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[bookmark: _GoBack]Design, conduct and critically evaluate a close-to-practice research project (lesson study) focusing on the model of the transformative teacher in developing practice that has a positive impact on the learner.

Aim, focus and purpose of the research

The main aim of the research was to participate in enquiry-oriented practice in order to decipher how effectively AfL strategies such as Think, Pair, Share (TPS) were being implemented and used within lessons. This interested me as I am a big advocate for using AfL strategies and encouraging children to engage within discussion about their thoughts, opinions and their learning in more depth. It can be stated by Donaldson (2015, p.7) that “sound pedagogy… requires high-quality teachers with a sound understanding of the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of teaching as well as the ‘what’ ”. Through this experience, I have been able to gather a clearer insight into how and why TPS is used and what the impact of it is. 


Research context

The research took place in two year four classes in the same school. My year 4 class has 31 children and the other year four class has 30 children. In my class, the children use AfL strategies frequently to enhance their understanding and their discussion. The most frequently used methods in the class are Thumbs up, Thumbs down, and TPS.  I discussed this with my research partner to identify any similarities and differences in the types of AfL strategies used. From this, TPS was highlighted as a strategy used in both classes, and henceforth, our research question is ‘How effective is Think, Pair, Share in supporting children’s engagement within discussion’. 


Relevant Literature

From the discussion held with my research partner, I delved into the research surrounding the topic of TPS through the use of books, journal articles, conference papers, and other online material. From this, I was able to develop a clearer knowledge of TPS as an Assessment for Learning (AfL) strategy and the strengths and weaknesses of using it within an educational setting.  

AfL can be perceived as identifying where children are, what they need to do next in their learning, and how to get them there (Assessment Reform Group, 2002). This information is gathered from both the students in their lessons and learning, as well as from the teachers’ perspectives and knowledge of assessment- as linked to the national curriculum (Donaldson, 2015). The main aim of AfL is for teachers to deliver effective, timely feedback to students within lessons to ensure that all needs are being met (Donaldson, 2015; Black and Wiliam, 2006). The research of Hattie and Timperley (2007) supports this as they emphasise that providing students with quality feedback is extremely beneficial for their development in learning. WAG (2010) point out that in order for feedback to be effective, it needs to be clear, given immediately after the discussion or answer, and should encourage children to think about how to improve for progression. Not only will this support the children to develop their thinking, but it will also increase standards for all pupils. This is explored further by Black and Wiliam (1998) who express within their research ‘Inside the Black Box’ that AfL raises standards for all children; especially those who are low attaining (Black et al, 2004). 

Moving further into a specific aspect of AfL, the strategy implemented within the lesson study was TPS. Frank Lyman developed TPS as a learning model in 1981 and it has been developed into a widely used strategy within education systems around the world (Kholid, Muklis and Khasanah, 2014). Much research suggests that TPS is a structured strategy used to enhance collaboration through discussion (Holcomb, 2001; Kwok and Lau, 2015). It can be stated by Wasowski (2009) that TPS can be extremely valuable within the classroom as it incorporates discussion independently, in partners, and in whole groups. This view is reinforced through the idea that TPS encourages children to have sufficient time to think in order to develop the quality of their responses through three stages: Think- children are given a short amount of time to gather their thoughts, Pair- discuss ideas with partner, and Share- present decisions with a group or the rest of the class (Lyman, 1981; Mahmoud, 2015). It can be shared by Holcomb (2001) that individual think time encourages children to clarify their personal opinions, and mentally prepare themselves to share with their peers or group. Discussing with a partner allows the children to develop their understanding of the topic through a different perspective and be honest with expressing their own opinions (Holcomb, 2001; Kothiyal, Murphy, and Iyer, 2014). The research of Bender and Waller (2011) express that the share step of TPS encourages children to articulate their own thoughts and ideas as well as listen to the opinions of their peers. They also follow this with the view that the share step encourages students to reflect on their ideas and to synthesise this further with their partner. 

A key importance in using TPS as an AfL strategy is ensuring that the children are provided with sufficient time to think, to discuss with a partner and to share with the group or class. Wasowski (2009) supports this as they state that teachers providing sufficient time for students to think and discuss is paramount for reasoning to be developed fully. WAG (2010) indicate that allowing thinking time enables children to develop more advanced answers. This view is supported by Gregory and Kuzmich (2010) who express that when given sufficient time to think, discuss and elaborate, children tend to give more thought out opinions and answers. However, if time is not provided, children will not be able to reason and discuss their answers fully, which will minimise their understanding of the topic (Kholid, Muklis, and Khasanah, 2014). This is a weakness of TPS if it is not implemented effectively within lessons. 

Strengths and weaknesses of TPS can be evident when implemented within lessons. One strength is that the technique is the epitome of student participation (Lie, 2002). The strategy requires students to be partnered up for discussion which means that no child will be by themselves (Robertson, 2006). Another strength is that TPS aids teachers perspectives when identifying misconceptions within learning (Holcomb, 2001). However, this can quickly become a negative if not implemented correctly within setting as the misconceptions may not always be evident. This is due to the children always sharing ideas with a partner and so they may just adopt their partners idea when it comes to sharing with the class (Zimmerman, 2002). 


Explanation of lesson study design

Stepanek et al (2006) highlights that lesson study provides opportunities for teachers to engage within, and enhance their professional development practice through collaboration when producing a lesson plan, teaching and observing. This can be emphasised further by Dudley (2011) who states that the quality of teaching can be enhanced through a reflexive, recursive and collaborative lesson study. 

There has been a plethora of research conducted around the topic of a lesson study, and from this, many benefits have arisen. One benefit in particular is that a lesson study can enhance teacher collaboration (Cajkler et al, 2014). It can be expressed by Sibbald (2009) that a lesson study can allow teachers to become more collaborative when discussing pupils learning, sharing resources, as well as emerging strategies to progress pupils learning. This can be beneficial as a long term goal, which is a developmental aim of participating in lesson study, as collaboration amongst teachers is fundamental for better learning opportunities (Cunningham, 2011). 

Another benefit of lesson study as presented by Zhang (2011) is that it provides practitioners with additional opportunities to develop their pedagogical and curricular knowledge in more depth. This can be displayed through planning the lesson, delivering the lesson, and observing the lesson. In correspondence with this, there are many opportunities to enhance the close link between theory and practice in the classroom environment (Murata and Takahashi, 2002). This in itself is a benefit of lesson study as it widely impacts the professional development of the practitioners conducting it. 

However, on the other hand of this, Norwich and Jones (2014) points out that the general consensus gathered through research was that lesson study is very time-consuming. With the demands of the curriculum and other factors in and around the school, it can be found that it is incredibly difficult to find time to leave the classroom to conduct lesson study with other practitioners (Cajkler et al, 2014). 

Within lesson study, there are three methods of data collection that are used. These are: reflection, non-participant observation and focus groups. 

Lesson study incorporates the use of reflection as a significant importance (Gutierez, 2015). It can be stated by Helyer (2015) that reflection allows participants to recognise and develop a clearer understanding of what they have learnt, what went well, and the skills that they have developed. In addition to this, reflection encourages revisiting aspects for improvement and to document their learning (Chang, 2019). However, if lesson study performances are not reflected appropriately, unrealistic judgements could appear and furthermore, effect future teaching and learning implemented within the school (Bozkurt and Yetkin-Özdemir, 2018). It is therefore the responsibility of the researchers to ensure that sufficient and realistic feedback is given in order for ways forward to be applied effectively (Zimmerman, 2002). 

Within the research, I was able to reflect upon the responses of the 3 case study individuals, along with my own opinions, my peers opinions, and theory. I used the reflective cycles of Brookfield (1998), and Kolb (1994) to gather different perspectives on how the lesson study was delivered in order to identify strengths and improvements for future teaching. 

It can be stated by Malderez (2003) that observation is an effective method used to progress and develop understanding of a phenomenon. They also state that it helps to consider the effectiveness of practice and identify next steps for improvement. DCELLS (2008) emphasises that observation within the Foundation Phase (FP) has an essential role in the assessment and learning of pupils. They point out that observing children provides a range of opportunities to track progress alongside the desired outcomes, as well as plan for next steps in their learning. This is supported by Black and Wiliam (1998) who indicate that through observation and assessment, improvements in skills, knowledge and understanding can be enhanced further. Although effective throughout the FP, within KS2, where the lesson study took place, observations are still seen as an effective method of assessing children’s participation and understanding (Glazzard, 2014, p.62). Glazzard (2014) also emphasises that observations encourage identification of what the children already know and can do, and the next steps forward in learning. This is linked specifically to the method of Assessment for Learning and how it demonstrates where the learners already are, where they are going next in their learning, and the best ways to get them there (The Assessment Reform Group, 2002). TPS is an AfL strategy widely used within KS2 to identify these next steps in learning. 

When undertaking the research, a non-participant role was adopted. It can be highlighted by Hall (2008) that a non-participant observer sits on the outside of the activity or lesson and does not involve themselves. This method of observation was beneficial to me as the researcher as it allowed me to watch what happened as opposed to relying on other perceptions (Cohen et al, 2018). This was the case when my peer student teacher delivered her lesson. However, during my own lesson, she had full responsibility of observing the participation and effectiveness of TPS. Qualitative observational notes were undertaken by my peer student teacher when I was teaching and vice versa for her lesson. Literature points out that using qualitative methods enables opportunities to go into detail through reflection, description and interpretation (Fischer, 2011; Hennink, Hutter and Bailey, 2011). This was more suited to the lesson study as we wanted to reflect upon what happened and identify next steps for learning and teaching. 

Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2018) emphasise that interviews allow for more depth than other research methods. This can be due to face to face interaction with the participants, which can lead to a more trusting relationship between researcher and participant (McDonough and McDonough, 1997). 

Peters and Halcomb (2015) indicate that semi-structured interviews provide an opportunity for pre-planned questions which can be used as prompts, and allow the researcher to gather an insight into the participants’ opinions and perceptions. This view is supported further by Wilson (2016) who states that semi-structured interviews allow more le-way for flexibility. This can be beneficial when collating data as the researcher can guide through the interview questions, but can acknowledge the participants’ responses and can introduce additional questions if necessary (Mackey and Gass, 2016). This henceforth, allows for more depth in the research questions and responses. However, it is also crucial to note that bias can sometimes be apparent within semi-structured interviews. As the interviews were conducted with children that I already knew in the class, it was possible that they would give responses to suit the aim of the research. Although, Anyansi-Archibong (2015) expresses bias approaches can be avoided if control is maintained and consistency is apparent throughout. 

When choosing participants to be a part of the research, a sample size of 3 was selected. One higher ability pupil, one middle ability pupil and one lower ability pupil were chosen out of a hat in order to ensure that perceptions from a range of abilities within the class were gathered. 


Ethical considerations

Lesson study presents ethical considerations that need to be taken into account in order for research to be conducted. Ethics are seen as opinions on what is acceptable and not acceptable with conduct in mind (Farrimond, 2013). Henceforth, the Nuremberg code is a main originator of ethical codes that are used within research (Emanuel et al, 2008). It can be stated by BERA (2018) that it is a necessity that ethical standards are considered and acknowledged throughout the research. Within the context of conducting research, all ethical considerations involving the researchers, the participants and the educational setting are noted within the ethics form. 


Lesson study 1 results and analysis

Lesson study 1 was conducted within a year 4 class with 31 pupils. From this, 3 participants were chosen as a sample from a hat to represent lower ability, middle ability and higher ability perspectives. Throughout the lesson study, my research partner conducted observations of the participants every 10 minutes within the hour to measure engagement alongside the Leuven Scale (SCILT, 2019) (Appendix 1). When TPS was used, my research partner noted down levels of participation from each case study student at each section of the AfL strategy. This supported her opinions with evidence and enabled the researcher to evaluate the engagement effectively and fairly. The research of Mead (1953) and Malinowski (1989) as cited in Dewalt and Dewalt (2011) emphasises that without taking notes, the understanding of the observation will not be developed and reasoning would not be in enough depth to critically analyse the lesson study. 

From the notes taken, it was identified that throughout the lesson, the children demonstrated different levels of engagement and interaction within the use of TPS. 

Child 1 was marked as a 4 on the Leuven Scale by my research partner. This indicated that they demonstrated intense levels of engagement, however, smaller interruptions were occasionally evident. The child sat alongside a peer that they do not usually sit by and henceforth, displayed high levels of engagement within the Think aspect of the AfL strategy, as well as the Pair aspect. However, when others were sharing with the class, Child 1 became disengaged and began talking with her partner about a different topic. This happened more than once during the Share aspect of TPS when the strategy was repeated every 10 minutes. As the research method uses a non-participant observation, my research partner and I continued on with the lesson and enabled the child to continue with their choices to identify their engagement levels at their own accord and in their own comfortable environment. This is supported by Mills, Durepos and Wiebe (2010) who point out that non-participant observations enable the researcher to identify the processes of the children’s active engagement with their peers and their environment throughout the lesson. This furthermore, limits the ideology of bias within the collated research (Doherty and Hughes, 2009). Within the interview (Appendix 2), Child 1 was eager to provide her opinions on the lesson and the use of TPS. The child expressed that as they had previously participated in AfL on regular occasions, she felt fine about participating in TPS. Beaver et al (1999) indicates that repetition encourages learning and understanding. She also stated that “my favourite was TPS and drawing what I thought of because it helped me get ideas and share mine with others”. In addition to this, she emphasised that the TPS allows them to “express ourselves” and “get ideas and inspiration from partners”. This backs up the research of Kholid, Muklis, and Khasanah (2014) which highlights that TPS should give children an opportunity to learn to share and respect other opinions and gather ideas from different perspectives. 

Child 2 was measured as both a 2 and 3 on the Leuven Scale. Within the lesson, they displayed a lack of interaction and engagement within the aspects of TPS and were distracted by the environment around them. They often took the opportunity to continue drawing during both the Pair and Share aspect of the strategy, as well as being silly with the child next to them. As the lesson encouraged interaction in TPS more than once, it was interesting to see that the child did not enjoy conversing about his own work or his partners work and instead continued taking his time to complete his drawing. Research shows that children who are disengaged from their learning are at risk for behavioural challenges and poor academic outcomes (Archambault et al, 2009; Green et al, 2008). Child 2 however, is lower ability within the class but does not usually show these traits within lessons. Within lesson study 1, he was sat with his friends who are normally chatty and disruptive to those around them, and henceforth, their behaviour influenced the way that he behaved. The observational learning theory of Bandura (1977) expresses that children learn through watching and imitating others. Unlike Child 1, Child 2 was reserved and shy within the interviews. When providing his answers (Appendix 2), he focused more so on mentioning the activity in the lesson (drawing) as opposed to the main focus of TPS. 

Child 3, similar to Child 1, was measured as a 4 on the Leuven scale for engagement. They showed concentration, enthusiasm, and an eagerness to discuss and share their own ideas, as well as listen to their partner when discussing their ideas. Child 3 sat with a peer that he doesn’t usually sit or work with, however, he still interacted within TPS effectively throughout the lesson. With this in mind, he was not marked as a 5 on the Leuven scale due to his partner not wanting to contribute to the discussion as much as Child 3 did. This therefore meant that the conversation was drawn short during the pair time, which led to the share aspect of the strategy being limited. Child 3 could not discuss his partners work or ideas as they did not take the time to discuss fully. Within the conducted interviews, he was truthful with his answers about the lesson and TPS as a strategy. He included a variety of perspectives to each question asked (Appendix 2) including that he liked discussing his ideas with a partner because “you can get more ideas and get more work done. I like that we can go off on our own discussion about the topic”. This is hypothesised by Lyman’s (1981) perceptions on the advantages of TPS and how it should provide children with better thinking skills and confidence. 

Lesson study 1 has highlighted many strengths and weaknesses to the methods used, the strategies undertaken and the way that the lesson was taught (Appendix 3). In particular, having another person there to observe and make notes was incredibly beneficial. As I already knew my class, it was interesting to see if my research partner had the same perspectives of the children’s engagement that I did and how she marked that against the Leuven Scale. The lesson study showed that the higher ability and middle ability children demonstrated higher levels of engagement and interaction within TPS than the lower ability child. This was also the case within the conducted interviews as Child 2 was apprehensive to provide their answers. With TPS in mind, implementing the strategy every 10 minutes was difficult as the music had changed numerous times in between each TPS. This meant that the children had a variety of drawings to discuss with a partner within the 2 minutes provided. In order to improve this within the next lesson study, my research partner will use TPS after every song in order to see if discussion improves or is minimised. In addition to this, I think that the classroom set up needs to be organised so that the children are in smaller groups. I found that as my classroom is set up with tables that sit 12, as opposed to the normal 4 or 6, children were more distracted and discussion off topic was more prominent within the class. In order to reduce this, using tables of 2 or 4 could promote discussion and decrease these distractions. 


Lesson Study 2 results and analysis

Lesson study 2 was completed in a year 4 class with 30 pupils in the same school as lesson study 1. Again, similar to lesson study 1, 3 children were chosen as a sample out of a hat, and contained one child from lower ability, one from middle ability and one from higher ability. Following on from the previous lesson study, in the beginning of the lesson, the observations of TPS were completed after every song. However, we quickly identified that this in fact was not giving the children enough time to draw their thoughts which meant that they had nothing to share during the pair aspect of TPS. We therefore, decided to redo TPS every 5 or 10 minutes so that the children had thoughts to discuss with their partners and to share with the class. In addition to this, the children within the class were finding it particularly challenging to stem inspiration and imagination from the songs used. Consequently, my research partner made the decision to change the music to a Harry Potter theme. Within the lesson study, I made notes and observed the children throughout to identify levels of engagement within each aspect of TPS (Appendix 4). 

Child 1 was measured as a 5 on the Leuven scale for engagement. He displayed intense participation within all aspects of TPS and was keen to discuss his ideas with his partner and then share with the whole class. Child 1 remained engaged throughout and showed high levels of concentration when partaking in the lesson. Within the interviews (Appendix 5), he was enthusiastic and willing to share his thoughts and perspectives of TPS. He stated that TPS allowed him to “think in my mind, say it to someone else, and then to the class which means I had to be brave”. This links to extended research within the topic of TPS and how the strategy should encourage children to become more confident and step out of their comfort zone when sharing their ideas (Carss, 2007; Lyman, 1981). Child 1 also emphasised that “when we were able to discuss with our partners, we were able to share our ideas and hear their ideas. I really enjoyed this part”. This links back with the research of Robertson (2006) and how TPS should be used to formulate ideas and share these further. 

Child 2 was measured as a 3 on the Leuven scale for engagement. She displayed some levels of engagement but was distracted by things going on around her and henceforth, full participation in each aspect of TPS was not as it could have been. She showed concentration and excellent listening skills during pair, however, during the share aspect of TPS, she played with her stationary and proceeded to look out the window. Within the interviews, Child 2 provided her opinions and answers with reasoning and enabled us to gather her perspective on the use of TPS within the lesson. She stated that “I liked that I had the chance to think and share ideas and interact socially”. This is similar to Child 1’s opinion in lesson study 1,  which was supported through the research of Kholid, Muklis, and Khasanah (2014) on TPS as previously stated within lesson study 1. 

Child 3 was measured as a 1 against the Leuven scale for engagement. Her interaction was minimal within the aspects of TPS; she often stared into space and did not want to engage within anything other than her drawings. During the pair aspect, she did not want to converse with her partner and instead chose to continue drawing. Likewise, during the share aspect, she proceeded to occasionally continue with her drawings, swing on her chair, and play with the ruler in front of her. Within the interviews (Appendix 5), she expressed her dislike for communicating and sharing her ideas with her partner as she finds the pair aspect “boring”. She added that “it would be better if we had less time talking to partners. I liked having the time to think to myself and sharing to the class, however, I didn’t like talking to my partner”. From speaking to my research partner, the child is relatively shy and quiet within the classroom and doesn’t like to work collaboratively with others. Although Child 3 shared her opinion on her lack of interest in collaborative learning, her TPS partner tried to engage her within the aspects through effective questioning about her work. The research of Dewey (1940) emphasises that through interaction, children receive feedback, and learn about how to work together. 

Lesson study 2 reduced previous misconceptions that were highlighted in lesson study 1. The use of smaller groups was significantly more effective as the distractions of peers around them were minimised and more concentration within TPS was displayed as a whole class. However, from observations and interviews, we reflected that the children would have benefitted more from longer time to think and to discuss with their partner (Appendix 6). Each case study participant raised this as a way to improve for future teaching within the interviews held. 

Conclusion 

A limitation of conducting a lesson study as a means of research is the chosen sample size. As the lesson studies were completed in two separate classrooms, 3 children from each were chosen; all representing either higher, middle or lower ability within the classes. However, as the representative sample size is so minimal, this did not give us a truly reliable or valid study. Although easier to make observational notes on, we can’t rely on the three students to provide answers that all children in the class agree with (Zimmerman, 2002).

As we only included a sample size of 3 participants from each class, we cannot generalise our findings. The research conducted was short and specific to the context of the two year 4 classes within an urban area, it can not be used to represent the perceptions of TPS across the whole of Wales. Perhaps if more than one lesson study was conducted in more than one school in Wales, it would increase the likeliness of generalisation. This is supported by (Thelwall, 2017) who points out that researchers should aim to generalise their research as far as possible.

Another limitation is that only 2 lesson studies were undertaken. Lewis, Perry, and Hurd (2004) indicate that the main aim of lesson study is to provide opportunities for ongoing improvement, not just improving one single lesson. Dudley (2014) emphasises that lesson study should be completed within a cycle of at least three lessons in order to improve the children’s learning and understanding. The research may have benefitted more from additional lessons in order to see if the changes implemented affected the misconceptions within the children’s understanding of TPS and how it should be used effectively within the lesson. 

Undertaking observations and interviews with another researcher was incredibly beneficial to the study. I found that having my research partner in the class enabled me to have another perspective on the common misconceptions of using the TPS strategy. This is supported through literature that states that lesson study helps to identify common errors from the particular learners (Ball, Hoover-Thames, and Phelps, 2008; Hill, Ball, and Schilling, 2008). As I already knew the children, it was easy for me to recognise the usual misconceptions within their learning, nevertheless, my research partner was able to identify errors that I had missed within my own teaching. However, on the other hand, having an additional adult within the room may have impacted the behaviour and attitudes towards learning of the pupils within the class and henceforth, the study may not have received a true representation of the children’s abilities. Research emphasises that the Hawthorne effect underlines the possibility of a change in behaviour due to an awareness of being observed (Chiesa and Hobbs, 2008; McCambridge, Witton and Elbourne, 2014).  

Moving forward to future practice, I would like to participate in another lesson study, but with more researchers within the cycle to identify how changes can impact the children’s knowledge and understanding of the chosen topic. This will allow me to develop my own professionalism within schools as I am undertaking research to identify misconceptions and ways forward to improve these. I would also like to continue to use reflective cycles such as Kolb (1994) and Brookfield (1998) to gather different perspectives on the lessons. Using it this time around really encouraged me to identify how viewpoints can differ in the same lesson and others can highlight things that perhaps I missed. This could furthermore, help with my professional development as I will be able to reflect from another point of view. 


Recommendations

In light of the research conducted surrounding the topic of TPS within a classroom setting, I would like to deliver a lesson study comparing the same year group, but in different schools. I would hope that this would enable me to identify any vast differences in how TPS does or does not encourage engagement within discussion in different schools and the reasons for this. This could furthermore allow me to see the bigger picture of if, and how schools implement TPS to promote discussion, as opposed to using the small scale research found within the same school that uses TPS regularly to have an overall perspective. 

If I did lesson study research again, I would ensure to acknowledge the topic on a wider scale and incorporate more participants within the study. This would henceforth, allow various perspectives on the topic and how different children within the class engage within TPS to promote discussion amongst their peers and the class. This is supported by Dudley (2014) who reinforces that lesson study is best when more perspectives are gathered to give a full rounded view on how the children understand and can therefore improve further. 

Following this, I would like to have the opportunity to share good practice of undertaking lesson study within my PTE2 in order to develop my own professionalism, as well as encouraging teachers to participate within their own research. I found that it has been beneficial to see beyond the normalities of teaching a lesson and focus purely on TPS as an aspect to identify how the children engage and discuss their ideas further.
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