Report on Assessment is for Learning Project

	School   

Ullapool High School
	SMT Contact 

Ruth Clark

	Timescale of the project

3 months (including 2 months’ planning)
	Pupils: Age/Stage/Number

S3 (almost S4) General Standard / 18

	Staff involved

2 teachers: Ian Williams (English Dept.) + Marie Pierre Claret (French Dept.) + 1 Assistant


	Aims of the project

Working on the film text The Truman Show, our purpose will be to measure how well some pupils are aware of their own strengths and development needs in individual talk. Following a baseline study in which I assign both explicit grades and advice to pupils at the same time, the pupils will give talks in small groups and measure each other formatively – again in small groups – using a simplified, pupil-friendly version of the Standard Grade criteria. Pupils will tick off the strengths and weaknesses of themselves and their colleagues and will then provide statements about their colleagues’ and their own work to provide qualitative in addition to quantitative evidence. Crucially the teachers will make concurrent, private assessments using the same criteria in order to establish how accurate the peer and self-assessment is respectively – and therefore how much the pupils are actually learning. However perhaps the pupils will learn things the teachers cannot detect, so we shall also need to discover how much the pupils feel that they learn through peer assessment as opposed to teacher grading. An extra, necessary outcome will be to measure how much aware pupils actually are of the national criteria themselves: we shall therefore need to discover how much pupils use phrasing from the national criteria.


	How the project worked out

The teacher collaboration proved to be crucial in the implementation of the project itself. The dialogue we teachers had after each session proved incredibly important in helping us to process and understand the results: such joint, post-lesson, reflective communication represented no less a success than the pupil talk itself. Most of the pupils studied in detail showed some remarkable ability to record accurately each other’s performances. There was one notable exception. With the exception of one pupil, pupils were on average harder on themselves than on each other and sometimes significantly harder on themselves than the teacher was. Of the 14 pupils who were finally present throughout the whole study, 5 were in favour of the baseline method and 5 preferred the experimental (peer) assessment. 


	Evidence

Teachers = IW and MPC;  Teaching Assistant = JH.

MPC agreed with 40% of Kim’s assessment of John, 30% of her assessment of herself and 50% of her assessment of Gillian. However in only 20% of categories did Kim grade herself higher than the teacher (MPC) did. John valued his own talk highly – in only 10% of areas did MPC grade him higher than he did himself, but both MPC and John did recognize his two outstanding problems as “eye contact” and “tone of voice”. Amazingly John matched almost exactly the teacher assessment of Gillian and he was never more than one category out in matching MPC’s assessment of Kim. John made a fierce and incisive comment on Kim’s casual use of “like” which the teacher also noted (“informal language”). John did note Kim’s audience awareness just as MPC stated Kim continually “asked for audience approval” and “was there for us”. Gillian’s assessments also corresponded with the teacher’s (on 92% of occasions she was within one category). She appreciated John’s “humour”, an exact point noted by MPC.

One interesting connected issue is that in making verbal statements the pupils were almost always re-phrasing using the key words from the actual criteria.

In JH’s group both Sarah-Marie and JH agreed with the top two of Eilidh’s qualities. They also agreed on her main development need: Sarah-Marie noted that Eilidh was “not patient” while JH stated of Eilidh: “impatient with others if they question a point”. Eilidh agreed with the teacher/assistant on her own top 2 qualities but later refused to comment on the whole process. Amazingly Sarah-Marie and JH had 70% agreement in categories on Eilidh. Sarah-Marie and JH picked up on Joseph’s main weakness of monotone. However both Eilidh and Joseph were relatively harder on themselves than on each other. Sarah-Marie was much harder on herself than the teacher/assistant: in 0% of areas did she rate herself higher than the teacher did.

There was a fairly close correlation between IW’s assessment of Ruaridh’s work and his own. IW felt Ruaridh’s eye contact was great and he did note this for himself. Ruaridh proved a reliable guide in measuring his colleagues:  Ruaridh and IW agreed on Morgan “not connecting”. 84% of Morgan’s judgements were, however, in box 3. Verbally he recorded Ruaridh’s eye contact but seemed unable to use the grid. James was very hard on himself: in 80% of areas he rated himself lower than IW did. James. Nonetheless IW and James did both agree that “poor linkage” and “not enough examples” were his main development needs. 




	Other observations / Recommendations for future developments

On this basis we shall study development of peer-assessing groups, especially those who use peer-assessment to produce targets, against groups which need or retain continual teacher assessment. Further particular projects may look at pupils’ self-confidence in self-assessment. 

· The full report is available from: Ian.Williams@ullapoolhigh.highland.sch.uk 




