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In education today plenaries are used by teachers as an evaluative part of a lesson to reflect on what the pupils have learnt and achieved during that teaching period.  Whether it be during or at the end of a lesson, a plenary is a strategy to review the lesson aims and to consolidate the pupils’ learning (Cremin and Arthur, 2014). From examining literature and studies that have previously been conducted on plenaries and pupil involvement (Brown, 2009; Joyce-Gibbons, 2015), this research aims to investigate whether a mini-plenary mid-way through a lesson improves pupil involvement in a Key Stage 2 classroom (Lesson Plans can be seen in Appendix A). Having planned and taught numerous lessons in a Key Stage 2 class, both myself and my research partner are aware of the importance of lesson plenaries at the end of a lesson to allow us as teachers to assess the whole class understanding. However, we identified that a plenary planned into a lesson where appropriate to summarise the learning may not necessarily be at the end. The purpose of our research was to therefore question whether a mid-way lesson plenary would be more favourable for pupil involvement.  
	The research took place in two primary schools on the outskirts of Swansea. School A is a small village school, the research was conducted in the Year 6 class which has 23 pupils – two of them identified with Additional Learning Needs (ALN) aged 10 and 11 years old. School B is a small-town school, the research class was a mixed Year 3/4 which has 31 pupils, a third of them also identified with ALN, aged 7-9 years old. Based on the research context, this study explores the effectiveness of a mini-plenary on pupil involvement in both upper and lower Key Stage 2.  In my context (Year 6), I will investigate whether or not, I as the teacher, use teaching time effectively by stopping mid-way through a lesson to conduct a plenary. In my lesson, I am interested to research whether or not a mini-plenary will benefit the range of ability levels within the class and keep each individual child involved and on task. In addition, given the new curriculum reform in Wales (Donaldson, 2015), good teaching and learning means employing Assessment for Learning (AFL) principles. As highlighted in ‘Successful Futures’, an AFL approach provides practitioners with an insight into the effectiveness of learning and involves providing regular and meaningful feedback opportunities to pupils within their learning by adapting teaching and materials to meet the needs of individuals. 
Assessment for Learning originates in the research by Black and Wiliam in 1998; they recognised that teaching and learning in the classroom can be complex and complicated, and that learners are not always learning to the best of their ability (Black and Wiliam, 2006). Their theory suggests that a classroom is a ‘black box’, Black and Wiliam discovered that formative assessment is at the heart of effective teaching and has a strong positive effect on achievement. This empirical evidence established AFL and as a result of their research findings is now one of the most powerful ways of improving classroom learning and raising teaching standards according to the Assessment Reform Group (2002). Current research is adding further evidence in support to this claim. Heritage (2010) highlights that the goal of formative assessment is to monitor pupil learning and to provide continuous feedback to support children to improve their learning, and for practitioners to improve their teaching. Formative assessment is a strategy to guide pupils to identify their strengths and weaknesses within their work and to consider target areas that they need to work on. In addition, it allows teachers to recognise the areas in which the children may be struggling and to therefore address the issues immediately (Heritage, 2010).
Wiliam (2011) indicates that there is a wealth of persuasive evidence that promotes the importance of formative assessment. His research provides the five core strategies to successful formative assessment practice in the classroom - Clarifying, sharing and understanding learning intentions and criteria for success; Engineering effective classroom discussions, activities and learning tasks that elicit evidence of learning; Providing feedback that moves learning forward; Activating learners as instructional resources for one another; and Activating learners as owners of their own learning. However, despite these early innovations, Torrance (2012) criticises it, stating that the theory and practice of formative assessment had arrived at the ‘crossroads’. According to Torrance the emerging problem of formative assessment is it is being diminished to the use of mini-summative assessments or a series of teaching strategies to train children in a particular way to overall improve their levels within the actual summative assessments. Many other researchers (Klenowski, 2009; Bennett, 2011; Swaffield, 2011; Hargreaves, 2013; OECD, 2013) also share this criticism. 
To synthesis the research discussed, it was important to be clear about what exactly we aimed to use our research for in terms of formative assessment. Therefore, by drawing on the research by Black and Wiliam (2006), myself and my research partner agreed our primary focus would be to research formative assessment through the strategy of a mid-way plenary to observe the children’s involvement using the Leuven Scale of Involvement (Laevers, 1994). Laevers (1994) reveals that involvement focuses on the extents to which pupils are operating to their full potential and capabilities within their learning. The Leuven Scale is used to measure the involvement of children within educational settings by using a scoring measurement to identify how well children engage and develop confidence in a particular activity or task. Myself and my research partner believed that this observational method would support our research question and allow us to get the most out of our observations. 
The research aims to identify the effectiveness of AFL strategies, however there is much research into the challenges associated with AFL in primary school settings. An article by Harrison (2013) suggests that many practitioners find it difficult to implement AFL. It is apparent that schools have become data driven and teachers are greatly influenced by the need to produce summative performance data to assess school effectiveness, set targets and monitor standards. Myself and my research partner intended to move away from this approach to assessment as it seems to amplify negativity towards the children whom attain lower outcomes compared to others in their class, and focus our efforts on formative assessment which supports learning, rather than judging achievement as we believe it can result in children’s decreased motivation and involvement within their work.
Furthermore, Harrison (2013) acknowledges how putting AFL into practice is not easy as it requires schools to prioritise this approach to assessment and also requires teachers to change the way they work with the pupils. This makes implementing a new pedagogic approach very difficult, but teachers need to make this a part of their day-to-day practice. Schools need to reflect on how their use of formative assessment can improve the educational process of teaching and how it can affect the motivation and self-esteem of their learners (Bloom, 1969). In reflection to the research by Bullock and Smith (2015), the teacher research myself and my research partner intend to carry out aims to investigate what AFL means for teaching and learning and what we as teachers can do. As teachers we can collect information about individual learners to better understand their needs and therefore adjust our teaching and AFL strategies in response to the pupils we teach. Like Bullock and Smith, in our research the mid-way plenary will discuss learning objectives with the pupils for that particular lesson, and will generate and share the success criteria to ensure the children understand how to achieve the lesson outcomes. 
Gardner (2012) identifies how questioning allows practitioners to correct misunderstandings and identify gaps in knowledge amongst the learners within their class. It informs teachers about what the pupils know, understand and can do, as well as what they are struggling with. This formative assessment strategy supports teachers future planning to provide activities that encourage each individual child to develop their learning further. Gardner (2012) supports the theory of Black and Wiliam (2006), as the purpose of formative evaluation is to provide feedback and on-going assessments at each stage in the teaching and learning process. Moreover, a mini-plenary is being performed in our research to identify whether the literature being discussed supports our research question.
 Cremin and Arthur (2014) state that mini-plenaries in children’s learning provides them with an opportunity to regularly reflect on their work and what they are aiming for in the lesson. According to their research, mini-plenaries provide a vehicle for continued sharing of the learning objectives and allows teachers to monitor progress throughout the lesson by asking questions about the task. Mini-plenaries also encourage pupils to share their work and ideas with their peers and to set targets for the next steps in their learning by evaluating their own progress against the success criteria given. Based on the integration and synthesis of the empirical evidence discussed based on the research question, I am interested to discover whether a mini-plenary is an effective formative assessment strategy for involvement. 
Action research in education is the process in which teachers investigate teaching and learning strategies that then allows them to improve their own practice and their pupils’ learning (Efron and Ravid, 2013). According to Dewey (2007) action research can make you a ‘student of teaching’. His theory of learning by doing reveals that reality must be experienced, therefore teachers should carry out action research to identify what they and their pupils actually learn and do, rather than what they think they do. In addition, it enables teachers to tailor teaching and learning to their pupils and their settings so that they are able to justify their practice and the choices they make. The methodology for our research is Lesson Study, which is a form of action research. It is a teaching improvement process that has origins in Japanese elementary education and was developed in the UK by Dr Peter Dudley in 2011 (Dudley, 2015). He identifies that Lesson Study involves teachers working in small groups to plan lessons that identify a shared learning outcome for pupils. The aim is to deliver the lessons while their colleagues observe, to address the learning goal, and then to refine and review the lesson plans based on the feedback given. Chassels (2009) investigates the benefits and challenges of engaging teachers in Lesson Study. She identifies that it provides opportunities for teachers to build professional learning and to deepen their understanding of curriculum and pedagogy. However, implementation challenges of Lesson Study occur related to time, practical placement and the professional development of the teachers involved. 
The participants in our Lesson Study were a chosen sample focus group. The children were chosen to obtain the detailed information for our research question. There were 3 children (high, middle and low ability) chosen in each focus group from both schools. Myself and my research partner identified that this selection of participants would provide a true reflection to our research about whether our AFL strategy of a mid-way plenary would benefit all ability levels within our classes. Nyumba et al. (2018) highlights that a focus group semi-structed interview is a beneficial qualitative approach to gain an in-depth understanding of the research being carried out. The method aims to obtain data from a purposely selected group of children – in our case, lesson involvement. During the semi-structured interview, myself and my research partner asked a range of focus group piloted questions (Can be seen in Appendix B), which resulted in both closed and open-ended responses and allowed time for the children to discuss their views further, this highlights the validity of our research. We decided to pilot the questions by asking experienced practitioners for their views and took the feedback into consideration before our Lesson Study took place. Teijlingen and Hundley (2002) discuss the importance of pilot studies and how they are a crucial element of a good study design. Even though conducting a pilot study does not guarantee success in the main Lesson Study, we felt it would increase the likelihood of success if we piloted our questions beforehand. 
In addition, the non-participant observations were collected using a structured observational method – The Leuven Scale of Involvement. This theory-based checklist method was chosen to observe the involvement of the 3 focus children within each of the lessons, both pre and post plenary to obtain the data intended to collect. Riddall-Leech (2005) claims that this type of observational method is quick and easy to use and can be used for purposes of comparing levels of development. However, she states that checklist observations result in limited data being recorded as the child may do more/less than is suggested by the information provided in the checklist. Because of this limitation, myself and my research partner planned and prepared our Leuven Scale checklist with a comments box to allow us the opportunity to add and explain any information necessary during the Lesson Study observations. Similarly, this data collection method was also piloted by myself and my research partner to ensure our understandings were clear on how to complete the observational notes effectively and to minimise bias. We did this by both watching the same Lesson Study video and compared our results. From this we reviewed our observational techniques to avoid any potential issues that may occur during our main Lesson Study (Thabane et al. 2010).
Furthermore, from our Leuven Scale observations and the semi-structured interviews, myself and my research partner analysed the data collected in the Lesson Study. Using both of our observational notes (Leuven Scale Checklists – seen in Appendix C) we reviewed and discussed the findings based on the children’s involvement, highlighting any common themes identified in both pre and post plenary observations. When doing this, we had to consider the difference in age between both focus groups (lower and upper Key Stage 2) and the ability levels between the 3 focus children in each group. Griggs (1987) identifies the importance of analysing qualitative data as it provides researchers with the opportunity to explore the data in a meaningful way. The data can be interpreted and summarised and then conclusions can be drawn. Moreover, the analysis of the semi-structured interviews was carried out by transcribing the audio recordings that took place. We felt that audio recording the interviews would help in capturing the interactions and conversations between both myself, my research partner and the focus group participants more clearly. Audio recordings provide more reliable data, allowing researchers to listen back over them at any given time to make notes and to reflect on what was discussed (Tessier, 2012). Therefore, when publishing research findings, obtaining recordings ensures the study’s credibility.  On the other hand, it was important for myself and my research partner to consider the limitations that could occur when audio recording the focus group interviews. With audio recording the researcher has to rely on the technical equipment begin used, therefore if it fails to function properly it is their responsibility to ensure a back-up plan is in place (Hayes and Mattimoe, 2004). In order to overcome the problems of equipment failure, myself and my research partner carried out a test recording beforehand, and as a precaution one of us noted any important points mentioned in the focus group interviews.
In conjunction with the Lesson Study observations and semi-structured interviews, myself and my research partner had to reflect on our findings (Reflections can be seen in Appendix D). Firstly, we reflected on ourselves within the Lesson Study. We did this by using Kolb’s Learning Cycle (1984) to identify the experience as the source of our own learning and development. The four stages of Kolb’s Learning Cycle allowed us to identify the lesson we taught, reflect on it, conclude the findings and then consider the research for future planning. Similarly, in addition to Kolb, we also used Brookfield’s Theory of Reflection (1995) to critically reflect on ourselves, the views of the learners in regards to the Lesson Study, the perceptions from each other and also in relation to theoretical literature discussed.
When performing the research involving ourselves as university student teachers, primary school settings and children participants under the age of 18, there were ethical considerations that needed to be addressed before our Lesson Study took place. Myself and my research partner completed an application form for ethical approval beforehand to ensure our research was to be conducted ethically and result in benefit, and to minimise any risk of harm that could occur. The core ethical guideline documents that were referred to during the completion of the ethics form were the University of Wales Trinity Saint David Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2017-2020) and the British Educational Research Association (BERA) Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (2018). 
It was our role to identify the anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers, and the university, and the steps that would be taken to address them where appropriate. In addition, we stated the arrangements to inform potential participants and gaining appropriate consent. In line with the BERA (2018) guidelines I gained written consent from parents/guardians of all children within my class as they are all under the age of 18. A letter of consent was sent out and a permission slip was returned. In our Lesson Study all children were consented to take part. Moreover, I verbally gained assent from the children by explaining the aim and purpose of the research (Assent process can be seen in Appendix E) and clarified their ability to withdraw at any point. Similarly, within the ethics form we set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs as no identifiable information of the child, school or local area will be included. This is in line with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018 (Gov UK, 2018). We confirmed that the data will be anonymised at source as the children will be referred to as ‘Child A, B, C’ and so on, and only available to myself and my research partner and then any raw data will be destroyed.
In Lesson Study 1 at School A, it was identified that our research question supported the lesson that was taught in the Year 6 class (Reflections can be seen in Appendix D). It is apparent that the mid-way plenary was an effective formative assessment strategy to use within the teaching for the majority of pupils to keep the involved within the lesson. However, the observations identify that Child C whom was the representative participant for the lower ability range within the class did not benefit from the mini-plenary in any way, in contrast to Child A (higher ability) whom greatly benefited from the AFL experience. French et al. (2011) states that more able and talented pupils who felt that their work was appreciated by teachers and peers reported the greatest preference to work with others. This statement supports Child A’s discussion within the semi-structured interview, suggesting that the verbal peer assessment within the mini-plenary helped their learning progress.
Reflecting on the observations both pre and post plenary, using the Leuven Scale Checklist for Involvement (Seen in Appendix C) it is apparent that pre-plenary Child A demonstrated moderate involvement and so did Child B (Middle range ability), whereas Child C showed low involvement. Based on Laevers theory (1994), the pre-plenary comments suggest that Child A was engaged and progressed in the task but was distracted at times, in addition to Child B whom showed engagement but with little progress and at times became avoidant. Child C however was absent and displayed no energy, was staring into space and needed encouragement to stay on task. However, the post plenary comments reveal that Child A’s involvement increased to extremely high as they were concentrated and persistent in their learning and showed continuous and intense activity at all times. Child A is identified as a more able learner who has the potential to demonstrate exceptional ability in one or more aspects of their learning (Welsh Government, 2016).  In the same way, Child B’s involvement also increased from moderate to high as they were involved and displayed intense moments of continuous activity, but it is apparent that their involvement level was not to the standard of extremely high as there was a slight distraction of a discussion with peers, which therefore hindered Child B’s success of extremely high involvement. According to Gresham (2018) ignoring peer distractions is one of the 10 key class room social behaviours that have been identified by teachers as important for classroom success. 
On the other hand, Child C’s observational comments clearly identifies no change in their involvement post plenary as they were still distracted by others and not much progress was seen in their work. From this data, as the class teacher in this Lesson Study I question why the mid-way plenary was beneficial for Child A and B but not for Child C. According to Williford et al. (2013), children’s involvement in a lesson is influenced by a teacher’s interactions. Their study suggests that if a teacher provides highly responsive interactions within their teaching strategies, then children will develop a stable understanding regardless of their involvement level. Therefore, as the class teacher in this Lesson Study I question whether my interactions within the mini-plenary were not as clear to Child C as they were to Child A and Child B. While this is the case, the poor impact of the mini-plenary on Child C’s involvement could be that they have an ALN, which therefore suggests that this formative assessment strategy did not support their learning needs enough. Packer (2016) identifies that teachers must make reasonable adjustments and apply techniques in teaching to provide high quality learning experiences for all pupils, irrespective of their individual starting point. Therefore, if I had provided further support and interactions for Child C within the mini-plenary the outcome of their post plenary observation may have been different. This is something I will consider if I were to do the Lesson Study again. 
However, all 3 children achieved the lesson objective and completed the focus task of a story redraft by the end of the lesson. Within the lesson’s mid-way plenary, I considered AFL strategies such as reflecting on the success criteria, verbal peer assessment and questioning the children’s work and ideas to develop an overall understanding of the learning taking place. From this, I can reflect on whether the mini-plenary and AFL strategies encouraged the successful completion of the focus task or whether the time in which they were given was enough to do so. 
Based on the feedback within the semi-structured interviews it was apparent that all 3 children within the focus group felt that stopping mid-way through the lesson helped them to stay involved and on task. Reflecting back on the audio recording and transcribing what was said, Child C greatly verbalised their opinion on the lesson in the interview, highlighting that stopping half way through the lesson to reflect on the success criteria and the learning objective helped them to complete the task. It is clear that Child C’s feedback does not support their involvement in the Lesson Study. Despite this, Pound (2017) demonstrates how children like to please adults by saying things they believe us as adults want to hear, which therefore makes it difficult to understand the real opinions of the children. I believe, with Child C this may be the case. 
Furthermore, in the focus group interview Child A and Child B also presented positive thoughts towards the lesson. They suggested that they found the verbal peer assessment strategy helpful within their learning as it promoted class talk and discussion with their peers to share and receive new ideas. Boon (2016) identifies that peer assessment strategies allows pupils to engage in a social process that encourages quality discussion in relation to the work topic. However, children often find it challenging as they may not have the interpersonal skills to collaborate effectively, which in most cases peer assessment can lead the children to use talk ineffectively and waver off task (Havnes et al. 2012; Meusen-Beekman et al. 2016). This is apparent in Child B’s post plenary observation, suggesting that the discussion between peers resulted in a slight distraction. 
From our first observational experience and reflecting on our interview techniques within Lesson Study 1, myself and my research partner considered how we could modify our research tools to collect better evidence in Lesson Study 2. Taking into consideration the age difference between the focus group in Lesson Study 1 (10-11 years old) and the focus group in Lesson Study 2 (7-9 years old), after the semi-structed interview in School A we decided to change one of the questions (Can be seen in Appendix B). This decision was made as we felt the question was leading and suggestive. A leading question subtly prompts the interview participants to answer in a particular way which generally leads to false information being given (Palaiologou et al. 2016). This modification would therefore make the research discussion in Lesson Study 2 more desirable. 
Moreover, in Lesson Study 2 it was identified that our research question did not support the lesson that was taught in the Year 3/4 class at School B. As the observer of the lesson it was apparent that the mid-way plenary was not an effective AFL strategy to use within the teaching for the majority of the pupils. Kazragyte and Kudinoviene (2018) suggest that mini-plenaries do not work successfully for all classes as the delivery difference between teachers and the individual learning styles of the children varies, therefore you cannot always expect a mid-way plenary to work.
Reflecting on the Leuven Scale Checklist for Involvement (Laevers, 1994) in Lesson Study 2 (Seen in Appendix C), it suggests that the 3 focus group children showed no real improvement in their involvement within the lesson, both pre and post plenary. In the pre-plenary observations Child D (higher ability) and Child E (middle level ability) demonstrated a moderate level of involvement, highlighting that they were both busy with the activity at routine level but were easily distracted by what was going on around them. Similarly, Child F showed a low level of involvement, staring into space and distracted by others but engaged in the activity for some of the time. It is considered that Child F’s involvement was lower than Child D and Child E because like Child C in Lesson Study 1, Child E has an ALN. In this lesson Child E was mostly support by an additional adult in a group of other children working at the same level. According to McWilliam et al. (2003) children who receive individual teacher interactions produce more involvement within their learning compared to group-targeted teacher interactions. In relation to the Child F’s observations pre and post plenary, their low involvement and participatory engagement may have been because of this. As a child with ALN, they may have needed further individual 1-1 support to stay involved in the task and to then benefit from the mini-plenary. 
In addition, in my research partner’s reflection it is highlighted that all 3 children completed the task by the end of the lesson and achieved the lesson objective which was to write a group script. However, myself and my research partner then questioned why the mini-plenary was not an effective learning tool. Firstly, we considered whether it was the structure of the lesson, summarising whether the task and group work caused the children to lack involvement. Baines et al. (2016) demonstrates how working in a group can result in a negative experience for some children. Their research suggests that to work well together children need to feel safe and secure in the knowledge that their peers will not humiliate them in front of others if they make a mistake or in response to their ideas and views. However, in regards to Child E, their observation highlights the positive response to group work. Nevertheless, the strategy of group work post-plenary did have a slight negative impact on Child E’s involvement in the lesson due to distraction by friends in the group and creating off topic discussions. 
Equally important we questioned Child D’s involvement within the lesson and how there was no improvement post-plenary. As Child D was the higher ability of the focus group, we identified whether they were not challenged enough within the lesson. It is seen within the observation that Child D looked bored and did not show much energy and concentration. Current research (Welsh Government, 2016) suggests that more able and talented children are susceptible to boredom and frustration if they do not have sufficient challenge within their education. Therefore, Child D may have not worked to the best of their ability because of this. Myself and my research partner also considered that Child D may have felt uncomfortable working as a group. According to Kanevsky (2015) high ability learners may prefer to work alone when attractive conditions for working in groups are not available. In my research partners reflection (Seen in Appendix D), it states that Child D did not work well in a group. The observation explored how there were distractions of objects (e.g. pencil case, swinging on the chair) rather than distractions by peers in regards to Child D’s poor involvement in the group work of the lesson. 

Despite this, as previously mentioned all 3 children achieved the lesson goals, however the involvement levels in the lesson did not improve due to the mini-plenary. In the focus group interview all 3 children stated that they enjoyed the lesson but gave no more evident information about the mini-plenary. It was clear that in the interview they gave the answers to the questions they thought us as teachers wanted to hear, like Child C in Lesson Study 1. We reflected on this limitation and based it on the age of the children within the focus group, it was evident that they wanted to ensure they were saying the ‘correct’ answers to our questions. According to Skinner’s operant conditioning theory, the method of learning occurs through rewards and punishments for behaviour. He claims that children perform good acts of behaviour in a result of a reward, highlighting that it is commonly seen amongst younger children (Bergin, 2014). It is seen that the Lesson Study 2 focus group wanted a reward for their participation and for answering the questions they thought were ‘correct’. In my research partners reflection, it states that at the end of the interview Child B acknowledged whether they could all have a sticker. This clearly suggests the age difference between the two focus groups and the outcome of the data.
From Lesson Study 2, myself and my research partner identified that the question change in Lesson Study 1 made no difference for the second semi-structured interview due to the children discussing no relevant information based on mini-plenaries. However, due to this reason we suggested that the lesson objective in Lesson Study 2 could have been different to identify whether the mid-way plenary works for lower Key Stage 2 or not. The style of the lesson (group work script writing) was difficult to identify the children’s true involvement with the use of a mini-plenary. The group learning task resulted in the 3 focus children showing no improvement in their involvement both pre and post plenary which made myself and my research partner question whether an individual learning task may have been better to observe the children’s involvement. Reflecting on the literature discussed as some children do not work at their best in groups. In addition, we also discussed whether additional individual tasks could have been set for the more able and talented pupils within the class. This may have benefited Child D’s involvement within the lesson as the work would have been more challenging and an opportunity for independent learning.
To triangulate this data, Lesson Study 1 supported our research question, that a mini-plenary mid-way through a lesson does improve pupil’s involvement in a Key Stage 2 classroom. However, Lesson Study 2 did not. The different outcomes of the Lesson Studies and the age difference between both classes suggests that a mid-way plenary benefits upper Key Stage 2 rather than lower Key Stage 2. Based on the empirical evidence previously discussed within the literature, it is apparent that for my class (Year 6) formative assessment strategies clarify the learning intentions and share the criteria for success. The mini-plenary engineered effective classroom discussion and provided feedback that moved the learning forward for the lesson. The semi-structured interview identifies how the formative assessment strategy in Lesson Study 1 allowed the children to be owners of their own learning by sharing ideas as a class and taking part in verbal peer assessment opportunities to improve their own work. As the teacher of an upper Key Stage 2 class I will use this research to develop my teaching further by carrying out mid-way plenaries in other lessons and areas of learning to identify whether this formative assessment strategy works for other subjects. Further research and use of mini-plenaries within my teaching will allow me to identify whether the success of Lesson Study 1 was actually because of the mini-plenary or whether it was the lesson itself.
However, my research partner suggested how she will perform a mini-plenary again in another lesson to identify whether it was the group work task that the pupils were not involved in or whether it was the AFL strategy that did not benefit their involvement in the learning. In regards to the literature, it will allow my research partner to demonstrate whether her pupils do not work well in group work situations or whether it is the age of the pupils that resulted in the ineffective use of a mini-plenary. In despite of this, myself and my research partner questioned whether her lower Key Stage 2 class would benefit from shorter more frequent mini-plenaries throughout a lesson rather that one extensive plenary mid-way in a lesson. Therefore, this question could be researched within another Lesson Study.
To conclude the data findings and results to our Lesson Study research, it can be seen that the methodology used was reliable as it provided us with the opportunity to observe and collect valid information based on the study’s research question. The observational method (Leuven Scale Checklist for Involvement) was beneficial to identify the children’s involvement using the measurement scale and our addition of a comments box allowed qualitative data to be collected. However, myself and my research partner concluded that this observational method resulted in us observing a substantial amount during an approximate 20-minute time period both pre and post plenary. Therefore, we believe a time sample observation may have allowed us to pin point specific parts during shorter time samples in regards to the children’s involvement throughout the lesson. 
Furthermore, the method of semi-structured interviews and audio recordings provided our research with the use valid data methods, however due to the age of the pupils in the Lesson Study 2 focus group it resulted in discussions that were unreliable and biased due to the children wanted to feedback what they thought would be ‘correct’. It is identified that the findings from this research cannot be generalised as they are reflections based on the particular class, pupils and teacher which therefore cannot be an overall conclusion to our research question. This is why further research needs to be carried out to identify whether mini-plenaries are an effective formative assessment strategy to use within the classroom. To improve the strengths of the methods used within a Lesson Study, I believe piloting the methods is beneficial to the research. As mentioned within the literature, even though conducting a pilot study does not guarantee success in the main Lesson Study, we felt it would increase the likelihood of success if we piloted our questions and data collection method beforehand. 
To learn and move forward from this Lesson Study experience, myself and my research partner suggest that the two lessons being taught need to be similar to highlight a true comparison within the Lesson Study. To reflect on this, Lesson Study 1 was an independent writing task whereas Lesson Study 2 was a group work writing task, therefore we found it difficult to identify whether the difference between the results for both classes were because of the different types of lessons or whether a mid-way mini-plenary is not beneficial for pupil’s involvement in a lower Key Stage 2 class. In light of our Lesson Study research, to inform future research I would consider using specific AFL strategies within the mini-plenary. Reflecting on our Lesson Study, our mini-plenaries used a range of AFL (questioning, success criteria, peer assessment) to encourage pupil involvement in the lesson which is therefore more difficult to identify which strategy was most beneficial to the pupil’s involvement. Even though the focus group in Lesson Study 1 reflected positively on using peer assessment within the mid-way plenary, it did not provide us with enough information and feedback based on whether the use of questioning and reflecting on the success criteria was also beneficial to use in a mini-plenary.
Reflecting on the research evidence and critical analysis of the methodology if I did Lesson Study research again, I would consider the strengths and limitations I have identified within this research and the empirical evidence based on literature that has been discussed. To share the good practice for future Lesson Studies I would highlight the importance of piloting observational methods and the need for lesson styles to be similar to identify a true comparison to support the study’s research question.
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