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Introduction

This essay concerns a particular piece of action research undertaken to inform me, as a student-teacher on best practice and best techniques to use in the classroom to encourage learning through engagement. Action research is a form of qualitative research; a naturalistic approach carried out in real-life settings for the purpose of gaining an understanding of how people experience and make sense of their interactions and more particularly how those interactions relate to the specific research focus (Greig et al. 2013; Mack et. Al, 2005). The purpose of research in education overall, is to construct an education system that improves from the inside out (BERA, 2018).  
  This study will specifically aim to assess the impact on pupil engagement of active learning using case scenarios in a Key Stage 2 classroom and was chosen as I am interested in the effects of active learning strategies on engagement from a pedagogical point of view.  My research partner and I recognise that there are many areas of enquiry that we could investigate but due to the scope of the study being small, it is necessary to have a narrow focus.
  To achieve this aim, our objective is to carry out classroom observations during a purposely planned lesson using the Lesson Study (LS) approach (Dudley, 2011). The lesson will involve a case scenario (CS), which is one of many Active Learning (AL) strategies available. Lesson Study, Active Learning and Case Scenarios will be discussed further. Our purpose for choosing CS over other AL strategies is that ‘actively engaged pupils’ is considered to be the most advantageous aspect of teaching with CS (Dunne and Brooks 2004). 

Research Context:
This research will be carried out in two different schools. School A is situated North of Swansea with approximately one hundred pupils on role. There are four combined year group classes, the class being observed is a Year 5/6 grouping of twenty-one pupils. School B is also situated to the North of Swansea but has approximately 350 pupils on role. The class being observed is a Year 3/4 group of twenty-six pupils. 
In each setting the whole class will participate in the lesson, but the observation will specifically target three pupils. The learners being observed were identified by attainment levels to be a representative sample of all pupils in the class and were selected by myself in discussion with the teacher. 
The research question, ‘How is pupil engagement influenced through the use of Case Scenarios in Key Stage 2?’ was refined over time through discussion with my research partner. In addition, the question ‘Is there a connection between pupil attainment and engagement when using Case Scenarios?’ is of interest to me. 

Literature Review: 

As a starting point I looked further into the academic literature to gain insight into the definitions and assertions around the key themes of this research project, namely Engagement, Active Learning, and the use of Case Scenarios as the particular learning strategy. As a result of my reading I extended my understanding that engagement in the classroom is crucial for learning at a deeper, more significant level; this is achieved through student-led activities that require the use of skills and effort to tackle a problem, in particular engagement is a precondition to learning; without it no deep, meaningful learning will take place. 
To further this definition, Griffith and Burns (2012) assert that engagement refers to the pupils being engrossed and exhibiting enjoyment in their learning. As a practitioner it is expected that students spend a certain amount of time engaged with learning activities, (Purvis et al, 2016). To this end activities planned by teachers should be designed to involve and immerse the learners; enabling the concept of flow. Flow is often discussed in relation to engagement (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Johnson and Christensen, 2008; Hamari et al., 2015), and is described as absorbed involvement which brings rapt enjoyment. Flow occurs when pupils’ skills are challenged, but not beyond their capabilities. Academics also assert that providing learning activities at an appropriate challenge to skill level, aiding in increased autonomy on the students’ part, is the way to tackle the tendency for disengagement of pupils. Further to this point, it has been found that pupils who were engrossed and interested in an activity were also more likely to be engaged intellectually and persist in their learning, (Kahu, Nelson and Picton, 2016). They also observed that an engaging activity lead to positive emotional outcomes, increasing engagement levels for the pupils and that the opposite was also evident. I was interested to find out how this played out in my own setting. It is asserted that exploratory, investigative activities engage learners (Taylor and Parsons, 2011), and by their nature give students control over their own learning. 
Willms, et al. (2009) state that one of the key ways for teachers to increase engagement in learners is to improve practice through having peer observation. This aspect of engagement is discussed further in this research when discussing Lesson Study as a research methodology. 
In my reading I found that academics all agree that engagement is a crucial element in education, I could find no argument against the topic. However, some of the aforementioned academics, (Kahu, Nelson and Picton, 2016; Johnson and Christensen, 2008; Hamari et al., 2015) found that if engagement was not present, significant learning did not occur.
Research has also shown that children engage through AL. Full engagement in the learning process, according to Donaldson (2015), requires active cooperation with contemporaries, in motivating settings in order to construct meaning. Knowledge is constructed collectively through cooperative learning; AL comprises abstract not rote learning to activate the deeper learning processes associated with engagement, (Leu and Price-Rom, 2006).  

In research, AL is defined as being engaged through actively taking part in problem solving and using thinking skills to evaluate, investigate and make conclusions rather than passively listening; the learner taking responsibility for learning (Bonwell and Eison, 1991; Ginsburg, 2009). Indeed, Schulman (2004, p513) considers that when the student is an ‘active agent’ genuine, sustained learning happens. These definitions will inform the research analysis I undertake particularly with respect to the pupil being ‘active agents.’ 
The value of employing ‘Active Learning pedagogies’ Ginsburg (2009, p4) is that they are recognized as being key to preparing ‘citizens for the future’, it is clear this perception is valued by Donaldson (2015). He recommends the core purposes for a new curriculum incorporating stimulating, engaging teaching and learning should enable pupils to become ambitious, capable learners; ethical, informed citizens and enterprising, creative contributors. 
The challenge for me as a teacher is to ensure a successful engaging experience by choosing AL approaches that I feel comfortable to deliver and that meet the goals for my pupils, ensuring the pupils’ success. Academics advise that shorter activities are less prone to disastrous outcomes, (Bonwell and Sutherland,1996). Their further guidance is to consider the pupils’ experience and capabilities with the strategy being employed as this will help determine the structure of the lesson activity and the scaffolding needed for the pupils. 

The AL strategy employed in this small-scale research project is a case scenario (CS), defined as a detailed investigation of a real-life or simulated situation. A potential risk is that the process is glossed over in favour of reaching a solution, (Gibbs, 1988), whereas, the process of investigation is as important as the resolution, perhaps more so, when considering the benefits of developing thinking skills. A quality of learning and an increase in attainment levels comes from the development of thinking skills, (Wallace, 2014). 
 
Besides the advantages of CS developing thinking skills, listening, Oracy and reasoning skills are also fostered. The purpose of utilising CS in the lesson is based on the theory of social constructivism, that learning occurs through shared collaborations. A number of academics have reviewed the use of CS, but the majority come from higher education or medical training viewpoints and refer to Case Studies as opposed to Scenarios. Despite this, there are some relevant points to take note of that have aided me in weighing up the benefits and limitations of using CS. 
A key reason for employing CS is that they are very adaptable to any topic, as Dunne and Brooks (2004) found when researching them across three different disciplines. This was an important advantage when considering what approach to employ, as I needed the concept of CS to be useable across two different schools for the purpose of the study. 
It has also been found that CS can inspire pupils through intensified motivation effecting more interest in the subject matter (Mustoe and Croft, 1999), and they also cater to the criteria set out by the OECD (2008) that give an indication of attainment in learning,  

‘to critically evaluate information, make connections, develop deep conceptual understanding and transfer knowledge and skills to new situations to solve complex problems in a creative way’. 
                                                                                         (cited by Donaldson, 2015)
Indeed, it was observed by Kulak and Newton (2015) that in using CS there was less surface learning and an increase in deeper level learning. It has been proposed (McFarlane, 2015) that CS be used as devices to aid learning, connecting the theoretical with the realistic as they can highlight to students that often there are no right or wrong answers to real-life problems, (Romm and Mahler 1986). However, Dunne and Brooks (2004) submit that challenges without a fixed answer can be problematic for students to manage and therefore make CS difficult for teachers to utilise effectively. Further disadvantages found in the literature come from a pedagogical and a classroom management point of view.  Concerns that CS can be time consuming to prepare and teachers need the ability to relinquish some control in empowering students in their own learning (Bonwell and Eison, 1991). Noise levels will be higher due to group discussion which may cause impediment to the learning capacity of some pupils. A systematic approach when planning and implementing CS may be an answer to these concerns along with clearly defined desired outcomes in line with the pupils taking charge of their own learning, (Dunne and Brooks, 2004, Kulak and Newton, 2014).                            
The best practice with using CS (Vaugeois, 2005) is to select one that links to what the students are learning in the classroom to enable optimum engagement. This viewpoint informed our decision on the activity to plan for the lesson study in both contexts; both of us utilised the theme of space as this is the terms topic. 
Research Methodology:

The research methodology utilised, to aid exploration of the research question, is Lesson Study, which is a form of action research originating in Japan some seventy years before action research took off in Britain.
     Lesson Study (LS) has been found to be beneficial in many ways when carried out appropriately and comprises multiple steps; academics (Lewis et al. 2006; Dudley, 2011) present LS in different ways, but for clarity I have broken the process down into ten steps over a cycle of two lessons, as opposed to a three lesson cycle as Dudley (2011) suggests (see fig 1.). 

Fig 1.
1. Decide focus with colleague
2. Joint plan first lesson
3. Teach/ observe lesson 1
4. Interview three focus pupils
5.Self- Reflection and co- discussion – develop or alter ideas
6. Joint plan lesson 2
7. Teach/ observe lesson 27
8. Interview pupils
9. Self-reflection & co-discussion
10. Write up/ present findings
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LS aims to aid learning progress by investigating and improving pedagogical practice; qualitative data is gathered on a particular focus, which is then analysed to inform future teaching practice. This approach works due to the teachers working with their own pupils and focusing on their learning by concentrating on particular techniques, (Dept. for Education, 2009). A benefit of using Lesson Study is that it has been proved that teachers are able to identify and improve on perceived weaknesses, (Dudley, 2014) and focuses on the learning and progression of the pupils (Dept. of Education, 2009). I am aware that a limitation of the Lesson Study approach is that it is time consuming and labour intensive; several teachers are usually required to observe a single class and in reality, it is difficult to free up teachers. However, in this study, our scope is small and therefore using one fellow student-teacher as observer will be adequate, allowing minimal disruption to teaching time. LS is considered to be the most influential co-operative, evaluative approach for improving student outcomes, (Robinson et al 2009). However, some see that LSs are limited in their outcomes due to the small-scale observations and that different authorities or school districts alter the format to suit, which may end up diluting the purposes of LS, causing this method to become a fad, (Lewis et al., 2006). 

Several methods of data collection have been employed for this study, in order to mitigate the limitations of each, and will be explained further hereafter. 
These methods are non-participant observation, semi-structured focus group interviews and teacher reflection based on both Gibbs (1988) reflection cycle and Brookfield’s (1995) lenses models. We also used the Leuven Scale of Involvement (Plymouth CC, 2011), (See appendix 5) as a guide to measure and record the engagement of pupils during the lesson. Each will be discussed briefly to explain their function in this setting. We devised an observation schedule in order to collect this data efficiently (see appendix 3), this was piloted by the use of a YouTube video clip that closely resembled the situation we expected to be in. This was done to check for limitations and to ensure that we had a consistent approach to recording the data, (Chesterfield 2018).  

Observations are a part of the role of the teacher on a daily basis in order to gauge pupils’ learning, understanding and progress through the systematic recording of behavioural patterns and events, providing qualitative data. These types of observation are usually informal and can be participant or non-participant in nature. In this study the observational role was more formal than that; training (piloting) of tools was needed prior to recording the data, (Herr, 2015). The use of non-participant observation creates a formality as the observer is set apart from the observed group. This can affect the data recorded as pupils are aware of being watched, whereas if the observer is involved in the group activity this barrier is removed, producing a more naturalistic observation. However, this can also cause a distortion in the data as pupils may react differently with an adult being involved. My role in the non-participant observation was to be overt while not actually participating in the activity itself, informing the pupils of my purpose of being in the classroom at the start of the lesson. The aim was to be as transparent as possible to enable the pupils to make decisions from an informed perspective, and to help them feel comfortable with the process. 
To aid in the collection and analysis of the observation data I also used contemporaneous field notes. I was conscious of being objective when taking notes and as the children I was observing were unknown to me, it was easier to stay impartial, however when comparing notes taken with what my partner or I knew of the pupils, it was difficult to remain unbiased towards the events recorded.  


Focus Group Interview (FGI): 

The observed lesson was followed by a semi-structured focus group interview with the target pupils to get their views and opinions on the lesson intervention, UNCRC article 12 and 13 state that children and young people have the right to have opinions, to be heard and to say what they think... (UNICEF, 2015). Indeed, giving pupils a voice is a key target of the Welsh Local Authorities, (WG, 2011). It has been found that pupils want to be involved in their learning by being consulted, (McIntyre et al. 2005).
A consideration when conducting interviews, especially as a first-time interviewer of children, is that subjects may tell the interviewer what they think they want to know, (Danby et al., 2011).  FGIs bring several individuals into one arena; a disadvantage of this is that the opinions of one can influence another’s views, also a confident interviewee could talk over the top of others meaning that not all voices are heard equally. Other considerations of FGI are that the individuals may feel awkward, they can be time consuming, and the transcribing time of audio recording may be extensive. A further limitation to consider with the focus group methodology is that it depends greatly on supported discussion to generate outcomes; therefore, an aptitude for enabling the dialogue is crucial, to elicit the necessary information while still considering the pupils’ rights and comfort (Krueger, 1994). 
Nevertheless, the positives of FGIs can be easier time management as a potential three interviews are combined into one. They can create debate, enabling differing opinions to trigger new thoughts and hopefully the pupils will feel more comfortable being with their peers and so will be more likely to answer questions, sharing their own feelings. 
Results will not be generalisable, in part due to the small scale of this study.

Reflection: 
As the study is small-scale, we used reflection as a data collection tool to provide depth to the results of the FGIs. Reflection on the experience ensures that it is embedded in the learning process to be benefitted from thereafter, Gibbs (1988). Reflections of the study were captured using Brookfield’s four lenses of critical reflection (Brookfield, 2002). Having considered other models, such as Schön and Kolb I considered Brookfield’s model to be the best one to use for this particular research as it enabled the broadest perspective of this small-scale study. This model (see appendix 2) incorporates the viewpoints of the pupil’s opinions in relation to our focus, adding the observer’s recall as ‘colleague’s voice’ along with the personal considerations of the researcher regarding the event.  In order to aid deeper personal reflection, Gibbs’ model (Gibbs,1988) was incorporated within the first of Brookfield’s lenses. To ensure the effective use of these models a proforma was produced by my research partner and myself that was completed during the post-lesson reflection to assist in evaluating the data (see appendix 2).
The reflections from the first set of observations and interviews were used to shape any adjustments that may be needed to maximise the potential of the second LS.

Ethical Considerations:
 There are ethical considerations with doing research in a classroom and with young children. This study adheres to BERA 2018 and UWTSD guidelines to ensure anonymity of participants’ data and confidentiality for those participants. 
We ensured that consent/assent procedures were followed prior to the observation and interview. School A’s consent policy covered the consent by parents on behalf of the pupils and we ensured assent from the pupils was garnered throughout the process, being aware of feedback via body language and verbal requests, responding accordingly. 
Further considerations cover any risks to the participants and the researchers; the following covers the perceived risks in this study: 

Risks to participants: 
· Emotional impact - jealousy, singled out, feeling pressured, non-participants may feel left out: Minimised by being transparent about what and how of the study and what their involvement entailed prior to the study taking place. Any questions posed were answered immediately. 
· Safeguarding – if any disclosure occurs during interview: will follow the schools safeguarding procedures. Consideration of the location of the interview to adhere to safeguarding procedures – to ensure a safe, comfortable environment. 
· Transfer of Personal Data – although no personal data will be logged, the anonymous data from the lesson study will be kept in a secure password protected file. The school will be kept anonymous also with no sensitive information being gathered. 

Risks to investigator: 
· To ensure personal safety – The university were aware of my location on the day. I was working with a peer and ensured the FGIs took place in a public place with little distraction, with both of us present. 
· Possible risk to the study if target pupils had decided not to take part or did not turn up on the day – therefore we sought permission from the whole class. 
For further ethical considerations see TET Ethics form (submitted separately). 


Lesson Study 1:

The aim of the lesson was to assess engagement levels when using a CS linked to the topic the class have been following this term. The main activity required the pupils to diamond rank (see appendix 4) the nine most important survival items out of twelve to aid survival after a crash-landing on the moon. The process of diamond ranking was familiar to the pupils although not all the items to be ranked were in their realm of knowledge; their decision-making was impacted as a result, as they tended to discard or give a lower ranking for unfamiliar items. The success criteria for the lesson were for the pupils to take a role in a group activity and to be actively involved in the decision-making process. 
These goals were achieved in most groups by the pupils allocating roles to each other, some groups struggled to reach a consensus on who should do what. However, the group with the three focus pupils in chose not to bother with roles and decided to embrace the task straight away, evidenced in the response during the FGI ‘we worked well as a team, we didn’t need jobs to do’. Pupil B in response to the question ‘how did you work as a group?’ stated, “normally I would fade away, but I liked this lesson”. Pupil C, naturally took the lead, showing total engagement from the start via a firm bodily stance and concentrated facial expression. They stood at the table when participating in the main activity, whereas the other pupils in the group stayed seated. 
It is important to note that I grouped the class differently to any of their usual learning groups, to create a mix of abilities and ages. The purpose for this was to provide a scaffold to those who might need it in order to be able to find success in group discussion, in line with Bonwell and Sutherland (1996).  This may have been one of the reasons pupil B felt able to take a role in the group more than usual; this would need investigating through further lesson studies to determine the actual effects of mixed groups, though this is not wholly relevant for this particular study. 
 The pupils all got involved in some form or other, discussing the necessity of each of the items and arguing their case with the rest of their group. Their thinking skills were stretched as they considered the merits of each item and through attempts to qualify their choices. Overall the class were engaged for the whole lesson, though some of the focus pupils seemingly switched off temporarily during the video clip introduction and during the plenary; evidence from the Leuven engagement profile observations (see appendix 3.1) interestingly did not necessarily match with the feedback from the pupils during the FGI. Pupil A particularly appeared distracted by a water bottle or ruler towards the end of the main activity and throughout the feedback and plenary. Despite this, their answers during the FGI told us that they were happy during the lesson and that they thought the lesson was ‘good, I liked it’ and that ‘everything, to be honest’ was interesting and they considered they were a ‘...quite equal’ part of the group. Similarly, pupil B did not present facially or through body language as if they were engaged in the scenario, yet in the interview they stated that “the lesson was exciting, I really liked it because I might be an astronaut one day.”
Some of the pupil feedback related to the introduction video clip, which in my mind was going to set the scene and give them the impression of being in a spacecraft that crashes. This did not transfer across to the pupils effectively, as they indicated afterwards, that I did not give enough information verbally prior to showing it. This affected the pupils’ understanding of what was occurring and on reflection this may have affected their engagement level during that part of the lesson. 
This therefore was an aspect that we changed in the following lesson study, to ensure that the pupils had enough information to be able to fully engage with the lesson activities. 

The feedback from the pupils indicates that the activity made them feel happy and excited and they identified the content of the lesson as being interesting, fun and exciting. However, the most interesting part for them was not the main activity, working in groups to diamond rank the essential items, but the introductory video clip, showing a crash landing on the moon, and the plenary, where I shared with them NASA’s actual rankings. 
This fact has an impact on our evaluation of our engagement through the use of case scenarios study. In this instance empirical evidence suggests it is not only the CS, nor the thinking process that engages but elements such as the use of digital media which also effect engagement. Additionally, that a CS AL strategy engages pupils for the time that they are participating in the activity itself, but when the main ‘doing’ is over pupils have a tendency to drift in concentration unless they are invested in the purposes of the activity. However, we cannot generalise these findings as it is only provable in this instance. In order to get clearer, more valid data on the true effects on CS on engagement it would be necessary to omit certain variables, so that the main focus is the CS with no other distracting or engaging stimuli. 
For my pupils this means that future use of CS needs to be accompanied by a full explanation and require the pupils to use the skills they have learned in the activity for a further purpose to maintain engagement throughout to ensure meaningful learning takes place. This conclusion comes from, in part, listening to the pupils’ feedback. This correlates with Hargreaves (2006) who considers that a personalisation of learning activities aids in learning through engagement and comes from giving the pupils a voice.

Lesson Study 2:
The aim of this lesson was to activate engagement in a similar way to lesson study one, relating the lesson content to the space theme of the term. However, this lesson was aimed at year 3/4 pupils, so the focus activity was different. They were using an alien called Zog who had come from planet Zig to learn how to read and write. The CS here was to help Zog return to his planet by telling him what the most important items might be that he needed to take to space with him. 
The class were mixed ability grouped and for ease of observation the three focus pupils were in the same group, representing a cross section of the class abilities. The aims and objectives of this lesson study mirror the first study, in that group work was key as an engine for engagement. 
The introduction was a letter from Zog to the class requesting their help to get back home as he missed his family. In line with the ethos of our lesson study methodology, we used the experience from the first study to alter the introduction slightly in order to ensure enough information was given to the pupils for them to want to invest in the process. There was no feedback given relating to the introduction specifically, nevertheless, the observed pupils exhibited understanding of what was required of them, with no-one asking questions to clarify details of the task. They all got straight to the task as soon as they were told to start. 
The target pupils were outwardly engaged at different levels, pupil B appeared to be easily distracted, walking off to get a drink multiple times. Only engaging physically and verbally with the group occasionally during the whole lesson, thereby scoring ‘low’ on the Leuven scale. Yet in their response to the question, ‘how involved were you?’ pupil B stated that they were: “very involved; I gave some ideas”. This compares interestingly with pupil C, who, during observation, did exhibit traits indicative of engagement, such as smiling, leaning close to the group at the table scribing and giving lots of ideas, and looking at group members while talking. They took on the lead role naturally. When asked during the FGI they recognised that they were: “really involved because I was doing all the writing”. 
Focus pupils A and B were fluid participants in the group activity, dipping in and out as concentration waned or was piqued; Pupil A exhibited moderate engagement levels during observation, yet stated in the FGI that they were “involved, but they kept giving me the ideas to say if they were good or bad”. This act was possibly pupil C’s way of involving pupil B in the thinking process. This is evidence that the mixed groupings aided in scaffolding the pupils who needed it. Pupil C sustained a constant flow of contributory ideas throughout indicating an extremely high level of engagement. 
During the plenary each group had the opportunity to go over their ideas and check with each member of the group that they were happy with their choices before feeding back to the whole class. Pupil A looked fed up and wandered off, pupil B looked disinterested, but interacted briefly with the pupil next to them, whereas pupil C continued to exhibit signs of engagement, smiling and continuing to guide the group to maintain involvement. In order to provide more support to pupil C, as they were very aware that they were the predominant contributor, an aspect for modification to the study, would be to give them structure by allocating roles to them all, in the hope to encourage more engagement. Allocation by the teacher, would also have aided some of the class groups in the first LS too to become involved more quickly in the CS. 


Discussion:
In examining this Lesson study as a whole it appears that CS are an engaging way for pupils to learn, if the evidence of engagement as stated by Griffiths and Burns (2012) is considered. The pupils each expressed that they ‘enjoyed’ the experience asserting that the activity gave them positive emotional outcomes (Kahu and Nelson, 2017) though this was not necessarily observed. The disparity between my observed engagement indicators and the pupils’ self-assessment of their engagement suggests that for each pupil awareness of self and their working knowledge of what involvement and engagement means differs in line with their attainment levels. 
I found the pupils’ answers were thoughtful and mostly constructive in their feedback (McIntyre et al. 2005), however, the pupils with higher attainment levels were able to elaborate more on the process and the effect on their learning, than those pupils who were of a lower level of attainment. This was the case across both LS, however, this concept cannot be generalised beyond the two lesson studies as the sample size is small, but it is a consideration in our interpretation of observation results from the study. 
In both Lesson Studies Pupil C proved to be an ‘active agent’ (Schulman, 2004) in the learning experience, showing engagement throughout. In line with Kahu and Nelson’s (2017) assertion, highlighted earlier, I found that they were indeed intellectually active, persisting in their learning beyond the main activity and furthermore, they were also physically and verbally active. This contrasted with pupils A and B who did not experience sustained engagement throughout, corroborating evidence from literature. Pupils C were attempting to encourage engagement from other participants too, either explicitly or through modelling. In my class, this was a benefit afforded due to my organisation of the groups using mixed criteria and should be considered as an important factor in future studies. 
The evaluation of this study informs me to ensure in future, all pupils are conversant with purposes and expectations of the CS at the outset. Roles should also be clearly defined and allocated if the principal focus is the Case Scenario, to allow energies to be channelled to the main purposes of the activity. 


Conclusion and recommendations: 
The methods of collecting data were varied but each had a role to play in triangulation, providing a depth and breadth of understanding of the focus while guarding against bias (Bell, 2010).  Although this is good practice in any research it was particularly important here due to the short-term nature of this study; to elicit as much data as possible and ensure validity and reliability of that data (Bell, 2010). In order to ensure the devised observation schedule was a valid tool we piloted it prior to its use. As a result, we decided to only observe short segments of time to enable more thorough notes to be taken. However, in hindsight I believe this became a limitation of our observation method and that taking briefer notes over the period of the whole lesson would have given a clearer picture of engagement levels. 
Having a practice run together also enabled us to check the validity; the extent others may be able to use it and get similar results (Bell, 2010). We were able to fill in the schedule in a similar way to each other because we had trialled it together, however, I am unsure if others would be able to utilise the form in the same way to achieve clarity of observation. 
An advantage of real-life observation in this study comes from the pupils being in a familiar classroom environment rather than a formal, experimental study (Greig et. al.,2013). This is less off-putting, although having my research partner there did cause a bit of a disruption initially due to her being an unfamiliar adult. 
In the case of the FGIs, alterations to the questions asked might be beneficial to scaffold the pupils’ understanding of what we meant by involvement and implementing some follow up questions would have helped to clarify the pupils’ answers and comprehension. I believe this would come with experience, in line with Kruegers’ (2011), assertion that an aptitude for enabling dialogue is crucial. I took into consideration the ethical risks to participants and included a fourth pupil in the FGI as there were only four pupils in the working group and I was concerned that she needed to feel included. However, her viewpoints have not been used in forming reflections and conclusions from the data. 
The reflection template we used combining Brookfield and Gibbs’ models was beneficial to collate evidences, thoughts and viewpoints into one area. This made it easier to evaluate the findings from each LS. 
The lessons learned from carrying out this particular Lesson Study will be beneficial as I move into my final placement. I will incorporate AL strategies drawing from the knowledge afforded me that CS as an active learning strategy can engage pupils in deeper level thinking skills along with developing Oracy and reasoning skills. As a result of my findings I will ensure that I develop my ability to give clear instructions and to focus on the ‘journey’ of the lesson not just the outcomes. 
Prior to this study I expected to see evidence that the CS would act as a levelling agent by engaging pupils of all attainment levels. Conclusions from this study show me that attainment levels do appear to have an effect on the level of engagement and the pupils’ abilities to evaluate their engagement effectively. Nevertheless, it is hoped that if future similar studies are carried out results will show that as engagement increases attainment levels over time will also increase. Though, as stated previously it is difficult to generalise due to the small sample of this study. It will be interesting to document this in my future placement and gives me a goal to move my pedagogical practice forward by incorporating active learning strategies as much as possible into my lessons with the aim to raise attainment levels. 
As this LS stands, I feel that there is not enough data to be able to share the information as a standard for good practice. If I were to carry out LS research again, I would aim to perform a longer cycle of studies in order to elicit more effective data that could have a significant impact on good practice across the school. 
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