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Does the implementation of assessment for learning strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ increase student’s participation and confidence within a lesson?’


	
	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
	Ensure you synthesise and reflect.
	I have attempted to synthesis and reflect on points made throughout the essay.

	Targed/Target 2
	Try to avoid sweeping statements.
	I have ensured to reference all points. 

	Targed/Target 3
	Revise your use of the apostrophe.
	Spent time reading over the use of apostrophes.

	Targed/ Target 4
	Proof read your work. 
	Proof read my work numerous times, whilst also having family members read my work also.

















Context, Aims, Focus & Purpose
Whilst working within a Year Four classroom, with pupils between the ages of eight and nine, I became particularly interested in Assessment for Learning, specifically the strategy ‘think, pair, share’. I became interested in this strategy as I observed my class teacher using ‘talk to your partners’ regularly within the classroom. This is very similar to ‘think, pair, share’, but with little emphasis on the pupils thinking to themselves before having their discussions. I also noticed that the same pupils were engaging with the questions asked by the class teacher. During discussions with my group, they had observed that the same pupils were engaging with class discussions whilst others were not. Therefore, as a group the research question that was decided is ‘Does the implementation of assessment for learning strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ increase student’s participation and confidence within a lesson?’. Whilst focussing on this research question, our aim of the research is to critically reflect on our practice of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ within the classroom to consequently increase the pupils’ engagement. Within the Year Four classroom, greater focus will be placed on the ‘think’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ due to the pupils having less of an opportunity to engage with this stage of the strategy within their regular classroom routine. 

Literature Review
Assessment for Learning (AfL) is the process of discovering where pupils are with their learning and identifying what is needed to be done to keep on improving (WAG, 2010). There has been a growing emphasis on AfL within education due to the significance that is placed upon the involvement of the pupils working in collaboration with teachers to actively develop their learning (Brown, 2019). Although, recent arguments have been presented which state that there is currently no concrete evidence on the impacts that AfL has within education (DeLuca et al, 2018). Despite this argument, sources recognise the importance of pupil knowledge and its link to goat setting and targets, which is crucial for development (WAG, 2010; Brown, 2019). 
	When looking at the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’, it is important to look more closely at one of the AfL categories, questioning. Within the classroom, questions are predominantly asked to identify what the pupils already know (Wragg and Brown, 2002). Effective questioning enables pupils to think more deeply, develop their ideas and encourage problem-solving (Wragg and Brown, 2002; Ozuem and Lancaster, 2015; Jenkens, 2017). However, it is argued that pupils are aware when there are right and wrong answers to questions as teachers already have an idea of which answers they would like to receive from pupils (Myhill and Hopper, 2006; Frymier and Houser, 2016). By having this knowledge, pupils may disengage from answering questions out of fear of providing an incorrect answer (Black et al, 2007). However more recently, Jenkens (2017) found that effective questioning encouraged engagement within lessons, especially when sufficient time is provided to pupils to think more deeply about the questions asked to them. The strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ in which is being considered during this research, places great emphasis on pupils having this opportunity to think in order to enhance their ideas (WAG, 2010). 
	‘Think, Pair, Share’ is a collaborative learning strategy which provides pupils with time to think about a question to themselves independently, they then have the opportunity to exchange their ideas with a seat partner where they can then share their final thoughts to the rest of the class (Kaddoura, 2013). Through research, Vygotsky found that children worked more effectively when they worked in collaboration with a peer or an adult as the discussion process allowed pupils to refine their thinking in order to make it more effective (WAG, 2010). Jean Piaget also agreed that children developed their thinking through collaborative learning, children expose themselves to different perspectives which can then help them to expand on their thoughts and ideas (Mercer, 2000). ‘Think, Pair, Share’ provides pupils with the time to work independently and collaboratively with other pupils (Rahayu and Suningsih, 2018). Pupils can think about a question that is posed to them independently first, they are then provided with time where they can then share their ideas with another pupil (Kaddoura, 2013). Through the sharing of their ideas, pupils can justify or develop their thought processes and also learn from other pupils differing perspectives (Mercer, 2000; Kaddoura, 2013). However, if pupils discuss the question posed and both provide a similar answer, this may prompt those pupils to want to share immediately during this discussion process. Pupils signal this readiness by placing their hands up ready to share an answer and to discontinue discussions, as a result, they would not have fully partaken in the important stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ which is this discussion of answers with their pair (Jenkens, 2017). Therefore, if pupils of a higher ability are involved in discussions with one another then too much of this strategy will hold them back due to these pupils not being fully engrossed with the different stages (Black et al., 2003; Jenkens, 2017). Consequently, ‘Think, Pair, Share’ is most effective when questions that encourage deeper thinking are asked to ensure all pupils are fully involved with each of the stages (Wragg and Brown, 2002; Jenkens, 2017). 
	During questioning sessions, pupils must be provided with an appropriate time to consider an answer to ensure all pupils are confident to engage with the lesson (Black et al., 2003). It is crucial that pupils are provided with this wait time as research has found that pupils take a minimum of five seconds to understand the question and to identify an appropriate answer (Jenkens, 2017). ‘Think, Pair, Share’ ensures that teachers are providing pupils with this wait time. Emphasis is placed on pupils having the time to think and then talk through their answers with a partner to collaboratively decide on an appropriate answer (Black et al., 2003). This wait time then contributes to pupils engaging further with the lesson as less pressure is placed on the pupils to identify an answer on the spot, which ensures provides pupils with more confidence to engage with the lesson (Jenkens, 2017). However, despite ‘Think, Pair, Share’ being an effective strategy to practice these appropriate wait times within lessons (Black et al., 2003; Jenkens, 2017), Hetika, Farida and Sari (2017) found that many students within their research were not comfortable with their pairings due to students being less serious during the discussion process. Therefore, this extra wait time may not have benefitted them. Despite this research looking at University students, Fernandes, Huang and Rinaldo (2011) also argue that seating arrangements can have a huge impact on pupils’ engagement within a lesson. Although despite these arguments, several sources advocate the benefits of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ in promoting pupil engagement (Kaddoura, 2013; Weyns et al., 2018; Cohen et al., 2019). ‘Think, Pair, Share’ provides all pupils, especially those with low confidence, an opportunity to engage with all questions asked as there is less pressure for them to do this in front of the whole class (WAG, 2010). Therefore, having this wait time while participating in ‘Think, Pair, Share’ ensures pupils can develop their learning through collaboration if sat with a suitable partner (Black et al., 2003; WAG, 2010).
	After conducting this review of the literature surrounding ‘Think, Pair, Share’, it was decided that this reading supported our question. We continued to use the research question, ‘Does the implementation of assessment for learning strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ increase student’s participation and confidence within a lesson?’ as we felt more confident that this was an appropriate question in which we wanted to explore. 

Methodology
A lesson study method was adopted to complete the research. Lesson studies originated in Japan as a means of improving classroom teaching (Boonsena, Inprasitha and Sudjamnong, 2019). Educators work together in order to identify and develop teaching practices to consequently improve students learning, whilst also developing professionally (Groves et al., 2016; Boonsena, et al., 2019). During a lesson study, teachers work collaboratively to plan, deliver and observe a lesson with a focus on a chosen teaching practice (Sharp, 2012).  Teachers then reflect on the lesson to identify ways to improve their delivery to ultimately benefit the students’ learning (Archer, 2016; Amador and Carter, 2018). 
	In order to accurately implement this lesson study method within our research, a purposive sampling technique was used to choose three students that best fit the criteria for our research (Cohen et al., 2011). All three classroom teachers were consulted during the sampling process in order to help identify which students were felt to be least engaging during questioning sessions within lessons. In order to prevent a sample bias, baseline data was taken to identify how the selected pupils engaged with lessons prior to the research (Denscombe, 2014). Once this data had been taken and the three selected pupils were confirmed, the planning of the lessons commenced. It was decided that a problem-solving lesson focussing on the 3-Act Tasks (Appendix 1) would be used throughout the three classes. It was decided that this lesson would be the most effective in order to conduct the research for two reasons. The first with it being a problem-solving activity where a range of questions can be asked in order to implement the ‘Think, Pair, Share’ strategy. The second being that the 3-Act Tasks are regularly used within the classroom, therefore, the research would not have significantly disturbed the natural environment as these are lessons that the pupils are used to (Greig, MacKay and Taylor, 2007). 
	Identifying student learning during the research involves the researchers observing the pupils closely to see how they react to the lesson (DfE, 2009). According to this, an observation schedule was created (Appendix 4). The researchers used the observation schedules during the three lessons to ensure the observations were structured and the relevant data is collected (Cohen et al., 2011). During the lesson, five questions were asked and the levels of engagement were noted against each of these five questions.  The level of engagement was noted by the observers using the Leuven Scale during the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’. The pupils were rated on a score from one to five, with one representing a low-level of engagement and five representing a high-level of engagement (Leuven, 2008). Quantitative data was formed when measuring the level of engagement through the use of numbers to form aspects of the data (Denscombe, 2014). Additionally, the observers noted down in descriptive notes how the pupils responded within each of the stages of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ creating qualitative data (Denscombe, 2014). The observers also noted if the selected pupils chose to share their answers once they had engaged with the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ by writing yes/no. Whilst completing observations, particular care must be taken due to the natural environments being disturbed where behaviours may change due to this disruption (Greig, MacKay and Taylor, 2007). Therefore, to minimise this disruption, the observers avoided participating in the lesson to try and keep the learning environment as natural as possible (Cohen et al., 2011). 
	Once the data had been recorded during the observation, the selected pupils are interviewed as close to the lesson as possible to receive the pupils’ fresh perspectives on the lesson (DfE, 2009). The questions were created prior to the interview (Appendix 5) to ensure all areas were addressed and discussed during the interviews. However, the researchers remain flexible to follow any discussion routes that the pupils follow (Denscombe, 2014). The nature of interviews can be frightening and uncomfortable for many pupils (Sharp, 2012) so the interviews were conducted by the researcher that has been working within the class to ensure pupils are speaking to a familiar adult. 
	In order to complete the lesson study process, a post-lesson discussion will take place where the researchers can reflect on the teaching and learning during the lesson (Groves et al., 2016). A Gibbs Reflective Cycle Model was used to reflect on the lesson (Appendix 6) where the researchers will then be able to follow a structure to successfully reflect on each of the lessons conducted (Gibbs, 1988). Each of the researchers will be involved in the reflection process to allow different perspectives to be considered and ensure the reflections are more broad and unbiased (Dudley, 2014). The data taken following the observations will be analysed to identify if the selected pupils’ levels of engagement increased following the implementation of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ within the classroom. Once the reflection and data analysis has taken place, the researchers will collectively identify how to improve the strategy used, in order to imbed it more successfully during the next lesson. This will then encourage the learning of the researchers own practices by identifying and understanding how to improve their practices to increase student learning (Boonsena et al., 2019). 

Ethics
Ethical approval is required before undertaking any research project (Denscombe, 2014). According to this, an ethics application form was completed and submitted to a Research Ethics Committee to approve the research. Until this approval was received, no research could take place, including the recording of the baseline data. However, before this application, senior members of the school involved with the research were consulted and a meeting was held to discuss the proposed research. Once permission was granted to research within the school, the application form was completed. 
	Informed consent is crucial when completing research, all participants must be completely aware of what is expected of them and what the research will entail (BERA, 2019). Before the research, an information and consent letter was created (Appendix 7) which contained a detail account of the research and any expectations of the pupils involved with the research. The researchers must be given these letters containing the parental consent, and the selected sample of pupils must also have consent granted from their parent/ guardian otherwise they cannot be used within the research (Cohen et al., 2011). 
	The option of withdrawal from the research will also be explained to the pupils to ensure that any pupils who may be feeling uncomfortable with the process do not need to take part, this can be done at any point of the research (BERA, 2019). This ability to withdraw will also be echoed during the interview to ensure pupils who may not be comfortable to take part have the opportunity to leave and go back into class.
Confidentiality will be a top priority during this research. Any pupils who have consented to the research will remain anonymous throughout the research and any evidence which contains information which could contest this will be destroyed as soon as the project is complete (BERA, 2019). 

Lesson Studies 
Lesson Study 1 took place within a Year 5 Classroom with twenty-six pupils between the ages of nine and ten. All pupils were present during the lesson with the selected three pupils being the focus of observations. Observer three taught the lesson whilst observer one and two conducted the observations. 

Figure 1- Demonstrates pupil engagement levels with the five questions asked when engaging in the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’. 

Participant A received a scoring of Level 2, 3 and 4 during the questioning sessions when engaging with a partner during the ‘pair’ stage, with an average level of engagement of 3.2. She was scored a level 2 once during the questioning sessions, a level 3 twice and also a level 4 twice. 
Participant B received a scoring of Level 2, 3 and 4 during the questioning sessions when engaging with a partner during the ‘pair’ stage, with an average level of engagement of 3. She was scored a Level 2 once during the questioning sessions, a level 3 three times and a level 4 once. 
Participant C received a scoring of Level 4 for each of the five questions when engaging with his partner during the ‘pair’ stage, consequently receiving an average level of engagement of 4.
It is evident from the graph that Participant C engaged the most during the ‘pair’ stage in comparison to Participant B who demonstrated the least level of engagement. 


Figure 2- Demonstrates the percentage of pupils hand-raising across four-lesson sessions when five questions were asked, three sessions prior to the lesson study and one during the lesson study. 

Participant A had a maximum percentage of 20% during the three baseline observations before the lesson study, showing that Participant A only raised her hand to answer a question once out of five questions asked. However, during the Lesson Study, her percentage of hand-raising rose to 40% demonstrating that she raised her hand twice out of a possible five opportunities. 
Participant B also received a maximum percentage of 20% during the three baseline observations before the lesson study, also showing that she raised her hand once out of five questions asked. This percentage also increased to 40% during the lesson study showing that she raised her hand twice. 
Participant C received a maximum of 20% during the three baseline observations. This percentage increased to 80% during the lesson study demonstrating that he raised his hand four times out of a possible five. 
Therefore, during the ‘share’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’, Participant C also engaged the most during the lesson study by raising his hand four times to share his answer. Participant B and C both showed the same level of engagement during the ‘share’ stage as they both raised their hand twice to share an answer.

During the interview, Participant A demonstrated an enjoyment when participating with the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’. She recognised the importance of sharing with a partner in regards to the increase in confidence to share with the class, despite only raising her hand twice during the lesson, stating “Because I had more time to get things right, get more ideas”. Participant A expressed enthusiasm for the strategy agreeing that she would like to use ‘Think, Pair, Share’ again within the classroom, explaining it was “much more fun”. 
Participant B demonstrated the least level of engagement during the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ (Appendix 8). She also expressed the least level of enthusiasm when discussing the strategy. She recognised the importance of thinking before sharing with a partner (Appendix 9). Although she expressed her difficulties when engaging with the ‘pair’ stage, stating “I don’t like my partner”. She also felt that she was unable to contribute during the discussions with a partner, stating “__ is a bit bossy”. Participant A expressed that she would be more comfortable to answer questions after engaging in ‘Think, Pair, Share’ if she had the opportunity to work with a partner of her own choice (Appendix 9).
Participant C showed the greatest level of engagement during the strategy (Appendix 8). However, contributed least during the interview (Appendix 9). Although, he did express a level of enthusiasm for the session stating that he raised his hand more during this session, stating “ Because I enjoyed problem-solving”. Similarly to Participant A, Participant C also exclaimed that he would like to use the strategy again within lessons, stating that “it’s easier”.  
The evidence suggests that ‘Think, Pair, Share’ encourages the pupils to engage more with the lesson. However, the choice of partner can be negatively impact pupil engagement during the discussions with partners, which can consequently have an impact on pupil confidence to share. 

When analysing the observation notes, it could be seen that the whiteboards served as a distraction to the pupils (Appendix 8). Therefore, the whiteboards will not be used during Lesson Study 2. Also, during Lesson Study 1 the pupils were provided with six seconds to think and one minute to share. However, during reflections we felt the pupils needed more time to engage with the ‘think’ stage, Participant B also suggested this during the interview (Appendix 9). We also felt as though the timings during the ‘share’ were too long as the participants were drifting off-task towards the end of the timings suggesting that they had finished with their discussions (Appendix 10). As a result of these reflections, we decided to change the timings to 10 seconds to think and 45 seconds to talk to their pairs. 

Lesson Study 2 took place within a Year 4 Classroom with thirty-two pupils between the ages of eight and nine. All pupils were present during the lesson with the selected three pupils being the focus of observations. Observer one taught the lesson whilst observer two and three conducted the observations. 


Figure 3- Demonstrates pupil engagement levels with the five questions asked when engaging in the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’.

Participant D received a scoring of Level 2, 4 and 5 during the questioning sessions when engaging with a partner during the ‘pair’ stage, with an average level of engagement of 3.8. He was scored a level 2 once during the questioning sessions, a level 4 three times and also a level 5 once. 
Participant E received a scoring of Level 3, 4 and 5 during the questioning sessions, with an average level of engagement of 4. She was scored a Level 3 once during the questioning sessions, a level 4 three times and a level 5 once. 
Participant F received a scoring of Level 3 and 4 during the questioning sessions, with an average level of engagement of 3.8 like Participant D. She was scored a Level 3 once, and Level 4 four times.
Therefore, during the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’, Participant E was rated as engaging the most with a partner. 


Figure 4- Demonstrates the percentage of pupils hand-raising across four-lesson sessions when five questions were asked, three sessions prior to the lesson study and one during the lesson study. 

Participant D showed no engagement during the three baseline observations before the lesson study. However, during the Lesson Study, his percentage of hand-raising rose to 20% demonstrating that he raised his hand to share an answer once when five questions were asked. 
Participant E had a maximum percentage of 20% during the three baseline observations, showing that she raised her hand once out of five questions asked. This percentage increased to 60% during the lesson study showing that she raised her hand three times. 
Participant F received a maximum of 40% during the three baseline observations. This percentage increased to 100% during the lesson study demonstrating that she raised her hand to share an answer to all five questions.  
Therefore, during the ‘share’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’, Participant F engaged the most during the lesson study by raising her hand to share an answer for every question asked. Participant D engaged the least when sharing an answer by only raising his hand once. 

During the interview, Participant D expressed limited interest when discussing the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’. Although he answered positively with a yes to the questions, no explanation could be provided on why he enjoyed the different stages (Appendix 12).
Participant E demonstrated an enjoyment regarding the discussion of answers with a partner to collaboratively work together to figure answers out, commenting “You can count things together”. She also showed a high level of enthusiasm when discussing whether ‘Think, Pair, Share’ should be used in the classroom again, stating “Yes, it is very fun and shows what we are thinking”. Although, when discussing how the questioning can be improved, Participant E felt that more explanations on the questions should be provided before beginning the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ (Appendix 12). 
Participant F also demonstrated an enthusiasm for the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ that was used during the lesson. However, similarly to Participant D, she did not provide explanations (Appendix 12). However, in contrast to Participant E, Participant F felt that the level of explanation provided to the pupils was satisfactory, disputing “The explanation was good you did loads though”. 

The evidence provided during the observations and interviews suggests that the participants felt the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ helps pupils by providing the opportunity to work in pairs to discuss answers. This positivity surrounding working in partners was evident in the observation data where the pupils are largely rated in the regions of Level 3, 4 and 5. The average levels of engagement were greater in Lesson Study 2 than Lesson Study 1, showing that the engagement with the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ had increased. 

It was felt that the change in timings worked a lot more effectively during Lesson Study 2. However, we felt that some of the questions which were less challenging to the pupils caused the pupils to place their hands in their air before they were instructed to do so. Therefore, they were not fully engaging with the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ as they had halted and were ready to share an answer. Therefore, we decided that we would change the timings for each of the questions based on their level of difficulty (Appendix 13). 

Lesson Study 3 took place within a Year 1 Classroom with twenty-nine pupils between the ages of five and six. All pupils were present during the lesson with the selected three pupils being the focus of observations. Observer two taught the lesson whilst observer one and three conducted the observations. 


Figure 5- Demonstrates pupil engagement levels with the five questions asked when engaging in the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’.

Participant G received a scoring of Level 3, 4 and 5 during the questioning sessions when engaging with a partner during the ‘pair’ stage, with an average level of engagement of 4. He received a level 3 rating twice during the questioning sessions, a level 4 once and a level 5 twice. 
Participant H received a scoring of Level 3, 4 and 5 during the questioning sessions, with an average level of engagement of 4 like Participant G. She was scored a Level 3 once during the questioning sessions, a level 4 three times and a level 5 once. 
Participant I received a scoring of Level 1, 2, 4 and 5 during the questioning sessions, with an average level of engagement of 2.8. He was scored a Level 1 once, a Level 2 twice, a Level 4 once and a Level 5 once also. 
Therefore, during the ‘pair’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’, Participant I was rated as engaging the least with a partner. 


Figure 6- Demonstrates the percentage of pupils hand-raising across four-lesson sessions when five questions were asked, three sessions prior to the lesson study and one during the lesson study. 

Participant G showed a maximum of 20% during the three baseline observations prior to the lesson study, showing that Participant G raised his hand to answer one question. However, during the Lesson Study, his percentage of hand-raising rose to 80% demonstrating that he raised his hand to share an answer on four times when five questions were asked. 
Participant H had a maximum percentage of 20 during the three baseline observations, showing that she raised her hand once. This percentage increased to 60% during the lesson study showing that she raised her hand three times. 
Participant I received a maximum of 20% during the three baseline observations. This percentage increased to 80% like Participant G during the lesson study demonstrating that he raised his hand to share an answer to four out of five questions.  
Therefore, during the ‘share’ stage of ‘Think, Pair, Share’, Participant H engaged the least when sharing an answer but was still wanting to share an answer to three questions.

During the interview, Participant G expressed enjoyment when engaging with the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ (Appendix 16), especially having the opportunity to share with a partner. This was also evident during the observations, where Participant G had an average of 4 for his level of engagement during the discussions with a pair. However, he did show a level of discomfort when discussing sharing answers with a class, stating “I don’t like putting my hands up”. Despite this, Participant G was observed putting his hand up four times (Appendix 15) therefore this level of discomfort was not observed during the Lesson Study.
Participant H was the most comfortable when answering the questions within the interview. Despite showing a high level of engagement with the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ during the observations, she showed limited enthusiasm for the strategy during the interview (Appendix 16). Similarly to Participant G, she expressed levels of discomfort when sharing answers with the class, stating “because sometimes you get them wrong and they get sad. I always worry.”. The process of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ may not have been clear to Participant G when sharing answers, this was evident when she commented “Well __ didn’t really want to. Sometimes I struggle with who is going to put your hand up.”. This demonstrates that Participant G believed that only one of the pupils in the pair were to put their hand up to answer a question.
Participant I showed a limited engagement during discussions with a pair. However, he showed a greater level of engagement when participating in the sharing of answers with the class (Appendix 15 ). However, he showed a reluctance to answer the questions during the interview (Appendix 16). Participant I was the only participant who did not show any discomfort to sharing answers with the class, this supports the observations where he raised his hand four times to share an answer. He provided an understanding regarding collaboration providing pupils with confidence to share answers, commenting “I put my hand up when I’m with someone else.”. 

After analysing the graphs related to the level of engagement during the ‘pair’. During Lesson study 1, no pupils were rated a Level 5 during the observation. However, during Lesson Study 2, two pupils were rated a Level 5. In Lesson Study 3, all three participants were rated a Level 5. This shows that the level of engagement during this aspect of ‘Think, Pair, Share’ had increased during Lesson Study 3. The percentage of hand-raising rose for all nine participants in the three lesson studies. However, there is no clear increase across the three lessons. 

Research Findings Discussion
During Lesson Study 1, Participant B demonstrated the least level of engagement with the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’, expressing her discomfort when holding discussions with her partner. Hetika, Farida and Sari (2017) also found that student pairings impacted upon the level of engagement with the strategy and consequently the lesson. Therefore it is important to choose pairings carefully to ensure maximum participation from the pupils. However, when implemented effectively ‘Think, Pair, Share can have a positive impact on pupil’s participation with the lessons. This was evident across all three lesson studies where all pupil’s percentage of hand-raising increased during the lesson study, with some participant’s level of engagement raising more dramatically than others. ‘Think, Pair, Share’ encourages greater levels of engagement as the longer thinking time allows pupils to think more carefully about answers which can help build their confidence to share these answers (Black et al., 2003; Jenkens, 2017). Although during Lesson Study 3, Participant G expressing pupils levels of discomfort when answering questions due to the fear of providing a wrong answer. This fear is highlighted within research where pupil’s levels of engagement during questioning can be negatively impacted due to the fear of being wrong (Black et al., 2007). Therefore, it is important to provide an environment where pupils are not afraid to take risks when answering challenging questions as pupils may learn more from this (Estyn, 2018). Despite the participants in Lesson Study 2 addressing their concerns regarding sharing answers, during Lesson Study 2, pupils were observed halting their discussions before the time had finished as they were ready to share an answer. Therefore, pupils were raising their hands before being asked to do so. Jenkens (2017) found that if pupils identified an answer promptly within their pairs they would automatically raise their hand to signal they were ready. As a result, the pupils were not engaging fully for the allocated time. Therefore, ‘Think, Pair, Share is effective to provide pupils with confidence when they have similar answers to their partner (Kaddoura, 2013). Although, the strategy may be more beneficial when the questions require more thinking to ensure the pupils take advantage of the extra time to identify ideas collaboratively (Wragg and Brown, 2002; Jenkens, 2017). Therefore, during future teaching, ‘Think, Pair, Share’ will be employed when questions are more difficult to ensure this maximum participation. 
	 
Conclusion
To conclude, the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share increases the pupil’s level of participation and confidence within lessons as all pupils demonstrated an increase in the levels of hand-raising during the lesson studies. However, the changes to the timings may not have necessarily had an impact on the levels of participation during Lesson Study 2 and 3 as there was no clear increase to the hand-raising levels across the three lessons. However, the changes made throughout the lessons did have an impact on the pupil’s engagement when discussing with their partners, with all the participants scoring a Level 5 rating compared to none of the participants receiving this in Lesson Study 1. 
	However, reflecting on the lesson study method, it can be seen that there were many strengths with the methods chosen, although there were also many limitations which may have impacted on the data in which was collated. The observations which were conducted by the two researchers provided a wealth of informative, raw data looking at the pupil’s natural reactions to the strategy (Groves et al, 2016). The researchers were also able to observe more carefully than the researcher that was teaching the lesson (Cohen et al., 2011). However, through changing the natural environment by introducing two researchers that the pupils are not familiar with, this will consequently have an impact on the pupil’s behaviours during the lesson (Greig, MacKay and Taylor, 2007). Therefore, this focused attention in which the pupils were receiving from the observers may have also had an impact on the participation of the pupils, not just the strategy in which was used (Sharp, 2012). Also, during each of the lesson studies, the observers both generated different data to one another, specifically when using the Leuven Scale. Denscombe (2014) identifies that observers may produce different data due to observing different aspects of the lesson at different times. Therefore, the rating provided to the pupils using the Leuven Scale may be different due to the two observers focussing on different pupils at different times. The interviews provided important data on the participant’s perspectives on the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’, which could then be analysed alongside the observation data retrieved (Cohen et al., 2011). However, it was difficult to ensure all participants were involved with the interview without putting pressure on the pupils. Therefore, we were not able to get all of the participant’s perspectives during the interview who may have provided us with interesting perspectives if they were more comfortable to do so (Denscombe, 2014).
	Therefore, despite retrieving data in which supports the implementation of the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ is also important to take into account the limitations in the study which may have impacted the data received. 

Recommendations
Moving forward, I will implement the strategy ‘Think, Pair, Share’ within my lessons but will use it more effectively by only implementing it during questioning sessions which encourage deeper thinking (Wragg and Brown, 2002; Jenkens, 2017). I will also ensure not to overuse the strategy during lessons to ensure the pupils are always willing to engage with the strategy when they have the opportunity to do so. However, if I were to complete this Lesson Study research again, I would complete the research over several different subject sessions with the same class to identify how the strategy can have an impact on the pupils over a range of subjects.
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