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Aim, Focus and Purpose of Research 

The focus of this research and an area that interests me within teaching was pupil engagement within the classroom and how it can be improved through self-directed activities/learning (SDL).
With regards to student engagement in our research It is the interaction between the time, effort and other relevant resources invested by the students throughout our research lessons and when working towards the learning objective (Trowler, 2010).
 For the purpose of this research, SDL can be defined as students having more control of their own learning, with the teacher providing the pupils with the access to learning (introduction to lesson and learning objective), it is then for the pupils to engage in their learning in their own way (Moore, 2009).
We feel this research project is important to the development of our own teaching practice as we believe learning and engagement can be most effective when SDL is happening This research gives us an opportunity to test out our theory and give us an insight into using this type of learning in our future careers. 












Research Context 
For this research, I will be working with a research partner who is also a PGCE student completing her PTE within a school in partnership with University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD)
The research in question was decided on due to the positive impact of SDL discovered within our (myself and my research partners) foundation phase Professional Teaching Placement (PTE); as a way forward, we wanted to evaluate whether this learning method translates to key stage 2 (KS2) with regards to pupil engagement.
Thus bringing us to agree on our research question ‘How can we improve engagement through self-directed activities in KS2?’. 
After discussion, we came up with the idea of children carrying out research to reach the learning objective (LO) through a self-directed process of learning within our PTE classes (Appendix 1).
 With regards to this process for my class, it will be different form of learning to usual for the children as the majority of their work is teacher led. After speaking to the teacher, I was made aware that the class need some structure/support throughout their school day. Therefore, we will ensure that although the learning will  be SDL there will be support from the teacher (myself) to ensure the children reach their expected outcomes for the lesson.
This research will be carried out in two KS2 classrooms, both in Year 4. The first is situated in an  urban location in South Wales. The class consists of 27 children. The other class involved in our  research is in a  two form English primary school, located in The Vale of Glamorgan (my PTE school). There are currently 370 children enrolled and consists of 29 children in the class involved in the research.








Literature 
I looked further into the  idea of ‘self-directed activities improving student engagement’ by reading books, journal articles, government documents and other on-line material focusing on this area within children’s learning. When looking at SDL and engagement, it is important to remember that although children seem engaged whilst in SDL, we must focus on if they are understanding and learning i.e. reaching learning objectives for example. 
The interest in this research topic was inspired and supported by Sugata Mitra’s (2012) publication ‘Beyond the Hole in the Wall: Discover the Power of Self-Organised Learning’. 
 In this text, Mitra (2012) introduces the concept of a Self -Organised Learning Environment (SOLE) and its benefits. Mitra was involved in a study where computers were installed in locations across India and 15 random children were chosen in each of the locations as focus group to measure their progress against children that did not have exposure to computers. From the study  around 40,000 children used these computers and many of these became computer literature on their own. Development from frequent use of the computers in this study showed that children began to follow leads that were of interest to them and became increasingly curious to find out more. Thus showing evidence that SDL was happening in a SOLE and this  impacted on the children’s engagement levels in a positive way (Mitra, 2012). Sigtra believed this type of learning was ‘minimally invasive education’ (MIE) as the children taught themselves (SDL).
Following these findings a similar study was carried out in Paris where it was found that from children observing and questioning an artist, they were able to teach themselves how to use digital photography, and then started to draw (Mitra, 2012). Thus showing children took on board the SDL and continued their learning with drawing pictures from what they had learnt, showing engagement within this area. 
Although this research shows the ability for children to carry out SDL and engage within this process of learning, one of the factors that could have influenced the findings was the location with regards to economy, culture etc. Therefore can these findings be generalised to children living in different locations, for example Britain. 
However this limitation was addressed when Mitra (2012) carried out a series of experiments on SOLE within an English primary school, implying more validity when looking at this idea of SDL in Britain. A SOLE was created for when children were answering questions on computers, 2 months later they were tested again with the same questions but not answering on the computers. Mitra (2012) found the children’s scores had improved and suspected this was due to the children continuing to learn on their own. Thus showing children were engaged in this topic and carried out SDL independently which improved their understanding and learning. 
Schools all over the world have started to show interest in SOLE and Mitra (2012) discovered a school in Australia had integrated the methodology into regular schooling. 
The use of SOLE in Italy saw children able to understand subjects that typically make no sense to them such as maths (Mitra, 2012). Thus again showing when children engaged in SDL it can improve their understanding and learning.
Zimmerman (2002) supports the idea of SDL having an impact on children’s engagement due to self-directed learners being proactive in their learning. He argues this is due to them being aware of their strengths and limitations, thus influencing their personally set goals in their learning that increase their motivation to continue and improve their learning (Zimmerman, 2000).
SDL is important in education due to a major focus being on the development of life-long learning skills in education. This is  supported by Donaldson successful futures document on recommendations for the curriculum in Wales (Welsh Government, 2018). Donaldson states that choice is important to engage young children in their leaning, thus complying with one of the new four purposes within the curriculum of ambitious, capable learners, ready to learn throughout their lives. 
This idea of a SDL impacting on engagement is supported by theorist Montessori who believed children in school should be free to choose their own activities and materials with the aim being that this will lead to the development of self-motivation (engagement) because the materials being used are meaningful to the child (Deci & Ryan, 1982).
Research suggest the depth of engagement correlates to the depth of learning, however, does technology used contribute to student engagement? 
Students who use ICT during learning are more likely to contribute and participate in active learning. Promoting a connection between technology use in learning with engagement levels which in turn increases academic levels (Mehdinezhad, 2011). 
SDL is promoted as one of the critical skills for the 21st century for students. (Barnes, Marateo and Ferris (2007) citied in Rashid and Asghar (2015) believe the next generation need SDL opportunities, multiple forms of feedback, interactive environments and  choices in task (to achieve same LO) that use different resources to create learning experiences that are meaningful to them.
 It is argued that technology rich learning environments can provide students with great opportunities when using the process of SDL as it needs the students to be knowledgeable about the resources they wish to use  and also how to then manage the appropriate information. (Fahnoe, Mishra, 2013). The argument of rich technology environments having an impact on the engagement of SDL is also supported by Donaldson’s recommendations on bringing in the  Digital Competency framework (DCF), introducing technology into every lesson. (Welsh Government, 2018).
From looking at the evidence of SDL on children’s learning and the positive impact it has on their engagement in areas of their learning, it poses the question are teachers really needed?
Beginning in the mid-20th century, teacher guided models were challenged by educational experts (Brown, 2003), with a current focus in education moving to SDL. A Project based on the SOLE method found that deaf students were able to structure their own learning environment but when discussed it was made aware that their SDL showed that learning can be fun, but there was a need for a mentor and structure to make the process effective. (Alomary, Nunn, White, Williams and Clark, 2017).
This need for structure in SDL is supported by Social constructivist Vygotksy, who  believed there was a gap between what children could do alone and what they are able to achieve with help calling this the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Waller, 2009). Within this theory there is a ‘More knowledgeable other’ (MKO) present, for example a teacher(Clegg and Billington, 1994). Vygotsky came up with the theory of scaffolding within this model where support is given to learners from the MKO at the appropriate time, through questioning for example, and then letting the children continue with the learning now supported and given the prompt through the scaffolding process (Pritchard, 2005). 
This type of scaffolding can be present in SDL lessons by the teacher including a slightly structured plenary (checking children’s understanding). This idea of scaffolding is supported by  Mitra (2012) findings on their SOLE studies, as they found that discussing the children’s notes and extending their understanding through questioning at the end of the lesson deepened the children’s understanding and stretched their learning further.







Methodology (Lesson Study)
The methodology used in this study was lesson study research (LS), which is a form of action research. Lesson study research methodology comes from Japan, and is model of professional development involving a group of teachers collaboratively planning, delivering, observing and discussing lessons that have a particular focus on the learning of particular groups of pupils (Department for of Education, 2009).
 “Lesson study blends all the features of professional learning that most improve learning and teaching”. (Cordingley, Bell, Rundell, Evans & Curtis, 2004, p.3)
LS methodology was appropriate for our research due to the idea of us collaboratively (myself and my research partner) developing specific pedagogic techniques (self-directed activities) designed to improve pupil engagement. (Department of Education, 2009). 
Within our LS we followed the steps by deciding on the focus of our research together, planning our lesson collaboratively, observing each other’s lesson (3 focus children) to see the impact of the focus on those children. 
Once the first LS had finished, my research partner interviewed the 3 focus children, to give us an insight of the children’s views on the lesson. Following the interview, we discussed, analyse, reflected and then refined the lesson, from my research partners perspective, my perspective, the children’s perceptive and current literature on the focus.
The following day I taught the same lesson (refined version)  to my PTE class and my research partner observed my 3 focus children throughout the lesson. Once the lesson had finished, we again held the same interview for the 3 focus children in my class.
 After the interview, we again discussed, analysed and reflected on our findings and decided on what conclusions could be made from both our research lessons and how it could be used for a way forward in our future teaching practice.
When carrying out LS we also took  into account limitations of this methodology. For LS to be carried out, it requires time for teachers to meet and scheduling when each teacher can observe each other (Fernandez, 2002). This issue was overcome by having dedicated 2 days out of PTE placement to carry out our LS. 
 Another challenge that comes with carrying out a LS  is the difference in curriculums around the world when lessons are being observed from teachers in different countries. We were able to overcome this challenge by both of our classes being in KS2 (year 4) in Wales therefore the same curriculum being taught.
The methods of data collection used within our lesson study were observation (non-participant), focus group interview and reflection. Although observation is perhaps not the most reliable method for research, when it is sat along with other methods of research they can back each other up. This method is called triangulation and is used when using different methodological processes to gain different points (Flick, Kardoff and Steinke, 2004).
 Our observation method was non-participant,  which is a qualitative research strategy used to gather data without the observer interacting directly with the participants (Cohen, 2007). We chose this observation method to ensure we were being as least intrusive as possible on the focus (MIE) (Mitra, 2012). 
We took into consideration ethical implications of this form of observation as children may notice observer writing lots of notes and feel uncomfortable with this. We decided to use The Leuven Scale of Involvement (Appendix 2) due to it requiring little notes to be taken as the observer was marking against the levels. 
The Leuven Scale created by Lavers, is a 5 point rating scale, showing the levels of involvement (1 being the lowest – no involvement and 5 being the highest – total engagement and will allow us to analyse pupil engagement through body language, facial expression, communication etc. (Laevers, 2005). 
The validity of this observation tool is backed up by it being used in a large scale Effective Early Learning project in the UK on engagement of pre-primary age children (Pascal & Bertram, 1995; Pascal et al., 1998). From using this observation schedule we will be able to identify the interaction between engagement levels and SDL and analyse our findings against current literature and other LS focus group.
A semi-structured interview took place (Appendix 3) after the LS with our focus group. It is well suited for the insight we wish to gain on the focus groups opinions regarding our lesson and improvements as it is structured with a set of open-ended questions but with room to adapt them to the situation If needs be (Barriball and While, 1994).
This type of interview complies with article 12 from the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) which states every child has the right to say what they think (pupil voice) should happen when decisions are made by adults that affect the children and their opinions should be taken into account (Welsh Government, 2016).
A limitation to be aware within the interview is to ensure the children’s answers are honest and valid. There is often an attempt to present answers that meet interview demands (Barriball, et al. 1994). We will overcome this by ensuring the focus group know they are no wrong or right answers and make them feel comfortable with an open door policy which in return will be empirical for a true representative of their insight.
 Another limitation to this type of interview is that if the question is slightly adapted for one child say wording, the differences in answers may not be due to differences in children but than the question asked. However in contrast Treece & Treece (1986) argue that the opportunity to change the words but not the meaning of the question acknowledges that not every word means the same to each child and in our case one child may not know the meaning to a certain word whereas the others do. It is important to consider this within our mixed ability focus group to ensure validity of answers.
We chose our focus group children to be different abilities as according to (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003) children can help deepen each other’s thinking on the topic being discussed and allow insights from different ability children. This type of focus group with different abilities also meant they are a representative sample (small quantity) that accurately reflect the general representation of the class.
Our final research tool was ‘Brookfield’s four complementary lenses’ reflective model (Brookfield, 2017). (Appendix 4)
This reflective method was decided on due to it, taking into account four different perspectives – our own, research partner, focus pupils and current literature. This will inform our analysis and evaluation with a more rounded judgment on how SDL/activities affect engagement. 
All data collected from the above research tools in the LS provides qualitative data.
 Quantitative data is generally inflexible with a fixed outcome (Mack, Woodsong, MacQueen, Guest & Namey, 2005) therefore qualitative data was chosen in this research due to it providing much more rich detail in the area of research you are wishing to analyse, and themes, patterns, categories and regularities can come to head (Cohen, 2007). 
Miles and Huberman (1984) support the idea of qualitative data proving us with rich data, but emphases the significance of knowing what data you are looking for, whilst sorting through the data gained (selection and reduction).

















Ethical Considerations 
There are ethical considerations with doing research in a classroom which have been considered and identified in the ethics form for the lesson study (Appendix 5) 
The guidelines that will be followed during this lesson study and made light of in the ethics from are British Educational Research association (BERA) (2018), University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s (UWTSD) Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2017), Education Workforce Council Practice Guidelines (date unknown),  Data Protection Act (2018) and UWTSD data management policy (2019).
We will be seeking informed consent from participants with a letter sent out for parents/guardians to sign and return (Appendix 6). Children will be shown information sheets (Appendix 7) appropriate for their age explaining about the research and the ability to withdraw from the research at any point and we will be looking for continuous assent throughout the process. 
The three focus children will be asked if they give consent (verbally) to take part in our interview and will be told they can withdraw at any point or pass on questions. They will also be asked if they give consent (verbally) to their answers being recorded on a school iPad (no video footage of them). 
The children’s wellbeing will be the upmost importance throughout the process and the schools safeguarding policy will be adhered to. The children involved will be anonymous and not identifiable. The data collected will be kept securely at all times, so it remains confidential.







Lesson Study 1 Results and Analysis
The first lesson study took place in an ICT room due to our reading of current literature on technology rich environments impacting self-directed activities and engagement. However we ensured there was also access to books, fact sheets and paper and pens. 
The learning objective for the lesson was to ‘Use books, the web and other information sources to research the Tudors’.
My research partner began (introduction) with a PowerPoint explaining what the lesson entailed . During the introduction all 3 focus children were more engaged with logging themselves onto the computer than listening to the teacher (my research partner). Child A scored a 3 (moderate engagement) on the Leuven scale (Appendix 8). This was due to the majority of the introduction the child listened to the teacher but did not show much concentration and was easily distracted by logging onto the computer. Child B scored a 1 (extremely low) on the scale (Appendix 9) for engagement levels as he displayed no energy into listening to the teacher and was again distracted by the computer the entire time of the introduction. Child C scored 3 for engagement on the scale (Appendix 10) this was due to the child the majority of the time showing engagement with listening and watching the teacher but was again easily distracted by the computer and other children.
 The children were allowed to pick their groups, Child A chose to work with a child at the same ability as herself, Child B worked with a lower ability child and Child C chose to work by herself. 
During the main task of the lesson, all three focus children scored 5 on the scale showing extremely high engagement and concentration throughout. Child A (Appendix 11) chose to use information from books and present findings on the computer with a partner. My research partner informed me Child A loved reading and this was apparent with the use of how she researched a topic. Thus showing that the option for self-directed activities allowed Child A to do something of interest to her.  
Child B (Appendix 12) showed persistence and concentration throughout the whole lesson and chose to use fact sheets for researching and type it onto the computer. Child B used knowledge from past learning and trips to assist his learning. This showed evidence that self-directed activities can influence children to use previous knowledge and build on it. 
Child C (Appendix 13) showed continuous and intense activity and creativity throughout the lesson. Child C used the computer for present findings and created a story which my research partner informed me that Child C loves to write. Again showing the SDL approach of choosing how to present their findings drew on Child C’s interests and showed in her engagement levels.
During the plenary where the class were presenting their findings, Child A scored 3 on the scale (Appendix 14) due to her listening to others at times and sharing information (showing few sings of real involvement) but then got easily distracted by the computer. 
Child B scored 2 on the scale (Appendix 15) due to listening for some of the time but then getting distracted by what was going on. 
Child C also scored 2 (Appendix 16) in the plenary. Due to listening to others for a very brief time but then getting easily distracted by the computer.
[bookmark: _Hlk2006804]Due to high engagement levels from all three focus children within the main task, they all achieved the learning objective by researching the Tudors and presented their findings (Child A and B poster) (Child C story). 
Their engagement levels were significantly higher in the main task when the activity was self-directed as opposed to lower engagement levels in the teacher led introduction and plenary.
The focus group interview provided us with an insight into how the focus children felt the lesson and their learning went (Appendix 17). All 3 focus children generally agreed that being able to choose their own activity was a positive experience and fun. However Child A said if the teacher told you what do you do you get straight on with your work. Child B agreed with with this and stated it can be hard to choose.
All 3 children agreed they liked to pick their own groups due to being able to work with friends. Child A and B agreed that when picking your own partners, you could work with someone who may help you with your work or you help them with their work.
All 3 focus children agreed that being able to choose your own activities and groups would not work for all lessons due to being distracted  by friends and mess around. They agreed this approach would work for fun lessons and Child A thinks it would work for hard lessons to help each other. 
When asked what things influenced the way they choose the activities, the term influenced had to be explained and changed to ‘helped’ make your decision. Child B was influenced by the ease of using a fact sheet and was able to add his own knowledge on the Tudors. Child A narrowed the options down with her partner and Child C was influenced by her interests in English and writing stories.
 A general agreement  on when it came to how we could improve the lesson was more time to finish work, more choice in how to do work, less time spent on introduction and not having to wait for people to log onto computers (taking up task time).
After reflecting on the how we felt the lesson went (Appendix 18) and the children’s insights into the lesson we agreed on improvements for the next lesson. We were in agreeance that the research part of the lesson (SDL) went well with regards to children’s engagement and learning.
However we felt the teacher led introduction and plenary effected engagement levels in a negative manner, therefore for the next lesson these will be adapted. Meaning less time for introduction, getting the children’s ideas on the task (children’s ideas on mind map for introduction). We also decided to add in the question ‘how we could make the introduction and ending more interesting?’
Also a major finding for us was the impact of the computers on children’s concentration and engagement levels in the introduction and plenary. Therefore the next LS will take place in a classroom, still with access to computers and iPad but after the introduction has been done.
Our research tools worked well for us on the data we wished to collect, therefore it would be kept the same for the next lesson study.






Lesson Study 2 Results and Analysis 
The introduction was now more self-directed/child led and less time was spent on it. The LO for this lesson study was the same as LS 1 but the topic changed to the classes theme of the ‘Blue Abyss’.
Child A scored 3 (moderate engagement) on the scale (Appendix 19) during the introduction due to few signs of involvement and being easily distracted by what is going on. 
Child B scored level 2 (low engagement) on the scale (Appendix 19) due to him being engaged in part of the introduction but moments of non-activity. 
Child C scored 4 (high engagement) on the scale (Appendix 19) due to involvement with giving ideas on research and continuous concentration. 
Overall these scores for engagement in the introduction were higher than the previous introduction in LS 1. Children remained in their normal sets for the introduction which minimised distraction from things such as computers.
Child A chose to work by herself, Child B worked with two other boys of same ability and Child C worked with child of same ability.
 During the main task, Child A scored 5 (extremely high) on the engagement scale (Appendix 19) as she knew exactly what she wanted to put on her poster and had continued concentration throughout the whole lesson. Chid A enjoys drawing and this shows in her choice of creating a poster. 
Child B scored 4 level on the scale (Appendix 19) due to being involved most of the time in completing his groups fact file and was not easily distracted. 
Child C scored 3 on the scale (Appendix 19) due to being easily distracted on the ipad whilst creating her drawing and showed few signs of real involvement. Child B and C both enjoy using the computers within the class, so this was no surprise they chose to use this method to carry out their research.
During the improved plenary of more self-directed, engagement levels were up from the first lesson study plenary. Child A scored, 5 (Appendix 20), child B (Appendix 20), 3 and Child C, 4 (Appendix 20)
Due to high engagement levels from all three focus children within the main task, introduction and plenary  they all achieved the Lo  by researching the Blue Abyss and creating posters (Child A and C) and a fact file (Child B). Their engagement levels were still  higher in the main task as opposed to the introduction and plenary but there was less of a gap in these areas in this LS.
As with the first lesson study, the 3 focus children in LS2 were interviewed and their insight into the lesson and their learning was gained (Appendix 21). They agreed with the LS 1 focus children on choosing their own activity was fun and liked the choice. Child C liked it due to not having to do a certain thing Miss tells you, so having the choice. 
All 3 focus children liked the idea of being able to choose their own groups due to working with friends. Child A decided to work by herself so she could concentrate more.
 When it came to if choosing their own groups and activities would work for all lessons. Child C thought it would work for all lessons due to being able to choose to work with friends and own activities (Child C explained this by saying swimming) not sure if the question was understood.
 Child A and B believed this wouldn’t work for all lessons due to group size for some tasks (Child B) and children having different work to complete if for example some children were dividing in maths and some children were adding (Child A). We believe she was getting at the idea of differentiation. 
Again the word influenced was explained to help the children when answering what influenced how they chose their activity.  Child B and C chose to research on the computers due to ease of using it. Child A chose to work off a fact sheet due to not wanting to be crowded on the computer and able to draw and create poster on paper.
Again the children agreed that to improve the lesson, the main task could have been longer for them to complete the task. They also felt there should be restrictions on those using the computers. 
Our additional questions showed that all 3 children liked the introduction but Child A suggested showing previous year 4 work for this lesson. Child B felt the introduction was a bit long but the plenary was not long enough which Child A and C agreed with. Child B suggested all children to put their work on the table and everyone go round and look at everyone’s work . This could be due to Child B having the confidence to show work at the front of the class.
 Following this I completed our reflection model (Appendix 22). We agreed that the overall lesson worked well again and our more self-directed/child led introduction and plenary showed improved engagement levels. If this lesson was carried out again, all these improvements would be considered and the same research tools to collect data and share with others due to the ease of using it and the ease of someone being able to follow and understand the data. I would consider changing the word ‘influence’ in one of the questions if this interview was carried out with year 4 again to ensure all children are familiar and comfortable with the wording of the questions.











Discussion and Conclusion
Drawing from findings from both lesson studies, we found that SDL had a significant effect on children’s engagement levels in a positive manner.
Engagement levels portrayed in the table below show when comparing the focus children’s engagement levels from the first LS in the introduction and plenary (not self-directed) to the main task which was self-directed activities, engagement levels were higher. 
These findings show consistency from LS 2 where we adapted the introduction and plenary to be more self-directed/child led which showed improved engagement levels in LS 2 focus children in these areas compared to LS 1  focus children in these areas of learning. 
	Introduction
	Main Task
	Plenary

	LS1
	LS1
	LS1

	Child A - 3
	Child A - 5
	Child A - 3

	Child B - 1
	Child B - 5
	Child B - 2

	Child C - 3
	Child B - 5
	Child C - 2

	
	
	

	LS2
	LS2
	LS2

	Child A - 3
	Child A - 5
	Child A - 5

	Child B - 2
	Child B - 4
	Child B - 3

	Child C - 4
	Child C - 3
	Child C - 4



These findings correlate with the idea from Donaldson (2018) mentioned previously on choice being important for engaging children in their learning.
 An important factor to address is within LS1  the engagement levels in the main task were higher than in LS 2 main task. One factor to address that could have influenced this is the fact all children in LS 1 had access to computers whereas they didn’t in LS2.
The idea of a technology rich environment influencing pupil engagement comes from Fahnoe and Mishra (2013) who believes a rich technology environment provides students with great opportunities when carrying out SDL.
 Although it seemed the case in this study as all children in LS1 had access to computers, Child A in LS 2 is a contrast to this theory as she displayed the highest level of engagement out of the 3 focus children in LS2 but was the only one not to use technology for research purposes.
 Child A informed us (in interviews) she did not use the computers to research due to the overcrowding in that area, therefore if the lesson had taken place in an ICT room with a computer for everyone, would she have still used fact sheets instead of technology to research? Thus showing these theories cannot be generalised to all children and many factors can influence engagement in SDL.
 The findings from our research of children using technology to guide SDL comes from Mitra (2012) who as mentioned earlier discovered in a SOLE children were able to teach themselves how to use a computer and then apply that knowledge to continue their SDL showing their engagement in their learning.
 Our findings of self-directed studies affecting engagement and this trend of technology influencing this type of learning is paramount for education in Wales at the minute. 
Due to Donaldson (2018) bringing in the digital competency framework where it is intended for all lessons to include digital elements. Therefore it will be interesting to see if this new element has an impact on student engagement and will we see more opportunity for SDL.
Going off Treffinger’s (1975) early idea of SDL working for gifted children, it appeared to be effective for all abilities for our focus children, supporting his later argument that all children should have the opportunity to be self- directed learners. 
Although our observation tool of the ‘Leuven scale’ was identified as mainly being used for early years engagement levels in current literature (Pascal & Bertram, 1995; Pascal et al., 1998), it worked well in our research when identifying the interaction between SDL and engagement in older children.
With respect to our research question of ‘How can we improve engagement through self-directed activities in KS2?’
Our research has shown that in this case, yes student engagement is improved during SDL and is supported by literature identified previously. These findings show that SDL works well for engagement levels for all abilities within these KS2 classes and this process of learning will be considered for when I am next planning a lesson suitable for SDL.
However the role of ‘scaffolding’ from the teacher within SDL (Clegg et al. 1994) is still needed for my class, thus meaning some structure will still be apparent when using this process of learning, which the focus children were in agreenace for, for certain lessons.
We must now critically examine the research lessons with regards to the methodology of the research, the methods of collecting the data, and the strength and weaknesses of these methods. 
With regards to the LS methodology used in this research project, it worked well within our research as it enabled myself and my research partner to collaboratively plan, deliver, observe and discuss our lesson with the focus of self-directed activities on pupil engagement. 
The reliability of this methodology of LS was strong due to this tool producing stable and consistent results from both our LS’s. The limitation of LS that was mentioned previously by Fernandez (2002) about LS being time consuming and require scheduling for teachers to observe each other was not a problem for us due to two days being booked for our research project. 
Our observation schedule we used being the ‘Leuven Scale for Involvement’ again showed reliability due to both LS’s showing consistency with the scale for both lessons. 
The validity of this research tool showing children’s engagement levels is consistent with the use of this scale being used in the large scale effective early learning project in the UK on children’s level of engagement (Pacal & Bertram, 1995; Pascal et al., 1998). However in the Learning project in the UK, it was based on early years children, thus meaning we can’t general those findings to KS2 children and therefore we must not generalise our findings  from using the Leuven scale for all children due to our study being on small scale. However our 3 focus children for each lesson study were chosen based on different abilities, therefore giving the best representative of the KS2 classes. 
Our semi-structured interview allowed for our results to be consistent and stable due to the same questions being asked to both focus group interviews. Although some of the words were adapted for certain children, we ensured the meaning of the question stayed the same to ensure validity (Treece & Treece, 1986).
The last research tool to critically examine is the reflective model of ‘Brookfields four lenses’ this enabled us to critically reflect on our lessons from the four different perspectives. The data from this reflective model was consistent with our findings and views on the lesson and allowed us to see similarities with both the LS’s.
With exception to the scale ratings from the leueven scale, all the data collected was qualitative which allowed for our findings to be rich in detail when analysing our data and looking for themes. Although the factor of sorting through the great amounts of data gained was time consuming, it allowed for similarities, differences, improvements, themes, patterns etc to show through.
Before the LS’s took place, I was aware of Brookfield’s four lens reflective model and was able to pilot this. This enabled me to see the importance of taking on board other people’s perspective of learning.
Within my next school experience I will use these research tools whilst teaching lessons where appropriate to gain rich qualitative data on my class. I would also consider using some quantitative research tools to have a varied selection of data on the research topic. I would also enable me to present findings within a graph/table which can help other researchers identify the findings with more ease than having to shift through the entire research project.
From examining the research tools used within the lesson study, it has enabled me to analyse which research methods work for our type of research and will help me move forward when deciding on future research tools to collect data. 
If I did this lesson again I would allow for more time for the LS to take place,  and the observation schedule to be used for a longer period of time to ensure reliability and validity of the findings.
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This research project has shown me the importance of research within teaching on children’s learning and I will take the findings onto my next PTE and my future career. 
It is apparent from the perspective of the children on the self-directed task that they enjoyed having the choice due to being able to complete a task how they wish with their interests. The data collected showed that children’s engagement levels were higher scoring on the Leuven scale when SDL was happening. 
 This research will help me move forward in my teaching due to seeing the positive impacts SDL has on pupil engagement. I will ensure to use SDL in my future teaching and keep in mind the importance of choice in children’s learning. These findings could be taken forward into future research due to their being more research on engagement levels using the Leuven scale in early years and the  findings from our research showing it can be used for older children.
 The trend of technology being present in children’s SDL and engagement could be developed further, especially in Wales due to the Welsh National Curriculum taking on board Donaldson’s Recommendations (2017) of technology being brought into all lessons (DCF).
Although our findings answered our research question of ‘How can we improve engagement through self-directed activities?’, showing SDL had a positive impact on engagement levels. Sharing this research could influence another researcher to carry out the same study on a larger scale, which would mean  findings could be a better generalisation on this focus.
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