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Aims, Focus and Purpose of Research
It is recognised that mini-plenaries take place throughout the lesson to keep children on task, explain any misconceptions and check progress (Joyce-Gibbons, 2016). This is interesting to me as I see this strategy being used by many teachers throughout a lesson, I aim to understand the effect this has on involvement. I also wish to discover if effects are widespread amongst the children, inclusive of all abilities. By discovering the links, I will be able to evaluate whether using mini-plenaries is an efficient use of teacher time - raising involvement levels for all as they can often waiver with children becoming distracted.  

Research Context
The Lesson Study took place in two small school in South Wales, situated within 5 minutes of each other with bordering catchment areas. The Lesson Study 1 class consists of 23 pupils aged 10 to 11 (Year 6), 2  children with Additional Learning Needs (ALN). The Lesson Study 2 class has 31 pupils aged between 7 and 9 (mixed Year 3 and 4), 11 of which are classed as having ALN. This study aims to identify if a mini-plenary mid-way through a lesson can improve pupil involvement in a KS2 class, this is an area which myself and my research partner discussed at length – identifying similarities in teaching we had observed.  







Literature Review
A plenary gives time to consolidate learning, generalise findings and express these whilst reflecting upon the lesson (e.g. addressing misconceptions or achievements) (Hayes, 2009). Historically, a lesson plenary is at the end of the lesson, recommended to formatively assess pupils and close the lesson (Allison and Tharby, 2015; Easingwood, 2007). Recently, there is an understanding that benefits of an end of lesson plenary can be extended to the whole lesson through the use of mini-plenaries (Christodoulou, 2016). Often this can be classified as an Assessment for Learning (AfL) strategy with formative assessments being carried out during the plenary activities (Wiliam, 2011).
The use of success criteria and learning intentions during lessons is widespread and is an effective AfL strategy (Fisher and Frey, 2018). Crichton and McDaid (2016) show that teachers and pupils agree this is an essential, positive part of a lesson, helping learners meet criteria and work towards common goals. Despite being a small-scale project in Scotland, the use of multiple schools and consistent findings show there is a theme with the use of this strategy. Similar findings show this outcome is widespread among UK schools (Thomas and Lewis, 2016; Vlachou, 2015; Hartmeyer, Setvenson and Bentson, 2018).
Although the use of AfL plenaries has positive outcomes attributed, Torrance (2012) identifies that a simplistic view is detrimental and rather than relying on success criteria, there must be scope for ‘quality criteria’ which scaffolds success. Pupils can complete the task to a high standard rather than covering the success criteria basics given to them. Kazragyte and Kudinoviene (2018) add to the complexity of mini-plenaries, explaining that positive outcomes vary between classes. Despite working well for some learners, there were others who did not gain the same effect and due to differences in delivery, they cannot be added to lessons without consideration and planning. The research considers differences between teaching styles, class sizes and children, concluding that this cannot be generalised but considered. With this in mind, this Lesson Study research uses the information to form a planned plenary, incorporating the complex success and ‘quality criteria’ discussed. 
Peer assessment is another AfL strategy which allows pupils to assess and critique and is often used within plenary time (Yuan and Kim, 2018). Hattie (2012) explains that feedback includes identifying what has been done well and what can be done to improve, this has a high effect level and is an effective use of time. Peer assessment is often completed in pairs but due to complexity and difficulties children experience, a teacher can scaffold (Joyce-Gibbons, 2015). An action research study concludes that peer assessment enhanced the quality of work through suggestions and positive comments (Boon, 2014). The benefits experienced within the research mirror that of others, adding that there is improvement in self-regulation and ability to self-assess in educational and personal settings (Meusen-Beekman, Brinke and Boshuizen, 2016; Andersson and Palm, 2017; Havnes et al, 2012). Handayani, Genisa and Tritanto (2019) show that children feel more at ease when receiving feedback as a group, it is beneficial for the peer assessment to be given via whole class mini-plenaries where children are supported by an adult. They are able to action what has been assessed whilst fresh in their minds, taking ideas for their own work from others (Wiliam, 2017).
Despite a depth of positive opinions and research surrounding peer assessment, shortcomings in the expected outcomes are identified. Leenknecht and Prins (2018) show that peer assessment is not automatically beneficial to all involved, it is reliant on feedback style which needs to consist of supportive language, related to learning outcomes. Where this is lacking, there can be issues to self-esteem and alterations to work not influencing success. Despite potential bias due to high level of teacher input during the control group, the results are echoed by a further study using a larger study sample (Harris, Brown and Harnett, 2014) and research identifying the same limitations (Heritage, 2014; Yurdabakan, 2009; Alasuutari, Markstrom and Vallberg-Roth, 2014). During the action research, peer assessment during the mini-plenary is supported and modelled by the teacher with explicit links to the learning outcome and success criteria encouraged.
Child involvement is a critical part of learning and full involvement can be seen where a child is fully immersed with activities, in a state of flow where they feel supported to explore and learn (Andrews, 2009). It is understood that involvement can be negatively impacted due to children becoming distracted or losing concentration (Holland, Malmberg and Peacock, 2017). Miller (2009) suggests using a mini-plenary to address this and give children a reminder of what is expected to raise involvement levels whilst giving a short, informative break. Likewise, Trauth-Nare and Buck (2011) add that involvement can be improved and children can think deeply about the objective, getting back on track if they have waivered. The positive outcomes due to a high level of involvement include building persistence skills, precision and satisfaction from a task (Laevers, 1994). Although involvement levels can be promoted and extended via mini-plenaries, there must be a structure as if it is treated as a simple break, some children can move further away from a high involvement level (Grieco et al, 2016). In addition, research demonstrates that involvement levels of boys are consistently lower than girls, suggesting gender inequality and differing expectations (Lietaert et al, 2015). The research recommends being open to using whole class mini-plenaries so that both genders receive the same input - raising involvement and reducing inconsistencies.   
The Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) (2010a) set out best practice in education and suggests that using mini-plenaries improves outcomes. These should be used throughout lessons to gain a formative understanding of pupils and avoid them switching off when an ‘end-plenary’ is completed (WAG, 2010b). This is supported by research shown and further evidence that children need continual reinforcement (Halem, Goei and Akkerman, 2016). Conflicting information from WAG (2010c) identifies that they move away from this and suggest plenary sessions given at the end of all lessons – with no identification that they benefit in other areas. Despite the confliction in previous WAG publications, current information surrounding the new school curriculum shows that an emphasis will be put on formative assessment and a reduction of it being used unnecessarily (Donaldson, 2015). This will allow teachers the freedom to implement as and when required and with research into mini-plenaries appearing to support, this must be considered within the new curriculum. 
Research presented has given an informative review of current literature surrounding mini-plenaries and topics within this field. Information gathered influences this Lesson Study and careful consideration is taken surrounding the information presented. Although research has been identified, there is a need for more mini-plenary specific research to add depth to investigation.


Lesson Study 
The Lesson Study approach is a collaboration between teachers that aims to improve practice through action research (Burghes and Robinson, 2010). This was brought to the UK by Peter Dudley, who saw the positive impact it was having on education within Japan (Dudley, 2015). Dudley (2010) explains that the Lesson Study cycle benefits teachers as they are able to work in a collaboration with a supportive group of like-minded people, improving teaching through analytical professional development. Changes can be made to pedagogy and teachers can view changes in action and learn from others (Dudley, 2014; Schipper et al, 2017). Despite Dudley’s obvious support for Lesson Study, research shows many variables between Lesson Study groups, influencing effectiveness (Akiba et al, 2019). The positives attributed to Lesson Study rely greatly on the facilitator and their experience in leading, with teachers feeling more confident with repeat use of the cycle (Hadfield and Jopling, 2016; Bjuland and Mosvold, 2015; Brown and Taylor, 2016). Due to there being no experienced facilitator guiding this research, the high level of effectiveness and external validity expected may not be present. 
This short cycle is the first to be completed by the researchers and will be used to improve individual practice rather than aiming to generalise. Despite variables and limitations, Leavy and Hourigan (2016) conclude that the improvements to trainee teachers gives strength during Initial Teacher Education, which both researchers are currently undertaking. Throughout the research into Lesson Study presented, it is acknowledged that results are difficult to extend to all, this is due to the diversity in teachers and pupils. The personal process will improve practice of the individual teacher and pupils rather than others interpreting and using the results (Saye et al, 2017). 





Design 
This qualitative Lesson Study uses methodological triangulation to gain a broad look at the effect of mini-plenaries. A non-participant observer is used due to reduction of observer bias, with no intentions or expectations of the children (Counsell, 2013). The researcher is unaware of the traits of the children nor who is classed as low- or high-ability, which will increase reliability (Taber, 2007). To avoid the issue of children acting differently due the unknown observer (Gillibrand, Lam and O’Donnell, 2011), we gained consent and assent from children and only identified the target children after the lesson. The location of the observation was chosen to relax the children, using their normal school environment is shown to have a minimal impact on their normal behaviour (Papatheodorou, Luff and Gill, 2011).
Evidence shows that children feel at ease when answering questions within a focus group, alongside peers (Drever, 2006). Although this influenced its use, the potential that children can be dominating over less confident children has been considered (Hopkins, 2008). This is reduced by the interviewer posing questions to children in turn when it is deemed this issue could be present, allowing children freedom to answer before others give opinions and dominate. The interview is semi-structured to allow some freedom, children can go in another direction that may not have considered, unlike a structured interview which allows no scope for this (Connolly, 2016). Despite this flexibility, it is considered that children may be influenced by the interviewer or another child (Mukherji and Albon, 2012). The interviewer aimed to avoid any leading comments or body language whilst encouraging personal opinions. An audio recording device was used to gather the information during the focus group before being transcribed for ease of analysis. Despite transcribing being time consuming, audio recording allows all of the conversation to be heard and nothing verbal is missed (Clough and Nutbrown, 2012). It must be acknowledged that any non-verbal cues cannot be recorded using an audio device (Arthur, 2012), therefore researchers agreed to note anything further that was deemed appropriate.
During the semi-structured interview, closed and open questions are used to gain information from the children whilst clarifying what is talked about. Open-ended questions invite a range of answers where children can control and expand conversation (Hartas, 2010). Despite allowing freedom, there are times when the answers lead away from the aim of the research, giving irrelevant information (Koshy, 2010). Closed questions have been used to support, clarifying what is being discussed and refine the topic in relation to the research (Wood and Smith, 2015). The research remains closely linked to the understanding of children’s involvement due to mini-plenaries and allows the children to add relevant information. To ensure validity of the questions used in the interview, these were piloted with other teachers who gave their approval and suggested changes - increasing validity. 
The Leuven scale checklist (Appendix D/E) supports observers in concentrating on the involvement, this avoids broad, unnecessary observations which are time consuming and move away from the aim (MacNaughton and Hughes, 2008). Despite keeping the observation specific, Mukherji and Albon (2012) explain that checklists can display a shortage of information and miss vital areas of an observation. To avoid this, a comments section was added where the researchers have expanded relevant findings during the lesson. Laevers (1994) expresses that using his scale of involvement is beneficial when targeting individual children - giving an overall assessment. Although this view could be bias due to the scale being his own, the scale is used regularly in education, demonstrating validity and reliability (Klemm, 2016; Wainwright et al, 2018). When used alongside a focus group, the negative of the non-participant checklist being opinion based is reduced as children can give their views to give clarity on what is observed (Punch, 2014). The Leuven scale checklist was piloted by the researchers, they watched a video recording of a lesson and results were moderated to promote consistency.
Reflection helps teachers evaluate practice and create new schemas related to education, reflection should include relevant research data to support and give strength to outcomes (Walsh and Mann, 2015; Hargreaves and Page, 2013). This research recommends that teachers’ own data will enrich the process, they can be specific and support the reflections with their own and the research of others -supporting results and evidence-based decisions. Brookfield’s (1995) 4 lenses reflective model is used to support the reflection in this Lesson Study, following the focus group interview, a reflection was completed by the researchers (Appendix F/G). Brookfield (2017) explains that within this model, the ability to reflect using the opinions and outcomes of the students is vital to review lessons. This is supported by Estyn (2016), who explains that when pupils express their opinions and influence teaching, involvement improves. The 4-lens model considers multiple views including the teacher, peer and theoretical viewpoints ensuring that opinions are given from all and related to theory (Daniela et al, 2014). Although a broad outlook is given, there is little information on how to reflect upon oneself - a skill that can be lacking and requires practice (Roffey-Barentsen and Malthouse, 2013). To overcome this, Kolb’s (1984) self-reflection is also completed, this is prominent within childhood studies as the simple model aids reflection on lessons and using 2 models reduces their individual restrictions (Johnston and Nahmad-Williams, 2014). 

Study Sample
Lesson Study includes 3 or 4 case pupils that are chosen to represent and influence the research, they give their opinion on the lesson which gives a deeper insight into views (Maddern, 2012; Dudley, 2013). Within this Lesson Study, 54 pupils from 2 schools were included during the main observation, with particular focus on the 6 target pupils who gave opinions during a focus group interview. Purposive, opportunity sampling was used as researchers chose 3 case pupils from their own school to represent ability groupings within the class. Pyrczak (2016) explains that although purposive sampling can benefit researchers as they are able to gain information linked to the research, the risk of researcher bias must be acknowledged and reduced. This has been interpreted by the researchers and the use of a non-participant observer aims to reduce this. The research does not aim to generalise the findings which is often an issue with opportunity, purposive sampling (Sharp, 2009).





Ethical Considerations 
An ethics form was submitted prior to the research which was approved by the University Ethics Board. All policies and procedures relating to research were followed, including individual school policies, Research Data Management Policy (UWTSD, 2016), Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice (UWTSD, 2017) and Data Protection Act (UK Gov, 2018). In line with BERA guidelines (BERA, 2018), written consent was gained from parents of children within the class. Assent was obtained with the research aims and right to withdraw explained to as required (Alderson and Morrow, 2011) (Appendix H). Data has been anonymised with no identifiable evidence included within the research. The risk to all involved was carefully considered and preventative measures to reduce these risks was considered. These included emotional distress to participants (reduced via emphasis on no wrong answer), risk of allegations to researcher (reduced via both researchers present at all times) and the research was conducted in a manner which is deemed appropriate, in line with expectations and policies. 










Lesson Study 1
The learning objective for Lesson Study 1 was for the children to re-draft a story and it is noted that all children met this objective (Appendix F). The success to which they met this was unknown at this time, the work had not been formally marked by the teacher, but she had scanned the target pupils work. Lesson objectives are vital in education as this supports understanding surrounding the lesson and sequence of lessons (Cohen et al, 2010). The objective was given to the children at the beginning of the and again during the mini-plenary, Reed (2012) explains that reiteration of the objective at intervals encourages involvement. This could explain the improvement made for Child A and Child B following the mini-plenary, both experienced an increase in involvement levels directly after this. However, Child C (low-ability) experienced no change in involvement levels despite the learning objective being repeated – suggesting this simplistic view does not benefit all abilities. 
As identified within the checklist (Appendix D), Child A’s involvement showed the highest increase following the mini-plenary, identifying in the focus group interview that the whole class peer assessment assisted. Research shows that high ability learners benefit from both working alone and in groups, specifically when the group consists of peers at a similar level to them, gaining ideas and an understanding (Kanevsky, 2015). This is shown within Lesson Study 1, during the mini-plenary the work which was read out and assessed by the class came from another high-ability peer. With the improvement in involvement and the verbal confirmation, it appears that the mini-plenary consisting of a group peer assessment helped Child A remain involved and meet the objective. 
As mentioned, there were no improvements for Child C, who continued with low involvement following the plenary. They made no attempt to become involved with the discussion or give ideas relating to the success criteria. Snell and Lefstein (2018) identify that avoidance of involvement within class discussion may arise from the ‘low-ability’ label, they can feel threatened and live up to these low expectations. There is no evidence to suggest Child C knew the ability status within the class so this reasoning for poor involvement cannot be attributed but must be considered as a potential barrier.
During the focus group interview, Child C explained that listening to another child’s work on the same sci-fi genre and assessing this aided their work. Although Child C did not appear to listen during the mini-plenary or improve involvement following, this suggests that they were aware and benefited from the discussion. Wang, Chen and Chan (2016) concur and explain that low-ability children show improvements to their written work if the peer assessment relates to them regardless of the peers’ ability – as per the sci-fi genre link. Despite Child C giving this indicator of an advantage, it must be acknowledged that the child has Additional Learning Needs (ALN) which may present themselves in them wishing to please the class teacher (Lever, 2011). This could show a bias in the results and when compared to the observation with no improvement, it must be taken that this could be present. Another explanation may be that Child C felt that they had benefited but lost this enthusiasm when trying to apply it, Frederickson and Cline (2009) explain that children who have lower ability or ALN often require multiple mini-plenaries for the fullest effect.
From the evidence gathered during Lesson Study 1 some modifications were made to the questions, it became apparent that one question appeared to lead the children into confirming what the researcher wished to gain from the research (Appendix C). The question was reworded for Lesson Study 2 to remove this potential bias. From the analysis of the lesson and the reflections completed some aspects of the lesson could be improved, the whole class peer assessment could use multiple pieces of work, ranging in ability. This could ensure that all children have work similar to their ability to relate to, which could improve involvement levels. The mini-plenaries may have benefitted some children if they were given throughout the lesson rather than only at the mid-point, this could have been completed with children who appeared to require it – such as Child C. 
It is difficult to assess whether the mini-plenary resulted in the positive outcomes or if this was due to another aspect of the lesson. The requirements of the children were simple as they were copying a story they had written but adding more literacy skills to this – not requiring large changes. In addition, the teacher used many techniques to keep them on task including redirection and targeting their involvement. This occurred numerous times to Child C and occasionally for Child B as they were distracted at points in the lesson, it could be that this worked at re-involving Child B but did little to help Child C as opposed to the mini-plenary being the cause. Despite possible discrepancies in the reasoning behind the improvements made or no change in involvement, much has been identified during Lesson Study 1. 




















Lesson Study 2
All of the children in Lesson Study 2 met the learning outcome to write a script as a group, this was completed to different standards as the task was differentiated by outcome and shown in the reflection completed (Appendix G). It is difficult to identify if they met the outcome due to the mini-plenary as none of the children mentioned this in the focus group interview and there were no changes to involvement levels.
Child F received lots of adult support due to having ALN, the support staff in the class were instructed to target this group as required. Although this support helped in completing the task, the child was not challenged as the staff wrote much of the work– using verbal ideas from the group. This could have hindered Child F as they were given too much support which can negatively affect involvement. Macintyre (2010) explains that children receiving intervention require practitioners who let them try a task before intervening, which retains involvement. Despite the child being the most involved during the mini-plenary, there was no change in involvement – suggesting ineffectiveness. Although results appear to identify this, it is difficult to understand whether it shows the mini-plenary was ineffective or the support given hindered involvement. 
Child D is a gifted child within the class, the results show no increase in involvement post-plenary and any signs of high involvement were brief (Appendix E) and during the focus group interview, there was no mention of this being credited to the plenary. It’s difficult to identify if the lack of involvement was due to the task not being challenging enough or if Child D does not work well in a group. Despite the Lesson Study 1 analysis identifying that high-ability children work well with like-minded peers, this was not evident in Lesson Study 2, possibly due to the inexperience of the children working in groups, which is understood as a skill requiring practice (WAG, 2010; WAG, 2008). The child may find this difficult and avoid involvement despite working with other high-ability children. Riley and White (2016) explain that gifted children must feel secure and supported in their learning and practice group work to become fully involved. 
Child D didn’t engage willingly in the mini-plenary, the teacher asked the child to contribute which they did without any issues, however was not forthcoming in doing so. This unwillingness to engage in the mini-plenary may be due to the nature of the work, the resources given were the same for all but did not appear to motive the children in the high-ability group. Cohen et al (2010) and Sisk (2018) explain that gifted students must be challenged to retain involvement during a lesson, by challenging them they are enhanced and able to build on existing skills which must be considered and planned for. This must be acknowledged as a potential barrier for involvement when concluding whether the mini-plenary was ineffective for the high-ability child as the task itself may decrease involvement.
Child E showed no improvements to involvement post-plenary, suggesting its use was ineffective. Some instances during the lesson the involvement level did raise, but these were brief and not consistent. The lesson itself required children to take turns when writing their part of the script, it is possible that Child E became engaged when needed but distracted when waiting for others to complete their turn in the shared writing. Rather than the mini-plenary being ineffective, it may be the task as children were required to wait patiently for others – reducing involvement opportunities. This is reinforced as Child E’s involvement increases were directly after the mini-plenary, but soon reduced to moderate (Appendix E). Dixon et al (2015) explain that there are many stages to group work where involvement is affected, Child E may have been at a stage where others took control and there was no place for the child to intervene and become involved. This can cause a child to be unaware of their role, leading to lower involvement regardless of any positive effects a mini-plenary has. Child E agreed with others throughout the focus group interview and expressed that stopping to look at success criteria may “help when we go to university”, showing no clear understanding of its intentions within the lesson. The child commented at the end of the focus group interview that they should have stickers as a reward because they have “done good”, similarly to Lesson Study 1 this could be a potential bias whereby children gave information they deemed ‘correct’. 
From the information presented and the corresponding reflection sheet (Appendix G), there are improvements which could be made. The reflection sheet identified that the script writing worksheet could have been split so children worked on their own section rather than shared writing. This would be beneficial for all children in retaining and improving involvement levels, as it has been shown that Child D and E showed low involvement when they were not required during the group work. The effect of the mini-plenary is unclear, it initially appears that there is no direct improvement to involvement levels, but it is difficult to identify if this is due to the mini-plenary or other issues. The children in the class require more practice when working as a group and the high-ability children require extended differentiated activities. In addition, the low-ability ALN children need to be given more freedom to try an activity so that they can be scaffolded rather than be given too much, debilitating support.  















Discussion
Both Lesson Studies identified that there was no change in levels of involvement for low-ability children following a mini-plenary, suggesting that a mini-plenary is an ineffective use of teacher time for low-ability or ALN pupils. The results appear to show that mini-plenaries may have had a more positive effect within the upper KS2 class as opposed to the lower KS2 class, suggesting that they are effective for older pupils. However, both Studies identify that it is difficult to understand the contributing factors as there are many possibilities within the lesson and individual children. These varied between the classes and included peer assessing being at a different level to the learner, high level of support from support staff and high-ability children not being challenged. All of these have been shown as having a potential influence on involvement levels rather than the influence being the mini-plenary itself – leaving inconclusive results. 
The literature review identified the need for quality criteria when delivering a mini-plenary, interestingly this was included in Lesson Study 1 and not Lesson Study 2 - suggesting quality criteria may be beneficial in a mini-plenary to improve involvement levels. However, this cannot be generalised unless further research identifies whether this is a true connection. The literature review showed that a re-cap of success criteria and whole class peer assessment should take place during a mini-plenary, both lessons included this aspect with differing results therefore this cannot be supported within this research. The feedback style during the mini-plenary was delivered using supportive and constructive language as identified in the literature review which should have had a direct impact on involvement levels, again this cannot be confirmed due to conflicting results. 
Despite giving no generalised concrete findings, there are aspects which I will take away for my teaching practice. Mini-plenaries appear to have some beneficial aspects and I aim to deliver these again, taking into consideration aspects which are required for them to be successful – including quality criteria and peer assessing differing levels of work. The aspect of challenging learners will be carefully considered, I aim to extend high-ability learners to improve involvement levels. With the current class, group work needs to be extended and split so all are working at the same time rather than taking turns. Due to results being inconclusive, I will need to carry out further research to identify if these benefit the Lesson Study 1 class again or if this coincidental.  
The methodological triangulation has given strength as bias has been easier to identify - during the focus group interview the results did not match what was observed. In addition, the use of a reflection has shown the add strength, the class teacher knew normal behaviour of the learners and could reflect on their own practice with peer support. Limitations have been identified including the fact that this research cannot be generalised due to its small scale and limited study sample and it has been difficult to draw direct comparisons due to difference between age and the lessons. Despite both being a literacy lesson, Lesson Study 1 required learners to work independently and Lesson Study 2 as a group so comparisons have been difficult – effecting the strength of the results. The change of question following Lesson Study 1 made no difference in the focus group interview, the children showed bias answers during Lesson Study 2, asking for a reward for the answers they gave. Although the Leuven scale measured involvement, the time scale was broad and caused the results to vary greatly as children’s involvement continually changed both pre- and post-plenary suggesting that time sampling would have been beneficial to pinpoint the influence on involvement. 









Conclusion 
The literature review identified that using mini-plenaries as an AfL strategy is beneficial to children, however much thought must be put into this for consistency. Despite the strong support for whole class peer assessment in a mini-plenary, research identifies that this must be done with caution and related to the learning outcome for the highest impact. Research agrees that involvement levels are vital for children to gain the most from their learning, keeping them immersed in the learning and planned mini-plenaries can assist by offering clarification and re-engaging children where involvement has reduced. Although WAG documents are conflicted, it is hoped that with the new curriculum that Donaldson’s views are taken into consideration and teachers are able to implement meaningful AfL plenaries to support the learning. 
The Lesson Study approach is beneficial to all involved and educational practice and outcomes improve from its use. However, the emphasis on a facilitator has shown that the effects can be limited where experience is lacking. By using methodological triangulation, it is hoped that the potential bias has been easier to identify and reduced and further preventative measures were used, including the research being at school, open and closed questions used and the researchers aware of potential bias. The Leuven scale has shown to support the aim of this research as it is specifically used for involvement and by including this, the research is specific with scope for extra information available. The use of a reflection pro-forma including structures from both Kolb and Brookfield considers all viewpoints and its use in this research has added to the reliability and the choice of study sample to represent the class has given a broad outlook.
Although all children in Lesson Study 1 met the learning objective, the direct influence of this is still unclear as there are many factors that must be considered. The improvements made by both Child A and Child B could have been influenced by the repetition of the success criteria and learning objecting during the mini-plenary. However, as there was no change to Child C’s involvement this cannot be generalised for a whole class – appearing more complex. Child A’s increase in improvement levels has been credited to the use of peer assessment using work at their level and although Child C made no changes, the identification in the focus group interview that this aided them shows that there could be some truth to this. The low-ability status to children in a class will decrease involvement levels, however as Child C did not mention this, it is unclear as to whether this contributed. The change in methodology (question used during the interview) was made due to a potential bias in Lesson Study 1 but made no difference in Lesson Study 2 and was required despite a pilot being used. Although Lesson Study 1 shows an improvement in involvement for 2 of the children, it is difficult to identify the exact factor due to variables and individual class dynamics. 
Lesson Study 2’s study sample were younger than the children in Lesson Study 1 and showed no changes in involvement due to a mini-plenary - despite meeting the learning objectives. The support to Child F is a contributing factor in reducing involvement as too much may have been completed for the child with little scope for them work independently. Due to this, despite the child showing high involvement during the mini-plenary, it is difficult to understand this influence on overall involvement levels. Child D’s stagnant involvement levels with brief improvements show that the mini-plenary may have had a limited impact. However, the lesson failed to challenge the gifted child which added a barrier to involvement, possibly reducing any positive effects of the mini-plenary. Continuing the trend of no overall change, Child E raised to extremely high at brief points during the lesson, but this was not sustained to influence overall involvement. This limited change for all may have been due to the lesson itself with group work being difficult for the class, possibly causing them to become disengaged when required to wait. In addition, the children did not identify the mini-plenary as benefitting them during the focus group interview, potentially showing that it had no influence on them within the lesson. With the information presented, it must be reiterated that there is no conclusive evidence from this research to support the literature and explain any improvements in involvement from a mini-plenary in a KS2 class





Recommendations 
It is difficult to use this research to directly influence the topic due to vast differences between the 2 Studies and it is recommended that another Lesson Study cycle is completed. The researchers now have experience and it is possible that using the same lesson for both classes will give a definitive outcome to strengthen current research.  The methodology has been appropriate in this research and the triangulation used is beneficial as any irregularities have been identified. In further research this could be considered, however the use of time sampling when completing a Leuven scale checklist would be used due to the continuous changes to pupils within a lesson. This may help to identify the exact influences in involvement as any other variables and their effects can be closely measured. 
Due to Child A’s improvement in involvement and Child C’s comments about peer assessment, it must be considered for further use when delivering mini-plenaries. By group peer-assessing work relating to all abilities, it is possible that it will positively influence all children. It is recommended that further research completed uses only this strategy during the mini-plenary to identify if this is effective. Child B’s improvement following the mini-plenary adds to its use as this middle-ability child improved and sustained their positive involvement for the remainder of the lesson. Despite them not identifying why, the fact that this occurred directly following the mini-plenary suggests the format used and the plenary itself supported the involvement, so could be replicated in other lessons. 
There are many changes that must be made to the Lesson Study 2 research in order for results to be reliable and show the impact of a mini-plenary. Child F needs to be given less support so they have a chance to involve themselves, support should be given to scaffold rather than become a barrier for the child. Child D’s needs as a gifted child must be considered during lessons with appropriate challenges given and the potential negative impact on involvement has been shown. In addition, Child E’s periods of good involvement show that this is possible but difficult to sustain, this positive may be due to the mini-plenary, however the group work competed could have hindered involvement for all children during the lesson. 
Overall, the inconclusive results show that mini-plenaries are complex and the AfL strategies used during this time must be carefully considered. The research suggests that mini-plenaries benefit children without ALN and for children in upper KS2, however due to the differing lessons and small-scale study used, this generalisation cannot be extended. The results have identified improvements to the practice of the trainee teachers involved and these will be taken into future lessons with this class but not further. Due to the difference in teachers and children being identified as influencing results, the same class and teacher could be used repeatedly in further research with the mini-plenary in one controlled lesson. This could help with comparisons and give a clearer understanding of the effects of a mini-plenary within this class. The outcome of this research confuses the already complex topic and with no continuing themes between classes, the use of a mini-plenary appears to benefit some children more than others. Therefore, it is unclear whether mini-plenaries used mid-way are an effective use of teacher time to improve involvement in lessons.
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