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Design, conduct and critically evaluate a close-to-practice research project (lesson study) focusing on the model of the transformative teacher in developing practice that has a positive impact on the learner.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Aim, Focus and Purpose of Research 
The issue that interested me was the quality of pupils’ writing when required to summarise their knowledge of a topic they had recently studied.  In my placement school I felt the quality of extended writing was inconsistent throughout year groups and previous attempts to address and improve this with Year 9 pupils had little success.  The purpose of my research was to determine whether quality of writing could be improved with model answers.  My Year 7 mixed ability class was chosen to undertake this research because they are still new to a secondary school setting, are potentially less likely to have developed unchangeable habits and arguably more open to learning and improving new skills in comparison to their older peers.    
Research Context 
In my mixed ability Year 7 class most students are of average abilities, with a small number of Additional Learning Needs (ALN) and More Able and Talented (MAT) pupils.  The needs of ALN pupils are predominantly additional assistance with reading and for MAT pupils further challenge to develop higher order responses to questions. My partners and I discussed a suitable framework to target all pupils whilst maintaining their interest and together agreed an appropriate research question, “Can we improve pupils’ quality of writing through student engagement with model answers?”. For my class this meant pupils were required to provide an accurate description of a Tundra or Hot Desert climate, using the success criteria and ‘Britain’s Climate’ model answer to help develop a levelled written response.
Literature Review
I looked further into this by reading books, journal articles and research evaluations on the benefits and drawbacks of Lesson Study in British schools such as material from Peter Dudley the pioneer behind the implementation of Lesson Study in the UK, and findings from action researchers, which I will further explore in the construction of my study design.  I considered a presentation created by Jones (2016) that outlined the challenges and limitations of the impact Lesson Study had in the UK, with reasonable assertions that ‘Education is plagued by fads and zombie ideas.’  Jones argues that successful implementation effectively comes down to the willingness of the participants, professionals and pupils, in addition to the evidence-based research they believe more accurate, as this will undoubtedly influence results.  I believe this to be a fair assessment on potential outcomes as understandably, Governments and Educators are continuously working to ensure our children are given the best education, as the need to ‘move with the times’ and ‘keep up’ with changes in society is vital if we are to develop future generations of ambitious capable learners that are able to be effective, creative contributors to the world (Donaldson, 2015, p. 29).
I also looked at organisations such as the Teacher Development Trust (TDT) that acknowledge limitations with preconceived attitudes, notably the need to shift emphasis on teacher performance to pupil learning (Tdtrust.org, 2020).  TDT is a registered UK charity founded by teachers following the closure of Government funded training that offer Lesson Study packages to schools.  TDT are in direct competition with businesses that offer similar services, therefore TDT (2020) promote the benefits of action research and their ability to overcome and address ‘critical contextual barriers schools may face when introducing Lesson Study’.  Whilst I do not doubt the ability of TDT or any other business to deliver these successful packages, my research has found this to be a competitive market and as a result may dilute the concept into an asset continuously tweaked in order to be the ‘better new improved version’.  Potentially creating a model unrecognisable from the original and far removed from the initial objective to improve teaching processes and outcome for students.     
Due to the mixed response of Lesson Study effectiveness and varied interpretation of results, I considered the importance of developing an authentic case analysis that had a bounded context through the development of the research question (Miles and Huberman, 1994), in effect the question required focus on a particular area.  As our team covered three of Donaldson’s (2015) Areas of Learning and Experience (AoLE) we decided to focus on cross-curriculum responsibilities and identified Literacy as a suitable topic to analyse.  To develop our research design and methodology our discussions had specific purpose and focus, as planning for research can generate further question and dialogue (Cohen eta al, 2012, pp. 107-111) outside the paradigm of this research study.  Understanding and appreciating the complexities when undertaking research may help identify potential constraints and problems that arise during planning, preparation and implementation of research studies (p. 112).  This can be taken into consideration when observing and reflecting on Lesson Study giving a fairer and objective evaluation of its effectiveness.  To further refine our question, we used Baxter and Jack (2010) study design to discuss what issues we encountered in our own subject areas and through process of elimination determined quality of writing, engagement and model answers would be our focus.
However, there was issues encountered with engagement relating to how multi-dimensional engagement can be and the varying ways teachers and researchers interpret this.  To illustrate my point the Leuven Scales developed by Laevers (1994) believes high levels of well-being and involvement are required to experience learning. Laevers suggests of the five levels, low operating will limit learning and high operating will enhance learning, however maintaining high levels is unrealistic and fluctuation between all levels is a natural occurrence.  The levelled approach is further supported by Schlechty’s (2002, p. 2) interpretation of engagement as an active process that requires student commitment to the activity and identifies these in five distinct levels of (1) Authentic Engagement, (2) Strategic Compliance, (3) Ritual Compliance, (4) Retreatism and (5) Rebellion. Furthermore, Schlechty claims the engagement levels could be explained and supported by student-teacher relationship (pp. 2-3), which I agree could impact positive or negative engagement pupils demonstrate in lessons.  The author of Student engagement literature review takes a more holistic approach and draws on Bloom (1956) theory that engagement exceeds simply being involved or participating and can be demonstrated in behavioural, emotional and cognitive engagement that represents both positive and negative levels (Trowler, 2010).  Whilst I agree these are important dimensions of engagement that should be considered, limitations exist in being able to measure these as external factors such as personal issues, academic ability and circumstance are an individual experience.  The authors of Best Practices in Increasing Academic Learning Time also suggest the ‘proportion of instructional time, evidenced in paying attention’, ‘completing written work’ and ‘interacting with peers about assigned work’ (Gettinger and Seibert, 2002, p. 3) are rates of engagement that support the potential to improve the quality of students writing as having clear understanding of tasks is critical to producing work.  Equally, evidence suggests the metacognitive benefits of peer assessment are generated through occasional pressure among peers to improve their own quality of work during assessment for learning (Sadler and Good, 2006, p. 3).  I would argue that in order to conduct effective action research in this instance Laever’s five levels are used as a guide when planning the Lesson Study, in addition to Gettinger and Seibert’s rates of engagement.  This would aid in the development of a structured framework in lesson planning that can be duplicated throughout the course of our research study.  
Lesson Study Design
The methodology used was Lesson Study research, which is a form of action research. Improving teaching and learning through Lesson Study was a concept that originated in Japan and introduced to the UK by Peter Dudley in 2001 (Dudley, 2014, p. 1).  The purpose of Lesson Study research would highlight issues such as gaps between what is assumed to what is actually happening in learning, changes needed to support better teaching and how to plan learning to match pupils’ needs for maximum results (Dudley, 2014, p. 3).  Since its inception in the UK Lesson Study has been adopted in a variety of formats such as informal, formal, participant and non-participant observation, in addition to differences in the method chosen to gather data and how this is interpreted.  Consequently, evidence suggests the benefits of Lesson Study are dependent on the research focus, implementation and mitigating factors.  For example, a programme study in London found quantitative pupil outcomes unreliable and lacked validity, in part due to inconsistent reporting and government changes in measuring progress (Godfrey et al, 2018, pp. 12-15).  This is further supported by Edge Hill university’s programme developed over two years who conclude there was no evidence of an improvement to maths and reading attainment at KS2, they did however find teachers valued collaborative working and improved professional development (EEF, 2017, p. 4).  This suggests that the benefit of Lesson Study was to the teaching workforce and not the pupils, although it could be argued that improvement to professional development is only measurable if there is improvement to the attainment levels of the pupils they teach.  Benefits to Lesson Study are highly promoted by Dudley through ‘What works well’ case studies (Dudley, 2020), the limitations of this website are that they only highlight positive results and do not reflect impartial analysis such as evaluations from EEF and Godfrey et al.  Even with mixed feedback the effectiveness of Lesson Study in Japan is evident, they consistently rank within the top ten in the PISA results, often above the UK suggesting they implement a design that works (Oecd.org, 2020).
The methods of data collection used were non-participant observation, focus group interview, using semi structured format and reflection using Gibbs Model.  We also developed Improvement in Outcome levels we could apply with consistency across our research study, these levels were measured as (1) Poor, (2) Below Average, (3) Average, (4) Above Average and (5) Exceeding Expectations.   
The non-participant observations were collected using a levelled engagement table my team and I developed that was used as a template in each research lesson (Annex A, pp. 1-2).  The table was produced using Laever’s (1994) Leuven Scales as a guide to form a combined five-levelled approach that includes pupil attention, effort and quality of work produced.  This method was used as levelling can aid measuring progress and promote an element of consistency when observing pupils.  My observational notes are an acceptable form of qualitative data collection as they are live results and demonstrate Laever’s suggestion that pupil engagement can fluctuate throughout a lesson.  This nevertheless is not without issue as pupils may not demonstrate all attributing actions or behaviours identified in each level, which will be analysed further in the lesson study results, nor is observation as a method of data collection without its problems as pupils may change their behaviour, positive or negative, when aware they are being observed, this is also known as the Hawthorn Effect (Kumar, 2014, p. 174).
The focus group were chosen as a sample because Year 7 pupils were deemed less likely to have developed unchangeable habits and may be more open to learning new skills they could further improve.  Three pupils were identified as suitable candidates as they were thought to be representative of low, middle and high abilities based on previous work marked by their respective teachers (Barbour and Kitzinger, 1999, p.4) and as knowledge of pupils was gained through previous teaching, felt more willing to engage in a group discussion which would be instrumental in generating useful data (Krueger. 1994, p. 10).  Krueger also suggests homogenous groups as ideal participants, however this was not possible in this action research due to mixed ability classes, fewer female students and different classes allocated to teaching staff, although I believe our selection of participants adequately reflected the range of abilities in the school in which the study took place.  Interviews were also conducted immediately following the lesson to preserve the authenticity of pupil response (Cohen et al, 2017).
The reflections were captured using Gibbs Reflective Model, a tool that is structured through six stages of reflection that includes description, feelings, evaluation, analysis, conclusion and action plan that improve learning from the experience and not just the task (Gibbs, 1998).  Through this we found engagement levels in Lesson Study One (Appendix B, p. 5-6) reduce when improving previously written work and sought to improve this in Lesson Study Two (Appendix C) by having pupils engage by writing a new piece of work.  We further identified a reduction in engagement when self-assessing individual work and sought to further improve this in Lesson Study Three (Appendix E) by changing the format of assessment from self to peer.  An alternative reflective model that we considered was the Kolb Cycle which is an ‘experimental learning’ model widely used within the education field and encompasses four stages, concrete, reflective, abstract and active (Kolb, 1984), however my team and I agreed with Gibbs’ assertions that “It is not enough just to do, or think, or simply do and think. Learning from experience must involve linking the doing and thinking” (Gibbs, 1998 cited by Fietcher, 2019) and as evidenced in our Lesson Study results determined the Gibbs Reflective Model was the most appropriate model to replicate for this research activity.	
Ethical Considerations 
There are ethical considerations when undertaking research in a classroom which are identified in my Application for Ethical Approval.  Identifying suitable candidates to research is subjective, in this instance students were identified based on teacher opinion of pupils’ previous work and prior engagement in lessons.  This is evidenced in this study as two researchers within the team conducted research on the same class but in separate subject areas and identified different suitable candidates.  It is also crucial that potential candidates do not feel they have been identified as suitable because they are not good students, the detrimental impact on their self-esteem and ability to engage in future lessons would outweigh the potential value of research if this was the assumption.  By ensuring the Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research have been fully considered and implemented this will reduce any potential risk to participant, researcher and sponsor (BERA, 2018).     
Lesson Study One 
To achieve the lesson plan objective (Appendix A) the lesson was divided into four stages as suggested by (Gettinger and Seibert, 2002, p. 3).  These were (1) mark two pieces of the teachers work, the first of poor quality where pupils would individually highlight errors and as a group share these using a visualizer, the second of good quality where pupils would again share as a group why this piece of work was a model answer. (2) Using knowledge gained in this exercise pupils individually marked their previous method writing task before (3) re-writing this method using the success criteria resource as additional guidance before (4) self-assessing their improved method writing work.  Each stage of the lesson was observed and the relevant engagement level as defined by the Leuven Scale was recorded (Appendix B, pp. 5-6) to reflect the participants behaviours (Laevers, 1994).  The interviews were conducted immediately following the lesson (Appendix B, p. 7) where pupils positively responded to the lesson, however of note was that the higher and middle ability pupils mainly led the responses to questions while the low ability pupil mostly agreed.  Opportunity was given to the lower ability pupil to respond first, however they often looked at their peers for guidance.
Following Lesson Study One, my team and I reflected (Appendix B, pp. 8-10) on the data collected during our observation and interviews and found the engagement levels for the low and middle ability pupils did not fall below level three (low-medium engagement) during any stage of the lesson which we deemed a success, however the higher ability pupil ranged between level one (no engagement) and level four (high-medium engagement) during the first self-assessment stage, this required further investigation.  When analysing the data we found the final outcome levels for the low and middle ability pupils was improved and suggested this may be due to their consistent high level of engagement throughout the lesson, but were surprised to find the Improvement in Outcome level for the high ability pupil remained as exceeding expectations, despite lower engagement levels throughout the lesson.  To interpret our findings, we further analysed these results and concluded the higher abled pupil disengaged during the tasks because their initial self-assessment was already of high quality, requiring little to no requirement to improve.  This was evidenced in maintaining their exceeding expectation outcome. 
To improve the lesson, we identified alternative methods of engagement were required to ensure higher ability pupils did not disengage.  Through research we found an intellectual engagement checklist as a measure for maintaining engagement for MAT pupils (Davies, 2020, p. 161).  The checklist identifies opportunities for creative thinking, choice and level of challenge as meaningful ways of maintaining engagement levels during lessons.  Although the literature was written to a primary audience, this method could be applied effectively in a secondary setting and is an appropriate approach to revise and improve for the next lesson of our research activity.  Through this experience I learned our research tools may have benefited from slight modification as our engagement levels did not accurately reflect the behaviours within the lesson.  For example, the higher-level pupil displayed a portion of level one behaviours (no engagement), specifically actively disrupting other pupils from undertaking their work, however they did not refuse to participate or produce poor work, nor did they display negativity towards the task.  To maintain consistency and fairness for participants during the remainder of the research study we opted to retain our levels and score with equal application and justification.  Further modification of these engagement levels would be a recommendation to improve on following the completion of this research study. 
Lesson Study Two 
To achieve the improved lesson plan objective (Appendix C), pupils once again listened to the teacher explain the focus of the lesson, to individually mark two pieces of teachers work, poor and good quality, before sharing these as a group using an interactive whiteboard to highlight why these were and were not model answers.  Pupils then conducted their new writing task to create a travel advert using persuasive language, this produced an element of choice as suggested by Davies (2020) as pupils could choose a destination they had visited or wished to visit.  This was followed by assessing their work and individually determining ‘what went well’ and ‘even better if’ suggestions.  During the lesson and in contrast to Lesson Study One, we found the low ability pupil initially fluctuated between level three and four, before maintaining lower levels of engagement for the remainder of the lesson, supporting Laever’s (1994) fluctuation of engagement theory.  During the focus group interview the feedback from pupils was positive with the general response being enjoyment for the subject and lesson, all pupils participated in sharing their thoughts. The higher ability pupil appeared more measured in their response for example, they identified the need to use more complex sentences to improve their writing (Appendix D, p. 17). 
Following Lesson Study Two, my team and I analysed the data collected during our observation and interviews (Appendix D, pp. 15-16) and found disparity between the lower ability pupils’ engagement during all stages of the lesson, their response in interview and Improvement in Outcome level.  The pupil had disengaged early in the lesson and did not appear on task towards the end of the model answers and throughout the writing task and self-assessment, however they had to the surprise of researcher improved their writing when compared to previous written work.  Also evident was the improvement of the remaining students where the middle ability pupil increased their level and higher ability maintained their exceeding expectation outcome, although the complexity of writing was apparent.  
To improve the lesson, we reflected and identified the self-assessment task as the stage of the lesson where most engagement levels reduced (Appendix D, pp. 18-20). Through research we felt an amendment to peer-assessment may aid in maintaining engagement levels by enhancing knowledge with ‘deeper learning’ and allowing pupils to learn from the success and mistakes of other’s (Reading.ac.uk, 2020).  Through this experience I learned our research tools may have benefited from slight modification as our semi-structured focus group interview may not have accurately reflected the thoughts and opinions of pupils. Although the Improvement in Outcome level for the low ability pupil increased, their response to the interview questions did not reflect or acknowledge their disengagement for much of the lesson.  In comparison to the previous focus group, the low ability pupil was particularly excited to be interviewed, often becoming the dominant voice promoting their enjoyment for the lesson through their responses (Smithson, 2000).  Had another pupil critiqued a stage of the lesson this may have influenced the lower ability pupil to change their opinion, however this did not occur in the interviews, nor would it have been appropriate to query why the lower ability pupil appeared disengaged.  To maintain consistency and fairness for participants during the remainder of the research study we opted to retain our semi-structured focus group, however, ensure all voices are given equal opportunity to respond in future interviews. 
Lesson Study Three 
To achieve the improved lesson plan objective (Appendix E), pupils listened to the teacher explain the focus of the lesson, which was to mark two pieces of the teachers work, a poor and good description of Britain’s Climate, before sharing these as a group using the whiteboard to highlight why these were and were not model answers.  The teacher advised pupils they would be given a choice as suggested by Davies (2020) of writing a description of Tundra or Hot Desert climates and as a class recapped their knowledge of useful information to include in their work which the teacher noted on the whiteboard.  Pupils were given a ‘success criteria’ to use as a guide to aid the construction of their description and additional instruction was given to higher ability pupils to further enhance their quality of writing.  This was followed by peer assessing their work and suggesting ‘what went well’ and ‘even better if’.   During the lesson and in contrast to our previous Lesson Studies, engagement levels remained high throughout all stages with most pupils actively seeking further guidance (Appendix F, pp. 25-26), this may have been as a direct result of amending the approach to stages of the lesson or due to other factors such as time of day or day of the week, not necessarily because of interest in the subject or topic.  During the focus group interview feedback from pupils was positive and the general response was also enjoyment for the subject and lesson, all pupils also participated equally in sharing their thoughts (Appendix F, p. 27).  
Interestingly when analysing the data and reflecting on the lesson (Appendix F, pp. 28-30) the higher ability pupil maintained their exceeding expectations outcome although improved complexity in their writing and the lower ability pupil increased their outcome by two levels, however the middle ability pupil remained at level three with no improvement or deterioration.  These mixed results create further questions on why the data reflects this when engagement levels were highest in this lesson study.  This may be down to the activity not challenging the middle ability pupil enough or being too easy for the pupil with lower abilities.
If our action research continued to a fourth lesson study, my team and I would consider further research on challenging pupils beyond the success criteria.  One pupil also infers that they would use the success criteria as a guide in future lessons to aid with written work.  This thoughtful response could potentially be developed further in lesson studies through repetition as this would gradually reduce reliance on written success criteria and access these successful behaviours and actions through habits of mind (Sprenger, 2005).  In addition, throughout our research the stage of the lesson that generally maintained high levels of engagement was the mark your teachers work section.  This was an individual and group task that pupils appeared to enjoy and benefit from, however further investigation to determine if pupils remained engaged if lessons were repeated across the curriculum may not generate similar data.
Research Findings and Literature 
Through my research of relevant literature and lesson study conducted I discovered the complexity of evaluating findings as there are many factors to consider that cannot adequately be included in lesson study designs or considered when interpreting and analysing data.  For example, in order to observe without distraction of re-reading levels or turning pages my team and I incorporated well-being and involvement into a single levelled descriptor whereas the Leuven Scale separates these levels into two distinct scales (Laevers, 1994).  Although I do not feel separating each emotion or behaviour is practical, reducing these to a single level was not appropriate either.  The focus group chosen represented a fair selection of abilities within the classes and did not in my opinion affect the outcome of the study, despite recommendations by Krueger (1994) that participants should reflect homogenous groups.  Also based on interview responses the focus group appeared to have positive attitudes towards the study and researchers.  The strengths of the methods used in the study were a collective decision to use non-participant observation to limit negative effects on pupils who participated and Gibbs reflective model to improve the lesson which I feel we were able to do at each opportunity.  The limitations of the methods used in the study were the Leuven Scale my research team and I adapted to determine engagement levels, despite researching comparable and contrasting literature such as Schlechty (2002) and Bloom (1956) as cited by Trowler (2010) further development of an adequate level descriptor would be needed to further research whether pupils quality of writing can be improved through student engagement with model answers. Finally, we also identified limitations in the semi-structured focus group interview, although this was identified during the first focus group interview as noted by Smithson (2000) we felt our participants may not have been comfortable doing single structured interviews, however we improved the quality of our interviews to address the limitations and feel the outcome shows the success with equal participant response.  
Conclusion 
The validity in the methods used during this research is evidenced by the improvements found in subsequent lessons.  My team and I worked together to reflect, evaluate and develop appropriate changes to implement in the next lesson.  In determining whether our methods produced reliable data, I would argue that this is once again evidenced by the successful implementation of changes between lessons and the fact we did not conclude our third and final lesson study with a perfect lesson study model or design.  We discovered with each stage of the lesson we implemented the improvements, new issues and considerations came to the foreground.  I anticipate that if our action research continued over a prolonged period, the cycle of our lesson reflections would continue to highlight success with the elements amended and that further refining was required.     
Additional strengths identified in our methods was that my fellow researchers and I were familiar with the participants and had already established positive pupil-teacher relationships.  We had prior knowledge of pupil ability, their openness to new tasks and familiarity in successful classroom management.  However, this can also be a limitation as researchers with no prior knowledge of study participants may be able to push pupils further than a familiar teacher, or the pupil may deem the experience as an opportunity to re-establish themselves and accept challenge against their ‘normal’ outputs.  Though this may also result in contrasting outputs if pupils only perform once comfortable with the teacher or researcher.  
In my final placement school, I would continue developing my own research skills and techniques using this action research study as a guide.  I would continue investigating ways to improve quality of writing and would recommend model answers as a successful method for improvement.  As the mark the teachers work task was a success, I would retain this stage of the lesson as research suggests performance improves when pupils need to systematically autocorrect common errors such as spelling (Graham et al, 1996), although I would consider refining the lesson study by redesigning model answers using student’s work to promote good quality writing.  By refining my learned skills and application of methods in lesson study designs, this will help develop authentic action research models that will aid in pupil development over time.
Recommendations 
Recommendations I would make in light of my research are for studies to be repeated over a longer period.  These should be repeated with the same class to determine whether engagements levels of model answers retain the high level of enthusiasm pupils displayed in the third and final research lesson conducted, particularly when topics within subject areas change.  Qualitative and quantitative data could also be collected to pursue further research by looking at the long-term benefits of early intervention in modelled answers through exam results, e.g. could repeated model answer lessons in Year 7 significantly improve engagement throughout KS3 and effectively prepare all students for quality writing skills in GCSEs? 
In moving forward the research study highlighted the benefits of model answers for less abled pupils to demonstrate their knowledge through a pre-structured format. The same structure with additional verbal instruction also challenged MAT students to develop their critical evaluation skills, e.g. comparing to other climates.  There was, however, little improvement to the moderately abled student’s quality of writing which would require further investigation and research to determine why this was the outcome. On reflection the model answers mostly enhanced learner’s quality of writing to a levelled grade higher than originally expected.  As the lesson was an overall success it would be useful to refer to in future lessons and would benefit from reminding less confident students that they can successfully progress.   
In future lesson research study, I would reflect on the positive and negative methods used in this activity as a guide to improve future studies, whilst accounting for the needs and abilities of these pupils.  I would carefully consider an appropriate research question that would benefit the pupils within the research lesson and wider educational fields and share my findings with appropriate personnel such as school stakeholders.       
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