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Introduction

The school that I am doing my research in is an all-boys secondary school, that I will call school A. The class is a year 8 class that is of mixed ability. The class on the whole is higher ability, although there are a number of lower ability pupils. I have chosen this class because they are open and receptive to new teaching styles. They enjoy class discussions, although there are a few in the class who are a lot more vocal than others, and tend to dominate discussions. I am employing the ‘think pair share’ method as a way of attempting to get all pupils in the class to engage in discussion. I would be interested to see if this helps in getting the quieter pupils to vocalise their ideas, and the louder pupils who tend to dominate discussion to rein in their ideas and verbalise them more effectively. I am hoping that this method will equalise the discussion, with all members of the class participating. Over time, I am hoping that it will lead to improved oral skills, and for pupils’ confidence to grow when speaking in front of peers. 


Literature review

I have chosen to do my research on the question, ‘to what extent does using ‘think pair share’ improve the quality of oral responses in RE?’. 

Think Pair Share (TPS) was developed by Lyman in the University of Maryland in 1981 as a way to increase pupils’ responses and involvement in lessons (Lyman, 1981). As well as working together with others, its intention is to develop thinking and cognitive skills. Lyman describes TPS as a cooperative procedure. Teachers give pupils time to think about the question being posed, and then time to discuss this with their partner, before sharing their ideas with the rest of the class. 
TPS is rooted in constructivist theory, whereby someone learns because of the way they construct and organise their learning. Errors and experimental thinking that is teamed with pupils thinking for themselves become important because it is part of this learning (Theobald, 2011). Piaget (1977), on the other hand, said that learning happens through interactions with others, and this is the idea that many cooperative learning strategies are based on. This interaction between students leads to questions that encourage students to think critically, make decisions, and then develop a sound understanding of the subject matter. Vygotsky (1978) would view TPS as a form of scaffolding, leading the learner to become independent in their learning as the scaffolding is gradually removed. He would also advocate TPS, but for the reason that it is a way of allowing the individual to make sense of the world through language and understanding.
Outside of its beginnings, TPS has support for the style of cooperative learning that it embodies. Existing research has shown that giving pupils time to think about their answers before they respond improves the quality of the responses given (Black et al., 2003, cited in Theobald, 2011). Whereas Lyman (1988) also, tells us that research has constantly shown the benefits of allowing thinking time after a question has been asked. Rowe (1986) researched this deeper; she recommends leaving three seconds or longer wait time before students begin answering questions. Usually pauses are one second or less, which means that students cannot properly think about answers in order for a good quality discussion to take place. As a result of this increased wait time, students are more likely to ask questions themselves, which rarely happens otherwise, and they interact more with one another, responding to what others in the class have to say. They also grow more confident in their answers and more willing to contribute to class discussions and back up and stand by what they have to say. Building confidence in pupils answers is emphasised by Donaldson when he says that building “healthy, confident individuals” (2015, p.49) should be one of the four purposes of the new curriculum for Wales.
Zhang and Alex (1995), also, say that the lack of opportunities in classrooms for pupils to engage in discussion and practice their oral skills has resulted in a decline in critical thinking skills. Traditional teacher-dominated classrooms mean that oral literacy is the domain of the teacher, and students are only engaged in passive learning. We as teachers no longer stimulate thought. Through speech students can organise their thinking and ideas, and then the teacher can focus on questioning students, so that students not only speak but learn and develop through speech.

Teachers enjoy using TPS because it is easy to use and takes no preparation as the learning is all on the pupils (Theobald, 2011). This is an essential point to consider when we think about how Leighton Andrews (National Assembly for Wales, 2011) has previously said that all teachers should be teachers of literacy – TPS is an easy way for the learning to be the onus of the pupils, with limited input from the teacher, making the job of the teacher a lot easier, with the learning almost solely on pupils. 

Good’s research (1970) showed that there was a need for a teaching method that better incorporates all pupils. His research found that teachers consistently called on higher achievers to answer questions more than lower achievers; they do this because they ‘know’ that lower achievers won’t provide the answer that is being looked for. This was shown in every classroom looked at in the research he studied. Good says this becomes a cycle where low achievers do not contribute as they are being ‘ignored’, and so they never improve; and see their “educational demise” (1970, p.197). It is for this reason that Bloom’s taxonomy is considered so important; in order to challenge all pupils with a range of lower and higher order thinking that comes naturally through cooperative learning (Bloom, 1956).
As budgets are being cut and classes get bigger, group discussions become more necessary, or group discussions become too big in order to function appropriately. Whole class discussions are not good for those with short attention spans, as students are easily distracted as they cannot listen for long periods (Stupski and Stupski 2011, cited in Theobald, 2011).
During Theobalds (2011) research, she observed that in a class of thirty, only five pupils contributed. Primary students perceived class discussion as competitive, calling out the answers, and fighting to be the first to answer the question. When selected they spoke directly to the teacher, and not to the group at large, with short answers. Those not participating became disengaged. The Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF) says that pupils moving from primary to secondary should be able to respond to, encourage and support others (2003), and so this is clearly something that isn’t being developed appropriately at all times. This research suggests then that whole class discussion does not work, and an alternative is necessary that engages all of the class and provides better quality discussion. 
One of the four purposes of the curriculum that Donaldson (2015, p.49) advocates is for “healthy, confident individuals… communicating their thoughts, views and feelings sensitively and participating confidently in different social contexts”. In order to produce these kinds of pupils, they should be confident in being able to interact and communicate with one another. TPS could be a good way of building these skills, as long as they are used as Donaldson says in “authentic contexts” (2015, p.110). He also identifies communication and literacy skills as one of his Six Areas for Learning and Experience, and one of the three cross-curricular skills which should be the responsibility of every teacher. This shows its importance in being developed within the classroom. 

Lyman (1981) advocated TPS as a method of learning to combat the impulsivity and passivity seen in whole class discussion; it engages everyone in the class equally. It addresses the problem shown by Theobald (2011), in that it means that pupils are not competing to be the first to answer. Tests done by Lange et al. (2016) back up what Lyman says, by showing that TPS means pupils participate more equally in class discussion. 
The personal interaction involved with TPS is what has been shown to motivate pupils who are not necessarily interested in the topic (Marzano and Pickering, 2005, cited in Kaddoura, 2013). It means all pupils, especially those who are quieter, are more likely to answer because of the reduced amount of peer pressure. Raba (2017) says that the reason TPS works so well is because it reduces the stress and embarrassment that pupils may feel when answering on their own – embarrassment is now shared so they don’t feel as shy. This perhaps explains why pupils who are not necessarily interested in the topic engage more. TPS also gives them more thinking time to organise their thoughts so that they make fewer mistakes. When giving feedback, students said that they were more engaged, they were still directly involved in the learning even though the focus wasn’t on them directly, they were able to learn from one another, and it gave them the confidence to say what they thought. These are all issues raised by others (Good, 1970; Theobald, 2011) as to why class discussions do not work, that have seemingly been solved with the use of TPS.
The LNF says that at year 7 level pupils should be contributing to discussions and reaching consensus in groups. Dale’s Cone of Learning (1969) says that we remember 90% of what we say and do, and 70% of what we say - which involves participating in a discussion and giving a talk; whereas we only remember 20% of what we hear. Marzano, likewise, points to research (Johnson, Maruyama, Jonson, Nelson and Skon 1981; Hall 1981; Lipsey and Wilson 1993; Walberg 1999; Bowen 2000; Haas 2005, all cited in Marzano, 2007) that shows the results of cooperative learning. All research has shown an increase in the effect that cooperative learning has; an increase of up to 28%. This kind of cooperative learning has an indisputable positive effect on learning, by engaging everyone in the class. There is a clear need to incorporate opportunities to develop the oracy skills as seen in the LNF into lessons. 

Teachers may be keen to develop TPS because of the way it enables pupils to learn.
Pupils develop their social skills, building their confidence, self-esteem and higher-level thinking skills. In the ‘pair’ aspect of TPS, pupils get a chance to work together with other pupils to vocalise their ideas that they may not have otherwise felt confident enough to express to the rest of the class (TeacherVision, 2019). Jones (2019) goes further than this and says that the reason it builds students confidence is because they find that their answer which they may have assumed to be stupid is not stupid, as others have thought of the same answer. This can give them the confidence to answer and contribute in future. 

Goodwin (1999) says that cooperative learning should start with the teacher addressing the issue of improving social skills in pupils. Students who have not been taught effective communication skills cannot engage effectively in cooperative learning; just because we have told students to work together, it does not mean that they will do this cooperatively. 
Goodwin says that TPS is the simplest method of cooperative learning. So there should be an emphasis on this before we begin. Social skills need to be taught explicitly, in a way that shows students exactly why they are relevant. Ewing (2012) doesn’t stress this period of focussing on these skills before we start. He takes this as something that comes about as a result of engaging in this style of learning. Ewing is different to others in that he asks for the perspectives of the students themselves. When asked, students said that TPS is a good teaching strategy that enabled them to better understand and reinforce concepts and others’ understanding of them; and allowed them to develop their critical thinking skills. This developing critical thinking skills is something that Kaddoura’s (2013) research has highlighted. His research found that TPS was effective in developing critical thinking skills and other skills relating to cognitive ability. Those who were educated according to TPS, as opposed to without TPS, had higher results when tested for cognitive ability. The LNF, also, talks about developing cognitive skills – talking about identifying main points in order to respond to ideas, weighing up reasons and evidence, and agreeing in groups. 
Kaddoura’s research found that working together increased pupils’ success academically as it made them learn better. It meant that they were more likely to listen to others, and present their own ideas, which included having a sound understanding of the concepts and issues and clarifying these when communicating them to others. Pupils become creative in their thinking, where they create links and make assumptions; all developing their higher order thinking skills. Kaddoura concluded that educators should look to find ways to incorporate this method of teaching into their lessons in order to provide opportunities to develop critical thinking skills. 

Following on from what Goodwin (1999) has previously touched on, one of the main concerns with TPS is that there are times when groups don’t work together well. Goodwin says that just because we put groups together and call them cooperative, it doesn’t mean that they are. While Raba’s (2017) research results found that pupils on the whole enjoyed learning when using TPS, there was one group that didn’t cooperate very well with each other and preferred to work on their own. Not all pupils cooperated because they found it embarrassing having to work in pairs and some didn’t speak at all but just listened to others in their group. Another group in Raba’s research said that dominant speakers still spoke more than others. While Raba (2017) says that sometimes groups do not work together well, Johnson and Johnson (1999) elaborate more on why groups don’t work together well: when students don’t want to work together so they simply don’t, and when they don’t have the motivation to help one another in the group because they don’t want to work in groups – this may be helped by doing what Theobald (2011) and Weisendanger (1992) say – by spending time setting up expectations before they begin with this learning method.
Weisendanger (1992) disagrees with this idea that some groups just don’t work well together, saying that cooperative learning better meets the individual needs of pupils; it allows for differentiation as they are learning with support from their peers. But none of the pairings involved in TPS should be permanent until they are acquainted with how TPS works. This first ‘informal pairing’ stage changes their approach to learning so that they are more likely to engage with the method. Wasowski (2009) agrees that pupils should be paired differently each time. They could be paired based on their own preferences, by order of the completion of the first ‘think’ phase of the task, or based on their characteristics and who will bring out the best in one another. Whatever way they are paired, they should be paired differently each and every time; whereas Weisendanger (1992) only sees this during the ‘informal pairing’ stage. Sejnost (2009) provides another alternative, where discussion is enhanced one step further when pupils join their pair together with another pair to discuss before they ‘share’. They do this again until they reach a group of eight. 
Weisendanger (1992) says that the ‘share’ aspect of TPS should be used to check understanding and for analysis. This could be accompanied with strong questioning in order to bring about the higher-level thinking skills. Piaget (1977) says that interaction between students leads to questions that encourage students to think critically, make decisions and then develop good understanding about the subject matter; it is this that leads to increased student achievement. So strong questioning accompanying discussion is crucial. 


School policy and practice

The School Development Plan (SDP) for School A notes increasing oral skills as a priority. They say that they will improve oral skills through the use of Socratic Smackdown, Role Modelling, and giving adequate thinking time to pupils before they answer questions. 
Adequate thinking time before answering questions is essential. As Lyman (1981) says, research has constantly shown that this helps improve the quality of answers given. The recommendation by Rowe (1986) that teachers wait at least three seconds of wait time before students begin answering questions is incorporated in this approach. So here is a direct link between what the school is doing and what the literature says.
The SDP says that pupils should be able to discuss in pairs so they can rehearse answers. This is an obvious reference in the SDP to how School A wants pupils to participate in TPS methods in lesson time in order to develop their communication skills, as Lyman’s method of ‘pairing’ with someone else to discuss answers means that pupils can rehearse what they are going to say when they are called upon to ‘share’. Pimm (1987) says that TPS enables pupils to organise the ideas that they have been working with in their own minds, which will help them to retain these ideas. Theobald (2011) says that through rehearsing answers pupils can develop understanding, which in turn leads to increased student achievement. 
TPS is a perfect way of hitting the school objectives in giving adequate thinking time to pupils. Role Modelling could be used to model the kind of language that would be expected of pupils before they begin TPS. Socratic Smackdown can even be employed within the TPS method. So again, there are direct links between what the literature says and the ideas outlined by the school in their SDP. 
The SDP says that in terms of oral skills, the first objective is to get pupils to use more than brief oral responses. The second objective is for pupils to speak in a fluent, considered way. Kaddoura’s (2013) research found that when working together pupils had a better understanding of the concepts, and learnt to clarify these to others, which led to increased academic success. The third objective in the SDP is to consistently use precise language, and the fourth objective is to use subject specific vocabulary confidently. Rowe’s (1986) research found that sharing ideas meant that pupils became more confident in their answers. These are all ideas that can be found in the LNF (2003). So all of these objectives can be linked to literature on this subject.
The skills outlined in the objectives of the SDP are the kind of things that will come with practice, and TPS offers a very explicit way of ensuring that every pupil practices these skills by being equally involved in discussion.
While the SDP is clear, the Departmental Improvement Plan (DIP) doesn’t talk about oral literacy skills at all. So we can infer from this that these ideas that are designed to improve oral skills are not trickling down into classroom practice. While school policy says one thing, practice shows another. There is a greater need than ever, then, to improve oral skills in this RE classroom.


Methodology and ethics

According to BERA ethical guidelines (2011), I have ensured that all pupils involved gave voluntary informed consent before the research began. All participants were told clearly about their role in the research, and how their information will be used. Pupils were also told at this point that they could withdraw at any time, and I gave opportunity to all pupils to do so. Data collected was kept confidential, anonymous and securely (BERA, 2011). The Data Protection Act 1998 says that people should be able to know why and how their data is being used. For this reason, I kept all data confidential and securely on a password encrypted memory stick. All data will be able to be referred back to the individual participant if they so wish, although the end report will keep the school and pupils anonymous so that only I as researcher will know who the school and pupils referred to are. 
My methodology for research was pre and post testing, observation with knowledge, and convenience sampling. Using this triangulation of data, where a number of different methods are used, ensures reliability and validity in the final results (Manion et al., 2011).

Koshy (2010) says that before collecting data, we should ask ourselves what the aims of our research are, and consider what aspects we are focussing on; I will be assessing whether oral responses are more developed when a ‘think pair share’ approach is implemented – so focussing on if responses are generally more developed, if they contain more content, and if pupils speak grammatically and in full sentences etc. This links directly to the skills addressed in the LNF – the LNF (2003) says that at year 8 level pupils should be able to “present topics and ideas coherently… [using] a clear structure, anecdote to illustrate, plausible conclusions”, and “discussing opposing viewpoints and negotiate ways forward”.
In order to measure this, I have to use pre and post testing. Pre testing will be questioning pupils on a topic without using the TPS method, meaning that they will not have the opportunity to discuss their answer before voicing it to the rest of the class. I will then put an intervention into place where I introduce my post-test of implementing a TPS method. This will allow pupils to discuss the answer in pairs before giving feedback. Post testing will use observation as a research method, where I will assess whether the quality of oral responses have improved. 
Being able to discuss this with their peers means that pupils should all be able to contribute equally to class discussion (Lyman, 1981; Lange et al., 2016), motivate pupils who are not altogether interested in the topic (Marzano and Pickering, 2005, cited in Kaddoura, 2013). This also builds the skills addressed in the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (2003) in pupils where they respond and encourage others.

Koshy (2010) says that there are two different types of researcher – the positivist, who gathers as much data as they can so that they can make generalisations; and the naturalistic, who tries to get inside in order to understand. I will take a naturalistic approach with my methodology, as the research I am undertaking is not measurable in quantifiable data. Manion et all (2011) criticises this approach for this reason. But Bell says that by being actively involved in the lives of those who are involved in the research, you have a knowledge of who they are, why and how they react to certain situations, what they mean, etc, and so gain a better understanding of how the research impacts on them. 
Koshy (2011) says that qualitative data can be just as important as quantitative data as it can illuminate feelings and provide insights. Part of exploring and understanding means that we have to construct our own meanings of situations. Data on its own is not enough; we have to interpret it. Creswell (2009) said that this comes from a social constructivist approach, whereby we develop our own understandings about our experiences of the world; therefore, as researcher, it is essential to ensure that conclusions rely as much as possible on the participants view so as to eliminate biases. 
Although Bell (2005) does say that a more structured approach to research is needed in order to get worthwhile information. She says that you should decide on what the focus of the research is and come up with a hypothesis and objectives – so that there is purpose to the observation. It is for this reason that I have decided to focus on how oral responses are developed by comparison in my pre and post testing. My hypothesis beforehand would be that oral responses will be more developed when pupils are given a chance to discuss in pairs. Bell (2005) says that when observing we should be aware of doing all we can to not let our prejudices or biases get in the way, as conclusions can be subjective. I will do what I can to ensure that this bias will not cloud my judgement when drawing conclusions from the data, by being aware of my prejudices and thinking objectively, and taking into account emotions, micropolitical processes behind interactions, and the influence of key members and the effect they can have. It is in this way that conclusions can be deemed to be as reliable as possible. 
Bell says that when it comes to recording the data, you need to be clear about what you are observing because you only have limited time to observe; so you should ask yourself – are you more interested in recording the content of what is said, or the behaviour of those involved? I will be more interested in recording the content, as I will be focussing on how oral responses are developed. 

Bell (2005) warns that when interpreting qualitative data, we should be careful not to generalise based on insufficient data, and try to prove more than you can reasonably claim. She says that as the research goes on it will become apparent which line of reasoning you should take, and you should try to be as broad as possible until this point. I will therefore have to be careful that I am not drawn to conclusions that confirm my preconceived ideas, and will have to ensure that I am as unbiased as possible during the research stage. 

BERA guidelines (2011) say that the method by which my research is undertaken must be fit for purpose and justifiable. Other methods must be considered. Dealing with quantifiable data, nor taking a positivist approach, will not be appropriate for my research for the reasons outlined above. I will take a naturalistic approach, dealing with qualitative data, as these methods work best with my research and within the ethical guidelines. 


Evaluation

Before I began any research I complied with BERA ethical guidelines (2011) in ensuring that all pupils have voluntary informed consent. 

I began my research with my pre-test. My research was to answer the question ‘to what extent does using ‘think pair share’ improve the quality of oral responses in RE?’. In order to analyse how oral skills develop after implementing the TPS method, I needed a point from which to refer to. My pre-test had to include a method where pupils gave oral responses without using the TPS method – and so the pre-test included questioning pupils on a topic, without the opportunity to discuss with peers before giving answers. I taught a lesson on prejudice and discrimination; in this lesson, I explained the difference between the meanings of the words, and asked pupils to think of an example for each. Before the lesson, I pre-prepared a list of questions that were prepared using a questioning matrix according to Bloom’s taxonomy. After asking pupils to think of their example, I targeted individual pupils to give their definitions, and then questioned them on their replies using the questioning matrix. I asked lower order thinking questions to the lower ability pupils and higher order thinking questions to the higher ability pupils. None of the pupils knew what questions I would be asking them before they were asked, and so they didn’t have any time to prepare their answers beforehand like they would when using the TPS method. I choose to do it this way because Bloom (1956) recommends taking this approach to questioning, where pupils are asked increasingly more difficult questions according to their ability, ranging from recalling key facts for the lower ability, to the higher ability putting together their knowledge in new ways. This is an individual approach to questioning, which is in contrast to the TPS method. This approach to questioning is my usual approach, and something that pupils were familiar with. So this approach worked well as a way of establishing how pupils reacted to questioning without a TPS method being used. 
 
I left a pause of up to five seconds after I asked each question. I did this because Rowe (1986) recommends leaving a pause of at least three seconds after the question is posed for pupils to have enough time to formulate a response. Although my intervention involves an increase in thinking time before answering the question, it also involves discussion with a partner, and giving a suitable amount of thinking time to pupils was something that was necessary in order to gage the level of their responses when questioning using this individual method. By waiting for up to five seconds I ensured that I didn’t give them an excess amount of time so that it interfered with the post-test. Again, this approach to questioning is my usual approach, and something that pupils were familiar with. 
When I questioned pupils with this individual approach, I only ended up questioning five pupils from the whole class. This confirms what Theobald (2011) said in her research – that those who were not questioned were not involved in the lesson. 

At this point I put an intervention into place and introduced my post-test. I taught a lesson on Martin Luther King, and used TPS in this lesson. Before the TPS part of the lesson began, I explained the method thoroughly to pupils. I explained it as Lyman (1981) describes it – I explained that I want them to think about the question to themselves, then share their answers with the pupil next to them, before sharing their new answer to the class. When pupils were clear on what was expected of them, I set them the task – I asked them to think about the key thing that Martin Luther King was famous for. 

Goodwin (1999) says that the skills that are being improved should be explicitly addressed before cooperative learning takes place. Daniel and Steineke (2014) go further and say that you should present ‘good character traits’ at the beginning of the year to refer back to throughout the year, so that everyone knows what is expected of them. Ewing (2012) on the other hand says that these skills being developed is something that happens throughout the lesson. It is for this reason that I did not explicitly address these oral and higher-level thinking skills before the lesson began. I only addressed how to participate in the think pair share method. 

After the question was posed to them, pupils were given a short break to think themselves, and two minutes to discuss in their pairs. This short break to themselves is equivalent to the thinking time that I factored in when individually questioning them. The difference between the post-test and the pre-test then started from the discussion that they had in their pairs.  

Pupils separated into pairs according to their seating plan. I chose not to do it in any particular way because Wasowski (2009) says that there are a variety of ways that pupils can be paired and it doesn’t matter which way this happens. Wasowski says this because he says that pupils should be paired differently every time they use TPS so that they can get the maximum benefits from being paired with lots of different people and thinking and discussion styles. I did not have the time in my research to experiment with pairing pupils differently, and so for the ease of this lesson I chose to pair pupils according to how they were already sitting. By pairing with those they were next to, there was a familiarity with who they were working with that meant that they would feel as comfortable as possible in order for discussion to take place. Raba (2017) says that the reason TPS works so well is because pupils feel more comfortable engaging in discussion when using this method, because their embarrassment is shared. So by getting pupils to work together with the other pupils that they are sitting next to, they are as comfortable as possible in order for this discussion to take place. 

When pupils went into pairs, I worked my way around the class to monitor the discussions that were taking place. I did this by taking what Koshy (2010) calls a naturalist approach, getting inside to find things out. I did this because, as Bell (2005) notes, I have become used to the class and the people within it while teaching them, and so I have a good understanding of who they are and why they react to certain situations, and so I can read more into how they have reacted to TPS. Bell advocates this as a way of understanding the emotions and micropolitical processes behind interactions and the influence of key members on the group. 

I took this approach so that I could collect qualitative data rather than quantitative data. I did it this way because Koshy (2010) says that qualitative data can be just as important as quantifiable data in order to explore and understand the issues using our own interpretations of the situation. The onus then became on interpreting the data that I collected during this phase. Because Creswell (2009) points out that any conclusions drawn must rely as much as possible on the participants view so that I do not project my own biases on to the results, it is at this interpretation stage that I was as careful as possible that I did not misinterpret any data. I relied on my understanding of the class, those in it and their past experiences of learning via different pedagogies. This eliminated as many biases as possible, and meant that I was not drawn to conclusions that confirmed my own preconceived ideas. 
Observing was crucial at this point in order to understand what was happening amongst the pairs. I had to observe discussions and dynamics in order to be able to come to accurate conclusions. Bell (2005) says that you should approach this part of the research with a focus in mind so that there is clear structure to your observation. So I decided beforehand that at this point I would be observing whether discussions were developed, if different points of view were being taken into account, if different ideas were being explored or challenged, if pupils were interacting and engaging with one another, etc. I chose to focus on these areas because this is what the LNF (2003) says that pupils should be able to do at year 8 level. My main area of focus was on whether oral responses were developed after implementing the TPS method. 

When asking pairs to share their answers, I picked on random groups in no particular order. Webb (1992, cited in Theobald, 2011) says that those giving the explanations learn more than those who receive them, which means that higher achievers, who are more likely to be the ones giving the explanations, end up benefitting more from cooperative learning. So to address this potential problem, I asked the lower ability pupil in the pair to give their answer to the rest of the class. This made sure that they definitely had a chance to speak throughout the whole TPS process, and so made sure that they were developing their thinking, speaking and communication skills. 

When pupils were called upon to ‘share’, I questioned them on the responses they gave. I did this because Zhang and Alex (1995) say that at this point pupils have now organised their thinking and ideas in order for the teacher to focus on questioning. Weisendanger (1992) says that the share aspect is there for checking understanding and for analysis; the LNF (2003), also, says that pupils should be able to respond to arguments. So I questioned pupils to ensure that they understood and could critically evaluate their arguments. I again questioned pupils according to Bloom’s taxonomy (1956), where I differentiated my questioning by using higher thinking questions to higher ability pupils. 

The tasks that I set were given with clear instructions so that pupils were clear on all occasions what they were asked to do. There were no extra relevant resources used in the pre or post test.


Conclusion

In conclusion, my research did not find that implementing the TPS method resulted in better quality oral responses. Responses were of the same quality, or lower. I found that I had better results when using the original method seen in my pre-test of questioning pupils individually using a questioning matrix. The responses received when using TPS were of the same quality or lower, and implementing this method didn’t contribute in any way to the quality of oral feedback I received. When I was observing the pupils during the ‘pair’ aspect, they didn’t seem to be engaged or interested in discussing the question with one another, and this meant that the answers they had when it came to the ‘share’ aspect were no different to when they were at the ‘think’ aspect.

Lyman advocated TPS as a way of combating the impassivity seen in lessons (1981), as it engages everyone equally. But I actually found that pupils did not contribute equally, and most pupils did not engage at all. Some pupils sat in silence and did not contribute to the ‘pair’ aspect, and the discussions that did happen were not rich. This could be explained by what Goodwin calls uncooperative groups – i.e. just because we put groups together and call them cooperative, it doesn’t mean that they are. There could a number of reasons that pupils didn’t contribute. The class seat according to a seating plan, and perhaps they were not happy with who they were paired with, or there could be other social pressures at play (Johnson and Johnson, 1999). It could have been because this was a way of teaching that they were unfamiliar with, and so didn’t know how to contribute. 

Goodwin (1999) says that one of the main concerns with TPS is that there are times when groups just don’t work together well. Johnson and Johnson (1999) also warned that when pupils don’t want to work together, they simply won’t. This is the problem that I had, where pupils just did not work together.  

I then called on pairs of pupils to ‘share’ their answers with the rest of the class. Rowe (1986) says that at this point pupils should now be more confident in their answers and more willing to contribute to class discussions. As the previous instruction did not work effectively and pupils did not engage in good quality discussion in their pairs, there was not much that they could contribute. And so the contributions at this point to the wider class discussion were weak and not worthy of note. Nothing was added to the class discussion.  

Goodwin (1999) says that cooperative learning should see pupils improving their social skills as they communicate with one another. This happens during the ‘pair’ aspect. My research found that as pupils did not want to communicate with one another there was no improvement in their social skills. If I spent time in setting up expectations beforehand then perhaps this would be different and pupils would know how to communicate with one another. 

I took a naturalist approach to gathering data, where I observed the class and interpreted what I was seeing according to my understanding of the class and what I was seeing. My opinion was that TPS did not work because pupils were not familiar with this way of learning and so did not engage because of this.
It might not have worked because I didn’t do as Theobald (2011) and Weisendanger (1992) say in spending time setting up expectations beforehand. The LNF (2003) says that pupils at year 7 level – one year below the class that I did this research on - should be participating in class discussions, and so this should be something that they are familiar or comfortable with. The fact that this skill is explicitly addressed in the LNF means that this is something that should be expected of pupils and so there has to be a way of making this method work for pupils. 
Goodwin (1999) says that pupils who have not been taught effective communication skills cannot be expected to engage in cooperative learning. Perhaps spending time beforehand explicitly addressing these skills may have resulted in better returns. However, Ewing (2012) says that these communication skills are developed because of this kind of learning. If I used this approach over a longer period of time the results may well have been different, as pupils would get used to this style of learning and gave it more of a chance to engage with. I could have also then used Daniel and Steineke’s (2014) idea of introducing ‘good character traits’, so that pupils knew how to engage in discussion with their partner. As pupils didn’t engage in the discussion part of this method, it is this that I should have given greater thought to. If I had done any of these recommendations then discussion would have been greater. One explanation for why pupils did not contribute much to discussion in their pairs is because they did not know how. These skills needed to be explicitly addressed rather than taken for granted. 


Limitations and future development

I might use this same strategy again, but I would consider using a number of different approaches. 

Something that my research has shown is essential would be to set up expectations for discussion beforehand and introduce ‘good character traits’, as advocated by Daniel and Steineke (2014). This would mean that there would be a discussion beforehand, where pupils would learn how to have a good quality discussion with their partner and the skills needed to exceed in this. Then perhaps the pupils would know how to talk to one another and better-quality discussions would arise as a result. 

Bell (2005) warns that when interpreting qualitative data, we should be careful not to generalise based on insufficient data – so I don’t want to make conclusions that aren’t there. In order to make a reasonable conclusion, I must accept that I will need more data. Any conclusions that I have made from this research is limited. All of the pairs in my research had the same experience of not discussing with one another. This problem needs to be addressed before any firm conclusions on the merits of using TPS can be assessed. 

Using TPS might work if I were to use it in a more interesting lesson. The lesson that I did my post-test on was about Martin Luther King. I asked pupils to discuss in their pairs the key thing that Martin Luther King is remembered for. If I used TPS in a more interesting way – getting pupils to discuss a controversial quote, or something similar, it may have done better at engaging them in discussion as they would have more to say. If I were to use this method again in future I would be more inclined to do this as a better way of sparking good quality discussion. This way pupils may have more interesting points to make with one another and with the class as a whole. This might have been the encouragement needed in order to discuss with their partner.

For the ease of my research, I paired pupils according to their seating plan. Another reason that pupils may not have worked well together may be because of this. Wasowski (2009) says that pupils should be paired differently every time that they use TPS. One of the ways that he recommends doing this is based on their characteristics and who would bring out the best in one another. This could be something to think about if using this method again in future. By looking at the seating plan of the class and all of the data related to pupils, and my own understanding of the pupils within the class, I could think carefully about the specific oral or interpersonal skills that need developing within each pupil, and pair them accordingly. This may bring about better results for the pupils. If TPS was something that was to be regularly used within the classroom, I could even place the class in a seating plan according to these factors so that TPS could regularly bring about the best in every pupil.

If using this method again, another thing to consider would be to use an alternative provided by Sejnost (2009), where discussion is enhanced one step further in the ‘share’ aspect – where pupils join their pair together with another pair to discussion before they ‘share’. They do this again until they reach a group of eight. If steps are taken to ensure that pupils actively engage in discussion in their pairs then this can be a useful way of enhancing class discussion even further. This may work even better if a quote or controversial fact is used as a stimulus for ‘pair’ discussion. Pupils will have much more to discuss, as all pupils will have different opinions and points of view, and this will help to contribute to discussion. 

I set out in this research hoping that implementing a TPS method would give pupils more confidence in their answers, and build their self-esteem in increasing their oral skills. Over time, implementing this approach may have the desired results. This would involve setting up expectations early on and working on the character traits and skills needed in order to do well. However, the short time I spent using this method may well have not been enough to see results. I might use this same strategy again, but I would be inclined to follow a different approach advocated by Daniel and Steineke (2014) in introducing ‘good character traits’ beforehand so that pupils know explicitly what is expected of them so that they have a greater chance of contributing and enhancing discussions. 
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