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How can we improve pupil engagement through self-selection of tasks, within a KS2 classroom?

The aim of this research project is to find out if pupil engagement can be improved through the self-selection of tasks. Within my school pupils are very rarely given the opportunity to choose the tasks or the type of tasks in which they carry out. This is also the case for the pupils within my class. 

The research for this project was carried out within two schools that are in partnership with the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. School 1 (my school) is a large school in the county borough of Bridgend. The school has approximately 480 pupils, with approximately 50% of pupils being eligible for free school meals (Estyn, 2016). The school is situated in an economically deprived rural area. School 2 (research partner) is a large urban primary school in the centre of Swansea. The school accommodate for pupils aged 3-11. There are approximately 400 pupils in attendance, with around 35% of children eligible for free school meals (Estyn, 2014). The research for this project will be carried out in my mixed year 5/6 class and my partners year 6 class. Our research question aims to find out how pupil engagement can be improved through self- selection of tasks. This is something that does not regularly occur within my class. After discussing with my partner, it was evident that neither classes regularly give their pupils the option of choosing the tasks which they will carry out. This research aims to discover if children within two Key Stage 2 classes are engaged in tasks that they themselves have selected. 

Review of the literature

In order to gain an understanding of the possible links between pupil engagement and pupil self-selection I carried out a review of the literature surrounding these topics. Student engagement has long been recognised as the core to effective schooling (Marzano & Pickering, 2010). The underlying notion of pupil engagement is centred on the extent to which pupils are engaging with academic activities (Xerri, Radford & Shacklock, 2018). It has been said that student engagement represents the time and energy pupils invest in educational activities and the effort institutions devote to using effective educational practices (Xerri, Radford & Shacklock, 2018).  This is echoed by Barkley (2009) who states that student engagement has two key components. The first is the amount of time and effort that pupils put into the activities that leads to the experiences and outcomes that constitute to pupil success. The second component is the way the institute (school) allocates resources and organises learning opportunities to induce pupils to participate in and benefit from such activities. Engaging children in academic activities is critical for the overall success of their student experience (Xerri, Radford and Shacklock, 2018). It has been said that when children are intrinsically motivated to perform an activity, they spend more time engaged with the activity, they learn better and they enjoy it (Middleton, 1995). This is supported by Barkley (2009) who stated that the greater a pupils’ engagement in academic work, the greater the level of knowledge and general cognitive development that is gained. 
Despite its obvious importance to teaching and learning, engagement is said to be not an easily defined concept (Marzano & Pickering, 2010). Engagement is viewed as multidimensional, and involves aspects of pupils’ emotions, behaviours and cognition (Christenson, Reschly & Wylie, 2012). Xerri, Radford and Shacklock (2018) state that it is important to understand the factors that influence student engagement. This is something myself and my research partner wish to do. Does engagement have an impact on learning? Barkley (2009) states that pupils who are engaged, really care about what they are learning; they want to learn. She continues by stating that when pupils are engaged within an activity they exceed expectations and go beyond what is expected and required of them. This is echoed by Valerio (2012) who states that engagement and motivation play a significant role in pupils learning and development. 
The amount of choice and control a teacher allows in a learning experience can significantly impact learners’ intrinsic motivation. This is because choice within the classroom makes learning personalised and significant to the learners (Valerio, 2012).  The belief that choice promotes motivation and learning is widely accepted among teachers (Katz & Assor, 2007). It has been argued that allowing pupils to choose provides them with a sense of ownership over their work (Valerio, 2012).  However, Marzano and Pickering (2010) state that even if pupils are emotionally engaged, they still may fail to engage in a new activity because they do not perceive is as interesting. It has been suggested that when pupil engagement is high, learning is made more significant, as pupils gain an incentive to satisfy their own curiosities (Valerio, 2012). It could be argued that if children are engaged in activities that interest them, they are more likely to be more motivated to complete them. Valerio (2012) states that intrinsic motivation refers to engaging in an activity for its own sake, for the enjoyment, challenge, interest or natural fulfilment of curiosity. It could be argued that if children are intrinsically motivated to complete a task, then their engagement in that task may be significantly highly than if they were not intrinsically motivated. Patall (2012) suggests that all kinds of people, particularly children, feel more competent, more in control and more motivated when they are able to express their preferences and make their own choices. Patall (2012) goes on to state that providing opportunities for choosing and decision making is a popular method which teachers utilise in order to enhance the motivation and learning of their students. Cash (2017) states that pupils will not engage in learning unless the content of the learning situation has some relevance to them; whether that be personal or emotional. This is echoed by Martinek, Hofmann and Kipman (2016) who state that pupils are intrinsically motivated when the activity they are completing is interesting to them. It could be argued that practitioners need to ensure that the activities they prepare for their pupils have links to their interests, in order for them to be considered interesting by the pupils. 

Lesson study design

The methodology used is lesson study research. Lesson study is a form of collaborative classroom enquiry. It involves teachers working together to improve the learning of their pupils, through improving the way they teach (Norwich & Jones, 2012). Lesson study can be broken down into five components; identifying themes and groups for improvement, the lesson study focus, joint research lesson planning, observation and elicitation of feedback from pupils, post-research lesson discussion and analysis and finally passing on knowledge gained from the lesson study to others (Norwich & Jones, 2012). Through lesson study teachers are able to take time to examine and reflect on curricula and teaching materials and work together in order to translate their own content knowledge and experiences for their pupils (Stepanek et al, 2006).  Dudley (2014) suggests that professional learning takes place over time; it happens in real classrooms with real pupils; it involves an element of collaboration enquiry between teachers who are trying to solve a problem to improve an approach. It has been suggested that there are many advantages to using lesson study. Dudley (2014) states that lesson study works for several reasons; teachers can see pupils learning occurring in much sharper detail than is usually possible. Teachers can also see the gaps between what they had assumed was happening and what is actually happening when pupils are learning. Teachers are also able to find out how to plan learning that is better matched to the pupils’ needs as a result of lesson study. Dudley also states that teachers are able to change their teaching to better support learning as a result of lesson study. This I echoed by Stepanek et al (2006) who state that lesson study allows teachers to identify gaps in their own understanding and provides them with the motivation to improve their learning. Lesson study also gives practitioners the opportunities to help other practitioners try out new ideas (Stepanek et al, 2006). 
The methods used for data collection within this study are non-participant observation, reflection and focus group. Observation is an approach that can allow researchers to study peoples natural behaviour, in order to gain an understanding of how often and when they do things (Walker, 2010). Chesterfield (1997) states that classroom observations can capture the naturally occurring events of an educational intervention. For the observation aspect of the lesson study, my research partner and I used time sampling and written observation when carrying out the observation section of the lesson study. Time sampling has been popular in the past as it is a straightforward and inexpensive way of observing children (Oldfield, 2001). Palaiologou (2010) states that there are several advantages to using observation. Observation allows practitioners to collect and gather evidence. It also allows practitioners to understand the reasons behind children’s behaviour in certain situations (Palaiologou, 2010). Barlett and Burton (2005) state that it is difficult for researchers to observe and record simultaneously. In order to overcome this my research partner and I chose to combine time sampling and written observation, to allow regular intervals when the target children would be observed. The written observation would allow for additional notes to be made. During the lesson study we measured the learner’s levels of engagement against the Leuven Scale of Involvement (Lavers, 1994). The observation method for data collection provided my research partner and I with qualitative data. A strength of qualitative research is its ability to provide textual descriptions of how people experience a given research issue (Mack et al, 2005). The qualitative data that was collected allowed us to gain an insight into how the learners experienced self-selection of tasks and how high their levels of engagement were relating to the Leuven Scale of engagement. 
The reflections were captured using a proforma that combined the models of Kolb and Brookfield. Grigg and Lewis (2016) state that reflective practice is about more than just thinking about lessons; it focuses on an increasing self-awareness and improvements in the quality of learning and teaching. Brookfield suggested that the path to discovering the worth of teaching is through the process of critical reflection; this he suggests is done through an increased awareness of teaching from as many different vantage points as possible (Miller, 2010). Brookfield proposed four lenses through which this could be done. The first lens of self-reflection allows the practitioner to focus on their experiences as a learner as well as their experiences as a teacher (Miller, 2010). The second lens according to Brookfield looks at student experience. Both self-reflection and engaging with student feedback reveals teaching habits that may need adjusting or can be utilised better for a greater impact (Miller, 2010). Brookfield states that excellent teachers will look to their peers for advice and feedback; this is the third lens (Miller, 2010). As the lesson study involves teacher collaboration, Brookfield’s reflection model links well as it too involves peer collaboration. The fourth lens looks at teachers who research, present or publish scholarly literature (Miller, 2010). Kolb stated that individuals may have different styles of learning, these include learning through feeling, learning through thinking, learning through doing and learning through watching (Mollicone & Muscat, 2012). Kolb’s system allows individuals to analyse their most efficient learning styles then identify where they can make improvements in their learning (Mollicone & Muscat, 2012). By combining the reflection models of Brookfield and Kolb my research partner and I, were able to utilise the best of both models to get the most out of our reflections of our lesson study. 
A focus group is a way of collecting qualitative data and involves engaging a small number of people in an informal group discussion, focused on a particular subject (Smith, 2009). The purpose of a focus group is to encourage interaction between the participants so that a range of views may be elicited, and a discussion generated (Lyons & Coyle, 2012). The focus group were chosen based on their ability. We were advised to pick a child at random from the high, middle and lower ability groups within the cohort. From school 1, two females and one male were chosen, all year 5. From school 2, two males and one females were chosen, all year 6. The three pupils from each focus group were the focus of the observation during the lesson study; they also took part in the semi-structured interview that took place concluding the lesson. Within a semi-structured interview, the interviewer sets up a general structure, deciding in advance what ground will be covered during the interview (Drever, 2003). During a semi-structured interview, the learners have a fair degree of freedom in what they talk about, how much they say and how they express themselves (Drever, 2003). This allows for detailed qualitative data that is expressed in the learner’s own words to be collected (Burton & Barlett, 2005). By carrying out the semi-structured interview in a setting that the learners were comfortable in, put the learners at ease and allowed for a more free-flowing discussion (Smith, 2009). My research partner and I discussed the questions and ground we would cover prior to the lesson study, to ensure we both knew what we wanted to get out of the focus group interview. 

Ethical considerations

There are several ethical considerations with doing research in a classroom that need to be taken into consideration. Research took place in schools in partnership with the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. In order to uphold the good name of the university, myself and my research partner acted professionally and adhered to the BERA and EWC guidelines. My research partner and I gained parental consent for the pupils in both lesson studies from parents/guardians. To gain assent from the learners we discussed the lesson study and informed them that they could withdraw from the focus group at any time without any consequences. We were unable to give anonymity as myself and my research partner know the names of the learners taking part. To ensure confidentiality the target learners names along with the school names have not been used in any data; this adheres to the BERA guidelines and GDPR. Data was shared between myself and my research partner in order to discuss and analyse the results. However, this data ensures the participants are not identifiable. Data has been stored securely by the research partner of the school they are carrying out their PTE and are be stored in password protected files, on a password protected devices. It will be kept. until the completion of the P-PGCE programme. Each research partner has responsibility for the data collected in their school. The class teacher and headteacher in both schools were informed of the date and time of the semi-structured interview and the lesson study took place in line with normal school practice. Interviews took place in a safe place for both the researchers and the learners; within the classroom. 

Lesson study 1- results and analysis 

Lesson study 1 took place in school 1. The lesson study took place during an English lesson, where pupils had the option of choosing the type of work they would be completing within that lesson. The options were given to the pupils during the introduction to the lesson, where pupils were also told that they would get a choice. The three target pupils were observed during the lesson by my research partner, to monitor their levels of engagement throughout the lesson. All three target children completed the task during the lesson study and met the learning objectives and success criteria discussed during the introduction of the lesson. Valerio (2012) states that motivation is a fundamental element of pupil’s learning. This can be assisted and developed for optimal achievement within a classroom. As discussed above observations within our lesson study included a time sample. This was used in order to monitor the engagement levels of the target learners at certain points during the lesson. After analysing the observation proforma (Appendix 1) it is evident that all three target pupils levels of motivation fluctuated during the lesson study. The use of both the time sample and the written observation allowed us to gain an insight into the levels of engagement of the target pupils throughout the lesson study; not just at our designated time slots. Chesterfield (1997) states that written observations are able to capture the naturally occurring events of an educational intervention. However, with time sampling, limited information on how often the behaviour occurs is obtained (Maag, 2016). The use of both the time sample and written observation methods allowed the observer to note significant changes in engagement levels throughout the lesson. This allowed us to overcome to limitation of using a time sample. 
Throughout the lesson significant changes in engagement levels were noted by the observer. Based on the Leuven Scale of engagement, Child A fluctuated from low to high levels. Child B from extremely low to high and Child C extremely low to extremely high. Through. Our reflection proforma (Appendix 2) for this lesson highlighted some key points. It could be argued from the observations during this lesson study that due to the vast differences in the levels of engagement from each of the three target learners, that giving them a choice of task may not have had an impact their engagement levels. The written observations show that all three pupils were off task at some points during the lesson, but also fully engaged at other points. This makes it difficult to conclude whether or not the choice of task impacted the pupil’s levels of engagement during the lesson. It could be argued that time sampling alone does not give a clear picture of the levels of engagement during the lesson. We need to analyse the written observations alongside the time sample in order to gain an understanding of why the pupils were at certain levels on the Leuven Scale. 
Ten minutes into the lesson Child C displayed extremely low levels of engagement in the task; if not for the written observation we would not know why. At this point in the lesson Child C was chatting to other pupils and playing with a ruler. These observations show that at ten minutes Child C was completely uninterested in the task at hand, and their levels of engagement with the task, relating to the Leuven Scale were extremely low.  Barkley (2009) states that pupil engagement is the product of motivation. Without analysing the other observation notes from this lesson, it could be argued that Child C lacked motivation to complete the task, resulting in low levels of engagement. However, this was not the case. At 20, 30, 40, 50 and 60 minutes, Child C displayed high and extremely high levels of engagement with the activity. From analysing the observational notes (Appendix 1) my research partner observed Child C to be “focused”, “concentrating” and “continuing to engage well with the lesson”. It could be argued that at 10 minutes, Child C had not started the task and therefore was disengaged. Once Child C, had started the task they were fully engaged for most of the lesson. Without the written observations we would not have gained a clear picture of the engagement levels for the target pupils during the lesson. 
After analysing the observation proforma for lesson study 1, it is evident that the levels of engagement fluctuated based on the Leuven Scale throughout the lesson study. From this it could be argued that giving the pupils the choice of task did not impact engagement particularly for Child A and Child B. Both Child A and B showed low to moderate engagement levels at several time intervals within the lesson. This raised the question of whether the choice of task had an impact on this particular class’ levels of engagement. Prior to the lesson study it was observed during PTE1 that this class had fluctuating levels of engagement, which were dependent on numerous factors (feelings, weather, day, time). It could therefore be argued that giving the pupils the choice of task would not be the only factor that would impact their levels of engagement during the lesson study. 
After completion of the lesson study and focus group interview (Appendix 3), myself and my research partner took some time to reflect upon the lesson (Appendix 2). Following this reflection time, we concluded that in order to improve the lesson and revise it for the next lesson study we would not only let the pupils choose their task, but the tasks would also be differentiated for ability; giving pupils choice of the difficulty they completed. The aim was that this would incentivise the pupils a little more and hopefully significantly impact their levels of engagement within the lesson. Tomlinson and Moon (2013) state that pupils become more engrossed in what they are doing when it is at the right level to stimulate or challenge them. By altering our lesson, we were aiming to see a significant difference in the levels of engagement between both lessons, through this improvement. My research partner also mentioned that the cohort involved in the second lesson were less affected by other engagement factors than the pupils in lesson study one. We predicted that this slight change to the lesson would work well for the second set of pupils and hopefully positively impact their levels of engagement.
Following our discussion, we also concluded that all pupils were moderately engaged during the introduction and that as pupils had no choice during the introduction, that we would not use the Leuven Scale until the main body of the second lesson. We concluded that pupils’ levels of engagement were likely to be moderate during the introduction and as we were not giving them choice during this part of the lesson, there was no need to use the Leuven scale; we would just comment on their overall engagement through written observation. 

Lesson study 2 results and analysis 

Lesson study 2, took place in School 2 during a mathematics lesson. During the lesson, pupils had the choice of three math related puzzles to complete on the topic of volume. Each task was differentiated according to ability. Pupils were told that they had a choice of task and were also informed that the different tasks were differentiated by difficulty level. Pupils also had the option of working individually or in pairs. The three target pupils all completed the task within the lesson study and met the learning objectives and success criteria shared with the pupils at the start of the lesson. During the lesson study I observed the three target children and used our revised observation proforma (Appendix 4) to note their levels of engagement. 
Upon analysis of the observations made during lesson study 2 it could be argued that the levels of engagement of the three target pupils were fairly consistent throughout the lesson. The time sampling method of observation during this lesson shows that Child A had mostly high levels of engagement, Child B fluctuated between extremely low and high levels of engagement, and Child C had high and extremely high levels of engagement based on the Leuven Scale. As with the first lesson study, we cannot rely solely on the time sampling to give us an accurate picture of the levels of engagement during the lesson. The written observations allow us to gain a better understanding of the reasons behind the levels of engagement at the time intervals used. At 40 minutes Child B had extremely low levels of engagement based on the Leuven Scale. Without analysing the written observations, we would not know that this was due to them finishing the task and waiting for their partner to return to their desk with the next puzzle. Just basing analysis on the time sample could indicate that Child B lost interest in the task, however the written observation allowed more information to be obtained. 
All three target pupils showed high levels of engagement within the activity. Throughout the lesson they were focused, content and at times fully engrossed in what they were doing. The pupils seemed to enjoy the challenge aspect of the task, with Child A and Child B both opting for the hardest of the three tasks to complete. The focus group interview (Appendix 6) highlighted that the target pupils liked the fact that they could chose the level of difficulty of their work, it meant that if they found the work too challenging they could change it for something easier, or if they found the task easy to complete they could challenge themselves with something more difficult. The pupils also felt that an activity like the one in this lesson study allowed them to work at their own pace, resulting in them enjoying the task more. Pupils also felt that the task allowed them to grasp the concept of volume in a practical way before having the “pressure of writing in the book”. Tomlinson and Moon (2013) state that when pupils are attracted to an idea or task this results in high engagement in the classroom; this engagement is then held when pupils feel a task is worthwhile. It could be argued that the target pupils in this lesson study felt that the task they were completing had a purpose and was something they would find beneficial to future learning, so showed high levels of engagement throughout the lesson. 
Proceeding the lesson study and focus group interview, I sat down with my research partner to reflect upon the lesson (Appendix 5). From this we concluded that in future lessons with this class differentiated tasks may benefit levels of engagement. We also felt that pupils were more confident in their ability to complete the task, as they had a say in how challenging the task would be. Pupils had the freedom to choose and also the freedom to change activity during the lesson, this seemed to have a positive impact on the levels of engagement. 
Both lesson studies highlighted that the time sampling method may produce a biased view of the learner’s levels of engagement during a lesson. If we were to just base our results on the time sampling we would not have an accurate picture of the engagement levels of the target pupils. In order to collect better evidence, our observation tool could be improved. A written observation alongside the Leuven Scale could provide a wide picture of the levels of engagement during the lesson study, although the time sample allowed us to focus in at certain intervals of the lesson, it also does not allow for extra information to be gained. We concluded that if we were to complete the lesson study a third time, we would not use the time sampling method of observation; we would use written observation, alongside the Leuven Scale to measure the levels of engagement of the pupils. 

Research findings

The completion of both lesson studies, along with reflection and analysis of our findings, has highlighted several things. Firstly, that giving pupils choice can positively affect their engagement, however this depends on the pupils. It was evident from observations carried out in both lesson studies that levels of engagement within lesson will differ, this is due to the nature of the pupils within the class, and how much their engagement is affected by other factors. Marzano and Pickeri (2010) state that feelings affect human behaviour. It was evident from my time with my class that their engagement levels were dependent on more than just the task they were completing. This however was not the case in School 2. After discussing the engagement levels in both lesson studies, my research partner and I discussed the differences in pupils within both classes and that how the pupils in School 2 were less likely to have their engagement levels effected by other factors. This provides us with a problem; as the engagement levels in both classes differed we will not be able to conclude if this was solely due to the pupils being given choice during the lesson studies. 

As discussed above, upon completion of the first lesson study, my research partner and I adjusted our lesson in order to improve it. Following our reflections of the lesson we decided to not only give the pupils choice of the task but also choice of difficulty. The target pupils in School 2 seemed to respond well to this improvement. Shernoff (2013) states that when challenges are high enough to gain pupils interests, their engagement is maximised. However, the challenges need to match the skills of the pupils in order for the pupils to feel a reasonable chance of success. This seemed to be the case in lesson 2. The target pupils in School 2, showed high levels of engagement for the differentiated tasks, and expressed during the focus group interview their enjoyment of being able to choose their level of work. It could be argued that had we differentiated the tasks for lesson study 1 that the levels of engagement from the target pupils would have been greater. 

The reflection proforma that was created allowed my research partner and I to reflect upon how the lesson studies would impact future practice for our individual classes. The main element we discussed for my class was the type of task. We concluded from the lesson study that giving the pupils in School 1 choice did not greatly impact their engagement in a positive way; we concluded that activities such as this may be improved if they were to be differentiated. Martinek, Hofmann and Kipman (2016) state that teachers must act as mediators between the external demands of the school/curriculum and the individual interests and learning needs of their pupils. It could be argued that if teachers can balance the needs and interests of their pupils and the needs of the curriculum, they will be able to provide pupils with tasks and activities that positively affect their engagement. It could be argued that the lesson study did not capture the interests of the pupils within my class, resulting in low levels of engagement. If the lesson was more tailored to the interests of the pupils, it could be said that their engagement levels would have been higher on the Leuven Scale. 

Conclusion 

There were several strengths and limitations to the methods used within this research project. The method used for collecting our qualitative data was a combination of written observation and time sampling. These were both used in conjunction with the Leuven Scale. Burton and Barlett (2005) state that written observation allows an observer to gather large amounts of data within a short time and also observe how pupils behave in natural situations. Using the written method of observation during the lesson studies, allowed my research partner and I to gather a large amount of information on the three target pupils within a short time period. This method of observation worked well as the observer was just present to observe and therefore able to write copious amounts of notes on the target pupils.  Riegel and Meacham (2009) state that one of the limitations of time sampling as a way observing is that long sequences of interactions cannot be specified. However, it is useful for its objectivity. During both lesson studies the use of time sampling alone would not have given use a clear picture of the levels of engagement of the target children within the lesson. Although the time intervals allowed the observer to focus in at certain times during the lesson, had we not had the written observations, we would not have been able to fully understand why the levels of engagement presented by the target children were happening. 
As the lesson study only focused on three target children from each school, it would be fair to say that this is not an accurate representation of the engagement levels of the class as a whole. The lesson study was also carried out in two different schools, in different areas, with pupils who have different socio-economic backgrounds. Having discussed with my research partner, we concluded that the two classes differed in their behaviour and attitudes towards learning and so we anticipated different results in levels of engagement. This make it difficult to conclude whether or not giving pupils choice affects their engagement levels. 
Using semi-structured interviews with a focus group allowed us to gain rich data from the participants (Palaiologou, 2010). They also allowed us to collect the pupil’s opinions, ideas and preferences about the lesson (Drever, 2003). The semi-structured interviews allowed us to gain further insight into the reasons behind the levels of engagement that were presented during the lesson. Although the process took time out of the pupil’s school day, we found it very beneficial. It also allowed us to gain ideas from the pupils of how the lesson could be improved to positively impact their engagement levels in future lessons. 
Due to time constraints during PTE1 part 2, we were unable to pilot any of the methods we would be using within the lesson study. It could be argued that it would have been beneficial to pilot our method of observation, this way we would have known that there were limitations to using the method of time sampling. We could have the attempted to overcome these limitations in readiness for the lesson study, this may have improved our findings. It could also be said that if we had piloted our lessons, prior to the lesson study, they could have been altered and improved to better suit the pupils within our respective classes.
Completing this lesson study has made it evident that there are several factors that can influence pupil engagement in a lesson. In my next school experience, I will take these factors into consideration when planning, preparing and teaching my lessons. It is also evident from the lesson studies carried out that choice of task alone, does not greatly impact pupil engagement; differentiation is needed. When planning for my next school experience I will put a greater emphasis on differentiation and take it into consideration when looking at pupil engagement within lessons. It could also be said that engagement levels will differ depending on individual pupils and classes, this is something I will take into consideration on my next school experience. In future teaching I will attempt to take pupil engagement into consideration when planning and preparing lessons. It could be beneficial when starting in a new class/school to have a semi-structured interview to find out the interests and motivations of the pupils within my new class. This could then influence my planning and teaching, and hopefully positively impact the engagement levels within the class. 
If I were to complete lesson study research in the future I feel it would be beneficial to include more practitioners, or student teachers. Stepnak et al (2006) states that professional development has a stronger impact when groups of teachers are involved in lesson study research. It could be argued that the more practitioners involved in a lesson, the more positive impact that lesson study will have on the professional development of the practitioners involved. It could also be argued that this professional development of practitioners would also have a positive impact on the pupils within their classrooms. Dudley (2014) suggests that practitioners are able to discover how to plan for learning that is better matched to the pupils they are teaching and also change their teaching to better support pupils learning as a result of lesson study. This is something that could be achieved if more practitioners are involved in lesson study research. 
To ensure that the lessons were as tailored to the pupils interests as possible, in future lesson studies I would attempt to link the lessons to something that the pupils within the class related to and also ensure that the tasks were differentiated by ability. Martinek, Hofmann and Kipman (2016) state that pupils are intrinsically motivated when the activity they are carrying out is interesting and satisfying. It would be beneficial in future lesson studies to gain an insight into the likes and interests of the pupils within the class, before planning the lesson used within the study. Had we known what motivated and interested our learners before the lesson study, we could have attempted to tailor the lessons to encompass some of the interests, with the aim of improving engagement. 
Upon completion of this lesson study, I would recommend that when carrying out lesson studies on pupil engagement that other factors are taken into consideration. These could include the classroom climate, the pupil’s behaviour, the time of day. I would also suggest that time sampling not be used on its own as a form of observation as it does not give a wide picture of the pupil’s behaviours. It would also be beneficial to all involved to share the findings from the lesson study with other practitioners. This would benefit not only practitioners but also the learners the practitioners teach. 
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