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ECAD7004 Assignment


Does structured group/pair work encourage greater participation in less confident pupils?




	
	Targed/Target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn.

What I have done in this assignment.

	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	Consider developing counter arguments further.  
	I have tried to include arguments for pair and group work, as well as consider reasons why these may be difficult to implement or may not turn out as well as planned. 

	Targed/Target 2
	Further synthesis of reading will enhance your cognitive and intellectual development.
	I have read widely on my research topic and hope to demonstrate areas where researchers show agreement and where there are opposing views.

	Targed/Target 3
	
	






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

[bookmark: _Hlk33022286]Does structured group/pair work encourage greater participation 
in less confident pupils?

Introduction
While undertaking PGCE teaching practice, it became apparent that the same pupils consistently volunteer answers to questions addressed to the whole class. It also became clear that pupils displayed varying degrees of confidence when working in mixed pairs, a regular occurrence in the language classroom. I became interested in what factors may limit participation and was curious to discover what role the task played in encouraging and enabling less confident pupils to participate. My research partner had noticed a similar concern with group work in her drama classes. Consequently, we devised the following research question to investigate in the form of lesson study: Does structured group/pair work encourage greater participation in less confident pupils?

Research context
The research project took place over two days in two secondary schools in South Wales. Both schools are mixed comprehensives for pupils aged 11 to 16 and are located in neighbouring towns. The school in which Lesson Study 1 took place has over 1,000 pupils, whereas the school in which Lesson Study 2 took place has around 500 pupils. Lesson Study 1 was planned for a Year 7 mixed ability French class, where pair work is seen as integral to the lesson, and Lesson Study 2 was carried out with Year 11 GCSE Drama class, where both pair and group work are regular features of the class.

Literature review 
The views of researchers on collaborative work in the classroom are predominantly positive. Firstly, pair work is considered to be beneficial in terms of Assessment for Learning. Jones and Wiliam (2008, p.17) report that research demonstrates how both partners can benefit from pair work; however, it is the pupil who is helping who gains most as “the demands of explaining something to someone forces one to deepen one’s thinking”. In addition, by discussing answers to a question with a talk partner before sharing with the class, pupils are able contemplate and then to construct and fine-tune their responses. Phipps (1999) considers differentiation, independent learning and teacher monitoring as essential to effective pair work, a view shared by Pachler et al. (2014) who suggest that pair work provides teachers with the opportunity to informally assess pupils’ oracy, whilst also indicating the importance of the task. However, they also point out that pair work requires “effective classroom management” (p.354) which considers class behaviour and the format of tasks. Phipps (1999) argues that pupils should know why they are collaborating and for what purpose in order to be worthwhile. 
[bookmark: _Hlk33039165]It appears that more has been written about the advantages and disadvantages of group work and many researchers agree that collaborative learning and social interaction are effective ways of learning (e.g. Barnes in Mercer and Hodgkinson, 2008; Cowley, 2009; Donaldson, 2015; Hattie, 2018; Healy et al., 2018; Kumpelainen and Wray, 2002; Muijs and Reynolds, 2011). Researchers propose a variety of benefits, which may be gained by pupils through participation in group work. Muijs and Reynolds (2015) consider cooperation to be the main benefit, developing the ability to take turns, improve social skills and to accept different viewpoints. These points are also highlighted by Baines et al. (2007) Cowley (2009) and Healy et al. (2018). In addition, evidence supports claims that cooperative, or peer, learning is beneficial to pupils as they can support and learn from each other (Cowley, 2009; Hattie, 2018; Healy et al., 2018). Hattie (2018, p.79) states that the “effects are as great on the tutor as the person being tutored”, confirming the view of Jones and Wiliam (2008).
Fung et al. (2018) propose four essential elements for effective group work (based on Blatchford et al., 2003), which I will use to bring together a range of research on the topic: 
1. Positive group relationships
Light (1998) suggests that for children to benefit from group work, pupils need to be engaged with both the task and their peers. Barnes (in Mercer and Hodgkinson 2008, p.8) claims that a “supportive context for learning” is paramount, where a sense of belonging (Hattie, 2018) can support communication and, in turn, knowledge construction (Donaldson, 2015).
2. Planning for group work
[bookmark: _Hlk33040104]Attention must be paid to the classroom layout to ensure that it is conducive to working comfortably in groups (Fung et al., 2018), as well as the size of the group. Fung et al. (date) and Pachler et al. (2014) suggest that four pupils to a group is ideal. In addition, Holmes (in Swarbrick, 1994) advocates selecting mixed ability groups.
3. Suitable lessons and tasks
[bookmark: _Hlk33040294][bookmark: _Hlk33040334]According to Baines et al. (2007) and Fung et al. (2018), tasks should be designed with group work in mind, allowing pupils to share and discuss ideas while also discouraging individual work (Blatchford et al., 2003), and should also include an element of self-reflection so that group working may be improved in future. Gillies (2003, p.138) suggests that “open and discovery based” tasks are best suited to groups.
4. Facilitation
The role of the teacher is essential in ensuring successful group work. Natoli et al. (2014) suggest that teachers need to strike a balance between providing the right amount of support and neglecting or interfering in group interaction. Moreover, Hattie (2018) stresses the importance of listening, through which teachers can discover a great deal about learners’ thought processes.
[bookmark: _Hlk33039491][bookmark: _Hlk33039227]In addition, for group work to be successful, it is essential to consider a range of obstacles to learning. Group work requires careful planning (Baines et al., 2007; Barnes in Mercer and Hodgkinson, 2008; Watson and Myhill in Capel et al., 2019) in order to promote effective learning (Healy et al., 2018; Kumpelainen and Wray, 2002) and pupils need to learn how to work collaboratively (Watson and Myhill in Capel et al., 2019) in order to ensure the best outcomes from group work. Issues arising from group work include disagreement amongst group members (Healy et al., 2018; Muijs and Reynolds, 2015; Watson and Myhill in Capel et al., 2019), members’ lack of effort (Healy et al., 2018; Natoli et al., 2014), off-task behaviour (Baines et al., 2007; Blatchford et al., 2003) and badly designed activities (Fung et al., 2018). Therefore, any form of collaborative work in the classroom requires the sharing of expectations in terms of participation and behaviour, guidance in overcoming disagreements (Natoli et al., 2014) and careful supervision by the teacher (Barnes in Mercer and Hodgkinson, 2008). Blatchford et al. (2000) and Gillies (2003) suggest that teachers require training in implementing group work and devising appropriate tasks, whereas pupils should receive training in working collaboratively.
In terms of pupil participation, less information is available. Foster et al. (2009) report that “approximately 25% of students participate in class discussion, with only 12% doing so regularly”. Classes encompass a range of personality types, many of whom will experience barriers to participation. Mainkar (2008) proposes that shy pupils may feel intimidated by class discussion. Muijs and Reynolds (2015) also consider shyness to be an obstacle and suggest that other pupils may be simply uncooperative or lack the ability to share their thoughts adequately. This is where the role of the task is most important, ensuring that it is accessible and encourages participation from all pupils. Recommendations from Foster et al. (2009) to increase participation include setting homework as preparation for group discussion and choosing topics which have relevance to pupils’ lives. 

Lesson study design
[bookmark: _Hlk32677781][bookmark: _Hlk32681569]The research project took the form of lesson study, “a collaborative model of professional development” (Shuilleabhain and Bjuland, 2019, p.434) from which teachers can learn from each other in planning, conducting and reflecting on the lessons in which an area of interest is researched. According to Dudley (2015, p.13), “the busy-ness of classrooms” makes it very difficult for the observer to note the majority of goings-on during the session. Research suggests that this may be as low as five per cent of pupil exchanges (lessonstudy.co.uk). Lesson study is a relatively straightforward way (Dudley, 2015) of guiding the observing teacher towards learners (Cajkler et al., 2015) as the research focuses on three pupils only. The project collected qualitative data from two sources: classroom observations and pupil interviews.
As the aim of the research was to investigate the role of the task in enabling pupils to participate, both lessons (French and Drama) were designed to include pair- and group tasks. Working on the assumption that the greater the structure of the task, the easier it would be for pupils to participate, the structure increased as the tasks progressed. Each lesson included three main activities (two pair work tasks and one group task). Lesson plans are provided for Lesson Study 1 in Appendix 1 and Lesson Study 2 in Appendix 5.
In each of the lesson study observations, three pupils were chosen to be observed throughout the pair or group activities who were representative of the range of confidence levels within the class: confident (high levels of participation), of average confidence (sometimes participates) and less confident (rarely participates in whole class activities). Perceived confidence levels were determined by the pupils’ participation in whole class activities during the Professional Teaching Experience placement, based on knowledge of the class and with input from the subject mentor. The pupils’ levels of participation were recorded throughout the activities using a Leuven scale (Laevers) as shown in Figure 1. The observer rotated her attention from one pupil to the next in turn and recorded a level for participation on each occasion as well as general notes about participation after the task. (See observation schedules in Appendices 2 and 6.)

Figure 1 (Laevers)
[image: ]	Comment by Jo Marshall: Enlarge this to be more legible? x
The selected pupils had obtained parental consent to take part in the study and had given assent at the beginning of the lesson to being observed and taking part in a group interview afterwards. Pupil data was anonymised at source, with students in Lesson Study 1 being designated Pupils A, B and C and students in Lesson Study 2 being designated Pupils D, E and F. 	Comment by Jo Marshall: I’ve changed this from assigned
The observer was non-participant but was introduced to the class. Therefore, pupils were aware of the observer’s presence and reason for being in the classroom, having been briefed about the nature of the research and their part in it.
Directly after the observed lessons, the three pupils were invited to a short, semi-structured group interview with myself and my research partner. They were asked to give their opinions on the lesson, pair- and group work in general and on each of the tasks during the observation lesson. (See interview schedules in Appendices 3 and 7.) I asked the questions of my pupils and my research partner asked the questions of her pupils in order to capitalise on the relationships that we had made with the pupils and to make them feel at ease. 
Wragg (1995) states the importance of non-participant observers discussing their impressions with others to avoid misinterpretation. In line with the lesson study format, which enables sharing of teacher perspectives (Cajkler et al., 2015) immediately after the interviews, my partner and I shared our notes and reflected together upon the lessons, the tasks used and the levels of perceived engagement of the pupils using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle. (See Appendices 4 and 8.) The model guides users through six stages of reflection upon an experience and it is cyclical, which allows for planning and revision between successive experiences (Gibbs, 1998).
Research reliability and validity
Cohen et al. (2007) describe the difficulties in assuring reliability in qualitative research where, despite its adaptability, genuineness and depth, qualitative research has been criticized as being, among other things, “impressionistic, biased”, “ungeneralizable”, “subjective and short-sighted” (p.149). However, Thomas (2013, p.145) suggests that researchers involved in interpretative research, making use of qualitative research methods, should acknowledge their subjectivity and discuss their “positionality” (where they stand in relation to the research). To reduce observer bias in our own study, we did not reveal the perceived confidence levels of the pupils to the observer before the lesson study. Therefore, despite holding preconceptions of our own classes, we entered each other’s classrooms with no prior knowledge of the pupils other than their year group.
To improve the validity and reliability of our study, we approached our research question from three different angles to collect data in different ways, resulting in “methodological triangulation” (Thomas, 2013, p.146): observation of the pupils, interviewing the pupils, and shared reflection between observer and lesson teacher. A further criticism of interpretative research is the difficulty in producing generalisations. According to Cohen et al., (2007) the ability to generalise from research findings increases its reliability as it proves that repeating the research with similar respondents in a comparable context would produce corresponding results. The lesson study framework provides the opportunity to carry out the research question on two occasions and with two different classrooms, ensuring that any findings are not based solely on a singular event (Bassey, 2001).


Ethical considerations 
[bookmark: _Hlk32674663]The research project was planned and carried out in line with BERA’s ethical guidelines (2018) and the Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice of the PGCE-awarding institution (2017-2020). An ethics form was approved by the institution prior to commencing the project.
Approval was sought from senior leaders at the schools and a letter and consent form were sent to parents, explaining the project and providing the opportunity to opt in. The project was explained to pupils beforehand (Grix, 2010), a reminder was given when introducing the observer, only pupils who had obtained parental consent were observed and their assent was verified at the start of the lessons. 
[bookmark: _Hlk32676820]Confidentiality and anonymity of participants and responses were emphasised, and data collected was anonymised at source. Plans for the storage and subsequent destruction of data are in line with GDPR requirements and the institution’s data management policy.

Lesson study 1
Results 
Lesson study 1 took place within my Year 7 French class. Due to the timing of the project, the observation lesson fell within a fortnight of Area of Learning and Experience lessons so I was unable to conduct my lesson in French. However, it worked out well in terms of having a variety of different tasks and being able to include group work more easily than in a normal French lesson. While I taught, my research partner recorded the involvement of pupils A, B and C on a scale of 1 to 5 using the Leuven scale of involvement. Before the lesson study, I considered Pupil A to be the least confident, Pupil C of average confidence and Pupil B the most confident of the three.
Task 1 was a simple discussion in pairs with no given structure used to introduce the lesson theme: What do you think of when I say “the journey of languages”? Pupils A and C both scored extremely low. Pupil A made an effort to speak when I approached but Pupil C was uninterested in discussion. Conversely, Pupil B scored highly; she had plenty to say, even if her partner did not engage. 
Task 2 involved a range of quotes from Shakespeare’s or Chaucer’s works. Pupils were asked to work in pairs to “translate” the quote into modern English. This task was structured but also quite difficult as the pupils were unfamiliar with these styles of writing. Pupil C (Leuven scores: 3,2,1) quickly disengaged and remained on a score of 1. Pupil A (4,3,2,3,2,1,2) started well then became less engaged; however, he contributed to whole class feedback on the task. Pupil B (constant score of 5) stayed fully engaged in the task and seemed to enjoy it. She also asked for help with one of the more difficult quotes.
For Task 3, pupils were put into groups or stayed with their partners, depending on ease of movement in their area of the classroom. Pupils A and C remained in pairs and Pupil B became part of a group of four. Pupils were given the days of the week in seven different languages (colour coded) and, using their knowledge of English, French and Welsh, they were asked to put the days in the correct order. The completed task is shown in Figure 2. 

[image: ]
Figure 2

All pupils seemed enthusiastic when beginning the task and sustained their involvement. Pupil A (5,5) took control but did not engage much with his partner. When he did, she showed little interest. However, he seemed comfortable working alone. Pupil B (5,5) worked well in a group and was comfortable taking control. Pupil C (5,5) did not take the lead and seemed to enjoy working on the task with her partner, staying engaged after her partner lost interest.
When asked what they liked about the lesson, Pupils A and C replied “Learning about how languages evolved” and Pupil B replied “The days of the week”. Pupil C expressed a preference for pair work over group work, whereas Pupils A and B both felt that it is easier to work in a group stating that a “partner may not care” (A) and “putting ideas together” (B). Table 1 below shows how pupils felt about each task.	Comment by Jo Marshall: Maybe present this as Table 1

Table 1 below shows...



Table 1
	Task
	Pupil A
	Pupil B
	Pupil C

	1
	OK
	OK – we talked about our opinions
	OK

	2
	Fun
	Interesting to compare with partners. Didn’t mind pair but could work in a group.
	Hard

	3
	Fun
	Really cool
	I liked this one. It was OK as pair.



All pupils preferred Task 3 (days of the week), which may suggest that structured tasks are favoured over unstructured tasks, and Pupil C said it “felt good already knowing something”. All agreed that they felt comfortable carrying out the tasks, although Pupil B repeated that “sometimes in pairs, the partner does not want to do it”. When asked how we could improve the tasks, Pupil A suggested a time limit to add an element of competition. Pupils B and C agreed.
My research partner and I reflected on the lesson and interview directly afterwards, using Gibbs’ reflective cycle (1988), which guided our shared reflection and aided us in finding patterns in behaviour for use in our analysis. We also identified areas that could be improved upon during Lesson Study 2. For example, although the observer’s seating position looked ideal initially, she felt that she was too close to the pupils and could have benefited from sitting at the front of the class. In addition, she noticed that some of my interview questions were leading; when there was no response from the pupils, I rephrased the question to encourage an answer, which varied from our agreed question. This was unintentional; however, leading questions can add bias to interviews and may influence the answer (Cohen et al., 2007).
Analysis
We noted that participation increased with each task. Participation from Pupils A and C in the unstructured discussion (Task 1) was very low. It increased in the structured discussion (Task 2) but was highest with a structured discussion to solve a practical activity. However, the question arises as to whether the enjoyment of Task 3 can be linked to increased structure or the inclusion of resources/a practical task? We noted evidence of partners not participating, presenting a potential barrier to the pupils’ participation. Of interest also is that Pupils A and C seemed to switch roles in terms of their perceived confidence levels, with Pupil A, in general, participating more than Pupil C. This could be due to the Hawthorne Effect, where the presence of an observer affects the behaviour of participants (Thomas, 2013; Cohen, 2007). It is possible that Pupil A was making an extra effort as he was being observed and perhaps Pupil C, usually a semi-regular participant, may have been daunted by the situation. Pupil B’s participation is usually very high and was consistent with expectations during the observed lesson. However, the results raise the question of whether the role of the task is a more important factor than the confidence level of the pupil?

Lesson study 2
Results
Lesson Study 2 was carried out with a Year 11 GCSE Drama class, which my research partner taught and I observed. Following our reflection of the observer’s position in Lesson Study 1, I sat at the front of the class. Again, the lesson comprised three tasks, two partner tasks and one group task, which increased in structure as the tasks progressed. However, in this class, pairs were changed for each task. Pupil D was perceived to be the most confident, Pupil E of average confidence and Pupil F of lower confidence in comparison to the rest of the class; however, I was not given this information until our shared reflection. 
In Task 1, pupils watched a summary video of Romeo and Juliet and were asked to discuss and provide facts about characters in the play (characters were assigned to each pair). Participation was high, with Pupil D scoring fours on the Leuven scale, Pupil E scoring 5,5,3 and Pupil F scoring 5,4,3. 
Participation remained high during Task 2, when pupils completed an A3 sheet with thoughts about their given character before presenting them to the class. Pupil D’s scores were predominantly fives, whereas Pupils E and F scored mainly fours. When presenting with their partners, Pupil D took the lead and appeared confident and enthusiastic. Pupil E seemed comfortable presenting but gave a shorter presentation than Pupil D’s pair. Pupil F appeared comfortable taking a supporting role but spoke well and answered questions confidently. 
Task 3 was the most structured activity, which took place in stages. Pupils began the task in pairs and participation was again consistently high, with Pupil D scoring 4,5,5, Pupil E 5,5,5, and Pupil F 5,5,4. Pairs then joined together to form groups of four, when Pupils D and F participated at level 5 and Pupil E participated at 3 then 5.
When asked what they had liked about the lesson, the pupils gave a range of responses: Pupil D enjoyed sharing what they had learned, Pupil E enjoyed working with different people and Pupil F liked discussing the characters in more depth. They all enjoyed working in groups to “hear other people’s opinions (Pupil D), “build confidence” (Pupil E) and “get more ideas” (Pupil F). No one expressed a preference between group or pair work. Table 2 below shows how pupils felt about each task.	Comment by Jo Marshall: Table 2...
Table 2
	Task
	Pupil D
	Pupil E
	Pupil F

	1
	Liked it. You may have forgotten something and then your partner jogs your memory.
	It jogs your memory.
	Good recapping task.

	2
	Liked it. Nice to put own thoughts to a character and think about their motives.
	Liked. You can make the character who you think they are.
	Really beneficial. You can go into more depth and justify opinions.

	3
	Liked it. I like performing in front of the class. Makes us more confident.
	It lets your imagination go wild.
	Really good. It makes you more creative. Not having much time was good for the exam to get ideas more quickly.



Pupils D and F both preferred Task 2 due to the presenting element: “I enjoyed presenting it” (Pupil D), “I enjoyed the extensive detail on the characters and being able to have feedback from peers” (Pupil F). Pupil E preferred Task 3 because “you get to put the scene the way you want it to be”. All pupils said that they felt comfortable during the tasks. As an improvement, Pupil D suggested bigger scenes in Task 3. 
On reflection agreed that all pupils were engaged, motivated and keen to learn from the teacher and from each other. Pupils had chosen to study Drama, the class was relatively small and they all felt comfortable with each other, which led to a trusting and productive environment.
Analysis
Pupils participated well in the less structured first task as well as the structured tasks. Participation and motivation were consistently high and it was clear that the pupils were independent learners and would possibly have participated well in any set task. The difference in participation between the pupils with the highest and lowest perceived confidence (Pupils D and F) was far less marked than in the Year 7 class. The pupils were obviously accustomed to pair and group work and were aware of expectations when working collaboratively. They were eager to share ideas with partners, group members and the class as a whole and to receive feedback in return. Despite consistent involvement, the pupils preferred the more structured tasks: two favoured Task 2, a structured task with the opportunity to present ideas to the class whereas Pupil E preferred Task 3 (also structured).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Discussion of research findings 
[bookmark: _Hlk33038761]The lesson study findings drew parallels with a range of research literature. To consider these, I will again refer to the four elements of effective group work by Fung et al. (2018).
1. Positive group relationships
Lesson Study 2 provided many examples of positive group relationships. The pupils were part of a relatively small class, they knew each other well and felt safe working and performing together. They were engaged with both the task and their peers (Light, 1998) and benefited from a supportive environment (Barnes in Mercer and Hodgkinson, 2008) and a sense of belonging (Hattie, 2018). These excellent examples of collaborative working demonstrated how pupils can learn from each other (Cowley, 2009; Hattie, 2018; Healy et al., 2018). Suggestions by Blatchford et al. (2003) and Gillies (2003) that pupils should receive training in group work are confirmed by this class; they are obviously used to collaborative work, know how to benefit from it and provided evidence that they can work well with any member of the class. However, the Year 7 class generated examples of non-participant partners (Healy et al., 2018; Natoli et al., 2014), who perhaps were shy, unable to voice their opinions or merely uncooperative (Muijs and Reynolds, 2015) and could benefit from learning to work collaboratively (Watson and Myhill in Capel et al., 2019;). 
2. Planning for group work
The classroom layout had more of an impact than I had envisioned (Fung et al., 2018). With its rows of desks, the French classroom was far more conducive to pair work, whereas the drama studio had no desks and the chairs could be arranged to suit the demands of any grouping. Group sizes were kept to four as far as possible (Fung et al., date; Pachler et al., 2014) as this seemed the most workable size.
3. Suitable lessons and tasks
Participation was high throughout in Lesson Study 2. Lesson Study 1 revealed observed pupils and partners who did not engage with the tasks. This may be an indicator of the pupils’ maturity, that they are unused to group work or that the tasks were not motivating enough for them (Baines et al., 2007; Blatchford et al., 2003; Fung et al., 2018; Gillies, 2003). Our interviews did not provide scope to question the pupils to discover their perceptions of their participation and reasons for lower engagement in Tasks 1 and 2. Perhaps more robust questioning (and more interview time to undertake further investigation) would have revealed any barriers to involvement in the tasks. Engagement increased as the structure of the tasks increased, which suggests that perhaps the role of the task is a more important factor than the confidence level of the pupil. Gillies (2003, p.138) suggests that this is the case and that “the type of task [...] will determine how group members interact”.	Comment by Jo Marshall: Interviews?
4. Facilitation
My research partner and I circulated the pairs and groups during our observation lessons to ensure that pupils were on task, understood the task and to offer guidance. However, as we were observing the pupils, we did not gather data on group monitoring.

Conclusion 
Our initial findings would suggest that more structured pair and group work tasks encourage participation from not only less confident pupils, but all pupils. The study revealed higher participation in the more structured tasks in contrast to very low participation in the least structured task (Lesson Study 1, Task 1). It would be interesting to undertake the research in other classes to see if the result can be generalised. However, it is clear that the task plays a vital role in determining whether pair and group work are successful. Open, exploratory questions which initiate discussion and sharing of ideas are considered the most suitable collaborative tasks (Gillies, 2003). Blatchford et al. (2003) recognise that preparing effective groups tasks which prevent pupils from working alone is demanding. The task should also enable less confident, less cooperative and less articulate pupils (Muijs and Reynolds, 2015) to participate and evidence suggests that it is the structure of the task which allows this.	Comment by Jo Marshall: The most suitable what? 
A further interesting point is the role of the partner, a potential obstacle highlighted by Healy et al. (2018) and Natoli et al. (2014). As shown in Lesson Study 1, if a pupil has an unengaged or uncooperative partner, then participation becomes much harder. An unmotivated pupil may choose to disengage too but a motivated pupil will then resort to completing the task alone. The pupils in this study seemed to prefer group work for this reason and for the greater variety of ideas that groups generate. Investing time in developing pupils’ collaborative skills is considered beneficial (Blatchford et al., 2003; Gillies, 2003; Watson and Myhill in Capel et al., 2019) and the impact of practised collaboration was evidenced in the effective group work observed in Lesson Study 2. 
The question arises as to the relevance of the confidence element of our study. Confidence is difficult to measure and is unlikely to be a constant variable, fluctuating between different subjects and tasks. It would have been informative to investigate the pupils’ perceptions of their general confidence levels and how it may have varied in each task. However, it would have been indelicate to introduce such questions in a group interview situation as pupils may not wish to share this information with their peers. In addition, further questioning was limited by the time available for interviews. Furthermore, confidence is relative: Pupils A and C were less confident than Pupil B (Lesson Study 1) and Pupils E and F were less confident than Pupil D (Lesson Study 2). However, when all of the observed pupils are compared, the Year 11 pupils with perceived average and lower confidence, were not equivalent to their Year 7 counterparts; the Year 11 pupils exhibited enthusiasm and high levels of participation. This could be a result of maturity, autonomy or a specific interest in the subject area which motivates them; however, it demonstrates that there are more variables at play than simply confidence. 
Lesson study proved to be an effective means of investigation into the research question, being ideal for educational settings and for practitioner research in particular by simplifying the issue of observing a whole class (Dudley, 2015). The structure keeps the learner at the centre of the study and the collaborative nature of the approach promoted deeper reflection and effective sharing of ideas (Cajkler et al., 2015). Being able to make changes to Lesson Study 2 following reflection on Lesson Study 1 was useful and led to better organisation of the observation and potentially more consistent results in the interview. The four elements of effective group work by Fung et al. (2018) proved to be a helpful framework for organising literature and reporting the results of this study, and it is a structure which I will take into account when planning future studies into group work.

Recommendations 
If we were to undertake this research again, there are several changes that could be made to improve the consistency and quality of results. Firstly, the difference between the older and younger pupils in terms of their participation, motivation and autonomous learning was marked. It would be interesting to replicate the study to compare similar age groups, or to investigate different age groups within the same subject.
In hindsight, I should have used fewer sets of resources for Task 3 so that all pupils had the opportunity to work in groups, thus providing greater consistency to the study. Improvements could be made to the interviews; it would be beneficial to have spent more time with the pupils to undertake deeper (and perhaps more revealing) questioning about the individual tasks. However, we were mindful that pupils were giving up time during break or lunch to speak to us. In addition, we noticed that both I and my research partner addressed questions first to the most confident pupil, simply because of the order in which the pupils sat. Perhaps beginning with a different pupil would have generated different answers or less agreement between pupils. Finally, I would recommend more targeted questioning, for example, asking how comfortable pupils felt during the tasks may be too direct. Would pupils admit to feeling uncomfortable in front of peers? However, despite the suggested amendments, I feel that this project serves as a good starting point for further research into participation in pair and group work and the role played by task design in increasing engagement.  	Comment by Jo Marshall: Were giving up their time?
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The Leuven Scale of Active Engagement in Learning

[LevelEngagement [Examples

T [Extremely low: No concentration: staring, daydreaming;

lthe child shows An absent, passive attitude;

Inardly any activity |No goal-oriented activity, aimless actions, not
producing anything;

No signs of exploration and interest;

L Not taking anything in, no mental activity

ow: the child Limited concentration; looks away during the

hows some degree| activity, fiddles, dreams;
lof activity which is | Is easily distracted;
loften interrupted _| Action only leads to limited results.
IModerate: the child | Routine actions, attention is superficial;
is busy the whole  |Is not absorbed in the activity, activities are shortlived;
ltime, but without Limited motivation, no real dedication, does not feel
lreal concentration; | challenged;
The child does not gain deep-level experiences;
Does not use his/her capabilities to full extent;
The activity does not address the child’s

imagination.
& |High: there are clear| The child is engaged in the activity without
Isigns of interruption;
linvolvement, but | Most of the time there is real concentration, but
[these are not during some brief moments the attention is more
Iways present to | superficial;
their full extent | The child feels challenged, there is a certain degree
of motivation;
The child's capabilities and its imagination to a
certain extent are addressed in the activity.
[Extremely High: Ts absolutely focussed, concentrated without
lduring interruption;

lthe observation of |Is highly motivated, feels strongly appealed by the
llearning the child is | activity;

lcontinually Even strong stimuli cannot distract himiher;
ngaged Is alert, has attention for details, shows precision;
in the activity and | Its mental activity and experience are intense;
ompletely The child constantly addresses all its capabilies:
bsorbed imagination and mental capacity are in top gear;
nit. Obviously enjoys being engrossed in the activity.

Professor Ferre Lavers, Leuven University, Belgium.




