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Reflective response to the ethical discussions outlined by Peers. 
Brookfield suggests four ‘lenses’ we can use to reflect on our practice: self-reflection, student feedback, peer feedback and engaging with literature (Brookfield 1995 and 2005).  Peers using their experiences to give constructive feedback on my work has increased my confidence in analysing my own ideas.  Their feedback highlighted aspects of my work I had not fully explored including provision for ALN pupils, the age of and risks to participants, and the frequency of observations. These areas have been amended in the ethics form. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Peer and self-reflections have also led to revisions to the research design.  The initial design included researching gender and friendship grouping.  Peers raised these as ethical concerns.  Grouping by friendship would require the researcher to investigate the potentially sensitive issue of which students socialised with whom, posing additional risks to isolated pupils, and requiring greater invasion of privacy.   Reflecting on the work of Le, Jannsen and Wubens (2017) who see friendship as an obstacle to collaboration, has led me to conclude that the risk of disadvantaging pupils or posing harm is a genuine one. Friendship grouping been removed from the proposal.  There is little research on the impact of gender groupings for collaborative work within lessons.  Research on the effects of single sex classes is mixed (Jackson, 2002).  The risk of disadvantaging or discriminating against pupils has led to a change in the proposal to remove gender groupings. 
Feedback on my ethical choices has encouraged greater focus on ‘experimenter effects’ including the Hawthorne effect.  This refers to changes in participant behaviour that stem from participation in the research itself (Wickstrom, Bendix, 2000).  Changes can include the desire to conform with perceived expectations, or greater energy and enthusiasm (Thomas, 2017 p148). 
Research on the Hawthorne effect is contradictory.  It has been suggested that children are less susceptible to Hawthorne effects than adults (Cook, 1967).  McCambridge, Witton and Elbourne’s health research (2014) found statistically significant evidence of the Hawthorne effect in several studies.  However, they stressed that it is not one effect, it is dependent on the task and context and that the phrase itself is inadequate to fully explain the multiple experiences associated with it.  
Adair, Sharpe and Huynh (1989 p226) concluded that there was no evidence to support the three specific types of Hawthorne effect they investigated, but did highlight hypothesis awareness as a further area for research in education contexts.  This is an area of more concern for my study, as if the participants have understanding that the researcher is looking at the impact of collaborative learning, there may be a tendency to ‘help’ the research by providing evidence to support the hypothesis.  However, to not inform participants of the nature of the research prior to the observation would be deception, and is not ethical (BERA, 2018). The potential of the Hawthorne effect on the research must be acknowledged, and the findings need to be seen in the light of it.  Reducing the potential Hawthorne impact has led the proposal to be shortened in timescale so that there is only 1 day when a double lesson will be observed to look at individual and collaborative work, followed by the questionnaire and interview. This follows the work of McCambridge and Kypri (2011), who conclude that answering questions appears to alter subsequent behaviour.  
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