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Aim:
The purpose of this research is to conduct a small-scale study focusing on whether active learning strategies have an impact on student engagement in a Foundation Phase classroom. Active learning is defined as an instructional method that engages students in the learning process (Prince, 2014).  Active learning strategies is a broad term to use in which there are numerous active learning strategies available, therefore this research focuses on three strategies: think, pair, share (TPS), puzzle and odd one out. Upon reflection of my teaching throughout the first half of the placement, one of my targets was to at times move away from teacher led learning and put more focus into student led learning.  Therefore, to improve my teaching and achieve my targets, I have a developed a strong interest in active learning strategies and trying out new ways for the children to learn and be interested in the lessons. Thus, I wanted to research whether active learning strategies have an impact on student engagement.

Research Context:
The research took place in an English medium school situated in the east of Swansea (Estyn, 2014) with 411 pupils in which the pupil teacher ratio is 22.9 (Welsh Government, 2018). Both myself and my partner were placed in the same school, I was in a reception class with 29 pupils where as he was in a mixed class of reception and year 1 with 31 pupils. This meant the ages of the children in this study ranged from 4 to 6 years old. In accordance to BERA (2018) ethical guidelines, the school and children in this study will be kept anonymous, in which the children will be referred to as Child A, B and C. 
In the new Welsh curriculum, there is a strong emphasis of students being actively involve in their learning. Donaldson (2015) states that progression can only be made through effective teaching that engages children and their curiosity. Therefore, in a discussion with my partner, we decided that it would be interesting to conduct a study on the use of active learning strategies to see if there were any effects, positive or negative, in their engagement because we thought this would be a relevant study in regard to the changes that are going to be made to the curriculum.

Literature Review 
Active learning, as defined by Bonwell and Eison (1991), is a way of teaching which “involves students doing things and thinking about the things they are doing”, which suggests active learning promotes children’s thinking and the relevance of what they are learning by increasing their engagement in the learning. This approach has become increasingly important to schools due to current criticisms of the lack of relevancy within the classroom (Heriot et al, 2008). This is highlighted by Donaldson (2015) in Successful Futures in which he states how children require stimulating environments to explore ideas an collaborate actively with peers in order to make connections and construct meaning.
Active learning is a model that involves learner-centeredness in which students engage in higher order thinking (Bonwell & Eison, 1991). By active learning students become engaged with the ideas being communicated among themselves in which active learning promotes the integration of new knowledge with their prior knowledge enabling them to retain the knowledge and transfer the learning to new situations (D’Silva, 2010). Furthermore, Bonwell and Eison (1991) stated that during active learning there is less focus placed on the delivery of information and more on allowing students to develop their thinking skills. These skills are highlighted in the active learning strategies we are going to use in our research. The skills involved in TPS, puzzle and odd one out are thinking, decision making, problem solving and working with others (Northern Ireland Curriculum, 2007). These skills aim to develop children’s metacognition in a learning experience which is relevant, enjoyable and engaging rather than information being passed passively from teacher to student. 
The foundations of active learning are based on Constructivist theory (Stephens et al, 2010; Engidaw, 2014; Sawyer et al, 2017; Krulatz, 2016; Demirci, 2017; Leach & Moon, 2008; Selley, 1999). Constructivists believe that children learn when they are engaged in activities which help them understand the content and skill. This allows their knowledge to be constructed through discussion in which the students will have a voice in the learning process (Stephens et al, 2010). The first contemporary constructivists to develop the idea that constructivism can be applied to children development and classrooms were John Dewey and Jean Piaget (Leach & Moon, 2008). Dewey saw education as a continuous process of growth and reconstruction of experiences (Leach & Moon, 2008) in which there is a relation between education and the process of actual experience (Demirci, 2017) whereby effort needs to be made to engage students in active learning. Thus, there has been an emphasis on active learning and students being engaged in their learning. 
On the other hand, Piaget was influential on childhood psychological development and the thinking process a child goes through while learning (Leach & Moon, 2008). Piaget argued that at the heart of children’s learning is discovery and understanding which is built up through the learners’ active involvement. He believes that problem solving, and activity is at the heart of learning. Both Dewey and Piaget’s work highlighted the need for students to participate in learning activities that are relevant and that engage them (Leach and Moon, 2008). Donaldson (2015) further suggests that within the new Welsh curriculum children will be ‘encouraged to engage directly in shaping their own learning’ (Donaldson, 2015, pg 88)
Furthermore, Lev Vygotsky saw learning as a ‘socio-cultural process’ (Leach & Moon, 2008, pg 60), whereby he believed that meaningful learning occurred when individuals are engaged in social activities. He specifically focused on how learners developed their communicative skills and how important this is (Vygotsky, 1978). Active learning strategies promote engagement and promotes key skills such as problem solving and working together. These skills involve children communicating with one another. Therefore, it can be seen how constructivist and social constructivist pedagogical theory has influenced active learning strategies and the promotion of engagement.
There are numerous advantages of using active learning strategies within a classroom. Hattie (2009) argues that guided active instruction is more effective that facilitated instruction which is unguided (Hattie, 2009). This is further argued by Berhanu Engidaw (2014) who states that the lecture method is passive in the transfer of knowledge and that students can learn more when they are engaged through methods that involve active learning. Another advantage is that active learning allows meaningful and more engaged learning (Halsall & Cocket, 1998) as well as encouraged learners to participate. The results of Abdi-Rizak Mohamed study which focused on the effects of active learning on student performances suggest that active learning enhances student learning, but traditional lecturing does not. The results show that students were spending more time critically thinking and problem solving (Mohamed, 2008). This suggests that due to the students spending more time, they were more engaged in the activity. Furthermore, the case students positively commented about the active learning strategies and that they preferred the learning process as opposed to lecture-based learning.
Another advantage of active learning strategies is that they can be used in and out of classroom (D’Silva, 2010). This means teachers can change the learner’s environment and still be able to use the strategies. It is tempting to think that in classrooms with limited resources, active learning cannot take place; however, active learning can be accessible to all by using pair work, brainstorming, puzzles and group work (Močinić, 2012).
Along with advantages, active learning also has its disadvantages. Developing active learning strategies can be perceived as challenging because it requires a change in the way a teacher teaches, supports and views their role (Stephen et al, 2010). Some active learning strategies also requires the teacher to be well prepared but also open to the idea of spontaneity as ideas develop (Olsson, 2009). However, Stephen et al (2010) put forward the idea that active learning strategies can decrease spontaneity and can start to become teacher led. This is because in wanting to include active learning in their lesson, the activities are carefully planned and timetabled which suggests that scheduling imposes limitations on active learning. This is because the learning becomes teacher led rather than student led. 
Gonzalez (2016) also opposes the use of active learning. His article: For some active learning can be a nightmare, provides an interesting insight into the difficulties that a student with learning difficulties might encounter with active learning strategies. He highlights that students with learning difficulties take longer to process the lesson and without taking their time to make enough notes, he believes that students would not be in a position to participate in an activity that related to the lesson. He believes there needs to be more research on how to make active learning inclusive to those with learning disabilities (Gonzalez, 2016). Furthermore, in addition to this, although active learning strategies can have an impact on student engagement, this approach is not beneficial for all school learning. For example, some factual learning may need to be taught directly whereby active learning may not be beneficial such as the rules of punctuation (Selley, 1999).
Therefore, in conclusion, active learning is a student-centred approach to learning which focuses on student engagement in higher order thinking in which the pedagogical theories of constructivism and social constructivism can be seen as laying the foundations for active learning. Although, there are some negative views associated with active learning strategies, the studies and research shows that active learning can be a positive approach to learning which students have enjoyed and have been engaged with.

Lesson Study Methodology
In this research, the methodology used is lesson study. Lesson study involves groups of teachers working together to plan, teach and observe specific research lessons. This method has been used in Japan since 1870 and is a form of active research which focuses on a teacher’s professional development and reflections in the classroom (Dudley, 2015). Active research is associated with small scale, ‘hands-on’ research projects in which it is particularly used by professionals who want to use the research to improve their effectiveness (Denscombe, 2014). Lesson study is a bottom-up approach to teacher development (Buchard & Martin, 2017) built on the understanding that the way to improve teaching is to get teachers to study teaching processes together. Clivaz (2018) highlights that teaching is complex and can be stressful resulting in a teacher being unable to identify techniques that need to be taught differently. Through lesson study, observations can be made on the lesson. However, rather than the teacher and their teaching being observed, there is more focus on the pupils and how they respond to specific classroom techniques (Department for Education, 2009).
Therefore, lesson study is a professional learning process that focuses on the learning made by children when teachers develop specific techniques to try and improve learning (Department for Education, 2009).  Regarding this research project, myself and my partner are both wanting to increase our use of active learning strategies and wanted to know whether these strategies influence student engagement.
Focus groups:
For our lesson study, we decided to choose 3 children to be the focus group in each class. The sampling method used to identify the children to take part in the study was random stratified sampling. Random stratified sampling is when the sample is categorised into groups, in this case academic ability, and then the sample is randomly chosen from within those categorised groups (Acharya et al, 2013). Each class differentiated the children into three ability groups. One child per ability will be chosen from each class which will form our focus groups. However, the randomly chosen child from the ability groups must be a child whose parent has returned our consent from which could potentially narrow our sample size. By choosing a child from each ability group we wanted to have a representative sample of the learners in the class within the focus group to observe whether active learning strategies had an effect on their engagement. 
Observation:
Observation is a study method in which behaviour is observed and the researcher does not attempt to impact the behaviour (McBurney, 1994). Due to observation being a qualitative method, it focuses on the interpretation and meaning of events, in comparison to quantitative methods which focus on numerical data (Wragg, 1994). During our lesson study, non-participant observation will be used. This means that, while we will be in the classroom making observational notes, we will not be partaking in the lesson (Williams, 2008). 
In this study, we have created an observation schedule in which we adapted Leuven’s scale of well-being and involvement (Laevers, 2003) to reflect children’s engagement with active learning strategies. An observation schedule (Appendix 1) focuses not only on what is being observed but they also specify how the observations are going to be measured (Denscombe, 2014). Therefore, by having a scale on our observation schedule it enables us to identify levels of engagement. This will allow us to draw conclusions on whether active learning strategies effected their engagement and if the strategies had different levels of engagement.
Interview:
Once the lesson is complete, the focus group will take part in a semi-structured interview. In a semi-structed interview the interviewer has a list of questions they want to be addressed (Appendix 1). However, where a semi structured interview differs from a structured interview is that the interviewer is prepared to be flexible to divulge deeper into the interviewees answers and to allow the interviewee to develop their ideas more (Denscombe, 2014).
Reflection:
The practice of good teachers is a result of careful reflection (Ofsted, 2004). Reflection notes will be used to analyse what was taught and through evaluations, suggestions can be made on how the technique can be refined and improved. A reflective practitioner is one who strives for self-development through a critique of their practices (Schlon, 1991). Where as an action researcher is a reflective practitioner who uses research techniques to guide their reflection (Denscomb, 2014). Therefore, we have adapted Brookfield’s reflective model which portrays four lenses. These for lenses are, self, students, peer and consideration of literature (Brookfield, 2017)

Ethical Considerations
To adhere to safeguarding policies within both the school’s policy and the university regulations, ethical considerations, as seen in the ethics form (Appendix 2) need to be made. In accordance to BERA (2018) guidelines, this research will ensure confidentiality by excluding the names of the focus children, instead the will be referred to as Child A, B and C (BERA, 2018). The school’s name will also not be mentioned. By keeping these aspects confidentially, this will ensure anonymity. In addition to this, in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) any data collected will be anonymised (Gov.uk, 2018) and stored on an encrypted memory stick. This is also in accordance to UWSTD data management policy (UWTSD, 2017).
Another ethical consideration when conducting research in a classroom, is consent. Seeking informed consent in paramount when conducting research (Joffe, 2001) and because the participant will be under 18, consent will be sought from their guardian in which a consent form (Appendix 3) will be sent home to the whole class. Aiming to gain consent from the majority of the class, will allow us to choose a different focus child should the original child be absent from school. Not only do we need consent from the child’s guardian, we also need consent from the child themselves. It will be explained to the children that they have a right not to participate in the study and can withdraw at any time. Also, as mentioned on the ethics form, it is also important not to cause any children emotional distress because some children may feel left out if not included in the focus group. In order to minimise this, we are going to allow all the children to take part in the activities and they will also be allowed to speak their opinion about the activities. However, only the thoughts and opinions of the focus children will be audio recorded.
When conducting research, it is also important to minimise any risks to the investigator. Therefore, the interviews will take place in an area which can be supervised by a member of staff easily. This will either be in a classroom with the door open or in the school communal area within the Foundation Phase area. Furthermore, the school and classroom teachers will be made aware of the research and interview dates in advance. Also, to ensure that the children will not miss any opportunities whilst we are carrying out our research, we will converse with the class teachers to make sure the lessons and interviews take place at a suitable point in the day. 

Lesson Study 1 Analysis
This next section will discuss and analyse the results from the observations and interviews. The first lesson was taught Wednesday 20th February in second period and the second lesson was taught on Thursday 21st February in second period. In each lesson we used three active learning strategies and used them at the same point of the lesson. TPS was used in the introduction, the puzzle technique was used as the main activity and odd one out was used in the plenary. Lesson plans are listed as Appendix 4 and Appendix 5.
The first lesson was designed to encourage children to use predictions in stories. All three active learning strategies linked in with the main lesson aim and focused on key skills such as thinking, decision-making and working with others. In the introduction, the children used TPS to activate their prior knowledge from their previous lesson and discuss the clues that were left. For this active learning strategy there was varying levels of engagement. Child A put their hand up straight away and did not engage with other students. This suggests that Child A was slightly engaged in the lesson because she did initially want to make an input, however, she was not engaged in their TPS activity because she did not want to communicate with other children. Child B had a mid-range level of engagement. She chatted with a small group about her opinion and was engaged in the ‘pair’ aspect of TPS, however, when the whole class were sharing their ideas, she became distracted and disengaged with the lesson. On the other hand, Child C was very engaged during the TPS activity. He had a long discussion with his partner and was very confident in discussing his ideas in a whole class discussion. 
Overall, I think the use of TPS did influence engagement in the Foundation Phase, but only to a certain extent. This is because it depended on the individual child and what part of TPS they wanted to partake in. For example, Child B was more confident in discussing with her partner what she thought before being disengaged whereas Child A was engaged when she had to think for herself but then became uninterested in the rest of the activity.
In comparison to TPS, the main activity which used a puzzle increased the children’s engagement in the lesson. Due to the children’s ages we adapted the puzzle technique to make it more suitable for their abilities. Throughout the activity all the children were engaged in looking for intruder clues and when completing the puzzle, the children were very engaged. However, their excitement did mean that they talked over one another. Although all the children were engaged, Child A had moderate engagement. This is because, using the adaptation of the Leuven scale we created, even though she was engaged, she did get easily distracted when other students walked by. Whereas both Child B & C were highly engaged in the activity, in which the only time child B got slightly distracted was when another student (not in the focus group) briefly spoke to her. Therefore, using this observation, it can be argued that using puzzles as an active learning strategy had a positive effect on student engagement because all students showed moderate or high engagement.
Odd one out was the final active learning strategy used within the lesson. Out of the three active learning strategies used, this one showed the least amount of engagement. Both child A and B rated as 2 on the engagement scale. This is because they were engaged at times but were easily distracted by what was happening around them. Both put their hands up to contribute the answer to the odd one out, however, when another child was crossing the item off on the board and the class were discussing why they had chosen it, Child A and B were disengaged and chatting to people around them. One potential reason for this was because it was very close to lunch time, and although in our lessons we have been using plenaries to get the children ready for the research lesson, most of the time, once they have tidied up, they line up for lunch. Therefore, it was quite hard to gather the children back on to the carpet and refocus them for the last five minutes of the lesson. However, some children were engaged, and this is evident in Child C. He was very energetic and wanted to engage in the odd one out activity. Out of the three focus children, he was the one of the highest abilities and as an individual he constantly wants to learn, which is why I believe he was more focused than the other two children. Therefore, it can be argued that odd one out does have a small effect on engagement, however, I think the students would be more engaged if this activity was not done at the end of the lesson after they had tidied up. 
One thing that was particularly interesting was comparing the observational notes with the answers the focus children gave in the interview. When the children where asked what they enjoyed about the lesson, the children stated the puzzle which correlates with the notes, however, they also said they really enjoyed the odd one out activity and they would like to do more of this in lessons. This does not correlate with the observation notes that were made during the lesson, in which the odd one out activity had the lowest levels of engagement.
During the interview the children mentioned a couple of way they would want to improve the lesson. One mentioned that they wanted to do a lesson on odd one out so they would be able to have a turn. The children also thought the lesson could be improved by doing a jigsaw hunt for big puzzle pieces, instead of looking for clues and then doing the puzzle afterwards.
Using Brookfield’s (2017) reflective model, we created a reflection sheet (Appendix 6) which shows how the self, students, peers thought of this lesson and scholarship confirms or contradicts the findings. Overall, after looking at the observational finds, the interview and the reflection sheet, it can be said that this study has shown that these three active learning strategies did have an effect on children’s engagement. However, next time this lesson is taught, we will allow the children to go on a hunt to find the jigsaw pieces and allow more time for the odd one out activity to see if the observational outcomes are different.

Lesson Study 2 Analysis
The second lesson in the lesson study took place in a reception class. For lesson 2 we used the first focus groups idea about how to improve the lesson and as a result of this we hid big puzzle pieces, not clues, and also allowed more time for odd one out.
In the introduction, the children received a letter from the zoo which included descriptive clues about an animal which had escaped from the zoo. They then used the active learning strategy TPS to discuss their ideas. There were varying levels of engagement from the focus students. Both Child A and C were very engaged in the activity, they were keen discuss with their partner their ideas and had a lot of input to the whole class discussion. However, child B showed low levels of engagement in comparison to the other focus children showing high levels of engagement. Child B had to be prompted by myself to encourage him to discuss his ideas with his partner, however, in the whole class discussion he was keener to discuss his ideas. Therefore, he showed engagement in the sharing aspect of think, pair, share. 
There is a slight correlation between the levels of engagement in both lesson 1 and lesson 2 in the lesson study. Although in lesson 2 there was overall higher levels of engagement, it is evident from both studies that children have a personal preference on what aspect of think, pair, share they want to take part in. On both occasions there were children that were more engaged with the sharing as a class, than discussing with their partner.
As previously mentioned, due to the children’s feedback after lesson 1, we amended the puzzle aspect of the lesson, in which the children needed to find pieces of the puzzle rather than clues. The observation notes which were made suggests that there were moderate to high levels of engagement. It is evident from the observation notes that Child A was engaged in the activity. She was constantly making predictions of what the puzzle was going to look like, found most of the puzzle pieces and controlled how the puzzle was being made. However, I believe that sometimes she was so engaged in the activity and wanting to solve the puzzle that she worked more independently rather than as a group. Child C also showed high levels of engagement, he made predictions and was involved in the jigsaw hunt. Child B on the other hand, although he was involved in finding the puzzle pieces, when putting the pieces together he was more orally involved in the task and gave instructions on where he though pieces should go rather than making the puzzle. My research partner observed that although the children were engaged in the activity, they enjoyed sharing their ideas more with myself than they did with their peers.
Upon reflection of the lesson, one of the disappointing issues identified was that the puzzle was too hard for some of the children, so it did not meet all the learners needs. This was identified by myself and my research partner. Although the puzzle, consisted of seven pieces, we believe if I had made the pieces bigger and reduced the number of pieces the children would have been able to complete the puzzle easier. This would allow for further engagement, because during the puzzle activity I felt that their attention and engagement faded slightly when the puzzle was an initial struggle.
In comparison to the other two active learning strategies, in lesson 2, odd one out showed the children having high to very high levels of engagement. According to the observational notes, all the children were keen to share their ideas on what animal was the odd one out and all the focus children continually had their hands up. There is a clear difference between the engagement levels from the children in lesson 1 during odd one out and the children in lesson 2. I believe this is because I left more time for the odd one out activity and so the children had more time to discuss and put forward their ideas on what animal was the odd one out.
However, another potential factor could be that more children in my class had played odd one out before resulting in them being more engaged in the activity. However, this is an assumption. Next time, before both lessons we should ask the children how many had played it before. If children have played something before, they are more inclined to be more engage because they have a better understanding of the activity. This is evident in my class where Child C was exceptionally engaged and explained to the class what odd one out was, how to play it and put forward many ideas. Whereas those children that had never played could potentially be disengaged because they did not understand the activity.
When we conducted the interview with the focus group, their views of the lesson were similar to the observation and reflection notes. The children thought the lesson was fun and were happy they had managed to find all the puzzle pieces and put the puzzle together. Both Child A and B commented that their favourite part of the lesson was the puzzle and they both wanted to do it “million thousand times more”. Child C commented that his favourite part was the odd one out activity which correlates with his score on the engagement scale for that activity. 
One part of the interview that was particularly interesting was their responses to the question which asked them if the activities made them focus in the lesson. All children said the activities made the focus with Child A and B initially stating that they enjoyed being outside of the classroom. However, Child C then commented that he would rather be in the classroom because he was thinking during the activity that he wanted to be near his friends. This prompted Child A and B to agree with him. I found this particularly interesting because when we planned for the lessons, we thought it would be best to do the puzzle hunt and the puzzle away from the classroom because we thought the children would be more engaged and less likely to be distracted. However, when discussing this with the focus children it became evident that they thought their levels of engagement were reduced when outside of the classroom because they wanted to be in the classroom. Therefore, in the future, a possible solution to this would be to plan a class hunt and make a big puzzle altogether. This way the children would be with their friends.

[bookmark: _Hlk3077253]Discussion:
The research findings provided some useful feedback for understanding whether active learning strategies have an effect on the engagement of students in the Foundation Phase. In relation to literature that has been looked at, active learning encourages children to participate (Halsall & Cocket, 1998) allowing more engaged learning. In both lessons, it is evident that the children were engaged due to the ratings on the observed scale. In both lessons, none of the active learning strategies scored the lowest score of 1 and the strategies, showed moderate to very high levels of especially within the puzzle activity. Therefore, this correlates with Bonwell and Eison (1991) research that saw active learning as a way of children developing their thinking skills, which was evident in the way the focus group were discussing the activities with each other.
The main similarities from both lessons was the children’s positive feedback. During the interviews, both focus groups said they enjoyed the lesson, had fun and thought they were focused. This corresponds with the research Mohamed (2008) carried out. Although his research focused predominately on university students, the positive feedback was similar to that of the children in the Foundation Phase, in which they had enjoyed the active learning environment and felt that it was effective. 
One of the disadvantages of active learning previously mentioned was that active learning can decrease spontaneity and can start to become teacher led due to teachers wanting to include active learning in their lessons (Stephen et al, 2010). In our research, we were slightly guilty of this. Due to active learning strategies being our topic for the research, we wanted to make sure we included a variety of strategies, which is why we included puzzles, odd one out and think, pair, share. However, due to the children being in reception and year 1, the activities required explaining and the children needed some guidance, resulting in the activity being slightly more teacher led than we had initially wanted. This was particularly evident during the puzzle activity in lesson study 2 whereby the children needed some help because the puzzle was slightly too hard for them.
These findings show that students with our school enjoy the use of the specific active learning strategies used and would like them to be used more often because they felt that these strategies helped them focus. These findings are especially relevant to Wales, because Donaldson (2015) focuses on how children need to learn how to work collaboratively as well as creatively. Based on our research, active learning strategies encourage more creative teaching as well as children engaging and communicating with each other. However, it is important to mention that our research was small scale, focusing on six children and thus is not representable. As well as this, there are many active learning strategies in which we used three. Therefore, a larger study with other active learning strategies needs to be conducted to reflect whether active learning strategies have an impact on student engagement in the Foundation Phase.

Conclusion:
Consequently, even though the findings and research suggest that active learning strategies do have a positive effect on student engagement, there were limitations within the research. Firstly, a lesson study is designed to be a lengthy widescale research process (Dudley, 2015) however, in this research it consisted of two one-hour lessons whereby only 6 children were observed. Therefore, if this study was conducted over a longer period and with a larger sample size the results would be more representative. 
Another limitation is that in non-participation observation, there is sometimes an ‘observer effect’. This is when those that are being observed act differently to how they normally do because someone is watching them (Denscombe, 2014). However, due to this research study being done in the same school, both classes were familiar with us. Therefore, this potentially reduced the observer effect.
Another potential limitation of the study is that measuring engagement can be subjective. To eliminate this, we conducted a pilot study using our adapted version of the Leuven scale. A pilot study is a small study to test research techniques in preparation for a larger study (Hassan, 2006). This allowed us to discuss how we would rate each child in terms of their level of engagement and enabled us to have an equal understanding about each level of engagement and what it entailed. Had we not conducted this pilot study, we could have had different opinions on what engagement looked like and thus our findings would not be reliable.
Using semi-structured interviews with the focus groups meant that the questions were open which enabled the students to go into more detail about their answer which they would have not been able to do if it was a structured interview. Also, by interviewing the children in a focus group, they felt more confident to speak their ideas and could further discuss their opinions with their peers. However, due to the young age of the focus group, we found that a limitation of focus group interviews, was that they were easily influence by each other’s answers, in which most of the time they agreed with what another student said instead of putting forward their own opinion. This limited the validity of the research because we do not know the extent to which their answers are their true beliefs (Denscombe, 2014).
 Also, the time when these interviews took place, also limited the research. To keep the research valid, we made sure both interviews took place at the same time and in the same area. However, due to the lesson study being conducted in the lesson before lunch, this meant that the interviews were done after the children’s lunch break. Due to the children’s ages, by this point in the day, they were tired and there was too much of a gap left between the lesson and the interview that the children couldn’t remember that many elements of the lesson. To prevent this from happening next time, I would suggest that the research is done earlier in the morning and for there to be a smaller gap between the lesson and the interview because this had an impact on the children’s responses.
The findings of this research will impact my teaching in the future. The research has highlighted how active learning strategies can positively influence pupil’s engagement in the lesson. I have gained useful experience for developing my teaching style, so it is more student-led. To achieve this, I need to design activities around learner outcomes which promote student engagement (Prince, 2004). I believe this practice is key for the future, especially when teaching in Wales, because Donaldson (2015) highlights the importance of developing young people curiosity and making learning a pleasurable activity. Given the opportunity, I would like to do a comparative study to divulge deeper into active learning strategies and their effects on student engagement in which I would look at comparing lessons that use active learning strategies and lessons that do not.

Recommendations:
Following on from this research I would recommend that schools be encouraged to use active learning strategies within their teaching because it promotes the engagement and creativity recommended within the new curriculum in Wales. Considering the negatives, both sets of focus children said they would have liked to have done the puzzle activity as a class. Therefore, I would suggest that teachers incorporate active learning into whole class activities. Also, Donaldson new curriculum focuses on children being in control of their learning and future (Donaldson, 2015). Thus, I believe that the children should have a voice in choosing what active learning strategies they would like to partake in. Teachers could work with the students to discuss what strategies they would like to use in their lesson. This would develop their pupil voice, which is evident in Article 13 of children’s rights (UNICEF, 2010), which highlights the importance of children having an opinion.




[bookmark: _GoBack]Reference List
Acharya, A.S., Prakash, A., Saxena, P. and Nigam, A. (2013) Sampling: Why and how of it. Indian Journal of Medical Specialties, 4(2), pp.330-333.
BERA, (2018) Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research. Fourth ed. London: British Educational Research Association.
Bonwell, C.C. and Eison, J.A., (1991) Active Learning: Creating Excitement in the Classroom. 1991 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports. ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education, The George Washington University, One Dupont Circle, Suite 630, Washington, DC 20036-1183.
Brookfield, S. (2017) Becoming a critically reflective teacher. 2nd ed.
Buchard, J and Martin, D (2017) Lesson Study… and its effects. Hellenic Journal of Research in Education. Available at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320938608_Lesson_Study_and_its_effects (Accessed 26th February 2019)
Clivaz, S. (2018) Lesson study as a fundamental situation for the knowledge of teaching. International Journal for Lesson and Learning Studies, 7(3), pp.172-183
D’Silva, I (2010) Active learning. Journal of Education Administration and Policy Studies Vol.2(6), pp.77-82. Available at: https://academicjournals.org/journal/IJEAPS/article-full-text-pdf/BD9ED72958 (Accessed 21st February 2019)
Demirci, C., 2017. The Effect of Active Learning Approach on Attitudes of 7th Grade Students. International Journal of Instruction, 10(4), pp.129-144.
Denscombe, M. (2014) The good research guide : for small scale social research projects Fifth., Maidenhead: Open University Press.
Department for Education (2009) Improving subject pedagogy through Lesson Study. Handbook for leading teachers in mathematics and English
Donaldson, D (2015) Successful Futures: Independent Review of Curriculum and Assessment Arrangements in Wales. Available at: https://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/150225-successful-futures-en.pdf (Accessed 21st February 2019)

Dudley, P. (2015). Lesson Study: Professional learning for our time (Routledge research in education). London: Routledge.
Engidaw, B. (2014) Teacher trainers and trainees perceptions, practices, and constraints to active learning methods: The case of English Department in Bahir Dar University. Educational Research and Reviews, 9(20), pp.981-990.
Estyn (2014) A report on the Quality of Education in St Thomas Community Primary School. Available at: https://www.estyn.gov.wales/provider/st-thomas-community-primary-school (Accessed 21st  February 2019)
Gonzalez, F. (2016) For some, active learning can be a nightmare. ASEE Prism, 26(4), p.52.
GOV.UK (2018) Guide to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation (Accessed 27th February 2019)
Halsall, R. and Cockett, M. (1998) Providing opportunities for active learning: Assessing incidence and impact. The Curriculum Journal, 9(3), pp.299-217.
Hassan, Z.A., Schattner, P. and Mazza, D., (2006) Doing a pilot study: why is it essential?. Malaysian family physician: the official journal of the Academy of Family Physicians of Malaysia, 1(2-3), p.70.
Hattie, J. (2009) Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800 Meta-Analyses Relating to Achievement. Abingdon, UK: Routledge.
Heriot, K.C., Cook, R., Jones, R.C. and Simpson, L., (2008). The use of student consulting projects as an active learning pedagogy: A case study in a production/operations management course. Decision Sciences Journal of Innovative Education, 6(2), pp.463-481.
Joffe, S., Cook, E.F., Cleary, P.D., Clark, J.W. and Weeks, J.C., (2001) Quality of informed consent: a new measure of understanding among research subjects. Journal of the National Cancer Institute, 93(2), pp.139-147
Krulatz, A. (2016) Reflective Practice in English Teacher Education: Why Active Learning Is Not Enough. Journal of the International Society for Teacher Education, 20(2), pp.8-21
Laevers, F., 2003. Experiential education: Making care and education more effective through well-being and involvement. Involvement of children and teacher style. Insights from an international study on experiential education, pp.13-24.
Leach, J. and Moon, B. (2008). The power of pedagogy. Sage.
McBurney, D.H., (1994) Research methods 3rd ed., Pacific Grove: Brooks-Cole
Močinić, S.N., 2012. Active teaching strategies in higher education. Metodički obzori: časopis za odgojno-obrazovnu teoriju i praksu, 7(15), pp.97-105. Available at: https://hrcak.srce.hr/index.php?id_clanak_jezik=124604&show=clanak (Accessed: 25th February 2019)
Mohamed, A.R. (2008) Effects of Active Learning Variants on Student Performance and Learning Perceptions. International Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 2(2)
Northern Ireland Curriculum, (2007) Active Learning and Teaching Methods for Key Stage 3. Available at: http://www.nicurriculum.org.uk/docs/key_stage_3/altm-ks3.pdf (Accessed 21st February 2019)
Ofsted (2004) Why colleges succeed. Available at: https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/5184/1/Why%20colleges%20succeed%20(PDF%20format).pdf (Accessed 28th February 2019)
Olsson, L.M. (2009) Movement and experimentation in young children's learning: Deleuze and Guattari in early childhood education. Routledge.
Prince, M (2004) Does active learning work? A review of the research. Journal of engineering education, 93(3), pp.223-231.
Sawyer, J.E., Obeid, R., Bublitz, D., Schwartz, A.M., Brooks, P.J. and Richmond, A.S. (2017) Which forms of active learning are most effective: Cooperative learning, writing-to-learn, multimedia instruction, or some combination?. Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Psychology, 3(4), p.257.
Schon, D.A., (1991). The reflective practitioner, Aldershot: Avebury.
Selley, N. (1999) The art of constructivist teaching in the Primary school: a guide for students and teachers, London: David Fulton publishers.
Stephen, A., Ellis, J., and Martlew, J. (2010) Taking active learning into the primary school: a matter of new practices?  International Journal of Early Years Education, vol. 18, No. 4, December 2010, 315-329.
UNICEF UK, (2010). The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, London: UNICEF UK. Available at: https://www.unicef.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/UNCRC_united_nations_convention_on_the_rights_of_the_child.pdf (Accessed 1st March 2019)
UWTSD, (2017). Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice. Available at: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/media/uwtsd-website/content-assets/documents/research/research-ethics-integrity-code-practice.pdf (Accessed 3rd March 2019) 
Vygotsky, L.S., (1978) Mind in Society. The Development of Higher Psychological Processes. Harvard University Press. Available at: http://ouleft.org/wp-content/uploads/Vygotsky-Mind-in-Society.pdf (Accessed 22nd February 2019)

Welsh Government (2018) My Local School: St Thomas Community Primary School. Available at: http://mylocalschool.wales.gov.uk/School/6702239?lang=en (Accessed: 21st February 2019)

Williams, J.P. (2008). Non-participant observation. Sage Publications.
Wragg, E.C. & Open University. Postgraduste Certificate in Education (1994) An introduction to classroom observation., London: Routledge.



2

