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“Does the learner’s level of engagement vary between a focus task 

and enhanced provision within a Foundation Phase class?” 

 

 

 Targed/Target Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr 

aseiniad hwn. 

 

What I have done in this 

assignment. 

Targed/Target 

1 

Increase the level to which you 

have critically analysed what you 

have read. 

I have increased the level to which 

I have critically analysed my 

readings. 

Targed/Target 

2 

To improve your cognitive skills, 

investigate in more detail counter 

arguments or contradictory 

viewpoints. 

I have engaged in a wide variety of 

research informed literature to 

consider counter arguments or 

contradictory viewpoints.  

Targed/Target 

3 

Ensure you paraphrase key 

concepts and try to avoid too many 

long sentences and direct quotes, 

use what you read to build an 

argument. 

I have paraphrased key concepts 

and have used shorter sentences 

and direct quotes and used what I 

have read to build an argument. 
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The purpose of this lesson study is to collate evidence to enhance teaching and learning 

through the methodology of professional sharing of practice. With this view in mind, it seems 

appropriate to consider the views of Fernandez and Yoshida (2012), and Dudley (2015) who 

state that the lesson study cycle requires teachers to plan a lesson collaboratively and then 

analyse and discuss their observations post lesson. This will encourage critical reflection, 

which according to Godfrey et al, (2019) allows teachers to reflect on their own pedagogy. It 

is clear from these opinions that learning occurs during both planning, delivery and post 

lesson discussion, meaning participants can collate data and then analyse it at all stages of 

the lesson. At my placement school, the staff were not familiar with lesson study and were 

eager to evaluate this form of research. 

In my class, learning occurred using a blend of approaches and my research partner and I 

discussed the notion of comparing focus tasks with enhanced provision with a view to 

establishing if one method of teaching yields better results than the other. This will enable 

me to answer the research question: “Does the learner’s level of engagement vary between 

a focus task and enhanced provision within a Foundation Phase class?” The focus of this 

particular lesson study cycle was to research engagement levels of pupils aged 5 – 7 during 

a mathematics lesson. The data collected would compare their engagement levels during 

the focus task and enhanced provision of the lesson, which offered opportunities for 

experiential learning and play. The effectiveness of the different methods of learning 

afforded to children of this age group was of great interest to me, which led me to consult 

with a range of literature in order to support my research. 

The Foundation Phase Framework (Revised 2015) not only takes inspiration from 

international curricula, but has also developed from a theoretical standpoint. Its conception 

has drawn influences from both contemporary and traditional theorists. The social 

constructivist theory of Vygotsky suggests the significance of experiential learning, and how 

cultural and social relationships are essential to a child’s development (Gray and MacBlain, 

2016). This development is further enhanced through an environment that promotes 

collaboration and sharing ideas during problem solving. My teaching experience through the 

practice has also suggested that the use of ‘focus tasks’ is vital, with specific teaching and 

learning activities provided by a qualified teacher. This is defined by Vygotsky as the ‘Zone 

of Proximal Development (ZPD); the zone of potential growth just beyond, but within reach of 

a child’s present capabilities (Andrews, 2012). In order for this to occur, it is clear that careful 

planning is necessary, along with observing a child’s level of development. During early 

schooling years, Vygotsky (1978) states that children do not develop solitarily, rather they 

develop through interaction by means of playing, speaking and imitating. This concept, he 

defines as ‘the more knowledgeable other’ (MKO), when a child’s play is extended for both 
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themselves and others through the addition of extra resources, discussing potential 

outcomes, supporting each other and acting out imaginary scenarios between themselves. 

Piaget’s (1952) constructivist theory also shares this idea by suggesting that children actively 

participate, building their own learning. A view supported by Crowley (2017) who also 

believes that they should be given environments that nurture this participation. In addition to 

this participation, Piaget, also highlights his belief that natural discovery and play are both 

vital in facilitating development, which gives way to a higher platform of learning, where more 

complicated systems and rules can be applied (Whitebread, 2012). This concept is 

demonstrated during the Foundation Phase (Revised 2015), where an emphasis is placed 

on continuous and enhanced provision, allowing for activities that are open-ended and with 

longer periods of experiential learning and uninterrupted play. 

The cognitive and mental representation developed as a child experiences new concepts is 

defined by the term ‘schema’ or ‘systematic play’ by Piaget and also Montessori, Steiner and 

Froebel (Athey, 2007). All of these theorists believe that repeatable actions give way to 

logical systematic classifications and categories. Furthermore, Bruce (2011) describes how 

schemas facilitate an alternate perspective for teachers to meet the individual learning needs 

of a child. This idea that play forms an integral part of learning during early years, is 

demonstrated through all four UK curricula (Soler and Miller, 2003; Martlew, Stephen and 

Ellis, 2011; Wainwright et al., 2019; Walsh et al., 2010). In addition, it worth noting that 

policy, rhetoric and pedagogy do not occur in isolation in Wales; there exists a continual 

evolution of drawing influences from other international perspectives. 

With this view in mind, I have decided to focus on two specific approaches gleaned from Italy 

and New Zealand. The Italian approach, devised by Reggio Emilia, is internationally 

acknowledged. It’s respected ethos and pedagogy are centred on child-adult engagement 

along with the curriculum provision and its focus on creative arts (Wood, 2013). Children are 

empowered in a creative manner; learning is actively encouraged and is offered through 

creative arts as well as through play. The philosophy of the curriculum is centred on the 

child, and assessment and evaluation are based on their needs. An inquisition into form and 

perspective is nurtured through the provision of a spacious environment – with natural and 

recycled resources easily accessible (Thornton and Brunton, 2007). Relationships form the 

basis for Italian education. While it can be said that children build their own meaning and a 

positive self-concept, this development is supported when relationships that are warm and 

reciprocal surround the child. A teacher’s focus is on a child’s expression, their theories and 

how they develop meaning. This holistic and thematic approach, shares elements found in 

the Welsh curriculum, seeing children as the basis for the curriculum and a focus on the 
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needs of the individual child (Wainwright et al., 2019). Furthermore, the influence of the 

international curricula can be seen through the increased emphasis on emotional wellbeing 

and cultural identity (Soler and Miller, 2003). In addition, the provision of an enabling 

environment, easy access to resources, and the endorsement of purposeful play as a tool for 

learning, can assume the lead in a child’s own learning, echoing the approach suggested by 

Reggio. The collaborative partnership between children and adults, focused on by the UK 

Curricula, and the concept of experiential learning as opposed to imparting knowledge, can 

also be seen as a similarity (Soler and Miller, 2003). In contrast, Wood (2013) suggests that 

Reggio’s approach is based on the ideas and principles that are bound by the families and 

communities involved while Thomas and Lewis (2016) suggest that while UK teachers may 

want to advocate such a philosophy, their facilitation and attitudes towards play often hold 

more control and dominance than the Reggio approach. 

New Zealand’s perspective is linked through the conceptualisation of the ‘woven mat’ 

(whāriki), the notion that relationships, goals, learning outcomes and strands are all 

intrinsically connected (Wood, 2013). As with the Reggio approach, a significant emphasis is 

placed on developing positive relationships with parents and the community (Lee et al., 

2013). Teachers in New Zealand working with children within the Early Years, need to have 

a comprehensive knowledge and understanding of play and how it can be provided (Thomas 

and Lewis, 2016). The curriculum is planned with a focus on the child, and learning is based 

on their interests. As such, knowledge, understanding and skills can be embedded and 

reflect their holistic development (Andrews, 2012). 

Both international perspectives share an open curricular approach, which places emphasis 

on active participatory learning, reasoning, interaction, reflection and being responsible for 

self-learning (Thomas and Lewis, 2016; Anning and Edwards, 2006). Each perspective 

views children as active learners who participate in their own knowledge building and 

socialisation (Rinaldi, 1998). Malaguzzi (1993, p.10) describes these children as “rich in 

potential, strong, powerful and competent”. The importance of teachers working in 

partnership with the children, setting up situations and creating choices for them to facilitate 

their learning is suggested to be a key factor by Malaguzzi (1993) and Maynard, Waters and 

Clement (2011).  

The curriculum followed by the Foundation Phase Framework (Revised 2015) has personal 

and social development, wellbeing and cultural diversity at its core, and as such, reflects the 

aforementioned approaches. Essentially, the Foundation Phase represents a curriculum that 

encourages children to be involved in planning and reviewing their work. Children are offered 

a wide range of experiences which give way to a long-term positive effect on their intellectual 
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and social development (Maynard, 2007). It is accepted that children require support and 

guidance from adults when developing their skills. Said adults can promote progress by 

facilitating next steps and ensuring that children are presented with appropriate challenges 

to move forward in their learning, as explained in the notion of the ‘Zone of Proximal 

Development’ (Vygotsky, 1978; Stodden et al., 2008; Moore, 2012). Having considered this 

literature there are potential merits to both methods of learning and as such I feel that our 

research question is viable and worthy of lesson study research. 

In agreement with Dudley’s (2015) lesson study research, three pupils were selected from 

two classes for the study, as a sample to represent the different ability learners. The first 

class were aged 5-6 years and the second 6-7 years. The methods of data collections used 

in this lesson study are: observation (non-participant), focus group and reflection. A research 

observational schedule was used (Appendix 7 and 14), which included elements of the 

Leuven Scale (Laevers and Declercq, 2018), indicating the pupils’ level of engagement 

during focus tasks and enhanced provision activities. Engagement indicators in relation to 

listening skills, concentration, interaction, level of involvement and level of interest were then 

recorded by the observing researcher on the said schedules, with accompanying notes 

providing further details (Appendix 8 – 10 and 15 -17). Notes were taken at 5-minute 

intervals during the 45-minute lessons. Upon completion, we would discuss the data and 

verify the findings (Dudley, 2015). The reflections were captured using Gibbs (1998) 

reflective model (Appendix 11 and 18). This model includes reflections on evaluation, 

conclusions, descriptions, emotions and action plans. One of the fundamental advantages of 

Gibbs’ proposed approach is the focus allocated to a systematic evaluation of each phase of 

the learning experience. The disadvantage of this model however, is that it is often 

descriptive, so may not provide sufficient analysis to fully understand the effects of certain 

courses of action, or the thought processes on which they are based.  

Observation research affords the researcher an opportunity to observe a person’s actions 

and behaviour, and is considered a well-established form of research that is commonly used 

is classroom research (Angrosino, 2012; Punch and Oancea, 2014). The potential strengths 

of observation which we considered as a means of data collection, included Moule and 

Goodman’s (2009) suggestion that observation includes events that occur in real time which 

take place naturally.  We decided to collect data directly from observed situations as we 

concur with Cohen, Manion and Morrison’s (2018) view that valid and authentic data can be 

gathered using this approach. Weaknesses, however include the time required to carry out 

and the intrusive nature of an observation (Moule and Goodman, 2009). We also took into 

consideration the potential observer effect as the presence of an observer may cause 

participants to alter their behaviour (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939). Also, that research 
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integrity could be affected through observer bias (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). 

However, the views of Menter et al (2011) that the limitations of classroom observation can 

be controlled through the skill and experience of the researcher and sound planning also 

supported our decision for this method of data collection.  

We chose to employ a non-participant observation approach. Gold (1958, cited in Walliman, 

2016) describes this as the researcher assuming a position of detachment with the aim of 

not being observed. Consideration was also paid to Check and Schutt’s (2012, p. 194) 

opinion of non-participant observation being “overt observation”, and their suggestion that 

whilst the intention is to be overt, the presence of a researcher may itself, affect the situation 

and dynamics causing the behaviour of those people being observed to change if they are 

aware they are potentially being observed.  

We undertook a focus group interview, which can be considered a less structured interview, 

though it is more than just a means of collecting data. According to Krueger and Casey 

(2000), focus group is a group discussion for research purposes, and is guided and recorded 

by a researcher and employed when a researcher aims to interpret those factors that may 

impact on student’s behaviour. Morgan (1997) describes them as a means of data collection 

via group interaction based on a subject set by the researcher which allows for a qualitative 

research. We noted that extensive planning would be required when utilising focus groups. 

According to Gibson (2007), goals need to be clearly understood, and questions well 

designed. We also considered that participants may become fatigued during longer 

discussions which is typically caused by the shorter attention span of children (Nyumba et 

al., 2018). They also recognised the importance that all participants would need to fully 

engage in the group discussion, in order to generate viable data and noted Krueger’s (1994) 

view that, this can be achieved more easily when all participants possess similar personal 

characteristics such as age, gender, ethnicity and class background. We also reflected 

Morgan et al.’s (2002) view, that participants who are familiar with each other may lose 

concentration or feel awkward discussing issues of a sensitive nature and the similar views 

of Kruger and Casey (2009) who state that better results can be attained when participants 

are unfamiliar. Our reflections highlighted that, whilst there are challenges involved in 

obtaining information from children, they can also provide important information and deserve 

to be heard (Gibson, 2012). 

The interviews were to be held following the observed lesson to preserve the reliability of the 

pupils’ thoughts and memories (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018), in a peaceful and 

neutral setting, familiar to them (Morrison, 2013). We chose to conduct semi-structured 

interviews, due to the increased interaction and personalised responses generated against 
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those of stricter structured interview (McDonough and McDonough, 1997). A semi-structured 

interview format would also allow the researcher to “elicit additional data if initial answers are 

vague, incomplete, off-topic, or not specific enough” (Mackey and Gass, 2016, p. 225). 

However, it was noted that a disadvantage of the semi-structured format could be that direct 

interaction may give way to bias on the part of the researcher (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 

2018). 

Ethical issues can arise from conducting classroom research and as such, BERA (2018) 

guidelines were considered and ethical approval was sought and obtained from the ‘Yr 

Athrofa’ Ethics Committee. Anticipated risks to participants, researchers and the University 

were detailed in the application form. All participants were made fully aware of the degree of 

anonymity and confidentiality provided by the researcher. Parents/guardians were provided 

with letters outlining details of the research project and its purpose with an explanation 

regarding voluntary participation and withdrawal, and consent forms were obtained prior to 

commencement of the study. Participants were reminded of their right to withdraw from the 

research at any time. Data collection, storage and destruction adhered to the University’s 

Research Data Management Policy. Verbal assent was also obtained from the pupils prior to 

the interview with convenient options to withdraw during the interview. 

During the first lesson Child A displayed high levels of motivation from the outset, and 

displayed a clear understanding of the subject and the learning objective of the lesson 

(Appendix 8). He was keen to complete the worksheet stating that: “I like doing work, I know 

what to do”. He finished the first task and asked the teacher for more work which suggested 

a high level of engagement. Child B also displayed good levels of motivation and 

concentration during the focus task whilst interacting with her teacher/peers (Appendix 8). 

Her motivation was also apparent as she requested additional worksheets. Child C needed 

prompting during the focus task and enjoyed working independently, cutting out coins, 

clearly enjoying the creative and practical element of the task. He chatted to himself, 

narrating what he was doing. His concentration levels reduced after a period and then 

expressed a desire to enter the enhanced provision area. 

The children’s attitudes when taking part in the enhanced provision activities (Appendix 9) 

were observed and their engagement levels recorded (Appendix 7). One of the activities was 

a ‘shop’ activity which aimed to provide the opportunity to exercise the mathematical skills 

gained during the focus task aligning with the views of Golinkoff, Hirsh-Pasek and Singer 

(2006), Smilansky and Shefatya (1990) and Lieberman et al. (2015), who comment upon the 

connections that exist between the complexity of pretend play, mathematical thinking and 

problem solving. Each of the children focused primarily on the ‘shop’ activity and the 
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‘playdough’ activity though there were options to be involved in art, IT and literacy (Appendix 

6) which they were not drawn to. 

Child A was keen to participate in the ‘shop’ activity, wanting to adopt the shopkeeper role 

and use money, but left when this was not possible. He returned to the ‘shop’ several times 

but expressed frustration when Child B would not allow him to be shopkeeper and then 

moved on to the ‘playdough’ area. Whilst in the ‘playdough’ area he worked collaboratively 

with Child B, and observations recorded supported Helme and Clarke (2001) who identify a 

variety of indicators of cognitive engagement during collaborative tasks. These include 

questioning, making evaluative comments, exchanging ideas, giving directions and making 

facial expressions/gestures. Child A clearly worked collaboratively with Child B in the 

‘playdough’ area and it was evident that both pupils were engaged in active learning in a 

team setting, gaining a variety of benefits. Observations which align with the views of 

Grabinger and Dunlap (2000), that such activities promote stronger communication skills, 

greater levels of learning and, according to Bloom’s taxonomy, positive attitudes, teamwork, 

with increased motivation and reduced pressure to perform. 

Child B enjoyed the imaginative play in the ‘shop’ role play area, but would not share the role 

of shopkeeper (Appendix 9). She was very talkative in the ‘shop’ area and enjoyed the social 

aspect of the task (Truty, 2004). As stated, she worked well with Child A in the ‘playdough’ 

area and asked/answered questions collaboratively. When leaving the focus task, Child C 

did not engage fully with any of the enhanced provision activities offered, and wandered from 

task to task displaying low level interest and engagement. 

At interview (Appendix 10), Child A expressed great enthusiasm when discussing the focus 

task and gave a clear description of its aim and the work which he had completed, which 

suggested a high engagement.  He expressed reduced enthusiasm regarding the enhanced 

provision activities and had not found them stimulating. Child B expressed her enthusiasm 

regarding both the focus task and enhanced provision activities however expressed a 

preference for the enhanced provision task. Child C expressed a preference for the focus 

task however, stating that he had forgotten what he had done during the focus task which 

suggested that his engagement was limited. Both expressed an interest in using IT as an aid 

to learning. All three pupils described enhanced provision as ‘play’ which aligns itself with 

Foundation Phase (Revised, 2015) pedagogy. The responses gathered from the children 

suggested that higher and middle ability pupils possessed a clear understanding of the focus 

task and were engaged in their work. They had enjoyed enhanced provision to a degree, 

saw it as ‘play’, but preferred the structure of the focus task. The lower ability child required 

prompting to keep engaged in the focus task but enjoyed the freedom afforded during 
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enhanced provision, despite not settling at any of the activity areas and showing little 

engagement. 

Following the lesson, my research partner and I discussed the data gathered from the 

observation, and decided to change the enhanced provision to include a Lego activity 

(Appendix 13). The following day, the lesson was taught to a different class and we then 

engaged in joint reflection supported by the views of McIntyre (1993) who believes that the 

re-teaching of the lesson gives the opportunity to act upon reflections. 

During the second lesson, Child X, displayed high levels of motivation from the outset and, 

as with Child A, requested more challenging work and announced to the group that he was 

“very clever” (Appendix 15). He also displayed a competitive attitude. Child X participated in 

the ‘shop’ activity briefly, then went to play in the ‘Lego’ area, disregarding the other choices 

available to him. Like Child A, B and X, Child Y remained highly engaged during the focus 

task and appeared eager to improve her skills which, aligns with Dweck’s (2012) theory of 

growth mindset. Elliot and Dweck (1988) note that cognitive and behavioural outcomes arise 

from undertaking goals, which assists in understanding behaviour. She was keen to get the 

answers right and was happy to help Child Z. She displayed enthusiasm when completing 

the focus task, and displayed good levels of motivation in the enhanced provision areas, 

taking advantage of the choices available to her by rotating the activity areas (Appendix 16). 

Child Z appeared easily distracted during the focus task and seemed prone to distracting 

others (Appendix 15). She did not display any concern regarding completing her work 

correctly but enjoyed the practical aspect of the task which required little cognitive thinking. 

This suggested a desire for more practical and creative work which supports Beghetto’s 

(2016) views that learning and creativity share a mutually supportive relationship with each 

other. However, this also supported Dweck’s (2012) view that a fixed mindset can give way 

to a person avoiding challenge. Child Z clearly struggled to focus on this task and highlighted 

Helme and Clarke’s (2001) view that engagement involves the processes of sustained 

attention and mental effort. A view also supported by Baars (1997), who believes that it is 

important to pay attention when trying to understand something unfamiliar or complex, 

problem solving, or learning a different way of doing something. 

Child Z announced that she wanted to “play” in the ‘shop’ area (Appendix 15). It was evident 

from her enthusiasm that this activity could potentially provide opportunities for learning.  

Encouraging Child Z therefore to play using coins to develop her mathematical thinking 

could therefore be considered. Her behaviour improved following completion of the focus 

task which aligns with Edwards’ (1993) view that a bi-product of offering pupils choices is a 

decline in behavioural issues as, without said choices, pupils will be more inclined to rebel. 
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Child X participated in the ‘shop’ activity briefly (Appendix 16), counting coins and then went 

to play in the ‘Lego’ area, disregarding the other choices. However, the lack of a set goal 

failed to incentivise him as the activity did not seem to provide sufficient meaning or outcome 

(Maehr and Zusho, 2009; Kaplan and Maehr, 2007). The level of choice available to him did 

not engage his interest and engender enthusiasm for his learning. 

Child Y worked contently alone in the ‘shop’ area, playing with toy coins and playdough 

(Appendix 16). She had previously displayed enthusiasm when completing the focus task 

and her attitude supported Thompson and Beymer’s (2015) view, that increased motivation 

in pupils may be gleaned through building an initial interest in a topic before choices are 

offered. She displayed good levels of motivation and took advantage of the choices available 

to her by rotating the activity areas. Evidence gathered during the second lesson suggests 

that the higher and middle ability pupils preferred the focus task. Again, the lower ability child 

required prompting to maintain engagement in the focus task and enjoyed the freedom and 

opportunity for creativity afforded during enhanced provision. 

During the interview (Appendix 17), Child X expressed his enthusiasm when discussing the 

focus task and gave a clear description of its aim and of the work he had completed, which 

indicated a high level of engagement. He displayed reduced enthusiasm regarding the 

enhanced provision activities which suggested a lower level of engagement. Child Y 

expressed her enthusiasm regarding both the focus task and enhanced provision activities. 

Child Z expressed no enthusiasm towards the focus task and stated that she learned 

“nothing” (Appendix 17) and preferred “play”. The evidence of the children suggests that the 

higher and middle ability pupils possessed a clear understanding of the focus task and were 

engaged in their work. They enjoyed enhanced provision to a degree but considered it less 

stimulating. The lower ability child required prompting to engage in the focus task but 

enjoyed the freedom afforded during enhanced provision. The overall results therefore 

appear to mirror those from lesson study one. Upon reflection I would create a focus task 

which includes more practical learning activities to engage all learning abilities. 

 

Across all mixed and higher ability pupils, motivation for the focus task was evident from the 

outset. This clearly had a positive impact on their engagement and motivation. A point 

highlighted by May (2013), Korb (2012), McLean (2003) and Martin (2008) who state that 

motivation is an individual’s determination and drive that initiates behaviour towards a 

desired goal… or incentive a person aims to achieve. The higher and middle ability pupils’ 

high levels of engagement during the focus tasks was evident. Cowan (2010) holds the view 

that engagement in an activity is driven by a person wanting to engage, rather than feeling 

obliged to do so and this was evident for both the higher and middle ability pupils. Both these 
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ability levels clearly wanted to learn, which supported Dweck’s (2012) theory of growth 

mindset. 

 

Both Child A and B enjoyed the imaginative play activities which captured their interest 

supporting Duncan and Lockwood’s (2008) view, that imaginative play is essential for 

developing cognitive competence and that of Ryan and Deci (2000) who state that play and 

enjoyable active learning are commonly engaging because they are intrinsically motivated. 

However, Bennett, Wood and Rogers (1997) highlight the view that while employing play 

may hold weight ideologically, there is a question mark as to whether it offers a coherent 

framework for education practice.  

A wide range of choices were available in the enhanced provision areas. Being presented 

with so much choice could have impacted on children’s engagement and behaviour, and 

therefore the relevance and impact of a task should be considered before offering choices 

(Thompson and Beymer, 2015). By offering a limited number of choices to younger children, 

it will be easier for them to select a choice and produce a higher standard of work. A view 

supported by Morrison (2016) and Thompson and Beymer (2015) who consider offering a 

limited number of choices to children makes it easier for them to produce a higher standard 

of work. A view further supported by lyengar and Lepper (1999), who demonstrate that in 

certain contexts, choice may not be beneficial.  

One of the limitations of this lesson study is the size of the sample. It is possible that an 

increased number of lessons included in the study may have given way to a more detailed 

observation. Rasmussen (2016) advocates an action research cycle consisting of multiple 

research lessons. Dudley (2015) advocates studying three lessons as part of the study and 

using a group of three teachers. Another consideration could be a change in the number of 

observers as an increase may pose more of a distraction to children (Cohen, Manion and 

Morrison, 2018), particularly those with additional learning needs. It could also be argued 

that the inclusion of a participant observer could have offered more insight to the children’s 

level of engagement as Rasmussen (2016) argues that a combination of both participant and 

non-participant observers is required. It should also be considered that, whilst lesson study 

holds validity as a tool for all teachers (Dudley, 2013), a teacher with limited experience may 

have overlooked or misinterpreted children’s behaviour. The inexperience of the researchers 

may have impacted upon the analysis of the observation. Conversely however, it could be 

argued that limited experience may give way to a more open-minded approach to 

observation. As it could be argued that teachers with more experience may have adapted 

their observation to the criteria considered essential for good teaching (Dudley, 2013), and 

therefore may be more inclined to overlook issues they may deem not relevant. 
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The findings of this lesson study support Cowan’s (2010) assertion that engagement in an 

activity is driven by a person wanting to engage, rather than feeling obliged to and that 

learning and creativity can share a mutually supportive relationship with each other 

(Beghetto, 2016). I believe that children need to be challenged in different ways. Focus tasks 

enable children to develop critical thinking skills whilst enhanced provision affords the 

opportunity to develop social and creativity skills. Therefore, a careful balance must be 

maintained, and enhanced provision tasks must be planned carefully to ensure they offer 

children opportunities to apply the skills gained in the focus task, in a fun and creative way. 

Children should be given the opportunity to develop mathematical concepts and language 

through the provision of a mathematically rich environment. They should be allowed to 

develop their skills in mathematics in a variety of relevant contexts, and be provided with 

opportunities to communicate and extend their mathematical understanding, through a mix 

of audiences and purposes. They should be given the chance to hone their mathematical 

skills across all aspects of provision in all learning areas, utilising a variety of new and 

current technologies. In addition, they should be able to recognise and utilise mathematics 

during structured activities and enhanced provision activities, showing understanding and 

using various approaches. 

Dudley (2013) believes that teaching limits are placed on a teacher’s ability to observe 

completely. Once the data was analysed, it became clear that we agreed with his view as we 

recognised that when teaching our lessons, it had proved difficult to recognise the children’s 

involvement and engagement with each aspect of the enhanced provision provided. As non-

participant observers, this was a great learning opportunity for us as future teachers. I was 

surprised to see the difference between my expected level of pupil engagement in the 

enhanced provision, against my own thought process during the lesson planning stages. 

From a professional learning and development point of view, this experience allowed me to 

determine that a child’s level of ability can have a direct impact on their preferred method of 

learning, meaning the focus task needs to have a kinaesthetic element to it to make it more 

fun, and therefore more engaging for the lower ability learner. I also recognised that 

enhanced provision tasks do not need to be as varied, as for the less able children it gave 

them too much choice, which meant that they did not settle to actively engage in any one of 

the opportunities provided. 

In future, I intend to design and deliver lessons which will allow each pupil to reach their 

potential relevant to their ability levels. My planning needs to consider the children’s different 

learning styles to try to capture their interest and provide them with opportunities to 

demonstrate their knowledge and take ownership of their learning which is a key factor in 
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Donaldson’s Successful Futures (2015).  I would recommend that any future researchers 

consider designing focus tasks which involve creative and authentic activities, which Berki 

and Kampylis (2014) argue, allow teachers to help students in the development of their 

problem solving or finding skills and mathematical concept. Future research may then 

compare student engagement between such focus tasks and enhanced provision in light of 

these variations. 

Hancock (2001) suggests that action research can be viewed as an effective means of 

bringing about teacher involvement in change initiatives taking place in their school, as well 

as demonstrating the validity of teachers’ theories in practice. Academic research targets the 

creation of new outcomes, theories and arguments through engaging teachers in 

experiments concerning the realities linked with teaching as a process. Likewise, as the 

process of research is based on specific enquiry, posing questions and developing answers, 

it fulfils a significant role in terms of keeping teachers up to date. Of greater significance, 

encouragement and critical reflection are vital in equipping teachers for a global society. 

Based on this, I am of the opinion that teaching fundamentally requires teachers’ action 

research in order to satisfy the demands brought about by the teaching or learning contexts 

and to enable teachers to provide every opportunity for children in their care to reach their 

maximum potential regardless of their ability levels. 
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