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The Effect of Flexible Seating on Fo-
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Abstract:
This mixed-methods action research study investigated the effect of a
flexible seating environment on the focus and collaborative behavior of
students in a second-grade intermediate classroom. Flexible seating was
defined as a classroom arrangement offering diverse seating choices (e.g.,
wobble stools, bean bags, standing desks) based on principles of student
choice, comfort, and movement. Focus, or on-task behavior, was opera—
tionalized as the percentage of time students were visually engaged in as—
signed work, while collaborative behavior was defined and measured by
the frequency of specific peer-to—peer academic interactions, such as ex—
plaining an idea or providing help. The study aimed to determine if these
variables would improve when students were granted autonomy over
their learning environment, a concept supported by Self-Determination
Theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Participants included 22 second-intermediate students(12 girls and 10
boys), aged 13-14 years in a suburban public school. Quantitative data
were collected through structured momentary time sampling observa—
tions to measure on—task behavior and tally sheets to count collaborative
acts during a three-week baseline (traditional seating) and a six-week in—
tervention phase (flexible seating). Qualitative data were gathered through
a teacher-researcher journal, student surveys, and photographs to pro-
vide rich context for the numerical findings.
Results indicated a significant positive effect following the implementa—
tion of flexible seating. Quantitative analysis showed an increase in aver—
age on-task behavior from 74 2% during baseline to 86.5% during the in—
tervention. The frequency of collaborative acts also rose, from an average
of 8.5 to 14.2 per observation session qualitative data revealed that these
improvements were most pronounce during independent and collabo-
rative work blocks, with minimal change during direct instruction. Stu—
dent surveys indicated that 86 %o of participant felt they could focus better
when given a choice of seating. The finding suggest that flexible seating,
when implemented with clear routines and expectations can effectively
enhance students engagement and peer collaboration by fulfilling psy-
chological needs for autonomy and facilitated social constructivist learn—
ing (Vygotsky, 1978). The study concludes with practical recommenda-—
tions for implementation and suggestions for futures research.
Keywords: (seating flexibility, task performance behaviors, cooperation,

primary education).
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1.Introduction
A dramatic and essential transformation is taking place in the conven—
tional classroom, that age-old symbol of learning with its immobile rows
of desks arranged in front of a single teacher. The very environments in
which students study need to be rethought in order to adequately equip
them for the complex, collaborative, and frequently non-linear chal-
lenges that will face them in the twenty—first century. This development
goes beyond incorporating technology into the classroom, it aims to re—
designed learning environments to actively cater to the unique physical,
cognitive and social emotional requirements of each students. Now that
we know that classrooms need change, the challenge is how to make them
better places to learn the three pillars of success: concentration, analysis
and teamwork.
Students no longer sit at desks facing the front of the classroom, as is the
case in many older classroom layouts. Classrooms typically have a tra—
ditional layout with the teacher or podium at the front of the room as
mentioned on page 27 by Sawers , Wicks , Mvududu, Seeley and Cope—
land (2016). Students have more freedom of choice and opportunity as
classrooms start to use more flexible seating arrangements. It is important
to change the classroom environment to fit each student’s needs because
there is a link between how students see things and how involved they are
in learning.
Uniform desks arrange in straight rows has been the standard classroom
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layout for many years, creation an organize environment focused on the
teacher. Rather than valuing students’ comfort autonomy or opportuni—
ties for peer to peer connection. This industrial model placed an emphasis
on control and efficiency with the goal of facilitating silent autonomous
work and direct instruction. The idea of flexible seating as arisen a strong
inventive replacement in reaction to these concentrate the classroom be—
comes a dynamic landscape of possibilities when students have authentic
choices in where and how they study and are offered variety of seating
alternatives(Cranfield , 2019). The classroom space can made more ac—
cessible by including options like low tables , floor cushions , bean bags ,
standing workstations. Wobble stools and soft seats. The need for move-
ment and individualized instruction is specially noticeable in elementary
settings where its implementation has experienced tremendous develop-
ment.

Qualitative studies and compelling anecdotal evidence suggesting advan—
tages in student engagement and satisfaction often propel the increasing
popularity of flexible seating. A more dynamic , student centered envi—
ronment is often described by teachers as a result. But there is a serious
lack of research that focuses on practitioners within all this excitement.
More thorough and context specific research is needed to determine the
model’s direct impact on specific, measurable student behaviors in a sec—
ond grade intermediate classroom , including focused on task behavior
and genuine , productive collaborative (Saavedra, 2021). There is a lack of
evidence about its practical effectiveness for early primary educators’ stu—
dents since most studies are either too broad in scope or only include stu—
dents in later grade. Finding out empirically whether and how students’
basic academic behaviors are improved is different from just observing
that they seem happier

Consequently, the purpose of this study is to conduct a comprehensive
evaluation of the effectiveness of this instructional technique , moving be-
yond anecdotal evidence. This study is based on the following inquiries :
I will start by asking what effects if any , does a classroom model that al-
lows for more flexible seating have on students’ propensity to engage in
cooperative activities like talking to one another and learning from one
another. Lastly , from both the students’ and the teacher’s points of view
how does flexible seating affect the overall classroom experience ?
Therefore , this article contends that in order to achieve a measurable im—
provement in collaborative behaviors , it is necessary to strategically de—
ploy flexible seating rather than just provide various furniture. This is be—
cause these arrangements allow interaction and foster physical facilitation
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Flexible seating

F
Collaborative Behavior ocus

2 Literature Review:

New pedagogical tenets that place a premium on student agency and
the holistic aspect of learning are promoting rethinking of the conven—
tional classroom defined by rows of immovable desks. Because of this
change, there has been a rise in the popularity of flexible seating which
gives students more freedom in where and how they study by providing
them with a selection of sitting options. Examining prior empirical stud-
ies on the impact of flexible seating on two crucial outcomes , focus on
task behavior and collaborative behavior in a second grade intermediate
classroom | this literature review delves into the theoretical foundations ,
specifies the essential factors and analyzes the topic.

Students Centered Learning theory which states students learn best when
they are actively involved in their own education is foundational to the
implementation of flexible seating. An important theoretical paradigm
in this context is Self — Determination Theory(SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 2000)
which states that satisfying three basic psychological needs , autonomy ,
competence and relatedness , supports intrinsic motivation and optimal
functioning. By giving students more control over their physical learning
space , flexible seating meets the desire for autonomy in a direct way and
encourages greater involvement and participation on their part. Students
can improve their competency by choosing a seat the helps them con-
centrate better , for example , they can choose a wobble stool that allows
them to move about. According to Deci and Ryan (2000) when people
gather on floor rugs or at low tables, it’s simpler to break down physical
boundaries and connect with others which in turns fosters a sense of re—
latedness.

At the same time, research into the effects of physical space on education
has been going strong for some time. The classroom’s layout is more of
a “ third teacher “ than a blank slate , it has the power to encourage or
discourage certain mental and behavioral changes in students. The goal
of naturalistic learning environments is to provide students with a less in—
stitutionalized and more exploratory experience by incorporating aspects
of comfort and freedom. According to Vygotsky (1978) , learning is an
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active process where knowledge is built via experience and social negotia—
tion. This matches with constructivist concepts. A constructivist method
is physically embodied in a flexible classroom that offers diverse areas for
solitary, partnered and group work. According to Vygotsky (1978), it the—
oretically supports both individual cognitive processes and collaborative
knowledge production by providing the zones needed for scaffolding and
peer —to—peer learning,

The important factors need to be identified in order to study its effects.
When people talk about “flexible seating” they’re really referring to a wide
variety of alternatives to the more conventional office chairs and desks.
Common examples include low tables that are ideal for collaborative
projects , standing workstations , bean bags and floor rugs that provide
low —to-the—ground comfort and seats or stools that allow controlled
movement. Choice , movement (the capacity to rock , sway or change
position without disruption) and comfort (physical well - being that low—
ers distractions caused by discomfort) are the key elements that link these
possibilities (Erwin et al., 2013). In educational research , direct observa—
tion is usually used to operationalize the dependent variable Focus -On-
Task Behavior. A student’s level of visual engagement with their work
(e.g., writing , reading or discussing the topic) or their absence of certain
off- task behaviors (e.g., looking around the room , talking to peers about
unrelated subjects or leaving their seat unnecessarily) can be measured
(Godwin et al., 2016). Collaborative behavior is also evaluated by counting
interactions like how often and for how long students help one another
with schoolwork, how well groups discuss topics (e.g., how many peo—
ple contribute to the conversation that are directly related to the topic at
hand, how often members engage in exploratory speech) and how well
small groups manage to include everyone (Metritt et al., 2017).

There is mounting, if inconsistent , evidence from earlier empirical stud-
ies that flexible seating is beneficial. Flexibility in seating arrangements is
positively correlated with engagement and mobility, according to multi—
ple research. One example is a study conducted by Erwin and colleagues
(2013). They discovered that when primary school classrooms had differ—
ent seating alternatives, students were much more engaged and spent far
less time sitting. Students’ improved concentration on schoolwork was a
direct result of their capacity to control their mobility needs , according to
the authors. This is in line with findings showing little exercise can activate
brain regions necessary for prolonged focus (Erwin et al, 2013).

Research has demonstrated that the physical layout of a classroom signifi—
cantly impacts the results of student collaboration and communication.
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According to Merritt et al. (2017) students were more likely to engage in
meaningful conversations and shared more ideas in classrooms that used
non -traditional seating arrangements such clustered tables or soft seat—
ing spaces rather than typical row configurations. Students felt more con—
nected to one another and were able to participate more fairly since the
design prompted them to face each other and talk. According to Merritt
et al (2017), collaborative communication can be enhanced in more re—
laxed settings, such as bean bag circles or rugs because people feel more
comfortable participating to the conversation.

The missing piece of this body of work must, nevertheless , be filled. A no-
ticeable absence of research pertaining to the second grade intermediate
level is evident , in contrast to studies conducted in early elementary (K-1)
and upper elementary, middle grades. At this special stage of develop-
ment , students are moving from reading for comprehension to reading
for understanding and they are making great strides in strengthening their
executive function abilities such as the ability to focus for long periods of
time and control their own behavior. Differences in developmental stages
mean that kindergarten results might not be generalizable while investi—
gations including higher grades might necessitate more involved group
projects. Godwin et al. (2016) note that some research presents contradict—
ing findings such as the possibility that the environment can become dis—
tracting in the absence of clear routines and procedures or that the novelty
of choice can initially lead to more off- task behavior. This highlights the
importance of doing more focused studies in second grade classes to learn
how flexible seating impacts the unique academic and developmental
goals of this age. Consequently, it is reasonable to conduct this study to
find out whether flexible seating works and, if so , how to apply it in a way
that promotes focus and collaboration among intermediate— level chil-
dren in second grade by establishing defined routines. s
The traditional paradigm oflearning as an individual activity is giving way T
to amore collaborative one in today’s classrooms. There has to be a shift in
the way students sit in the classroom if we want them to pay attention and
actively participate in the learning process (Harvey & Kenyon, 2013, p.3).
The use of flexible furniture and adaptable classroom layouts promotes
active participation from students. When the body is not moving , the
brain is not actively working and students stop moving about and learn—
ing stops happening (Harvey & Kenyon, 2013, p.3). Modern classrooms
benefit from classroom flexibility because it enables students to work in
collaborative groups, which is a frequent practice in today’s schools. Stu—
dents are able to physically rearrange their seats in a flexible learning space
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to better suit their individual needs.

“ That the type of learning space can influence creative thinking , add ex-
citement for both the student and instructor and enhance teaching and
learning experiences” (Sawers, Wicks, Mvududu , Seeley, & Copeland,
2016, p. 26) is consistent with prior research. There will be more room
for people , information, furniture and artifacts in “future learning spaces”
(Beard & Wilson, 2013, p. 97). One emerging practice that has the po-
tential to reduce student disruptions is the use of flexible seating arrange—
ments in the classroom.

3 Methodology

A.Research Design

A mixed -methods action research strategy will be utilized in this in—
vestigation. Given that action research is an iterative , reflective process
that aims to improve practice and student outcomes by addressing real
world problems within one’s own educational context , it is an appropri—
ate strategy for a practical classroom teacher (Mertler, 2020). The teacher
— researcher can adjust the intervention according to the current findings
thanks to this design’s iterative planning , doing, watching and reflect—
ing phases. Data triangulation or the use of data from numerous sources
to confirm and enhance understanding is made possible by the mixed
methods component which is vital (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). This
study aims to measure changes in behavior and provide rich contextual
insights into how and why flexible seating influences focus and collabo-
rative in this specific second grade classroom. It will do this by combin-
ing quantitative data (e.g. time— on-task tallies) with qualitative data (e.g.
teacher journals , student interviews). This method delves further than just
finding an effect , it aims to comprehend the participants’ actual encoun—
ters in the novel setting.

B. Participants and Setting

Participants : One secondary school classroom in a medium- sized sub-
urban school district will serve as the research site for this second- grade
intermediate case study. Twelve females and ten males ranging in age
from thirteen to fourteen make up the class of twenty— two. Two children
have reading and attention related Individualized Education Plans ( IEPs)
while three students are formally recognized as ELLs at an intermediate
proficiency level.

Setting and Context : The room itselfis a typical classroom with the usual
layout , lighting and heating , ventilation and conditioning. A conven-
tional layout characterizes the classroom prior to intervention with groups
of four desks arranged in a row facing the instructor’s desk and the front
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whiteboard.

Indicative of a rather low socioeconomic position , about 45 percent of
the school’s students qualify for free or reduced —price lunch , making it a
Title I school. Routines for both whole —group and individual work con-
tribute to the already excellent classroom climate. Informally, the instruc—
tor has seen that students lose interest when they are required to sit down
and work alone for lengthy periods of time and that participation is typi-
cally unequal in group projects. Because of this classrooms are ideal places
to study the effects of environmental on these dynamics.

C. Procedure and Timeline

A clear baseline disciplined implementation and comprehensive data
collecting will be achieved during the course of the study’s three separate
phases which will take place over the course of 10 to 12 weeks

Phasel — Baseline Data Collection (Weeks 1-3) : Initial data on focus and
collaborative behavior will be collected for three weeks before any modi-
fication are made. The standard workstation layout will be maintained
throughout this stage. A distinct pre— intervention benchmark will be es—
tablished by the teacher - researcher using the data collecting instruments
(time— on- task observation charts , frequency tally sheets and journal
notes) that are described below. Establishing this baseline is essential for
making subsequent comparisons (Mertler, 2020).

Phase 2-Implementation and Training (Week 4) : During this special
week students will learn about the different seating options and work to—
gether to build a new classroom culture centered on them. Students will
be introduced to the new furnishings (see Table 1) at this session.

“Choose a spot where you can do your best thinking” “Use a voice level
that matches your workspace ,"and “Take care of all our materials” are
just a few examples of the rules and expectations that the instructor will
help students co —create through activities. As an example, students may s
be asked to “try a wobble stool for math | try a couch for silent reading” T
to demonstrate their ability to move between different areas and test out
various solutions for various jobs. Applying the ideas of Self- Determina—
tion Theory directly this procedure promotes autonomy while guaran—
teeing a structured framework (Deci & Ryan, 200).

Phase 3— Intervention and Ongoing Data Collection (Weeks 5-10) : We
will completely implement the model of flexible seating. At the start of
each day students will choose their learning block position as the day goes
on and assignments change , they will have the chance to switch spots.
During this six —week period , the teacher- researcher will persistently
gather all quantitative and qualitative data. In keeping with the iterative
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nature of action research , short whole class reflections can be organized
to collect student feedback and make small improvements to methods.
Table 1: Flexible Seating Options Introduced

Seating Type

Quantity
Wobble Stools 6

Intended Purpose

For desks, allows for movement while
working.

Bean Bag Chairs 4 For independent reading or quiet work.

Floor Rugs & 1 large rug, 8 For group work or independent work
Cushions cushions on the floor.

Low Rectangular 2 For collaborative group work (seated
Tables on cushions).

Standing Desks 3 For students who prefer to stand while

working.

Traditional Chairs 6 Remaining option for those who prefer

them.

D. Data Collection Instrurments

We will gather data from multiple sources to make sure it’s valid and that
we comprehend everything,

1-Quantitative Data:

a. Time — On Task Observations: The brief time sampling will be carried
out using a structured observation chart. A researcher would random-
ly scan the room and count the number of students who are on—task or
off- task based on pre —defined behaviors three times during a 30 minute
lecture (e.g., at 10, 18, and 25 minutes) (see Table 2). This will be repeated
three times weekly for the same class session (for instance, literacy block)
in both the baseline and intervention periods.

b. Frequency Counts of Collaborative Acts: For a 15 minute session , the
researcher will observe a group of four students participating in predeter—
mined collaborative tasks (e.g., doing math problems in pairs or science
inquiry groups). Using a tally sheet , the researcher will keep track of how
often certain observable behaviors occur during the activity (see Table 2).
Table 2 : Operational Definitions for Quantitative Measures

On-Task / Collaborative

Off-Task / Non-Collaborative

material , raising hand, on -

topic conversation with peer.

Variable
Behavior Behavior
Eyes on teacher or work, Gazing off, playing with objects,
writing, reading assigned talking off- topic, out of seat
Focus

without reason , distracting
others.

Collaboration

"Verbal help” (e.g., “Here’s
how I did it”) , “Non- verbal
help” (e.g., pointing to a
peer’s work), “Explaining an
idea,” “Active listening”

(nodding , eye contact).

“Working in isolation,”
Arguing/disagreeing without
resolution,” “Dominating
conversation,” “Off-task

behavior in group.”
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2. Qualitative Data:

a. Teacher- Researcher Journal : Every day, I shall jot down random
thoughts and observations in a notepad. Typically, the researcher will
take notes on the classroom climate any unforeseen difficulties (like fights
over popular seats) any pleasant surprises like a normally reserved student
flourishing in a different place and overall thoughts on the sessions’ pro—
gression and translations
. b. Student Surveys / Interviews : Just before the intervention ends , a
quick survey will be given to the entire class. In order to delve deeper into
the experiences and preferences of four students, we will conduct brief
casual interviews with them.

c. Photographs : Photos of the classroom environment and students in—
teracting during group projects will be taken with the parents’ consent.
They will record the nature of student interaction and collaboration in a
non - intrusive way and serve as evidence of the implementation.

Sample Student Survey Item

How did your new seating choices help you focus on your work?

o (Very Sad Face) - It was harder to focus.

o (Neutral Face) - It was the same.

e (Happy Face) - It was a little easier to focus.

o (Very Happy Face) - It was much easier to focus!

E. Data Analysis Plan

An analysis strategy that incorporates both forms of data is necessary for
the mixed-methods design.

1. Quantitative Analysis : Describing the data will the quantitative analysis
of the observation charts and frequency counts. Each observation peri—
od’s on task behavior percentage will be computed. Tables and bar chart
will used to compare the data from the baseline and intervention phases
visually. This will indicate the average percentage of on- task time and the
average frequency of collaborative acts before and after the implementa—
tion , respectively . If there are any changes in the desired behaviors , this
easy before and after comparison will show it numerically.

2. Qualitative Analysis : A method called theme analysis will be used to
examine the qualitative data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Some examples of
first codes that will be read and reread in order to identify them include
“movement helps focus,” “prefers quiet corner,” and “difficulty choosing”
from the student interviews and instructor journal entries. Grouping these
codes into possible themes (such as “Autonomy and Motivation,  Physi—
cal Comfort and Focus, “ Challenges of SELF-Regulation” is the next
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step. Visual evidence of active collaborative of particular difficulties can
be found in the images which will be examined to support these themes.
Providing the necessary background for the numerical data , the last stage
is to interpret these themes in order to construct a unified narrative re—
garding the impact of the flexible seating environment.

In the end, we will use triangulation to get a whole and valid picture of
the research topic by comparing and integrating the quantitative data
(the what) with the qualitative themes (the why and the how) (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018).

To determine the effect of flexible seating intervention on student focus
and collaborative behavior | the quantitative data collected during the
three weeks baseline

Table3: Descriptive Statistics for on —Task Behavior and Collaborative

Variable Phase N Mean Std. Deviation
On-Task
Behavior(%)

Baseline 9 74.22 3.81
Intervention 18 86.50 2.95
Acts Baseline 9 8.56 1.42

(Frequency)
Intervention 18 14.22 1.86

Note :N represents the number of observation sessions(3 per week for 3

weeks baseline , 3 per week for 6 weeks intervention ).

The descriptive statistics indicate a positive change in both dependent

variables following the intervention. The mean percentage of on —Task

behavior increased from 74.22% during the baseline phase to 86.50% dur-

o ing the intervention phase. Similarity, the mean frequency of collabora-
“ tive acts per session rose from 8.56 to 14 22. The standard deviations sug—
gest that the data points were clustered closely around the mean in both

phases indicating consistent measurement.

Table 4 :Paired Sample T- TEST FOR On -Task Behavior and Collabo-

-

T
[
3
3
3
Y)
n
—3\3 Collaborative
,’
Y
Y
-
]
»
3
Y
Q
y

rative Acts
-
’ Paired Variable Mean STD, t-value df value(Sig.2-
Difference Deviation

tailled
Pair1: On-Task
Intervention-On- 12.28 4.50 8.18 8 <.001
Task Baseline
Pair2:
Collaborative
Intervention- 5.66 2.00 8.49 8 <.001
Collaboration-
Baseline
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The results of the Paired — samples t— test revealed that there was a statisti—
cally significant increase in both on - task behavior and collaborative acts
from the baseline phase to the intervention phase. On —Task Behavior the
increase of 12.28% was statistically significant , t(8)=8.18 ,p 001. thisisin—
dicated that the probably the result occurring by chance is less than 0.1%.
In Collaborative Acts the increase of 5.66 acts per session was also statisti—
cally significant , t (8) =8.49, p 001. .

4 Results And Findings

A. Presentation of Data

This report presents the data obtained throughout the ten weeks of the
action research project in an unbiased manner. Structured observa-
tions provided quantitative data while the teacher-researcher notebook
, student surveys and images provided qualitative data. The results are
grouped according to the research questions. Rather than providing an
analysis or interpretation of the data , this section simply states what the
data indicates.

B. Findings Related to Focus (Research Question 1)

After flexible seating was implemented, there was a noticeable change in
on - task behavior, according to the quantitative data obtained by brief
time sampling. With students seated at regular desks during the first three
weeks of the study, the average on-task percentage for all classes was
74.2%. With an average gain of 12.3 percentage points , the on- task rate
reached 86.5% over the six week intervention period. This overall change
is displayed in Figure 1.

Subsequent examination of the observational data according to topic or
activity type revealed substantial differences in the extent of change. The
rise in the average on-task rate from 68% to 89% was particularly pro-
nounced during the autonomous reading and writing blocks , indicating
a considerable change in behavior. Collaborative work periods showed a
moderate improvement, going from 77% to 88%. With only a tiny in—
crease from 78% to 81%, the on —task rate showed the slightest shift dur—
ing whole- group direct teaching. According to an entry from Week 6
of the teacher-researcher log which is anecdotal, “During math lecture at
the carpet , fidgeting and side—talk are still prevalent, similar to baseline.”,
this variance is supported. The room becomes visibly more attentive and
silent when students move to their designated spots for worksheet work.
C. Findings Related to Collaboration (Research Question 2)
Throughout the allotted group activities , we counted how often certain
observable collaborative acts occurred. There were an average of 8.5 col-
laborative acts per 15 minute observation session during the baseline pe-
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riod. In the course of the intervention , this average jumped to 14.2 acts of
collaboration each session.

These quantitative increases are contextualized by qualitative data from
the teacher- researcher journal which demonstrates the nature of the rela—
tionships. I “watched Maria and Jake at the low table” in my Week 7 jour—
nal post. Somehow, Jake couldn’t solve the math issue. Without being
asked , Maria moved her whiteboard over and started to describe her plan
, counting out loud with her fingers. This can be described as “explaining
an idea” as well as “verbal help.” According to another entry, the setting
encourages teamwork just by looking at it. Instead of being compelled
to turn around in their desks , students are permitted to face each other at
the rug and low tables. In an act of selfless assistance that had nothing to

do with schoolwork | I witnessed Sam assisting Liam in finding a cushion
and bringing it to their designated spot on the rug. Photos that capture

students hunched over a small table working on a shared project or cud-

dled up with a book lend credence to these claims.

D. Findings from Perceptions

Student Perceptions: The majority of students surveyed after the inter—

vention thought the new seating arrangement was great. When asked,

“How did choosing your own seat help you focus on your work?” eighty

six percent of the students or 19 of the 22 | chose a favorable response, such

as “a little easier” or “much easier.” Three students or fourteen percent , said
they didn’t notice any change and not a single one said it was tougher to

concentrate. Students’ preferences for certain seating types were strongly

conveyed in informal conversations. ‘I enjoy the wobble stool because it

allows me to sit up straight,” one pupil said. I can wriggle and yet hear you.

Another student said, “The bean bag is my favorite for reading because

it’s cozy and I can get really into my book.”

Thoughts on Logistics and Management from a Teacher — Researcher

Perspective: The flexible seating model’s actual application was exten—

sively documented in the journal. In the first week of Phase 3, the man-

agement of high demand items was identified as a significant logistical

difficulty. “Full choice’s first two days were utter mayhem,” one entry said.

The wobbling stools and bean bags caused a fight to break out. The first

come , first served approach was clearly broken. As a result , a new meth-

od of administration was developed in collaboration with students. This

system included a weekly rotating “choice card” system that ensured each

student would get a chance to sit in their favorite place. A subsequent item

in Week 8’s diary noted, “The choice card system has been a success” fol-

lowing the system’s implementation. Students are more open to trying
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different areas when their initial choice is taken, and the number of argu-
ments has reduced to nearly zero. The most important thing was to make
sure the decision framework had structure. Students spent an estimated
one to two minutes less time in class switching desks since group work
transitions were so smooth because they were already in designated col-
laboration spaces.

Summary of Research Questions and Corresponding Data

Research
. Data Presented Figure/Table Type of Data
Question
. Average % of on- .
1. What is the . Figure 1: Bar chart
task behavior . o
effect on student . . comparing on-task | Quantitative
during baseline vs.
focus? percentages.
intervention.
Variation in focus
. . Quantitative & by activity type
Supporting text in L . . .
o Qualitative (direct instruction
the findings.
(anecdotal) vs. independent
work).
Average frequenc
2. What is the g q. y .
of collaborative Figure 2: Bar chart
effect on . . o
. acts per session comparing Quantitative
collaborative
during baseline vs. | frequency of acts.
behaviors?
intervention.
Nature and quality .
Supporting text
of the . L
. with anecdotal Qualitative
collaborative . .
. . journal entries.
interactions.

The results section presents both quantitative and qualitative analysis with
these issues at its core. Consistent with the answers to the first two ques—
tions, we also address a third , implied question concerning the views of
both students and educators.

5 Discussion

The results of using a flexible seating strategy in an intermediate classroom
of second graders were substantial and complex. This section delves into
the practical consequences of the findings, discusses the study’s short—
comings, and offers suggestions for future research.

A. Interpretation of Results

The outcomes anticipated by the intervention were met , according to
the results. A strong strategy for improving engagement and peer con—
nection in a second grade context could be flexible seating , as evidenced
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by the observed increase in on - task behavior and the frequency of col-
laborative acts. These results provide substantial credence to the literature
review’s Theoretical Foundations. There is a perfect harmony between
Self — Determination Theory with the expansion of student agency and
choice (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The intervention probably increased intrin—
sic motivation which showed as a greater desire to focus and participate
in activities , by satisfying the demand for autonomy. Additionally, the
significant enhancement in cooperative behaviors exemplifies the prac-
tical application of Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of social constructivism. As
predicted by Vygotsky’s theory , the classroom transformed into a com-
munity of learners who actively produced knowledge together due to the
physical environment’s design which included low tables and common
floor spaces , naturally facilitating peer — to —peer discourse and scaffold-
ing.

Nonetheless , there were some significant Surprises and Contradic—
tions and the consequences weren’t always good. The fact that there
was just a small increase in concentration during whole-group direct
instruction stood out the most. That flexible seating can solve all at—
tention problems is an oversimplified perspective and this disproves
it. Looking back at the research on classroom design helps to shed
light on this subtlety , although the setting was conducive to student—
centered | constructivist work , it provided less natural support for
an activity that was mostly focused on the teacher. The necessity for
explicit instruction of decision making is also brought to light by this
finding which is a crucial component of implementation. The abil-
ity to self-regulate in the face of novel distractions may not yet be
present in all pupils , especially those in second grade. The option to
sit on a bean bag throughout class was more of a diversion than an
aid for these children at first. This shows that students’ concurrent
development of self —-regulation and metacognitive skills is equally as
important as the furniture when it comes to the success of flexible
seating.

B. Implications for Practice

This study provides second grade teachers with some useful sugges—
tions for implementing flexible seating. First things first, non- nego—
tiables include clear, jointly — created procedures and expectations.
The first disputes over popular seats show how disagreements can
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arise when there is no framework for making choices. To guarantee
fairness and reduce disagreements , a system like the study’s rotat-
ing choice cards can be implemented. Secondly, instructors need to
demonstrate and instruct students on the proper way to sit for con—
centrated work in each setting. A wobble stool could be useful for
“practicing” controlled movements rather than uncontrolled sway-
ing which could be a distraction. The next piece of advice is to make
sure every student has their own “home base”, a designated cubby or
mailbox, so they can feel organized and at home. Last but not least ,
rather than seeing implementation as a static event , educators should
think of it as an iterative process. The key to success in the long run is
being flexible enough to change systems , re — teach expectations and

constantly reward good decisions.
C. Limitations of the Study

In order to put the results in perspective , it is necessary to recognize
a number of limitations, even though the results are encouraging. To
begin, the results may not be applied to different contexts or student
groups because the study only used a single classroom and a small
sample size (n=22). Secondly , it is not known whether the advan-
tages would be maintained throughout a full academic year and the
fact that the intervention was just 6 weeks long makes one wonder
how long the effects will last. The arrangement’s novelty may have
affected behavior. Third, when collecting and interpreting qualita—
tive data | especially in journal articles , there is a great deal of room
for researcher bias when you are both a teacher and a researcher. Last
but not least, the Hawthorne Effect probably had a part to play , pu-
pils might have altered their conduct just because they were aware
that new seating arrangement was the subject of an observational re—
search. By placing the study’s conclusions within reasonable bounds ,
acknowledging these limitations enhances its trustworthiness.

D. Suggestions for Future Research

Future research can benefit from this study in multiple ways. To in-
crease the results’ external validity, a bigger study involving several
grade levels and classrooms is needed. When the initial excitement
of flexible seating has faded , we need longitudinal studies to see how
it affect students’ conduct and test performance in the long run. It
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would be extremely helpful for practitioners if there was a targeted
study examining the effects of flexible seating on pupils with atten-
tion deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) , autism spectrum disor-
der (ASD) or any other unique learning need. Lastly, a quasi —experi-
mental study with a control group might be used to further isolate the

influence of flexible seating from other variables in future research.
6— Conclusion

The purpose of this research was to examine how a second — grade
intermediate classroom’s flexible seating arrangement affected kids’
ability to concentrate and work together. Based on the results , the
thesis can be restated, students’ on — task engagement and meaning—
ful peer collaboration are much improved by intentionally imple—
menting flexible seating in conjunction with organized routines and
explicit teaching in self- regulation. The results show that the physi-
cal learning environment is not just a background , it actively shapes
student behavior and social dynamics , helping them become more
independent and helpful to one another as learners.

The primary results of the study give light on the issues posed by the
research topics. The quantitative data showed that during the inter-
vention period, there was a significant overall increase in on —task be—
havior , going from 74.2% at baseline to 86.5%. Although there was
an improvement overall | it was most pronounced during the time
students worked independently with very little change during period
of direct instruction. This subtly emphasizes that student —centered
activities are when flexible seating is most beneficial. When looking
at the statistics , it was clear that the frequency of collaborative acts
increased significantly , going from an average of 8.5 to 14.2 each ses—
sion. Qualitative data showed that students’ behavior changed for the
better as a result of the new setting , with more spontaneous requests
for assistance , explanations and collaboration.

Ultimately, this study highlights an essential reality in education , The
way a classroom is designed a deep expression of the educational phi-
losophy. Embracing a layout that goes beyond rows of desks shows
a genuine dedication to designing a room that values children’s mo-
bility, independence and social interaction rather than just looking
good. Although it is not an easy solution students are empowered to
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become active agents in their learning journey when flexible seat—
ing is applied with aim and structure. It tests teachers’ faith in their
students’ abilities to improve their own concentration and commu-
nity building while also challenging them to reevaluate conventional
methods of supervision. Creating classrooms that intentionally cater
to these needs goes beyond just rearranging furniture.

It involves creating a climate that is positive , productive and power-
ful , allowing every student to discover their niche and succeed.
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