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NOTA ON EAGARTHOIR

Bailionn an t-eagran seoQ@ideasle chéile cuig phiosa taighde a bhfuil obair animteora
sa rangsheomra mar fhécas larnach acu. Biodh melgadh duil ar leith ag an gcleachtoir
iontu, beidh suim ag lucht déanta polasai, agusragphforbroir curaclaim agus seirbhisi
tacaiochta, iontu chomh maith. | ndairire is diohee na Iéirilchain seo d’éinne gur spéis leis
an chaoi leis an bhfoghlaim a chur chun chinn isogaisti.

Déanann an chéad phaipéamleloe Travers, anailis ar thionchar pholasai na samhla
de leithdhaileadh gineardlta ar thacaiocht foghlatna Mhatamaitic. Beidh sé ina chuis
iontais do mhéran daoine gurb amhlaidh, ainneoihintheistiochta méadaithe agus an lion
méadaithe scoileanna agus muinteoiri ata ag tdkihaaiochta anois sa Mhatamaitic da barr
sin, gur dealraitheach nach bhfuil méadu ar bigthia ar rochtain daltai ar thacaiocht san
iomlan. Ina theannta sin, tugann a chuid tortbduiscint chomh maith gur |0 an déchulacht
go bhfreastaldidh an fhoireann tacaiochta foghlamaachtanais foghlama daltai a bhfuil
deacrachtai sa Mhatamaitic acu, i limistéir saeithoi mhibhuntéiste, n4 an déchulacht go
bhfreastal6idh siad ar a bpiarai siud i scoileanaeh bhfuil sainithe. Ina fhianaise seo,
éilionn sé athbhreithnid ar na critéir ata mar bhsnmar thaca ag an tsamhail de
leithdhaileadh ginearalta i dtreo is go ndéanfdétear nios solubtha do thosca uathdla
catagdiri airithe scoileanna.

T4 tacaiocht na foghlama mar fhécas chomh maithéggear arbr Therese Day Ag
machnamh di ar ghnéithe roghnaithe de chuairteansaoileanna a thug si thar thréimhse sé
bhliana déag, ina cailiocht mar stitrthéir churggpldma iarchéime sa tacaiocht foghlama,
tugann si faoi deara tri chéim leithleacha d'fhoafgis de bhéimeanna as a dtainig sa
deireadh thiar focas i bhfad nios laidre ar lordorid muineadh na léitheoireachta. Féadtar a
cheapadh go léirionn na hathruithe atd tarlaitheunanna chuige, iad féin ag éabhldéidiu, do
mhuineadh na litearthachta, ata le léamh i litriadinnaisitnta. Nuair a chuirtear san aireamh
an scéal athraitheach airgeadais a théann i gabowrigicitil ar churanna chuige reatha
d’fhorbairt leantnach ghairmidil, aitionn si guirééda bharr sin an tabhacht até le tosaiocht a
thabhairt don rud a theastaionn & fhormhor na redirit as an bhforbairt leandnach
ghairmitil. Dairire, ciallaionn sé seo go gcaithfeech a chur ar cheird na muinteoireachta
thar gach rud eile agus, sa dara dul sios, gohfeaitcuranna chuige scoile uile a chothu.

O cuireadh ar bun é i 1968, ta a dhicheall déapf@ideasscribhneoireacht léannta i
nGaeilge a spreagadh agus de réir an traidisi@inésstaidéar san eagran seo againn ar rol na
scéalaiochta agus na leabhar sa réamhscoil landghaeiibhsionn arDr Maire Mhic
Mhathdana an teoiric a chruthaionn tabhacht na scéalaiadua na leabhar i gcur chun cinn
na forbairte intleachtula, soisialta agus teandgeolda agus ceanglaionn si an léargas seo leis
an méid ata tugtha faoi deara agus taifeadta aioinnt réamhscoileanna lan-Ghaelacha.
Cuireann si sios ar an gcaoi a thogann muintezafall don fhoghlaim i gcomhra dinimicidil
le daltai agus ar an gcaoi a n-imeasctar munlaggeaua-shealbhaithe i ngnathaimh laethula.
Molann Curaclam na Bunscoile (1999) scéalaiocl@aeilge mar réamhtheachtai luachmhar
don léitheoireacht fhoirmealta, agus gheobhaidhntediri naionan sa scoil ndisiinta agus
muinteoiri na ranganna arda leis, dbhar sa phaga&ea chuirfidh lena gcleachtas.

Fairsingionn arDr Joy Alexander ar gcuid eolais faoin gcaoi le cabhru le buachailli
feabhas a chur ar a gcuid scribhneoireachta, afjosnési cur chuige nios cuidithi lena
ndireodh muinteoiri a n-aird ar an rud gur léirkgduil buachailli in ann é a dhéanamh sa
scribhneoireacht, agus toégail air sin. Cuireansiss ar staidéar a rinneadh ar scéalta a
scriobh buachailli agus Iéirionn si go mbionn caltnag muinteoiri an rud a thuigeann siad a
luachdil — carachtracht, cur sios agus liofachalfecagus go n-oireann sé seo do na cailini.
Murab ionann is sin, is ionduil gur fearr le buatthplota gniomhaiochta (performative), mar



a thugann si air. Is é sin le r4, bionn buachaglsamhli agus ag achtl amach an scéil agus
iad ag scriobh — agus de ghnath is fearr leo siésih. larrann si, go gonta, ciacu is fearr
scéal marbhénta a insint go briomhar né scéal gfitea insint go liosta. Tugann an Dr
Alexander le fios go bhfuil ceacht anseo do gacimtedir, agus do mhuinteoiri mna, ach go
hairithe, atad sa tromlach i measc muinteoiri Béatms nach ionann a n-aireachtdil ar cad is
scribhneoireacht mhaith ann agus aireachtail nateiri fir.

Sa phaipéar deiridliléananrvis Barbara Collins agus arbr Michael O’Leary fiosru
ar chritéir rathtlachta mar mhodh luachéla i gdamacna bhfisealaion. B’fhéidir go
measfadh moéran mduinteoiri go mbeadh an luachaihiuthiioch do na fisealaiona ach, ar
bhonn a staidéir mheasartha mér ar obair a rinneagbmra bunscoile amhain, tugann an da
scribhneoir leid gur féidir le hisaid critéar rd#uinta ag muinteoiri, luachail piarai agus féin-
luachail, raon leathan de dhea-thorthai a bhaimtchm Is suimiuil le ra go bhfuil gach ceann
de na tri straitéis seo ag dul i gcion go tairbheacscribhneoireacht chruthaitheach a cuid
daltai Ms Collins, ar a gcumaddireacht ceoil, agua gcuid damhsa 6 cuireadh an staidéar i
gcrich.

Soléathraitear leis lIéirmheas ar lamhleabhar suctiasaan bhfoghlaim le tridr scolaire
de chuid an Insititid Teicneolaiochta i bPort Lairgnar a bhfuil siad ina mbaill
thabhachtacha de roinn na hiarchéime san oideachais

Ta suil againn go gcruthoidh an cuig phéipéar sgraon leis an t-athbhreithnid, go
bhfuil pobal méadaitheach taighde againn ata tidenalo thaclu le hoideachasoiri, idir
muinteoiri ranga, comhairleoiri agus lucht déantéagai. Ta déchas againn go roinnfidh
daoine eile a gcuid taighde linn i dtreo is go biféimid go léir mar phobal casmhar
oideachasairi cur le gach uile gné den fhoras foghli measc na bpaisti.

Is é seo an t-eagran deireannadidéss a fhoiseofar faoi chdram an eagarthéra seo.
Tapaim anois an deis chun mo bhuiochas a ghat#ashh uile a chuidigh liom le deich
mbliana anuas. Cuirim bhuiochas faoi leith in iglah scribhneoiri a sholathraigh ailt agus
aisti léirmheastéireachta agus leis an mbord dagjegachta chomh maith. Cibé dul chun
cinn ata déanta agideasmar iris oideachais, ta cuid mhaith den bhuioclgaduh déibh siud.
T&im ag suil gur fas agus blathi atd i ndan dansinia blianta dishldnacha ata romhainn agus
go leanfaidh si lena freastal ar an diospoireaideiaghais.



EDITORIAL COMMENT

This edition ofOideasbrings together five pieces of research that h&aeework of the
teacher in the classroom as their central focudlé/ftiey will have a particular appeal to the
practitioner, they also will be of interest to thelicy maker, the curriculum developer and
support services. In fact anyone who has an irtémethe promotion of children’s learning
will find much of interest in the presentations.

The first paper, bypr Joe Travers, analyses the impact of the general allocation mode
policy on learning support for Mathematics. It wibme as a surprise to many that in spite of
increased investment in learning support leadingréater numbers of schools and teachers
now providing support in Mathematics, it seems thagrall pupil access to support has not
increased. Further, his findings also suggest plgils with difficulties in Mathematics in
designated disadvantaged schools are less likaty ttheir peers in non-designated schools to
have their learning needs addressed by the leamipgort team. Arising from this, he calls
for a review of criteria underpinning the genertdaation model so that a more flexible
provision is made for the unique circumstancesasfigular categories of school.

Learning support also forms the focus [@f Therese Day’s paper. Reflecting on
selected aspects of school visits made in her dgpecourse director of a graduate diploma
in learning support over a sixteen-year period, sliecerns three distinct phases of
developments and emphases that have ultimatelioledmuch stronger focus on the search
for meaning in the teaching of reading. The chartbas have taken place can be seen to
mirror the evolving approaches to the teachingtefdcy outlined in international literature.
When regard is had for the changing financial situathat crucially affects current
approaches to continuing professional developmshg argues that the importance of
prioritising what most learning support teacherechbfom CPD becomes more obvious. In
practice, this means that a premium must be sahenvalue of the craft of teaching and
second, effective whole-school approaches mustliened.

Since its inception in 196®)ideashas endeavoured to encourage scholarly writing in
Irish and in keeping with this tradition we feature this edition a study of the role of
storytelling and books in the Irish language presthHighlighting theory that supports the
importance of storytelling and books in promotingtellectual, social and linguistic
developmentPr Maire Mhic Mhathana applies the insights to what she has observed and
recorded in a number of all-Irish preschools. Sh#irees how teachers scaffold the learning
in a dynamic exchange with pupils and how newlye@r@gl language moulds are usefully
integrated into daily routines. The Primary Sch@atriculum (1999) promotes storytelling in
Irish in the infant classes as a valuable precuxséormal reading, and teachers of infants in
the national school, and those of pupils in higtlasses too, will find much in this paper to
enrich their practice.

Adding to our knowledge on how boys may be helpegrove their writing,Dr Joy
Alexander calls for a more constructive approach that woutvehteachers focus their
attention on what boys demonstrate they can dioin tvriting so that they may build on that.
She details a study of stories written by boys simolws that teachers tend to evaluate what
they know how to evaluate — characterisation, detson and use of language — and that this
favours girls. In contrast, boys tend to favour ttee calls a performative plot, that is, boys
are visualising and enacting their story as theyewsr and usually they prefer an action story.
Pointedly, she asks if it better to tell a dullrgtavell or an exciting story badly. Dr Alexander
suggests there are messages here for all teaebpesially female teachers who comprise the
majority of English teachers and whose perceptiowlmat constitutes good writing will be
different from that of their male counterparts.



In the final paperiMs Barbara Collins andDr Michael O’Leary investigate the use of
success criteria as an assessment approach instn arts curriculum. To a great many
teachers the concept of assessment in the visisaiary seem alien but, drawing from their
modest study of work undertaken in a single prin@dagsroom, the two writers suggest that
teachers’ use of success criteria, peer and ssffisament can lead to a wide range of positive
outcomes. Interestingly, since the conclusion ef study, all three strategies are impacting
positively on Ms Collins’s pupils’ creative writinghnusic composition and dance.

We also present a review of an impressive guidési@mechers on approaches to learning.
The three authors are based in Waterford InstatitBechnology where they are key figures
in the institution’s postgraduate education depantm

We hope that together with the review, these fiapgps will show we have a growing
research community that is dedicated to suppottiagclassroom teacher, the advisor and the
policy maker alike. We trust that others will favats with their research so that all of us as a
concerned body of educationists may together makenareasing contribution to the
development of children’s learning in all its aggec

This is the final issue dDideasto be published by the current editor. | now téhkis
opportunity to thank all those who have supportesl daring the past ten years in the
production of the journal. Special thanks are duthe writers of papers and reviews and to
the Editorial Board. Whatever progress has beerenrathakingOideasa useful educational
journal is due in no small measure to their comraiitrand diligence. | sincerely hope that
Oideaswill grow and flourish as a forum for educatiom@bate and as a catalyst for change
in a world where change is inevitable
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Joseph Travers

THE IMPACT OF THE GENERAL ALLOCATION
MODEL POLICY ON LEARNING SUPPORT FOR
MATHEMATICS IN IRISH PRIMARY SCHOOLS

Joseph Travers is Director of Special Education,Paitrick’s College, Drumcondra.
He is a former primary school teacher (mainstreaspecial class, learning
support/resource). He is currently lead researchara DES funded project entitled
‘Addressing the challenges of inclusion Irish sdstiaand a member of the research
team which conducted a review of the role of spesthools and classes in Ireland
for the National Council for Special Education.

ABSTRACT: Drawing on data from a multi-method stildty paper analyses the impact of the General
Allocation Model policy on learning support for Ni@matics. The findings show that overall pupil
access to support has not increased, despite mehieots and teachers providing support in the
subject. This is explained by reduced teacher casisl and the redistribution of some teachers from
larger schools to small schools. The findings @sggest that pupils with difficulties in Mathematin
non-designated schools are more likely to havertheeds addressed than pupils in designated
disadvantaged schools. Reported benefits of theef@emllocation Model include the creation of
special education teams in schools, a reductioshi@red learning support teachers and an increase in
in-class support.

INTRODUCTION

This paper addresses the issue of whether the &eXication Model (GAM) introduced in
primary schools in 2005 is meeting the needs opaflils with low achievement/learning
difficulties in Mathematics and whether there aiféetences in the level of support given to
pupils between schools designated as disadvantaggdther schools. The paper draws on
data from teacher respondents from six focus graipsndividual case study interviews and
a questionnaire survey of 137 schools. It will tirsoutline concerns about achievement
levels in Mathematics, secondly the developmenheiGeneral Allocation Model, thirdly the
methodology of the study and fourthly, the findiragel discussion of same.

Since the publication of thBtudy of Remedial Education in Irish Primary Sckaol
1998 (Shiel and Morgan, 1998), there have been ra#ver reports in the past decade which
have highlighted concerns about the differencemathematical achievement levels and the
number of pupils who are experiencing low achievasiebetween schools designated as
disadvantaged and those that are not (Shiel arlg,K&I99; Shiekt al. 2006).

It was also clear from these evaluations that itesfery different levels of need, the
proportion of pupils receiving learning supporthtathematics across these differing school
contexts was largely similar. Thus pupils in nosigeated schools were more likely to have



their needs addressed by the learning support ceervi Mathematics, as there were
proportionately less pupils in these schools indnee support. The role of theearning
Support Guidelinesn reinforcing this inequity is clear when one swmiers the following
advice from the Guidelines:

Supplementary teaching should be made availalyeipds with low achievement
in Mathematics. Schools that do not provide sushraice should introduce it on a
phased basis over a period of two to three yaarthe school's needs in English
are reducedDES, 2000, p.58) (emphasis added).

Such guidance is only relevant to schools wheeertbeds in literacy are reduced.
However, this is far more likely to occur in nonsdgated schools. In fact there is evidence
that the gap in literacy achievement is wideningeen schools in designated disadvantaged
contexts and other schools (Eivetsal. 2004).

Thus it was no surprise thehe 2004 National Assessment of Mathematics Achmve
found that there was still no difference betweem [dvel of support in designated and non-
designated schools despite a huge differential dniexement levels (26% of pupils in
designated schools achieved scores at or beloviQtie percentile, as against 8% in non-
designated schools). In terms of overall accesd%2of pupils were receiving learning
support for Mathematics. Half of the pupils atteth@dehools in which learning support was
provided (Shielet al. 2006). Of the teachers surveyed 35.5% providethileg support in
English only, 2.9% in Mathematics only and 61.6%wvmted support in both subjects. Of the
learning support teachers providing support in Mathtics only 24% of their time and
caseload was devoted to the subject.

Since this report, there has been a major changelicy with the introduction of the
General Allocation Model in primary schools sincep&mber 2005 (Department of
Education and Science (DES) 2005).

THE GENERAL ALLOCATION MODEL

Three significant changes can be delineated ircitalars (DES, 2003, 2005) outlining the
General Allocation Model. First, schools are altedaresources differentially within two
systems; second, once allocated, schools can depknurces flexibly, creating special
education teams; and third a staged approach &ssmsent, identification and programme
planning was also introduced. These changes willifmussed in turn.

All schools are allocated learning support/resedeacher support based on a weighted
model taking into account factors such as schae, sichool location and whether the school
is single-sex boys or girls. For example, all sd¢hatesignated as disadvantaged get an
additional teacher for every 80 pupils whereasmawsignated all-girls school receives their
first full-time additional post when they reach 1®fpils. Small schools get fulltime access to
the service when they have 105 pupils enrolled. ifoge favourable ratio for designated
schools resides within a wider social policy ofggting disadvantage. However, all
designated schools are treated similarly regardiEbsvels of disadvantage, and the different
allocations based on whether the school catersalidooys or all-girls did not apply in
designated schools. Given the greater prevalenbeysf assessed with mild general learning
disabilities or dyslexia (NCSE, 2006) in these sdtathis is surprising.

The teacher allocated under the new weighted madelcalled a learning
support/resource teacher to reflect the fact thattéacher has a much wider brief than the
traditional learning support teacher. They now aater for pupils with borderline and mild
general learning disabilities, dyslexia and mildhdaour problems. These categories of pupil



represented the largest categories on the fornseuree teachers’ caseload and were termed
high incidence disabilities. Pupils with dyslexiadamild general learning disabilities had
since 1999 received 2.5 hours of resource teaghengveek from a resource teacher with a
caseload of between six and eleven pupils. Now #reypart of the caseload of a learning
support/resource teacher who had a recommendeldadsd 30 pupils (DES, 2000).

Furthermore, the GAM drew a distinction betwedocaadtion and deployment for the
first time and allows schools to deploy their suppeachers, regardless of teacher title in the
service of any pupil with special educational neédss was the first time this blurring of
roles and flexibility of deployment in creating sp@ education teams was given official
approval by the DES. How this change has affectgmpart teaching in Mathematics is a
further key focus of the paper. Thus the teachempsa in this study includes learning
support/resource teachers, resource teachers doraseducational needs, resource teachers
for travellers and special class teachers, as uihilenew system any of these teachers can
have a range of pupils (from pupils with very miifficulties to low incidence special
educational needs) on their caseloads regardlesacher title. The GAM also introduced a
staged approach to assessment, identification esgtggmme planning allowing schools to
prioritise support for pupils with the greatest aee

The key policy issue addressed in this paper asirtipact of the General Allocation
Model policy change on the position of learning o in Mathematics within the wider
context of inclusion. It is interested in how thewnmodel affects provision and if there are
any differences between designated and non-desijrsghools in relation to access to the
service. The import of these issues is summed uphiglet al. (2006) in their comment that
“it would seem important to ensure that applicatidrthe new system [the GAM] results in
an appropriate response to the needs of pupilsleatiming difficulties in Mathematics in all
schools” (p.165).

METHODOLOGY

To address the research question (Table 1) a nmettiod research design was employed
incorporating three stages.

Table 1 Research question, level and methods

Research question Level Research method

In the context of inclusion and equity, |i$olicy and| Focus  group  discussions,
the General Allocation Model meetingchool guestionnaire  and  teacher
the needs of all pupils with loyw interviews

achievement/learning  difficulties  in
Mathematics?

Stage one consisted of five focus group intervievith 99 learning support teachers
and resource teachers responsible for co-ordinddathematics learning support/special
education across ten counties. The purpose ot thesup interviews was to pilot ideas,
garner opinions and map the range of pertinenegssim addition, the views were sought of
19 learning support and resource teachers secaxleegional learning support advisers for
what was then the Primary Curriculum Support Progne.

Stage two consisted of a questionnaire survey. f0lhecohort (2005-6) of learning
support teachers and resource teachers who weseipgrpostgraduate studies in learning
support/special education in all six centres araimedcountry and four previous cohorts from

10



one of the centres were identified as the purposaraple which amounted to 230 teachers.
The questionnaire addressed issues of pupil nunreegsving support in Mathematics, the

level and organisation of support, size of teadaseload, views on the GAM and views on
learning support for Mathematics.

The third stage consisted of six individual teachaterviews with learning
support/resource teachers and resource teachemiffarent contexts. Semi-structured
interviews (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992) were perceiad providing the best means of
addressing those issues raised in the previoussstagreater depth across different contexts.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Information on the background to respondents isvicdd by presentation of the key findings
under the following headings: overall access tonieg support in Mathematics, increase in
provision, policy on access, size and nature afiteacaseload and the effect of the General
Allocation Model at policy level. All of the desptive and inferential statistics presented are
derived from the questionnaire data. Different narsbof teachers responded to different
guestions in the questionnaire. This is indicatedqr) in the text where n refers to the total
number of respondents for that question.

Background on respondents to survey

Of 230 questionnaires posted out 137 were returapksenting a return rate of 60%. All of
the respondents, due to the nature of the surveplsahad either a postgraduate diploma in
learning support or special education. School sizeged from 41 to 878 pupils. Teachers in
designated disadvantaged schools accounted for &38éspondents, leaving 67% in non-
designated schools. Table 2 outlines the teacloieg 0f the respondents.

Table 2 Percentage of teachers in the following roles (nZ13

Learning Resource teacher for| Resource teacher for| Special class teacher
support/resource pupils with SEN travellers

teacher

75.9 13.1 3.6 7.3

Access to support teaching in Mathematics

One hundred teachers in the questionnaire sample figures for the number of pupils
receiving support in Mathematics in their scho@serall, the 100 schools had 31,732 pupils
with 2,712 getting additional help in Mathematiagich represented 8.5%. This represents a
reduction in overall access, as the correspondmgd from 2004 was 12.4% (Shiet al.
2006).

In designated disadvantaged schools 12.3% of prgalsived support in Mathematics (n=38
schools). The corresponding figure in non-desighaiehools was 7.0% (n=62 schools). In
terms of the mean figures for each type of schbhetd was not a statistically significant
difference in the number of pupils receiving suppoMathematics. Shiedt al. (2006) found
that in 2004 “the percentages of pupils in fourthiss in receipt of support did not differ
between designated and non-designated disadvantafeals, despite the lower level of
achievement in designated schools” (p.164). Theemde from the present study suggests
that this has only slightly improved under the GAldspite the policy taking disadvantage
into allowance in the distribution of learning sopgresource teachers. Given the extent of
the disparities in achievement levels (Ste¢lal. report a difference of 26% versus 8%
between designated and non-designated schoolga@sisehe number of pupils under thé'10
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percentile) it is clear that the GAM is not meetitige mathematical needs of pupils in
designated schools. Thus, a key finding from tlismy@e is that pupils in non-designated
schools are much more likely to have their needsessed as regards support in Mathematics
under this new model.

Table 3  Percentage and number of schools with no Mathemsatiovision

Designated school (n=45) Non-designated school (738 | Overall (n=136)

8.9% (4) 7.6% (7) 8.0% (11)

Table 3 outlines the percentage of schools thanhatoprovide learning support in
Mathematics. A higher percentage of designated adsh(8.9%) had no Mathematics
provision compared to non-designated schools (7.G%is again represents a differential
negative impact on designated schools given thenexif low achievement levels in these
schools.

However, while overall percentage figures for pugatess to support decreased in this
sample, a greater number of schools (92%) now segmovide some service in Mathematics
than in 2004. This apparent discrepancy is exptalne an increase in provision in smaller
schools at the expense of other schools and redeeetier caseloads. This would show a
significant broadening of provision, as She¢lal. (2006) report that just over half of pupils
attended schools in which learning support for Mathtics was provided in 2004. Results
show that provision for Mathematics has increasetbims of additional teachers providing
it, more in-class support, greater attention todowlasses {iclass upwards), more frequent
small group withdrawal due to smaller caseloads lesd teachers shared between schools.
Significantly, the proportion of pupils on teachersseloads who receive support for
Mathematics has increased from 24% in the Sttial. (2006) benchmark study to 43% in the
present study.

Increase in provision for Mathematics

Across 135 schools, 430 support teachers out obtal of 558 provided support in
Mathematics (Table 4). This represents 77.0% arzh i;crease since 2004 when the figure
was 64.5% (learning support teachers only) (Siteil. 2006).

Table 4 Percentage of teachers providing support in litgramly, maths only or literacy and
Mathematics across 135 schools (n=558

Literacy only Maths only Literacy and Maths
22.9 2.3 74.7

However, there have been differential gains asdde across school contexts from this
overall increase. Table 5 shows the impact of thenges in terms of its effect on learning
support/resource teaching in Mathematics. While tmexhools reported an increase in
Mathematics support teaching, it seems some ofathssat the expense of other schools with
12% reporting that in their school there has beewdlearease in support teaching in
Mathematics (Table 5).
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Table 5 Effect of the introduction of the General Allocatidlodel on support teaching in
Mathematics (percentage of respondents)

Effect of GAM Overall (n =132) Designated  school Non-designated
(n=45) school (n=87)

Support teaching in 12.1% 20.0% 8.0%

Mathematics has decreased

Support teaching in 56.1% 46.7% 60.9%

Mathematics has increased

Support teaching in 31.8% 33.3% 31.0%

Mathematics has remained

the same

However, when the responses are separated outlaggto whether the teachers teach
in a designated school or not it is clear thatdhleas been a disproportionately negative
impact on support teaching for Mathematics in sthao designated disadvantaged areas
(Table 5). Consequently, schools in non-designateshs in this sample seem to have
benefited far more from the policy changes in retato support teaching for Mathematics.
However, given that the confidence intervals far tifferences in percentages overlap, this
present sample does not provide sufficient evidexfce wider underlying trendlhis was
confirmed by a chi-square tegt=0.99, Chi-Square=4.621, df=2).

It is legitimate to ask how some designated scheoolsd end up with less of a support
service in Mathematics, as they were given a maweurable ratio in the appointment of
learning support/resource teachers to cater for #glitional needs. To answer this question
it is necessary to explain how these schools hatedaesource teachers under the previous
system. As pupils with mild general learning ditéibs and borderline mild general learning
disabilities are over represented in areas of secomomic disadvantage (Tomlinson, 1982;
Mittler, 2000), designated schools had securedtiaddi resource teachers for these pupils.
Outside of these areas resource teachers weregledth proportionately more pupils with
low incidence disabilities. As pupils with mild afmbrderline general learning disabilities
were removed from the caseload of resource teafhreappointment and retention purposes,
designated schools lost proportionately more cdefteachers, which in some cases were not
offset by the teachers appointed under the GAM. &ailttboys designated schools were
particularly affected as proportionately more btlyan girls have been identified with mild
general learning disabilities and dyslexia (NCSE)®). Some losses were quite dramatic:

We had six SEN teachers. Now under the GAM we tiaee. We are in a
designated disadvantaged school. The children dastbig time. (Questionnaire
respondent 37)

In one teacher interview, the respondent repoitatl their school ended up with 60
pupils under the TOpercentile on standardised tests between two ¢eseind:

If we were to move up to the fifteenth percentite would have another forty
children. We would have a hundred children undes &8 percentile in a
combined group of literacy and Maths need. (Teaafterview one)

In another interview the respondent was in an imitgrdisadvantaged area with a high
proportion of pupils with dyslexia:
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The upshot for us when they put this new modethiegevas an appalling vista.
We had a large numbers of pupils with dyslexicialiffies who were getting
support but who under the new model were callett mgidence. We were wiped
out. The Department in its wisdom put us into asteuwith four schools and we
were losing all 3 of our support teachers and weenlgeing granted 0.75 of a
teacher through the GAM. (Teacher interview six)

However, following representations this schooliretd the resources on a year on year
basis.

Also, teachers felt the GAM had a negative imparcpopils with mild general learning
disabilities. As proportionately more of these paigre in designated schools, this also
contributed to the negative impact. There was exadehat some of the reduced time given to
pupils with MGLD or dyslexia was taken from thedriner Mathematics provision:

Children now taken in groups of 4/5 with wider &pilrange - don’t feel their
individual needs are met, especially MGLD childrefating to Mathematics - they
now receive no maths in our school. (Questionnaaspondent 58)

Policy on access to support teaching in Mathematics

Less than 10% of 135 respondents were in schoatshtid one dedicated support teacher for
Mathematics. This represented just over 2% of ttal tsupport teachers in these schools
(Table 4) and does not seem to have increasedessith of the GAM.  Many teachers were
very clear in their comments that official guideln prioritise literacy support over
Mathematics and they expressed frustration witér thi

In my experience (disadvantage) all our energied ianovations have been in the
area of literacy. (Questionnaire respondent one)

As long as guidelines stress dealing with literficst, then Mathematics - rather
than putting them equal - children's learning suppo maths will be insufficient.
(Questionnaire respondent 58)

Proportionately more teachers in designated schexjpsessed these frustrations but
they were also mentioned by the focus group teachttie learning support advisers,
guestionnaire respondents and by teachers in tiweiews.

There are also challenges in relation to how Mattars is viewed within learning
support in schools. Table 6 outlines some of thesess. A significant minority of 15%
would prefer to be giving learning support in l#gey only. Nearly a quarter of the teachers
agreed with the statement that Mathematics isilepsrtant than literacy and 36% agreed
that schools should focus on literacy difficultiist before turning to Mathematics with a
further 22% undecided on the issue. It could beedghat this is simply reflective of official
policy in theLearning-Support Guideline®\nother consequence of this policy is that some
schools because of the level of need in literacyldvbave insufficient time for Mathematics.
This view is further validated by the 73% of teasheho expressed agreement with it.
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Table 6 Percentage of teachers’ level of agreement or disaigent with the following statements

SA: Strongly agreeA: Agree,U: UndecidedD: Disagree, | N = SA A U D SD
SD: Strongly disagree

Because of the degree of needs in literacy therg i$19 21.0 52.1 5.0 20.2
insufficient time for learning support in Mathenuati

| would prefer to be doing learning support/reseuns | 120 5.0 10.0 3.3 43.3
literacy only

School should focus on literacy difficulties firbefore | 120 3.3 325 21.7 32.5
turning to Mathematics

Mathematics is less important than literacy 117 1J7 231 10.3 41.9

Size and nature of teacher caseloads

The mean number of pupils on the caseloads of 3igdachers was 21, ranging from five to
49 (SD=8.3). There was no significant differencdéwleen the size of the caseloads of
teachers in designated and non-designated schsher respondents had a mean number
of two pupils with low incidence special educatibneeds on their caseloads, ranging from 0
to 12 (SD=2.3). Fifty-one (37.2%) of the teachead ho such pupils on their caseloads. The
mean number of pupils with high incidence specidlioational needs on the teachers’
caseloads was nine (n=133) (SD=8.9). The mode adiam were both five for such pupils.
As the standard deviation for the mean is verydaripe mode and median are better
indicators of the average caseload in this casaclies had low numbers of minority ethnic
pupils on their caseloads and similarly low numbefrdravellers unless the teachers were
specifically resource teachers for travellers.he tase of learning support teachers, caseload
size has reduced since 1998 (Shiel and Morgan,)18&88vever, the nature of the caseload
has changed with more pupils with high incidencecsd educational needs included.
However, the redesignation of many resource teachernearning support/resource teachers
has meant an increase in their caseload from taeiqus maximum of 11. Likewise, the
nature of their caseloads has changed with mordspwith difficulties but not assessed
special educational needs now included. Some resdeachers are continuing to operate the
previous system and hence have small caseloads opadentirely of pupils with low
incidence special educational needs. There waggndisant difference between the number
of girls and boys receiving support for Mathematgh means of 4.9 and 5.2 per teacher
respectively.

A total of 103 teachers gave figures for overalseloads and for Mathematics. For
these teachers 43% of their caseload received guppdathematics. This is a large increase
since 2004 when the corresponding figure was jast Ithan 24% (Shiedt al. 2006).
However, the net effect of the percentage incréaste proportion of pupils receiving
support in Mathematics has been offset by the temuin the average teachers’ caseloads
from 46 for learning support teachers in1998 (Shied Morgan, 1998) to 21 in this study.
The mean number of pupils per teacher caseload tineld &' percentile in Mathematics was
nine in designated schools (n=31) (SD=5.4) and fiorethe teachers in the non-designated
schools (n=51) (SD=3.0). The Mann-Whitney U tesiveid this difference to be statistically
significant (U=359.5, Z=-4144=. 001). These differences then had a knock-orceffie the
number over the fpercentile in Mathematics on caseloads. Of thee@6Hers in designated
schools who gave this data and teach Mathemat€é,¥ad pupils over the {@ercentile on
their caseloads. This compared to 53% of the 5th#ya who gave this data and teach
Mathematics in non-designated schools.

Therefore, in relation to these teachers, it éackhat those in non-designated schools
were able to give support services to more pupitsr ¢the 18 percentile. Some of these
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schools reported offering support in literacy andtivdmatics up to the 8@ercentile, one up
to the 6&' percentile in Mathematics and another, enrichraetivities to pupils over the 80
percentile.

Influence of the GAM on teachers’ work

Teachers were also asked to describe how the nedelnt@as affected their work. One
hundred and six teachers responded to this opesdemaiestion on the questionnaire. On the
whole, comments were positive about the policy geatdowever, seven teachers reported
that their schools lost teachers (others lost fegchours) under the model. The effect of
these losses was recounted as decreasing proinsidathematics; not being able to cater for
all pupils under the Ibpercentile; reducing the number of pupils recej\igarning support
and only catering for literacy needs.

Another eight teachers reported no change in theirup. Another 30 specifically
mentioned increased provision and reduced caseloatieir schools, which also could be
inferred but not stated by many more teachersrimg of gains, some were quite dramatic:

...increase from three to seven people in speciatathn team meant ‘crash’
course for four newcomers. (Questionnaire responé8h

Others reported reductions of up to ten pupilth@ir caseloads. Teachers in small rural
schools reported significant benefits. Seven teactvbio had been shared between schools
are now based in one school fulltime:

I am now fulltime in my own school. | used to bareti. We now have another
fulltime LS/RT teacher who focuses on Mathematit®reas | focus on literacy.
(Questionnaire respondent 38)

Another four have had their cluster size reducethbynew policy.

In relation to how this new increased provisiorbé&ng utilised, teachers reported the
following changes: thirteen stated that provision Mathematics was increased including
having one teacher dedicated to Mathematics; tnitkclass support had been introduced or
developed; four that early intervention had beetiabed and another five that provision had
been extended to pupils up to the 30th percentile.

By far the biggest change reported was the dewsdop of special education teams in
schools. Twenty-eight teachers mentioned this andthe whole, found it to be positive.
They reported better co-ordination between supgiaff, more collaborative whole-school
approaches, more generic caseloads, greater flgxibi deployment with teachers working
with class streams as against working with pupith & particular category of need, and more
professional discretion around organising supparptipils. Typical comments included:

School has developed a special education team. d=dalisation by teachers,
more generic caseloads. Members of team have clemerview of process of
whole caseload receiving supplementary teaching.eMollaborative approach.
(Questionnaire respondent 73)

This is a welcome development as one of the featof the Irish support system has

been its differentiated nature with different typéssupport teachers with little or no contact
or co-ordination between them (Travers, 2005).
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study has found that while the General AllamatModel has led to an increase in the
number of schools and teachers providing supporiMathematics, overall pupil access has
decreased because of reduced teacher caseloada amdease in support in smaller schools
at the expense of some larger schools. Howevethfige pupils receiving support the level
of this support has increased since 2004.

The most disconcerting conclusion from this stuslythat contrary to Government
policy of targeting disadvantage, there is cleaidewce that pupils with difficulties in
Mathematics in non-designated schools are much ey to have their needs addressed
than pupils in designated schools. Despite thewdifftial allocation of resources through the
GAM, schools in non-designated areas benefitedrfare from the changes in relation to
support teaching in Mathematics. The following fimgs from this study combine to validate
this claim:

) In designated schools 12% of pupils were receigingport for Mathematics while in
non-designated schools 7% of pupils were receisupgport. These figures need to be
set in the context of the different levels of nbetiveen the two school types. Figures
for low achievement, for example, from Shéglal. (2006) show 26% of pupils in"4
class in designated schools scoring under tiepEBcentile as against 8% in non-
designated schools. Weir (2003) reports 46% of Ipuathieving under the 10
percentile in & class in th@reaking the Cyclscheme schools.

(i) There was no statistically significant differenagtvileen the mean number of pupils
receiving support for Mathematics across designated non-designated schools
despite significantly different levels of low achément between the two school
contexts.

(iii) Learning support/resource teachers in non-designatmntexts served a higher
proportion of pupils performing over the W @ercentile on standardised tests of
achievement than in designated contexts.

(iv) A higher percentage of designated schools tharr stf®ols had no learning support
provision for Mathematics.

(v) Since the introduction of the GAM, 20% of learnisigpport teachers in designated
schools reported that support teaching in Mathermdtad decreased as against 8% in
non-designated schools.

(vi) Since the introduction of the GAM, 61% of learnisgpport teachers in non-
designated schools reported an increase in supggehing for Mathematics while
the corresponding figure in designated schools4vés.

With nearly a decade gone since the publicatiothefStudy of Remedial Education
(Shiel and Morgan, 1998), which raised similar &ssun relation to literacy provision, it
seems the same situation is being repeated fordviwttics. Clearly the objective of targeting
disadvantage, at least in relation to a subjechedr“the worst curricular villain in driving
students to failure in school” (NRC, 1989, p.6) sloet seem to be working.

There are at least four reasons why this situatiee emerged. First, policy has
prioritised literacy in a way that linked the fregiup of resources for Mathematics on the
basis of first reducing needs in literacy. As shpwims favoured non-designated schools.
Second, the GAM treated all designated schooldailpiwhich impinged more negatively on
those dealing with severe disadvantage. Third@A® gave no additional allowances to all-
boys schools in disadvantaged contexts. Fourthdifferential makeup of resource teachers’
caseloads (balance of pupils with high and lowdence disabilities) between disadvantaged
and non-disadvantaged contexts seems to have besmnigsufficient attention. This resulted
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in designated schools proportionately losing mare gaining fewer teachers under the GAM
than non-designated schools.

RECOMMENDATIONS

() The general allocation model

From the research the GAM policy would seem & & crude mechanism based on
prevalence estimates and not on actual needs. A®naequence, it requires redress
procedures for schools where there is a clear m@nizetween resources and need. In terms
of the general allocation allowances, the caséréating all designated schools alike is weak,
as is having different allowances based on whethbools are single sex boys, girls or co-
educational for non-designated schools, and nodésignated schools. These need to be
reviewed. The case for taking designated schosfgaally those in band one of the DEIS
initiative out of the GAM and treating them on thasis of need is strong while allowing
some flexibility to deal with specific anomaliesdther schools.

(i) Equity in distribution of resources

Policy makers should ensure all needs are msdtifi designated schools if the rhetoric of
addressing educational disadvantage is to be nthtdye deeds. This should entail a
redistribution of existing resources first in favoof those with greatest needs. Provision
should be adequate enough to facilitate in-clasgllsgroup, individual withdrawal and
special class placement where appropriate.

The study has shown that the GAM has considerahbrtcomings in the design and
outcomes of the policy. These include, at the degbase, making no allowances for
different levels of disadvantage or gender diffeemnin disadvantaged contexts. It has
highlighted the disconcerting situation that despibetoric about targeting disadvantage,
pupils in designated disadvantaged contexts aseliledy than their peers in non-designated
schools to have their learning needs in Mathemadiddressed by the learning support
service.
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Needs (MSEN).

ABSTRACT: This article offers a retrospective digsion and analysis of literacy lessons taught by
approximately 150 learning support teachers who mgleted the Graduate Diploma in Learning
Support in St. Patrick’'s College, Drumcondra betave®90 and 2006. Although much of the core
content of their lessons remained constant througlttee sixteen year period, it is possible to disce
lines of development and differences of emphasthdin teaching methodologies and practice over
that time frame. The changes in the provision ditiooing professional development (CPD) for
teachers since 2006, and the more recent cutbacteieducation budget, underline the importance of
prioritising what teachers most need from CPD idarto best serve the needs of children with specia
educational needs. Two areas in terms of planniR@ Gor teachers are identified: firstly, the need t
value and nurture the craft of teaching and secgndhe importance of effective whole-school
approaches in addressing the special educationa&dseof children. The twin concepts of craft-
knowledge and whole-school endeavour working irdéam can link the individual expertise of the
teacher with the collective resource of the school.

INTRODUCTION

There is a scarcity of published accounts of thekvpoactices of learning support teachers in
Ireland. Through my work as a lecturer in the Spleéducation Department of St. Patrick’s
College, | have had the opportunity to visit leagnsupport teachers in their classrooms and
to observe their teaching at first hand. Of the ynasights | have gained through these visits
over a period of sixteen years, two in particulawér continued to impress me: firstly, the
need to value and nurture the craft of teaching sewbndly, the importance of effective
whole-school approaches in addressing the spediatagional needs of children. These
concerns have remained constant despite adjustment&hole-school organisational
arrangements and changes in the approaches empbgyedlividual teachers. This article
reports on selected aspects of school visits whittade in my capacity as course director
and tutor of the Graduate Diploma in Learning SuppoSt. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.
Although this course was offered since 1974, thpepds confined to a retrospective
description and analysis of the lessons taughthyning support teachers who attended the
course from 1990 until it was discontinued in 20@me contextual and background
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information precedes an account of my detailed magiens, records and reflections on their
teaching over that time. This is followed by a dssion of the two issues highlighted above.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

There has been a shift of emphasis in the provisfotontinuing professional development
for teachers which reflects the changes in theipiamv of additional support for children and
young people with special educational needs (SEtH bationally and internationally. The
academic year 2005-2006 was the last year the gésll®f Education and Universities in
Ireland were funded by the Department of Educadit Science (DES) to offer postgraduate
courses which were dedicated exclusively to legrsumpport teachers. Since September 2006
these institutions, funded by the DES, have befarinf) a combined post-graduate course for
learning support / resource teachers and teaameysecial schools and classes. These courses
changed in September 2009 when the fifteen-weedkbielease for teachers from school was
reduced to eight weeks full-time attendance inegml Given the implications of these
changes and other recent cut backs in educatias,important to prioritise what teachers
most need in order to best provide for childrenhvspecial educational needs (SEN). As
continuing professional development (CPD) for tesistof children with SEN heads into a
new era, it is timely to reflect on the learninggart provided by teachers who attended these
courses in the past.

Between 1990 and 2006 | visited approximately 1&@rrling support teachers in
primary schools and watched them teach lessonsirty to forty minutes duration, to small
groups of children, who had been withdrawn fromrtheainstream classes. Although most
pupils were operating at, or below, the tenth pilee on nationally standardised tests of
reading, some of these children, particularly ieaar which were not designated as being
disadvantaged, were functioning at higher levellesE teachers taught in a variety of schools
representing the range of primary schools in Irlakll schools were within a hundred mile
radius of Dublin. Although | also saw the teacht¥aching Mathematics, this article is
restricted to the English language and literacysdas | observed over that sixteen year
period.

Readers should note certain limitations to thisenev All these teachers were attending
an award-bearing course and while my visits wergemtglly supportive and advisory,
because their teaching was assessed the visits@itained an evaluative element. Inevitably
this is not a value-free account and it is up tade¥s to judge the credibility of my
interpretation for themselves. | am indebted tos¢hdeachers for their openness and
professionalism which enabled me to learn so much.

LEARNING SUPPORT TEACHERS’ LESSONS

Analysis of my observation notes of the learningpsut teachers’ lessons reveals three
different periods, which reflect a development iethodologies and approaches used by
learning support teachers. Although there was denable overlap between these periods,
there was a definite difference of emphasis in Hieag which corresponded to the time

sequences outlined below. Table 1 outlines theetiplgases, representing the time periods
1990-1994, 1995-1999 and 2000-2006, with a sumrmoktiie main elements covered in the

lessons.
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Table I The main elements covered in the lessons

1990-1994 1995-1999 2000-2006
Sight vocabulary Sight vocabulary Sight vocabulary
Phonics Phonics Phonological awareness &
training
Word analysis Some word analysis
Spelling
Games Games
Some oral language Oral language
Some individual reading Individual reading Somevidiial reading
Some story reading Story reading (especially Big
Books)
Some whole group reading Whole group reading
(guided)
Some computer work
Some reading strategy worl}
Some writing

Although much of the core content of their lessmmained constant throughout the sixteen
year period, it is possible in retrospect, to discénes of development and differences in
emphasis over that time frame. The first phase11%®4, was characterised by a strong
orientation towards the teaching of discrete litgrakills with a particular emphasis on

teaching decoding skills. While this skills-basetus remained during the second phase,
1995-1999, it is also possible to identify earlyeaipts to address the teaching of oral
language coupled with a movement away from a pugkilis-based approach towards a more
whole-language approach to the teaching of readihg.third phase, 2000-2006, appears to
represent a more integrated approach with a muangd#r emphasis on the search for
meaning in teaching reading. These changes miherdevelopments in the teaching of

literacy outlined in the international literatufdational Reading Panel, 2000). Each of these
phases is now examined in more detail.

Phase 1: 1990-1994

Lessons during this period typically lasted thiminutes, were divided into short, five to ten
minute slots, and covered a range of discreteiiegyBasic sight vocabulary, usually drawn
from lists of high frequency words, was taught gsilash card drill, relying on children’s
visual memory. Visual representations of progreash as word-walls and ladders were used
to motivate children to increase their store ofibaght words. When teaching phonics, the
teachers emphasised the isolated sounds of |etetsrelied on drill and practice. Word
analysis generally involved teaching compound wanaid breaking multisyllabic words into
syllables, with less attention to blending the alyliés together again to make real words. The
teaching of spelling involved some rote learningspklling rules and usually relied on
auditory memory with particular attention on rhygiwords and phonograms. Overall, the
teaching of these pre-requisite reading skills ¢ehth be concerned with isolated words and
was seldom related to continuous reading of text.

Where continuous reading of text occurred, it éghtb be confined to the final minutes
of a lesson when individual children read a fevedirfrom their readers and were assigned
further pages or a new book to read at home. Thehers | observed throughout this time
tended to use a lot of workbook material. The Usgames was very common and children
made jigsaws and played board games which hadrgspthonic component. However, these
games did not appear to be related to the workiechrout earlier in the lesson, again
reflecting the isolated nature of the activities.

22



As observer of these lessons | was conscious eftaie pressurised atmosphere as the
teachers tried to move quickly through a seriestofrt, unrelated activities in the time
allotted to each lesson. The arrival of the negugrof children often signalled the end of the
lesson rather than the more appropriate consadidasind closing activities, which the
teachers had actually planned.

Phase 2: 1995-1999

Although the learning support lessons continuettéadominated by the direct teaching of
skills during this period, it was possible to diste greater influence of whole-language
philosophy and approach to the teaching of readwagticularly in the second half of this
period. Nevertheless, sight vocabulary was taughtuch the same way as it had been in the
earlier period. However, the teachers now contdisierh these words and provided practice
and reinforcement through the use of games. Sipilalthough the teaching of phonics was
still dominated by the explicit teaching of isoldi®ounds, the teachers often used commercial
phonic programmes to practice these sounds in ¢mext of words and sentences. In
contrast with the earlier period, there was litlddence of teaching word analysis skills in
the second half of the 1990s.

The learning support teachers in this period detnatesl their growing understanding
of the importance of oral language in the teachihliteracy and the need to present reading
as a search for meaning. Activities such as shgrergonal news, similar to ‘Our News’ in
the mainstream class, became part of the lessdimuigh these early attempts at the formal
teaching of oral language rarely moved beyond diatification of characters and objects in
pictures, | noted that a small number of teachtss extended children’s responses beyond
simple labelling and tried to elicit more detaildgscriptions.

While there was hardly any reading of continuoud te the previous period, some
group reading was now in evidence. However, ashe darlier period, this tended to be
limited to the final minutes of the lesson, wheeele child read a few lines aloud, ‘round-
robin’ style. As was common practice then, there ware emphasis on reading accuracy and
on testing, rather than teaching reading compraetenslthough | observed some teachers
reading stories aloud, this tended to occur withytbunger children only and then at the end
of the lesson.

Just as the previous phase (1990-1994) was chasacteby somewhat stressful
attempts to fit a series of short teaching units the lesson, time management also appeared
to be an issue for the teachers during the per@@5-1999. In their attempts to address the
teaching of oral language, the teachers appearést the discussion run on and were then
under pressure to fit all the planned lesson d@#vinto the allotted time.

Phase 3: 2000-2006

The movement towards a more meaning-based apptoable teaching of literacy gathered
further momentum during the period 2000-2006. Havevhis was also accompanied by
intensive instruction in phonemic and phonologenahreness and skills training, particularly
with the younger children. In addition, much of therd analysis and phonic work during this
later period was firmly rooted in auditory trainiagd attention to sound-patterns in words,
with most teachers using commercial or school-ageigorogrammes.

One of the biggest changes | observed from tHeeaeriods was the way in which the
learning support teachers tried to make links acdifferent activities to integrate various
aspects of the lesson. For example, although thleaddor teaching sight vocabulary did not
appear to have changed since the early 1990s,attieygar words the teachers now taught
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were usually related to the reading that formed gfthe lesson. There was a similar attempt
to integrate listening, reading and some writimgadldition, a small number of teachers used
a thematic approach and integrated the work arpaniicular topics.

The teaching of oral language appeared to becoou more structured and this was
reflected in the teachers’ written plans. This dopérhaps have been attributed to the fact
that oral language had been given the status objg& in its own right with the introduction
of the revisedPrimary School Curriculun{1999). Additionally, the learning support course
in St. Patrick’'s College had always maintained @rg focus on the teaching of oral
language, not just as a pre-requisite for learmingead and write, but as an essential skill in
itself. In contrast with the earlier periods, mysehvation notes reveal that the teachers
appeared to be more confident about an oral larggoagiculum, assessment procedures and
appropriate methodologies for teaching.

The stronger emphasis on oral language was algerévin the reading in which the
children were engaged. The use of ‘Big Books’ atmly®ooks had become prevalent and
children were taught basic concepts of print andysstructure. Almost all of the teachers |
visited made some attempts at guided reading wittiqular emphasis on prediction,
discussion and comprehension before, during aed Eading.

Whereas most of the reading in the earlier peneals conducted on an individual basis
for brief periods of time, the reading during tpisriod usually involved the teacher guiding
the whole group, as they read from the same teddlit®nally, most children were involved
in some form of peer-tutoring reading programmecivhivas organised and monitored either
by the learning support, class, or home school conity liaison teacher. The amount of time
and the quality of attention given to individuahdeng varied greatly. Some teachers listened
to and monitored the children’s reading and comgmeton every day; others did this on a
weekly basis; others noted the books read at hai@ssigned new books as required.

While there was little evidence of the teachingvoting in the 1990s, apart from some
handwriting and completing worksheets, most leayrénpport teachers during the 2000s
spent some time teaching writing skills. Activitiasually consisted of writing letters, letter
groups and words related to phonic and spellinyiies. However, a very small number of
teachers also taught narrative and expository ngritlTeaching directly and explicitly, they
used writing strategies and frames to introducéddm to the skills involved in the writing
process.

This most recent period was, in my view, charaster by the teachers’ growing
confidence in their teaching ability. They did riot to pack as much content or as many
elements into lessons, as in the earlier yearsomtrast to the somewhat disjointed and hectic
pace of the nineties, these teachers’ lessons gggpabe more coherent in terms of structure
and pace.

LOOKING TOWARDS THE FUTURE

Having traced a line of development in the learrgngport teaching | observed from 1990 to
2006, | now attempt to draw some lessons fromriaew. This may help to inform planning
for CPD for teachers of children with learning ditiities. Space does not permit a critique of
specific aspects of literacy teaching at a micuelelnstead, | have selected two areas which
| consider important at the macro level of teachimyterms of future planning for the
provision of CPD for teachers of children with leiag difficulties. As stated earlier, the first
is the need to value and nurture the craft of tegchnd the second is the importance of
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promoting and supporting sustainable, whole-schapbroaches that meet the special
educational needs of children.

1. Learning support teachers’ craft-knowledge

One of the strongest features of the learning stigpachers’ teaching | observed was their
expertise in the craft of teaching. Most of thesachers had been class teachers for a
considerable number of years before they took pipsétion in learning support and they were
able to draw on that body of experience and exgeris they now focused exclusively on
children with learning difficulties. These teachealisplayed a level of excellence in their
teaching that is sometimes referred to as crafiskedge (Day, 2005). That is,

the professional knowledge and thought which te@chbee in their day-do-day
classroom teaching, knowledge which is not gengerathde explicit by teachers
and which teachers are not likely always to be camss of using.

(Brown and Mcintyre, 1993, p. 19)

Instead of documenting all the instances | obserihesl craft-knowledge of these teachers is
illustrated below by three specific examples, whieburred persistently during my visits to
classrooms: firstly, the teachers’ ability to teae$sential skills for learning and living,
secondly, their expertise in planning and struomia lesson and thirdly, their proficiency in
providing much needed training and practice iniskithich are critical to literacy learning.

Essential skillsfor learning and for living

Quite apart from the teaching of literacy concepid skills, the learning support teachers |
observed were extremely good at teaching and gisfivigren practice in basic social and life
skills such as taking turns, greeting each oth&tering and paying attention and organising
their personal belongings. Much attention was gitensuch daily learning routines as
accessing and tidying the resources in use, legmimen and how to interrupt or contribute to
the group, and learning to repeat or think alouds Bort of incidental but essential teaching
appeared to be part of these teachers’ craft-krdg@leOne of the implications of the new
weighted system of allocating teaching resourcegtiddren with SEN is that most of those
teachers who formerly catered for children in neddlearning support in literacy and
Mathematics, are now teaching children with momgose levels of need. This has particular
significance in terms of these children’s need alpitity to learn essential skills for living and
learning. Because these social and learning ski#isnot learned intuitively by many children
with SEN, it is important that these critical tesxh practices are valued, highlighted and
prioritised in future CPD courses for teachers. Thaft-knowledge needed to teach and
facilitate these skills must remain a central elehaod these teachers’ teaching repertoires.

Expertise in planning and structuring a lesson

Most of the lessons by learning support teachdimwed an obvious structure with a distinct
beginning, middle and end to each lesson. Thictire was also recorded in the teachers’
detailed termly and daily planning. | have no dotiiat the level of teachers’ planning and
structure which | witnessed facilitated the chitdselearning. However, despite the fact that
by 2006 very few learning support teachers | vibiteere teaching more than four children in
a group, most of the teachers planned for and tatigh whole group as if they were a
homogenous group of children. | observed veryelitthriation or differentiation to cater for
different children’s needs, strengths and learrsitydes within the groups. Future courses in
CPD will need to highlight the importance of indlval planning and differentiation to best
serve the learning needs of all the children. Asglactice of devising children’s Individual
Educational Plans (IEP) becomes more commonplasewell as a legal requirement
(National Council for Special Education, 2006),cteers will justifiably look to CPD courses
to help them plan for, implement, monitor and es#tuindividual children’s learning and
progress.

25



Skillstraining and practice

Although it was possible to detect a shift fromkdls-based to a more integrated, meaning-
based approach in the learning support teacheashieg during the observation period, the
direct teaching of skills, particularly at word &yremained constant. Teachers used drill,
practice and repetition to reinforce these skiltile the direct teaching of such skills for
children with learning difficulties is well supped in the literature (DEST, 2005; Rose,
2005), the research evidence also points to thd farethese children to learn to transfer
these skills to the real reading of continuous, miregul text (Pressley, 2006). With a few
notable exceptions, very few learning support teesh observed taught children how to use
and practise these skills when reading in conté#tile many of the children appeared to
learn by exposure to, repetition of and immersioriiteracy activities, the lack of direct
teaching and modelling of how to read and write mmegful text was particularly
disadvantaging for the children with more sericeexhing needs. Even when they were quite
proficient in decoding and analysing words in isola these children did not seem to apply
these skills when reading in context. Pupils westpmoficient in questioning, self correcting
and monitoring their own understanding and theyrdilappear to integrate new knowledge
or skills into their existing repertoires. Theseldien need to be taught strategies to enable
them to learn and to transfer that learning frone gituation to another. My observations
suggest that the learning support teachers wehdyhpgoficient in teaching necessary literacy
skills in isolation. However, future CPD courseghtiprofitably concentrate on the virtues of
teaching cognitive, meta-cognitive and practicatategies to children with learning
difficulties and to provide structured and plentifpportunities for transferring skills to real
literacy and life contexts.

The three illustrations above present a flavouthef learning support teachers’ craft-
knowledge in action. In discussing and helping lheas evaluate their own teaching, the
learning support teachers | visited appeared tguee unconscious of this quality in their
teaching. There is a need to respect and acknoe/letigt the very best teachers do all the
time. There is also a need to develop a languagebtdst describes teachers’ craft-knowledge
without diluting its complexity or integrity. By @msing on what teachers do best, it is
possible to raise their confidence as teacherseltgeempowering them professionally. By
valuing and highlighting the most positive and efifee aspects of their craft-knowledge, it is
possible to facilitate and nurture teaching of amnehigher quality. This requires self
examination and guidance at a number of differentels, ideally in a collaborative
partnership between practising teachers and schioedervice providers, teacher educators
and researchers.

2. Whole-school approach for children with learningdifficulties

The account of learning support teachers’ practicetiined in this article is based on
observations of teachers teaching small groupsiddren withdrawn from their mainstream
class. Only a very small number of teachers obsewas involved in some form of co-
teaching with their mainstream colleagues. Degpitefact that most of their school plans
espoused a whole-school approach to the educatiehildren with SEN and or learning
difficulties, very few of the schools | visited aggred to be operating any visible or obvious
whole-school approach to catering for the needbaxe children. Although, my records show
that a small number of schools was providing addél learning support for children with
SEN within the mainstream class from about 2004 aydg, my interpretation was that the
responsibility for supporting these children wés ddmost exclusively to the learning support
teacher and or the resource teacher. In most ceekearning support and resource teacher
had separate case loads and separate instructearaing programmes and it was not
uncommon for them to operate autonomously with@férence to the class teacher, the
principal or even to each other. Although the raletearning support and resource teachers
have merged since the implementation of the geadicaation model for accessing resources
for pupils who need additional support in maingtigaimary schools (DES, 2005), there still
appears to be very little collaboration regardiagching children with learning difficulties
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between learning support/resource teachers and tdashers. The research evidence clearly
points to the importance of teacher attitude aedned for all staff to commit to the concept
of inclusion if all children, including those witharning difficulties, are to be made fully part
of a school (Booth and Ainscow, 2002). Becausecttilelren with learning difficulties are the
least likely to be able to transfer their learnirgm one situation to another, it is essential that
teachers work together in planning and cateringtfese children’s learning.

Most of the teachers | visited argued for a wisibeol approach and for collective
responsibility for children with learning difficidis. However, the practice in schools does not
appear to have kept pace with the rhetoric or dderr such a collegial response. As long as
children are withdrawn from class on a regular $dbey will continue to be viewed as
separate from the rest of the school populationoAg as they are expected to follow at least
two separate instructional programmes, attemptetmusly target their individual learning
needs are likely to be haphazard and ineffective.

Schools are often the first place to experienc thereby reflect the changes within
society. There is no doubt that the landscape ahstr@am primary schools in Ireland has
changed radically in the past decade. Change isrneasy and the recent expansion and
developments in lIrish society have made it inel@alMcDaid (2007, p. 270) quotes an
estimate from McManus (2007) of “20,000 minoritywdmage children in primary schools,
with a further 12,000 such children in post-prinfafhe large number of languages spoken
in Ireland today is represented in Irish primargsskooms. More than one in five mainstream
primary teachers is now employed as a supplemestgyort teacher for children with SEN.
The traditional model of the individual teachertawmous within the classroom, operating
without reference to any other adult, is no longerable. Knowledge and expertise are not
the exclusive domain of any individual teacher andst children with SEN require the
services and support of their parents and profeaowell beyond the individual teacher
(Lacey, 2001).

Inclusive practice demands that children receigh lguality education throughout the
entire day, rather than for a few periods a weekprictical terms, this means focusing the
support around the mainstream class, with the deasher at the heart of curriculum
provision. For too long, class teachers have beasangpowered by the removal of the
children with difficulties from their classes, désphe fact that policy documents state that it
is the class teacher who has front-line respoitsilfibr all the children in the class (DES,
2000). There is of course a case for withdrawingesehildren for intensive work at certain
times and the individual needs of particular claidrwill dictate the necessary balance
between in-class and withdrawal work. However, swciik needs to be incorporated into
children’s IEPs and to be part of the mainstreaassteacher’s programme.

It is the class teacher's programme, with its appately differentiated plans for
individual children’s needs, that should be thesphint for all to follow. This places the onus
on support teachers to adapt and accommodate &ss tdacher's programme so that all
children are included as fully as possible in trenstream class and are enabled to avail of
the most appropriate education. This demands miaserc collaboration between class
teachers, learning support/resource teachers, rehikl parents, SNAs and all relevant
auxiliary staff in planning, delivering and evalunagt the learning programmes of children
with learning difficulties (Doherty, 2005). Schdekdership and management have a critical
role to play here. So too have the providers of CRDaddition to the curricula and
programmes of education they traditionally followddring their pre-service education,
teachers need enhanced skills, proficiency andratataling of areas such as communication,
consultation, negotiation, interpersonal relatigpshplanning, leadership, management and
most importantly, collaboration.
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There is a dearth of research on inclusive pradtic children with SEN and learning
difficulties in Irish schools. Schools cannot bgested to embrace the concept of inclusion
without the evidence of its effectiveness and fahtsi. Yet ironically it is the schools, rather
than the researchers, academics and even the highesxcampaigners, who will provide the
most convincing arguments for and against the #ffecinclusion of all pupils in the
mainstream school. Future CPD needs to equip tesehiéh the skills and confidence to
engage in small-scale action research projectsati@ter the most fundamental and pressing
needs of their own schools as they attempt to oweecthe barriers to achieving successful
educational outcomes for all. For only schools gaapple with the very real issues they
themselves confront, such as finding time to calfate together, co-ordinating programmes,
recording and evaluating progress and differemiptiheir teaching to reach those most
difficult to teach. It is the schools themselvesowvill generate sustainable, effective,
inclusive practices. Given the supportive condgioteachers are in the best, and most
persuasive, position to ‘go public’ and share thamwledge and expertise with others.

CONCLUSION

Reflecting on the work of these learning supposaickers, the most striking and recurring
feature that emerges is their unstinting commitnaemd dedication to their pupils. They had
attended a demanding, university-accredited, pasitgate course at least one day a week for
a full academic year. As well as teaching in schaoy fulfilled their course-work and
teaching practice requirements and submitted thieeseto a rigorous evaluation and
assessment process. Because | believe good teacbdl®e most effective means of ensuring
high quality education for all pupils, | considéessential that we look after our teachers by
supporting and up-skilling them. Whole-school aggies will only develop by building on
the good practices in which teachers already engadeby enabling and facilitating them to
share and develop these practices with each other.

The system for allocating resources for childréeth8EN has changed. CPD courses
have changed. Further change is inevitable, indesdable. However, the needs of children
with regard to their learning have not changed thath. Good teachers are as necessary as
ever and the principles and craft of teaching rencanstant. Craft-knowledge represents the
most positive aspects of what | observed of thenleg support teachers | visited. Looking
forward, this craft-knowledge needs to be harnessa@ productively within a whole-school
approach. The twin concepts of craft-knowledge wammble-school endeavour working in
tandem, can link the individual expertise of thacteer with the collective resource of the
school. Schools are now being given the opportutatyespond in flexible ways that best
meet the needs of all their pupils. Providers oDGRust collaborate seriously with schools in
order to meet this challenge and responsibility.

28



REFERENCES

Booth, T. and Ainscow, M. (2002)ndex for Inclusion: Developing Learning and
Participation in SchoolsBristol: Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education.

Brown, S. and Mclntyre, D. (1998)aking Sense of Teachinguckingham: Open University
Press.

Day, T. (2005) ‘Teachers’ Craft-knowledge: A Comdtan Times of Change?irish
Educational Studies, Journal of the Educationald&tisl Association of Irelan@4 (1), 21-30.

Department of Education and Science (2008arning Support GuidelineDublin: The
Stationery Office.

Department of Education and Science (DES) (2@0R)cation of Resources for Pupils with
Special Educational Needs in National SchodBrcular Sp Ed 24/03 to Boards of
Management and Principal Teachers of National Ssh@&S.

Department of Education and Science (DES) (2@gjanisation of Teaching Resources for
Pupils who need Additional Support in Mainstreanmfary SchoolsCircular Sp Ed 02/05 to
Boards of Management, Principal Teachers and acthieg Staff in Primary Schools, DES.

Department of Education and Science (DES) (2006jmbined Post-Graduate Diploma
Programme of Training for Learning Support and Sale&ducational Needs Teachers in
Primary SchoolsCircular Sp Ed 35/06 to Boards of Management amacial Teachers of
National SchoolsDES.

DEST (Department of Education, Science and Traimngtralia) (2005)Teaching Reading:

National Inquiry into the Teaching of Literacanberra: Government Printing Service,
Commonwealth of Australia.

Doherty, D. (2005) ‘A Model of Service Delivery fdtudents with Special Needs’ in
Mainstream School®REACH Journal of Special Needs Education in Ire]d&i(2), 99-115.

Ireland (1999)Primary School Curriculum. English (Teacher Guidek), Dublin: The
Stationery Office.

Ireland (2004)The Education for Persons with Special Educatiddaéds Actpublin: The
Stationery Office.

Lacey, P. (2001pupport Partnerships: Collaboration in Actidopndon: David Fulton.

McDaid, R. (2007) ‘New Kids on the Block’ in DowneR. and Gilligan, A.L. (edsBeyond
Educational Disadvantag®ublin: Institute of Public Administration.

National Council for Special Education (NCSE) (2D08uidelines on the Individual
Education Plan Proces8ublin: The Stationery Office.

National Reading Panel (US) (200Q0kaching Children to Read: An Evidence-based

Assessment of the Scientific Research Literatur@eading and its Implications for Reading
instruction,Washington, DC: National Institute of Child Hea#thd Human Development.

Pressley, M. (2006Reading Instruction that Works: The Case for Baggh@eaching(3"
edn), London: Guilford Press.

29



Rose, J. (2005)ndependent Review of the Teaching of Early Readmigrim Report,
London: Department for Education and Skills.

30



Oideas 55

Maire Mhic Mhathuna

ARIS IS ARIS EILE: SCEALTA MAR AIS TEANGA SA
NAIONRA

Léachtdir sa Luath-Oideachas in InstitiGid Teicraiothta Bhaile Atha Cliath i
Maire Mhic Mhathuna. Dhein si a cuid staidéir i g@iste Oideachais Mhuire na
Trécaire, DUn Chéire, An Colaiste Ollscoile, Bafi¢ha Cliath, Ollscoil Uppsala, an
tSualainn, agus Colaiste na Triondide, Baile AthdiatB, ait ar bhain si
dochtuireacht amach de bharr trachtais ar shealll@iGaeilge i naionrai. T4 spéis
aici i gcursai teanga, litearthachta agus cultigp hairithe sna gnéithe sin a
bhaineann le sealbhu an dara teanga agus na Gaeilge

ACHOIMRE : Déantar cur sios san alt seo ar rél na scéalta agasieabhar mar ais fhoghlamtha
teanga is scéalaiochta sa naionra Gaelach. Déaatwilis ar an teoiric a bhaineann le forbairt na
teanga is na scéalaiochta féin sa chéad is sa deaaga. Deineadh cluastaifeadadh ar na seisitin
scéalaiochta i naionra Gaelach amhain gach coicifeadh sé mhi. Scagadh na hathscribhinni chun
féachaint cén modh scéalaiochta a bhi in Usaidagtiirthoiri is cén dul chun cinn a bhi & dhéanamh
ag na paisti. Tugtar cuntas anseo ar na straitéggialaiochta a bhi in Gsaid ag na stitrthéiri sgua

ar na naisc a dhein siad idir na scéalta is na gnifiaiochtai eile sa naionra. Tuigeadh gur chabhraigh
an modh inste rialta leis na paisti chun pairt dagfadh sa scéal. Tuigeadh freisin go raibh tabhacht
ag baint leis an scéal céanna a Iéamh go minic cteams a thabhairt do na paisti dul i dtaithi ar an
mbri is ar an bhfocloir is chun deis a thabhairtilkd ceangail a dhéanamh idir na scéalta is imeathta
an naionra is a saol féin.

REAMHRA

Pléann an t-alt seo le rél na scéalta agus na &abhr ais fhoghlamtha teanga i naionra
lasmuigh den Ghaeltacht, nuair ata na paisti agaosach ar shealbht na Gaeilge. Dirionn an
chéad chuid den alt seo ar an teoiric a bhainearscéalta mar ais teanga is pléitear an
scéalaiocht sa najonra sa dara Cuid.

TEOIRIC NA SCEALAIOCHTA MAR AIS TEANGA

Té& taighde déanta cheana féin ar an naionra mad itnmoideachais (Hickey 1997, 2003,
Mhic Mhathuna 1996, 1999) ach dirionn an t-altaean scéalaiocht mar ais teanga agus mar
dheis tuisceana ar an scéalaiocht féin. Deirearowir (2001:65) go bhfuil buntdisti

! Gabhtar buiochas leis an gComhairle um ThaighdeDgma agus sna hEolaiochtai Séisialta as
scolaireacht taighde shinsearach a bhronnadh @d@ndon bhliain 2002-3 agus le hinstititid
Teicneolaiochta Bhaile Atha Cliath as damhachtightde don bhliain 2005/6.
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pearsanta, soisialta, intleachtila agus teangaaay keis an scéalaiocht agus le leabhair
maidir le forbairt na teanga ddchais. Ta béim mwsar an bhfocléir i scéalaiocht sa dara
teanga agus ta moltai sa litriocht (Tierney agubsbo 1995, Wood et al. 1999, Dickinson
2001) ar conas focléir a chur i lathair péisti @yabhealach gniomhach. Molann siad, mar
shampla, scéal a léiriu tri phictidir, athinsindl@@anamh ar scéalta ata ar eolas cheana féin sa
teanga dhachais agus bréagain agus puipéid a disaidbri a chur in idl. Molann Tabors
(1997:119) na scéalta agus na leabhair sa dargaearoghnd go cdramach maidir le habhar,
focléir agus fad, mar aithnionn si go bhfuil dushfaoi leith ag baint le scéalaiocht sa dara
teanga. Ceapann si gur fearr na scéalta a insimiiélo ghrupai beaga paisti, chun seans a
thabhairt don stidrthéir/muinteoir ceisteanna agpgiseanna na bpaisti a thabhairt san
aireamh agus insint an scéil a chur in oiritintthdi

Aontaionn Hickey (1997:79) go bhfuil dushlan sioth ag baint leis an scéalaiocht sa
dara teanga. Léirigh a cuid taighde siad ar naiosmaGhaeltacht agus sa chuid eile den tir
gur thuig stitrthéiri naionra na buntaisti a bhigiis an scéalaiocht ach gur aithin siad go
raibh dashlan ag baint leis. Mar sin féin, molancht taighde go |éifear scéalta do na paisti
sa teanga dhuchais n6 sa dara teanga go minic méntaisti teanga agus forbartha le fail ag
na paisti.

Aithnionn An Chomhairle Naéisiinta Curaclaim aguseddinachta tabhacht na
scéalaiochta mar thacaiocht chun cumas paisti @geanga dhuchais labhartha a fhorbairt
(2004:30). Deir siad go dtabharfaidh timpealladigikhir 1an de chaint agus de chlé bunus
maith don phaiste sa litearthacht is go bhfuil kesbagus scéalta mar chuid thabhachtach
den timpeallacht sin. Cabhréidh na leabhair chuwr $bcal na bpaisti a leathnd agus
méadodidh siad tuiscint na bpdisti ar na bealai tdagma n-Usaidtear teanga. Molann
Curaclam na Bunscoil§¢1999:10) scéalta a léamh as Gaeilge do phaistisdg ranganna
naionan sa bhunscoil i bhfad sula dtosaionn siawsh &éitheoireacht fhoirmidil chun tuiscint
na bpaisti ar an nGaeilge a fhorbairt. T4 an sl bunaithe ar an teanga agus cuireann
scéalta sa dara teanga deis ar fail do na paidBaaga sin a chloistedil i suiomh spreaguil
réaduil (Morrow agus Gambrell 2003:356).

ATHINSINT AR SCEALTA

Ceapann taighdeoiri a dhéanann staidéar ar lisedrthagus an teanga dhuchais (Morrow
agus Gambrell 2003; Wasik, Bond agus Hindman 2D@2Temple 2001) gur proiseas ata sa
scéalaiocht agus molann siad go Iéifi an scéaln@éga minic. Nuair a léitear an scéal céanna
go minic, tugann sin seans don phaiste 6g dulifhdtar theanga an scéil, ar na pictitir is ar
an scéalaiocht féin. Tugann na paisti aird ar ci@ipi sa leabhar i dtosach. Ansin is féidir leo
aird a dhirii ar an teanga, ar na focail ata amseatu cheana féin agus ina dhiaidh sin ar na
cinn nua. Fanann an scéal mar an gcéanna ach ddanbairt ar theanga agus ar
idirghniomhaiocht an phaiste leis an scéal le ditiinsinti n6 athléimh. De réir a chéile téann
na padisti i dtaithi ar an bhfocléir agus is féidio a thuar cad a bheidh ag titim amach sa
scéal. Beidh siad in ann triail a bhaint as an diéfois as na frasai is tugann sin seans don
duine fasta léirid a fhail ar thuiscint agus spatisphaiste. Thar aon ni eile, spreagann an
athinsint comhrd nios doimhne agus nios saibhreaidipdiste is an duine fasta, ceann a
bheadh bunaithe ar an scéal, b’'fhéidir, n6 ar aaggal lena saol féin. Ceapann Wasik et al.
(2002:60) go bhfuil an-tabhacht leis an saghasceeahra, a chuireann ar na pdisti caint a
chloisteail agus a dhéanamh de bhreis ar an nganfuhiéacs. Molann siad go gcruthofar
deiseanna chun caint nios forbartha a dhéanarghriftomhaiochtai a bhunu ar an scéal agus
tri thagairt a dhéanamh do na scéalta le linn imadaeile.

Baineann go leor de na buntaisti céanna le soéhlaksa dara teanga. Cabhraionn
miniciocht, so-thuarthacht agus idirghniomhaioetgdalbht an dara teanga (Ellis 1994:286).
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Baineann na gnéithe seo go léir le scéalta a léarithis aris eile sa dara teanga. Ma
chloiseann péisti an scéal céanna go minic isté/iége ar bhealach beo tarraingteach, beidh
seans acu an teanga nua a thuiscint agus a shedgbt#ir a chéile, triail a bhaint as an
bhfocl6ir nua agus tuiscint a fhéil ar an scéalatioc

FOGHLAIM FAOIN SCEALAIOCHT

Pléann McCabe agus Peterson (1991), Hudson agp&r&H91) agus Berman agus Slobin
(1994) le forbairt tuisceana ar struchtur na sééelda sa teanga dhuchais ach is beag taighde
ata foilsithe ar fhorbairt na tuisceana sa scéectiagus paisti 6ga ag tost amach ar shealbhu
an dara teanga. O thaobh taighde de agus ¢ thaophéaste de, is ga tosi mar sin leis an
tuiscint a bheadh ag leanai ceithre bliana ar &alatocht ina dteanga dhuchais. Léirigh
taighde Berman agus Slobin (1994:32) go raibh ptiishgus ceithre bliana d’aois in ann cur
sios a dhéanamh ar scéal i leabhar tri chuntaaldnairt ar gach pictitr, ceann ar cheann.
Chonaic Sulzby (1985:465) an péatran céanna, isn@usi fhéach na paisti ar gach pictidr
scoite amach 6 na cinn eile is nach raibh tuisatnot ar an scéal mar aonad ann féin. Is beag
ceangal n6 leanunachas a chonaic na paisti igifctiéir. De réir a chéile, tuigeann pdisti an
leagan amach ata ar scéal faoi mar ata rianaitic&abe agus Peterson (1991), is é sin go
bhfuil plota sa scéal, go bhfuil “fadhb” le réitéaagus go bhfuil eachtrai &irithe a thiteann
amach chun an fhadhb sin a réiteach. Feiceann gaisitarlaionn na heachtrai in ord airithe
is go bhfuil ceangal eatarthu. Bionn siad in anmt@sinios mine is nios iomlaine a thabhairt
ar na pictidir is ar an tsli a bhfuil na heachtr@&ngailte le chéile. Ciallaionn sé seo go bhfuil
tuiscint 4 forbairt ag an bpaiste ar an scéal nmrad. Ar deireadh bionn tuiscint nios
forbartha ag na paisti ar na priomheachtrai sd scé#&onn siad in ann cur sios a dhéanamh
orthu go beacht. Braitheann forbairt na tuisceamrsinnt mhaith ar thaithi na bpaisti ar
scéalta is leabhair is ar an saghas scéalta eansio a léitear doibh.

Ceapann Dickinson agus Smith (1994:118) go gadfitdin-taithi a bheith ag paisti ar
scéalta, ar leabhair is ar chaint mar gheall air fdnbhfocal is an scéil, ma ta forbairt le teacht
ar a dtuiscint ar an scéalaiocht. Ceapann siadsahfgil roinnt de na sain- scileanna céanna
i gceist maidir le forbairt focléra is le forbainma scéalaiochta. Orthu siad airionn siad cé
chomh minic is a insitear an scéal, na hiarraghtiiiéanann an péiste chun an bhri a thuiscint
is dothain eolais a bheith sa scéal n6 tugtha agtanteoir chun an bhri a dhéanamh amach.
Ceapann Dickinson (2001:198) go gcabhraionn con@hrgpreagann machnamh né a
chothaionn anailis ar bhri na bhfocal, go gcabhrai® chun an tuiscint ar scéalaiocht a
fhorbairt.

MODHEOLAIOCHT AN STAIDEIR SEO

Measadh mar sin gurbh fhid go mér staidéar a dmdarer an scéalaiocht sa dara teanga i
naionra, ar na modhanna scéalaiochta a bhi in @gaidtidrthoiri agus ar an bproiseas
foghlamtha a bhi ar sitl ag na paisti. Roghnaicaibma faoi leith i mBaile Atha Cliath a
raibh cdil na scéalaiochta air chun staidéar ardimh ar an dea-chleachtas ann. Téann na
paisti chuig an naionra seo ar feadh bliana detighmda dtosaionn siad ar scoil, nuair ata
siad tri no ceithre bliana d’aois. Nuair a thosaghstaidéar seo, bhi na paisti ag freastal ar an
naionra le ceithre mhi anuas ar feadh 2.5 uairhdmigcsa 14. FAgann san go raibh taithi
timpeall 200 uair an chloig acu ar an nGaeilgerfaon san. De réir ceistneora a tugadh do na
tuismitheoiri sa naionra, labhair 50% acu roinrgdzhGaeilge lena bpaisti sa bhaile agus bhi
beirt acu siud a labhair Gaeilge go minic. Duirt58%o eile nér labhair siad aon Ghaeilge sa
bhaile in aon chor.

Deineadh cluastaifeadadh (le miondiosca) ar nsileiscéalaiochta gach coicis thar
thréimhse sé mhi agus glacadh nétai breathnadbteeabomh maith. Deineadh tras-scriobh
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mion ar gach seisiin. Tugadh ainmneacha bréige ar pdisti ar mhaithe lena
bpriobhaideachas a chosaint. Deineadh anailis somai sin chun an préiseas a thuiscint, go
héirithe an bealach ina raibh na stitrthéiri aglicuieis na paisti teanga na scéalta a shealbha.
Anailis sa traidisiin dioscursach a bhi i gceisgilés idirghniomhaiochta. Cuirtear tAbhacht
leis an_ionchuran chaint a chloiseann an foghlaimeoir, agus deigdirghniomhaiochtan
caidreamh teanga idir na cainteoiri, sa teoiric @esche agus Skehan 2002, Gass 2003).
Scrudaitear na priomhghnéithe den teanga agusdaighriiomhaiocht is cuirtear tabhacht
faoi leith leis na hathruithe a dhéanann caintddirhais/cumasach ar a chaint féin chun go
mbeidh sé intuigthe don fhoghlaimeoir.

MODH INSTE AN SCEIL

Bhi raon leathan gniomhaiochtai foghlama agus theyaurtha ar fail sa naionra is bhi cur
chuige faoi leith déanta amach ag na stilrthditinchcéalta a insint do na pdisti agus a fhi
isteach sa chlar iomlan foghlama. Léigh na stiarirgcéalta airithe, timpeall sé cinn, go
minic thar thréimhse ceithre go sé sheachtain.n_éigd an spriocscéal don ghripa iomlan de
20 paiste gach la. Léadh an scéal céanna do gbegaapaisti, ceathrar né cuigear, gach la
freisin. Bhi seans ag gach péiste a bheith pahtesc ghripa beag uair in aghaidh na
seachtaine.

Thaispeain na stirthdiri na pictitir sna leabltmrna paisti is thug siad cuntas orthu.
Ansin chuir siad ceisteanna simpli ar na paisti faopictitir is thug siad seans do na pdisti
na ceisteanna a fhreagairt tri fhrasai is abaidhrdochnud. D’Gsaid na stiarthdiri na focail
agus na frasai céanna i ngach insint den scéhlisdigh siad na ceisteanna ar na rudai a bhi
le feicedil go soiléir sna pictidir. Chuir siad oeisteanna céanna is bhiodar ag suil leis na
freagrai céanna 0 na paisti. De réir mar a chuaigifhoghlaim ar aghaidh, chuir siad
ceisteanna nios casta, cinn nach raibh na freagtai le feiceail sna pictidir is bhiothas ag
lorg freagrai nios casta. Mar shampla, cuireadstesmina mar gheall ar mhothuchain n6 bhi
siad ag lorg na gcuiseanna ar tharla eachtra é@rain na paisti an-sasamh as an
rannphdirtiocht is spreag sé sin iad chun leangistan bhfoghlaim.

SCAFALL CAINTE

Gné amhdin den chur chuige a chabhraigh go monéejzaisti na an scafall cainte a chuir na
stiarthéiri ar fail. Maidir leis an naionra de, nsieéil na stidrthéiri spéis na bpaisti san
fhoghlaim tri scéalta oirilnacha a roghnd, cinnhabhraigh le foghlaim na teanga ar
bhealach céimnithe. Bhi patrun laidir athra snalsagidir fhoclbir agus eachtrai, rud a dhein
an tasc nios simpli agus a sholathraigh creatlaahflibghlaim. Thar aon ni eile, d’inis siad

na sceéalta ar bhealach beo briomhar agus thug&igdarnach do na péisti san insint, rud a
spreag agus a choinnigh spéis na bpaisti san fhioghl

Caithfidh scafall cainte a bheith dinimicidil chgo mbeadh sé éifeachtach (Van Lier
2001:96). Caithfidh an préiseas bogadh ar aghaidhtanan fhoghlaim le dul ar aghaidh.
Chuir na stitrthéiri béim ar fhocail is ar fhrasgéithe is mhol siad na paisti go hard nuair a
d'fhoghlaim siad iad. Nuair a bhi an teanga sire@las ag na paisti, bhog siad an moladh
agus an tacaiocht go dti focail nua is chuaighhagtlaim ar aghaidh. Nuair a bhi na pdisti in
ann frasai a thabhairt mar fhreagrai, leathnaigstigethoiri na freagrai sin go dti abairti nios
iomlaine. D’'iompair na stiarth6iri ualach na scéathta trid an gcuid ba dheacra de na
habairti a ra iad féin agus bearnai a fhagéil dpéisti le lionadh le focail a bhi ar eolas acu.
Chabhraigh sé go dtagann an briathar i dtosachabaitte sa Ghaeilge mar thosaigh na
stilrthéiri formhoér na n-abairti. Sa tsli seo, dhuaa paisti na briathra ach ni raibh orthu iad a
ra go ré-luath.
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Bhi na paisti ag éisteacht lena cheile chomh migithg cur scafall cainte ar fail da
cheile trina rannphairtiocht sa scéal. Muna raibfreagra ar eolas ag duine amhéin acu, bhi
sé ag an duine eile, né bhi siad in ann leaganiaiigine den fhrasa a thabhairt. Cuireann
Kanagy (1999) agus Donato (1994) tabhacht leisagihhas seo scafaill cainte ¢ phaisti eile
mar go gcuireann sé deis ar fail do na paisti tatafoghlama a thabhairt da chéile.

GNAS TEANGA

Insiodh an scéal leis na focail is frasai céanmh gair. Taispeanann an taifeadadh go raibh
an insint beagnach mar an gcéanna, focal ar fhegalchéad leaganacha de na scéalta, idir
théacs an scéil is na ceisteanna is fhreagrainTgaghas seo gnais teanga an-spéisiuil agus
ceannrddaioch. Is leathnu é ar an ngnathuséid tiermdi cainte a mbaintear leas astu le linn
gnasanna no idirghniomhaiochtai a tharlaionn gacnfiiray 2002, Hickey 1993). Chonaic
Vesterbacka (1991), Kanagy (1999) agus Weber agudifl{1991) gur theagaisc muinteoiri
sa luath-thumoideachas foirmli cainte do na péhin pairt a ghlacadh i ngnathaimh ar nés
am l6in, beannachtai agus cluichi. Leathnaigh martlsbiri sa naionra prionsabail na
bhfoirmli cainte go dti an scéalaiocht tri insinbfeunt ar an stoc céanna d’fhocail agus de
fhrasai. Ba ghnathamh idirghniomhach ann féin écagalaiocht, le bearnai soiléire a bhi le
lionadh ag na paisti le teanga a bhi ag éiri rdstacde réir mar a bhi a gcumas sa teanga ag
forbairt (Mhic Mhathtna 2008).

Aon uair a d'fthéadfai, chuir na stiarthéiri foirihdainte 6 ghnathaimh eile sa naionra
isteach sa scéal, cinn 6 ghniomhaiochtai eile gamr@amar am I6in, rudai a chomhaireamh
nd rannta agus amhrdin. Thug sé seo seans do sta qEifoirmli cainte a bhi ar eolas acu
cheana féin a Gsaid aris is chonaic siad go bhdéalt a ra i suimh eile chomh maith. Toisc
go raibh an frdsa n6 abairt ar eolas acu, bhi eag hcu leis is ni raibh an t-ualach préiseala
teanga chomh trom sin.

DUL CHUN CINN

Chabhraigh an modh scéalaiochta seo leis na phisti an scéal a insint. Tabharfar samplai
den phroiseas seo thios maidir leis an d& scéabia Iéadh do na péistieidile Mairéad Ni
Ghrada agu€a bhfuil Bran?le Eric Hill. InsiodhTeidi seacht n-uaire déag sa taifeadadh is
léadh Ca bhfuil Bran?ocht n-uaire. Tugtar cuntas ar na nodanna clodditeaag bun an
leathanaigh séoagus Usdidtear ainmneacha bréige do na paisti. s8isitiin thosaigh,
thaispeain an stitrthéir pictiar sa leabAaidi do na pdisti is thug si leath-abairt déibh. Bhi
na paisti in ann na habairti a chriochnt gan dua:

Stiarthoéir: Chonaic Teidi ---
Paisti: Bean.
Stitrthéir: Chonaic Teidi bean.

Ghlac an stiarthéir le freagra na bpaisti is leath si an freagra aonfhoclach go dti abairt
iomlan, rud a chuir sampla den abairt iomlan drdéibh. Bhi freagrai na bpéisti mar chuid
den insint agus lean an scéal ar aghaidh 6n bpsiimte

Ag deireadh na bliana, bhi na paisti in ann ceaisteaoscailte a fhreagairt is formhor na
gcarachtar a liostail, suas le cuigear i gcas ami&ti buachaill amhain in ann cur sios a
dhéanamh ar cad a bhi ar sidl acu:

2 spas don phaiste chun focal ara

Cl6 dubh: caint an phaiste as Gaeilge
Cl6 iodalach: freagairt oiriinach an phaiste as Bkgaar abairt as Gaeilge
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Stidrthoir: Céard a chonaic Teidi?
Naoise: An fear abhaile, an fear abhaile, an buachaill abhite.

Cheartaigh paiste eile foirm na habairte do:

Tomas: Ag dul abhaile.

Sa tsli seo, bhi paiste amhain ag cabhru le pdilstan leagan ceart a ra.

Nuair a bhi na paisti in ann ceisteanna simplireafipairt, cuireadh cinn nios casta orthu, cinn
nach raibh na freagrai préamhaithe sa cheist féinlenfeiceail sa pictiar. Bhi orthu
smaoineamh ar an mbri agus ar an teanga. Bhaint rdém fhocloir le mothdachéin né staid,

rud a bhi nios casta na rudai a ainmniu:

Stiarthoir: Cén fath go bhfuil siad ag dul abhaile

Una: Mar ta siad tuirseach.
Stiarthéir: Céard ata siad ag déanamh ansin?
Tomas: Ag lig a scith.

De réir a chéile, leathnaigh an stitrth6ir an dos @r na pictidir is chuir si ar na paisti breis
sonrai a thabhairt. Sna seisitin luatha, ba leosims lom a dhéanamh ach diaidh ar ndiaidh,
spreagadh na paisti chun cur sios a dhéanamh Emngiochtai na gcarachtar.

REIMSE NA MOTHUCHAN

Cuireann Lambert agus Clyne (2000:65) tabhach&imse na mothdchan san fhoghlaim.
Deir siad go gcaithfear an caidreamh idir an foghémir agus an duine eolach a thabhairt san
aireamh, chomh maith le muinin an phaiste agudad #rbartha ata aige/aici faoi lathair.
Ma éirionn go maith le paisti agus iad ag foghldibhar ar bith, beidh féinmhuinin is
coincheap diobh féin mar dhaoine cumasacha & [difoezu. Chuir na stiarthéiri sa staidéar
seo rompu féinmhuinin is féiniomha chumasach ebtidrsna paisti. Chuir siad gach deis ar
fail do na padisti chun an méid a bhi ar eolas at&iri@. Thuig na stiirthéiri cé mhéad den
teanga a bhi ar eolas ag na pdisti is den chumjchuir siad ceisteanna orthu a bhi siad in
ann a fhreagairt. Spreag na stitrthdiri na parsbih@alach spértuil is spraitil le moladh mér
nuair a duirt siad focail nua agus ansin nuair adddsan ar eolas, bogadh an tacaiocht ar
aghaidh go dti focail eile.

Bhi caidreamh an-bhaduil idir na stidrthdiri agaspaisti. Léirigh na stitrthoiri go raibh
cion agus gean acu ar na paisti tri ghlacadh iac@nfreagrai na bpaisti, as Béarla n6 as
Gaeilge, tri na bréagargdinti a bhi acu maidiolant de na ceisteanna agus trid an Usaid den
fhoirm cheana d’ainmneacha na bpaisti. Bhi an cég@mna ag na paisti ar na stiarthéiri, rud a
chuir siad in idl trid an iarracht ollmhor a dheiad na ceisteanna a fhreagairt n6 aon eolas a
bhi acu a sholathar. Bhi a fhios acu gur freaggdbaeilge a bhi ag teastail 6 na stitrthéiri is
dhein siad a ndicheall iadsan a sholathar.

Tugann an scéalaiocht sa naionra seo |éirii a&aghas scafall comhalartach a luann
Lambert agus Clyde (2000). Ciallaionn sé seo ggattn an stitrthdir freagra an phaiste san
aireamh sa chéad raiteas eile aici féin. Ta iliorsathplai sa taifeadadh 6n naionra den
éisteacht a thug na stiarthéiri do na paisti, nadean siad ar aghaidh ag caint ar spéis an
phéiste, seachas an rud a bhi beartaithe acu féin.

Stiarthoéir: Céard a deir an cat?
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Caoimhin: Miaud, miau, miau.
Alan: | have a cat like that.
Stidrthéir: Cat dubh agus ban, né cat rua?

Spreagann an saghas seo éisteachta an péisteuttairarmholadh agus léirionn sé dé go

bhfuil meas ag an stiarthéir ar a thuairimi agusaachuid spéiseanna. Ar bhonn teanga,

cuireann sé ionchur ar fail direach ag an bpoiatmd spéis ag an bpéiste agus tugann sé
seans do leantint ar aghaidh ag caint faoin ruafaillspéis aige féin ann.

Chuir rannphairtiocht laidir na bpaisti sna scéaéianna aris is aris eile seansanna ar
fail déibh chun focail agus frasai éagsula a thrgo comhfhiosach né go neamh-
chomhfhiosach agus féachaint conas mar a ghlatiréhéiri leo. D’fhéadfaidis cloi leis na
leaganacha sin né triail a bhaint as leagan eilachnansin, ag brath ar an aischotht a fuair
siad.

SCAFALL SCEALAIOCHTA

Cabhraionn patrdn rialta le paisti nuair a bhidad ag foghlaim rud nua is bhi patran laidir
ag baint leis an tsli inar insiodh na scéalta Janma. Insiodh gach sceéal leis na focall
chéanna nach mor, go hairithe ag an tus, is léaéfita airithe minic go leor chun go rachadh
na paisti i dtaithi orthu. Bhi patran inmheanach is&int ar gach scéal freisin mar insiodh
gach mir né eachtra sa scéal ar an modh céannaéBddo thar a bheith soiléir sa scgal
bhfuil Bran?

Eachtra 6
Stiarthéir: Ach ca bhfuil Mici Moncai ?
Paiste: Mici Moncai.

Stidrthoéir: Ta sé ---
Marcas: Ins anwardrobe.
Stiarthoéir: Nil sé sa wardrus!

Paiste: Tal
Stiarthoéir: Ta Bran ins an wardrus.
Paisti: Nil.

Stiarthéir: Nil Bran ins an wardris?
Marcas: Mici Moncai ins an wardrus.

Cuireadh na ceisteanna céanna nach mor faoin gaéhdtra eile:
Eachtra 7

Stiarthéir: Ta a fhios agam ca bhfuil Bran! (atppeaint pictidir)
Paiste: Nil, crogall.

Stidrthéir: Té sé faoin leabal

Paiste: Crogall.

Stidrthoir: C4& bhfuil an crogall?

Marcas: Under the bed.

Stidrthéir: T4 sé --- faoin ---. Céard é sin? &daoin ---

Paiste: Leaba.

Chuir an scafall scéalaiochta seo patrin cinntalaimehta ar fail do na paisti, ach ag an am
céanna, bhi deiseanna ann d’eachtrai éagsula istahde gach mir. Thaispeain Ninio agus
Bruner (1978:2) conas a chabhraionn patrun scéhkaioe leanbh 6g chun a theanga
dhuchais a shealbhl. Taispeanann an cur chuigaisara seo gur féidir leis an bproiseas
céanna oibrill maidir le sealbhd an dara teangeoirguluath-thumoideachais. Chabhraigh an
patrun inste céanna leis na paisti chun tuairiméd faoi na heachtrai a bhi le teacht, cad a
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déarfadh an stiarthéir agus cad a bheadh orthuafén Uaireanta, I1éim siad ar aghaidh go dti
an chéad eachtra eile, rud a léirigh gur thuig pedin na scéalaiochta.

Maidir leis an gceangal idir an scéal agus a s&ol fihein na stiarthéiri an ceangal seo
an-soiléir tri cheisteanna a chur mar gheall amiiteaeile sa teaghlach ag na pdisti no tri
thagairt a dhéanamh d’imeachtai sa naionra castdibin 16in. D’Usaid siad an deis a thug
timpiste Theidi déibh chun cur sios a dhéanamhnamhbealach slan chun dul trasna an
bhothair is thug na pdisti eolas faoi conas marheindsiad féin an boéthar a thrasnd.
“Féachann mé suas agus sigsa duirt Tomas san insint deiridh d@eidi. Dhein na stiarthoiri
ceangail freisin le carachtair 6 scéalta eile, slempla tugadh ainm Mici Moncai 6 scéal le
Mairéad Ni Ghrada leis an ainm céanna, ar an man€ai bhfuil Bran?Chabhraigh na
tagairti seo go léir chun eispéireas leathan ad séteanga i suimh éagsula a chur ar fail do
na paisti. Dhein sé na ceangail lena saol féiisabibh, rud a bhi oiridnach d& n-aois agus
da staid forbartha.

GNEITHE EILE A CHABHRAIGH LE TUISCINT AR AN
SCEALAIOCHT

Cabhraionn an t-eispéireas iomlan sa naionra baiitma Gaeilge agus le cumas na bpdisti
chun tairbhe agus taithneamh a bhaint as an scéatai®huir na stidrthdiri sa naionra seo
rompu na ceangail idir na gniomhaiochtai éagsulsaganra a dhéanamh soiléir ar mhaithe
leis na mireanna céanna teanga a Usaid aris iei@isMar shampla, cheangail siad na
habairti a Usaideann siad ag am 16in chun ruddiua sa bhosca bruscair le scéal Bran,
d’'uséid siad abairti eile i gcluichi boird agus idhesiad tagairt do dhathanna agus
d’'uimhreacha go minic in an-chuid réimsi éagsularCsiad amhrain agus rannta a bhain le
habhar sna scéalta chomh maith. Sa tsli seo bhgmdai & dhéanamh ar an teanga a bhi ar
eolas ag na pdisti cheana féin is chonaic siadhfgatifai an focloir is na habairti a Uséid i
suimh eile chomh maith. Ag an am céanna, bhi arbétid teanga ag cabhru leis na paisti
tuiscint a fhail ar an teangeer seagus tls a chur le tuiscint mheititheangeolai@tti.cupla
sampla sa taifeadadh de na paisti ag insint daritgiir faoi na focail Ghaeilge a bhi ar eolas
acu. “I know the Irish for elephant,” a duirt buadhamhain agus d'fhiafraigh paiste eile
faoin nGaeilge ar “treehouse.” Le linn comhra ebfj sé soiléir go raibh paiste amhain,
Matt, ag déanamh machnaimh ar na focail “boscachitisnuair a duirt sé My bosca
bruscair hangs upbecause it's a bafj Chabhraigh an machnamh seo chun cumas teanga
agus cogneolaioch na bpaisti a fhorbairt is chadprain leo chun na scéalta agus an
scéalaiocht a thuiscint.

CONCLUID

Léirionn an staidéar seo gur fhoghlaim na paistaionra airithe an-chuid focal is foirmli
cainte a d'fhéadfaidis a Usaid chun péirt a ghlacsad scéalaiocht. Chabhraigh 1éamh minic
na spriocscéalta go mor le forbairt teanga is lscint ar an scéalaiocht, mar chuid den
eispéireas iomlan sa naionra. Duirt De Temple (Z0)1go bhfuil an fords a thagann ar
Iéamh na scéalta is ar an gcomhra a bhunaitear artbheann de na buntaisti teanga is mé a
leanann léamh minic ar na scéalta céanna. Cabhraianseasmhacht na scéalta le tuiscint a
fhorbairt is feidhmionn sé mar dhul siar ar na fiodgasai agus abairti. T4 sé seo fior i gcas
scéalta sa dara teanga chomh maith. D’fhoghlairp&isti focail aonair agus roinnt frasai i
dtosach. Leathnaigh na stiarthoiri na focail isrdaai go dti abairti iomlana is de réir a chéile
bhi roinnt de na paisti in ann iad seo a ra freiifd an gcaint acu féin bhi siad in ann na
priomheachtrai sa scéal a insint iad féin. CheapTPmple (2001:50) gur chabhraigh
“adequate exposure to specific books” le forba&rtteanga duchais. Is Iéir go bhfuil sé seo
fior i gcas forbairt an dara teanga chomh maithsagur féidir leas tairbheach a bhaint as
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scéalta mar ais teanga do phdisti ata ag tost aaranh nGaeilge a shealbhd mar dhara
teanga sa naionra.
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ABSTRACT: In this study stories written by boysewsymmented on and assessed by other boys and
also by both male and female teachers. The resedsal boys’ attitudes and preferences with regard
to writing and also indicate some differences ia thsponses of male and female teachers. For boys,
the performative aspect of narrative writing is ion@ant. While English teachers, who are
predominantly female, can identify the weaknessédsolys’ writing, they less often note what boys
attempt and may do well, for example, ambitiousspland they lack ways to acknowledge and reward
such efforts. A number of recommendations are noadeays in which teachers can assist boys both
to enjoy their writing but also to improve at it.

INTRODUCTION

The genesis of this study was serendipitous. | atathe back of a classroom, watching a
student teacher taking an English lesson with ssatd 12-13 year-olds in an urban all-boys’
secondary school. In a previous lesson, the tedwwrset up’ the task, which was for the
pupils to write stories of their own choice andigesan accompanying title page. Without
any obvious exceptions, they were writing eagenlgt ith enthusiasm. They would write a
paragraph, then get the attention of their matesread out what they had written. They vied
with each other to share the excitement and emarémt of their narrative. Although they

were voluble and animated, the atmosphere was pefgloand they remained on-task;

clearly they were motivated. Subsequently the telantade copies for me of the stories, 23 in
all, the average length (not counting the titleg)daeing over five sides of A4.

| was curious to investigate the writers’ enthasial wondered how other male readers
would respond to the stories and also English &adhoth male and female. While concerns
about boys’ literacy are perennially raised, esgicin relation to reading (see for example,
Eiverset al. 2005), a UK Ofsted-commissioned literature seanthimproving boys’ writing
found that “there is little research focusing oly$iaviews on writing” (Daly, 2003, p.4). This
study does not access boys’ attitudes directlyitfiers them indirectly by analysing how
boys respond to other boys’ writing. It also alloe@mparisons between the responses of
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male and female teachers, a matter of some signifie since English teaching is a majority-
female profession.

BOYS’ WRITING

What do boys like to write about? Research hagasad our understanding of boys’ writing
preferences, for example, the discovery that boyte @njoy writing poems. One study which
investigated boys’ use of personal writing jourdads the following topics which commonly
appeared: a film rewritten as story; spin-offs fraaiching television; story topics influenced
by adventure films; writing about sport, e.g. wiiagt writing linked to the news; writing on
topics of interest, for example, volcanoes or sg&cebrick, 2002, pp.35-36).

In a millenium article, Peter Hunt anticipates finéure for children’s literature; the
changes he foresees will no doubt apply also ttingriHe explains that “[e]lectronic media
are not simply changing the way we tell storiegythre changing the very nature of story, of
what we understand (or do not understand) to beatmses” (Hunt, 2000, p.111). The
narrative patterns of computer games, for exangie,open-ended; they “provide settings
and then allow their ‘players’ to exist within théifiHunt, 2000, p.116); spontaneity rather
than linear coherence is privileged. Since boysnawes familiar with the multimedia world,
when they construct their own narratives they mail display some of these non-traditional
characteristics. On the basis that “popular cultom@y actually be increasing children’s
motivation to read and produce their own texts wibimnections with their popular cultural
interests” (Millard, 2005, p.59), Elaine Millardviestigated how teachers could capitalise on
this reality by negotiating with pupils ways to upepular culture constructively in the
classroom, specifically in their writing.

What problems do boys commonly encounter wheningf?t Currently it is common
practice to teach young people how to write throagfenre approach. The concentration on
genre may be limiting for boys as it may encouragsub-conscious belief that there is a
‘right’, derivative, formulaic way to write and aisurage creative, purposeful adaptation of
generic forms. The most neglected genre is ofteratiae writing, since it is assumed that
this is already familiar. Hunt, however, workingthvKey Stage 2 pupils, found that narrative
was “the most difficult form of writing for the pup and the most frustrating and labour
intensive for the teacher” (Hunt, 2001, p.67). $Mend that it was necessary to teach “the
format of story writing, namely: Set scene, introglicharacters, develop plot, resolve an
issue, and conclude writing.” She advises that ldpusg writers should restrict the number
of characters and avoid excessive use of speeohder to maintain control. Boys tend to
favour a ‘busy’ plot. Is it better to tell a duliosy well or an exciting story badly? Certainly
mark-schemes are more likely to reward the forteugh it would be good to have more
strategies for nurturing writers of the latter. Ba€h has found that boys enjoy imaginative
writing:

Whereas teachers believed that boys prefer fackading and writing and lots of
structure, boys themselves expressed a liking feative and narrative writing
where they had freedom to choose what to write dod to use their imagination.
(Myhill and Jones, 2004, p.21)

The use of oral work and of drama and film hasnbadvanced as strategies that are
worthwhile supports for boys’ writing. One reseapehject quotes a teacher who says that “I
want to allow for ideas to be worked out throughrda: explored, refined, spoken through,
and I'm going to use drama as a means to scaffoithy more frequently” (UKLA/PNS,
2004, p.36). In the same project, it was found: that
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Examining features of texts, such as settings, éseand character in the context
of film or of a drama activity, allowed connectiotts be made across media.
(UKLA/PNS, 2004, p.38)

However other researchers report that, while biges to draw on visual sources,
difficulties arise when they try to “translate thegisual images to coherent written text”
(Bearne and Warrington, 2003, p.19). Higgins chteréses the resultant plots:

The reader was frequently taken on a roller-coaside of action events, often
going round in circles and then coming to an abrgpbp. The writers often
appeared to record a ‘movie’ going on in their heaish a somewhat ‘two-
dimensional’ way — favouring action over detailavéng motives, relationships
and emotions unexplored. (Higgins, 2002, p.27)

In an important and interesting study, Bearne a@magpthe written and pictorial texts in
boys’ and girls’ stories (Bearne, 2002). She fitit boys are more likely than girls to draw
on multimedia and multimodal experience in theiitwwg. The perspective is that of the
camera’s eye:

...the pictorial and moving elements of their inm&arratives are not being
represented on the page. As a result their writtigeen as lacking organisation
and cohesion, whilst it is very possibly only atj@rrepresentation of the full
story carried in the mind’'s eye and ear. (Bearn#)2 p.72)

...how does a writer know how to resolve a nargiivthe imaginative impulse
comes from computer games whose structure is tegetind recurrent?ilpid,
p.73)

What boys attempt can be more sophisticated tlds) gut the girls’ texts are more
likely to fit in with customary assessment requiegts. McClay, examining the experimental
writing of a boy immersed in computer games, istatethe evaluation problems that arise:

...a teacher’'s overt or subtle mandate to work frestablished rubrics for
assessment ... may cordon off and suffocate expetain works of fiction.
(McClay, 2002, p.53)

She argues that it is in the interests of youngensifor teachers to allow pastiche because not
to do so risks making writing “less integral to thieracy worlds of young adolescent#id,
p.54).

When Willett writes that:

Children’s media-based stories appear problemagicthool literacy standards:
they contain implausible characters and plots, wassary violence, lack of
development, far too much dialogue, and insufficéascription (Willett, 2005,
p.143)

What is problematic is that literacy standards laig used solely to make negative
judgements. A more constructive approach wouldobask what boysando in their writing
and build on that. Teachers need to increase ktheivledge of what boys like to do and what
they are able to do. They then need to be alettlibygs are rewarded for their strengths in
writing at the same time as strategies are devsedipport them in those areas where they
experience difficulty. A fuller understanding isagually emerging of these issues. My study
was designed to add to what is known and to proprdetical recommendations for teachers
to help boys improve their writing.
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METHODOLOGY

First of all | studied the 23 stories and then ctelé four which seemed representative. A
number of boys read these stories and provided thactions to each of them. They were
asked to comment in a short questionnaire on thny’stcontent— state what they liked and
did not like about it; indicate their favourite pand say why they thought it was the best bit;
mark the story for content. They were then askemiathe story’sstyle— in what ways did
the writer write well; how could he improve his Wmg or tell his story better; indicate the
part they thought was best written and say whykntlae story for style. All the respondents
were male pupils aged 13-14 years in an all-bogsosdary school. Of the four stories, |
received 16 responses to one of them, 17 resp@asdsto two others, and 18 responses to
the fourth story.

| also invited trainee teachers of English to ssdbe stories. After reading each story,
they noted for botltontentand style what they considered to be the story’s strengtits a
weaknesses and assigned it a mark for each of @speets. | received eight responses to one
of the stories and ten responses each to the dtheg stories from male student English
teachers. Twenty-three responses each to two afttihes and 24 responses each to the other
two stories were received from female trainee Ehgiéachers.

These data gave an interesting insight into wiogs ihemselves thought about other
boys’ writing. They also showed how teachers asskettsese same stories and whether male
and female teachers responded differently to tfidma.initial data is of boys’ writing; to this
male pupils were invited to respond as readersnaalé and female teachers were invited to
respond as teachers. In presenting the resultsider of issues which emerged from their
analysis will be considered in turn before someegaitecommendations are offered.

THE STORIES

Almost three-quarters of the stories were actiarie$ involving violence, murder and
mayhem. They featured all kinds of weapons ancedameans of death — buried alive, head
chopped off, throat cut, for example. The titleggast the content either literally - “Horror on
31 Street,” “Carnage in Vegas,” “Harry the Hatchetriyta'Live by the Gun.” — or through
the use of irony — “Nothing ever happens in Bostbiret's Have Fun,” “What a Summer!”

In half of these stories, violent conflict is thentral interest, in a third of them it forms at
least a significant interest, and in the remainiagdful it has a more minor role. The one
categorical statement that can be made in relatovirtually all of the stories is that it is
difficult to envisage any of them being written ygirl. These stories confirm Maynard’s
summary of typical boys’ stories:

Boys’ stories were often (but not always) actiockeal fantasies of violence and
domination incorporating the language and souncaf of the cartoons and
videos they enjoyed. (Maynard, 2002, p.89)

They bear out Thomas'’s description of boys’ stoag$aving “pace and event at the expense
of anything else” (Thomas, 1997, p.25) and hisdbehiat “it iscontest without contexthich
gives [boys] most satisfactionib{d, p.26). Since they are characteristically actitoriss,
there is a need for explanation of the eventspafih this is often only perfunctorily supplied.
There are a number of characters, predominantlg.ndie stories tend to be repetitive and
there is often an abrupt ending. Relief from thastant activity is likely to take the form of
dialogue.
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Plot
The stories are “all plot”, in the sense that tlemtmal focus is on plot rather than on

characterisation or setting. The plot-line is tigiif by constant action rather than by a
plausible narrative. Yet plot is, in fact, a prahbgic aspect of a text in current literary theory.
In her bookPlot, Elizabeth Dipple titles the first chapter “Platie Basic Problem” and says
in the first sentence that “Plot currently has trmrgy place in the pantheon of acceptable
literary terms” (Dipple, 1970, p.1). She points that “a plot is not an easy thing to achieve
with appropriate success” (p.9), one reason fas Hging that “the action must be easily
contained in the mind and not escape into episcalidusion” (p.10). On the one hand, we
should recognise that boys are often ambitioushatwhey attempt in their writing — a ‘busy’
narrative, numbers of characters, while on therdtlaed we may acknowledge their limited
success — the story-line gets out of control orobexs unrealistic. Male writers are
disadvantaged because we do not know how to csidis in plotting. Teachers evaluate
what they know how to evaluate - characterisatgmuod description, use of language - and
this often favours girls. It seems unfair to depteca story with a number of characters and
constant activity because it is not a more sedgiigde with a couple of characters. Perhaps
the most striking feature of these 23 stories & éltent to which they defy a teacher’s
conventional expectations of, and responses talgbwwiting.

Action
Action, speed and in-the-moment excitement areechhbove logic, cohesion and closure in

narration. Plenty of activity in a story is a plousint for pupils:

“| liked the action and development of the stonelr’

“...it just kept going on; it was fast-moving.”

“It had action with guns and running away.”

“| really liked this story; it was filled with ungdictable excitement”.

Conversely pupils criticised “The JCB”, a Monty Rgh-esque tale, becauthere was not
much of a plot"and there wa%oo much speech involved.Boys' recommendations for how
this story could be improved includddss description,” “less direct speech,” “more &oh,
less speech,” “add more excitement and suspenBefieatedly the criteria by which boys
praise stories are excitement, tension, movemaspesse, fast pace. In fact, good writing is
equated with excitement “this part was exciting and action-packed and It fielkept me
interested which is why it was well-writtendnd the majority of boys’ suggested
improvements related to how to make the story reaodting.

Teachers’ comments are more judicious and measditeal.following comments by male
teachers all relate to the same story:

“Some patchy areas” (parts glanced over, in ordeget to the next part).
“A little too hasty.”

“Tries to cover too much.”

“He’s not as interested in character.”

“Might have used more description.”

“The story jumps too much in places.”

Teachers noted how in another story too much atidmo confusion:
“Perhaps too much happens too fast, hard to keagktf
“A bit disorganised - confusing (in parts).”

“Hard to follow story.”
“Story gets lost a little behind all the blood agdts and techno-speak.”
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With so much activity going on, the problem canhbev to bring it to a stop, and in many of
the stories the endings are unsatisfactory. Sorastitmey are more like a pause in the action,
as if they are left open until the action re-comogm“Was Sammy dead? Only time would
tell,” or “You could be next."Often the story is simply brought to an abrupt aather
arbitrary conclusion:That night he went back to his house and killeghéelf.”

Performative

A striking aspect of the plot is usually that itpierformative, that is, as the writer writes he is
visualising and enacting his story. The page idages where the writer is an actor and
conversation is a script. This accounts for thestigpe nature of many of the stories as “the
good bits” are endlessly re-lived. Teachers’ commented this:

“[writer has] no clear idea of what is going to hppn next.”
“He entered into the world that he was writing albdu
“Seems to be writing as he thinks without planréhgad for narrative.”

Boys commenting on the stories tended to note &ff@t the reader rather than features of the
writing, as though their criterion of good writirig that it enables the reader to re-live the
story:“it makes you very excited,” “makes you feel whati feeling.”

The classroom arena in this study was one wheze qéture functioned positively to
reinforce the writing task. For the duration ofsthiriting assignment it was ‘cool’ to be
writing a long, exciting story and to ‘show it offd peers. Boys enjoyed entering into the
spirit of the activity. A teacher described onengtas “any boy’s fantasy” and hence
something that they would enjoy experiencing; aeothacher says of the same story that
is obvious that he enjoyed writing itThe pupils were writing for themselves and alsogis
their stories to display their masculine identihdeébond as males. This is a situation that by
no means always pertains; it may even have beaneahappy chance. However it is worth
considering how to create such an environment.

Conversation

Dialogue is usually, along with action, a major gument of the plot. If not well handled, it
can be confusing to know who is speaking. A fenteéeher recorded as a weakness that the
“last page read like a script."Often the dialogue is entertaining in itself amdds like a
crisp, macho script:

“Good awareness of the power of direct speech. iB@atialogue.”

Humour
In the whole set of stories, a few are written utmorous vein by writers with a taste for
comedy but the majority are almost entirely humessl “The JCB” is a one-off, quirky,
sophisticated story. The pupils show almost no egation of its humour, with only one
conceding that it isquite funny.” The teachers, by contrast, thought that its strengs its
humour:

“Very surreal imagination.”

“Entertaining dialogue.”

“Extraordinary imagination. Amusing throughout.”

“Original and witty.”

“Very humorous.”

Style

In broad terms, the stories are well written; ticeuld be given to pupils to read as though
reading a story. From an English teacher’s poinvietv it is perhaps depressing but not
surprising that pupils’ comments on the style @f $tories concentrated on secretarial aspects

such as paragraphing, spellifgses good words”, “knows how to use big words,”sted
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speech marks very well,” “is punctuated properlyl’he pupil who judged a story good
because there wetro spelling mistakes'was possibly reflecting standards internalisedhfro
a teacher’'s marking. However other characteristicthe typical mode of narration are of
greater interest.

Characterisation

Characterisation appears simply not to be a fodusterest for these male writers. Such
characterisation as there is draws on stereotypeis inferred from dialogue. It is an
infrequent matter for comment by male readers.@mother hand it seems to be more looked
for by female teachers, who often identify chamasétion as a weakness:

“Needs to develop characters.”
“Very little attention paid to character developntén

In particular the constant emphasis on the charsicactions is accompanied by an
almost total inattention to their feelings and eomt. The teachers often identify this as a
weakness in the storigsio mention of main character’s feelings duringdlstory,” “doesn’t
give much depth to inner thoughts/feelings of cbiag’ or “not enough development of
John’s feelings,”and are quick to commend instances where feeklngsmentionedhas
tried to include emotions as well as reporting fagtoted by a female teacher).

In the boys’ stories there is no acknowledgeméminoinner self in the characters or in
the reader. Only 5 of the 23 stories use first-qersarration. The preferred perspective is that
of objective story-telling as though watching aeser-play rather than re-telling from within a
single speaker's mind and experience, even thohghlatter would allow greater control
through the stability of a single viewpoint.

Description

Female teachers were more likely to comment onrggse writing — either to praise it when
present or to lament its absentE&he dialogue/script style needs to be backed uprioye
passages of description — setting the scene araliogean atmosphere.’'Maynard found that
“boys shied away from using figurative and desortanguage” (Maynard, 2002, p.66) and
she goes on to consider what it is that countg@sd’ writing, asking: “Are we cleawhy the
development of narrative through dialogue and ppesaof description is considered
preferable to a more episodic, visual narrativée8ty(ibid, p.67).

Techno-speak

Male readers were more likely to discuss ‘techhiagpects of the stories, such as weapons
that were mentioned‘q good idea about the flame throwgr'or that there wasgood
scientific notation”.Machinery and ‘hardware’ were of interest, for myde, the Galaxy class
star-ship with its‘metallic hull and three blue glowing warp nacelléOne of the stories
assumed knowledge about zombies and their chasditterthe male teacher who pointed out
that the story'draws on archetype of zombies which instantly tegaa strong visual and
emotional sense of the situation for the reader&s correct insofar as the reader had
sufficient knowledge about zombies to bring to thefading. Boys had the necessary
knowledge and reacted to the story according tio ikeng for the zombie genre:

“l liked that the story had zombies.”

“Zombies are not my favourite kind of entertainmént

“l found it annoying that there were zombies inrgu®om.”
“I like karate and | like zombies.”

Influences

It will scarcely be necessary to say that the apmanfluences on the boys’ stories were TV
and film, computer games and superhero comics. fdrniged fromStar Trekto Sesame
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Street.This could prove a bonus in terms of narration. &ample, a male reader praised the
style of one of the stories (claimed by anotheremaader to béa copy of the movie
Aliens’) because the writécreates good mental picturesThe sound effects in one comics-
influenced story (Beeeeeep! AAAAAHHHH! YAARRGGHH! a@dg! Whack! etc) were
popular, probably because they filled in a naretilifmension that would be present in a
movie version.

The movie genre seems both to have assisted milersvand to have provided the
male readers with a criterion for what makes a gstmly. One male reader reversed this
process and seems to have imagined what he raad agre film; his favourite part of the
story was selected becau$ewas unexpected and if made into a movie woukkenyou
laugh.” The overlap between the processes of reading atching a film are evident in a
pupil’'s comment thatit is easy to imagine the story in your headX’ number of readers
commented that this story was derivative from filmbsit it was a female teacher who
regarded it as a weakness tHatost of the ideas are quite familiar from TV mafie
Similarly another story (identified as based oraenad computer game by one male teacher
and one male reader) was adjudged weak by a faemdber because‘ounds very much
like he’s re-telling a film”and by another because there wéo® many similarities with
existing movies!"While drawing on movies and computer games seenfzave been an
enabling and supportive strategy for the writeespdle teachers are likely to disapprove and
discourage such imitation.

ASSESSMENT

The marks awarded by the three groups — pupilse edchers, female teachers — reveal
some noteworthy trends.

Table 1 Average percentage marks

Pupil Male teacher Female teacher

“What a summer”

Content 71 71 76

Style 69 71 75
“Horror in Edone”

Content 70 71 61

Style 69 70 61
“The JCB”

Content 66 79 81

Style 63 79 81
“Mystery Man”

Content 67 66 74

Style 66 65 70

Most striking is that the average marks awardethbypupils and the male teachers for
both content and style for each story were remdykelose. The one exception was “The
JCB”, a sophisticated, humorous, surreal tale, whias rated much more highly by the
teachers than the pupils.

Female teachers marked more generously than liee o groups, except in the case
of “Horror in Edone”, where their reaction probalbflected the fact that it was the story
with the highest level of violence. Where a makcteer noted th&ggrand guignol massacre”
at the end of one of the stories as a matter t# stythat it“destroys realism,’the comments
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of several of the female teachers were value-juégesi‘the end was a bit too gruesome,”
“horrific ending,” “a bit gory at the end.” Several pupils liked this ending, one pupil beeaus
“it was not an unrealistic happy endingind another becauseveryone died in the end.”

Female teachers were much more likely to use apagific term such as “imaginative”
when noting a story’s strengths. They were morelyiko look for logic, consistency and
internal coherence in a story and to deplore thiesence:

“Hard to follow.”

“Not enough is explained.”

“Far-fetched.”

“Does not explain why [aliens] had to be killed.”
“Jumps from one thing to another too quickly.”
“Confusing conclusion.”

Female teachers also comment more on charactenisatd on description of feelings:
“Very little attention paid to character developmén

“Oddly — no mention of main character’s feelinggidg this story.”

“All description of action and no mention of chatecs feelings.”

“Little imaginative use of language.”

“Needs to use more description — i.e. to createasphere, suspense, fear, etc.”

Since the majority of English teachers are femiles important that they should be
judicious in acknowledging what their male pupilancdo as well as identifying their
weaknesses.

In the average marks, there was no notable digimbetween content and style for any
group. In the average marks, style was never ralvede content, reflecting the widespread
sense that what the story is about is more impbtkam the way it is told. This can mean for
boys, however, that they are penalised for what thmose to write about. It can also mean
that the obvious features of style - descriptiatis§ying conclusion — are looked for rather
than others such as use of dialogue or pace.

RECOMMENDATIONS

» English teachers should explore ways to teaabt’:pT'he boys’ plotting was generally
ambitious; they were willing to attempt more thaeyt could pull off. Specific features
that could be practised would include maintainiogtml, for example, of the number of
characters, maintaining realism and credibilitynpdiang action well (use of verbs, pace,
etc) and devising appropriate endings and effecfinal sentences. Mark-schemes
generally credit writing skills which girls are naotlikely to display (characterisation,
empathetic writing) and do not reward skills whibbys are more likely to show
(plotting). This needs to be addressed.

* Since dialogue was well-used in many of the esridrama and oral discussion would
be helpful preliminaries for boys before writingf the twenty-four males who were the
subjects of their research, Smith and Wilhelm wiiitat drama “was perhaps the single
instructional technique that was mentioned poditivacross the boys” (Smith and

Wilhelm, 2002, p.131). Writing tasks could featunere script-writing, such as scripting

scenes in a TV play or film. Drama enables expionabf character, thought-tracking,

rehearsal of dialogue and conjecturing and impedgioa of plot sequences. Daly

helpfully points out that drama is not merely feewas a prelude to writing, but is “a tool
for teacher intervention at critical stages inwr&ing” (Daly, 2003, p.18).
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» There should be some negotiation with boys wethiard to subject-matter. Research has
found that boys want greater choice in the topieg they write about (UKLA/PNS,
2004). However there has to be a balance betwetenirgn for their preferences and
discouraging tales of violence and mayhem.

 Tolerance of computer games, etc is advisabley Hne a stimulus for writing and there
is greater benefit in handling imitation construely rather than condemning it. Millard

has argued for a “literacy of fusion”, where teasha&re “attentive to children’s interests
and preferred ways of creating meaning, in ordeertable them to both question and
transform knowledge brought from their interestdsimle to meet the needs of the
classroom” (Millard, 2004, p.161). Teacher inputiicbaim to encourage development
from the imitative to something more imaginatived acreative. The appropriation of

narratives by pupils is a fact; the learning focas be on how to do so selectively and
skilfully.

* More account should be taken of the performaéispect of boys’ writing discussed
above. Willett notes that the production of medisdd narrative texts is a means by
which boys “gain and share pleasures” (Willett, 200.144). They enjoy writing that
allows them to relive a computer game on paper thieg enjoy the public display
inherent in sharing such texts with male friendgnicted to this is the resistance which
boys show to returning to and revising their wgti(Barrs and Pidgeon, 2002). The
pleasure lasted as long as the writing and readutgwvere new; they know that they
cannot “recapture the first fine careless rapture.”

» Writing is ultimately an individual and indepemdeactivity, but it would be more
attractive to boys if it were placed in a sociahtext. One of the key findings in Smith
and Wilhelm’s research was that “when the literattivity provided the occasion for
social connections, the boys had intrinsic motovatior their engagement” (Smith and
Wilhelm, 2002, p.147). Writing activities could ket up so that they involve individual
tasks within a group or incorporate sharing witldl &edback from peers. This is less a
matter of creating a sense of audience than ofigdiray peer support and mutual
stimulus. Boys respond better to social approatthéteracy.

» To keep abreast of the times, there will surayiticreasingly a move to multimedia

texts. Writing in this medium may prove to be a mewhereby boys can derive greater
satisfaction and success from their writing.
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ABSTRACT: This study, in a single primary classroom, in\gsies the use of success criteria as an
assessment approach in The Visual Arts Curriculirseeks to establish the benefits and implications
of using success criteria as a method of peer- sgiftassessment. Convincing associations between
the use of success criteria and pupils’ positiitiate towards generating ideas, rectifying pereeiv
weaknesses and reaction to criticism were identiflindings suggest that pupils were much quicker
to begin a task and more confident about the padsmaking art. Indications of a shift away from
subjective, egocentric evaluations of work towaalgective criteria referenced judgments were
identified. Other positive outcomes included insexh confidence about engaging in the creative
process and more creative and diverse art products.

INTRODUCTION

The Primary School Curriculum (Government of Irelarl999) makes it explicit that
assessment is an integral part of teaching anditepand that it should be used to monitor
learning processes and achievement in each artee @urriculum including the visual arts.
However, a review of that curriculum carried outthg NCCA (2005) described assessment
in the visual arts as being “out-of-bounds” anddiwema to the philosophy of visual arts”
and quoted teachers as saying that they equatéthigrading and marking and did not see
its relevance in art (p. 125). The report alsogssts that many teachers lacked confidence
and expertise in the area of assessing childreaik wm general. Similar findings are reported
in other reviews by the DES Inspectorate (2005aartg) by Eiverset al. (2004). The low
levels of assessment skills may be considered wgrin a context where the research
literature suggests strongly that pupils taughtdachers with high levels of assessment skills
make greater gains in achievement than their copentes being taught by teachers without
those skills (see, for example, Black and Wilia®08).

The study described in this paper sought to ingats if assessment could be integrated
successfully with teaching and learning over atneddy short period of time in the visual arts
curriculum for primary schools. The approach takeas influenced by what is termed
Assessment for Learnirf@fL) or assessment where the primary focus ifieiping pupils to
learn better durin@ period of teaching and learning. AfL may be &ptaalised as one side
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of an assessment coin wilssessment of LearnirfgolL) on the other. The primary focus of

AoL is on summing up what pupils know followirggperiod of teaching and learning. Both
feature strongly in the recently published assessigaidelines for primary schools (NCCA,

2007). It should be noted that while some commergamake a distinction between
Assessment for Learning and Formative Assessniemterms will be used interchangeably
for the purposes of this paper.

KEY AfL STRATEGIES

In their 1998 pamphletWorking inside the Black Box: Assessment for Legrrin the
ClassroomPaul Black and Dylan Wiliam presented the findifrgen a review of a research
literature spanning many countries and classroontests and concluded that formative
assessment (or AfL) can have a powerful positiiluémce on educational achievement.
Some years later Black and his colleagues ackngetbdhat the earlier review, while
influential, was of little practical use to the st@oom teacher because it lacked the detail
needed to identify and implement assessments thialdwmpact positively on pupil learning
(Black et al, 2003). Luckily, researchers in maoymtries have since addressed this lacuna
and we now know a good deal more about what warkerims of assessment for learning.
Among the strategies identified by Black et al (2Qlarke (2005) and the NCCA (2004),
three are interlinked and feature in this papédf:assessment, success criteria and effective
feedback.

In the NCCA'’s (2007 aj\ssessment in the Primary School Curriculum: Ginesl for
Schoolsself-assessment is described as a method wheuglilg p‘look at their own work in
a reflective way, identify aspects of it that amod and that could be improved, and then set
personal learning targets for themselves” (p. 14jlere, as elsewhere in the research
literature, pupil self-assessment and its closgiel, peer-assessment, are considered to be at
the heart of good AfL practice. However, the saiterdture makes it clear that successful
peer and self-assessment is predicated on teammezupils understanding of the role played
by success criteria and feedback.

Shepard (2000) refers to success criteria as it@pfiteria” meaning that the pupil has
a very clear idea of the criteria by which theirrlwavill be assessed. She says that “features
of excellent performance should be so transpatettgupils can learn to evaluate their own
work in the same way their teachers would” (p. 13he also states that student self-
assessment “promises to increase pupils’ respdibysiior their own learning and to make the
relationship between teacher and pupils more cotitlve” (p. 12). In the appropriate
circumstances, Shepard is a strong advocate digessand pupils working collaboratively in
coming to an understanding of and in drawing upcttiteria for success. These criteria then
become the basis of effective feedback betweenetneher and the pupil, between the pupil
and the teacher and between peers. The work ¢¢1SA®89) has been especially influential
in this regard. He identified three elements neamystor meaningful feedback. The first is
that the pupil should understand the meaning ofitgyuaork. This can be achieved by, for
example, applying success criteria to criticallyieev a sample of work from other pupils.
The second element is the provision of the oppdstuie make comparisons between the
pupil’'s own work and the standard being aspired'tos can involve the pupil working with
the teacher and/or peers in reviewing work in pgegror completed work. The third element
is that the pupil must be allowed the opportunityrtake any adjustments necessary to attain
the success criteria. Clarke (2005) calls thissitig the gap” feedback or feedback focused
on action for improvement. There is a close linkeh® Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal
development (the difference between what a childdmwith help and what he or she can do
without guidance). In addition, the point that ®Ramakes about the need for teachers to
relinquish control of the assessment process isngortant one. She argues that feedback
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must take place with reference to the succesgieritather than the teacher’s opinion. As a
first step in achieving this she advocates inv@\ypupils in drawing up the success criteria or
defining the learning goal. Pupils can then be arexged to review their own work and the
work of their peers and make decisions about “ttieiesved performance and the desired
performance” (Clarke, 2005, p. 88).

It should be noted that AfL is not without itstms$. Torrance (2007), for example,
argues that “formative assessment is not necegsariinevitably a benign or expansive
process or one that will always promote indepentiarning” (p. 292). He cautions against
the over use and narrow interpretation of successia in learning situations and points out
this may in fact reduce the independence of thenégaand encourage a higher degree of
dependence on the teacher. He provides evidenoerigsearch studies suggesting that the
transparency involved when success criteria arel Use pupils leads to what he terms
“instrumentalism” (p. 281). In other words, the g#Rce of success criteria make it easier for
pupils to simply comply in a non-thinking way. Hegaes that this criteria compliance ends
up dulling creativity, replacing real learning amdlitating against the acquisition of
generalisable skills. He suggests that assessfoeriearning has become assessmast
learning which does not develop student autonomg WM return to these criticisms later in
the paper.

RESEARCH STRATEGY

The study described here was undertaken by theafithior with her class to investigate the
use of success criteria as method of peer andassfissment in the visual arts. The research
strategy chosen was action research. Ceteh (2007) advocate the use of action research
in a variety of areas including “improving one’stimed of continuous assessment” (p. 297).
In this piece of research “a personal attempt islentd understand, improve and reform
practice” (Ebbutt, 1985, as quoted in Coletral 2007, p. 297). Cohegt al. (2007) suggest
that action research can be divided into two stagesely a diagnostic stage and a therapeutic
stage. They explain that during the diagnostic estahe problem is analysed and the
hypotheses developed. The therapeutic stage irsrdive testing of the hypothesis “by a
consciously directed intervention or experimensiiin” (Cohenet al. 2007, p. 304). In this
study, the diagnostic stage involved the first adghacknowledging that she, like many other
teachers, had been reluctant and unable to engageaningful assessment in visual arts.
The therapeutic or hypothesis stage was reached sle made a decision to investigate if
the use of success criteria would help to rectifis.t The research design involved two
elements: four art lessons and two data sources.

THE ART LESSONS

During the month of December, 2008 a series of fessons on thEabric and Fibrestrand

of The Primary School Curriculum were conductedhsyfirst author with the fifth class she
was teaching. The class consisted of thirty-twoilpuphree of whom were non-nationals.
Although two of the non-national pupils receivedhdaage support, they were able to
participate fully in class activities and had ressay fluent English. The school is an eight-
teacher mainstream rural school with one learnimpert teacher and one part-time language
support teacher. The lessons were developed iryahaawould allow the pupils and teacher
to reflect on their experiences with two types eddon — one where success criteria were a
central element and one where they were not. dl@afing is a step-by-step outline of how
this series of lessons was implemented.
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Lesson One: Making a collage

Pupils were asked to make representational fabtlages suitable for Christmas cards. This
involved the teacher displaying her own ready-madamples of collages but with no
discussion about them. One box of fabric was atledt between five or six pupils. Pupils
decided which example they preferred to replicatee teacher gave the usual directions
about the use of glue, scissors, card etc. Pupls $et about making the collages. This lesson
took about fifty minutes to complete.

Lesson Two: Developing the success criteria

The collages produced from the previous lesson dispgayed. Pupils were asked to identify
the collages they considered to be good and jusidiyr choices. Pupils were then asked to
identify collages that could be improved upon amecefy exactly how they could be
improved. All suggestions were recorded by thelteatising post-it notes and displayed on
the notice board. The teacher then introduced eéha t'success criteria” to the pupils and
explained how they could be used when learning tabdu In a discussion involving the
whole class, a list of both product and processesgcriteria for creating a good collage was
drawn up and recorded by the teacher on the whigedo Product criteria included those
relating to shape, filling space, including detaitd colour matches/contrasts. Process criteria
included working carefully, using fabric scissoosget a neat edge, not allowing the glue to
ooze from beneath the fabric, gluing shapes straigti not allowing threads etc. to get stuck
on accidentally. Through questioning (e.g. Whatdligpes would be good to use? How can
we fill in more detail? How can we match/contragtoars? Is there anything missing from
the list? etc) the list was reviewed a number s until the pupils were happy. This lesson
took about thirty five minutes to complete.

Lesson Three: Using the success criteria

The pupils were asked to create a collage of aeséhthey wished but with reference to the
success criteria drawn up previously. A few minwtese spent reviewing the criteria before
the pupils were allocated materials similar to €éhased in the previous lesson. However, an
important change was introduced into this lessdmouh half way through and before the
collages were glued, pupils were asked to engageaéwiew of their work. First pupils had to
assess their work with reference to the succeseriaeri Then each pupil was randomly
allocated another student to peer-assess. On eaelsion pupils were asked to identify two
areas where the success criteria were being metradrea where an improvement could be
made. Pupils were then given time to implementtianges before completing their collages.
Due to the self and peer assessment activity #sisoh was longer than the previous one —
about an hour and ten minutes in all.

Lesson Four: Developing and using success criterfar a Winter collage

This was a stand-alone lesson that aimed to foliggrate assessment with the teaching and
learning process in art. Success criteria for at@vioollage were drawn up with the pupils as
before. Pupils worked on their collages for a pgti@fore engaging in a period of self and
peer assessment. Pupils then made improvementseto work before completing their
collages. This lesson took approximately one hadrtan minutes to complete.

THE DATA COLLECTION

The instruments used to collect the data were eriggise journal and a questionnaire. The
descriptive journal contained a written recordasfdons and a reflective element. These were
written up after school hours on the day of thesdas This work of Coheat al. (2007) and
Denscombe (2007) was used to guide this processidthe reflective nature of the journal,
lessons evolved in response to observations fr@apthvious lesson. Planned changes and
their perceived effects were noted in the diaryrdkie course of the project.
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When the four lessons were completed, a shorttignesire was administered to the
pupils as a means of ascertaining their responsehé¢o lessons. In developing the
guestionnaire close attention was paid to the wgrdif questions to ensure that the pupils
could provide an honest account of their experiengkethe lessons. As a result, most
guestions were constructed as open ended and, whestions were multiple-choice type,
pupils were asked to explain their responses. Juestionnaire was developed following
principles set out by Cohen et al (2007) and Gaeidj Taylor (1999).

Parental consent forms together with a short ewgtian of what the pupils would be
expected to do in order to complete the questisanaere issued to the class. A week was
given in which to return the consent forms. Pupitye asked to complete the questionnaire
as part of their homework on one particular nightventy-seven questionnaires were
completed. Five were not completed for reasons lwinicluded failure to return consent form
(2), pupils absence (1), and pupils not wishingdmplete the questionnaire (2).

KEY THEMES AND FINDINGS

Once the data gathering period was completed etifective journal and questionnaires were
analysed separately using a coding process toifigldwety themes. Common themes across
the two data sets were then highlighted and lirtheblated themes in the research literature.
The findings with respect to each are discusseombelNo importance should be attached to
the order in which the theses are discussed.

Theme 1: Faster on task/fewer procedural questions

When asked to comment on the value of the discastout criteria before the lesson, pupils
indicated it helped them get started quickly andegthem ideas about what to do. These
comments support the observational data where g¢heher noted that pupils were much
quicker to start the task. They were also more qagful in the way they moved about the
room looking for fabric. Instead of copying othéudent’s work or start conversations, pupils
who normally took longer to get started, were obséras being more focused. This resulted
in fewer questions, less repeating of instructiand less time wasting. One student said that
when success criteria were used “teacher doesh'argeoyed because people aren’t saying
they don’'t know what to do and asking the same tipres’. This finding is supported by an
opinion expressed in an NCCA publication (2007a)edchers using Assessment for
Learning approaches in their classroom get to natke about learning. And what's more,
many are finding that because of the positive ihpatheir new skills on student motivation,
the need for the other kind of lesson talk is dyeatduced” (p. 6). The other type of lesson
talk referred to is “the reminders, the pleas, wanings, the orders, the rebukes” (NCCA,
2007a, p. 6). A number of pupils indicated thatytded not feel the need to ask the teacher
guestions or chat with their friends before begigniThis is consistent with Clarke’s (2005)
findings that “success criteria have had a positiyeact on children’s behaviour”(p. 50).

Theme 2: Lower frustration levels/Longer on task

Research has noted that pupils who perceive thgasseals not being strong in the area of
visual arts and who frequently time waste oftenehaw regard for their own work, even if the

teacher comments favourably. Lindstrém (2006) gitiisner (1974) maintains that children

need “considered assessment and criticism.” Thiab\we the success criteria seemed to work
in this study. Pupils were happy that they had kgeen a clear idea of how to do well. As

one pupil noted: “Now | know what to do, to do gaatl Mine always looked bad even when

| didn’t mess and tried to listen to teacher.” Qlagons made during the final two lessons
also reflect the fact that the majority of pupilsiayed doing the task and were happy to
implement changes identified by themselves or tpeers. This supports the notion that
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learners respond positively to “the fundamentakeeuf fairness” present when excellence is
put within their reach (Shepard, 2000, p. 12). l&diland Lavin (2007) talk about “the
supportive, scaffolding nature of formative assessfiwhich seems to be of most benefit to
those pupils “identified by teachers as lackingcimfidence in themselves as learners” (p.
19). This was observed in the case of at leagbgpils during the course of this study. It is
very notable that in Lindstrom’s (2006) study oé thssessment of the visual arts in Sweden
highlights the only school that made significanogress in the area of peer- and self
assessment was the school where pupils “are inamtrdialogue with the student as the work
evolves” (p. 62). Long periods of engagement witbjgrts were the norm. In this study a
pupil who had previously given up easily wrote tbla¢ would have liked more time to spend
on improving her collage.

Theme 3: Varied work/Little replication

Observations carried out after the first lessoreaded that many of the collages produced by
pupils were very similar to the examples providgdhe teacher. However, after lesson three
it was noted in the reflective journal that onetbé key differences between the work
produced by the pupils after the success criteggevincorporated into the lessons was that it
was much more varied. Again, this was consistett tie pupil’'s own views. Ten of them
commented that having a discussion and drawinguapess criteria before undertaking the
collage making helped them think up their own idéase pupil made the important point
that the strategy “gives you the time to come uhwour own ideas”. All of this would seem
to contradict Torrance’s (2007) criteria compliamt&ms. However, it should be noted that
Torrance was commentating in a context where pmeditated success criteria were being
applied as part qualification gained on a particataurse. In this study pupils were centrally
involved in drawing up success criteria that ineol\both process and product elements. Both
elements were highlighted by Dewey (1934) as beite) in art education. In that respect
Lindstrom (2006) believes that “inventiveness canfdistered if the teacher emphasises the
process as well as the product and provides ang@ertunity for research, experimentation
and revision.” (p. 63). Comments made by the pugdilsut assessing their work before they
glued the final collage indicated that it allowdtem to change and improve their work
corresponding to Lindstrém’s (2006) idea of “resbarexperimentation and revision.” This
allowed the pupils time to think and generate tbain ideas. Drawing up the success criteria
with the pupils encourages independent learning just “criteria compliance”. This is
consistent with Clarke (2005) who says that in ofdeeffective learning to take place pupils
must be involved in the generation of successr@iteecause pupils must have a clear idea of
what success is before they can aim for it. Liriiat{2006) refers to fostering creativity and
says that dialogue and discussion contribute ttefiogy creativity. Lack of discussion may
lead to the instrumentalism referred to by Torraf2G97)

Theme 4: Improved artwork/Increased confidence

The use of success criteria has the potentialaavadxcellence to be attainable as pointed out
by Shepard (2000) who adds that explicit criteliawaus to “know the rules of how our work
will be judged” ( p. 11). This is consistent withlMr and Lavin’s (2007) findings on the use
of success criteria which “clearly point to an easing sense of belief in one’s competence”
(p. 13) and that “those who benefit most...are chitdidentified by teachers as lacking in
confidence in themselves as learners” (p. 19). @liastors may have been responsible for
some of the changes observed for some of puptlsisrstudy. Their increased willingness to
attempt a task may be seen as a manifestation iocegase in self-confidence. As one pupil
noted, “it was easier to start because you knew vehdo.” It was also the case that a number
of them treated “mistakes” in their work as tempprand things that could be changed e.g.
“the success criteria let you change your mind @dthstarting again.” Following the
recommendation by Clarke (2005) and Sadler (1988)time allocated by the teacher for
revision was a most important aspect of the laesdns.
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Theme 5: More focused feedback/A structure for crical comments

One set of notes in the reflective journal pertdite the changes in the way feedback was
given by the teacher to the pupils. There was aesémat it was more meaningful and that
token praise was avoided. Comments were more cmtis® and pupils were given an
opportunity to engage in a dialogue with the teaclpils had more opportunities to
respond than had previously been the case. It \gasnated that many pupils were able to
use the criteria to provide focused feedback to fheers and were more willing to ask others
to comment on their work. Comments such as “yowlshstart with a bigger shape to make
your picture have more impact” were heard freqyedilring the later lessons. Indeed,
eighteen pupils said that they would use the sgcceteria only when judging the quality of
their peers’ work. Observations and questionngmesided consistent data so that pupils
never felt their work was ridiculed or criticisedrbhly by the teacher or their peers. Due to
the safe, predictable structure created by the afssuccess criteria for peer and self
assessment, comments were not taken personallye Wexe occasions where pupils did not
agree with the comments from peers. In these dases especially helpful to the teacher to
have the success criteria rather than her opintoa aeference point in dialogue aimed at
trying to reach consensus about whether or notawgments should be made. Lindstrém
(2006) argues that dialogue of this nature is aomi@ctor not only in building the capacity
for self-assessment, but in fostering the creativiberent in all good art.

CONCLUSION

The concept of assessment in the visual arts majidre to many teachers. However, as this
study has shown, the integration of assessmenttegithing and learning in art is possible.
The use of success criteria, peer- and self-asseessnd focused feedback brought a number
benefits that acted as a spur for a change in pegagAll three, singularly and in
combination, impacted positively on creativity, imation, and behaviour during the period
of the study. They enhanced not just the produaminehts of pupils’ work, but the process
elements also. Since the conclusion of the studihede strategies have become a regular
part of the first author's assessment strategieshiar areas of the curriculum such as creative
writing (essays), writing in response to readingysim composition and dance. This has
brought additional benefits, some of which havenbeemmented on by the parents. They
were particularly enthusiastic about that fact ttredir children had less difficulties with
homework (especially essay writing) and had fouoithgl corrections more meaningful.

This was a small-scale study and its limitationsstrhe acknowledged. The findings
may not be generalisable because the study toak jitaa single classroom. In addition, the
first author had the benefit of two twenty-hour sms on the theory and practice of AfL
before the study took place. That said, the nadagiase with which the AfL strategies were
implemented and their very positive effects shduddof interest to teachers willing to re-
evaluate teaching and learning in the visual artheir classrooms. Moreover, the study may
provide an impetus for further research investigatine impact of other AfL strategies in
other contexts.
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REVIEW

Approaches to Learning: a Guide for Teachers, Ann Jordan, Orison
Carlile and Annetta Stack, Berkshire UK, Open Ursitg Press, 2008

(278 pp.)

As one looks back on a long career inspecting dshadmundant memories of often animated
and robust debate with conscientious teachers ¢onneéind. Usually the discussion would
pivot on questions of good practice and how best oould enable children’s learning.
Exasperated teachers would often assert that theuexing of theory crowded out a more
useful emphasis on practical ways of mediating ¢hericulum to large classes. They
themselves were practical people, they had liftiee tfor theory and the sooner advisors
understood, the better for all and especially tharriers! But while one respected their
opinions and their admirable commitment to prongthildren’s learning, one could never
concede that a firm grasp of theory was a crud@hent of good practice in every classroom
and every school. The fact was, and will alwaysaim, that all of us engaged in education
hold theories of learning either consciously oramsziously. A theory constitutes a valuable
tool that helps us understand some aspect of aitgasituation and occupies a central
element of every teacher’s intellectual resour¢bgse theories influence how we understand
learning and learners, and to the extent to whiehsucceed in making explicit our personal
theories of learning, teaching and knowledge, tbiteb we understand practice. That is, our
own practice and that of others, including thattifdren.

But for too many of us theory was encounteredtaha when we were not in a position
to comprehend its value. Working through a multipfi of assignments and meeting
threatening deadlines either in the college of atlan or the university education
department, our reflection on theory too often camesecond best. And the fault was not
always ours, for the texts were often turgid andodied from the practicality of the
classroom with its ever changing complexities.Hors a consideration of theory was seen to
be far from urgent and as the years passed and mdaued the shallow understandings we
had painfully acquired became shallower still. And teaching was poorer for it. But with
the publication ofApproaches to Learninthe busy educationalist - the student teacher, the
teacher, lecturers, advisor or inspector — hasatwdlan accessible compendium of learning
theory that will provide a sound grounding on thesmpowerful ideas that underpin
successful teaching and learning.And, crucially, the theory contained therein is
systematically applied to the practical realitiéshe classroom.

What first of all strikes one about this bookts ¢comprehensiveness: it boldly brings
together the vast spectrum of theoretical appraathat inform the modern principles of
western education. Not only does it constitute @dlwverview of powerful theories that
underpin the work of educators, but it also corsidieeir implications for policy and practice
in an admirably succinct manner - and given itst eanvas it succeeds in doing so without
sacrificing depth or rigour. The authors point tht this is an introductory text covering a
vast area, and hence it is pitched at a leveldhatbe easily understood. This is true and to
this end they focus on the better-known theoriststhe more established texts rather than on
cutting-edge research or findings. But one showtdbe deluded by this for the book is a
serious work - and one too that only the strongebeart would read from cover to cover in a
short period! But by its nature it was never inteshdo be used in this manner and the book
can be read as a series of stand-alone chaptexs an integrated overview of theoretical
perspectives drawn from the philosophy, psychol@pgciology and pedagogy that guides
educational principles and practice.
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One of the great strengths of the book is seets istructure. Indeed this is perhaps its
greatest strength given that there are many téstisattempt to provide an overview of key
writings on education from various disciplinary kgmunds. Each chapter contains an
accessible introduction to each theory and a sumrofikey principles. Critical insights
follow on drawn from the theories discussed, accamgn by examples and illustrations.
Summary sections highlight critical and key ideas dach chapter and the practical
implications for education professionals are higjied. Indeed, it is from the neatly and
conveniently bulleted ‘Key ideas’ and ‘Conclusi@&ctions in virtually each of the seventeen
chapters that a great many will derive most bendidére the authors provide a clear
explication of key ideas with justificatory undawpings and draw out the implications for
practice and policy. Arising from this, the dividkrior the learner may be seen in the
emergence of knowledgeable, reflective teachersavbamot so committed to one theoretical
approach that they shut off consideration of othEnsally, and most usefully, there is at the
end a comprehensive glossary that explains vateuss and ideas in concise form.

The vast range of theory encompassed is worthinmgl in addition to the initial
chapter on philosophy of education, there follovamtiers on behaviourism, cognitivism,
constructivism, social learning, cultural learnimgelligence, life course development, adult
learning, values motivation, the learning body,gia@ge and learning, experiential and
competency-based learning, inclusivity and blerldadning. Then in the final chapter on the
future there is the crucial message that in sgiteahnological advance a person will always
be needed to connect physically, experientiallgl @motionally to the physical experience of
the learner.

This is a book that will be of value in pre-seeviand in-service teacher education, in
postgraduate studies, curriculum design and ineicispn studies. And, importantly, it will fill
a niche in the library of the busy teacher whodat moments of leisure likes to take down an
authoritative and easily accessibly study of thdemange of learning approaches, and who
wishes to identify the link between theory and piceac Moreover, readers will be interested
to note that the three Irish authors come with altheof experience in a range of pedagogical
settings (two are honorary professors at Lev TglBtedagogical University, Russia) and are
now based in Waterford Institute of Technology vehiirey are key figures in the institution’s
postgraduate education department.

Editor
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