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	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
	Proof read sentences to ensure clarity of expression. Improve upon your grammar and punctuation to ensure work is professionally communicated.
	I printed out my assignment to proof read for any grammar and punctuation mistakes. I also used the read aloud option on word to assist me. 

	Targed/Target 2
	Be aware of alternative viewpoints and use these to help you explain your own judgements.
	I have ensured to research theories of both viewpoints and included different viewpoint of my own opinion throughout. 

	Targed/Target 3
	Aim to become more critical in your analysis of both practice and theory. Consider how literature supports and discredits an argument.
	I have aimed to become more critical in my analysis within this research project in both the theory and practice. I have ensured to include literature which discredits an argument. 




Aim, Focus and Purpose of the research 
The issue that interested me within my PTE1 was the use of assessment for learning (AfL) within my placement school and in particular the use of Think, Pair, Share (TPS). I noticed during observations of numerous classes that AfL techniques were a strong focus throughout all of the year groups, with the necessary adaptations to suit the relevant year group. The consistent use of AfL throughout the school is supported by Donaldson (2015), who holds that forms of formative assessment should be used in every lesson as it is an essential part of the teaching and learning process, which increases the children’s learning by an extra 8 months (William, 2009,2018). One of the methods of AfL that was used in many of the classes I observed but not in the class I had for the practical element of my placement was TPS. This was also a method that was often recommended by lecturers, in literature for example Kaddoura (2013 pp. 2-24) and Government guidelines (Welsh Government, 2010).  Based upon this, I therefore implemented this method in my class and now being tasked with identifying a research area, thought it would be a good opportunity to see if this was an effective a form of AfL as it is thought to be.  

Research Context
In my class the children are often sat in ‘powerful partners’ which means that they are sat next to a more knowledgeable other (MKO). However, in my class it is used more for behaviour management rather than using the MKO to their full potential for learning support. I therefore felt that TPS would be a particularly beneficial method for my class due to their seating arrangements. I discussed this with my research partner who is based in the same year group but has a more challenging class which are not seated using MKO’s (Vygotsky, 1978).  Although they used talk partners (which is TPS by a different name), my research partner felt like it wasn’t as successful as the children would go off topic and discuss irrelevant matters. Therefore, we decided that our research question would be: How effective is Think, Pair, Share in supporting children’s engagement within discussions.



Literature review
The research I conducted highlighted important information on the use of AfL and the effectiveness of TPS. What this research stressed was that AfL was an important factor in education as suggested by Black and William (1998). This was one of the first serious discussions and analysis of AfL and they highlighted that children who were labelled as lower achievers benefitted more from AfL, which helped close the attainment gap within classrooms (Black & William, 1998). However, some critics question how useful Black and Williams conclusions are within education. Ninomiya (2016) suggests that a limitation of AfL is that teachers may have a misunderstanding and misrepresentation of what is classed as effective AfL, therefore may not use it correctly or implement it simply as a tick box exercise. In addition to this AfL requires the teachers to organise a lot of the AfL techniques based on ideas rather than on research of what works most effectively in the children’s learning outcomes (Ninomiya, 2016; Marshal and Drummond, 2007). TPS can also help children improve self-efficacy and allow the children to see the questions as a challenge rather than a difficult task, children who do have low self-efficacy will often try to avoid these challenges as they feel like they cannot do the task without even trying first (Hattie, 2012). This is something that TPS tries to avoid as all children are involved and discuss the matter in a pair before sharing it to the class. Furthermore, students gain more confidence in speaking to their peers as they consider it as a safety blanket to discuss with a smaller amount of people rather than just straight to the class discussion (Pardeshi, 2016). 
The first phase of TPS is the allocated time for the children to think about the question they have just been asked before discussing it with their partner. Not only does this benefit the children to have more time to think about the question being asked, it allows the teacher to ask higher order questions which encourage the children to think critically and produce detailed answers (Abosalem,2016). The Think phase allows the children to think deeper and how they could extend their answer independently. Most teachers feel uncomfortable with silence within the classroom and will often only wait 1 second before answering their question with either the answer or another question. By using TPS and having a set ‘think’ time it increases the wait time improving their critical thinking (Tofade, Elsner and Haines, 2013; Grigg, 2015).
The second phase of TPS is discussing with a partner about their thoughts on the proposed questions. The students within my placement group are often grouped with someone of a higher ability. Lesser (2004) would disagree with the use of an MKO as his study indicated that those of a higher ability benefitted from working with others who are along the same learning ability. Storch, Aldosari (2012) supports the research conducted by Lesser (2004) as he states that if the ability or expertise of the two children have a big attainment gap then often the child who has the lower ability is at a greater disadvantage. The child who is a higher ability learner will possibly dominate the discussion and their opinion may overpower their partners. This influenced our research question strongly as one class uses the MKO and the more challenging class have free choice of their partner.
The final phase of TPS is discussing the children’s ideas with the class. Murphey (2017) states that the importance of a group discussion is not for all the students to come away with a full class mutual agreement, but for them to come away with deeper understanding of the topic and leave the children thinking more in depth about the proposed question. However, in comparison Murphey (2017) also states that a worry of some teachers is that to involve the entire class in the group discussion takes away time from the direct teaching. Ghousseini (2015) who also refers to the difficulty in classroom discussion, suggests that teachers have to think on the spot to respond to the children’s discussion with no time to prepare an answer beforehand. This can sometimes be daunting for teachers when conducting classroom discussions for the first time. Nevertheless, once the teacher has gained more experience within this pedagogy, students can reap the benefits of the teacher providing feedback and responding to what the children have said which will encourage children to participate in group discussion and feel more confident in joining in. However, it is suggested that the teacher should be careful to not over-praise as this can have the opposite effect. By challenging the children's response it will allow them to think deeper about their answer and think critically (Grigg, 2015).  Carrasco, Irribarra (2018) states that group discussions allow children to have a growth mindset and take other people’s opinions on board, which will help them become ethically informed citizens (Donaldson, 2015). They may not achieve this just from memory re-call but having useful discussions with peers and taking ideas from each other and having deep conversations with their peers will benefit them more Carrasco, Irribarra (2018). This reading supported our research question as sharing with the class is a strong element of TPS and there seems to be more positives than negatives towards the children within this AfL technique. 

Methodology
The chosen methodology for the research project was a lesson study (LS). A LS can be defined as a form of action research which takes place over two classes with a colleague both delivering the same lesson. A LS includes a group of teachers within the same cohort planning, teaching, observing and analysing (Bracken and Oliveira, 2019). LS happens authentically and happens within the lessons that usually would take place.  Hargreaves (2012) describes a LS as a joint professional development rather than continuous professional development. This is due to the nature of both teachers observing each other and reflecting on each other, not just as an individual task (Dudley, 2011). The main element of a LS is that it supports the ability for teachers to work collaboratively and work together to improve their teaching practice and also how the children learn (Murphey, Weinhardt, Wyness, Rolfe 2017). Although the LS was being carried out as part of a taught class, it has been reported that children’s achievements during their school life both academically and socially improved as aresult of the teacher’s professional development (Ogegbo, Abosede, 2019; Stoles & Ono, 2016).  However, this positive account of LS can be challenged. Many teachers feel a sense of anxiety when they are informed that someone is observing the way they teach which may impact the quality of their teaching and the subsequent learning achievement of the children. In addition to this, teachers find it difficult to critique each other and may therefore not give honest feedback in order to avoid animosity between colleagues which would then limit the benefits of the LS (Ogegbo, Abosede, 2019).

Observations 
In order to carry out this research project I conducted observations as there were many different elements to consider when using this methodology. The first consideration was exactly what type of observation would take place. During this action research we decided to undertake non-participant observations which involved observing the children with their knowledge but the researcher not getting involved in the actual lesson (Scott, Marshall, 2009). During the observation I was situated at the back of the classroom so not to be a distraction or interfere with the classroom context. The benefit of this approach is that I was able to remain impartial during the activity and allow careful analysis to take place. As I will be situated at the back of the class, I can observe what the selected children are doing throughout the lesson which the teacher doesn’t usually get the chance to do (Choudhury, 2020).
However, one major drawback of non-participant observations is the Hawthorne effect. Some children during the study may work harder during the research lesson as they know they are being observed. It is also worth noting that the children know who I am as I teach in their class. This may make them feel uncomfortable in telling me how they felt truthfully and this is something to consider when drawing a conclusion from the research (Cherry,2018; Mcambridge, Witton & Elbourne, 2014; Halim, Wahid, Halim, 2018 pp 162-168).  Due to the methodology used for this project, an observation schedule was created to ensure that my research partner and I had a shared understanding on what has been observed. This also assisted in overcoming observer bias as it acted as a guideline on what we are looking for and how to rate the observations (Efron & Ravid, 2019). (See appendix 3A and 4A for observation schedule)


Interviews: 
During this research project, I conducted focus group interviews with three case study children from each class. These interviews were also audio recorded so that the analysis could take place after the interview rather than having to concentrate on both the interview and the analysis at the same time (See appendix 3b and 4b). For the sample we decided to observe children from different ability groups; more able, able and basic skills. We chose this sample as Walliman (2017) suggests that a sample should be used to gather data that is representative. As we are only selecting six students, the validity of the results may be hindered as it is only a small sample size and may not be a true representation of all children. Although the sample is small, the findings from this study will benefit our classes and future lessons. For the purpose of this research I adopted the semi-structured interview technique which allowed me to form a relationship with the participants and meant that they felt comfortable answering the questions during the interview (Galleta, 2013). A semi-structured interview also allowed me to have a pre-determined set of questions to help with the flow of the interview and keep a strong focus towards the research question. A key benefit of using a semi-structured interview was that it allowed the children to shape the direction of the interview and for me to elaborate on questions or clarify meaning as needed. This also then removed any misconceptions that could have arisen due to a lack of understanding (Cohen et al. 2011; Walliman, 2018). The only real challenge of using this technique was that it meant I had to later go through the recordings and decipher what was relevant and what was not, which was at times difficult as all of the discussions were so interesting. 
Reflections: 
For this research project I have chosen to use a reflective model introduced by Kolb, (1975 & 1984) combined with Brookfield reflection model (1998,2005). Kolb refers to the importance of experiential learning and how we can reflect using four stages: Concrete experience, reflection observation, abstract conceptualisation and active experimentation. The model of reflection created by Brookfield (1998,2005) also has 4 stages on reflection but with a different focus. This model involves self-reflection which includes students within the reflection process, seeking a reflection from peers such as research partners and lastly referring to what the literature says. This research project adapted both forms of reflection models and I liked how detailed the Kolb model is but also how Brookfield focuses on different viewpoints within the reflection process which is shown below (Figure 1). (See appendix 3C and 4C)
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Figure 1: Reflection model with the influence of Kolb, 1984; Brookfield 1998, 2005.










Ethical considerations
When designing a research project, it is important to follow the ethical guidelines as outlined by BERA (2018), Shawa, Lester (2017) and by UWTSD ethics committee (2020) so as to ensure that the rights of the participants are protected whilst also enhancing the quality of the research. The most ethically challenging areas of this project were confidentiality and consent (Appendix 1B and 1C). In order to keep information private and secure I stored documents on an encrypted hard drive that requires a password when in use. This ensures that all information remains confidential and nobody except those agreed will be able to see the data gathered. A consent letter was sent to the parents of the children and assent was asked throughout the investigation from the children. To keep the identity of my participants confidential I anonymised them in this write up (See appendix 2 for full risk mitigation plan).

Lesson study 1
For the purpose of this study the lesson goal was to discuss the musical elements through the use of TPS as expressive arts is a strong feature in the school. Throughout this lesson we were looking for child 1, 2 and 3’s engagement when participating in TPS. Child 1: Child 1 remained engaged throughout most of the process of TPS and showed continuous activity with immense moments. Child 1 is grouped as a more able learner which showed throughout the lesson. Using the Leuven scale (1994) numerous times throughout the lesson Child 1’s engagement always seemed quite high. As I was observing the children, I listened to their discussion element of TPS and there were strong foundations of learning displayed as both children in this partnership were discussing the musical elements in great detail as the child used the key words throughout the discussion. Child 1 worked well with the partner in this AfL strategy as they were both more able children. They both pushed each other which was displayed during the share phase of the task. However, it was interesting to see that towards the end of the pair stage child 1 did go off topic and discuss private matters instead of using the entire time to reflect on the task she had previously just done. When discussing this with Child 1 during the interview they reflected on their engagement of the lesson as she discussed how she used TPS to gain ideas from her partner and stated “I felt fine during TPS as we have been taught it before and it gets us to express ourselves”. One issue that was raised in regard to TPS was that she would have liked more time to do the task so there was more to discuss during the AfL strategy. 
Child 2’s engagement throughout the lesson was far lower than his peers and was classed as ‘low activity’ on the Leuven scale who was grouped as basic skilled. The disengagement throughout this lesson would then distract the other children who were sat around him. When we asked Child 2 to share to the class using the key words on musical elements they were not included, which shows that the activity of TPS wasn’t beneficial for this child as the engagement was lacking which showed in his discussion. When asked how he felt about doing TPS child 2 stated “I liked it because it is like a little rest”, this supports my observation of low activity as the child didn’t benefit from the AfL strategy as much as his peers. My colleague who was teaching the lesson noticed this and tried to facilitate the child during the discussion to assist with keeping the child engaged. In future lessons it may be worth considering the child to be partnered with a more knowledgeable other when using this technique with a challenging class, this may have helped the behaviour during this strategy and assisted in keeping child 2 engaged throughout the lesson. 
Child 3 throughout the observation showed that there were moments of strong engagement however real signals for involvement were missing. Throughout the lesson Child 3 was often seen as disengaged, during the think process he would carry on with his drawing, we also felt like this could be slightly to do with the partnership as he was sat with his friends and this seemed to distract him from what was expected. This was one of the points that the child brought up during the interview “Yes I really like it because you can also have a tiny bit of a chat about something else, but what I don’t like about it is you can choose your best friend and mess around. This was something we wanted to really focus on in the next lesson as we found that because of the friendship, it influenced the engagement and how much work was done. During the observation, I noticed that Child 3 would contribute to the share phase discussing his own work, but the engagement was very limited when discussing his partners. It is also worth noting that during the interview Child 3 explained that he liked TPS as he could ‘magpie’ ideas from his partner despite observing no communication being made during the pair stage. 
When asking the children if they enjoyed using TPS during the lesson, they all stated in the interview how much they enjoyed this technique and felt confident in using it independently. They enjoyed having the ability to choose their own partners but also felt like this could be a risk in disengagement, which was confirmed during the observation. We then ensured that this is something we worked on before completing LS 2 as this was something we both felt needed to be addressed and looked at further. The children felt that it was hard to discuss between partners as the noise levels distracted them, for LS 2 we ensured that during this process the children remained calm and engaged in their discussions. 
Lesson Study 2
During the second LS we ensured that all recommendations from the observation and interviews were included in the lesson plan. We ensured we gave them time to think individually before discussing with their partner which we did not do in LS 1. We also thought it would be beneficial to include in the TPS that they had to describe their partners work. 
Child A showed strong elements of engagement throughout the lesson which was expected as he is a more able and talented child. He worked extremely well with his partner and encouraged him to include all the key words and remained engaged. Child A during the think phase would always carry on working to try and finish his work suggesting that he was not using the think time effectively and concentration was limited. When asking questions about his partners work, he was able to go into great detail which showed true signs of engagement. It was interesting to find out what my research partner observed as we thought this child would have been 100% engaged and marked as a strong 5 on the observation schedule. However, it was noted that there was still a strong concern of this child to get the work finished. 
Child B showed an element of engagement throughout TPS, there would be strong phases of engagement where discussion about the topic was obvious to the observer, however throughout the pair phase Child B would be tempted to go off topic therefore engagement levels sometimes decreased throughout the lesson. Child B had strong engagement during the share phase with the class, she was keen to share what she had discussed with her partner and also listened for ideas off her peers. However, Child B stated that she wished she had more time to think before sharing with her partner as she found it difficult to gather her thoughts quickly before sharing with her partner. 
Child C was rated the lowest engagement of both classes as there was not many signs of engagement during the entire TPS stage. The child was often seen either staring into space or disrupting his peers, after encouraging Child C to remain on task he would show brief engagement but then go back to remaining disengaged. Child C liked having the partner selected for him as he thought that he would remain off topic throughout the lesson, however I believe that Child C being lower ability needed more structure throughout this AfL technique would have helped him to stay on task. 
One strong element that I think could be improved is the importance of timing during TPS. During the interview all children mentioned that timing could be better. This statement was interesting as when using the reflective model after the interview, when asking the children what part of TPS could be improved, most of them in LS 2 asked for either more time to gather their thoughts or more time to draw. Wasik et al, (2018) states that wait time is important and encourages children to think about more detailed answers. This is something that I will take forward in my teaching as I can make the answers more detailed if the timing is right. What my research partner and I noticed was that children from LS 1 asked for more TPS throughout the lesson however when we implemented this in the second LS, children from my class felt like it was too much and they didn’t have enough time to draw. I found that during the interview phase, although the children were informed that whatever they said would not get them in to any type of trouble, they still held back on their true feelings of TPS. Child 3 and Child C touched upon during the interview that they didn’t like sharing with their partner but would then would contradict themselves slightly later on in the interview by saying they wouldn’t change anything about the process. I think the tools used to gather information from the children during the interview could be improved using someone who is completely impartial to the study as this may make the children feel like they can express their opinions on the matter more freely (See appendix 3B and 4B).

Research findings: 
Whilst comparing the two classes, it was noted that overall the engagement seemed to be greater in the second LS. Both myself and my research partner believed this is to do with the partnering. Although it would be nice for the children to have the choice in choosing their own partner, we felt that placing the children into partnerships with an MKO helped the behaviour in the classroom and also the engagement within the task. Vygotsky (1978); Minson, Hammer, Veresov, (2018) encourages the use of an MKO to achieve the proximal zone of development. As a teacher, this is something I want to ensure that each child achieves their proximal zone of development. During the LS this is something that was observed with the children, those who worked effectively with their MKO seemed to achieve a higher engagement level (McLeod, 2018). When comparing the two classes this was something I noticed when looking at my notes that LS 1 could benefit from working in an MKO partnership which would help them stay focused and improve their learning as suggested by Vygotsky. One of the children in my interview pointed out that she would want the teacher to know who she worked well with and take friendships in to account otherwise this will hinder the discussion during the share phase. 
Le, Janssen & Wubbels (2018) explains that if the children lack in collaborative skills then they may become disengaged and not contribute to the group work which will then suggest TPS isn’t very effective if these major skills are lacking. It was interesting to see that the children who were of a lower ability didn’t benefit as much as the children who were more able. This is the opposite of what Black and William (1998) suggests in their article as the children who were classed as basic skills in both classes were not as engaged and lacked passion about their learning in comparison to their peers. This could suggest that Black and Williams (1998) recommendations are slightly outdated and need to be updated with a more recent study on how different ability children learn. 
Another interesting point about the children who were labelled as able and basic skills stated in the interview was that they felt like they would benefit from more help during the discussion. Some suggestions they made were having what they should be discussing in their partnership written on the board so that they would remember and feel more confident. 
Welsh Government (2010) states that to enhance the quality of discussion children could benefit from sentence starters or a “discussion goal”. This will then help those who are easily distracted to stay on track as they have something to refer too. As for the more challenging class Welsh Government (2010) also suggest that by informing the children you are going to pick at random will improve the overall children’s engagement, not just those of the higher ability as they will all want to do well if the teacher asks them for feedback. Nguyen et al (2016) notes that if the student interacts solely with each other then engagement would decrease during the lesson. This is worth noting as discussion and engagement is an important part of the AfL technique. When observing the two classes basic skills, children discuss their art in relation to the musical elements. Engagement did decrease as they had nothing to steer them in the right direction which supports the theory by Nguyen et al (2016). 

Conclusion: 
The generalisability of the results is subject to certain limitations and challenges. For we only had the opportunity to do 2 LS in this research project. If we had more time to do this study, we could have done an extra LS in order to implement the recommendations that the children have suggested during the first two interviews and then reflected further. Dudley (2014) suggests that LS should take place over a period of 3 lessons as  this would allow my research partner and myself to continue to develop our findings. As we are PGCE students we are still new to teaching and observing so by following the recommendations by Dudley (2014), having 3 lessons to conduct a LS would be beneficial as we would gain more confidence and experience in researching, observing and reflecting.  
I believe a major limitation of the data collection in this study is that we were on placement in the setting of this research. Therefore this could create researcher bias so to eliminate this it would be interesting to test the research question in a different class or school as there wouldn’t be a relationship with our own children within the class (Cohen, et al., 2011). Overall taking this in to account I believe that the methods used were not extremely valid as the relationship to the children were too close and could display elements of the Hawthorne effect and observer bias. 

In my next placement I will continue to try the TPS method but take into consideration the results that I have found in this study which is the importance of partnership and timing. By building a relationship with the children in my future placement class I will have the opportunity to place them in MKO partnerships which worked well in this project. By having the children express their concern on the timing of TPS, I will move forward by finding the balance of doing enough work and having a detailed discussion on what they have produced. As suggested by the children and within the literature (Grigg, 2015; Wasik et al.,2018) I want to ensure that the children have enough time to think, discuss with their partner and share with the class for the AfL strategy to be beneficial for the children. If I did this lesson again, I would evaluate the use of TPS with children who have English as an additional Language (EAL) as it has been researched about older students but rarely within Ks2 or younger as suggested by Shih, Reynolds (2015). Within the scope of this research project it was not possible to examine how effective TPS was for EAL students specifically. This however would be interesting to research as a few children within my placement class were EAL children and it would be interesting to see the levels of engagement due to English being their second language. 

Sharing good practice
Throughout this research project I have ensured that all participants identities have remained confidential and protected. I have conducted this research lawfully, with honesty and integrity. To share good practice of this research project I will encourage other teachers to undertake a LS in their placement/workplace as it allows teachers to gain professional development and improve how their children learn whilst identifying any misconceptions (General Medical Council, 2020).


Recommendations
In light of my research I would recommend teachers to really consider the partnering of children if they use TPS within their classroom. I saw great episodes of engagement which reflected on their work however with the more challenging class I noticed that partnering was an issue. I would get to know the class and understand who works well with each other and the ability levels in order to create a partnership that would benefit TPS. I would also ensure that the children have enough time to complete a good amount of work before they communicate with their partners so that they have enough to talk about which reflects on the feedback of timing made by the children. This research project will help me move forward in the future as I will have a greater understanding on what the children feel they need in order to gain benefits from this AfL technique, remain engaged and learn effectively. If I did this lesson again, I would complete a LS in a triad structure (3 teachers, 3 lessons) as suggested by Dudley (2014) to have the chance to reflect on the research question even further. I also recommend the participants who are conducting a study to have experience in observing and teaching as it can be quite daunting for the first time. This is something I experienced during this situation however I have learnt a lot from this experience and would recommend it to other teachers to take part in a LS.
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