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Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]In an educational context, Wales has struggled to perform to the standards of its international peers with regards to recent Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) scores. (Evans, 2013) This has led to a review of the education system in Wales. Two key figures in this review have been Furlong and Donaldson. (Welsh Government, 2015) Upon his review, Furlong (2015) stated that there was an urgent need in Wales for capacity in pedagogical research, which Donaldson (2015) supported by claiming that the curriculum should be ‘evidence-based’, using ‘sound research’ to inform best practice. Based on these assertions, teachers in Wales are now being encouraged to practice research in their classrooms not only to inform their pedagogy and ensure their practice is in line with their professional standards, but also to ensure that the learners’ learning is incessantly enhanced and improved. Consequently, the status of the role of the enquiring teacher has increased in Wales. 
Based on the increased importance of research in education in Wales, I will be conducting an investigation during my time at a placement school to inform my pedagogy. The focus of the investigation will be to provide an answer for the question, ‘Does a no-hands up approach to questioning increase student engagement in a Religious Education classroom?’ Using the framework set out by Learning Wales (2016), and several other works, this investigation will follow the pattern of diagnosing the issue, choosing the methodology that will be used to collect data, evaluating the findings of the investigation, and drawing conclusions which will inform future practice. 


School Context
To diagnose the issue, it is first necessary to discuss the context of the school in which the investigation is taking place. School X is an English -medium eleven to eighteen comprehensive school, comprising of 1560 pupils. (Estyn, 2016) Approximately sixteen percent of pupils are eligible for free school meals, slightly below the national average, and thirty percent of students have special educational needs, which is slightly higher than the national average.  (Estyn, 2016) Prior to teaching at the school, I participated in a lesson observation period where I observed a variety of lessons to become accustomed with the school. During these observations, it became apparent that there was an unequal level of participation in question answering amongst the students in two year seven classes in particular. 
Prompted by this observation, I was keen to see if the school had any policies related to questioning and the format it should take. I found that the school does not have a policy specifically related to questioning, however, it does have an assessment policy which states that purposeful questioning should be utilised daily and should allow for a range of answers which promotes discussion. The description is very broad and has been interpreted in various ways by different departments. The Religious Education department has not provided any further guidelines on questioning, and so the teachers appeared to use a technique which best suited their pedagogy and the classes that they teach.
In both year seven classes where there was unequal participation, a hands-up approach was utilised by the teacher. In both classes, the same students contributed to the discussion by volunteering to answer the question posed. Upon circulation of the classroom, it was noted that those students who participated in the question and answering segments had also completed the work to a higher standard in their books, whilst those who chose to not participate had often either not completed the work or had completed the work to a lower standard. Subsequently, I decided that it would be useful to trial a no-hands up approach to answering questions when I began to teach those classes, to see if it had a positive impact on student engagement. 
Literature Review
As the intervention is assessment for learning (AfL) based, a discussion of AfL is necessary to set the scene for the investigation. According to the Welsh Government (2010 a), the primary role of teachers is to teach learners how to become ‘motivated and effective learners’. This is too often misconceived with the learning of key facts and subject knowledge, and not enough emphasis has been placed on the ‘thinking skills’ of students. (Welsh Government, 2010) Therefore, between the years 2005 and 2008, the Assembly Government ran a pilot scheme that focussed upon employing techniques of thinking skills and AfL in the classroom. The outcomes of this scheme included improvements in learners’ performance, engagement of all learners in their own learning and learners’ ability to transfer generic skills, leading to greater flexibility and therefore employability. (Welsh Government, 2010) It was thus clear from this scheme that the impacts of a focus on thinking skills and AfL are highly beneficial.
Assessment is usually either summative or formative. Summative assessment is used to classify students numerically and compare them to one another. (General Teaching Council, 2004) These forms of assessment are usually infrequent and are often isolated from normal teaching and learning, referred to as ‘Assessment of Learning’ (AoL). (General Teaching Council, 2004) Assessment for Learning (AfL), however is a formative approach to assessment. Unlike AoL, AfL is rooted in teaching and learning and occurs on numerous occasions throughout each and every lesson. (General Teaching Council, 2004) According to the Welsh Government (2010, a), AfL in essence, is finding out where a learner is, knowing and making explicit where the learner needs to get to, and most importantly, showing the learner how to get there. There is no simple set of activities which constitute formative assessment. (General Teaching Council, 2004) Rather, any method a teacher adopts to find out what their students know, can do, and need to do, and then use this in their feedback and future lesson planning is formative assessment. The idea of the evidence being used to adapt the needs of the students for future lessons is what is key to making assessment formative.  
Research into the effects of AfL has been plentiful. Two scholars in particular, Black and Wiliam, have been prevalent in this field. They argue that attempts to raise standards in education have focussed too much on summative assessment. Despite the spotlight being placed on summative assessment, with the regulating of nation-wide exams and assessments which provide data for each school to compare, ‘the sum of all these reforms has not added up to an effective policy because something is missing’. (Black and Wiliam, 1998). According to them, the missing ingredient is formative assessment, what they describe as ‘the heart of effective teaching’. (Black and Wiliam, 1998)
Black and Wiliam argue that many countries treat the classroom as a black box. Various inputs such as pupils, teachers, management rules and requirements and tests with high stakes, are fed into this box. (Black and Wiliam, 1998) Certain outcomes are therefore expected, such as: more knowledgeable and competent students, better results and so forth. The crux of Black and Wiliam’s argument is that we cannot guarantee that the inputs will produce the desired outputs unless we study what is happening inside the ‘black box’. Thus, it follows that ‘standards can be raised only by changes that are put into direct effect by teachers and pupils in the classroom,’ as they know of no other way of raising standards for which such a reliable argument can be made. (Black and Wiliam, 1998) 
A very simple but effective method for implementing formative assessment into the classroom is questioning. Questioning is perhaps the most familiar of all classroom routines. (Wiliam, 2011) The teacher will ask a question, certain students will raise their hands, the teacher choses one of the volunteers, the volunteer responds, the teacher evaluates the response, and the cycle continues throughout the lesson. Researchers have termed this the I-R-E (initiation-response-evaluation) model, which is frequently practiced in classrooms all over the world. (Wiliam, 2015) School X is therefore not alone in its use of this approach to questioning. Nonetheless, despite its prevalence, this approach to questioning has been subjected to criticism. 
According to Wiliam, the fundamental flaw in this model is that it makes participation voluntary. Those students who decline the invitation to participate miss out on the chance to increase their knowledge, giving them an unfair disadvantage in the classroom. (Wiliam, 2011) Stanovich (1986: in Wiliam, 2011) argues that this creates an ‘educational Matthew effect’, which draws from the biblical passage that reads, "For the one who has will be given more, and he will have more than enough. But the one who does not have, even what he has will be taken from him". (Matthew 25:29). This supports my earlier observations that those students in the class who volunteered had completed the work to a higher standard, whilst those who chose not to volunteer appeared less engaged in the work. Another problem with this traditional approach to questioning is that the questions the teacher asks are rarely planned. This creates issues because when a teacher asks a question and receives the answers they were looking for, they generally conclude that all students’ learning is on track, when in reality, it is possible that their understanding of the subject is different from what they intended. (Wiliam, 2011)
Whilst this traditional approach has its flaws, the solutions to the problems suggested are straightforward to implement and have been available in the education world for years. Despite their availability, they are rarely used in the classroom. This investigation aims to combine two solutions suggested by Wiliam (2011); implementing a no-hands up approach to questioning and planning the questions that will be asked. 
Wiliam (2011) contends that the ‘no hands up’ is the simplest way to improve classroom questioning and ‘may be the most significant thing a teacher can do’. In this approach, students raise their hands only to ask questions, not to answer them. The Welsh Government (2010, b) have also suggested this approach to questioning. Through a random selection of who answers the question, teachers can ensure that all students are engaged in the question, as opposed to certain students disengaging because they know their eager peer will answer. (Wiliam, 2011) The teacher should ask a question first, give all students time to think about the answer, and then select a student at random to respond. In doing so, those students who tend to opt out from questioning are pushed to work harder because their name may be selected, therefore maximising engagement. (Litmanovitz, 2006). There are various approaches to random name selection which can be utilised. This research project focuses upon ‘lollypop sticks’, as it is a simple, low-cost, effective method which has been successfully implemented in many schools and is easily adaptable for all grades. (Bell, No date) This strategy involves writing the students’ names on a lollypop stick, selecting a stick at random, and then asking the person whose name was selected to answer the question. The effects of this strategy are that all students must be engaged, as they do not know if their name will be drawn, and those whose name was chosen must remain engaged for the whole lesson, as their name will go back into the mix and could be subsequently drawn. (Bell, No Date)
Whilst the lollypop stick method clearly has its strengths, it is not favoured by all researchers. LeMov prefers the tactic of ‘cold-calling’, claiming that it is a more strategic way of randomly selecting students than drawing lollypop sticks. (2017) He claims that intentionality matters a lot when questioning, and so does signalling this intentionality to students. By cold-calling students, you are showing them that their contribution to class matters to you, which promotes inclusiveness. (LeMov, 2017) Conversely, lollypop sticks create a culture where this personal element has been subtracted as they suggest a, ‘you have been picked from the pile’ approach, which is very different from the, ‘I want to hear your thoughts’ culture that cold-calling creates. (LeMov, 2017). Moreover, Bennett (2015: Espinoza, 2015) argues that teachers are perfectly within their liberty to ask a student who has not volunteered to give an answer. Lollypop sticks simply act as a gimmick to do this. However, Wiliam (2011) makes the important assertion that it is not the raising of hands that is the issue, but who the teacher chooses. Cold-calling a student may involve certain biases which lollypop sticks would eliminate.
LeMov also claims that cold-calling a student invariably makes them more willing to raise their hand more frequently to answer questions as they have gained the confidence that their thoughts matter to you. Due to this, a no-hands up approach should not be adopted at all times in the classroom, as if a student has gained enough confidence to raise their hand to answer a question or give their thoughts, this should be encouraged. Adopting a no-hands up approach at all times can often cause resentment in some classrooms, with those students who want to speak resenting the fact that someone who doesn’t want to speak is being forced to.  Therefore, LeMov states that a teacher should find the appropriate balance between cold-calling to build accountability and inclusiveness, and rewarding the passion and enthusiasm of those who volunteer to answer. (LeMov, 2017) Lollypop sticks do not only present a theoretical problem, but they can also have practical flaws. Due to pupil attendance, the lollypop sticks can be quite inefficient and disrupt the flow of the lesson and makes it difficult to maintain a smooth flow of questioning. Cold-calling avoids this according to LeMov. (2017)
Whilst this investigation focuses upon a no-hands up approach to questioning, another vital element to the study is the planning of questions against National Level descriptors. According to Wiliam (2011), while teachers carefully plan the activities that their lessons will involve in considerable details, it is far less common for teachers to plan the questions they will use to determine whether the instruction has succeeded. Consequently, the questions that teachers ask often do not reveal important aspects of students' thinking, meaning that important misunderstandings go undetected. Rather, teachers should become aware of student misunderstandings, and therefore construct questions ahead of time that reveal where students are confused. (Wiliam, 2011) If a teacher plans the questions that their lesson will implement, they can ensure that they are ‘tapping into deep issues of learning, rather than skating across the surface’. (Wiliam, 2011)
When planning these questions, teachers must ensure that they are flexible. Too often, teachers ask a question with a particular response in mind. As a result, the teacher tries to direct the pupil toward giving the expected answer. (Wiliam, 2011) This manipulation of dialogue however prevents pupils from working out their own answers, instead promoting how to work out or guess what the teacher expects to hear. Further, a common mistake by teachers is that they do not give students long enough to think about the question they have posed.  This either leads to the teacher answering their question themselves, or, only those students who are quick enough to answer participating in the questioning. 
In their document ‘How to develop AfL’ (2010 a), the Welsh Government also recognise this deficiency in questioning. The document details how the average wait-time of British teachers is 0.9 seconds. Usually, if an answer hasn’t been given by this time, teachers tend to either modify the question, or simply answer it themselves. This is not conducive to a learning environment where everyone is expected to think. Rather than rush the process, teachers should provide time for thinking to occur. By implementing ‘thinking time’, the teacher promotes active thinking in their classroom. The Welsh Government (2010 a) suggest that this thinking time need not be substantial, as research has shown that even three seconds worth of thinking time led to a ‘huge increase’ in the number of learners responding, the depth of answers given and in the range of language used in their answers.
In response to these considerations, this investigation proposes to ask students pre-prepared questions in association with National Curriculum Levels (Welsh Government, 2013). A question will be asked that is accessible to all students, thinking time will be provided, and then a lollypop stick will be drawn at random. The student whose name is selected will be required to participate in the questioning sequence.


Methodology
As the research topic, research question and pedagogical utility had been determined, it was necessary to decide what methods of generating and analysing data would be used. It was imperative to ensure that I had considered the ethical implications of this research project. All ethical principles were considered according to British Educational Research Association (BERA) guidelines. To protect privacy, the school and all participants have remained anonymised throughout the study. (BERA, 2012) Individual data has not been made available. Instead, only non-identifiable, summarised versions of the data is available. As this investigation involved children, parental consent was asked for in accordance with the school guidelines in the form of a school-led letter. The research project was fully explained to each student so that they were aware of the project in full and could therefore give consent accordingly. (See Appendix A) To ensure that this study respected autonomy, whilst all students had to partake in the study to ensure equity, students were aware that they could withdraw from the study at any time without there being any consequence for them. (BERA, 2012) Their wish to not participate in the study meant that their data was not collected and used for the study. (See Appendix A) The risk of too many students refusing to partake was considered prior to the investigation, with the aim of rearranging the project to involve an alternative group. It was noted that regardless of what classes were used, the outlined steps would be taken at all costs for this intervention.   
Once the ethics of the investigation had been considered, it was necessary to decide upon what method of data collection I would use. Broadly speaking, there are two main approaches to data; qualitative and quantitative. (Kostoulas and Lammerer, 2015) Quantitative data refers to statistics and figures, whereas qualitative research can be defined as ‘any kind of research that produces findings that are not arrived at by means of statistical procedures or other means of quantification’. (Straus and Corbin, 1990: Hatch, 2002) A shift towards qualitative research occurred in education during the 1970’s and 1980’s. (Hatch, 2002) Qualitative research lends itself very well to educational research mainly based on its inclusion of the researcher and the participant. Qualitative researchers attempt to understand the world from the perspective of the person living in it and attempt to capture the perspectives that people have in their specific social settings. (Hatch, 2002) As educational research is ultimately aimed at providing the best possible education for students, it makes sense that the students are involved in the data collection in some way. In doing so, data is gathered in a naturalist setting; an environment which is natural to the students and will therefore engage their natural behaviour. 
Further, qualitative research uses the researcher as a data gathering instrument, with the principal data gathered directly by the researchers themselves. The logic for this approach is that the human capacities needed to take part in social life ‘are the same capacities that enable qualitative researchers to make sense of the actions, intentions and understandings of those being studied.’ (Hatch, 2002) Based on these strengths of qualitative data, it was decided that qualitative research would form the majority of this investigation. However, rather than relying solely on one source of data, this investigation utilised methodological triangulation, whereby more than one option of data collection was used. Triangulation facilitates validation of data through cross verification from more than two sources. (Better Evaluation, 2014) Triangulation also serves as a means of deepening and widening one’s understanding because it provides a more detailed explanation of what is being studied, as it is being viewed from more than one standpoint. (Cohen and Manion, 2011) By having more than one source of data, methodological triangulation thereby also reduces biasness. 
Whilst the concept of methodological triangulation originally developed within the context of quantitative methods, Denzin adopted this term in 1970 to justify a methodological integration of quantitative and qualitative methods. (Flick, 2004) Whereas qualitative and quantitative methods had not been viewed as providing reciprocal validation and complementing one another, Denzin saw them as bringing premise from different theoretical traditions to the research process, therefore having the possibility of strengthening it. (Flick, 2004) Taking Denzin’s adaption of methodological triangulation into consideration, the methodology of this investigation consisted of pre and post testing, observations and reflections made by my mentor and I, all of which were qualitative, and a pupil response survey, the results of which are displayed quantitatively. (See Appendices)
The pre and post testing attempted to measure student engagement over the time of the implementation of the intervention. The pre-tests occurred during the first two lessons I taught the classes. During these lessons, my mentor and I observed the patterns of which students raised their hands, which students appeared to be less engaged in the lesson, and the effects that non-planned questions had on the learning. Post-tests occurred over a period of three lessons. These tests included observing whether student engagement increased because of the no-hands up policy, whether students were more or less willing to answer with the no-hands up approach, and whether planning the questions had any positive impact on the students’ learning. 
Participant observation has been chosen due to its increased popularity in recent years in the field of education. (Kawulich, 2005) Participant observation is a process which allows researchers to learn about the activities of those being studied in their natural setting, as the results come through exposure to or involvement in the routine activities of those participants. (Kawulich, 2005) This is the main strength of participant observation in this instance, as it will allow me to develop a holistic understanding of the phenomena under study. (Kawulich, 2005) Participant observation will provide access to the ‘backstage culture’ of the classroom, which should provide a more reliable measurement of actual student engagement and behaviour as opposed to using data to try to predict what will happen. (DeMunck and Sobo: Kawulich, 1998) In other methods where the researcher has to depend on the information provided by the respondents, the accuracy of these results could be limited. Personal observations however allow the observer to directly check the accuracy from the observed. 
Despite these strengths of participant observation, there are also various limitations. As I am both researcher and class teacher, it was inevitable that I would carry certain biases, such as subconscious opinions, which could affect the analysis. (Upfront Analytics, 2015) As the researcher, I had to be aware of and understand how my approach to the investigation and my status within the classroom may affect observation, analysis and interpretation. Further, as well as ensuring that I observed the students in terms of this specific research question, I had to ensure that I was following the typical standards and patterns of a lesson. As this multi-tasking is difficult, this investigation also includes data from my school mentor. As she is a common presence in the classroom, she was able to access the culture of the classroom, whilst being able to focus her whole attention on the study and provide in-depth observations.
The third method of data collection utilised was a pupil response survey. (See Appendix C) It has been suggested that teachers should offer opportunities for pupils to speak about their learning, as effective learning takes place when learners continually review their learning strategies. (National Education Union, 2013) Whilst it is vital to be aware of the students’ opinions, this data could be unreliable, especially as the classes involved are a year seven class, where students may not be able to maturely engage with the questions. Students were made aware throughout the survey that their responses would be anonymised in accordance to BERA (2012) guidelines and no data would be made available to the public. They were also encouraged to provide personal opinions, and not to be influenced by their peers, to increase the validity of their responses.

Evaluation
Whereas the previous section hypothesised the utility of the methods used, this section will evaluate the reality of a no hands up approach to questioning, the use of lollypop sticks as a substitute for hands up, and planning questions against National Curriculum Level descriptors. This evaluation will also draw upon the results of the pupil response survey. It is important to note that these evaluations apply to the two year seven classes studied in particular, and are not generalisations for all classes.
During the two ‘pre-test’ lessons, a ‘hands-up’ policy was adopted and the questions used to check for understanding had not been planned. Questioning in both classes during the pre-tests took the format of asking the whole class a question, not providing much thinking time, selecting a volunteer to answer and then allowing them to provide their answer.  This format was followed for both classes; one being the highest ability class for that year group, and the other being one of the lowest ability. 
During these pre-test lessons, my mentor and I shared the same areas of focus for our observations. These areas of focus were: whether certain student were more prepared to volunteer to answer than others, whether the current attainment level of a student had any influence on their willingness to volunteer, whether gender, additional learning needs (ALN) or free school meal (FSM) status had any impact on participation. 
During these pre-test lessons, my mentor and I both observed very similar patterns with regards to the areas of focus. Our conclusions were that in both classes, there were approximately three to five students who continuously volunteered to answer the questions that were directed to the whole group.  The names of these students were noted by both observers. After the pre-test period, the data corresponding to these particular students was analysed. Using the students’ data, it was possible to conclude that there was no pattern with regards to gender, ALN, or FSM, with the students being a mix of all categories. However, there was one commonality; those students in both classes who volunteered to answer the questions had a current attainment level which was the highest in the class.
Based on this, it was assumed that those students who were willing the volunteer to answer a question in class were willing to do so because their current attainment level provided them with more confidence than those students who are on lower current attainment levels. After the pre-tests, the students’ books were marked, and it was noted that those students who had been volunteering to answer the questions in the lesson had completed the work to a higher standard than those who had not. This supports Wiliam’s (2011) contention that certain students will disengage from a lesson because they know that their eager peers will participate. 
These pre-tests were very useful as they provided my tutor and I with clear benchmarks to use for comparisons after the implementation of the intervention. During the three post-test lessons, a no-hands up approach to questioning was utilised to eliminate the participatory nature of questioning in the classroom. By implementing this, no student was at a disadvantage when it came to increasing their knowledge through questioning. (Wiliam, 2011) At the beginning of the lessons, I explained to the students that a new format of questioning was being adopted which would take the form of myself asking them a pre-planned question as a class, implementing ‘thinking time’, so that they could consider their response, and then drawing a respondent from the lollypop sticks in the style outlined by Bell. (No Date) An evaluation of the findings of the post-tests will now be discussed. These findings will address the no hands up policy first, followed by the utility of the lollypop sticks and finally, an evaluation of pre-planning questions against National Curriculum Level Descriptors. 
The observations made during the pre and post-tests concluded that a no-hands up approach to questioning appeared to increase the engagement levels of most pupils in both classes studied. Whilst it was apparent that those students who usually shied away from answering questions were apprehensive at the prospect of having their name selected, the majority seized the opportunity and provided very good answers. This suggests that the prospect of their name being selected meant that those students who usually choose not to participate in the questioning engaged with the lesson more as they had to be aware of the lesson in case they were called upon. Data from the pupil response survey also supports this conclusion. (see Figure 1) From this, it appears that by eliminating the participatory element of questioning, a no-hands up approach does increase the engagement of students in these classes. (William, 2011)  


Figure 1
[image: ]
In addition to increasing the level of engagement of most students, a no hands up approach also reduced the amount of shouting out of answers in both classes. These are obvious positive impacts upon the culture of the classroom. Nonetheless, this approach did create some frustration. Those students who had been volunteering to answer in the pre-tests often became frustrated when they knew the answer to a question or wanted to add to the answer that had been provided, did not get chosen from the lollypop sticks. Whilst it is important for these students to learn that their classmates’ understanding must also be checked, this did create a certain level of resentment in the classroom, similar to the concern raised by LeMov.  (2017) My personal observations concluded that adopting a no-hands up approach to questioning at all times throughout the lesson could create a danger of actually disengaging those students who were engaged during the pre-tests, which would affect the culture of the classroom.  To combat this, perhaps it would be more beneficial to implement a strategy of questioning whereby all students are required to answer a question simultaneously, such as through using mini-whiteboards. This way, the benefits of a no hands up approach are still reaped, but the possibility of creating resentment is avoided.  
As a means of implementing a random approach to the no-hands up policy, I agree with Bell (No Date) that lollypop sticks are a cost-effective method to implement. They appeared to engage students in both classes and were very simple to utilise. Moreover, if a question is posed to the class and you believe that the student whose name is randomly selected would not be able to answer the question, you can adapt the selection process without the students realising, to ensure that a positive learning atmosphere is created where everyone feels confident and is encouraged by the questioning process as opposed to discouraged by it. Nevertheless, I agree with Bennett (2013) that teachers should be wary of doing this as it does bring an element of mistrust into your pedagogy. To combat this, it is possible to use the structure of selecting a name via the lollypop sticks, then posing a question which matches that student’s ability, provide them with some thinking time, and then give them chance to respond. This structure may prove more effective than the one utilised in this investigation.
However, there is one central flaw with lollypop sticks which would prevent me from using them as frequently as this intervention did. I would agree with LeMov’s (2017) assertion that lollypop sticks are not the most efficient method for a no-hands up approach. Whilst using lollypop sticks ensured that a variety of students were contributing to the answering process, therefore allowing me to check for more students’ understanding, they did slow down the question and answer process on more than one occasion. For example, there were several occasions where a student’s name would be selected, only to discover that they were absent from the class that day. On occasion, the next student to be drawn was also absent, therefore causing further disruption to the flow of the lesson.  If this intervention were to be used again, the lollypop sticks should be stored in accordance with the register for that lesson to avoid this from occurring. Not only was the flow disrupted in this way, but it also slowed down the process of ‘basket-balling’ questions. It became difficult to allow questions to flow in the way that is needed for this style of questioning when I had to pause every few seconds to draw a name from the lollypop sticks. (MacIntosh, 2013) In this context, perhaps cold-calling as suggested by LeMov (2017) would work better. Not only was this disruption to the flow of the lesson frustrating for myself, but it was also reflected in the behaviour of some of the students. The observations showed that those students who had a tendency to shout out their answers during the pre-test lessons became agitated when the lollypop selection process took longer than expected. This created a resistance to the lollypop sticks on certain occasions. 
This intervention has shown that a no-hands up approach can be beneficial in the classroom. However, perhaps the most useful finding from the investigation has been the importance of planning the questions that will be asked at key intervals in the lesson to check for understanding. Whilst questions will at times need to be random and move with the flow of the learning, this investigation showed that planning key interval questions does not only help a student fully engage with an answer, but also creates opportunities for students to begin to formulate their thinking towards a higher National Curriculum Level. When planning the questions, I ensured that they were either at the level of the highest achieving student in the class, or one level above. That meant that each student was either securing their current level or were being encouraged to reach the level above, stretching and challenging them to reach their zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Burton, 2001). 
Mentor observations from the post-test lessons concluded that student responses to pre-planned questions were of a higher quality and more in-depth. This provided a clearer understanding of the progress of the students as opposed to the non-planned questions, where the answers given were often one-worded or not direct.  This observation supports Wiliam’s (2011) claim that planning questions in this way ensures that the understanding of what the student has understood is deeper, and not simply from the surface. Observations and student response suggest that the wait-time which was implemented also contributed to this increased quality of responses. (See Figure 2) By giving the students this time to consider their answer, the majority of students were able to formulate a better response than during the pre-test when this wait time was not implemented. Further, students noted that they felt more confident in providing an answer if their name was selected, given the thinking time that they had. This supports the Welsh Government’s (2010 a) assertion that thinking time helps to promote active thinking in the classroom and creates an atmosphere that is more conducive to learning. 








Figure 2

Overall, the methodology utilised in this investigation worked very well. The pre and post-tests allowed my mentor and I to make direct comparisons and analyse the impacts of the intervention effectively. The observations of both my mentor and I also proved to be effective during this investigation. As we were familiar presences within the classroom, we were able to access natural responses to the intervention. Although it was difficult to teach and observe at the same time, having my mentor there as an observer helped to overcome this potential barrier, and provide in-depth observations. Moreover, as my mentor has taught these classes over a longer sustained period than I have, she was able to easily identify any patterns that the intervention brought to the classes with more detail. 
The student surveys were also very useful for data collection, given that the students and their learning are the nuclei to this project. The importance of literature in research is undeniable. However, regardless of how reliable that literature is, it will not be exclusive to your particular setting and circumstance. Therefore, collating feedback from the students that I was implementing this intervention on provided context-appropriate responses. Whilst student response surveys were therefore useful, I am aware that certain students did not engage with the survey as much as would have been desired, and rather just gave answers that their peers did, which would have no doubt influenced the data.

Conclusions
Now that the investigation has been outlined in full and evaluated, it is possible to draw together the conclusions of the investigation and to provide and answer for the over-arching research question. Based on the methodology that was utilised and given the context of both classes and the school culture, I would argue that a no-hands up approach to questioning does help to engage students in a Religious Education classroom. However, it is not as straightforward as that statement suggests. 
Based on the pre and post-test results, it was clear in this investigation, with this particular school and classes chosen, that a no-hands up approach to questioning engaged more students than a hands-up approach to questioning did. By eliminating the participatory element of the questioning process, students were placed in a situation whereby they had to engage with the information given to them in order to formulate purposeful responses. This is opposed to the hands-up approach, where many students disengaged from the lesson by not choosing to participate in the questioning process.  Their disengagement was visible not only in their lack of verbal participation and body language, but more importantly in the quality of their work. Following the implementation of a hands-up approach, those students who were previously disengaged showed signs of being more engaged and the quality of their written and oral responses subsequently improved. 
Whilst the majority of the students were more engaged due to the no hands up approach, the results of this investigation also suggest that a no hands up approach should not be the solitary approach to questioning in the classroom. Rather, there should be a combination of hands up and no hands up, in an appropriate balance, given the enthusiasm of the students.   Just as a solely hands-up approach to questioning creates issues, so does a solely no-hands up approach; mainly causing resentment in the classroom from those students who are eager to participate. Students should be encouraged to volunteer to answer questions throughout the lesson, but particularly at the end of a questioning phase, when the difficulty of the question is higher, or if a question asked has not been completely answered by their peer. (Litmanovitz, 2006) Striking this balance would be difficult to achieve. A teacher would have to teach their class over a sustained period in order to become accustomed with the culture of that class to be able to make appropriate judgements regarding this balance. This timescale was not available for this intervention and so appropriate conclusions cannot be made for this particular element.  
With regards to lollypop sticks as the means of implementing a no-hands up approach to questioning, they are a very simple and cost-effective method. They allow for a quick selection of a name and engaged the students in the classes studied. Further, as mentioned in the evaluation, this method can be manipulated to ensure that the question is not too difficult for the students selected, and therefore avoids causing any damage to their confidence. Nonetheless, I would air on the side of caution when considering this as advised by Bennet (2013). Maintaining mutual respect is an imperative component of a successful relationship between student and teacher, and a teacher should carefully consider this before manipulating the lollypop stick selection. Thus, perhaps a different sequence of actions with regards to questioning should be considered, as discussed in the previous section.
Perhaps the biggest flaw of this method detected is that the flow of the lesson was disrupted on more than one occasion usually due to student absence, in the way that Lemov (2017) suggested they have done with his experience of using them. Moving forward, if I were to conduct this investigation again, I would ensure that the lollypop sticks used for the questioning process corresponded to the register of that particular lesson to try to even out this disruption and to speed up the questioning process. 
Whilst lollypop sticks were on the whole useful as a means of implementing a no hands up approach to questioning, I understand both Bennet (2013) and Lemov’s (2017) assertions that they appear to be a gimmick, and that the teacher is well within their liberty to ask any student in the class to answer a question without having to draw their name randomly. (Bennett: Espinoza, 2015) Whilst I agree with Lemov that cold-calling a student is more personal than using lollypop sticks, I would contend that it would be very difficult to do this without allowing biases to intervene. Even if the teacher believes they are randomly selecting a student, human biases are more than likely going to influence this selection. Using a physical device for random name selection such as lollypop sticks ensures that the possibility of human biases is eliminated. It would be difficult to have a selection process that is both personal and free from bias.
Perhaps the most illuminative finding from this investigation for my personal pedagogy is the importance of planning questions. I would suggest that if a teacher uses questioning in their lessons, whether it be through hands up or no-hands up, it is necessary that they plan the questions they intend to ask and implement a reasonable wait time. By planning the question, I was able to tell from the student’s response exactly where their learning was, and what I needed to do in that lesson to get it to where it needed to be if it did not reach the level that was expected. Planned questions also enabled students to reach certain levels of the National Curriculum, as opposed to answering general questions which did not necessarily move their knowledge to a higher ground. Planning the questions also meant that students gave more in-depth answers, as opposed to the few-worded answers they gave when the questions were not planned or when they were trying to guess what answer I wanted from them, as was the case in the pre-tests. As already discussed, questioning generally only checks the understanding of one student as opposed to the whole class. Thus, perhaps a method whereby all students answer a planned question at the same time would provide a better understanding of whole-class learning. 

Limitations 
It is imperative to note that the above conclusions apply to this research project and its context only. A no-hands up approach to questioning improved student engagement in this particular school, with these particular classes, on those particular occasions. The niche sample therefore means that this investigation has many limitations.
A major limitation of the project is the fact that it is such a small-scale investigation. Due to the circumstances that naturally arise with being a trainee teacher, such as a smaller amount of classes, keeping the sample size small was the most sensible and realistic option. Whilst it was better to have two classes involved as opposed to one for equity reasons, this sample size is still very small. A small sample size therefore immediately limits the data produced from the investigation, as it is not as reliable as if it were tested on a larger group of students, which would have shown more trends and provided more data, therefore increasing the reliability of the overall investigation. This sample size is not large enough to make generalisations about all classrooms and the impact of a no-hands up approach in general.
Additionally, a very limited timescale was available to complete the investigation given the short school terms and the fact that I only taught each class once a week. Thus, the investigation took place over a five-week period, which in itself is a limitation. Ideally, I would have had a longer period observing the students before implementing the intervention to collate more evidence on their engagement levels and therefore make more accurate conclusions. The accuracy of my results would have also increased if the period of implementation had been longer. A longer implementation period would have shown whether the conclusions I have made were sustained over a long period of time, therefore clearly showing the impact of the intervention, as opposed to the conclusions I have made which could be exclusive to those three lessons in particular.
Another limitation that is imperative to highlight is the fact that I was simultaneously an ‘insider’ and an ‘outsider’ to the research project.  As I was teaching and conducting research concurrently, it is very possible that my observations are erroneous given that my entire concentration was not committed to them. It was very difficult to perform the daily routines of a class teacher as well as observe and make notes on the effectiveness of the intervention accurately and objectively. This was combatted to a certain extent through having a second observer in the form of my mentor. She was able to observe the impacts of the intervention from a distance, giving the observations her full attention. Her observations were therefore more accurate. However, given that my tutor does not adopt a no-hands up approach to questioning in her pedagogy, it is very possible that she brought her own biases with regards to the approach into her observations, therefore skewing her observations slightly. 
Moreover, certain limitations concern the students themselves. As they were aware that I was conducting a study, it is possible that they engaged with the intervention to a higher degree than they would have if they were unaware of the study, to impress me as their teacher. The students had to be made aware of the study for ethical reasons; however, if the intervention had occurred over a longer period for the reasons outlined above, then it is possible that the students would have become accustomed to the intervention and would have reacted to it in a more natural way. Even though I was studying the students in their natural environment, which was a strength of the investigation, there is no doubt that the intervention created a change in their normal behaviour and attitude, meaning that the reliability of the results decreased. The pupil survey also introduces limitations to the study. Although the students were advised to provide their own, genuine opinions, there is a high possibility that the students’ answers were influenced by their peers or their concern of how I would perceive them, regardless of the anonymity of the data. I am also aware that certain students did not seriously consider their results and simply completed the form without any considerations of their response. 
The methodology of the pre and post-testing also presents limitations to the study. As discussed, there were only two pre-tests, which is not enough time to gather a sound understanding of the patterns of both classes. Similarly, three post-tests are not enough to accurately measure the impact of the intervention. Additionally, there are external factors that could have influenced the students between the pre and post-tests. Other student teachers in the school were also trialling their interventions. It is possible that those interventions were responsible for the increase in student engagement as opposed to the no-hands up approach. Likewise, it is possible that another element in their education or even something external to school was responsible for their increased engagement, as opposed to my intervention. 


















Appendices
Appendix A
Participant information sheet given to each participant to inform them of the study and their role in it.
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
PROJECT TITLE: Does a no-hands up approach to questioning increase student engagement in a Religious Education classroom?

Dear Participant: 

My name is Miss Slye and I am studying in the South West Wales Centre for Teacher Education, Faculty of Education and Communities.

This is an invitation to participate in my research project called ‘Does a no-hands up approach to questioning increase student engagement in a Religious Education classroom?’ This project will last over five lessons and will aim at developing the engagement of all students in the classroom. 

Through your participation in the research project, I hope to discover ways in which pupil engagement and questioning can be improved. If you agree to participate, all work / evidence collected will be kept strictly confidential to the researchers involved and at NO time will individual work be released to the general public. All data will be handled in a confidential and anonymous format, meaning that nobody will know that the answer you give have come from you.

You do not have to participate in this study, it is completely up to you. You can also choose to withdraw from the study at any time, meaning that I will not use your answers in my investigation report. 

During this investigation, I will be randomly choosing students to answer questions throughout the lesson. I will insist on a ‘no-hands up’ approach, meaning that no student can put their hand up to answer a question. They can only do this to ask a question. If you choose to participate, I will then collect your opinion of this approach through a survey and will use your opinion to form my conclusions.

After I have analysed and used the data for the project, I will be happy to provide you with the results if you wish to see them. The results of the project will also be fed back to the University of Wales Trinity Saint David Swansea and your school. 

I thank you in advance for your time and participation. If you have any questions, please ask me in class/school.

Yours Sincerely,

L Slye

Faculty of Education and Communities
University of Wales Trinity Saint David
Townhill Campus
Townhill Road
Swansea
SA2 0UT























Appendix B
Consent form given to each participant to confirm that they understood the information in the participant information sheet and that they were willing to partake in the investigation.

[image: letterhead_top]
Participant Identification Numb
CONSENT FORM
PROJECT TITLE: Does a no-hands up approach to questioning increase student engagement in a Religious Education classroom?

Name of Researcher:	 Miss L. Slye							         	
Please tick initial box.

1.	I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet dated for the above study. I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.

2.	I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, without giving any reason.

3.  I understand that any information given by me may be used in future reports, articles or presentations by the research team.


4.  I understand that my name will not appear in any reports, articles or presentations.

5.	I agree to take part in the above study.


________________________	________________	_____________________________
Name of Participant	Date	Signature

_________________________	________________	_____________________________
Researcher	Date		Signature



You may choose not to take part in this study. You may end your participation in this study at any time. You will remain anonymous throughout the study and every practical precaution will be taken to disguise your identity. Any material generated will remain private and will not be made available to the public. 

When completed, please return in the envelope provided (if applicable).  One copy will be given to the participant and the original to be kept in the file of the research team at:
L. Slye.
SWWCTE
Faculty of Education and Communities
University of Wales Trinity Saint David
Townhill Campus
Townhill Road
Swansea
SA2 0UT













Appendix C
A pupil survey provided to each participant to collate their opinions on various elements of the investigation.
Year 7 Lollypop Sticks Feedback Form
Please complete this survey which will ask you what you thought about the lollypop stick questioning that has been used in your latest RE lessons.
Please circle the number which fits best with your opinion. Please give your own opinion and don’t worry what your peers are saying in their feedback or what your teacher will say. This is an anonymous response so no one will know that they are your opinions.
Key:
1 = Strongly Agree   2= Agree   3= Neither agree nor Disagree   4= Disagree  5= Strongly Disagree
Questions:

1. Before using the lollypop sticks, I would stay focussed in the lesson to make sure I could volunteer to answer any questions.
              1                        2                     3                      4                      5

2. Before using the lollypop sticks, the same students volunteered to answer the questions in every lesson.
            1                        2                     3                      4                      5

3. Knowing that my name could be selected from the lollypop sticks made me concentrate more in class.
              1                        2                     3                      4                      5

4. My classmates were more focused in lessons because their name could be selected to answer a question. 
               1                        2                     3                      4                      5
5. The standard of the work in my book improved when we used the lollypop sticks.

               1                        2                     3                      4                      5
6. Having time to think about my answer before a name was selected helped me to think about what I would say if my name was drawn from the sticks, which made my answer better.
              1                        2                     3                      4                      5
Appendix D
A series of graphs showing the responses to the questions in the pupil survey (Appendix C). Title of graph corresponds to the number given to the question in the pupil survey. 
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Question 6 

Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	16	20	10	10	7	Student Response

Amount of Students


Question 1 

Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	10	15	8	18	12	Student Response

Amount of Students


Question 2 

Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	28	24	2	6	3	Student Response

Amount of Students


Question 3 

Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	17	29	10	4	3	Student Response

Amount of Students


Question 4 

Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	10	25	15	7	6	Student Response

Amount of Students


Question 5 

Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	14	23	15	9	2	Student Response

Amount of Students


Question 6 

Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	16	20	10	10	7	Student Response

Amount of Students
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