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Rationale  
Lyman (1981) proposes that using Think-Pair-Share increases student participation, and 
engages them in higher levels of thinking and questioning. By using the three-stage approach, 
children have the opportunity to engage in thinking time, to share their own ideas, and to 
listen attentively to their partner’s ideas. This is supported by the social-constructivist theory 
that asserts learning is best constructed socially, by allowing children to work through their 
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) and benefitting from a More Knowledgeable Other 
(MKO) (Vygotsky, 1978). If done carefully, Think-Pair-Share can ensure all children have 
the opportunity to play the role of the MKO, potentially increasing confidence and promoting 
participation. 
 
By giving time to think and discuss, the teacher can circulate the classroom listening to the 
children’s discussions as a method of formative assessment. Black and William (1998) 
discuss how improved formative assessment is especially helpful for pupils who require 
support, raising achievement for all. This enquiry couples cooperative learning and formative 
assessment to promote confidence and participation, with the anticipation of leading to 
improved outcomes.  
 
Aims  
This research was conducted in order to determine the effectiveness of Think-Pair-Share in 
encouraging reluctant learners to share their ideas with their class. 
 
Methodology  
 
This enquiry was conducted with a Primary 7 class of 23 children and collected both 
routinely occurring and specially undertaken data (Appendix 1). This data was collected 
through documentary analysis and discussion.   
 
Prior to the intervention, a questionnaire was completed by all of the children in the class to 
determine how comfortable they felt being asked to answer questions in front of the class 
Following the intervention this questionnaire was repeated to analyse any change in attitudes 
towards participation (Appendix 2).  
 
To ensure continuity, the same process was undertaken each week during taught writing.  The 
lesson started with a whole class teaching input to introduce the writing genre and task. 



	

During the whole class input, the children were given set times to work with their partner to 
plan their work by generating vocabulary and discussing their ideas. Think, Pair, Share helps 
to improve discussion and generates higher quality pupil responses as it increases ‘wait time’ 
(Rowe, 1972). Time was given for each partner to be the ‘talker’ and ‘listener’; to do this, 
each child in the pair was numbered 1 or 2 and sometimes number 1 would talk first while 
other times 2 would talk first. The children were given 1 minute thinking time, during which 
they could make notes of their thoughts and ideas, after the first minute either 1 or 2 would be 
the ‘talker’ and share their ideas with their partner. The ‘listener’ would not be allowed to 
interject during this time, they were only to listen. This was to prevent stronger personalities 
from overwhelming their partner, and to try and prevent others from sitting back and letting 
the partner take over.  After both partners had shared their ideas they discussed them together 
and finally children were chosen at random (using lollipop sticks) and asked to share with the 
class what their partner had told them. This was to help encourage attentive listening as the 
children knew they might be asked to share what their partner was telling them, but it was 
also intended to take some pressure off of the child being asked as they do not need to worry 
about being ‘wrong’. The focus children were each asked to share their partner’s ideas at 
some point during every taught writing lesson during the intervention. The steps followed for 
this Think, Pair, Share deviate slightly from Lyman’s (1981) structure as it has the additional 
step of discussing with partner before feeding back. As this enquiry is focusing on increasing 
confidence in participation this is an important adjustment intended to support learners. 
 
All of the students were included in the intervention. Three children were observed and their 
work was collected and monitored to evaluate the intervention’s impact. The three children 
used to evaluate the intervention were selected following the whole class’ response to the 
initial questionnaire. They were selected as they had all indicated that they did not enjoy 
being asked for answers, even if they had the opportunity to discuss their answer with a 
partner before sharing.  Their written work was collected to observe whether the additional 
collaborative planning time had an effect on their writing. The study was designed in this 
manner as it is important that Think, Pair, Share is well structured and used to develop 
communication skills (Brady and Tsay, 2010).  
 
Findings 
The study found that reluctant learners were not more likely to share their ideas with their 
class following use of Think, Pair, Share.  This was evident through observation and also in 
the questionnaires completed prior to and post intervention (Appendices 3 and 4). The three 
monitored children did not feel any more comfortable sharing ideas after having time to 
discuss them with a partner. However, the quality of the children’s taught writing improved. 
The discussions between the children and the content of their writing became richer in detail 
as they had more opportunities to explore a broader range of vocabulary before starting to 
write. Through teacher observation, it was clear that the children were all participating and 
following the roles they had been set by taking turns and developing ideas collaboratively.  
 
 
 



	

Conclusions  
The results of this study suggest that Think, Pair, Share is a positive approach to adopt into 
the classroom. There have not been any significant improvements in confidence; and no 
reported change in confidence for the monitored children. However, there has been a slight 
improvement in the content of the children’s taught writing and their participation in partner 
discussion has increased. This suggests the social-constructivist nature of this approach has a 
positive effect through encouraging dialogue and the sharing of ideas. Not everyone enjoys 
being asked to share their ideas with the rest of the group, but through repeated use of TPS 
the targeted children grew more comfortable sharing their ideas with their partner. This had a 
positive impact on the quality of their written work as they were spending time developing 
their ideas before starting to write. However, it is important to acknowledge the length of the 
study and the wide range of variables that may have impacted on the results. Using an 
intervention for a limited period of four weeks is not adequate, in order to provide robust 
evidence it would need to be carried out over a longer timeframe. Furthermore, the genre of 
writing may have had an effect on the quality of work. If this research were to be carried out 
again, it would be beneficial to carry it out over a longer period, covering a broader range of 
writing genres.  
 
Implications for Future Practice  
The results of this study show that using Think, Pair, Share has improved the children’s 
outcomes in writing but not their confidence in sharing their ideas. In the future, it will be 
important to explicitly link these improved outcomes to the process of sharing ideas. 
Furthermore, the use of lollipop sticks was not helpful as it added pressure. In future, it may 
be more successful to ask the children to report back to the class in their pairs and talk about 
the discussion they had, instead of asking one child about one part of the process. 
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Appendices  

Appendix 1: Types of data collected 
 
Routinely 
Occurring 

Documentary 
analysis 

Marking – examples 
of pupils’ work from 
their Taught Writing 
jotters 

The children’s Taught Writing jotters 
were monitored throughout the process 
with a focus on breadth and depth of 
detail included in the planning process.   

Routinely 
Occurring 

Discussion Questioning in the 
classroom – 
recording the 
frequency and 
quality of responses 
from targeted pupils.  

The children were formatively assessed 
throughout the process through: 
• Teacher questioning – children 

asked to provide their/their partner’s 
answers. Teacher monitored quality 
of answers provided and willingness 
to offer/share information.  

• Teacher observation – monitoring of 
the children’s participation in pair 
discussions.  

 

Routinely 
Occurring 

Discussion Formative 
assessment – pupils’ 
engagement in peer 
discussions to 
monitor 
participation 

Specially 
Undertaken 

Documentary 
analysis 

Questionnaire – 
completed pre and 
post-intervention to 
identify changes in 
confidence 

Questionnaires were created and 
completed at the beginning and end of 
the study by all the students. These 
included the statements:  

1. How I feel when asked to 
answer a question in front of the 
class (happy/ok/sad) 

2. How I feel when asked to 
answer a question I don’t know 
the answer to in front of the 
class (happy/ok/sad) 

3. How I feel when I can discuss 
my answer with a partner before 
giving an answer (happy/ok/sad) 

 

Appendix 2: Think, Pair, Share Questionnaire Template  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	

 

 

Appendices 3 and 4: Think, Pair, Share Questionnaire Results 

Appendix 3 
Responses before intervention 

 J K L 

How I feel when I’m asked to answer 
a question infront of the class 5 13 5 

How I feel when I’m asked to answer 
a question in front of the class and I 
am unsure of the answer 

5 9 9 

How I feel when I discuss my ideas 
with a partner before giving an 
answer 

10 10 3 

 
Appendix 4    

Responses following intervention 
 J K L 

How I feel when I’m asked to answer 
a question infront of the class 5 14 4 

How I feel when I’m asked to answer 
a question in front of the class and I 
am unsure of the answer 

5 9 9 

How I feel when I discuss my ideas 
with a partner before giving an 
answer 

13 7 3 

 


