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How can we encourage engagement through the use of Dojo points as a reward in the Foundation Phase?
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Aims, focus and purpose of research
Varying reward strategies is something that has been a focus within educational research for several years and often used within classrooms. The specific issue that interested me was how the use of the Dojo points as a reward encouraged engagement within a Foundation Phase classroom. This was due to the fact that I have seen Dojo points used in other schools previously and in a Key Stage 2 classroom in my current school, therefor I wanted to see how effective they were as a tool to encourage engagement within my Foundation Phase class. I was surprised to discover that in my class the teachers barely used them hence, lots of children having one or two Dojo points since the start of September. This made me eager to test out the use of Dojo points to encourage engagement as I felt that they would be effective as the children were keen to gain the Dojo points, as they had a minimal amount, especially compared to siblings who are in other classes in the school where they are used.

Research context
This research study took place within a large primary school in a town in South Wales within the County of Bridgend. The study took place within one school rather than two, as myself and my research partner were both on placement at the same school. In class A, from the research lesson 1, there were 28 pupils who took part in a year two class (6-7 years old). In class B, from the research lesson 2, there were 29 pupils in a year two class also. The study focuses on how the use of Dojo points can help encourage engagement within a taught lesson, which was an area myself and my research partner wanted to explore to see if it was effective within this role.
All children who participated in the research had provided written parental consent (see Appendix 1), as emphasised by Kellett (2005), and given written assent (see Appendix 2) by colouring a smiley face after being provided with a child-friendly version of information about the research (See Appendix 19), indicating they wanted to take part. After this process had been complete, three focus children were then selected. These children were selected through the use of purposive sampling, Lavrakas (2008) explains how participants are chosen to provide as wide of a result as possible, by choosing participants of differing characteristics. I used this method as I wanted to include children from different ability-groups and wanted a mix of both males and females as I felt this could offer more varied results. I then provided these focus children with the smiley face assent form again and did so just before the research lesson also, to ensure they were happy to participate. I also kept verbally reassuring them that they could withdraw from the study at any point and it was within their right.
Information was also provided to the class teachers beforehand also (see Appendix 20) and consent was gained from the headteacher.

Short overview of relevant literature
There is much literature surrounding the area of rewards and positive reinforcement in relevance to Dojo points. I looked further into this by reading journal articles, books and other material available online; the initial thing this showed me was that this research study links into the Behaviourist school of thought, which John Watson identifies as being the focus of easily observed behaviours which are responses (Watson, 1913). This links directly to this research study as being rewarded with a Dojo point or by having that as a potential, altered the children’s responses to the lesson and engagement with their activity, rather than if this potential reward was not there. Behaviourism opens up much more literature for exploration, which also links to this research study.
Within this literature surrounding Behaviourism, there were several experiments that had already been carried out which linked directly to this research study.
The first experiment mentionable is from Ivan Pavlov, which was carried out before ‘Behaviourism’ was even categorised, where he tested if he could condition dogs using a stimulus (Pavlov, 1897). As part of this experiment, Pavlov played a sound that was the same every time the dogs ate food, after repeatedly doing this, he soon realised that when he played the sound even if the dogs were not being fed, they still started to salivate. This is known as classical conditioning (Pavlov, 1897). This theory can be applied to this research study as it looks into whether the children participating who were, either given Dojos themselves, or observed others receiving them for showing high levels of engagement within the lesson, continue to be engaged and involved within the lesson in hope for Dojo points.
However, a criticism of this theory is that is uses animals and not humans, therefor it raises the question of whether or not it can even be compared as animals and humans have differing levels of cognition, as Dawson et al. (1982) emphasises.
Also, another criticism as O’Connor (2013) highlights in her essay, is that the acquisition of this kind of conditioning, can be timely. This raises the criticism of whether or not the research study spent enough time ‘conditioning’ the children’s positive response to receiving a Dojo point.
Another mentionable experiment is Watson and Rayner’s ‘Little Albert’ experiment (Watson and Rayner, 1920). This experiment used different animals and a hammer noise to condition fear into a young infant known as ‘Albert’. This is proof that conditioning can work in humans, not just animals, which was one of the criticisms of Pavlov’s dog experiment (Pavlov, 1897). However, the validity of the ‘Little Albert’ experiment (Watson and Raymer, 1920) needs to be taken into consideration, as Paul and Blumenthal (1989) highlights, for many varying factors. One of which is the ethics, as these have since developed and the ethics for an experiment like that would not be passed at present time or deemed as feasible. Hence, why ethics were at the forefront of this research study.
Burrhus Frederic Skinner also builds on this idea of conditioning with a stimulus to develop his theories on ‘operant conditioning’ and reinforcement (Skinner, 1938). This was due to the fact that he thinks that ‘classical conditioning’ is far too simple for the human mind. Skinner conducted experiments using animals and response to a stimulus, and used both positive and negative reinforcement to try and encourage desired behaviours and responses from animals (Skinner, 1948) as Aubrey & Riley (2016) presents. Ollerton (2004) also highlights a positive aspect of this as being that it reflects real life situations due to the fact that adults are rewarded for their positive work within a job, for example, by being paid, which is something to consider. This links to the idea of using Dojo points as a reward because it is a form of positive reinforcement in the classroom for desired behaviours and standards. On the other hand, Ollerton (2004) also offers criticism of this type of reward system. It explains how children should not need an encouragement to meet classroom expectations as they are capable of working hard in coherence with these anyway (Ollerton, 2004), which contradicts with Skinner’s belief of the need for operant conditioning and positive reinforcement (Skinner, 1938). Ollerton (2004) also presents a viewpoint from a headteacher of the negative aspect of using a point system such a Dojo points as it creates losers on the flipside of winners, ‘the tables raise aspirations, which is a good thing, but they also foster unhealthy competition; if there are winners there must also be losers’ (Crowe 1995)’ (Ollerton, 2004, p.76). This is a viewpoint that the research looks into, as the chances of every child out of the focus children earning a Dojo point is slim, so their responses will be explored and recorded within the semi-structured interviews (Appendix 5 & Appendix 15).
However, it is notable that this experiment (Skinner, 1948) was carried out on animals and not humans, which yet again raises the question of whether or not it can even be compared due to the complexity of human cognition and responses. Although constantly criticised, it was arguably, most famously criticised by Chomsky in 1959. It is these contrasting views from Chomsky (1959) alongside other theorists such as Bandura and Walters (1963) which raises the question of whether or not these ideas of conditioning and reinforcement are fully accurate.
The social aspect to Behaviourism, as Bandura highlights in his social learning theory (1977) is also important as it raises the question of whether children receiving Dojo points for staying on task and being engaged would encourage other children to want to do the same thing too. Bandura’s Bobo doll experiment (Bandura et al.,1961) is an example of how this strategy could work. This experiment tested the idea of if social behaviours would be imitated following observation of them, specifically aggression shown towards a Bobo doll after observing an adult showing this towards the doll (Bandura et al., 1961). This links to the research study as the responsive behaviour is linked to the observation carried out by the children, in this case, of receiving a Dojo point. However, as the Bobo doll experiment (Bandura et al. 1961) uses negative behaviour, it does raise the question of whether or not the research study would get such a strong response in imitating positive behaviour.

As there is evidentially, still uncertainty with some aspects of this topic, and ongoing criticality to the Behaviourist school of thought, I thought this would be a strong focus to use for this research project.

Explanation of your lesson study design
The methodology used is that of lesson study research, which is a form of action research; which can be described as being ‘a concrete and practical process’ (Carr and Kemmis, 1986, p.5). Lesson study research methodology is emphasised as being a good tool for research by Dudley (2015), who identifies its high success rate when being used.
Lesson study is a very collaborative form of methodology which involves teachers and other professionals working together to carry out research within a lesson taught by each researcher, as Barber et al. (2010) identifies in Norwish and Jones (2014). Lewis and Hurd (2011, p.7) emphasise the importance of this action of professionals collaboratively using their collective knowledge in order to help improve children’s learning. 
Although lesson study does surround the teaching of a lesson, it is child-centred and focuses on the learning of individual pupils as highlighted by Dudley (2005, 2008), Stigler and Hiebert (1999) and Willis (2002), ‘what distinguishes Lesson Study from other models of professional learning is that it focuses almost exclusively on the learning of specific pupils and how this learning can be improved, rather than focusing on teaching, teaching techniques or teachers’ (Norwish and Jones, 2014, p.16). 
Dudley (2015) also highlights how the use of the lesson plan methodology not only encourages growth for the children’s learning, but for the teachers too. The reflection element to this methodology is a crucial element to teacher developing too, as Lewis and Hurd (2011) reiterate, ‘time to reflect before the postlesson discussion can help teachers focus and target their observations’ (Lewis and Hurd 2011, p.59). This development of self is particularly vital to the researchers as they are still training to be qualified teachers and still developing themselves as teachers. Due to all these positives highlighted and mentioned above, it was decided that lesson study methodology would be the best selection for this piece of research.
The methods of data collection used are observation, focus-group and reflection. These were chosen to be the most suitable for this research study for several reasons which will now be explored.
The data intended to be collected was qualitative data and was a collection of the focus children’s levels of engagement and involvement throughout the development of the lesson, if they were awarded with any Dojo points and if they observed any other children around them being awarded with Dojo points. The relationship of this will then be analysed through the relationship between the Dojo points being given, directly to the child or which they observed, and their levels of involvement and engagement; both if there is a relationship between the two and if so, how do the Dojo points affect their levels of involvement and engagement in the lesson, and hence, their learning. As this research does not require handling quantitative data and requires more quantitative data, as Golafshni (2008) presents Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) definition ‘research that produces findings not arrived at by means of statistical procedures or other means of quantification’ (Golafshni, 2003, p.600), it was decided that observation would be the best tool to record the data.
Sharman et al. (2000) highlights the importance of observing children and presents the potential to learn more about when and why children do things by observing them. Due to the fact the aim of the research was to find out the effect of Dojo points on the children’s behaviour and engagement towards the lesson, this was decided as being appropriate for this study to observe and record their reactions towards the Dojo points in a naturalistic manner. My observational notes were taken from the lesson as raw data as it was happening, this was recorded through the use of specially designed tables and in coherence with the Leuvan Scale of involvement (Laevers, 1994) (See Appendix 8, Appendix 9, Appendix 10, Appendix 16, Appendix 17 & Appendix 18). This way the specific data needed can be specifically observed and recorded, as there are lots of different behaviours taking place in a naturalistic observation as Montgomery (2002) highlights, which could potentially cloud the data needed to gather for this specific research study. Therefore, the design and use of these tables were put in place to prevent this potential loss of valuable data.
However, Baxter & Babble (2003) explain how observations alone would not be suitable for this type of research study, ‘qualitative research interviews (QRIs) involve gathering information and facts (Targum, 2011; Weiss, 1994), eliciting stories (Birch & Miller, 2000; Romanoff, 2001), and learning about meanings, emotions, experiences, and relationships (Weiss, 1994) that cannot easily be observed’. As interviews would also be used in this research study, observations alone would not be effective enough, but in coherence and combination with the interviews, it will be both suitable and effective.
With regards to the interviewing aspect, the method of focus groups will be used. Kellett (2005) highlights that by interviewing participants in groups it can often encourage information to be shared that may not be in individual interviews. If any of the children are shy or reserved then by having a focus group where they can all speak together, it could encourage them to share things they would not share if all the attention was on them in an individual interview. This was decided to be a particularly good idea when interviewing children as they aren’t as used to the format of interviewing and it would help to take the pressure off them as individuals. The sample size of these focus groups consisted of three children, this meant that they all had the opportunity to speak, whereas if there was a larger sample size, some children may have been pushed out. Also, the data from these focus groups were qualitative data also, which coheres with the observation aspect and creates consistency throughout the research study. The semi-structured interview questions were designed while considering all of these aspects also (see Appendix 4).
The reflections were captured using both Gibbs’ reflective cycle (1988) and Brookfield’s theory of reflection (1995) as they were decided as being effective to use in collaboration with each other for this particular study. It was decided to use Gibbs (1988) as his reflective cycle is structured and specific, which will encourage detailed reflections. Brookfield (1995) was decided to be used also as his theory of reflection includes the opportunity to gain viewpoints of others. Both highlights literature which is useful to find specific aspects of the lesson and therefor reflection, which links to further reading.

Ethical considerations
There are always ethical considerations when carrying out research, particularly when it is within a classroom, as this research study is.
Ways to both cohere and combat these ethical considerations would be to follow The British Educational Research Association’s Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (BERA, 2018) and the university’s Research Ethics and Integrity Coe of Practice (UWTSD, 2017).  If I follow both of these guidelines then it will ensure that all ethical considerations are addressed.
Some of issues surrounding ethics, as mentioned by The British Educational Research Association (2018) and University of Wales Trinity Saint David (2017), that this assignment will explore is that of confidentiality and anonymity.
Confidentiality is vital when working with children, especially when doing research as it is in coherence with the United Kingdom’s Act of Parliament, the Data Protection Act (2018). I will ensure that everything will be kept confidential through this research project by ensuring that only myself and my research partner know who the participants are, which I will promise to the participants and their parents/carers when gaining both their assent and consent.
I will also anonymise the data in my research throughout. I will do this by using ‘Child A’, ‘Child B and ‘Child C’ instead of using the participants real names because it will help to protect their identities and keep the research confidential. Alongside this, there will be no personal data, such as children’s names, on any pieces of my work throughout this research project, they will always be referred to as ‘Child A’, ‘Child B’ and ‘Child C’ for these reasons explained.
As mentioned in a previous section, assent and consent was gained beforehand. Assent was gained from the children through the use of colouring a smiley face (Appendix 2) and written consent was gained from parents by sending out consent letters explaining the research study, which they then signed and returned (Appendix 1).

Lesson study 1 results, analysis and discussion
The goals of this lesson were highlighted in the lesson plan (see Appendix 3), which had to come before the aims of the research study as it was still a class lesson which the children needed to learn from. The lesson goals were predominantly achieved in this lesson as most children met their learning objective as most of them completed their activities as presented in the lesson plan (Appendix 3). There is evidence of this in the work of all the children, particularly those who fully completed their activity within the lesson (details in Appendix 3). However, not all children managed to complete their work within the lesson. As shown within the children’s worksheets post-lesson and through empirical evidence (see Appendix 7), the independent focus did not complete their activity, despite having use of the full lesson to do so.

The children’s thinking achieved the lesson goals as all the activities set for them in the teacher focus, LSO focus, independent focus and ICT focus, were purposely selected and/or designed to encourage and develop their thinking of the lesson topic, which in this case, was time (see Appendix 3). This is also evident through the children’s completed work and from their high ability of correct responses when answering questions in the plenary, as opposed to their responses in the introduction. There was evidence of this through the semi-structured interview discussion with the three focus children after the lesson which has been transcribed (see Appendix 5). The increase in responses on the carpet could have been due to the fact that the children were all fully aware of the potential to receive a Dojo point as an encouragement, which supports both Pavlov (1897) and Watson and Raymer (1920) and their views on conditioning. This is arguably evidence to support the idea of ‘conditioning’ as after the children knew they would potentially receive a Dojo for answering a question on the carpet, they wanted to do so, hence reacting to a stimulus. If this is the case then it would be criticality towards whether or not the lesson had reached its goals relating to children’s thinking, as the children may have already had this knowledge but needed to be conditioned by positive reinforcement to encourage the desired response, which would also link to Skinner (1938) and his beliefs surrounding behaviourism. This also links back to Ollerton (2004)’s belief that children should not need something to encourage them to work hard when they are capable of giving desired responses or behaviours, regardless. This queries the idea of whether or not the children have the same level of responses in other lessons where they do not receive Dojos to reinforce positive behaviour, or if they had genuinely improve their knowledge and thinking regarding the topic of time due to the completion of the activities within the lesson.

Engagement was at the front of the focus for the research study as presented in the title, hence it was vital that it was observed and addressed during said semi-structured interviews. As evidential in the observation tables (Appendix 8, Appendix 9 & Appendix 10) all three of the focus children showed generally positive levels of engagement which lasted throughout the lesson. However, when carrying out this research study, one of the aims was to calculate whether or not there could be a potential relationship between the children’s levels of engagement alongside any Dojo points they received or observed another child receiving. When analysing the data collected from the research lesson, in the lesson introduction the three focus children had good levels of engagement while sitting on the carpet (see Appendix 7), with all of them scoring between three and five on their type of engagement within the activity. Child C showed the highest level of engagement, was sat at the very front of the class and was consistently engaged throughout the introduction (Appendix 10), however, she did not receive a Dojo point whilst on the carpet (see Appendix 6). Child A showed the next highest level of engagement followed by Child B (Appendix 7), however, when they both observed another child receiving a Dojo (Appendix 6) they were both more keen to answer a question and potentially receive a Dojo point themselves. They showed evidence of this by giving intense eye contact to the teacher, putting their hands up in the air instantly after a question was asked and they were both kneeling, as opposed to sitting on the carpet (see Appendix 8 & Appendix 9). This empirical evidence suggests that this potential Dojo reward was an encouragement for them to be engaged and fully involved themselves in the activity. This raises the idea of whether or not Child C had been overlooked to receive a Dojo point because she showed high levels of engagement anyway and whether or not merit systems work for children like this. Cramer (1983) highlights the criticism that merit systems are hard to get right within school and few have actually done so which raises the question of whether or not it was used effectively within this study. For my class this could suggest that it is not being used effectively and therefore, it is not encouraging the children’s full potential. Hence, why the issue of the use of the Dojo points in addressed in future improvement further into this assignment. 
During the main activity there were some notable dialogue shared by the focus children, as recorded from empirical evidence.
Child A asked the teacher “can we have like, 3 Dojos if we stay on the computers until the end of the lesson?” (see Appendix 8). This is evidence that she wanted to continue with the activity to try and earn Dojo points, which was encouraging her engagement within both the activity and the lesson.
Child B asked the teacher, “do I get a Dojo?” towards the end of the main activity as she felt she had worked hard, which shows that she was eager to earn one throughout the lesson and it was a form of motivation for her.

There were three main improvements identified within this lesson which needed to be made for the following lesson as identified by myself and the research partner (see Appendix 11 & Appendix 12).
The first issue that arose was that the independent task was too hard for the children, this could have been due to the fact that the task itself was too hard for the children or that there were just too many activities which they had to estimate, time and record within the time provided for the lesson. Hence, there would need to be changes made to the next lesson with regards to this. However, it was difficult for us to change physical resources as there were three other classes following the lesson plan, so rather than doing this and changing the plan after lessons had been taught, which was not feasible, we decided to add an adult to the independent activity area who could offer support if or when needed.
The next improvement which needed to be made was that the observer needed to be addressed prior to the start of the lesson. In this scenario, the observer was a familiar face so this made the children more inclined to speak to them and ask for help, when they needed to be observing (Appendix 12). Due to this the observer could have missed some vital potential empirical evidence. Hence, it was decided that in the next research lesson it would be explained to the children why the observer was there so that they would be less likely to approach them.
The final improvement decided on was to try and give more Dojo points, specifically as a way of encouragement to be engaged during the next lesson. This was decided as there were not a great deal of Dojo points given (Appendix 6) so we thought it may strengthen the data collected. However, we were aware that we needed to be cautious not to over-give Dojo points so that they become almost, value-less to the children within the lesson. Also, as recorded within the semi-structured interview (Appendix 5), Child B thought she had been given a Dojo point during the introduction, when she had not, so when giving Dojos we need to make sure they are not over-used and children clearly know when they have been given one or not.
From this experience, there was lots of information gathered and learned from, as previously explored. Most of the data gathered from this lesson points to the idea that Dojo points can be used as an effective way to encourage engagement within a lesson, however, this data gathered from the next lesson would need to be analysed to support this evidence. The observational research tools were effective in this lesson study as there was the option of rating children in a numerical fashion and opportunity for writing of empirical data. So as mentioned in this assignment, the observation tables were designed so that specific data could be extracted, I found this was an effective way of doing this as the data gathered was all relevant to the research study.
The reflection research tools were effective too, specifically as Brookfield’s theory of reflection (1995) helped to draw out the reflection of my research partner and Gibbs’ reflective cycle (1988) helped to draw out my own reflection (Appendix 11 & Appendix 12).

Lesson study 2 results, analysis and discussion
The children achieved the lesson goals, which are highlighted in the learning objective within the lesson plan (see Appendix 3) as all children completed the activities which were set for them. Evidence of this can be seen from the children’s work, through empirical evidence (see Appendix 15) and the lesson goals were explored within the transcribed semi-structured interviews (see Appendix 13). 

However, although the lesson goals were achieved for this lesson, with regards to thinking, it is arguable whether the children’s thinking was developed as much as it could have been in the teacher focus activity. Both myself and my research partner recognised this in the reflection post-lesson (see Appendix 11 & Appendix 12), but it there was also empirical evidence towards this. The empirical evidence presented itself through these children finishing their worksheet earlier than any other group, so then went onto do different activities. Literature from Vygotsky (1978) and his theory of his Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) would suggest that these children participating in the teacher focus activity were not challenged enough, hence they did not get their full potential out of the lesson.
However, when interviewing the focus children, two of which were in the teacher focus group, Child B, who was one of these children, mentions how time is hard when asked about Maths as a whole.
Child B: “Like in time, it is hard.” (See Appendix 13).
This is a contrast to the idea that the teacher focus activity they completed that day was too easy and did not encourage their thinking skills enough as Child B, is still of the belief that time is hard, even after completing said activity.
Child A and Child B both had positive feedback to give about the activity within the interviews. When asked how they found the activity, their responses were as follows.
Child B: “Umm, it was really helpful.”
Child A: “It was good to tell the time.” (See Appendix 13)
However, it does raise the question of whether or not the activity was easy and that is why they liked it or if they do genuinely like doing time in Maths because it is useful and is something they will use a lot outside of Maths lessons. This supports the ideas presented in Donaldson’s Successful Futures report (2015) as he believes that children should be taught transferrable skills that links to real life situations, as this mathematical element of time does.
As previously mentioned, using Dojo points to encourage engagement was a main focus of the research study, so there was a lot of data collected to organised (see Appendix 15, Appendix 16, Appendix 17 & Appendix 18), however several specific incidents have been selected that happened within the lesson to focus on within  this assignment.
Child A’s reaction to the encouragement using the stimuli of Dojo points was interesting throughout the lesson, this was due to the fact that his responses did alter as the lesson progressed (Appendix 15). It is also worth mentioning that he did not receive any Dojo points throughout the lesson, but did observed other children receiving them (Appendix 14). During the introduction Child A showed low levels of involvement and engagement, he was quiet during this introduction but only made some eye contact with the teacher, and was distracted by other things going on around the classroom, as evident from the empirical evidence. He did observe 3 children receiving Dojo points during this time (Appendix 14) but this did not seem to faze him and did not show any signs of reaction to these (Appendix 14). Then, during the main activity, Child A was working in the teacher focus group. During which the engagement level did not improve, although the worksheet was complete, he was very distracted throughout. During the main activity, Child A observed four Dojos being awarded to other children (Appendix 14), however his reaction to these were interesting. When Child A observed one child receiving a Dojo point, he just carried on with the work and did not give any attention towards this act. However, shortly after this he observed another child receiving a Dojo point, to which he then responded by trying to finish his work quicker by trying to copy another child’s completed work (see Appendix 16), which was instantly stopped by the teacher. This links to literature from Bandura et al. (1961) and his Bobo Doll experiment as Child A is trying to imitate another child who had completed the worksheet and worked hard at it to try and earn a Dojo point too. However, by trying to rush and get the worksheet done, his care put into his work automatically diminishes, which presents the possibility that reward systems do not cater to quality of work as much as quantity, echoing Cramer (1983)’s belief that reward systems are not used effectively within schools.
As evident in the observational grid notes (Appendix 15 & Appendix 18), Child C progressed up the Leuvan scale of involvement, which Laevers (1994) presents, as the lesson develops. At the start of the lesson, Child C’s engagement and involvement levels are very low, then throughout the lesson he observes several children receiving Dojo points for being on task and engaged (Appendix 14), which presents the possibility that this encouraged him to strive towards earning a Dojo himself, which was his motivation to raise his hand to answer a question in the plenary. This supports Fisher (1978)’s view that extrinsic reward systems should be used to encourage intrinsic motivation, which is a positive view on reward system such as Dojo points, which is applicable to this possibility with Child C. Although this cannot be assumed as fact, it is a strong possibility. It is also mentionable that throughout my time teaching at this school, I have not known Child C to ever raise his hand and volunteer an answer when sitting on the carpet, so this reaction to a potential Dojo point is extremely positive.

When speaking to the three focus children in the post-lesson interviews (see Appendix 13), all children agreed that they liked having Dojo points, but when asked why, they all mentioned that they would have a sense of knowing they have done well or been good in something. This highlights Bradshaw et al. (2008)’s idea that is touched upon within their article, that children may not necessarily need reward systems, as highlighted in this case, sense of achievement may be enough. However, when further questioned on whether they have a reward for earning Dojos, they all said no, but mentioned that they did in younger classes in the school. This raises the question of whether or not there is any point using a reward system if there is no reward at the end or if the children potentially gaining their own sense of achievement is enough.

To improve this lesson in future, as I highlighted in my reflections (Appendix 11 & Appendix 12), the level of difficulty or length of teacher focus activity for this specific ability group, and possible others, should be reviewed as the children completed the worksheet quicker than anticipated, meaning that the full time of the lesson was not utilised as well as it could have been for that group.
Also, the length of time the class were sat on the carpet during the introduction and plenary needs to be reconsidered as all three focus children gave feedback in the interview stating they found the plenary, specifically, a long time and boring (see Appendix 13). Also, their levels of engagement in the introduction was lower than other parts of the lesson, as shown in Appendix 15. 

With regards to the data collection tools used, after testing these out in both lessons and really grasping a foundation for them, I would make some adjustments in future.
I do feel the observation grids worked well, however, I do not think there was a need to use the ‘tick if observed’ table (Appendix 7 & Appendix 15) alongside the Leuvan scales of involvement by Laevers (1994). These identified as being too similar and I do not think there was a need for both within the observational notes.
However, I do still feel that in terms of reflection, the use of both Brookfield’s theory of reflection (1995) and Gibbs’ reflective cycle (1988) in collaboration together were a strong point as they helped to draw out different elements, hence, strengthening and provided more details to my reflections (see Appendix 11 & Appendix 12).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion and Recommendations
To conclude, the strengths and limitations of the methods used in this lesson study have already been explored, but as an overview, the combination of using Brookfield (1995) and Gibbs (1988) to aid reflection allowed me to extract different levels of reflection from the lessons which were detailed and relevant and I would use them again in the future.
Also, the use of observational notes in the form of grids and tables were effective as they allowed me to extract relevant information from the observations however, the used of Laevers (1994) was enough for ways of tracking engagement/involvement, which is an aspect I would adjust next time.
Semi-structured interviews were very positive as the children were at the front of this research study and the opportunity for them to give feedback was very useful for analysis, so I would use this method in future research studies again. I piloted these semi-structured interview questions to some family friends’ children who were of a similar age so I could test if they were child-friendly enough. As a result of doing this, I did change some words to make them more understandable and less confusing for the focus children in this research study.
Overall, these methods of data collection were generally reliable as I was very conscious of this throughout. This meant, for example, I tried to keep interview questions open-ended and not leading where possible, so that the children were more inclined to give their genuine thoughts and not what they thought I wanted to hear.
By using different data collection methods it has been very useful to me as I am now able to make decisions in future of whether I would use them again, if they are reliable or useful to me, which is an area of development.
This research study has helped me to move forward with my own professional development also, by allowing me to explore the use of a reward system, such as Dojo points, in order to encourage engagement within lessons. By exploring this, it has allowed me to decide whether or not I perceive them as a positive tool within the classroom and if I would recommend them. The recommendations I would make, following this research study is for reward systems such as Dojo points to be used within the classroom but to be used effectively. The findings have shown how there is no encouragement or goals for children to aim towards if they are not used, and how they are de-valued by the children and do not mean as much when they are overused. Therefore, it is important that they are strived to be used effectively. However, I am aware that this was only a small-scale study and to fully test out this theory, more research would need to be done, which is something that should be considered when partaking in future research.
I would also recommend the use of lesson study as it is an innovative way for professional to collaboratively work to improve their professional development through the learning of children during lessons, whilst keeping the focus child-centred, as shown in this research study, also as Dudley (2005; 2008; 2015) presents. Therefore, I would also personally use this method again when carrying out research.
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