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Introduction
Lesson study is a highly specified form of classroom action research focusing on the development of teacher practice knowledge (Dudley, 2014). The lesson studies in discussion be will taking place in two locations in small, urban Primary School settings in Swansea. As an enquiring teacher, this research will expand my own content, curricular and pedagogical knowledge and influence my future teaching practice. The research aims to find out whether using pupil voice in the classroom enhances engagement. I intend to research pupil choice when deciding upon seating arrangements, and whether pupils’ decisions in where to sit/who they sit by, influences their engagement in the lesson. 
The research question was decided on because as a practitioner I have an interest in pupil choice and the rights of the child. Both Article 12 and 13 of UNCRC explore children’s rights to respect the views of the child and a child’s freedom of expression (UNCRC, 1992), which provided thought for this lesson study. Within PTE 1, the children in both the Foundation Phase and Key Stage 2 classrooms were allocated seats by their classroom teacher. It occurred to me that would children be more engaged in their learning if they had a choice to sit where they liked in the classroom, and next to who they wanted to. I wanted to understand the impact of seating arrangements and whether pupil choice could enhance learning by allowing children to have the freedom of where they locate themselves. 
The Key Stage 2 class I have been teaching are dispersed amongst 3 tables of mixed ability and gender. The class is made of two mixed year groups, and each table holds a portion of children from the two different years. I had noticed that some of the older learners do not like sitting by the younger children, that some children are continuously asking other children to stop distracting them, and them some children are much more introvert whilst sat at a table with children who they don’t necessarily associate with outside the classroom. Through these everyday observations, it occurred to me that if learners had choice in where they sat, would they be more engaged in learning in the classroom. I noticed that when group work was taking place, the tables often segregated themselves and the three different tables would work as three separate groups. In subjects such as Drama and PSE, these seating arrangements often created problems as the children who were sat on the same table did not always work well together as a team due to strong personalities and conflicting opinions and interests. 
I discussed my thoughts with my research partner, and they agreed with similar situations occurring amongst their Key Stage 2 children, whom are a single year intake. In my research partners class, the children are also located on mixed ability tables which are dispersed across the room, this led us to the creation of our research question: How can we promote engagement in collaborative work through the use of pupil choice? For my class, this means, how can them being autonomous when selecting where to sit on a daily basis, affect their engagement in group situations? 
Literature Review
Researching further into this topic, I found that it has been suggested that general classroom lay-out and the of groupings of students’ effects pupil’s interactions, group work, academic engagement, and academic achievement (Gremmen et al., 2018). Furthermore, Gremmen et al (2018) proclaims that these effects can be both positives or negatives, stating that classmates have the ability to aﬀect other students' academic outcomes, by either stimulating or demotivating academic engagement and achievement. By being in close proximity to peers and being given pupil choice in where to locate oneself in the classroom setting, Gremmen et al (2018) draw upon potential strengths and weaknesses of being allowed this freedom to work with a peer. Being located near a peer can promote both students’ involvement socially and academically, however may also become a hinderance by demonstrating distracting behaviour and compromising concentration and achievement (Gremmen et al., 2018). This reading therefore supports my chosen research question, as I want to see for myself how in my classroom pupil choices’ affect on collaborative group work when children are given free reign of where to place themselves in the classroom environment, as Gremmen et all (2018) can not decide whether it works for the better or worse. 
Previous findings from van den Berg and Cillessen (2015) show that proximity to peers in the classroom mainly focuses on academic performance and engagement, resulting in the discovery of the relationship between seating location and academic achievement, on task behaviour and student teacher interactions (van den Berg and Cillessen, 2015). Van den Berg and Cillessen (2015) suggest that proximity leads to liking and that children who are sat close to one another result in becoming friends. This may mean that even when given the choice to collaborate in group work with who ever they like, children perhaps will still return to their teacher designated seats due to a relationship formed with a near seated friend. The ideas from van den Berg and Cillessen (2015) agree with Gremmen et al (2018) when considering social influences and implications of pupil choice and seating plans, saying that children often admire ‘popular’ peers and want to sit near them. Again, this may promote engagement as van den Berg and Cillessen (2015) suggest that popular peers often hold admirable qualities which other children sought after and therefore be a reason why children seek the close proximity of these high-status class mates. This may lead to the children who chose to sit next to these popular peers excelling more than those who do not. 
Fernandes and Huang (n.d) agree that the classroom environment (interpersonal relationships, class size, and seating arrangements) plays an important role in creating the best educational experience for students. Similar to the above, Fernandes and Huang (n.d) emphasise that seating arrangements are capable of promoting or deterring certain behaviours amongst students. Within their study, Fernandes and Huang (n.d) found that teachers recognize that seating arrangements have an impact on students and their engagement and participation in the classroom. Within their study, recommendations are made which suggest that pupils should have equal accessible opportunities to select a seating location that is comfortable for them which provides a beneficial position to best secure a positive learning experience (Fernandes and Huang, n.d).  Here, Fernandes and Huang (n.d) draw upon the use of pupil choice when deciding classroom location and determine that pupil choice may aid positive learning experience by learners taking accountability for their choices. However, Fernandes and Huang (n.d) consider the drawbacks of the use of pupil choice in this circumstance, saying that different seating arrangements may also prevent ideal learning conditions depending on the task being performed and therefore guide practitioners to consider that students need to be aware of their educational needs and should select a seating location best suited to their learning (Fernandes and Huang, n.d).
[bookmark: _Hlk2176864]Bragg (2007) explores pupil voice and pupil choice at a classroom level, revealing that children highly value times which they were allowed to be independent and autonomous and suggested that this enhanced self-reflection amongst the class. Bragg (2007) advises that the complexities of pupil voice should not be underestimated and that child centred decisions are beneficial to participation and school involvement. Bragg (2007) points out the significance of blending together teacher voice and pupil voice to develop a meaningful teaching and learning experience for those involved. This collaboration between pupil and teacher coincides with the ideas of Fernandes and Huang (n.d) who recommend teachers ensure students are aware of their educational needs and options when selecting where to sit in order to enhance engagement in the classroom.
[bookmark: _Hlk2176731]Another reading focusing upon pupil choice comes from McIntyre, Rudduck and Pedder (2005) who found that pupils preferred lessons that were interactive, that gave them ownership of their learning, and opportunities to collaborate with their peers. Pupil choice within the study from McIntyre, Ruddock and Pedder (2005) emphasises the importance of learners wanting to make their own decisions and take ownership of their learning, saying that pupils wanted greater independence in the classroom and wanted their decisions to be trusted by the teacher. This journal supports my chosen research question, as I want to see what happens when students are trusted to make their own autonomous choice in where to sit in the classroom. I want to see whether students will work efficiently and if their social and academic involvement will be promoted as suggested by Gremmen et al (2018) or whether engagement will be hindered due to distraction and other social factors. 
Methodology
The methodology used to undertake this research is lesson study. Lesson study blends together all the features of professional learning that most improve learning and teaching (Cordingley et al., 2004). Lesson study involves groups of teachers working together to plan, teach, observe and analyse learning and teaching in ‘research lessons’ (Dudley, 2014). In relation to this lesson study, my research partner and I are collaborating by creating our research question together, preparing the study as a pair and recording our findings as a duo. Dudley (2011) discusses the benefits of lesson study, suggesting that lesson study enables the teacher to plan learning which is better matched to the pupils’ needs as a result and change their teaching to support learning. Dudley (2014) suggests another positive aspect lesson study is observation of pupil learning through the eyes of others as well as through our own, and the opportunity to compare actual learning observed in the research lesson with the learning we imagined when we planned it. 
[bookmark: _Hlk2006699]The methods of qualitative data collection used in this lesson study are observation, focus group interviews and reflection.  Sharp (2009) describes the purpose of observation as a research tool to capture the dynamics and complexities of particular activities as they unfold. In the case of this lesson study, observations were arranged formally and systematically to observe three participants from each school. The aim of observing the participants was to collect detailed information about their engagement during a group activity when given the opportunity to sit where ever, and next to who ever they wanted to in the classroom. When designing an observation schedule, we decided we wanted to observe the participants engagement using the Leuven Scale of Involvement to score the participants at the start of task, middle and end of task. We also wanted to observe interaction with others to see if pupil choice of classroom location affected this and used the Leuven Scale as a point of reference to do so. Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) explain that a key element of observations as a research tool is that it offers the researcher the opportunity to gather ‘live’ information and data from a naturally occurring social situation. However, this idea from Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) of the observed situation being natural was not necessarily true in the case of the lesson study as the children were taken out of their normal routine and seating arrangements and so therefore felt unnatural to them. Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) also suggest a benefit of observation is the ability to record non-verbal behaviour. My research partner and I therefore added a column to our observation schedule titled ‘additional comments’ which was to collect data about non-verbal and verbal communications, questioning and practical involvement.  Simpson and Tuson (2003) discuss both the strengths and weaknesses of using observation as a research tool and say that a strength of observing is gaining direct access to social interaction whereas a weakness is its susceptibility to observer bias. In order to avoid observer bias, my research partner and I piloted our observation schedule to ensure our judgement of the Leuven Scale matched and that we were looking out for the same details and information. Appendix 1 shows the observation schedule. 
Focus group interviews were undertaken with three participants from lesson study 1 in the first school, and then a further three participants from lesson study 2 on the following day. Consent forms were handed out to the participants prior to the lesson study, and assent was gained prior to the interview. The participants were made aware they had the right to withdraw from the lesson study at any time and all ethical considerations were measured using BERA Guidelines (BERA, 2018) as a supporting document. The focus groups chosen for each interview were selected as a representative sample of their class. In both studies, there was a participant whom was a lower, middle and higher ability learner and a mix of both boys and girls were chosen. In the case of my Key Stage 2 class with a two-year intake, the three participants I chose were a mix of both year groups. Sharp (2009) says that interviews are simply communicating and talking with a purpose. Sharp (2009) indicates key pitfalls commonly associated with interviews such as avoid leading questions, avoid making assumptions and avoid ending the interview abruptly. To ensure this did not happen during the lesson study, my research partner and I piloted our interview questions on one another to ensure we had the same unbiased and unassuming approach. Sharp (2009) further suggests that the richness of data collected by working with focus groups can be impressive and imperative, however says that talking can be difficult to analyse and interpret. Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) discuss that in conjunction with other research methods, interviews can be used to validate other methods or go deeper into the motivations of respondents and their reasons for responding the way they day. In the case of this lesson study assessing the impact of pupil choice on engagement, we are using an interview to delve further into the reasonings of why the participants have made the choices they have. The questions that will be asked are open questions which provide room for collaborative conversation and discussion. An example of the interview questions can be seen in Appendix 2. 
Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) argue that reflection occurs at every stage of action research. The reflections captured were made using a reflective model of Brookfield’s four lenses (Brookfield, 2017). Brookfield explains critical reflection as the sustained and intentional process of identifying and checking the accuracy and validity of our teaching assumptions (Brookfield, 2017). Brookfield furthermore suggests that the most efficient way to scrutinize our teaching assumptions is to use four specific lenses available to us: our own eyes, colleagues’ perceptions and experiences, students’ perceptions and theoretical literature. Brookfield assesses the strengths of using this four lenses model, saying that viewing what we do through these four lenses will help uncover when and how certain assumptions work and when distorted or incomplete assumptions need further investigation (Brookfield, 2017). My research partner and I used the four lenses model of reflection as a methodology of data collection when answering our research question ‘how an we promote engagement in collaborative work through the use of pupil choice?’ and added sub questions to each lens to promote further questioning and thinking. The reflective model we created can be seen in Appendix 3. 
As the above methodologies are based upon the collection of purely qualitative data, I was interested in experimenting with quantitative data. I decided upon the idea of handing out an exit slip to each child in the classroom in both lesson study 1 and 2. Responses were anonymous and used as a form of quantitative data to determine a result for the investigation. The questions on the slip were: ‘would you like to choose where you sit’ or ‘would you like the teacher to choose where you sit’. Each child ticked the box which they felt is most appropriate to them. Each child was reassured there was no right or wrong answer and that the data collected would be confidential. I wanted to do this to get an idea of how many children in each class would rather pupil choice. 
Ethical Considerations
The ethical implications when doing a lesson study were considered in accordance with BERA Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (BERA, 2018). An ethics form was sent for University approval prior to undertaking the lesson study which stated all potential risks to participants such as emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data and sensitive organisational information. This section of the ethics form can be seen in Appendix 4.  Identifying potential harm to participants coincides with guidance from BERA (2018) which recommends that researchers have the responsibility to consider how to minimise any risk or harm to participants. 
BERA (2018) believes that educational researchers should operate within an ethic of respect for anyone involved in or affected by the research they are undertaking. With this in mind, I gained approval from both my class teacher and Head Teacher to undertake the research and ensured that both were informed of what the role of the school was during the lesson study. I have ensured confidentiality within this report of both schools which took part in the lesson study and have made sure that participants are not identified. Informed consent was gained by parents or guardians of the pupils using a consent form. BERA (2018) recommends that It is expected that participants’ voluntary informed consent will be gained at the start of a study, and that participants may wish, for any reason and at any time, to withdraw their consent. The participants chosen to take part in the lesson study were firstly spoken to and asked for assent to take part in the lesson study. I discussed with the participants in my class what the purpose of the research was and enforced to them that they could change their mind at any given time and withdraw from participation at any point. BERA (2018) suggest that researchers should ensure that participants understand what is involved in the study. They should be told why their participation is necessary, what they will be asked to do, what will happen to the information they provide. Informed consent was gained by the parents/guardians of the participants in the form of a consent form in which I also attached the information sheet and interview questions which were to be asked so that the parents/guardians could make an informed choice of whether they would allow their child to take part or not. 
Lesson Study 1
The lesson which I decided to carry out in my Key Stage 2 class for lesson study 1 was a continuation of learning about shape as apart of numeracy. The learning objective for this lesson was stated at the beginning of the session which was ‘to recognise and classify polygons with up to eight sides’ which was taking from the schools online planning policy. I then differentiated this learning objective into the three categories of bronze, silver and gold which were:
1. Bronze (lower ability): Recognise and classify polygons with up to eight sides.
2. Silver (middle ability): Recognise 3D shapes, including prisms.
3. Gold (higher ability): Recognise and classify polygons including 3D shapes with up to eight sides, including irregular shapes and prisms.
The children were set the task to build 2D shapes, 3D shapes, prisms and irregular prisms and shapes using a variety of materials provided such as cocktail sticks, cotton buds, play dough and marshmallows. The children were asked to think about who they wanted to sit by and where they wanted to sit in the class, before leaving the room to then re enter to their new chosen location and work with their new groups. Thinking skills which were required to carry out this group task included activating prior knowledge from learning about 2D and 3D shapes in previous lessons, and also the ability to chose which materials as a pair or group which they would think would construct a durable and strong shape. The children were given 45 minutes to complete this task and were regularly informed of how much time they had left. None of the children in lesson study 1 worked with peers which they would normally sit by and some children worked in pairs where as others worked in groups of three and four.
My research partner observed the three participants I had chosen as a sample representative of the class and recorded their engagement on the observation scale we had created using the Leuven Scale of Involvement. At the beginning of the lesson, Child A was scored a 4 which is high involvement on the Leuven Scale. At the end of this session, Child A was scored a 5 which is extremely high engagement. Child A’s increase of engagement throughout the session was recorded due to their wanting to share their skills and knowledge with others sat nearby, working with a partner to create a high standard model which was the set task, being able to explain their model and how it was constructed and working as a member of a team when making decisions on what materials to chose to build the model. 
However, another participant from lesson study 1’s engagement differed greatly and decreased as the lesson went on. Child C was firstly scored a 5 for engagement, as they communicated well with their peers, shared ideas, asked for the teachers help to advance their work which also showed the desire to achieve the learning objective. However, as the lesson continued, Child C began to grow concerned that their model of a 3D shape was not turning out as they had envisaged and grew increasingly concerned and frustrated. Child C began to retract from working with their partner, turned their back on their partner and did not want to continue anymore, resulting in not having a final product by the end of the lesson. 
Other signs of engagement came from non-participants, members of the class who had successfully created a 3D shape model wanted to show the class their work and was able to explain the shapes properties and the construction process. On the other end of the spectrum, despite having a warning 15 minutes and 5 minutes before the end of the lesson, a group of 4 children did not complete the task and did not have a final model to show. 
From lesson study 1, we discovered the observation schedule we had co created benefited the observation process greatly and enabled us to make a quick judgement of each participants engagement at the start, middle and end of the task. The interview questions we had constructed provided the opportunity to delve deeper into participants preferences of seating arrangements and their thought process of how they made the decision of where to sit, or who to sit by. The reflective notes made using Brookfield’s (2017) four lenses aided the conversation between my research partner and I and enabled us to discuss different points of view using directed lenses, and also consider supporting literature. I was very pleased with the use of the exit slips and we found that 82.75% of the class preferred choosing themselves where to sit, rather than the teacher choosing for them. Both my research partner and I agreed that we would use this method again in lesson study 2 to compare a quantitative result between the two schools. 
When interviewing the three consenting participants, we asked the question ‘if we were to do this lesson again, how could we arrange the class/classroom to make it better?’. Each participant thought of a different recommendation of how the lesson study could be altered. Child C suggested that the classroom should be organised in tables of two children sat together. Child B suggested that a vote should be used to ensure equal opportunities for all children to be able to sit next to who they want to, as Child B felt that some children wanted to sit next to someone in particular/sit in a particular location however they were beaten to it by another class mate and therefore weren’t given the chance. Child A suggested an idea which linked back to McIntyre, Rudduck and Pedder’s (2005) suggestion of learners wanting to be trusted by their teachers. Child A posed the idea of ‘letting people do what they want but sometimes letting the teacher have some control over it’. This fusion of both pupil and teacher voice coincides with Bragg (2007) idea of the significance of blending together teacher voice and pupil voice to develop a meaningful teaching and learning experience for those involved. My research partner and I decided that for lesson study 2, we would allow the pupils to make their own decisions on where to sit/who to sit by, but they would have two warnings before being moved. For example, if a pupil was to be overly loud, disruption, distracting or causing upset they would be given two chances to remain sat where they have chosen, however the third time they would be moved to another location by the teacher and lose their pupil choice. 
Lesson Study 2
Lesson study 2 was undertaken at my research partners school. We decided upon carrying out the same lesson with the same learning outcome and differentiated success criteria to ensure that a different task did not affect the results. This time, the students were instructed to exit the classroom and to come back in and chose to locate themselves where ever they wished. However this time the pupils were informed about the warning system, and that if they were warned twice, on the third occasion they would be moved from their seat and lose their pupil choice. 
Again, the thinking skills the students demonstrated included activating prior knowledge when revising different 2D and 3D shape possibilities and also the ability to decide what materials they think would suit the task best. The scores of engagements (using the Leuven scale) for each of the participants taking part differed from the participants of lesson study 1. Using the observation schedule, this time I observed participants Child D, Child E and Child F. I firstly scored Child D a rating of 2 which is low engagement. Child D decided to sit by their ‘best friend’ who they do not normally sit by and work in a pair. Despite being aware of what was expected of them, Child D did not do what was instructed. Child D made what they wanted out of the materials, did not engage eye contact with anybody, fiddled with the materials, and was staring at the floor. During the middle of the lesson, I asked Child D if they needed any assistance, in which they responded ‘no’. After I had intervened, I noticed that Child D was now using the materials to make a 2D shape and so I then scored them an engagement score of 3 as despite having low energy they were involved in the task. This continued for 2-3 minutes, and then depreciated once again to low engagement and Child D continued to work alone and build models of structures which were completely off topic, resulting in a final engagement score of 2 and an interaction with others score as a 2 also as there was minimal eye contact or conversation with peers at the table. 
Child E was scored completely opposite to Child D and began with a high score of engagement at a number 4, then dipped during the middle of the task to a 3, then was a 4 again by the end of the task. Child E began the task highly engaged working in a new location with a new partner. Child E worked efficiently and was physically and verbally involved in the task, suggesting ideas and also building the construction. During the middle of the task, Child E left their model to move around the classroom to look at other learners’ models of shape. When listening to Child E the conversations they were having were in context of the learning objective however left their partner to do the work on their model. At the end of the task, Child E returned to their work to ensure it was finished to a high quality before wanting to present it to the rest of the class. I scored Child E a 5 for involvement with others as I believed they were extremely highly involved with others and often was the leader of group interaction. 
Both Child D and Child E worked in pairs, however Child F positioned themselves on a table of 4 learners who they do not normally sit by as they are not allowed to by their classroom teacher. Child F was scored as highly engaged at the start and middle of task. I noticed that Child F was working alone and concentrating to ensure their model was ‘the best’ and was quick to show others on the table their construction. At this point, I scored Child F a 2 for involvement with others they made simple responses to others on the table however did not wish to take part as a member of a bigger group. The other children on the table began to make a lot of noise and were shouting at one another. One child on the table received a first warning however Child F did not seem phased by this. Towards the end of the task, Child F was apart of a confrontational situation which broke out on their table as another child sat at that table had broken Child F’s structure. From that moment on, Child F stood up and left their seat, argued with the rest of their table and abandoned the task. From that point onwards I scored Child F a 4 for involvement with others as they had transitioned from working independently to encouraging group interaction in a negative and confrontational context. 
The exit slips in lesson study 2 revealed that 96.5% of the class liked to make their own choice when deciding where to sit. This is an increase from lesson study 1. 
Research Findings
Both lesson study 1 and 2 revealed that students preferred making their own choice when locating themselves in the classroom. When interviewing the participants from both lesson studies, a finding which I was not expecting was the suggestion of wanting to sit entirely alone. When asked the interview question ‘are there sometimes where you would like the teacher to choose where you sit, and sometimes where you would like to pick?’, one participant suggested wanting to sit alone during lessons such as maths and literacy as they felt these were subjects they needed to concentrate more on and so did not necessarily want to engage with a group. However, in other subjects this participant wanted to sit with friends in lessons such as art and humanities, as they wanted to be able to share ideas with friends and work together with a group of students whom they have chosen to work with. The desire to sit alone potentially links back to Gremmen et al (2018) ideas of being located near a peer can become a hinderance by demonstrating distracting behaviour and compromising concentration and achievement (Gremmen et al., 2018).
Both sets of participants shared the similar ideas of when working collaboratively in group work, they would like the choice to be able to sit where they wish. One participant would like the chance to move around the classroom as they like to explore new friendship groups and would like to work together in group tasks with new friends. This idea of building new relationships links to van den Berg and Cillessen (2015) theory suggesting that proximity leads to liking and that children who are sat close to one another result in becoming friends. Therefore, sitting by new people may lead to new relationships, enhancing new and exciting learning opportunities. Out of the participants, three children highlighted the idea that they often find sitting in the same place and working with the same people boring. Therefore, making an impact on their engagement in group tasks as they find working with the same people constantly monotonous. It was suggested by one of these participants, that seating arrangements could carousel throughout the term to be given the chance to work with new people and share new ideas. The idea of equal seating opportunities agrees with Fernandes and Huang, (n.d), whom suggest that pupils should have equal accessible opportunities to select a seating location that is comfortable for them which provides a beneficial position to best secure a positive learning experience. 
Both my research partner and I reflected using Brookfield’s four lenses and decided that we thought groups working with more than four participants did not achieve the same outcomes as children working in pairs or in three’s. It was interesting that when interviewing the participants after the lesson, two suggestions were made that students would like the opportunity to be sat in pairs on tables of two and work in pairs. The idea of this came from diminishing general table distraction and be able to spend more quality social and learning time with a partner, as these participants expressed, they often felt lost on a table with a larger volume of children on it. 
Another result which was taken from the interview which I was not expecting was when the participants were asked ‘When deciding where to sit today, what did you think about when you were making your decision? What made you chose where you wanted to sit, or who you wanted to sit by?’. In Braggs (2007) exploration of pupil choice, it is revealed that children appreciate valued time to be independent and autonomous, suggesting this opportunity for the learners to make their own decisions is highly valued. Both my research partner and I were surprised that two participants, one from each lesson study, expressed that they decided where to sit/what group to work in, based upon seeing another student sat all alone and therefore wanted to sit by them. This is an unusual result, and therefore it would be interesting to repeat this process to see where these participants would locate themselves to work if they had the first choice and did not base their decision upon a sympathetic response. 
For my class this means I have taken onboard the idea that pupil choice and pupil input is essential for pupil engagement, pupil well-being and satisfaction and promoting exploration amongst social groups.
Conclusion and Recommendations
	Strengths of the methods included were that being able to observe the participants live in their every day environment provided a real-life picture of the participants behaviour. Interviewing the participants enabled us as researchers to gain an insight into their opinions and thought processes and reflecting as a pair enabled us to collaborate ideas and theories taken from relevant literature. However, the methods used also presented drawbacks when collecting data.
Limitations of the methods used include the fact the participants were aware that they were being watched and therefore perhaps behaved differently from what they regularly would, therefore impacting the observation schedule notes. The participants were taken out of their everyday routine to complete the lesson study and shaking up their usual structure therefore may have influenced the results. A way to overcome this would be to perhaps to perform a similar change in the classroom every week leading up to the lesson study, so that deviation from the normal routine isn’t a shock to the participants. Another limitation may be that the participants felt under pressure when being interviewed and observed and felt as if they had to behave a certain way or give a specific answer, for example copying friends or holding back what they really want to do in fear of failing. Another limitation included the fact that regular teaching staff left the room during the study and the research partners were introduced. Losing familiar faces in the classroom and introducing a new individual may have also altered participants perceptions. 
The methods of observation and interview were piloted with my research partner however only on a small scale. In future perhaps my research partner and I could observe a group of University colleagues before hand to practice a real live observation and interview these selected colleagues also to ensure we have the same interview approach. We could then receive verbal feedback from these colleagues which would develop our methods further.
	This research will help me progress further in my teaching practice by taking forward the information I have gained into my next school experience, and furthermore into my career. I would like to put into practice the opinions and suggestions I have gained from the participants, including offering the opportunity to sit alone if needs be, and carouselling seating arrangements during group activities to see if a fresh seating plan promotes group engagement. I would like to offer pupil choice in both a group activity, and an independent activity and gain opinions from more students and staff. After seeing that pupil choice enhances wellbeing and pupil satisfaction which in turn promoted some individuals to engage further, I would like to include more choices amongst the classroom, whether that being in more independent challenges available for the children to do within lesson time or including the children more within weekly planning. 
	If I did this lesson study again, I would push the idea of pupil choice furthermore. Instead of allocating students a given group task to complete, I could provide multiple group task options for the children to do and then they would have the use of their own pupil choice even more so when deciding where to work and what to actually work on. This would be an additional focus as pupils would have to decide what they want to do, who do they want to work with, do friendship groups want to pick the same task, or will social groups split up and work with a new peer as they have chosen the same task. Adding an additional element into the lesson study would of course need to deepen the observation schedule, so therefore extra columns which could be considered may be contribution to team, decision making, leadership and wellbeing. 
	To conclude, the research question which was investigated into was ‘how can we promote engagement in collaborative work through the use of pupil choice?’. I am yet able to draw a final decision as to whether pupil choice in collaborative group work enhanced engagement. I found that pupil choice increased pupil well being and pupil satisfaction which in turn enhanced engagement during the group task. Pupil choice offered a new and exciting opportunity for children in the learning environment which enhanced engagement when working in new groups and social partnerships. However, pupil choice in some situations did hinder engagement, as it promoted distraction and lack of concentration within some groupings. Pupil voice through the method of interviews suggested ideas which would fuse together pedagogical content knowledge and pupil choice which they suggested would enhance engagement in collaborative group work, such as using a warning system, a vote system, or a carousel to ensure equal opportunities for pupil to sit next to new and different peers. This stimulated their thinking and promoted explorative learning academically and socially. 
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