1600076                                                                                                                     ECAD7004

Does group work promote the engagement of primary school children within a lesson?

	
	Targed/Target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn.

What I have done in this assignment.

	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	Ensure you have synthesised and reflect. 
	I ensured that I reflected on different aspects of my work including the lesson study and its methodology. 

	Targed/Target 2
	Proof read work. 
	I ensured to carefully proofread each section of my work. 

	Targed/Target 3
	Use literature and research to help you shape your arguments - so that you find opposing and supporting viewpoints.

	I ensured to read widely so that I considered different viewpoints including opposing and supporting. 



While carrying out my placement, I noticed that in comparison to my first placement class, the year two class where I was placed did not do much group work. In the foundation phase, most lessons are carried out as carousels, with a focus group of around 10 children carrying out the focus task, however this is mostly individual work. During the focus task, all other children carry out ‘challenges’ which are different activities relating to the children’s current topic. For example, during my placement the year two class adopted a giant panda and our topic involved learning about giant pandas, therefore the challenges that I planned included making panda bear masks, Chinese writing, measuring bamboo sticks, creating graphs of the dot vote carried out to pick the adopted animal and listing adjectives for the word panda. 

I discussed with my research partner who is in another year two class to see if this was the same situation in her class, she said that it was. We discussed whether we thought that group work would help the children to engage more or whether it would hinder their learning. We decided that we were going to research this and decided that our question would be ‘Does group work promote the engagement of primary school children within a lesson?’ 

Research shows that many teachers fear that group work will affect the pace of curriculum coverage and will increase noise levels and disruption. Others believe that only the more able children can benefit from group work and that children are unable to learn from each other (Blatchford and Webster, 2014). According to Blatchford and Webster (2014) children often sit in groups, however they do not work in groups. This is supported by Vezzani (2019) who states that collaborative communication between children is too infrequent within learning tasks, discussions or dialogues that promote learning. The European Framework of Good Practice 2016 states that communication skills are a vital part of developing literacy and therefore recommend that schools work to engage children in their daily activities through oral communication with both teachers and their peers (Vezzani, 2019).  This is further supported by Watkins, Carnell and Lodge (2007) who state that classrooms are very social, however most talk of learning in classrooms is about individual learning. These readings supported our research question as this was the situation which was observed within our placement school and therefore the reason that we decided to find out whether group work would help to promote the engagement of the children. Teachers often list social aspects when asked what they hope that their classroom looks like, however in some cases teachers believe that the use of group work will take too long and will affect the ability to cover the rest of the curriculum (Watkins and Carnell and Lodge, 2007). Children sometimes may cooperate, but not collaborate. Children could be sat around a table together and may share resources to finish their own individual tasks, however this does not mean that they are collaborating or working together. 
There has been evidence to show that when students explain their task to each other it enhances learning (Watkins and Carnell and Lodge, 2007). In order to explain a task, children have to clarify their thoughts in order to communicate, therefore improving their own understanding. Children can also help others learning by prompting a conversation which involves both children explaining their understanding. Many children do not explain things to themselves, so if children are not given the opportunity to work within groups then they do not get the opportunity to develop these skills (Watkins and Carnell and Lodge, 2007). This is supported by Vygotsky’s theory on cognitive development. Vygotsky believes that social interaction plays a fundamental role in a child’s cognitive development (McLeod, 2018). Vygotsky believes that a wealth of learning is developed through social interaction with a more knowledgeable other (MKO). The MKO is an individual who has a better understanding than the learner within a particular task, concept or process (McLeod, 2018). The MKO could be a teacher, parent or another child. The child seeks to understand the actions or instructions that they are given by the MKO before internalising the information and using it to guide their performance (McLeod, 2018). Vygotsky recommended that teachers should use cooperative learning exercises which involve more able children helping less able children so that the less able children can develop from their classmates (McLeod, 2018).  

On some occasions, students can be reluctant to get involved because of teacher expectations and getting the wrong answer or possible negative impact on peer relations (Blatchford and Webster, 2014). High participation levels are often associated with confidence. If a child is not engaging within a group activity it may be because they are not confident and do not have a high self-esteem, or it may be down to anxiety (Hammond, 2016). Children may feel too shy to join in with group discussions or may be worried that they will give a wrong answer and that others may laugh or make fun of them (Hammond, 2016). This is supported by Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Maslow theory is a five-tier model of human needs. The bottom stage is physiological needs including air, water, food and shelter (McLeod, 2018). The second stage is safety needs which includes personal security, health, property and employment. The third stage is love and belonging which includes friendship and family. The fourth stage is esteem which includes respect, self-esteem, status, strength and freedom. The last stage is self-actualisation which is the desire to become the vest version of yourself (McLeod, 2018). Maslow’s theory suggests that in order for a child to feel confident enough to join in with group discussions, children need to be at the stage of esteem. In order to reach this stage, children need to have somewhat satisfied the needs of other stages of the hierarchy first (McLeod, 2018). Many things can impact a student’s engagement and cause them to disengage. This includes the class or group size and peer-relations. For example, in some instances when children are sat with their friends, they may disengage from the task and may begin to discuss other things. However, other children may find it easier to work in a group with their friends as they may feel more comfortable and may therefore remain on task (Murray et al, 2004). 

The methodology that is used is lesson study research, which is a form of action research. Action research is making the link between real-life experiences and research. Action research includes involving practitioners in investigating their work and then evaluating to find ways of improving (McAteer, 2013). A lesson study involves teachers working together to target a specific area for development. It involves using existing evidence and research (Dudley, 2015). The next step is that the teachers plan a lesson together relating to the enquiry question and predict how pupils react and how this will be assessed. Then, one teacher teaches the lesson while the other observes, paying particular attention to the case pupils (Dudley, 2015). During and after the lesson, any assessments or interviews are conducted. After the lesson the teachers reflect on what they have observed, whether the activity was suitable and if predictions were correct. In some cases, they then work together to make any changes and the other teacher teaches, while the other observes and the same routine is followed (Dudley, 2015). 

Triangulation was used during this research. Triangulation involves using more than one method of data collection. This helps to increase credibility and validity of findings from research. This also helps to prevent bias (Noble and Heale, 2019). The methods of data collection used are non-participant observation, focus group and reflection. Non-participant observation is where the observer records a factual account of what is observed, without influencing the case participants behaviour. Non-participant observation focuses primarily on the case participants and the task with no distractions from other responsibilities (Papatheodorou and Luff and Gill, 2012). A focus group was used. Three children from my class and three children from my research partner’s class were selected as the focus group using Dojo randomiser, this insured that it was fair and that no children would be upset because they were not picked. All children are aware of what Dojo randomiser is as it is used within the class already. The reflections were captured using Gibbs’ reflective cycle. Gibbs’ suggested that reflection takes place after an experience (Husebo, O’Regan and Nestel, 2015). Gibbs’ cycle consists of six stages. The first stage is description, where you describe what happened. The second stage is feelings, where you consider what you were thinking and feeling during the experience (Husebo, O’Regan and Nestel, 2015). The third stage is evaluation, which is reflecting on what was good and bad about the experience. The fourth stage is analysis where you make sense of the situation. The fifth stage is conclusion where you consider what else could have been done. The final stage is action plan, where you decide what would be kept the same or done differently if it was to happen again (Husebo, O’Regan and Nestel, 2015). Reflection is a vital part of progression. If you do not stop to reflect and consider what is working and what is not, then things will never progress. There are many changes that happen within education, be it staff, schools or curriculum changes and therefore it is important to stop and reflect on what is working well, and what may need to be altered. This enables us to pass on good practice to fellow members of staff and also to get advice on new ideas which could help progress further (Dana and Hoppey, 2009). 

The non-participant observations were captured using the Leuven scale for involvement. The Leuven scale is a form of assessment which was developed at Leuven University in Belgium by Ferre Leavers and his team. The leuven scale is a five-point scale which childcare practitioners use to measure a child’s involvement or emotional well-being (Cheqdin Childcare Software, 2019). Laevers believed that if a child has high levels of involvement then they usually have the ability to learn at a deeper level than those at a lower level (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). The Leuven scale 
ranges from 1 which is extremely low, where a child does not engage in activity at all and may stare at other things or watch what others are doing, to 5 which is extremely high where the child is continuously engaged and is focused, creative, lively and persistent throughout almost all of the observation period (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). The Leuven scale gave quantitative data as it involves numerical data and transforming it in to usable statistics. Quantitative data allows the researcher to summarise data collected and present them in a way that is easy to understand (Mukherji and Albon, 2018). 

As well as the Leuven scale, the non-participant observations were collected using an observation schedule. The observation schedule listed questions stating things to look out for. For example, ‘are the children communicating with each other?’ This observation schedule gave qualitative data as it involved a focus group and the questions listed help to gain an understanding of any motivations, underlying reasons or opinions (Mukherji and Albon, 2018). Mukherji and Albon (2018) state that within qualitative data, the influence of the observer should be kept to a minimum. This is supported by Papatheodorou and Luff and Gill (2012) who states that even with non-participant observations, the observer will always to some extent be a participant. One example of this is the Hawthorne effect study, which found that workers productivity was impacted by the presence of the observer (Papaetheodorou and Luff and Gill, 2012). A questionnaire was used to gain a deeper understanding. The children were asked questions and their answers were written down. This questionnaire was qualitative as the questions were open and allowed the children to express how they felt (Mukherji and Albon, 2018).

There are ethical considerations with doing research in a classroom. I ensured that all BERA guidelines were followed while carrying out my research. One of the most important factors to consider when carrying out research is consent (BERA, 2018). One way that I did this was by sending home a letter and consent forms to the children’s parents explaining who I was, what I was doing and what it would involve as well as informing them that their child’s identity would be kept anonymous at all times. I also spoke to the children, I explained to them what the activity was and what I was hoping to find out. DoJo randomiser was used to pick the participants so that there was no risk of bias and so that the children understood that it was fair. Bera (2018) states that it is important to ensure that any research participants are made aware that their participation is voluntary. The children were informed that they could withdraw at any time if they did not want to continue and were given an assent form where they coloured in a smiley face if they were happy to participate (Bera, 2018). Any other ethical considerations can be seen in my ethics form in appendices.

The lesson studies showed that all children respond differently to group work and have different levels of engagement. The first lesson study which was carried out was my research partner’s lesson, where I was the observer. The lesson study’s involved children working together in groups to create a mind-map of how they could help local wild animals. 
Child 1 was a level 3 on the Leuven scale (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). They wrote down an idea but did not want to join in with the discussion and often looked around to see what others were doing. Child 1 needed help with spelling, however, was not confident enough to ask for help. They accepted help after it was offered to them. In the questionnaire, when asked whether they found it hard or easy to concentrate when working in a group, child 1 said that it was hard to concentrate as people kept talking and it was noisy. Child 1 also stated that they felt a little shy and was not confident enough to talk. Child 1 felt that they would prefer to work in a little group than as a whole class as there is less shouting out in a small group and it is quieter. Child 1 also said that they would rather work in a group than on their own. Child 2 was a level 4 on the Leuven scale (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). Child 2 was on task throughout and was discussing lots of ideas, although did go off topic with discussion a few times. Child 2 was very confident speaking and writing. Within the questionnaire, child 2 stated that they prefer to work as a group as they liked working with their friends, there are more people to give ideas, there are more people to ask for help and they could do less work themselves in a group. Child 2 felt that they were confident and happy enough to speak to the rest of the group and give ideas and stated they would rather work in a group than on their own. Child 2 stated that they would prefer to work in a small group as opposed to the whole class as it meant that they could have more time to share their ideas and said that they found it easy to concentrate in the group. Child 3 was a level 2 on the Leuven scale (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). Child 3 did not join in with any discussion and did not give any ideas. When the paper was given to child 3 ready to write down their idea, child 3 said out loud ‘I do not know what to write’ and the other children in the group responded with ‘write anything’, however the child did not write anything down. When the class was feeding back the ideas that they wrote down, child 3 then put their hand up with an idea and said an idea that they had heard someone from another group say. 

During the questionnaire, child 3 agreed with child 1 that they also felt shy in a group and was not confident to give ideas. Child 1 stated that it was hard to concentrate when working in a group because of the noise level, although they also said that they preferred to work in a group than on their own. It was observed that the children in this group would often shout out and talk over each other, they passed the mind-map around the group and each person in the group wrote one idea down each, however they did not communicate and discuss their ideas as a group. On one occasion child 2 told child 1 that they liked their idea. The children mostly discussed things that were relevant to the task, however all went off task at times. The children sometimes looked at the person who was speaking, but not always and when child 3 was stuck and could not think of an idea, child 1 and child 2 did not offer help. All children from the group agreed that they would rather work in a small group than whole class or on their own and all felt that they completed the task to the best of their ability. All children agreed that they would not have been able to complete the task on their own as they would not have had enough ideas and they would not have anyone to ask for help. The children selected by Dojo randomiser within this group were of a mixture of low, middle and high ability. 

During the first lesson study, my research partner who was teaching the class gave the children prompts such as asking them ‘what local animals do we see?’, ‘what do you think that you can do to help the animals?’ and gave them one or two ideas. It was found that when the children were put in to groups, they immediately wrote the teacher’s ideas. After the first lesson study, I spoke with my research partner and we decided that for the second lesson study we would change the amount of teacher intervention and see what ideas the children came up with themselves before intervening or prompting. 

The second lesson study was my lesson, where my research partner was the observer. Child 4 was a level 5 on the Leuven scale (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). They were engaged throughout and encouraged others by saying ‘we need to catch up.’ Child 4 lead the discussion and when they wanted to speak, they would get everyone else in the group’s attention first. They listened to others and added comments on to their ideas and continued to discuss ideas even after all points of the mind map were filled. 
Child 5 was a level 3 on the Leuven scale (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). They wanted to take turns and told another child ‘that’s enough for you’. They disagreed with only one person writing and stated that everyone should get a turn. They disengaged when they were not heard or when people did not agree with what they said. They fluctuated between being on and off task and after speaking and writing once was happy to not carry on. They did not participate once the task was completed. Child 6 was a level 2 on the Leuven scale (Ferre Laevers Centre for Experiential Education, 2008). When asked by child 4 if they had any ideas, they stated that they only had one idea. Child 6 appeared to lack in confidence and was withdrawn for the majority of the lesson. Child 6 did not have a turn at writing but did not make effort to contribute. 

It was observed that the children needed to be reminded to talk to each other, rather than talking to the observer. There were some instances of the children interrupting each other, however the task was completed with time to spare. Child 4 helped child 5 with spellings despite child 5 not asking for help. Child 4 and 5 were both trying to take over the conversation and did not work as a team, they were not considering ideas to be the groups ideas, instead their own individual ideas. 100% of the children from both studies stated that they enjoyed all of the lesson and that they successfully completed the task, but that they would not have been able to complete it on their own. Child 5 and child 6 both thought that working in a group was hard to concentrate because they are shy, they were worried that someone would say they their answer before them and people shout out and talk over each other. Child 4 felt that it was easy to talk to their friends and that it gives more ideas. Child 6 said that they did not like group work as they are shy, whereas child 4 and 5 said that they liked group work and it made them happy. They also said that working on their own is lonely. Child 6 said that they preferred to work on their own because there is not as much noise. Child 4 felt confident to speak in their group, child 5 felt confident, but only in front of some of the group and child 6 said they did not feel confident, they felt shy. Child 5 and 6 both stated that they preferred to work as a whole class as there is more help and ideas. The children came up with lots of ideas without any teacher intervention, however the children within this group were all of the same ability and were in the higher ability group. 


Research shows that although children often sit together in classrooms, they rarely work together as a group and therefore when they do, peer interaction is low quality and they only share answers rather than discuss (Blatchford and Webber, 2014). This supports our research question as in my placement classroom the children are always sat within groups however, they are mostly working on individual tasks. The idea of peer interaction being low quality supports what was witnessed during the research study as group 1 shared answers however, they did not discuss any of the answers as a group. One main characteristic of collaboration is that children all contribute to a new shared product (Watkins and Carnell and Lodge, 2007). This happened during our lesson study as the children all gave ideas of ways to help and completed a shared mind-map of ideas. According to Watkins, Carnell and Lodge (2007) at times children may need to be encouraged to discuss, work together to think and to help each other. This was seen in both research lessons. In the first lesson study the children received prompts by the teacher and in the second lesson study the children had to be reminded by the observer to speak to each other rather than the observer. Research has shown that some children may be suffering from anxiety or have low confidence or low self-esteem and therefore will feel too shy or embarrassed to talk within a group (Hammond, 2016). This is supported by Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs which states that a child needs to meet other basic needs before being able to meet their esteem and confidence needs. This was witnessed within both lesson studies. During lesson study one, child 1 had low self-esteem and did not feel confident enough to give their ideas to the rest of the group verbally, instead they wrote their answer down. During lesson study two, child 6 was not confident to speak in their group and did not give their idea. Both children stated in their questionnaire answers that they felt too shy to discuss with their group. Some children benefited from carrying out group work, whereas other children did not. Therefore, it suits the needs of the class to do group work as well as individual tasks. 

To conclude, our research lessons enabled myself and my research partner to see that children all respond differently to group work. Some of the children within the lesson study were engaged throughout, they joined in with discussions, voiced their ideas, encouraged discussion and praised ideas whereas other children were more reserved, did not join in with much of the discussion and did not give their ideas verbally and some children disengaged and did not join in at all or give any ideas. Through research I now feel that much of this was linked to the children’s confidence and self-esteem. Within the first lesson study, the child who was not confident enough to give their ideas verbally has very low self-esteem and does not join in with many of the class discussions. However, the child who did not feel confident enough to give ideas within the second lesson study is usually very confident within class discussions and their voice is usually heard as often as the teacher’s voice. This supports research that states that children respond differently to group work, depending on their peers that are in the group. The lesson study was helpful to both myself and the class teacher as it enabled us to see the children who work better with peers, or on their own and to see which pupils required teacher intervention. The findings from the lesson study can be generalised as both lesson studies resulted in the same outcomes; some children remained engaged, while other children disengaged. The method of non-participant observations using the Leuven Scale was useful as it allowed us to easily compare what level of engagement the children were at. However, as it was quantitative data rather than qualitative, it did not give us much more information so would therefore not be suitable to use on its own. The use of an observation schedule was helpful as not only did it prompt the observer to look out for particular things, it also allowed the observer to make notes on a large range of information which was very helpful to look back on when evaluating the lesson. The use of a questionnaire was very helpful as it allowed us to find out how the children felt regarding the lesson and the task. This was particularly interesting as in some instances, the children’s opinion differed to what was observed. For example, some children said that they took turns to write and speak and that everyone wrote an idea down, however it was observed that the children spoke over each other, disagreed over who was speaking or writing, and some children did not write down their ideas. I feel that these methods were all effective when used together and enabled us to get all of the information which was needed. Within the first lesson study, the children were given prompts by the teacher and it was then found that when the children separated into their groups these were the first ideas that they wrote down and some children could not think of any other ideas. It was decided that for the lesson study there would be no prompts given from the teacher. The children appeared to come up with the ideas that had been mentioned in the previous lesson study by themselves and did not need any teacher intervention. However, when reflecting I realised that this was not a fair comparison as the group in the first lesson study consisted of children who were lower, middle and higher ability, compared to the group in the second lesson study who were all of a high ability. While researching, I found that there was an extensive amount of research to show that group work promotes engagement, however there was not much information as to whether this was the case for all children, or whether it caused some children to disengage. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]If I was to do this lesson again, I would use a different method in order to pick out the focus group. It was hard to find out whether teacher interaction and prompts affected the groups because of one group having children of different abilities, and the other group having children of the same ability. If I was to do lesson study research again, I would focus on the affect that gender has on group work, or on the affect that different ability groups have on group work. It would be interesting to know whether children work better with their friends or in randomly selected groups. From my findings, the connection between group work and engagement cannot be generalised overall due to underlying factors which could impact. Group work has shown to be beneficial for promoting the engagement of some children, however it does not work for all children. Therefore, I feel that teachers should use a mixture of group work as well as individual tasks in order for children to improve their communication and team work skills, as well as work on building children’s confidence and self-esteem. Within my own practice, I will use a mixture of groups including same ability, different abilities, different gender mixes and friendship groups to determine which the children respond to best. 
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