skills in key stage three as it helps them not only with their year 9 exams but their transition into key stage four. The increase in averages over the two tests show that there is some value in the implementation of revision strategies instead of normal plenaries. Granted, as stated earlier plenaries can be rushed and sometimes it is better to go over what the learners have learnt in the lesson, in a more traditional way such as an exit ticket. Kathy Dyer (2013) explained that exit tickets are great methods of formative assessment allowing teachers to know where their learners are and what they need to do to move forward. This perhaps would be a more beneficial method when it comes to improving performance as the teacher has more information on what students have learnt and what they need to go back over. This is where revision techniques might hinder learning as the learners might focus more on the skill and the technique itself, rather than what they just learnt in class. As it is more of an independent skill and one that the teacher wants the students to do mainly at home; it can hinder learning as students do not have time to go over what they do not fully understand with the teacher’s help in class.
	The survey clearly displayed that there was more work to do with the pupils regarding the importance of revision. Out of the 13 participants of the survey only 4 answered yes when they were asked: would you revise for your next task? This can potentially highlight the lack of motivation within the learners and that it might be a waste of time for the majority as they did not see the affect revision can have on their increased outcomes. Nevertheless, regardless to the answer in that question, more than half answered that moving forward they want to look at more ways to revise. So, this possibly means that it was beneficial but just need to introduce them to more revision techniques or give them an opportunity to find ones that work for them. To conclude, my interpretation of the results suggests that there is some value to the research and that it needs to be an ongoing process to fully benefit students’ outcomes. It would also benefit the research by increasing the sample size to the whole year and not one class as motivation to improve likely differs in the higher-ability classes.  
Limitations and Future Development 
This research was limited by several factors. The timing of the placement and research meant that I only had four lessons with the class. This meant I was limited with the amount of activities and revision techniques I could implement. This perhaps hindered the effectiveness of the research. Furthermore, with regards to timing, another effective result over time is the introduction of cumulative tests. Didau (2013) explained that these cumulative tests allow students to be exposed to key information on a regular basis and that the knowledge needs be repeated and spaced over time. This develops the idea of revision being an ongoing process and looks at the effectiveness of the spacing process. Also, due to only being able to conduct this case study with only one class in the school, I cannot generalise my findings. Due to being on a trainee teaching placement, it was not a departmental strategy. This research could be more effective if conducted throughout the whole year group. It would enable us to see more of a range of pupils of all abilities and how their performances would differ. 
	One argument against the research and can be seen in the survey, is the need to develop source analysis or exam technique instead of solely looking at revision techniques. Two participants stated source analysis when asked what they need to work on in class. Source analysis is crucial within the teaching of history as it develops the pupils’ critical thinking (McAleavy, 1998). This demonstrated that maybe throughout the year it would be more beneficial to have skill cycles. These cycles would have a teacher focus on different skills for a certain amount of time and then move on to the next skill. It would be more about concentrating on skills for the exams such as exam technique which becomes more crucial at key stage four. 
	Further to my discussion on metacognition and its importance in the classroom. During the research, I made sure that students were aware of their learning and had a platform to express why they did not do well and what they needed to do to improve. One method I would use in the future is one that Petty (2009) analysed. He said that the teacher should ask students what did/do they find more difficult? This would then allow me as the teacher to then plan around the students’ difficulties and make the activities more adaptable to their needs. However, again with the time limit, it prevented me from exploring and using more methods within the classroom but will be something to use in the future. 
	With regards to the methodology, a limitation is that I choose not to do a pre-test after I found out about the research and just used their original year 9 exams that they sat with me in November. This is a limitation as I did not stress to the learners as much about revision. Furthermore, we used mind maps as they were a visual source; however, due to it being at the end of the lesson, they were not as good as they could have been. They could have had more time, making them more eye-catching and colourful so that they could perhaps remember the information better. During the lessons, it was clear to see that some participants did not fully invest in the research. Some participants left their flashcards behind after class, this highlighted the possibility that some did not see the importance in revising for a year 9 exam for a trainee teacher. I should have further stressed the importance of working at home and made sure it was written in their school planners. This would be different if introduced throughout the whole department and would be potentially more effective if implemented at key stage four when the exams count for qualifications. Willingham (2004) highlighted the need for ongoing practice, which is something, I would do in the future but could not do for this research due to time constraints. Willingham stated that ongoing practice is needed for information to be stored in short term or long-term memory stores. This showed that the research results demonstrated a good basis for different strategies, but results could have been better if this was done over a longer period. Willingham’s work coincided with the work on good habits by Harry Fletcher-Wood. Fletcher-Wood (2019) looks at good habits in education. He explained that to form good habits, a student would need behavioural repetition which meant that they must keep practising an activity. We would look to this as a good habit being the habit of performing well in exams. The main problem with the activities in the research is that having revision tips and techniques as a plenary regularly could become tedious. Not only could it become tedious, it might lead to a lack of motivation of revision and then become less effective than first thought. My interpretation of the results showed a positive influence. Nevertheless, it would need the whole year as a sample size to see the true effects of the intervention and not just one class. 
Word Count (Excluding References) = 8630
Appendix 
1 – School Report
2 – Participant work****************





A comparison of class averages for Boys and Girls

Girls	Boys	Girls	Boys	November	February	19.3	27.4	29.4	45.2	Class Average Boys and Girls


Exam Result (%)



November Exam Results

Class Average	Pupil A	Pupil B	Pupil C	Pupil D	Pupil E	Pupil F	Pupil G	Pupil H	Pupil I	Pupil J	Pupil K	Pupil L	Pupil M	Pupil N	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	22.2	Pupil's results	Pupil A	Pupil B	Pupil C	Pupil D	Pupil E	Pupil F	Pupil G	Pupil H	Pupil I	Pupil J	Pupil K	Pupil L	Pupil M	Pupil N	32	11	18	13	30	13	28	22	50	12	22	15	27	18	
Exam Percentage (%)




February Exam Results

Class Average	Pupil A	Pupil B	Pupil C	Pupil D	Pupil E	Pupil F	Pupil G	Pupil H	Pupil I	Pupil J	Pupil K	Pupil L	Pupil M	Pupil N	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	35.1	Pupils' Results	Pupil A	Pupil B	Pupil C	Pupil D	Pupil E	Pupil F	Pupil G	Pupil H	Pupil I	Pupil J	Pupil K	Pupil L	Pupil M	Pupil N	45	16	34	23	79	27	38	34	48	30	30	18	39	30	
Exam Percentage (%)




2

image3.png
A Year 9 History class' results Comparison

90
80
70

60

: |‘| Il I‘l |II ||‘ ||| “ I‘I “ ||| || I |‘| ||| I‘l
N

5 . R s
-10 q\)q\ QQQ\ Q\@ QQ@ QQQ\ ng‘ QQQ\ & &R ﬁ Qse‘ 0«;\ Qﬁ @«

w
S

~
S

-
S

mNovember Exam W Februarv Exam M Difference in Results




image4.png
azapayne [

AutoSave
Fle  Home Inset Design Layout
ﬁ Caliri (Body) |12 ~| A”
" e | BT Mo

Clipboard 5 Font
Page6of6 1771words [

H O Type here to search

References  Malings  Review  View  Help  FoxitPDF 0O Search
A Aar P 2L 9| asBocene| asBocene AaBbC( AsBbcct AQB assbcer
A-2-A- S TNormal | TNoSpac.. Heading1 Heading2  Title Subtitle |5
= Foragraph 5 syes =
Pupil | Did your result Didyou |inClass, what | Inyour | Areyou | What do you need to
increase? revisein | revisiontip did | nexttest, | happy work on in class?
the you find the willyou | with your
house? most useful? revise? result?

A | Ves between 10.20% | No Flashcards No Yes More ways to revise

B | Yes between 10-20% | No Flashcards No No More ways to revise

C [ Ves over 20% No Flashcards No No More ways to revise

D [N Yes Mind Map No Yes More ways to revise

E | Yes between 10-20% | ves Flashcards Yes Yes Source Analysis

F | Yes between 10-20% | No Flashcards No Yes Subject Knowledge

G| Yes between 10-20% | No Flashcards No Yes Getting information

from a graph

H | Yes between 10-20% | No Flashcards No Yes More ways to revise

T [ Yes over 20% Yes Booklet Yes No More ways to revise

K| Yes between 10-20% | No Flashcards No Yes More ways to revise

L [N No Flashcards Yes No Subject Knowledge

M| Yes between 10-20% | No Video No No Source Analysis

N | Yes between 10-20% | No Video Yes No Getting information

from a graph

& Share
Pfind -

& Replace
I Select~

Editing

© Comments

Dictate.

Voice

182

e BB




image1.jpeg
RETENTION (%)

The Ebbinghaus Forgetting Curve

100%

80%

60%

0%

20%

0%

fprepou

sanUIN 02

noH L
SINOH 6
fea 't
skeaz

LAPSED TIME SINCE LEARNING

sheq o

shea e




image2.jpeg
Typical Forgetting Curve for Newly Learned Information

First Learned Reviewed

100%

90%

80%

Retention

70%

60%





