Ruby Goodrick 1300886
How can we improve engagement through the use of positive reinforcement in a KS2 classroom?

The issue that interested me was improving children’s engagement through the use of positive reinforcement within the classroom. This is because in my school the teachers are encouraged to praise and reward the children throughout the day. 
Whilst being on placement I had noticed that the teacher would use positive reinforcement to get the desired behaviour she wanted from the children. She would use phrases such as “If I had a class full of child A, I would have the best class in the whole school.” Which encouraged the children to behave in a good manner. I adopted many different strategies to ensure that I include positive reinforcement within my teaching. I used rewards such as stickers, displaying their work on the walls, encouraging the children to take their work to the head teacher and putting their work on the social media websites. I found that positive reinforcement was useful for children who had behavioural issues by praising the child who would ignore their peer’s behaviour. 

Research context 
My class makes up of thirty, year three children. The class teacher uses positive reinforcement on a daily basis. Some of these include of giving the children points for their houses. There are four separate houses named after castles in Pembrokeshire. There is a display within the classroom with the amount of points each group have and these are changed if the children receive points. The class teacher verbally praises the children to get the desired behaviour that she is looking for. I discussed this with my partner and we decided to look at whether the use of positive reinforcement can have an impact upon children’s engagement within the lesson. Our research question is  ‘How can we improve engagement through the use of positive reinforcement in a KS2 classroom?’ we thought this was an interesting area to research as both of our class teachers use positive reinforcement within the classroom. We discussed about the different ways in which we can positively reinforce the children to engage them. We decided on verbal praises based on their listening skills and engagement within the lesson. We planned to use phrases such as “Da iawn” and “Beautiful sitting”. We also decided to use rewards such as house points and dojo points to engage the children within the lesson. We decided to plan and deliver the same lesson based on personal and social development. We chose three pupils to positively praise every twenty minutes and to record the reaction and engagement in a table inspired by Ferre Laevers. 

Literature Review 
I looked further into positive reinforcement within the classroom by reading books, journal articles, and government documents which showed me that positive reinforcement involves giving rewards or positive praises after a child has undertook a desired behaviour. This is due to the fact that the children are more likely to repeat the desired behaviour again after being positively praised and reinforced. Many researchers such as Madsen et al (1977) and (Henderlong 2000: Mueller & Dweck 1998) argue that positive reinforcement provides an incentive for task engagement and encourages adaptive effort attributions for children within the classroom. (Morgan & Ellis, 2011, p.34) believe that positive reinforcement firstly begins with making a positive environment within the classroom. This involves forming positive relationships with the children. They suggest that “Positive reinforcements encourage positive behaviour… when they follow instructions correctly we need to make sure that the behaviour happens again and again so that it becomes a habit.” This forms the basis of human behaviour and motivation that can be used effectively to encourage children to acquire skills and develop appropriate behaviour within the classroom. They suggest that the rewards that the children receive for good behaviour need to be something that they want. As children in KS2 will want different rewards to children in the Foundation Phase. This is where age of the children is an essential aspect to consider. The children have to want the rewards. For example, children in a year 6 class will not be as motivated to work hard and show good behaviour by the reward of a sticker compared to a year 1 class.
There are many ways of reinforcing positivity within the classroom, some of them include praising the children, giving rewards, role modelling the desired behaviour, golden time, praise wall etc. 

Gueguen, Martin & Andrea (2015) undertook two pieces of research to determine whether positive reinforcement engages children with their learning. The first study involved 3-5 year old children who were given a task, half of these children received verbal positive reinforcement as they were told before the task had begun “You are a clever boy/girl you can succeed”. The results found that 77% of the children responded positively to the positive encouragement while the children in the conditioned group who did not receive positive praise only responded with 30%. The second task involved 8-9 year old children who were asked to complete an alphabet challenge. Once the task had been explained the teacher told half of the children “I’m sure you will succeed”. The results from this test found that 88% of the children who were positively praised before the task succeeded in the task whilst a 47% of the children in the control group who did not receive positive reinforcement did not succeed in the task.
A study by Smith & Fowler (1984) looked at the use of positive rewards to engage children with their learning. They looked at the effect of positive reinforcement implemented by classroom peers and the effect on increasing or maintaining positive and negative behaviours. They used a reward system in their experiment as they tested the effectiveness of a peer-monitored token system to aim to reduce disruption and non-participation within the lesson. They found that the uses of the reward tokens were successful in decreasing disruption within the lesson and it also increased the participation of the children. However, overall they found a disadvantage of using classroom peers to hand out the reward system was that the children were handing out rewards for disruptive behaviour. Another limitation to this study was that the authors did not suggest how many children were involved in the study.

An international experiment conducted by Bear et al (2016) examined 3,588 children from elementary and middle schools across China, Japan and the United States. They found that the Chinese students received the most positive praise and rewards and had a positive teacher-student relationship. They found that there were more class removals and disengaged students within the schools in the United States that was predicted. This means that the schools within America should look closely into positive reinforcements and praise than the removal of children from their lessons. They overall found that a positive relationship between a student and a teacher leads to engagement within the lesson and the use of rewards and praises. Henderlong & Lepper (2002) suggest that many authors argue that positive reinforcement such as verbal praise can undermine, enhance or have no effect on children’s engagement towards their learning. They believe that positive reinforcement is perceived as sincere and can be beneficial towards engaging children to want to learn. They suggest it can effect children differently depending on their characteristics such as age, gender and culture and suggest that there are other important influences that fuel children’s engagement towards their learning. Later on in 2007 Henderlong & Lepper (2007) undertook another study that involved looking at whether positive reinforcement can have a difference in outcomes for younger and older children. They conducted two separate studies, the first study involved 93 year four and five students, the students engaged within a puzzle and received praise whilst undertaking the task. They found that this enhanced motivation for boys whilst it dampened motivation for girls. However, they conducted the same study with 76 preschool children that showed that positively reinforcing the children whilst they were completing the task enhanced motivation for both boys and girls. This shows that there may be a difference in the way children receive positive reinforcement depending on their age. 
There are researchers who have examined the effects of positive reinforcement upon children’s engagement and learning. Sigler & Aamidor (2005) suggest that there are a variety of opinions concerning the value of positive reinforcement with young children. They suggest that positive reinforcement can be difficult to implement and can also be detrimental in certain situations. Skipper & Douglas (2010) aimed to examine the effects of person and process praise compared to a control group where only objective outcome feedback was given. Study 1 involved 145 British school children aged between 9-11 years old. Study 2 involved 114 British University students. They were both given an educational task and received person, process or no praise. The results to this study found that the participants who received person praise reacted negatively towards their educational task. The findings suggest that the positive reinforcing may not always have a positive outcome; instead it can become detrimental to the learning experience. 

Researchers such as Zentall & Morris (2010) looked into the way children are praised and whether it has a different effect upon their motivation and engagement in their learning. They suggest the way verbal praise has been given is an important aspect to consider. Generic praise such as “good drawer” relates to children giving up after failure because the failure implies the lack of the critical trait which in this case in the ability to draw. However, non-generic praise such as “good job drawing” relates to children becoming more engaged and motivated because it implies that their success is related to effort. They suggest that children can become confused when receiving different types of praise that is called inconsistent praise. This reading supported our research question and helped us refine our question to How can we improve engagement through the use of positive reinforcement in a KS2 classroom?

Lesson Study Design
The methodology used is lesson study research, which is a form of action research as according to Dudley (2014) Lesson study is a highly specified form of research based in the classroom that focuses on the development of teacher practice knowledge. It involves a group of teachers who collaboratively work together by planning, teaching, observing and analysing using observation research lessons. The Department for Education (2009) suggests that lesson study is a professional learning process. They believe it is a reliable way of researching because it focuses mainly on the learning and progression made by the children as the teachers develop a certain pedagogical approach and techniques, which have been designed to improve a particular aspect of teaching within a subject area. Lesson study is a useful approach as it enables teachers to work together, as they firstly plan their lesson together. The planning must be detailed by using specific resources, teaching approaches and anticipated pupils responses and outcomes. The lesson is then taught, with the other teachers observing the way the pupils react, their levels of engagement and the amount of progression they are making with their learning. Once the lesson has finished, the teachers come together and review the lesson and impact it has had upon the pupils. The teachers discuss the effectiveness of the lesson and use their observation notes to discuss the strengths and limitations of the lesson. The teachers then adapt the lesson by using their ideas and what they aim to achieve by doing so. Another teacher then repeats the lesson study with a different group of pupils, the teachers then gather to share their findings and discuss what has been learned. 

There are many advantages and disadvantages to the use of lesson study within the classroom.  A study undertook by Melville (2009) investigated the benefits of Japanese lesson study and found that it provides opportunities for teachers to build on their professional understanding of the curriculum and pedagogy. However, they also found that there are some disadvantages to lesson study that involves teachers not having enough time to do it. This could be a limitation for schools across the world as their school day may differ to Japan. 

My observational notes were inspired by Leuven’s scale for well-being and involvement. The scale was adapted as my partner and I created our own template based on the Leuven scale in order to suit our type of research. (See appendix 2). The table included three 20-minute slots where we would assess the children’s engagement within the 60-minute lesson. We used the scores from Leuven’s scale from 1-5 and we included extra comments once we had rated the children’s engagement out of 5. According to Palaiologou (2016) the involvement aspect of Leuven’s scale refers to being intensely engaged within the activities and is needed for deep level learning and development. The scale involves 5 points that measure both well-being and involvement. The scale goes from number 1 (low activity) to number 5 (sustained intense engagement). This type of research tool was perfect for the research that was undertaken as it was split into 20-minute intervals over the period of one hour, as we were able to see whether there was a consistency or a difference of the levels of engagement. However, there are some limitations to Leuven’s scale. According to Allen & Gordon (2017) some researchers argue that it emphases on numbers that loses the essential qualities that descriptive tools for research provide. In regard to our lesson, we changed the scale in order to collect more qualitative data by adding comments next to the numbers. 

The Leuven scale involves aspects of qualitative and quantitative data. Qualitative data was used within this study as we undertook observations and conducted a focus group interview with the chosen children. According to (Grbich, 2012, p.3) “Qualitative research provides detailed information and can progress knowledge in a variety of areas; it can help assess the impact of policies on a population; it can give insight into people’s individual experiences; it can help evaluate service provision; and it can enable the exploration of little-known behaviours, attitudes and values.” This is supported by Hammersley (2012) as he suggests many researchers suggest that qualitative data is a research strategy that emphasises on words rather than numerical data.
Qualitative data was used to collect the data from the study as the children were observed and comments were written, we also planned six interview questions (see appendix 4) which we asked the children and recorded their responses. We also used Gibbs’ reflective cycle to reflect upon the lesson and to make changes for the following day and future lessons. 
The Leuven scale also involves quantitative data as we scored the children’s level of engagement between 1-5. Quantitative data focuses on measurements and amounts of the characteristics shown by the people of events of the studies. According to Thomas (2003) quantitative research uses numbers and statistical methods. They suggest within quantitative research the researchers role is to observe and measure. In our study, we combined qualitative and quantitative methods of research to use to observe the children. We felt that this would give us a deeper insight into the engagement of the children by using numerical data and observation notes. The results from both of the observations have been transferred into a bar graph. (See appendix 10&11). 

The reflections were captured using Gibbs’ reflective cycle. This cycle was developed by Graham Gibbs in 1988. This cycle was chosen due to the fact that it one of the most famous models of reflection. It includes six stages of reflection which include description, feelings, evaluation, analysis, conclusion and action plan. The reflection process is very detailed which enabled my partner and I to use deep thinking to reflect upon our lessons. According to Gibbs (1998) the cycle enables practitioners to become reflective and to make sense of their experience by examining their practice. According to Finlay (2009) Gibbs’ reflective cycle is originally built from Kolb’s experimental learning cycle that uses theory and practice. However, they also suggest that there are some researchers that argue that reflective teachers should move beyond questions based reflection and to reflect upon how their practice can lead to change. Zeichner & Liston (1996) argue that Gibbs’ model confines reflection to a retrospective role that involves reflection on action rather than reflection in action. 

The focus groups were chosen as a sample because these children normally respond and contribute towards their learning. They also gained consent from their parents to be involved within the study. From the advice from Hammersley (2012) we decided to undertake qualitative research for the focus group interview. The children were asked six questions in total about the observation lesson. (See appendix 4). The interview was recorded and all of the children participated in answering the questions. The results from this study had then been analysed and transferred into bar graphs. (See appendix 10&11). We were hoping to see whether the children found that positive reinforcement influenced their engagement within the lesson.

Ethical Considerations
There are ethical considerations when undertaking research in the classroom that can effect both the participants as well as the researchers. The participants may decide that they do not feel comfortable taking part, we will make sure that the children know what the research entails and the consent forms are completed. The children will be told that they can withdraw from taking part at any time without an explanation. Another aspect that could be a risk is the children becoming upset for not being one of the children taking part within the study. However, as a trainee teacher we are familiar with working with children so we will do our best to ensure that the children feel comfortable and safe whilst the research is taking place. We are also aware of the safeguarding policies for the schools and university. There are also risks that could effect ourselves as researchers such as if the participants do not want to take part, this will lead to us not having any reliable data to use for our research project. Another issue is that the consent forms may not be handed in before the date of the research taking place, this would lead to the children not being able to participate within the research. The chosen participants may become ill on the day of the research taking place, we will ensure that we have other chosen children to take part with consent from their parents. 


Lesson Study 1 - Results and Analysis 
The lesson my partner and I planned was a Personal and Social Education lesson. (See appendix 1 for the lesson plan) The lesson was based on bullying. We used two apples as metaphors for how you feel on the inside when you have been called a name. The first task was to ask the children what is the same about both apples, the children then passed the first apple around the circle and said what they did not like about it. They then repeated the task with the second apple except they said what they like about it. The two apples were then cut in half, the one that had received the nasty comments was bruised and damaged and the apple that received the nice comments was a fresh apple. The children were encouraged to talk to the person next to them to think about how it may feel to be called names. The children were then given a piece of paper with a child’s name on, the children then had to write a nice comment about another child and to place it into a jar. The second half of the task was where the children read out each other’s notes. Our aim was to see whether the chosen children became more engaged within the lesson after being positively praised. 

The children achieved the lesson goals as they were all thinking, learning and were engaged within the lesson but at different levels. My partner used our adapted Leuven scale to observe the levels of engagement. The three chosen children were observed at 20-minute intervals. Child 1 showed signs of engagement levels of low and moderate. (See appendix 6) He began the lesson at level 3 (moderate) he then became distracted within the lesson that resulted in his engagement level dropping to 2 (low). He was praised after reading his note that influenced his engagement to level 3. This shows that Child 1 became re-engaged after the use of positive reinforcement. Child 2 showed levels of extremely low, high and moderate levels of engagement. At the beginning of the lesson the child was at level 1 (extremely low). Once the task had begun of writing the notes, Child 2’s engagement increased to level 4 (high) as he was concentrating on his writing. He then dropped to level 3 (moderate) level of engagement as he became slightly distracted by other children. Child 3 was consistent with engagement throughout the lesson. She showed signs of level 3 (moderate) throughout the lesson. She was focused but her facial expression and posture showed none or little emotion when being praised. She listened carefully to each of the children’s comments and continued to remain focused throughout the lesson. Her levels of engagement did not change when being praised. 
From looking at the literature, this aspect of the observation links closely with Henderlong & Lepper (2007) study as they suggested that positive reinforcement can have different impacts for different genders as they found that it enhanced motivation for boys and dampened motivation for girls. 

Once the lesson had finished, the three children then undertook a short interview that consisted of six questions in total. (Appendix 4). The children answered question four by saying the use of rewards makes all of the children feel happy and engaged. Child 1 said it makes him learn more in the lesson when receiving positive reinforcement. 
My partner and I then reflected on the lesson using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle. (See appendix 7) From reflecting on the lesson, I found that all of the children were engaged at different timings of the lesson and all understood the concepts of the lesson. However I found that the children became overly excited about the activity. I wanted the children to be engaged which they were, but not to the point where it caused distraction and disruption as some of the children were talking over one another within the lesson. I wanted the children to be curious but also not to get overly excited and silly. We decided that we would change the beginning of the lesson where my partner would go through the aims and objectives from the lesson so the children knew what we expected from them. The introduction was also changed as I asked the children the similarities of both apples. We changed it to instantly hooking the children with the apple that we did not like to enhance their engagement. 

Throughout the lesson I used lots of verbal positive reinforcement when the children were answering questions and contributing to the lesson. They were also positively praised for good behaviour. I used positive reinforcements such as verbal praises and house points. However, I felt I could have used more house points and other praising strategies such as rewarding them with going to lunch first and extra playtime. This links to Morgan & Ellis (2011) as the rewarding of children needs to be carefully thought about as children of different ages and maturities want different rewards. 
In the second half of the lesson where the children read out each of the notes, the children became very hyperactive and excited, as some of the children could not understand the notes that had been written. We decided to change this aspect of the lesson as it caused disruptions and resulted in the chosen children losing focus and engagement within the lesson. We changed this aspect to the trainee reading out the notes. 
From this experience, we learnt that we needed to modify our teaching strategies to collect better evidence of engagement. The use of our research tools worked well for our observation by using Leuven’s scale and Gibb’s reflective cycle as it enabled us to analyse the results in order to make improvements for the next lesson. 

Lesson study 2 - Results and Analysis 
From using Gibb’s reflective cycle we decided to make changes to the introduction, amount of positive reinforcements and rewards, and the reading of the notes. We agreed as a pair that our lesson was going to make both of the classes of children very excited from the beginning. The children were all learning and understood the aims and objectives of the lesson. All of the children were engaged in relation to Leuven’s scale. Child 1 was consistent with her engagement throughout the lesson as she was at level 5 (extremely high) at every 20-minute interval. She instantly looked engaged as she used many different facial expressions to show interest. She made eye contact and was putting her hand up to answer questions. However, when the trainee praised her, her facial expression did not change. She was also given a dojo point where she instantly jumped up onto her feet to put this on the whiteboard. Child 2 started the lesson at high engagement (level 4) he then dropped to level 3 (moderate) when the trainee was explaining the task. His facial expression did not change when being praised. He then dropped to level 2 (low engagement) when the other children were passing around the apple, he did not make eye contact and did not show any signs of listening to the other children. This shows that the child started the lesson being engaged at a high level, but decreased as the lesson went on. The use of positive reinforcement also did not motivate the child to become engaged within the lesson. 
Child 3 began the lesson at level 2 (low) as she was talking to the person sitting next to her throughout the introduction. However, once the children began passing around the apple her engagement levels increased to level 4 (high) as she was watching what the other children were saying and possibly thinking of her own compliment for the apple. Her engagement levels then dropped to level 3 (moderate) as she did not put her hand up to answer questions and also engaged in conversation with her peers when being asked to write her note. When she was praised with a dojo point she did not change facial expression. This could indicate that the use of rewards may not be suited to the children as they may need higher rewards such as going to lunch early or extra minutes of golden time to motivate them. 

The lesson could have been improved by undertaking either a maths or literacy lesson. This would enable the children to be within their usual routine of learning and would have eliminated the distractions within the class that had an impact upon the engagement of the children. The lesson could have also been improved by using rewards more suited to the chosen children. We could have researched into what these children like or what they would enjoy such as extra minutes of golden time. We found that the use of our rewards was not motivating enough to engage the children within the lesson. 

The modelling of the lesson could also be improved as in lesson 2 the trainee said the nasty comment and then threw the apple onto the floor. The children then copied this behaviour that then resulted the children becoming disruptive and the apple splitting.  We learnt from this experience that the research tools we had chosen were appropriate for the study. The Leuven scale enabled us to undertake observations every 20 minutes through the use of qualitative and quantitative research. Gibbs’ reflective cycle was also a good choice of research material as we were able to reflect in detail on improvements that needed to be made for the next lesson. 

Research Findings
From this research, my partner and I found that verbal positive reinforcement had different effects upon each child within the study. From lesson 1 (See appendix 6) Child 1 and Child 2 became more engaged after receiving positive reinforcement. From lesson 2, Child 1 was the only child who responded well to positive reinforcement. Whilst positive reinforcement did not impact the other children’s engagement within the lesson. There were two children from different lessons who stayed consistent with their engagement, whilst the other children fluctuated between levels of engagement. 
Our research question was  ‘How can we improve engagement through the use of positive reinforcement in a KS2 classroom?’ We used different strategies to include positive reinforcement within our observation lesson. We improved some of the children’s engagement through positive reinforcement by verbal praises and the use of dojo/house points. However, we did find for some of the children the rewards were not enough to engage the children within the lesson. This links to the literature by Henderlong & Lepper (2002) as they suggest that positive reinforcement can effect children differently which can depend on their characteristics such as age, gender and culture. Later on in (2007) they undertook another study that found that there can be a difference in the way in which children receive positive reinforcement in relation to their gender and age. This links to our research as in lesson 1, Child 3 was a different gender to Child 1 and 2.
Researchers such as Sigler & Aamidor (2005) suggested that positive reinforcement can be difficult to implement. We found this difficult within the observation lesson due to the fact that some of the chosen children were being disruptive and we were unable to praise them as much as we had planned.

Conclusion & Recommendations 

The strengths of the method were that we were consistent with praising the children throughout the lesson. All of the chosen children received dojo points or house points as well as verbal praise throughout the lesson. The choices of research tools were also a strength as they enabled us to make detailed observations and reflections upon both of our lessons. We decided to combine qualitative and quantitative data to receive a greater amount of data from the observations. This was beneficial because as Grbich (2012) suggested, qualitative research provides detailed information. We combined this with recommendations from Thomas (2003) as he suggested that quantitative research is useful when using numbers and statistical methods. We found that combining these two research methods provided us with a greater knowledge of the children’s engagement throughout the observation lesson. 

However, the limitations to the study was that we needed to adapt the Leuven scale to include more of a detailed observation. The observation scale was at every 20 minutes, however we found that this was too structured, as the children were not guaranteed to have either changed levels of engagement at that exact time. This was due to the fact that the children altered between levels of engagement in less than 20-minute intervals as it depended on the behaviour of the class. We would have benefitted from a more detailed research method where we could track the children’s engagement through qualitative research tools than quantitative.
We also believe that we could have undertaken a lesson that the children are more familiar with such as mathematics or literacy and included positive reinforcement. This would have eliminated the distractions and would have changed the levels of engagement for some of the chosen children. Another limitation is that we should have researched into positive reinforcement in more detail to find out what the children would like as rewards as we found that house/dojo points was not a good enough reward to engage the children. 

Another aspect which could have improved the study is that we could have also chosen three children who were not being positively reinforced, we could have then looked at the difference between the children who were being positively reinforced and the children who were not. This would have shown us in more detail whether positive reinforcement does engage the chosen children compared to children who did not receive it. Another limitation was that we did not pilot any of the methods; we had not used them before. If we had we may have gained a greater understanding into the use of positive reinforcement and engagement. 

In my next school experience I will take the advantages and disadvantages of this study to use within my lessons. I will find out what rewards the children would like and I will use them whilst positively reinforcing them. If I did this lesson again, I would change the subject to either mathematics or literacy. I would also take into account The Department for Education (2009) beliefs on lesson study, as it is a reliable way of researching. From researching into lesson study I believe that it is useful as it focuses on how to improve a particular aspect of teaching. It enables teachers to work together to improve certain aspects and to come to a conclusion on how to obtain the greatest amount of learning and progression. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]This has enabled me to use observation and reflective skills to determine how to adapt a lesson to ensure that the children are benefitting in terms of engagement, thinking and learning. This is a way of sharing good practice throughout the school, as teachers are able to work together. I believe that the research we undertook will form the foundations of future research. 
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