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Drawing on a research study of formative assessmpeadtices in Irish schools, this
paper traces the design, development and piloh@fAissessment for Learning Audit
instrument (AfLAi) - a research tool for measurinngachers’ understanding and
deployment of formative teaching, learning and sssent practices. Underpinning the
paper is an extensive body of international re¢eaonnecting assessment for learning
pedagogy with student self-regulation, mental leatid well-being. Reflecting on the
potential of the AfLAI as a research tool, an atyigystems framework is advanced as a
mechanism to engage researchers and teachers mingied site-based continuous
professional development that supports teachetafrogation of aggregated school data
derived from their responses to the AfLAI. It igaed that by de-privatising classroom
practice in this way and challenging teachers tamere self-reports of their
understanding and use of assessment for learnthagpgy, the extent to which students
are afforded opportunities to develop as self-ratgul learners is laid bare. In turn, the
teaching, learning and assessment conditions #wake sto create and sustain self-
regulation by students emerge. The paper is prem@e a commitment to a
biopsychosocial approach to mental health and toingr-disciplinary, multi-lens,
research agenda that will yield comprehensive, ohjoansights and understandings to
inform future practice.
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Introduction
Over the past decade in Ireland, the imperativartderstand and promote young people's mental
health and well-being has given rise to a periodstoategic development (Hanafin, Brooks, Roche, &
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Meaney, 2012). This spearheaded the announcemehtowember 2011 of The National Strategy for
Research and Data on Children’s Lives (2011-20D®pértment of Children & Youth Affairs, 2011).
Informed by a systematic review and the triangatatf insights from theory, policy and data-drivsaurces,
five key objectives were identified in the Natior&tlategy Action Plan one of which is the prioatien of
children’s health - mental and physical - enabledugh engagement in active learning.

The perspective is taken here that while recenaacks in the development of assessment tools, such
as the Assessment for Learning Audit InstrumenL A, may legitimately be conceived of as suppaytthe
realisation of this objective, the fact that engaget in school-based continuous professional dewetmt
(CPD) with teachers who have completed the AfLAtawers inconsistencies between teachers’ self-tepor
of their understanding and use of AfL and the tiealiof their classroom lives, warrants attentiolm
response, the paper proposes an activity systeseaneh approach as a viable method for triangglataia
from teacher self-reports on the AfLAI with ememgianderstandings that occur during CPD. This stég,
argued, is the linchpin that underscores the AfhAia viable research tool, challenging teacheengage
critically with their espoused theories of assesgmaad those in use and, ipso facto, the naturesataht of
self-regulated learning that takes place in thieissrooms.

Further, the paper assumes the premise that réseamdertaken in accordance with a
biopsychosocial model of student health writ lamgecessitates inquiry into biological, psycholobiaad
social factors, albeit not always concurrently. nels the paper seeks to promote an important @sear
agenda. Specifically, it is suggested that the maarin which quantitative data from the AfLAi were
challenged and re-interpreted in the course ofhera€PD, resulting in the creation of more nuanced
qualitative insights about the extent to which stud enjoy opportunities to develop the capacitgets-
regulate, provides a useful example of how keyadeictors that influence student development may b
investigated to produce a tapestry of rich credilzie.

Literature Review: Self-Regulation and Self-Regulated L earning

Self-regulation (SR) is a challenging concept tbrge As an umbrella term, it subsumes a range of
subordinate functions that are of interest to nebemas across disciplines including psychology cetion and
neuropsychology. The breadth of interest in thacept reflects the promise SR offers for enhanced
academic achievement (Harris, Friedlander, Saddfeizzelle, & Graham, 2005), supported by the
development of study skills (Wolters, 2011) to ny&tsonal goals (Schunk,1990) against which pregras
be monitored (Harris et al., 2005) and evaluatedBdiin, Thiede, & Camp, 2011). Given the claroaH for
21 century skills, researchers, educators andypoli@kers are keen to exploit the potential thata®fBrs to
develop adaptive young people who can respondicedatnd efficiently to novel contexts and chalies
without incurring undue stress in other aspectheif lives.

In recent years, various models of SR have beeerldesd based on an array of theoretical and
empirical research and contrasting emphases. C@0@1), for example foregrounds a volitional fgcus
McCaslin and Hickey (2001) adopt socio-culturalnedaits while Winne (1995) considers cognitive issues
In response, different programmes for teaching 8Rehlemerged (e.g. Self-Determined Learning Model of
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Instruction by Agran & Wehmeyer, 2000), some of ethinclude consideration of social and emotional
aspects of learning (e.g., Lendrum, Humphrey, & &égorth, 2013).

Reflecting on the differences between these modetekaerts & Corno (2005) highlight the
traditional tendency in educational psychology tompote the academic aspect of SR (hence the tdfm se
regulated learning), and more particularly how ditmnal’ learners adopt SR strategies. Self-ratpd
learning (SRL), defined as the application of “...gexl self-regulation (or the self-regulation used b
persons in their daily life) to the specific comalits of learning situations...” (de la Fuente, Zaphtartinez-
Vicente, Sander & Putwain, 2015, p. 224) is of ipatar import in the literature given the extensbely of
research correlating the achievement of studentsledrn to self-regulate with success in later ifeasured
across multiple dimensions. As demonstrated bychk (2014), not only does the ability to SR lead t
higher Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, sibaénhances social, cognitive, personal and inteopal
competencies. Further, although SR - and SRL fipalty - does not necessarily develop in a prehit
linear manner (Boekaerts & Corno, 2005), each domss a set of cognitive skills that are both ietile and
amenable to modification and development over {iitischel, 2014). This begs the question how bestat
this?

Assessment for Learning and for Self-Regulation

In a presentation to the American Educational RebeAssociation entitled ‘Formative assessment
and contingency in the regulation of learning’, Mfih (2014) defined the formative functions servgd b
assessment as being determined by “...the extenhtohvithey regulate learning” (p. 2). As such, Af_
differentiated from other forms of assessment lgyexient to which teachers, students and theispsk to
create and exploit ‘moments of contingency’ (Blag&kWiliam, 2009) by adapting instructional plans,
resources and methodologies in real time in regptm&merging student needs. Thompson and Go&)200
detail the complex meta-cognitive and self-regulatoompetences that this kind of adaptive response
demands of a classroom teacher:

An expert in assessment for learning is able tadhamote essential details of the
complex social and psychological situation of asdes(especially the state of the students’
learning), while disregarding distracting, yet ressential details. She is then able to swiftly
compare the situation with her intended goals ffer lesson, her knowledge of the content
being taught, her developmental knowledge of stigdém general and these students in
particular, and other relevant schema. Guidedhbyrésults of these comparisons, she then
selects her next instructional move from a wideyaof options — most well-rehearsed, some
less familiar, and some invented on the spot, shiahthese next steps address the student’s
immediate learning needs in real time. (p.4)

In turn, James’ (2015) description of the antiagoltole of the student in this process undersabres
social-constructivist assumptions that drive AfLdpgogy. Developing Ramaprasad’s (1983) concept of
‘closing the gap’ and Sadler’s (1989) thesis on‘thterence level’ of performance, she re-iteratest AfL

pedagogy assumes the intimate involvement of stadien“...the processes of self-monitoring and self-

regulation...” alternatively described as “...learnlmyv to learn” (James, 2015, p. 6).
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Underpinning this kind of engagement are five Aftategies linked to myriad AfL techniques that
are intended to become “...part of everyday pradiicstudents, teachers, and peers...” (Klenowski, 2009
264). This ‘seamless integration’ (Lysaght & O’'kga2013) of AfL architecture assumes that, asheex
and students re-negotiate traditional roles andcést®d assumptions about ‘how teachers teachtaddrgs
learn’, there is a discernible shift from attendatmthe ‘letter’ of AfL to engagement with the isp of AfL
(Marshall & Drummond, 2006).

As acknowledged in the literature, however, AfL high some liken to a ‘Trojan Horse’ (Black,
McCormick, James & Pedder, 2006) - is a concefitisha..more complex than it might appear at firighg”
(Yorke, 2003, p. 478). Consequently, the promisafa continues to elude in many jurisdictions inding
the United Kingdom where the authors of the weltwkn Inside the Black Box publication (Black & Witrg
1998) have conceded publicly that ‘AfL isn't happe). Similar challenges have been identified imlash
context (Lysaght, 2009) including:

a) The dearth of assessment instruments nationally iatetnationally to capture changes in
students’ learning arising from exposure to, angbgement with, AfL pedagogy

b) The need for research to investigate the natureeateht of the professional challenges that
teachers face when trying to implement AfL withefity and

¢) The urgent need for a programme of continuous psif@al development to be designed to
support teachers, at scale, to learn about AfLiategjrate it into their day-to-day practice.

In response to these challenges the Assessmentdaming Audit instrument (AfLAiI) was

developed.

Method

The AfLAI resulted from a two-stage iterative rewvigrocess followed by an extensive pilot that
involved three different cohorts of teachers: (¥ fclassroom teachers who had participated inGamanth,
action-research project on AfL with the author, %) teachers attending a post-graduate diplomaenial
education on which the author taught and (3) a eomnce sample of 476 primary teachers nationally.
Following the two-stage review process, the insgntrwas refined with items altered and/or rephrased
light of teachers’ responses, comments and obsengatesulting in an audit instrument comprisingitens
across four scales.

It should be noted that although AfL is frequernghgsented as incorporating five key strategied) wit
peer- and self-assessment being two distinct elentdrese strategies are combined within the itehtne
scale of the AfLAI. Hence, as detailed elsewhéses@ght & O’Leary, 2013; O’Leary, Lysaght, & Ludlow
2013), the AfLAI that was trialed, consisted of Bms or statements across four scales modellethen
original five AfL strategies identified by Black dnViliam (1998), namely sharing learning intenticarsd
success criteria, questioning and classroom dispyseedback and self- and peer-assessment. Respis
were asked to use a 6-point scale to rate theiectiunderstanding and use of AfL. For quantitatinalyses

purposes, each of the scale points was given anmwaue from 6 — 1; a rating of 6 indicated tlaat AfL
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practice was ‘embedded’, i.e., it happened apprateiy 90% of the time; a rating of 1 indicated tha

respondent ‘didn’t understand’ what was being asked

Sample and Recruitment
The pilot phase of the development of the AfLAiended over a sixteen-month period from January

2011 to June 2012 when the AfLAI was administer@d tconvenience sample of 476 teachers across 40
primary schools in the Republic of Ireland. Som&pondents were known to the author; others resgubiad

an invitation issued in an article (Lysaght, 204#) AfL published inInTouch,the journal of the Irish
National Teachers’ Organisation. This phase ofrdsearch project was driven by the need to oltata
from a sufficiently large, indicative (rather thegpresentative) sample of Irish primary teacheeg (Rettit,
2010) that would permit the application of statigtianalyses to judge the trustworthiness of theAfBs a
research instrument and, in turn, the reliabilifytiee baseline data regarding AfL practices prodidsy

teachers.

Results

Descriptive statistics revealed that the majorifyr@spondents to the audit were female teachers
(89%), in mainstream classrooms (+70%) across ectah of different school types — advantaged and
disadvantaged, rural and urban, English and Irgghaking, mixed and single gender. Respondents were
fairly equally spread in terms of teaching experée(=/< 5 years: 37%; 6 — 20 years; 33%: >20 ye%b),
with approximately equal numbers of teachers ah edass level. At 30%, the number of responderits w
reported having teaching responsibilities for shiglewith special educational needs (SEN) was $jight
higher than the population parameter of 25% (Natid@ouncil for Special Education, 2013, 2014), alitgh
subsequent statistical analysis revealed no sggmifidifference in classroom assessment practieweebn

teacher groups.

Psychometric Properties of the AfLAI

In order to examine some of the psychometric prtoggeof the four subscales of the AfLAI, a factor
analysis was run on the pilot data. Multivariatatistical analysis, in the form of factor analysigas
conducted to determine if scale items could begeddo a smaller, more manageable, number. Thiysia
was supported by results from the Keiser-Meyer#®lkieasure of sampling adequacy (outcome: none
statistically significant) and Bartlett's Test gbl&ericity (outcome: all statistically significantlJsing, SPSS,
a statistical software programme, separate prihcipaponents factor analysis were run on each efahr
scales of the instrument; for statistical purposegh scale point was attributed a numerical vedinging
from 1-6 as noted previously. Principal componemslysis was conducted with the intention of idgimg

and computing composite scores for the factorsnyidg the final version of the AfLAI.
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Outcomes for the reliability and factor analyseshs AfLAI scales

As reported in Table |, factor analysis of eactthaf four AfLAI scales and the inspection of scree

plots indicated the presence of one large factdh \Eigen values ranging from 4.4 to 7.2 in sizeheT

proportion of variance explained by the first fadtoeach scale was large in each case (rangirg-385.1)
and the items across each of the four scales (LD, FB and PSA) had factor loadings of .67, .6Q,and

.62 respectively. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilitiegevsatisfactory (ranging .83 - .92) and there waswidence

that the removal of an item from any of the foualss would result in improved overall reliabilityeasures

for the scale in question.

Tablel. Outcomesfor the Reiability and Factor Analyses of the AfLAI Scales

LISC QCD FB PSA

Number of items 16 16 12 14
Alpha Reliability .92 .89 .83 .88
Factor 1

Eigenvalue 7.2 6.1 4.4 5.5

Percent of variance explaine 45.1 38.6 36.6 39.5

Range of factor loadings 49t0.80| .56t0.69| .55t0.71| .491t0 .73

Average of factor loading .67 .62 .60 .62

Further analyses of these data undertaken as patteodevelopment of the AfL measurement
instrument (AfLMi) — a reduced form, 20 item, scé@Leary, Lysaght, & Ludlow, 2013) - in which Rédsc
measurement procedures and factor analysis wetedpmdicated a strong psychometric link betwées
four component scales. Based on these analysessitietermined that the structure of relationshgigieen

the items within each of the four scales of the Aiflvas coherent.

Results of the AfLAI Pilot

Synopses of the findings of the pilot are provided ables Il through V which correspond to key
findings from the four AfLAI scales, respectivelyAs structured, each table reports the three tops{m
embedded) and three bottom (least embedded) Afctipes reported by teachers followed by a brief
commentary. For detailed exposition and compreliernsnalysis of these data, the reader is refeived
Lysaght and O’Leary (2013) and O’Leary, Lysaght &ndlow (2013).

Average ratings for the sharing learning intenticml success criteria

Table II relates the findings for the learning mtiens/success criteria scale. Teachers inditete t
the use of child-friendly language to share leagrirtentions is something they do a lot of the tifmean =
5.26, somewhere between an ‘established’ and ‘eddatgractice). However, teachers also report ttneit
use of prompts to signal learning intentions andcess criteria with students is a relatively uncanm
feature of their practice (mean = 3.29). Moreotleey indicate that students’ use of success @itercheck
their learning is neither an established nor embdgxactice.
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Tablell. Averageratingsfor the Sharing Learning Intentions and Success Critersgale. Rank ordered
to identify thethree practicesthat are most and least embedded according to teachers.

Sharing L earning Intentions and Success Criteria (L 1SC) N Mean g;/
Most Embedded

5. Child-friendly language is used to share leaynirtentions with pupils
(e.g., ‘We are learning to make a good guess (predictitmuawhat is 472 | 5.26 91
likely to happen next in the stony”

3. Pupils are reminded about the links between Wit are learning and
thebig learning picturgle.g., ‘We are learning to count money so that | 471 | 4.78 | 1.03
when we go shopping we can check our change”

9. Success criteria are differentiated accordinguails’ needs (e.gthe
teacher might say,Everyone must complete parts 1 and 2...; somesu| 471 | 4.72 | 1.14
may complete part 3’

L east Embedded

16. Pupils are given responsibility for checkingittown learning against
the success criteria of lessons.

15. Pupils demonstrate that they are using leariniggtions and/or
success criteria while they are working (ectpecking their progress
against the learning intentions and success catéor the lesson
displayed on the blackboard or flipchart, for exde)p

8. Prompts are used to signal learning intentionksaiccess criteria with
pupils (e.g.using WALTS and WILFs in junior claskes

474 | 3.44 | 1.16

470 | 3.41 | 1.20

459 | 3.29 | 1.52

Average ratings for the questioning and classrodsouksion scale

Table Il presents the data regarding teachersblisgiestioning and classroom discussion. Teachers
report using questioning to elicit prior knowledgfestudents’ learning and assessment techniquiegitiiate
classroom discussion quite frequently in their slasms (mean = 5.44). However, techniques to eageu
student questioning is less common (mean = 3.3jf)ifging that this practice is approximately halayv

between ‘emerging’ and ‘sporadic’.

Average ratings for the feedback scale

Findings in respect of teachers use of feedbackléTh/)) to guide teaching and learning suggest
that the teachers believe that they make links éetwthe feedback provided to students and idedhtifie
learning intentions a good deal of the time (meah82). However, the data also indicate that prest such
as students giving information to their parentsugtibeir learning and/or teachers providing cloging-gap
feedback, are not commonplace (mean = 2.96).
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Tablelll. Averageratingsfor the Questioning and Classroom Discussion scale: Rank ordered to
identify thethree practicesthat are most and least embedded according to teachers.

Questioning and Classroom Discussion (QCD) N | Mean [S)t:/
M ost Embedded
3. Questions are used to elicit pupils’ prior knedde on a topic. 463 | 5.44 | .74

2. Assessment techniques are used to facilitass discussion (e.g.,
brainstorming).

1. When planning lessons, key, open-ended questienslentified to ensure
that pupils engage actively in lessons (el wé put a coat on our snowmail 467 | 4.94 | .99
in the school yard, do you think the snowman lastyér?”).

L east Embedded

7. Pupils are encouraged to share the questionlagnith the teacher during
lessons (e.gthe teacher routinely invites pupils to questioeitipeers’ 472 | 3.83 | 1.18
contributions to discussio).

12. Individual answers to questions are supplendemyepupils ‘taking an
answer round the classo that a selection of responses from the puptses| 469 | 3.81 | 1.35
to build a better answer.

8. Assessment techniques are used to encouragioques of the teacher by
pupils (e.g.using hot-seating or a Post-Its challenge

471 | 5.03 | .89

473 | 3.37 | 1.15

TablelV. Averageratingsfor the Feedbackscale: Rank ordered toidentify the three
practicesthat are most and least embedded according to teachers.

Std.

Feedback (FB) N [Mean Dev

Most Embedded

1. Feedback to pupils is focused on the origirairig intention(s) and
success criteria (e.g.T6daywe are learning to use punctuation correctly i
our writing and you used capital letters and fu correctly in your story,
well done John”).

5. Teacher-made tests are used diagnosticallyetdifg strengths and needs
in teaching and learning (e.glentifying common mistakes in the addition| 472 | 4.82 | 1.04
of fractions)

4. Teachers’ praise of pupils’ work (e.gihat’s excellent; well don9, is
deliberately and consistently supplemented withllbaek that specifies the
nature of the progress made (e"@/ell done Kate, this paragraph helps me
to visualise the characters in the story becausd®fidjectives you uje
Least Embedded

11. In preparing to provide pupils with feedbacktleir learning, the teache
consults their records of achievement against &asning intentions from
previous lessons (e.dghe teacher reviews a checklist, rating scale, or
anecdotal record that s/he has comp)led

7. Pupils are involved formally in providing infoation about their learning
to their parents/guardians (ejgortfolios or learning logs are taken home)
9. Closing-the-gageedback is used to focus pupils’ attention onriixet step
in their learning.

473 | 482 | .98

473 | 4.70 | 1.08

468 | 3.72 | 1.29

471 | 3.64 | 1.32

467 | 2.96 | 1.57
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Average ratings for the peer- and self-assessnuaé s

Reports from the final scale (Table V) suggest thaty techniques associated with student peer- and
self-assessment are reported as being ‘emergingporadic’ practices in the classrooms of the lteag in
this study (mean = 2.48). Further, it is also cleam these data sets that, even in a contextevbierdents
self-report, peer- and self- assessment is nothvamm-place classroom strategy - the means in masgsc

are less than 4.

TableV: Averageratingsfor the Peer-and Self-Assessment Scale: Rank ordered to identify thethree
practicesthat are most and least embedded according to teachers.

Peer- and Self-Assessment (PSA) N |Mean St;
Most Embedded
3. Lessons on new topics begin with pupils beingéal to reflect on their
prior learning (e.g.pupils complete a mind map or concept map or 464 | 442 | 1.20

brainstorm a topif.

4. Pupils are provided with opportunities to refflea, and talk about, their
learning, progress and goals.

11. Pupils use each other as resources for leafaiggresponse/talk
partners who comment on eiothers’ work and discuss how it can be 470 | 3.59 | 1.24
improved.

L east Embedded

13. Pupils use differentiated success criteriaetb and/or peer-assess (e.
pupils can distinguish between what must be acHiew®e successful on | 466 | 2.91 | 1.10
task and what might be done to gain extra cjedit

2. Pupils are encouraged to record their progresgufor example, learnir
logs.

12. Time is set aside during parent/guardeecher meetings for pupils to
involved in reporting on some aspects of theirieay (e.g. pupils selectar 471 | 2.48 | 1.03
example of their best work for discussion at theting).

472 | 3.93 | 1.16

472 | 2.82 | 1.00

To-date the AfLAI has been used for two purposescipally: (a) to facilitate teachers’ review of
their understanding and use of AfL and (b) as atpoi departure for continuous professional develept
(CPD) sought by schools where the majority or &lthe members of a teaching staff have completed th
audit. Teachers’ responses to, and interpretationk explanations of, the findings regarding thsbiared
understanding and use of AfL, which are presemeahbnymised and aggregated form to school stgftado
researchers, demand critical review at this pordalbise - at face value - they appear to challenge t
reliability of the data from the AfLA..

Discussion
Of the 48 primary schools that participated in gilet of the AfLAI, to-date, more than 20 have
sought site-based continuous professional developii@PD) from the authors of the instrument witle th

expressed intent of (a) interpreting and mining dggregated data from their audits and (b) ideintfy
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actions that would help them to exploit opportwestand mitigate challenges to the seamless iniegrat

AfL in their schools. As described elsewhere (lgiga 2011), this work has been conceptualised @& th
context of activity systems theory: people repréagndifferent constituent groups (in this casecheas and
researchers) elect to engage with each other ffareint, albeit, complementary purposes, usingréeaof
tools and artefacts. The activity system, understas “...a complex and relatively enduring ‘commyruit
practice’...” (Engestrom, Engestrém, & Karkkainen,9%9 p. 320) has resulted in the establishment of
school-based learning communities of teachers stgghoupon invitation, by the researchers (botlwldm

are third level teachers of assessment).

In keeping with a distributed instructional leadwps paradigm (Spillane, 2012), the principle
negotiating ‘artefacts’ of the learning communite® (a) the AfLAI, (b) the aggregated data derifredn
participating teachers and (c) the knowledge, digmerand teaching experience of both teachers and
researchers. In keeping with activity theory, betts of participants occupy distinct ‘zones’ this case a
college of education and different schools. Engeggg with ‘artefacts’ necessitates ‘boundary cragssuch
that teachers and researchers create a novel dlesestch/learning space in which they work collatveely
in response to shared and/or distinct goals (Ha&n©Oura, 2003; Tuomi-Grohn & Englestrom, 2003).
Although the individual learning communities tydlgadiffer according to the culture and charactiécks of
the various schools, nevertheless, patterns hagenb® emerge from working with different staff that
face value, challenge the reliability of the dataivked from the AfLAI.

Reflecting on the principal concerns identified Hye learning communities across the 20
participating schools, three recurrent issues hlawerged based on one, over-riding, finding: incales,
teachers identify serious inconsistencies betwédwir tself-reports on the AfLAI and their day-to-day
classroom assessment practices. More specificdibaggregation and mining of school-based data wit
teachers, led by the authors of the AfLAI, considie uncovered fundamental misunderstandings and
ambiguities regarding AfL strategies and how thagproaches might be used to democratise learnidg an
engage students optimally in self-determined legyiaicross cognitive, affective and psycho-motor @ios

Through discussion of these findings with teach®re,explanations typically present. First, teashe
over-estimate their understanding and use of Aftanse (a) they do not, or cannot, review criticélg
extent to which their assessment practices reftexge captured in the items of the AfLAI scales/an¢b)
teachers are reluctant to present their practicegays that they fear might undermine the percetyaality
of teaching, learning and assessment in their oispeschools. Interestingly, neither of theselamxptions is
particularly novel or surprising; they have emergedimilar research on AfL with teachers (e.g.saght,
2009) as well as in research within other profesd® (e.g., Mann, 2013). As Elmore (2010) obsertres
fact is that “...as practitioners, we are notorioysbpr observers of our own practice and therefotevary
good at judging the correspondence between ouefbelind our behaviour” (p.1). Moreover, teacher
professional development is frequently thwartedadwnjt and, hence, unchallenged, hidden beliefs tahow
teaching, learning and assessment should occud lmeserhat Lortie (1975) termed one’s ‘apprenticpstfi
observation’. In response, what is required arpodpnities, such as those provided by the sitedas
learning communities described in this paper, tdietllenge teachers to engage creatively and fgtitiyi
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with the ‘problem of complexity’ and develop in theelves the kinds of practices they expect of their
students, namely skills of meta-cognition and seffulation (Flavell, 1979, 1987; Lampert, 2001)ut P
simply:

Resilient, powerful new beliefs - the kinds of bé&i that transform the way we think about

how children are treated in schools, for examglee-shaped by people engaging in behaviors

or practices that are deeply unfamiliar to them &nat test the outer limits of their

knowledge, their confidence in themselves as prawcérs, and their competencies [...] You

don’t really know what your espoused beliefs meatil you experience them in practice.

The more powerful the beliefs, the more difficuitdaseemingly unfamiliar the practices.

(Elmore, 2010, p. 1)

It is this kind of transformation in thinking thist evidenced in the schools that have sought CPD on
foot of participation in the pilot of the AfLAI. dflowing acknowledgement of disparities betweerirtgelf-
reports and actual classroom practices, teachees hegun to seek advice internally from colleagared/or
externally from the researchers regarding practibasthey now realise and acknowledge are unfamdlr
challenging to them and, by default, their studenddthough differences frequently emerge regardimg
specific level and nature of CPD required by schowlithout exception, support is sought regardimge
issues that are at the very heart of AfL:

« The need for explicit instruction in writing SMARgoals that are differentiated (if required),
include conditions and criteria of performance, aad be shared with students to enable self-
regulation and learning-focused teaching. It islent that teachers find it very difficult to align
teaching goals with methods/ resources and assespnotocols. Typically, this manifests in an
inappropriate focus on activities and tasks (wheg students are ‘doing’) instead of goal-
directed learning (what the students are ‘learnimg’engaging with various activities/task in
particular ways):

« The need for support in identifying and seizing appnities to democratise teaching, learning
and assessment practices and adapt planned routiresponse to students’ ‘minute-to-minute’
needs. In essence, this is the challenge of emnmgrabe ‘spirit’ not just the ‘letter’ of AfL
concomitant with an expectation that students ngtementally learn, through encouragement
and modelling, to assume increasing ownershipdod, control over, their learning and that of
their peers. This is perhaps the most challenglegent of the work with teachers because it
calls for contingency in classroom planning anccfice coupled with an ability to self-regulate
and very sophisticated pedagogical and content laune.

* The need for whole-school organisational framewomkapping the incremental and spiral
integration of AfL strategies and techniques acrass within grades. What is at issue here is
the deprivatisation of classroom practice and ressuand ‘boundary crossing’ within and
across school ‘zones’ so that the collaborativectpra expected of students at class level is
mirror (and modelled) at the macro level by teaghataff. Again, this frequently presents

significant challenges to school traditions, cwdtirand mores, not least because it assumes
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confident distributed instructional leadership -ed@ment of overall school leadership that is not

always encouraged and promoted in schools as bgtesouthworth (2009).

Conclusion

The literature on self-regulation indicates how cel it is for young people to be afforded
opportunities to learn how to self-regulate by rieag how to learn’. Further, it is recogniseditB& can be
taught and AfL presents as a viable pedagogy fppauing teachers’ and students’ incremental asaiion
of SR practices. However, quantitative and aneddtdta derived from use of the AfLAI suggest stlgn
that Irish teachers currently over-estimate themxto which they understand and use AfL. Thesédirigs
warrant attention because they suggest “constrairtlssroom and related environments that interf@th
student efforts at SR” including, potentially “ctafing goals, unproductive work habits and stylesd
inappropriate teaching methods, all factors that fompromise the goal of increasing SR capabilifa@s
large numbers of students” (Boekaerts & Corno, 200226).

Looking forward, emerging data from the AfLAi corefgd for a second time by teaching staff
following engagement in well-crafted, teacher-dnivesustained CPD deserve mention here. These data
signal discernible patterns of improvement in jpgéting teachers’ understanding of AfL evidencgdslow
- but incremental and important - changes in thieissroom teaching, learning and assessment s,
in turn, the nature and extent of student selfd@gn. These findings, though preliminary and
unsubstantiated as yet by empirical analysis, acewaging. They attest to (a) the value of theAdfas a
research tool, particularly when it is used to lerak site-based CPD and (b) the model of CPD inthese
can be scaled with fidelity to meet the needs ol beachers and researchers.

Finally, the research methodology described in théper, underpinned by a commitment to a
biopsychosocial approach to mental health and bailtg, suggests a mechanism for exploring important
social factors of significant import to studentdtie immediate and long term. It is hoped thas¢hesearch
findings and the methodological approaches deatrib#l spur complementary research investigations.
Given the complexity of young people’'s lives, masif in the reciprocity and interplay between the
sociological, psychological and biological aspestsheir well-being, the requirement for a multiééed,
multidisciplinary research response is axiomatim particular, further research is required to deye
assessment tools for use with vulnerable populat@inyoung people to ascertain their experiencesiad
perspectives on, the learning environments to whigy are exposed and how these contribute to their

mental health and well-being.
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