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	Learning Outcomes tested
(from module syllabus)
	Assessment Criteria: To achieve each outcome a student must demonstrate the ability to:

	

•Design and apply appropriate research methodologies demonstrating a critical understanding of the nature of educational research

•Conduct a small scale research enquiry to improve an aspect of personal practice and learner outcomes, showing some originality and rigour in the application of appropriate research skills 

•Critically evaluate research evidence, showing sound judgement of complex data to support pedagogic decisions

•Critically reflect upon the importance of ethical procedures within classroom based research, and apply these procedures appropriately

	

· Discuss the intended professional data collection justifying its suitability and purpose;

· Support the study by referring to a range of relevant literature;

· Integrate theory and practice with regard to the pedagogic context;

· Undertake a critical evaluation of the study;

· Discuss the ethical issues that should be considered during the study  

· Write a well-structured piece of work in a coherent writing style






	
TASK DESCRIPTION




Write a critical and analytical essay that discusses your practitioner research ‘lesson study’ in relation to a chosen field.  
This should be 6000 words in length.
Further details regarding the structure of the work will be available on Moodle.
You will also be required to submit an Ethics Form as part of the assessment of this module.  This will be submitted on the 28th February.


	GUIDANCE FOR STUDENTS IN THE COMPLETION OF TASKS



NOTE: The guidance offered below is linked to the assessment criteria overleaf.

1. Subject Knowledge and Understanding (which includes using research-informed literature and knowledge and understanding of the subject)

Your work must be informed and supported by scholarly material that is relevant to and focused on the task(s) set.    You should provide evidence that you have accessed a wide range of sources, which may be academic and/or governmental; these sources may include academic journal articles, textbooks, current news articles, organisational documents, and websites.  You should consider the credibility of your sources; academic journals are normally highly credible sources while websites require careful consideration/selection and should be used sparingly.   Any sources you use should be current and up-to-date, mostly published within the last five years or so, though seminal/important works in the field may be older.  You must provide evidence of your research/own reading throughout your work, using in-text citations in the main body of your work and a reference list that is alphabetical at the end of your work. Please use the Harvard referencing system. 

Your work must demonstrate the growing extent of your knowledge and understanding of concepts and underlying principles associated with the subject area.  Knowledge relates to the facts, information and skills you have acquired through your learning.  You demonstrate your understanding by interpreting the meaning of the facts and information (knowledge). This means that you need to select and include in your work the concepts, techniques, models, theories, etc. appropriate to the task(s) set.  You should be able to explain the theories, concepts, etc. meaningfully to show your understanding.  Your mark/grade will also depend upon the extent to which you demonstrate your knowledge and understanding; ideally each should be complete and detailed, with comprehensive coverage.


2. Intellectual Skills (Analysis)
Your work must contain evidence of logical, analytical thinking, evaluation and synthesis. For example, to examine and break information down into parts, make inferences, compile, compare and contrast information.  This means not just describing what! But also justifying: Why? How? When? Who? Where? At all times, you must provide justification for your arguments and judgements.  Evidence that you have reflected upon the ideas of others within the subject area is crucial to you providing a reasoned and informed debate within your work.  Furthermore, you should provide evidence that you are able to make sound judgements and convincing arguments using data and concepts.  Sound, valid conclusions are necessary and must be derived from the content of your work.  There should be no new information presented within your conclusion.  Where relevant, alternative solutions and recommendations may be proposed.


3. Pedagogic and Professional Applications (Practical Application and Deployment)

You should be able to demonstrate how the subject-related concepts and ideas relate to pedagogic situations or a particular education context.  How do they work in practice?  You will deploy models, methods, techniques, and/or theories, in that context, to assess current situations, perhaps to formulate plans or solutions to solve problems, some of which may be innovative and creative.  This is likely to involve, for instance, the use of pedagogic examples and cases, the application of a model within relevant educational context.  You should show awareness of the limitations of concepts and theories when applied in particular educational contexts.  Your work must provide evidence of the attributes expected in professional practice.  This includes demonstrating your individual initiative and/or collaborative working.   Where relevant, you should show awareness of any ethical issues that relate to your discussion. 

4. Key Transferable Skills (Skills for Professional Practice)
You must communicate effectively in a suitable format, which includes written and oral presentation. Work should be coherent and well structured in presentation and organisation.

	
                 MARKING CRITERIA AND STUDENT FEEDBACK



This section details the assessment criteria. The extent to which these are demonstrated by you determines your mark. The marks available for each criterion are shown. Lecturers will use the space provided to comment on the achievement of the task(s), including those areas in which you have performed well and areas that would benefit from development/improvement.




	Common Assessment Criteria Applied
	Grade 
awarded

	1. Subject Knowledge and Understanding (which includes using research-informed literature and knowledge and understanding of the subject)
Extent of research and/or own reading, selection of credible sources, application of appropriate referencing conventions. Extent of knowledge and understanding of concepts and underlying principles associated with the discipline.
	

	





	

	
	

	2. Intellectual Skills (Analysis)
Analysis, evaluation and synthesis; logic, argument and judgement; analytical reflection; organisation  of ideas and evidence
	

	





	

	
	

	3. Pedagogic and Professional Applications (Practical Application and Deployment)
Deployment of pedagogic methods, materials, tools and techniques; application of concepts; formulation of innovative and creative solutions to solve problems.  Attributes in professional practice: individual and collaborative working
	

	





	

	
	

	4.Key Transferable Skills
Deployment of appropriate media; presentation and organisation.
	

	





	

	
	



	Assignment Grade (Assessment grades are subject to ratification at the Exam Board.  These comments and marks are to give feedback on module work and are for guidance only until they are confirmed. )
	Late Submission Penalties (tick if appropriate)
	

	
	Up to 1 week late
	D Max
	

	
	Over 1 week late
	Fail
	



	Level 7
	Assessment Criteria Descriptors for Primary PGCE with QTS
This format emphasizes the holistic nature of judgements to be made by markers. Equal weighting is given to each section. Plagiarism or non-submission will result in F (0%) grading. 

	Assessment Criteria
	Fail - grade E
	Weak pass– grade D
	Pass – grade C
	Pass – grade B
	Pass – grade A

	
	Poor 
	Weak Pass
	Satisfactory 
	Good
	       Excellent 

	Overall judgement 
	Poor understanding, unsystematic, incomplete and/or inaccurate 
	Understanding of main issues demonstrated
	Satisfactory understanding demonstrated with satisfactory analysis
	Good understanding of basic principles and relevant evidence, with a coherent and logical argument
	Highly thoughtful answer informed by wider reading, showing clarity of thought, personal insight and some originality

	Subject Knowledge and Understanding

(Conceptual)



(Reading)
	Basic misunderstanding, misconceptions, or misinterpretations - Some superficial knowledge in places
	Main concepts understood with limited evidence of critical insight
	Sound understanding of concepts and critical engagement with ideas
	Good understanding of key concepts; knowledge of wider implications; critical engagement
	Engaged critically and systematically with the main concepts and theories: excellent engagement

	
	Poor and/or inappropriate literature, lacking accuracy, unsound, limited/dated range of sources 

	Satisfactory range of reading overall although this may be limited in some way
	Satisfactory range of reading drawn from the recommended list and other sources
	Good range of relevant literature from a variety of sources beyond recommended list
	Clear evidence of independent thinking informed by a selective range of reading from a variety of sources

	Intellectual skills

(argument)


( professional data collection: research design/data collection )

(presentation of findings/analysis)


(critical /reflective evaluation)

	Little sense of an argument lacks coherence.
Generally descriptive or anecdotal
	Argument is balanced with some differing viewpoints presented.  Some questioning of assumptions
	Argument presented shows satisfactory evidence of critical and analytical reflection.
	Strong argument developed.  Good evidence of critical and analytical reflection
	A well-structured critical argument is presented with evidence of synthesis of viewpoints

	
	Professional data collection is inappropriate/ flawed /not discussed
	Professional data collection is mainly suited to purposed; beginnings of critical considerations
	Professional data collection is suited to purpose and considered critically.
	Professional data collection well suited to purpose, justified with clear identified focus 
	Professional data collection logical and sophisticated; comprehensive understanding of appropriate techniques 

	
	Findings presented with little or no framework or discussion; or discussion of findings is descriptive. Few conclusions are drawn or conclusions drawn are inappropriate.
	Findings are presented with basic analysis and some limited but appropriate conclusions
	Findings presented with some analysis and criticality with justified conclusions
	Findings presented in a critical and analytical framework. Thoughtful conclusions, firmly based upon the evidence presented
	Findings presented in a critical and analytical framework. Insightful conclusions, firmly based upon the evidence presented

	
	Little or no evaluation attempted; no or limited reflection 
	Evaluation and reflection is present but  may be limited
	Satisfactory critical evaluation of study; satisfactory reflection
	Good critical evaluation of study; good reflection
	Critically reflective evaluation of work informed by excellent reflection.

	Pedagogic and Professional applications
(linking theory to practice)

(professional reflection)


(working in  a group)


(ethical conduct  where appropriate)

	Little or no evidence of engagement or superficial engagement and understanding with respect to the pedagogic and professional context(s)
	Some engagement and understanding with respect to the pedagogic and professional context(s)
	Sound engagement and understanding with respect to the pedagogic and professional context(s)
	Good evidence of integration of theory and practice with respect to the pedagogic and professional context(s)
	Excellent integration of theory and practice with respect to the pedagogic and professional context(s)


	
	No evidence of reflection 
	Some evidence of reflection  whilst beginning to make links with own practice and thinking
	Satisfactory evidence of critical reflection  whilst beginning to make links with own practice and thinking
	Good evidence of critical reflection whilst making links with own practice and thinking
	Demonstrates an excellent level of understanding of critical reflection as a learning process

	
	Inability to work with others or works within a group but lacks self direction or group responsibility

	Responsibility for  planning and developing courses of action; shows awareness of group responsibility
	Initiates and occasionally leads tasks/processes for won work and where appropriate for others.
	Chooses goals and can self-direct; able to co-operate within a group and can take the lead
	Accepts accountability for determining and achieving personal and/or group outcomes

	
	Ethical issues not or superficially considered 

	Some awareness of ethical issues
	Appropriate ethical issues raised and discussed; bias/prejudice not noted
	Good, clear understanding of ethical issues; awareness of bias and prejudice
	Ethical issues have been addressed effectively; bias/ prejudice discussion includes attempts to nullify this

	Key/Transferable Skills 
(presentation)

(spelling, punctuation and grammar)



(structure)




(referencing techniques)

	Poor presentation of written work 

	Presentation of written work is weak

	Satisfactory presentation of written work 
	Good presentation of written work
	Excellent presentation of written work

	
	Significant errors in spelling, punctuation or grammar 
	Some errors in spelling, punctuation or grammar
	Spelling, punctuation and grammar are satisfactory; few errors in written language
	Spelling, grammar and punctuation are good; very few errors in written language
	Excellent standard of written language. No or very minor errors in written language 

	
	Poor structure with unclear writing style 
	Structure is present but may be underdeveloped, writing style is mostly coherent
	Satisfactory structure with  coherent writing style


	Good structure with a coherent writing style

	Effective structure and highly coherent writing style which fully engages the reader  

	
	No use or limited use of protocols and conventions including Harvard referencing 

	Some following of protocol and conventions of Harvard referencing 
	Satisfactory use of Harvard referencing protocols and conventions 
	Good use of Harvard referencing protocols and conventions 
	Harvard system used accurately, consistently and effectively with all sources




	Student Self Evaluation Form 



This section repeats in brief the common assessment criteria detailed on previous pages. The extent to which these are demonstrated by you determines your mark. Using these criteria, tick the box that best indicates the level of achievement you feel you have achieved with regard to each of them. 


	Common Assessment Criteria Applied

	
	
REFER
	
D
	
C
	
B
	
A

	
	OUTRIGHT FAIL
	UNSATISFACTORY
	SATISFACTORY
	GOOD
	VERY GOOD
	EXCELLENT

	1. Subject Knowledge and Understanding (which includes using research-informed literature and knowledge and understanding of the subject)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Intellectual Skills (Analysis)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Pedagogic and Professional Applications (Practical Application and Deployment)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Key Transferable Skills
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	PLEASE COMMENT ON AREAS IN WHICH YOU FEEL THAT YOU HAVE PERFORMED WELL 
	PLEASE COMMENT ON AREAS YOU FEEL THAT YOU NEED TO DEVELOP

	I was able to explain my points in depth. 
I think that the way I organized this essay made it easy for the reader to understand and follow each main point.


	In the future, I feel that I should do more background reading before starting the essay, rather than doing it as I write as this will help me to gain a better overview of the literature.




	Student’s Name
	Daniel Kilford
	Date
	15/04/2018

	Student’s Signature
	D. Kilford
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[bookmark: _Toc511570602]Aim, focus and purpose of the research
The issue that had arisen in my placements and, therefore inspired this research is that children do not currently understand how to expand upon not only their own ideas, but the ideas of their peers. From personal experience, in a discussion or questioning session, children will usually provide a variety of unrelated answers which may or may not be valid to the discussion subject. It is at this moment that I started to think about the reasons behind this individualised thinking and whether teamwork and collaborative discussion would have a positive impact on the children’s learning and the quality of the answers that they provide. In my school, there was a push for collaborative work, but whether their answers were more related to each other or not has never been studied. It is with this thinking that I wish to test whether collaboration has a positive benefit on how related each child’s answers are.
[bookmark: _Toc511570603]Research context
School A is a small, urban school in the east of Swansea and School B is a large school north of Swansea. Both schools are in deprived areas and have mixed ability classes. In my class, there are 30 children who mostly come from a low SES background. My partner’s class is similar of nature but has 31 students enrolled. A lot of the children in my class are identified as having ALN or being EAL which may affect their ability to discuss topics with ease and expansive detail. The children are subject to a variety of experiences and this is reflected in the work and discussion points that they are able to bring to a given topic. I discussed the likely points for discussion and the average child’s ability to answer coherently and collaboratively with my partner and decided that this is something that children in both schools could improve on. Together, we discussed different methods of encouraging collaborative discussion before deciding on one that has the potential to assist children in both of our classes. The method we chose was snowballing; a method of individual thought, pair discussion and group discussion. The research question that arose from this is “How can the ability to build on each other’s answers be improved through the snowballing technique?” I believe that researching into this topic will assist the children in my class with answering open ended questions or discussing ideas around a topic.
[bookmark: _Toc511570604]Short overview of relevant literature
After creating our research question, I looked further into the topics I will discuss by reading books, journal articles and other relevant resources. I learnt many things from literature, but the most important thing to note throughout this report is that no academic writer has been able to designate one style of questioning as being the most effective.
Henderson and Lawrence (2011) used statistics to prove that teachers’ current use of questioning is not effective. They state that 93% of all questions in a classroom are asked by the teacher, accumulating to around 64 questions in a 30-minute session. This prompts the question that if teachers ask most questions in the classroom, how engaged are the children and are they actively listening to the topic and creating their own ideas and questions or are they being passive learners through lack of opportunity to express their opinions.
This level of intensive questioning is discussed by Wragg and Brown (2001) who offers a possible remedy to the situation. The work by Wragg and Brown (2001) was based around discussion which has been seen to have fewer teacher questions and increases the amount of useful pupil-pupil conversation. They suggest that questions must be clear for all pupils to become involved in the thinking process, if the children do not fully understand, they can be prompted by the teacher to introduce a starting point in the discussion, but the “right” answer (if there is one) should not be given at this point. Wragg and Brown (2001) believes that discussion is an important method of promotive active learning, which is a more effective way of cultivating new information. 
Another key point to discuss is the use of collaborative learning in a classroom is it naturally facilitates discussion within a group in order to complete a task. Taggart and Wilson (2005) suggests that there are several positives to collaborative learning including its ability to increase overall achievement and instil democratic learning and collaboration in people of all backgrounds, helping them learn and work together. Taggart and Wilson (2005) support Wragg and Brown’s (2001) point that discussion must be facilitated in order for it to be most effective.
Manspeaker and Hankemeier (2017) states that, while collaborative learning has many positives, it also has drawbacks. One drawback is that for effective collaborative learning to take place, the participant’s communication skills must be to a high standard. A lack of communication skills can lead to heated disagreements over certain points or a perceived exclusion from the group if there is a lack of opportunity to contribute. While Manspeaker and Hankemeier (2017) introduce some interesting points, it is important to note that their research was undertaken with professional athletic trainers and their experiences of collaborative learning may not transfer into the classroom.
Burk (2012) proposes that a snowballing method of questioning and discussion can prove very useful in the classroom, especially with the engagement of children with SEN or who are EAL. He found that many children knew answers to questions he was asking but were reluctant to try to answer it for fear of getting it wrong. He suggests that if students are allowed to think about and discuss their answers for a few minutes, they will be better developed than if hands were to be raised immediately after asking the question.
Jones (2007) supports Burk’s (2012) ideas that snowballing is a beneficial way of promoting effective classroom discussion. Jones (2007) states that the “gradual assimilation of all ideas within a group” (p.588) is an effective and easily implementable method of increasing the involvement of every pupil in the class.
Maeda (2017) disputes the point that discussion assists all pupils within the classroom. She proposes that, for students whose first language is not English, discussion can be a very daunting experience. Maeda states that fear, embarrassment and social isolation are but a few barriers to this type of learning for these students. It is important to note the drawbacks of this study; the study was undertaken in an American university which is likely to have a less inclusive atmosphere than a primary school class and the research is not around snowballing, which may negate the results of Maeda’s (2017) research.
The reading that I have undertaken has facilitated and consolidated the notion that my research question will assist me in gaining an insight into classroom discussion and active learning, and will also benefit my teaching practice in the future.
[bookmark: _Toc511570605]Explanation of Lesson Study Design
This study’s methodology is lesson study, which is based on action research. Action research is a method of study which includes investigating an area of education to find a problem, undertaking a certain action that the researcher feels may impact this problem and then recording the results of the action to deduce why it happened and whether the action is beneficial to the future (Lesha, 2014). Action research usually takes place within a classroom in order to observe the children in their most natural state which will produce the most valid and accurate results.
The methodology of lesson study is split into several parts:
· The first part of lesson study is using summative data from teachers’ observations to find a problem in their class that they wish to correct or learning area that they wish to enhance.
· The teachers then think of teaching techniques that can be implemented or augmented to enhance the lesson. The teachers then jointly plan a lesson around the technique that they believe will benefit learning and the first teacher teaches the session.
· The third step includes choosing three pupils to take part in interviews. The aim of this is to assist the researchers in identifying what has happened and why it has happened from the child’s perspective.
· The next step of lesson study is reflecting upon the lesson and findings as a group or a pair and then to adapt the lesson to further meet the needs of the children. The second practitioner will then teach the lesson. The cycle will continue until all practitioners have been observed and have reflected upon their lesson.
· The final step of lesson study is a research paper based around the study which includes all the findings, conclusions and recommendations for further steps. This paper can then be published so that other practitioners can learn from the instance of lesson study. (Dudley, 2014).
Several methods of data collection were used during our instance of lesson study. The first method was observational field notes that were made during the lesson. These notes were made by a non-participant peer observer and were quantitative in nature. The decision for the observer to be non-participant was made for several reasons including the fact that the researcher will be able to see more when not an active role in the lesson. This supports the idea that teachers learn to filter information when they are performing a certain role (Dudley, 2014) The role of the non-participant observer is to provide information to the difference between what the teacher sees and what he/she thinks they see. The downside to the researcher being non-participant is that they may cause a “researcher effect” where the children act slightly differently because they know they are being watched.
The notes made on the lesson were quantitative and the notes on the focus group interviews were qualitative. The structure for the lesson observational notes were personally made and, therefore, fit the study and all data collection requirements perfectly. Quantitative methods have the benefit of being an easier way of collecting a large amount of data that may come at you at a rapid pace (Wilson, 2013). During the lesson that I had planned, several notable things would happen at once, proving that this rapid method of data collection was necessary.
The notes around the focus group interview were made qualitatively as this section of the process was based around finding the children’s opinions about a certain subject. One researcher would ask the children the questions and the other researcher would type or write notes about what the children said. These notes did not have to be perfectly verbatim but had to convey the opinions and emotions of the children well. The ability for the children to say whatever they wanted in this section was important (Clark, Flewitt, Hammersley and Robb, 2014). If the children were asked to answer questions on a scale or to a list of options, their true feelings about the subject may not have been expressed. The results of the data will be extensive and in depth but can be coded (Blair, 2016) into categories which can be expanded upon when required to provide an overview of what an “average” child may think on the matter.
The two methods of data collection that have been used in this research could also be classified as “discourse analysis” (Bryman and Burgess, 1994). Discourse analysis research is based around the way that people talk, the words that they choose to use and what meaning they put behind their chosen words. It was important to keep this in mind during a lesson that was solely focussed on discussion, noting children who could be seen as overpowering the rest of the group with loud yet dull discourse, or a quieter child with a far more descriptive discourse. The children who were seen to be avoiding questions during the discussion were also noted and questions were to be raised about why.
The focus group for the quantitative sampling were chosen with several reasons in mind. Both research partners gave each other a minor brief on the ability levels, discourse and teamworking skills of the children in their class prior to focus group selection. After this brief, which did not mention names or anything that may help the other researcher identify certain children when entering the classroom, both researchers decided that their the highest ability groups in each class were most similar on the aforementioned criteria.
A decision was made to work with only one group during this process as the amount of data that the researcher would need to record and collect would be too vast if the whole class was participating. The teacher could also focus their support on their specific focus group in order to guide them along the discussion lesson as they required, in this specific case, frequent monitoring and encouraging.
The focus group for the interview was chosen at random from the group participating in the lesson. This was chosen regardless of the child’s gender, ability, willingness to work and their performance in the session so far (Munn and Drever, 2004). The only reason that the child would not have the opportunity to be chosen is if the child’s parents or guardians did not give informed consent or the child did not give/withdrew their assent to data being collected. 
Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used during this study because, as a research pairing, we both understood the benefits and drawbacks of each system. Quantitative alone would have provided a very good general overview of the class but would not provide detail about why things have happened. Qualitative only, however, would have provided an in-depth account of a single factor but several other factors in the classroom would have been missed. 
Reflecting on the lessons was an important part of the process. Reflection, both self and peer in this case, helped both of us as researchers and practitioners to understand the process that we had undertook, the actions that the children took and the results that were generated from each instance of teaching (Kline and St.  John, 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc511570606]Ethical Considerations
When performing research, there are several ethical considerations that must be attended to in order to protect all parties that are involved in the research. The first people that must be protected are the participants. In this research, the participants are children and, therefore, are at a higher risk of emotional distress than adults. It is important that the questions and context that I have chosen for the research will not revolve around any subjects that may affect these children negatively. It is also important that the participants know their rights before, during and after participating in the research. This will be resolved by giving children a small verbal introduction to the research and allowing them to ask questions before signing the assent form and throughout the whole research process. The children will also be protected through our pledge to their confidentiality and anonymity. This will be guaranteed by ensuring no data will contain their names or any of their characteristics which could be used to identify them.
The second people at risk are myself and my fellow researcher. These risks are based around safeguarding issues and can be resolved by following the school’s safeguarding procedure. The first resolution to the safeguarding issue is making sure the research takes place in a safe area where the children feel safe and able to work like they would in a normal lesson. My focus group will be taken in to a separate room next to the classroom with an open door. This means that the children in the research group will be visible at any time. The second researcher being present will also negate some of the safeguarding issues. The topics that I will discuss with the children will not give them an opportunity to disclose any information that is deemed harmful. If this does happen, I am aware of the procedure that I must undertake by telling the correct senior staff member.
I must also be careful to uphold the reputation of the university. If I act in a way that does not befit the standards of the university, I risk the good partnership between the university and the school. To avoid this, I must adhere to the university’s guidelines and the British Educational Research Association (2011) guidelines at all times.
[bookmark: _Toc511570607]Lesson Study 1 Analysis
The first lesson was taken by my colleague and was taught to a focus group of 10 children, all placed in the highest set of the class. The children remained inside the classroom and the rest of the class were away from the classroom performing another activity. This gave my colleague as teacher and myself as researcher privacy in order for the research to take place.
This lesson was slightly unstructured but followed the theory of snowballing. The children were shown a picture of an interesting building on a laptop screen and asked what they noticed about the building that was on it. They were asked for raised hands and gave some suitable answers. Some children explained their own answers and others expanded on their own answers. Despite this level of detail, very few children were able to improve or explain another child’s answer. The answers were quite sporadic and less cohesive as the children bounced between ideas and topics at their own free will, each hoping to impress the teacher and the group with an interesting point. My fellow researcher then decided to ask each child in a circle if they would like to contribute to the discussion. Once again, the answers were, while mostly valid and interesting, often disconnected from each other.
The second part of this lesson introduced the snowballing techniques of questioning and discussion. This section aimed to show any difference, whether positive or negative, that may arise between these different questioning techniques. My research partner showed the children a second photo in the same topic as the first. The children were not allowed to answer straight to the teacher this time, instead they had to talk to a partner and discuss what they could see. Once the children had discussed for a while, the pairs of children then joined and formed larger groups where they shared what they had talked about for the past few minutes.
During this second part of the session, there were varying levels of ability and willingness to build upon each other’s answers. The pairs session was positive as conversation often flowed freely between the partners, both offering a fairly extensive amount of information at a level of depth that was not observed in the first part of the session. The children built upon each other’s answers well as they were obligated to listen to their partner. When the pairs joined to a group, a negative aspect became overt as individual personalities were often observable and certain children took charge of the discussion, leaving others with little to say or no motivation to do so. This level of avoidance was not seen in the first session as it was monitored by the class teacher.
When the groups were brought back into one whole group for the children to report their answers and discussion topics to the teacher, the trend of children building on each other’s answers continued. One child would raise their hand and give a point that they had discussed in their group, but with little detail. Another child from the same group would often jump in and reiterate what that child had said and then build upon it, offering more information or an explanation of the topic. This would also happen between the two groups, where a child from one group would answer and then a child from another group would state that they had discussed this point and would either refute it, confirm it or add additional information. This proves that the snowballing method of questioning increased a child’s ability or willingness to build on another child’s answer (Burk, 2012)
During the interview with the three focus children, children 2 and 3 could not tell the difference between the way they answered question one and two, referring to the pictures having a different building in them. Child one correctly identified that the first section was answered individually and the second was answered as a group. Child 3, once understanding the question’s aims, built upon and expanded child 1’s answer.
Questions 2 and 3 asked the children which way they preferred to work and why. All three children stood behind different cards. Child 1 went to “as a group” because they felt that having more people was the most effective way to generate the most ideas. Child 2 stood behind “on your own” as they felt that working in a pair or a group was distracting, and their best answers came from when he/she was working alone. Child 3 stood behind “as a pair” as they thought that in a group, people shouted over each other a lot but in a pair, reinforcing Manspeaker and Hankemeier’s (2017) perceived negatives of collaborative learning, but also stated that you could come up with more answers than if you were on your own.
Question four asked which picture the children found easier to answer. All children said picture two but referred to the picture itself rather than the way that they answered it through the snowballing strategy.
When asked how this lesson should be taught in the future, children 1 and 3 stated that the questions should be asked in a group as it will help people with generating more ideas (child 1) and they will not have to speak as much (child 3). Child 2, however, unknowingly referred to the snowballing technique by stating that the children should work on their own, then as a pair and then as a group.
After this session, my research partner and I discussed how the lesson could be improved to show more overt results of snowballing and to increase the efficacy of our lesson on child learning. There were several ways of achieving this. The first way was to keep to the structure of see, think, wonder more closely as this would introduce thinking in the first two sections and promote a deeper level of thinking and question asking in the wonder section (Lowe, Prout, and Murcia, 2013; Harvard Project Zero, 2015). The second modification to be made to the session was the introduction of recording the children’s answers. By recording the answers and making them visible to the children, they could engage in past topics and build upon not only the current topic but, by referring back, they could build upon older topics that they had been pondering and considering for a while.
From this experience, we learnt that a child is just as likely to build upon another child’s answers in their groups as when they feed back to the teacher. It is important to take this forward into the next lesson and observe this with great detail. The observational checklist used was an effective method of collecting vast amounts of rapid data and will be used in the second lesson.
[bookmark: _Toc511570608]Lesson Study 2 Analysis
The second lesson was taken by me and was taught to a focus group of 5 children who were also all placed in the highest set of the class. I took the children into a room that was adjacent to the classroom, with enough privacy to ensure the test conditions were as similar as possible to the first lesson (Marczyk, DeMatteo and Festinger 2005), but with an open door and good visibility from outside to ensure that we followed the relevant safeguarding procedures.
Following on from the discussion that my research partner and I had, the lesson was more structured and began with a question about what the children could see. The children were ahead of the questioning, including things that they thought but the vocabulary used and modelling of a “correct” answer helped to direct their answers to a suitable template (Anstey, 2011).
The recording of the answers increased the children’s engagement with the topic. On one instance when a child repeated another child’s answer, he/she built upon it and the notes were modified to make way for new information.
As the lesson progressed into the think and wonder sections, several positives and negatives of the non-snowballing method once again became prevalent. One of these positives is that children could express whatever ideas that they wanted and were more enthusiastic about responding to the whole group as the question and answer session was led and monitored by the teacher. A negative of this is that, apart from the aforementioned instance, children rarely chose to build upon one another’s answers.
Before showing the second picture, I explained to the children the method of discussion that they were about to undertake and used instruction checking questions to ensure they understood the process.
The second question followed the “see, think, wonder” format of the first part of this lesson and the “in pairs, in groups and then report back” snowballing structure seen in the second part of the first lesson. Once again, there are several positives and negatives of the snowballing method. One positive of this method is that it gave all children an opportunity to think and work in a group size that is preferable to them. This could be contradicted, however by saying that, while a child may enjoy working alone for a segment of the session, they are forced into teamwork for the other two parts. Another positive is that the children could validate their ideas between themselves before reporting back to the teacher, as they may not feel confident to give an answer to the whole group for fear of giving an incorrect answer (Burk, 2012). Again, this positive could be negated if a valid answer is claimed erroneous by peers who have a different idea of what a valid answer is.
These results may show higher engagement levels (O’Connor, 2013), not only in teacher-child engagement, but child-child engagement and several instances of peer learning. This is shown through the children actively listening to each other and focussing on what their peers has to say, contemplating it, consolidating it and then looking to offer more detail. This varies from the first part of the session where the children looked only to say their answer because they had not had a chance to discuss it. When an instance of teacher-child questioning takes place, children tend to be so focussed on saying their answer that they do not listen or think about other children’s answers; this lack of listening is made evident by the amount of times a child will repeat an answer that another child has said or will answer related to an old topic when the discussion has moved forward into a new one.
These results of engagement in peer learning may be refuted, however, as the level of avoidance in the second part of the session was far higher than the first. Many children felt that they had said enough in the discussion section and did not wish to report back to the teacher. They also chose not to build on the other groups answers which shows that, while they may have been a part of active learning in the discussion, their engagement with the topic during the reporting back phase was lower than the first part of the session.
During the interviews, once again the children initially struggled to tell the difference between the way they answered the two questions but produced viable answers after a few attempts. Also, alike the first instance of teaching, the children were split on which grouping method they preferred with each child choosing a different method. An interesting thing to note here is that one child chose to work on his/her own because he/she did not like cheating. This shows that the children may not partake in collaborative learning often.
When questioned, most children stated that they preferred answering the second question, which used the snowballing method, but would recommend that other groups should work on their own. This shows that, while the children enjoy collaborative learning and it has shown to help them, they do not see it’s improvements on their own classroom practice. 
The next lesson could be improved by monitoring the time taken for each instance of questioning. While the results showed that there were more answers built upon and avoided during the snowballing method than the non-snowballing method, this may be due to the discussion being allocated more time than a simple question and answer session. This must be taken into consideration when designing a full lesson as a snowballing discussion may take a considerable amount of time in the lesson. To improve future research, it may be beneficial for the lesson and the following interviews to be recorded. This would ensure that no opportunities to collect data were missed. This is important as a researcher can only listen to one group/pair at a time so may miss certain information. The negative to this is that the children may act differently in front of a camera, making the data less valid.
[bookmark: _Toc511570609]Discussion
[bookmark: _GoBack]From the research, there are several findings that can be discussed. The first is a positive of the snowballing method of questioning: more children expanded on another child’s answer than in the individual questioning session (Burk, 2012; Jones, 2007). This level of ability is due to the discussion before reporting the answers back, which allows the children to acclimatise themselves to actively listen to one another as a pair and then as a group. This active listening allows the children to connect the discussion topic to their own ideas and past learning (Taggart and Wilson, 2005), sharing this for the good of the group. Another positive impact of the snowballing technique is that, on average, it improves pupil engagement. All pupils are given a chance to work through a method that they enjoy, meaning they are likely to engage with the process more which is shown by the observational notes. In both instances, all pupils participated in more questions and more topics during the snowballing questioning technique. A possible reason for this is that a teacher can only hear one pupil’s answer at any given time. During a “hands up” method of questioning, time is wasted for the other children (Henderson and Lawrence, 2011), but during a discussion, all children have a chance to speak and are encouraged to actively listen when not speaking (Wragg and Brown, 2001).
A negative impact of the snowballing method of questioning is that during the reporting back stage of the process, more children opted to avoid answering the question in a more public medium. There are several possible reasons for this level of avoidance. One possible reason is that the child may have said all of their points during the pair/group sessions and feels no need to reiterate themselves for the sake of the whole group. A second possible reason is that the discussion may have moved away from the topic that a child’s answers were based around (Manspeaker and Hankemeir, 2017). Not being able to discuss a possible answer in a small group setting may cause the pupil to lack confidence when the whole group is asked to respond (Maeda, 2017). The ability of group discussion to alleviate the pressures of getting an answer “wrong” seems to have not worked during this study, and the snowballing technique has been somewhat counter-intuitive in this regard. It is important to note that this may not be a negative of the snowballing method or discussion as a whole, only those methods under these specific research circumstances.
From this research, I found out that pupils in my class work most efficiently in several different ways. The ways in which they work vary on their personality, their mindset to getting answers wrong and their disposition towards collaborative learning. I believe that with my class, choice is an important factor to how well they will perform a task as they are accustomed to having this choice in most lessons. 
This study was performed with the highest ability level of children in order to reduce the number of variables between mine and my partner’s classes. It would be interesting to see how levels of engagement and building on each other’s’ answers would differ depending on the ability level of the group, the composition of personalities in the group and the topic that they were discussing including how well they know the topic, how well they can relate it to their own experiences etc. 
The methods of research in this study have several strengths and weaknesses. One strength of the research was the observational checklist used to record the data. It allowed the researchers to gain a rapid overview of what was happening in the classroom. The limitation to this, as mentioned earlier, was that the researcher could only listen to one group at any given time and data from other groups would have been missed.


[bookmark: _Toc511570610]Conclusion
This essay discovered some interesting findings about the effects of the snowballing and discussion in the classroom. The study was, however, on a very small scale and, while it will help my partner and me in our future teaching practice, it is impossible to make a large declaration about the way in which all children should discuss and answer questions. In regard to the proposed research question, the study shows that, for these particular groups of children with this particular topic, using the snowballing technique of questioning does enhance a child’s ability to build upon and add detail to another child’s answer.
The results that we found are due to several factors including the strengths and limitations of our methods. A strength of our methods was the focus group interviews with 3 children as recommended by Dudley (2014). The way that the interviews were conducted with visual aids, non-leading questions and a semi-structured format allowed us to gain an insight to how the children felt after the process had finished. A limitation that appeared was that some of the data that we collected from the interview did not refer to the snowballing strategy. The methods that my fellow researcher and I chose did not make the children completely aware of the methods that they were undertaking which caused confusion in the interview. A second limitation is that children often referred to which picture they preferred rather than which questioning strategy. This is due to the pictures being more different from each other than my researcher and I had anticipated.
Another strength of the research is that the children who took part in the study were all of a similar academic level, reducing the number of variables present in the study. The children had very similar cognitive ability and descriptive capability in order to express vast amounts of detail about the photographs. If one group was of a lower ability, the research would not have been a fair test. The limitation of this strength is that, for this to happen, one group was significantly larger than the other due to the way in which the classes are organised. This may cause discrepancies in the data. A possible solution to this would be to also use the second highest set in the class, making the overall number of children participating in that class 10.
These results and the reasoning behind the positives and negatives of this research will be taken forward into my own teaching practice in the future. The research shows that discussion through the snowballing technique is a useful tool for collaborative learning as it engages all pupils, but before it can be used to its full efficacy, the children must be trained in a growth mindset (Dweck, 2012) to understand that getting an answer wrong is ok, and that it is the first stage in learning. This will help the children gain confidence when talking and discussing their point. As a practitioner, I will use discussion throughout lessons as the active listening that it promotes will help children to stay on task and the collaborative learning that the children undertake helps the children to become ambitious, capable learners (Donaldson, 2015) as they learn to understand their own ideas and convey them in an effective way.
If I was to teach this lesson under normal class conditions (without it being part of a research paper) in the future, I would use the snowballing method of discussion rather than a “hands up” approach. I believe that the positives outweigh the negatives and this method is a viable way of promoting exceptional classroom discussion.
I would use the whole class and intermix the group, allowing the children to work with new people. This would give the pupils a chance to work with people who may have different ability levels and different personal experiences than them. It would also provide me with an interesting observation of how children with different personalities work together to achieve a common goal.
Another factor that I would ensure in a future class is that the discussion and questions would be around the topic that the children have been learning about during the term/half term. The discussion-based lesson could happen at two points, the first is at the start to allow children to share what they already know through past learning or personal experiences with the rest of the class. The second instance would be at the end to consolidate and reinforce the learning that has been undertaken during the topic.
[bookmark: _Toc511570611]Recommendations
This research has been a very useful tool in reflecting upon my own practice as a teacher and the way that children create, develop and express their ideas in a discussion setting. As a practitioner I now understand the need to allow children to discuss their ideas with their peers before presenting to the whole class. The children who avoided answering questions to myself and my fellow researcher were still playing an active role in discussions with their peers and small groups. It is important to remember that, while I may not hear these children answering to questions, they may be engaging in the context privately with their partner. 
If I did lesson study research again, I would continue to use a similar format of reflection between teaching instances as I feel that this allowed my research partner and I to identify what went well and what could be improved for the research to be at the highest standard possible. One thing that I may improve upon if I were to undertake lesson study research again would be the number of researchers. If we had more time to perform our research, I feel that having two or three observers would provide more reliable feedback and improve the practitioner’s questioning strategies more than a single observer. This would also allow several redrafts of the same lesson with a reflection between each teaching instance. This would assist the teachers by converting the lesson into its optimum form, promoting good practice in not only this area, but all areas of the curriculum.
If another researcher was to undertake this study, I would recommend that they use the observational checklist that I created and adapt it to fit their lesson and its purpose. The observational checklist allowed the researchers to capture a quantitative representation of what was happening in the discussions without use of recording equipment, making the data easy to represent and interpret.
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Appendix 1 – Observational checklist from school A – Question 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Name
	Participated in
	Asked
	1st response
	Expanded
	Bounced
	Avoided

	Child 1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1

	Child 2
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 

	Child 3
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Child 4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Child 5
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 

	Child 6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 

	Child 7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Child 8
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Child 9
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 

	Child 10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 














Appendix 2 – Observational checklist from school A – Question 2
	Name
	Participated in
	Asked
	1st response
	Expanded
	Bounced
	Avoided

	Child 1
	3
	 
	2
	1
	 
	 

	Child 2
	2
	 
	1
	3
	 
	 

	Child 3
	3
	 
	 
	2
	 
	 

	Child 4
	2
	1
	 
	2
	 
	2

	Child 5
	3
	1
	2
	2
	 
	 

	Child 6
	2
	 
	2
	 
	1
	3

	Child 7
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	3

	Child 8
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	1

	Child 9
	2
	 
	1
	 
	 
	1

	Child 10
	2
	 
	2
	 
	 
	 



Appendix 3 – Observational checklist from school B – Question 1
	Name
	Participated in
	Asked
	1st response
	Expanded
	Bounced
	Avoided

	Child 1
	3
	 
	2
	4
	 
	 

	Child 2
	2
	 
	1
	2
	 
	 

	Child 3
	3
	 
	 
	2
	1
	 

	Child 4
	3
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1

	Child 5
	4
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 







Appendix 4 – Observational checklist from school B – Question 2
	Name
	Participated in
	Asked
	1st response
	Expanded
	Bounced
	Avoided

	Child 1
	10
	 
	5
	7
	 
	 

	Child 2
	6
	 
	4
	4
	 
	 

	Child 3
	6
	1
	 
	3
	2
	2

	Child 4
	6
	2
	 
	2
	2
	3

	Child 5
	6
	1
	1
	3
	2
	1
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