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Aim, Focus and Purpose of the Research 
Before undertaking this study, I was interested in the debate of using non-differentiated seating arrangements within the primary classroom. In my class, the groups are organised through ability and understanding. I recognised how this may influence their engagement in any lesson or activity. For example, differentiated seating arrangements may result in pupils not receiving support from a more knowledgeable peer, which could be beneficial towards their involvement within the lesson. I recognised many other different factors from differentiated seating arrangements, which may affect and influence their involvement. At this time, I became interested in how the arrangements of pupils within my class could encourage or discourage participation and engagement. The aim and purpose of this study is to research if non-differentiated seating arrangements could improve pupil engagement within the Foundation Phase. 
Research Context 
The study will take place within two primary schools in Swansea. The lesson studies will take place within a reception class in School X and within a year 2 class in School Y. School X school aims to promote respect and a breadth, balanced and relevance curriculum which is differentiated to reflect individual needs (School X Handbook, 2018). For the reception class, this means each subject and area are differentiated to support pupils’ individual needs and abilities. For example, each Phonic group is based on pupils’ understanding and level within Phonics. Therefore, this developed an interest in researching the effectiveness of using non-differentiated seating arrangements. School Y also emphasises similar aims, such as promoting and encouraging pupil participation in a range of activities. In parallel to School X, the school organises seating arrangements by pupils’ abilities and needs (School Y Report, 2018). Moreover, School X and Y emphasised an aim to promote pupil engagement, which both researchers believed could possibly be improved by non-differentiated seating arrangements. 
Literature Review 
As previously discussed, the researchers became interested in the debate of differentiated seating arrangements by recognising how it influenced pupils’ engagement within the lesson. Reichow et al. (2010, cited in Harcourt and Keen, 2012) suggest many behaviours help define pupil engagement, such as the use of learning materials in an appropriate manner and being attentive to the teacher or peer who is speaking. Thus, disengagement is engaging in any unsuitable behaviour, waiting and not reacting or attending to the activity. While observing differentiated seating arrangements, some behaviours of disengagement were recognised. From this, the researchers looked further into this issue by reading and critically analysing literature discussing differentiated seating arrangements. 
Within the reception class, pupils’ groups are differentiated in their levels of ability and attainment. At times, pupils appeared to follow the actions of their peers which impacted their engagement. Gedge (2017) identifies an underlining issue of differentiated seating by highlighting how pupils will not learn when they spend the majority of their school time with pupils of the same ability. Gedge (2017) continues suggesting that all behaviours are learnt from their peers, including their behaviours within an activity, such as turn taking, participation and respect. Moreover, if pupils within a group are at the same attainment and ability level, there will be limited sharing of new knowledge and scaffolding, which could affect their engagement within the lesson. Thus, pupils may not learn new skills, behaviour and knowledge from the more knowledgeable peer. Vygotsky (1978) suggested that pupils learn through the interaction with teachers or more knowledgeable peers within the Zone of Proximal Development. This corresponds with the view that pupils will learn effectively through non-differentiated grouping and seating arrangements. In addition, this corelates with Gedge’s (2017) view of differentiated groups not supporting their learning and overall engagement within the lesson. In contrast however, Chorzempa and Graham’s (2006) findings of the effects of using ability grouping within reading activities, reveals teachers feel organisational differentiated arrangements helped to meet pupils’ needs. These involved teachers addressing pupils’ social needs and instructional needs. The findings within this study found that 68% of participants (teachers) reported that effectively meeting pupils’ needs was the most significant reason for using differentiated grouping arrangements within the classroom. This contradicts Gedge’s (2017) view of ability grouping negatively affecting pupils’ engagement within the lesson, as Chorzempa and Graham’s (2006) findings suggest that teachers feel pupils’ needs are met through ability grouping. 
Another aspect which could influence their engagement because of differentiated seating is their willingness to learn. Wilkson et al. (2016) suggest that separating pupils by ability is a common strategy internationally. From this, separating by ability appears to be the main approach to organising pupils within the primary classroom. However, despite mixed ability groups regarded as an effective classroom management strategy internationally, Bowler (1997) argues the negative impact of ability grouping can have on higher and lower ability pupils’ sense of self-worth and motivation to learn. This stresses pupils’ awareness of their ability and level, thus results in disengagement and affecting their overall learning. Ireson and Hallam (2005) review discusses the perceptions of ability groups and how it impacts pupil involvement. The review indicates that pupil achievement is influenced by pupils’ self-worth and sense of belonging. Furthermore, if pupils recognise that they are being separated through their ability to understand a lesson, this may impact their confidence and therefore their participation and involvement within a lesson. Ireson and Hallam (2005) highlight the importance of pupils’ liking for school and how ability grouping can lead into a severe dislike because of status hierarchies within the classroom. This correlates with Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (1954) who identified five categories of basic needs that contribute to an individual’s health and life. He believed that these needs were sequentially and the needs at the bottom of the scale were more significant and powerful compared to the needs at the top of the scale. One of these needs refereed to an individual’s esteem, which involves receiving respect, recognition and self-esteem (Maslow, 1954). It is reasonable to suggest that without this basic need of ‘esteem’, pupils will not feel motivated or driven to engage themselves in learning opportunities. This corelates with Ireson and Hallam’s (2005) view that pupils’ self-esteem will be affected when recognising their abilities are used to identify where they belong in the class groupings and seating arrangements. From hierarchies, this may lead into stereotypes and expectations of pupils which will influence their engagement in activities, and their interactions with teachers and peers. Despite differentiated grouping affecting pupils’ self-worth and confidence, Ireson and Hallam (2001) also emphasise the benefits that were acknowledged by pupils. Their research identified that despite pupils being aware that they were arranged in ability groups, many pupils found it beneficial as the teacher allowed them to work at a pace corresponding with their ability. Furthermore, pupils’ awareness of being grouped by ability includes many benefits and implications. It is reasonable to suggest that teachers should acknowledge these aspects if they use differentiated seating arrangements in the primary classroom. 
Saleh, Lazonder and Jong’s (2005) study examined how grouping arrangements within the classroom affect pupils’ academic achievement, motivation and social interaction. His findings indicated that neither forms of grouping were more effective than the other in supporting academic achievement for all pupils in the class. Different ability groups achieved better academically in different types of grouping. Although, despite Saleh, Lazonder and Jong’s (2005) view that not one specific grouping is more effective than another in supporting all pupils, Gremmen et al. (2016) highlight that teachers must decide on appropriate grouping and seating arrangements which is best to engage and stimulate pupils’ individual academic development and learning. Furthermore, teachers decide where pupils sit and who they are influenced by (Gremmen et al. 2016). Hence, pupil engagement will be influenced by their specific seating arrangement and the environment surrounding them. Moreover, the literature discussed demonstrates the different benefits and limitations to differentiated seating within the classroom. However, these findings within literature highlight that specific seating arrangements, differentiated or non-differentiated, will influence pupils’ engagement. The research study aims to investigate if pupil engagement can be improved through non-differentiated seating arrangements, and if these results corelate and contradict the findings discussed within this literature review.
The Methodology 
Lesson Study is an approach to improve teacher practice knowledge. The study involves teachers working collaboratively together to critically analyse teaching and learning. Teachers use observations and interviews as their research methods to record their findings and then refine the approach used in the lesson to improve pupils’ learning (Dudley, 2014). Lesson study was the methodology used for this research study and the data collection methods used were all forms of qualitative research: observation (non-participant), interview and reflection. To ensure the validation of research, Roberts-Holmes (2005) suggests triangulation can help check the evidence and data collected. Triangulation is the approach of using a variety of different research methods, which allows the researcher to view the data collected from a variety of perspectives and check its validity. This demonstrates the validation of the research, as more than one research method was used to collect the data. 
The researchers decided on three target children as our representative sample. From each lesson study, Child A has been identified as a high ability (HA) pupil, Child B as middle ability (MA) and Child C as low ability (LA). Nolan, Macfarlane and Cartmel (2013) state that a representative sample may be used to generalise findings that can represent a larger population. Thus, to ensure the purpose of this research is carried out purposefully and equitably, the researchers chose three pupils in each class from different ability groups. This would improve the validity of the data as the researchers have explored how non-differentiated seating arrangements can affect pupils at different attainment levels. 
Observation
The first data collection method used was observing pupils’ learning in non-differentiated seating arrangements. Smidt (2015) states that observations are essential in understanding how pupils’ learning. Furthermore, observations allow practitioners to explore and understand what pioneers of education have identified about pupils’ learning. This highlights the value of using observation as a research method, as it allows you to view the learning and lesson approaches in action. However, Roberts-Holmes (2005) states one possible disadvantage to using observations in research is the difference of interpretation by researchers. This causes a dilemma for researchers as they may disagree on what was observed based on their assumptions, beliefs and values. Thus, observing from different perspectives becomes highly problematic. To ensure the reliability of the research, the observational method was tested by both research partners to investigate if interpretation affected what was being observed. The observational method used was a non-participant checklist and the scale of measurement was based on The Leuven Scale for Involvement (see appendix 3 and 6). Therefore, the researchers piloted the scale beforehand by watching another lesson on the internet to ensure consistent judgements. Hobart and Frankel (2009) also identify the benefits of observational methods by stating the many advantages to a checklist. Hobart and Frankel (2009) states a checklist method prompts the observer to look for specific skills or behaviours. This from of assessment was critical to research, as it identified any particular or specific behaviour during the lesson study. Moreover, observations were used to determine the behaviours of pupils during non-differentiated seating arrangements. 
Interview 
The second qualitative research method used within the Lesson Study was a focus group interview. Bell (2005) suggests focus groups are highly valuable when needing in-depth information about how people think and feel about an issue. However, the researchers must acknowledge the disadvantages and factors which can influence their findings. Bell (2005) states that strong personalities within focus group interviews can influence the contribution of other members. From this, it is reasonable to suggest that researchers must acknowledge how they present and ask these questions to the group. This correlates with Wragg’s (2001) view on the significance of teachers considering how questions are formed and asked, due to them being essential in pupil assessment. This was recognised by the researchers before undertaking the interview and therefore all pupils were asked to share their views individually within the focus group. To ensure qualitative reliability of the research, the researchers have discussed and agreed on the specific interview questions that will be asked to each participant. Creswell (2014) states that qualitative reliability indicates that researchers are consistent in their approach throughout the research. However, it was agreed by the researchers that the questions may change slightly because of their age and level of attainment (see appendix 1). The researchers have also identified that the validity of the data collected may be challenged due to children’s honesty. Therefore, this will be discussed within reflections and the quality of the research methods and approach will be assessed. 
Pupils were also given the choice to discuss any answers with their friends to avoid any feelings of discomfort or worry towards answering the question. Denscombe (2014) highlights the importance of participants discussing the topic amongst themselves during focus group interviews. The interaction between participants allows the researcher to explore and understand the reasoning behind their view and opinions. However, Denscombe (2014) recognises that the success of a focus group interview depends on the researchers establishing a trustful relationship and environment. It is the researchers’ responsibility to ensure participants feel comfortable and at ease when expressing themselves to other group members. Therefore, the interview took place within a familiar and comfortable place. In addition to allowing pupils to communicate freely to avoid any feelings of discomfort, the researchers created a preamble which explained the purpose of the research. Within the preamble, it was highlighted that one crucial factor of our research involved pupils’ confidentiality and therefore any feelings or opinions that were expressed in the interview will remain private to the research only (see appendix 2). 
Reflection
The third method used within this lesson study was reflection. To ensure a critically and effective reflection on both lesson studies, it was decided that both researchers would complete a full reflection on both lessons. This would ensure both researchers have reflected deeply and critically about each lesson. Through exploring different reflection methods, Brookfield’s (1995) reflection method appeared the most effective for this specific lesson study (see appendix 10 and 11). This reflection involved analysing the lesson through four different perspectives: the autobiographical, students’ eyes, our colleagues’ experiences and theoretical literature (Brookfield, 1995).  Thus, these four different perspectives allowed for triangulation which improved research validity. The reflection method was also effective in reflecting on the comments during the interview (students’ eyes) and the thoughts of the observer (our colleagues experiences). Brookfield (2017, p.3) states “Critical reflection is, quite simply, the sustained and intentional process of identifying and checking the accuracy and validity of our teaching assumptions”. It was highly recognisable that through critically reflecting, both researchers were able to explore the accuracy and validity of our thoughts and feelings. 
Nolan, Macfarlane and Cartmel (2013) state that reflection is essential for researchers to explore the experience and analyse feelings to inform learning. Furthermore, the analysis of feelings and experiences will allow researchers to change an approach or perspective. This was apparent within all reflections completed by the researchers. The reflection allowed both researchers to explore and analyse the approach of the first lesson and examined if this needed to be modified for the second lesson study. Despite the advantages of reflective practice, Hargreaves and Page (2013) highlight the implications of reflection and how researchers should be mindful of these aspects. One of these implications included the researchers’ emotions and feelings affecting their critical thinking. Furthermore, researchers must remain professional and consider their responsibilities as educators to be thoughtful and mindful of what they record. “When you write something down it becomes more than just your personal reflections; because it is written down, it has a greater ‘status’ in terms of accountability” (Hargreaves and Page, 2013, p.84). Furthermore, to ensure reflections are effective yet professional, both researchers will be reflecting on each lesson after the school day has ended. 
Ethical Considerations 
Brooks, Riele and Maguire (2014) emphasises the significance of researchers identifying the ethical considerations needed to conduct their research appropriately and sensitively. Legislation requires all teachers who are conducting research to recognise the seriousness and consequence of the ethical implications of their work. Therefore, the researchers made ethical choices to limit the risks of any issues are minimised, and these choices were completed within an ethics form. The ethics form was completed following the guidelines of BERA (2018) and the Education Workforce Council (EWC) (2019). 
As previously discussed, the quality of the observations and interviews relies on the relationship between the researchers and the participants. To ensure pupils’ feelings and decisions are heard and understood, a consent form was given to all participants’ parents (see appendix 8) and assent was asked from participants. Assent was asked from participants before the observation and interview pre-amble (see appendix 2 for information sheet). The EWC (2019) states that researchers must gain assent from young children in order to participate, but also highlights the importance of pupils having the right to withdraw at any time. Therefore, illustrations were used for reception pupils to state if they would like to withdraw from the research. This is also reinforced within Article 12 of United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) which emphasises the right of pupils having a voice and an opinion in matters which affect them, and this should be respected by researchers (UNICEF, 2019). 
In addition to respecting pupils’ views and opinions, at all times will data collection adhere to the principles of confidentiality and anonymity. As acknowledged within the preamble, no information or data will be disclosed to anyone other than the researchers and the University for the purpose of the research project. However, to ensure the security of participants’ identities, all data will be anonymised.  This correlates with BERA’s (2018) ethical guideline 40 of privacy and data storage, explaining that all researchers should recognise the right of individual participants’ privacy. To ensure the protection of the data, both researchers with be following guidelines from UWTSD (2019) Research Data Management and comply to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). The GDPR states that children need particular protection when handing data because they are less aware of the risks involved (Information Commissioner’s Office, 2018). Therefore, as noted on the consent form, all participants and their parents have a right to withdraw or request their personal data. Collection of data will follow fairness and compliance to the data protection principles. 
Results and Analysis 
Lesson Study 1
The first lesson study took place within a Year 2 classroom. The class teacher (researcher) taught a lesson on pupils identifying features in a text. Throughout the lesson, pupils were given the opportunity to decide their seating arrangements and communicate with pupils from different ability groups to complete an activity. 
From analysing the comments made during the observation (see appendix 3 for observation checklist 1), the support from a more knowledgeable other became a significant theme. Child A demonstrated supporting her peer (Child B) during the group activity. Child B was unable to reach a level of understanding without additional support. These findings correlate with Vygotsky’s (1978) view that pupils can learn through the experience of receiving support from a more knowledgeable peer. However, despite observing these interactions, it was apparent the Child B began receiving instructions from Child A, rather than supporting each other and working collaboratively together. It highly recognisable that Child B’s engagement began to decrease and abandoned the activity allowing Child A to complete independently. Each participants’ engagement altered throughout the activity. 
Through observation, it was highly recognisable that each pupil demonstrated different levels of engagement. Child A appeared to remain high on Leuven Scale of Involvement. Child A exhibited behaviours that were identifiable as intense involvement. Child A’s behaviour was enthusiastic and continued to raise her hand to answers questions correctly, which demonstrates her level of engagement and understanding. Despite this, Child B and C did not exhibit the same level of engagement. Their behaviours changed continuously throughout the lesson, resulting in low activity once the lesson had ended. Empirical evidence suggests that non-differentiated seating arrangements was not successful in supporting or engaging all pupils from different ability groups. This evidence correlates with Saleh, Lazonder and Jong’s (2005) study which indicated that neither forms of grouping (differentiated or non-differentiated) was successful in supporting all pupils’ academic development. Different abilities achieved better academically in different forms of grouping. The observation highlights Child A’s understanding and the quality of the learning experience, such as giving examples and supporting her peers. Whereas Child B and C were unable to complete or contribute to the activity, which resulted in extremely low engagement. Moreover, the evidence indicates that non-differentiated seating arrangements supported Child A academically, however it was not an effective learning experience for Child B or C. Figure 1 illustrates each participants’ involvement during the 40-minute observation within a chart. Level 1 signifies extremely low engagement and level 5 signifies extremely high engagement. The chart demonstrates the contrasts between the levels of engagement throughout the lesson. Furthermore, the results of the observation demonstrated different levels of engagement from all pupils, which therefore impacted the quality and effectiveness of their individual learning experience. 
Figure 1 – Demonstrating each pupils’ levels of engagement throughout the activity, based on the Leuven Scale (see appendix 3 to view the scale). 
As previously discussed, empirical evidence suggests that non-differentiated seating arrangements was not successful in encouraging or improving all pupils’ engagement. When questioning pupils on their feelings towards the lesson, all pupils commented that they enjoyed sitting by their friends (see appendix for lesson 4 interview transcript). In addition to this, pupils also stated they enjoyed the lesson by expressing their enjoyment as a “number 10” (see appendix 4, p. 8). The evidence would suggest that pupils’ feelings and attitudes towards the lesson was not influenced by their level of engagement. Child B and C were extremely disengaged toward the end of the lesson, however they both continued to express their enjoyment of it throughout the interview. Bowler (1997) stresses the significance pupils’ self-worth can have on their motivation to learn and engagement. Moreover, pupils’ self-worth can be negatively impact by ability grouping. Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that non-differentiated seating would improve pupils’ self-worth and therefore encourage engagement and motivation. Despite this, the findings of this lesson study shown that there was no initial affect on pupils’ self-worth, however there were still behaviours of disengagement and lack of motivation. These findings contradict Bowler’s (1997) view, as pupils’ self-worth was not affected but still did not express any motivation to learn and two participants were extremely disengaged. However, before undertaking this study both researchers recognised that the validity of these findings is affected by pupils’ honesty when answering questions. Therefore, this was reflected on while using Brookfield’s reflection method. 
The results and findings of this lesson study has created an anomaly of results. The empirical evidence suggests that pupils demonstrated different levels of engagement throughout the activity. Child B and C demonstrated low levels of engagement, whereas in contrast Child A displayed high levels of engagement. However, the results of the interview propose that all participants found the lesson enjoyable, despite their disengagement. Furthermore, by reflecting on our lesson study (see appendix 10), both researching agreed on changing the lesson approach. This lesson involved pupils working together to complete one activity; however, this did not provide individual evidence of their engagement or understanding. Therefore, to assess their engagement more accurately, it was decided that each participant would complete an individual worksheet. This would provide more crucial and reliable evidence to pupils’ engagement and understanding of the lesson. 
Lesson Study 2
The second lesson study involved 15 reception pupils learning phonics and blending basic CVC words (see appendix 5 for lesson plan). For the purpose of the research, pupils decided on their seating arrangements and who they communicated with to complete the activity. For the main activity, pupils were asked to work in pairs and write down 6 different words on their individual worksheets. 
Through analysing the results and findings of our second observation, two themes were apparent during the lesson. The first theme identified was the lack of challenge provided for Child A (HA). At the start of the lesson, Child A was observed demonstrating ‘continuous activity with intense moments’ (see appendix 6 for checklist observation 2). However, after the initial 10 minutes, Child A’s engagement did not improve and began to decrease. Figure 2 illustrates each participants’ involvement during the 40-minute observation within a chart. By viewing the chart, it is clear that Child A’s engagement began to decrease when asked to work collaboratively. The comments within the checklist observation indicate that Child A’s partner was unable to understand the task, which therefore resulted in Child A becoming disengaged. Chorzempa and Graham’s (2006) findings highlight the significance of using differentiated grouping to support pupils’ needs. His findings revealed that 68% of teachers within the study stated meeting pupils’ needs was the most significant reason for using differentiated grouping. The empirical evidence correlates with the findings of Chorzempa and Graham’s (2006) study, as Child A’s needs were not met, and no effective learning experience was present at this time. 
Figure 2 – Demonstrating each pupils’ levels of engagement throughout the activity, based on the Leuven Scale (see appendix 6 to view the scale).
In contrast to the lesson providing a lack of challenge for Child A, Child C found the activity too complex. From reviewing the empirical evidence, Child C was unable to complete the activity independently or with support from his peers. As illustrated in figure 2, Child C’s level of engagement decreases from the initial 10 minutes of starting the activity and remains disengaged throughout the remainder of the lesson. During the focus group interview, Child C was unable to explain what he had learnt in the lesson and mainly discussed his enjoyment of sitting by his friends (see appendix 7 for interview transcript 2). This was a significant theme throughout the activity, as Child C was highly concerned with his choice of seating arrangement rather than the activity. During the observation, Child C became disengaged when he was unable to work with his “best friend”. The observer commented on Child C’s behaviour stating that he was “initially was not happy with his partner and expressed that he wanted to be partnered with his ‘best friend’. Teacher suggested finding an alternative partner and he did so with hesitation” (see appendix 6, p. 12). From this point, Child C’s behaviour demonstrated a low level of engagement and remained at this level throughout the outstanding duration of the activity. As discussed within the literature review, Ireson and Hallam (2005) emphasises the important pupils’ enjoyment for school and how this can affect their learning experiences. Empirical evidence correlates with this view, as Child C was disengaged throughout the remainder of the activity due to displaying a dislike towards his partnership and the activity. 
The second theme identified was pupils’ learning or receiving support from a more knowledge other. This resembles the interaction observed within the first lesson study. During the plenary, Child A explained that she identified words that rhyme. The class teacher asked Child A is she could explain to the group the words she had identified, and she responded appropriately. This demonstrates Child A’s level of understanding and engagement within the lesson. To explore pupils’ understanding and engagement further, pupils were asked what they had learnt during the interview. Below is a section from the interview transcript which indicates their learning and understanding in the lesson study. Researcher: Can you tell me something you learned in the lesson today?

Child A: How to write 

Child B: How to write 

Child C: (unable to answer)

Researcher: Can you think of anything you learned from any of the other children?

Child A: Letters, the new words on the board 

Child B: Mat and Cat rhymes 

Child C: (unable at answer)


This empirical evidence suggests that Child B learnt something new through communicating and working with a more knowledgeable other. To indicate and recognise words that rhyme was not a learning objective identified for this lesson, which demonstrates the significance and effectiveness of shared knowledge between pupils. However, it is important to recognise that this shared knowledge was directed through the support of an adult. This interaction involved pupils communicating together with the support from an adult. 
As previously discussed in the first lesson study, it was decided by the researchers that the lesson approach needed to be altered to asses pupils’ engagement further. Therefore, this lesson involved pupils completing their own individual worksheets. When analysing and reviewing each participants’ work, it was clear that the findings from the checklist observation correlated with the quality and level of work that was completed by each participant. For example, Child A demonstrated a high level of engagement and produced a high ability level of work, demonstrating clear understanding. Child A’s work was presentable, and she was able to correctly spell five words. However, Child B was only able to spell one word correctly and Child C did not attempt to spell any words (see appendix 9 for pupils’ work). These findings indicate that non-differentiate seating arrangements was ineffective in improving engagement for all pupils. The factors that negatively influenced their pupil engagement became apparent due to non-differentiated seating arrangements. These factors involved work not supporting pupils’ abilities and pupils becoming significantly concerned with seating arrangements. 
Whilst reflecting on the activity, (see appendix 11) both researchers agreed that HA pupils appeared more engaged due to their higher understanding and ability to communicate within groups. It is reasonable to suggest that due to Child B and C’s level of attainment and ability, they became disengaged due to having limited skills in supporting and working collaboratively. Therefore, it would be suggested that non-differentiated seating arrangements would be suitable within a higher year group. 
Discussion of Research Findings 
Through examining the findings and results of this research study, the empirical evidence suggests that non-differentiated seating arrangements was ineffective in improving engagement for all pupils. This was evident through their work, observations and level of understanding demonstrated within interviews. 
The first main finding of the research study is the lesson unable to support pupils’ individual needs. Due to the purpose of the research study, both lesson studies involved participants working within groups or pairs to investigate if non-differentiated arrangements influenced their level of engagement. However, this negatively impacted pupils’ engagement as pupils’ individual needs were not met during the lesson. For example, as previously discussed, during the second lesson study Child A’s engagement began to decrease due to the lack of challenge of the activity. In contrast, other participants’ engagement decreased due to the activity being too complex. This highlights the significance of non-differentiated seating arrangements being unsuitable and ineffectiveness in meeting all pupils’ needs and abilities. Wilkson et al. (2016) suggest that separating pupils according to ability is a common classroom organisation strategy internationally. From this finding, it is understandable why this strategy is implemented and identified as essential with classrooms internationally. However, whilst reflecting on the lesson, it was discussed that work could be differentiated in mixed ability seating arrangements. 
The second main finding includes pupils not holding the necessary skills to work collaboratively. Child B (MA) and Child C (LA) in both lesson studies demonstrated behaviours of disengagement throughout the lesson. It was evident that these pupils were unable to complete the task independently but also indicated a lack of collaborative and communication skills to work within a group or pair. In contrast, Child A (HA) in both lesson studies, demonstrated a high level of engagement and demonstrated high social and communication skills. For example, during the first lesson study, Child A and B worked collaboratively together; however, Child A took lead of the conversation and the activity. By doing this, Child B was unable to communicate to that degree of understanding.  These findings contradict the view of Gedge (2017) who suggests that pupils will learn how to behaviour within an activity by learning the behaviours of their peers. In this particular case, Child B did not mirror the behaviour of Child A and subsequently reacted by becoming disengaged. Therefore, the main finding of this research study is that non-differentiated seating arrangements did not improve pupil engagement within this age group. As both lesson studies were undertaken in two Foundation Phase classrooms, the empirical evidence suggests that pupils in this age group do not hold the necessary skills to work and communicate collaboratively within a group activity. As highlighted in the lit review by, one of the main purposes of non-differentiated seating is for pupils to be able to share essential knowledge and understanding (Gedge, 2017). Thus, if pupils are unable to share knowledge and listen to each other for purpose of any activity, non-differentiated seating may result in disengagement. Therefore, whilst reflecting on the lesson study, it was discussed that non-differentiated seating arrangements would be more suitable and effective in Key Stage 2 classrooms. 
Conclusion 
[bookmark: _Hlk2267504]To conclude, this research study resulted in two main findings. The first main finding was non-differentiated seating was not successful in meeting pupils’ abilities and needs which resulted in disengagement. Checklist observation and reflection were reliable methods used in uncovering this result, however using focus group interviews as a method of collecting data was difficult to assess and analyse. An anomaly of results was produced when the results of the interview contradicted the results of the observation. The participants’ commented that they enjoyed the lesson, however the observation suggested that pupils were disengaged through their needs not being met. Moreover, this does question the reliability of the data collected from both focus group interviews. Denscombe (2014) highlights the validity of the data collected is influenced by participants’ honesty. Furthermore, how a participant might react and how they suggest they feel may not be consistent and therefore does not reflect the truth. However, this was recognised within the first lesson study and the approach was adapted in the second lesson study to assessing individual work. It is reasonable to suggest that if the interview was piloted beforehand, both researchers would have identified the lack of effectiveness in the questions asked. It would have also questioned if focus group interviews were suitable to use in this particular research study. Although, the focus group interviews did highlight participants’ initial thoughts and feelings at that time. They identified pupils’ lack of understanding and concerns with seating arrangements, which helped researchers discover that non-differentiated seating was not supporting individual needs and abilities. Despite questioning the reliability and validity of the data collected from the focus group interviews, the observation checklist and reflection method were very useful in assessing participants’ engagement. The checklist observation allowed the observer to assess pupils’ levels of engagement within depth and also indicated the reasons for this. For example, within the second lesson study, the observer was able to review the Leuven Scale and calculate the level of engagement. During this time, the observer was able to identify Child A’s disengagement by the lack of challenge presented for her within the lesson. This primary data collection was essential in analysing the effectiveness of non-differentiating seating arrangements. The reflection method was also essential in assessing the methods used to collect the data. This allowed the researchers to recognise that the approach needed to be altered to improve the quality of the data. 
The second finding identified was pupils not holding the essential skills to communicate with peers to share knowledge and understanding, which also resulted in disengagement. Despite recognising that the interview method created an anomaly of results, it was effective in reviewing that pupils lack of understanding of being able to work together in pairs. For example, when asking pupils’ opinions on working within someone different, reception pupils only commented on enjoying sitting by their ‘friends’. Although, comments were made on supporting each other by one pupil within year 2. This indicated to the researchers that pupils of a certain age group may not hold the necessary skills to share knowledge and understanding. This highlighted that pupils within reception did not view sharing information or knowledge as important. Denscombe (2014) suggests that to increase the validity of the interview data, researchers should look for significant themes. As both interviews demonstrated pupils lack of skills, this became an underlying theme which affected pupils’ engagement. Due to piloting the observation method, this allowed both researchers to understand what specific types of behaviour demonstrated engagement. This improved the reliability of the method and demonstrated pupils not sharing essential knowledge and understanding to complete the task. However, it has been recognised by the researchers that these findings cannot be generalised as it is a small-scale study. Although, Bell (2005) states that small-case studies can enable researchers undertaking similar studies to recognise any problems or identify significant approaches or methods. 
Whilst reflecting on both lesson studies, it was discussed that both researchers should pilot the interview questions to improve the quality of data collected. By doing this, the researchers will be able to assess the quality of interview questions and identify their significance in exploring the research question. Observation checklists would be used in future research studies as they were effective in collecting reliable data. 
Recommendations 
The results and analysis of this research study has indicated that non-differentiated seating arrangements does not improve engagement for all pupils of different abilities. The research findings discussed has contributed towards recommendations for future teaching practice. The first recommendation is suggesting that non-differentiating seating arrangements would be more suitable and effective within a KS2 classroom. As the results of this research study highlighted that pupils were unable to communicate effectively to share information and knowledge, it is recommended that non-differentiated seating would be more suitable and effective in KS2 due to their experience of working with groups. As pupils within Foundation Phase were unable to work together effectively, which subsequently affected their level of engagement. The second recommendation is to differentiate tasks within non-differentiated seating arrangements. For example, it could be suggested that if the main activities within each lesson study were differentiated to support all pupils’ needs and abilities, they could receive support from a more knowledgeable other and subsequently improve their engagement. To conclude, non-differentiated seating arrangements was not successful in improving pupil engagement; however, it reasonable to suggest that this approach may be effective if these recommendations are considered in future teaching practice.
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