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A qualitative study on the perceived effectiveness of the ‘no hands-up’ approach to assessment for learning: a case study of year 7 learners. 
 
Introduction 

The particular research question I have chosen to explore for this assignment focuses on assessment for learning (AFL) more specifically analysing the use of the no-hands up approach to questioning. This will include the use of lollipop sticks with each pupil’s name on so the teacher can select a stick (pupil) at random to answer the question. AFL, as stated by a number of academic writers, is one of the most important tools a teacher can use in the classroom as it continually supports and enhances the learning and development of the pupils (Broadfoot, et al., 2002; Harlen, 2007; Shepard, 2000; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Stiggins, 2002). The no-hands up approach ensures all pupils in the class are engaged as they are aware that they may be asked to answer a question at any time during the lesson (Fenn & Richardson, 2009).  This subject area has been chosen as it has come under vast amount of scrutiny within secondary education, even though it is regarded as a key AFL technique (Leah, Lyon, Thompson & Wiliam, 2005). Therefore, I believe it is a topic that would be worth investigating further.  

The research will be taking place in School X which is located in South Wales and is a green category school with 1,693 pupils on roll (Welsh Government, 2018) and was rated "excellent" in its most recent school inspection (Estyn, 2011:2). The class chosen for this research is a year 7 mixed ability class, with 32 pupils allocated to it. The research will be conducted over a 2-week period which will consist of four one-hour lessons.  
 
Literature Review  

The aim of AFL is that during the process the pupils learning is improved (James and Pedder, 2006). The main priority of AFL is designed to promote and assess pupils learning (Wiliam, 2014) which, in theory, should be a part of the teachers everyday practice as they continually aim to reflect and enhance their pupils continued progression. One of the main priorities of AFL is to assess pupils learning, this may be due to the change of focus on pupil attainment moving away from the quality of teaching to the quality of learning (Arends, 2014). Therefore, the main function of any assessment, including the no-hands up approach, is to help aid and advance all pupils’ learning (Shepard, 2000); thus ensuring that the education system is an inclusive environment where no child is left behind. This is supported by various academic literatures such as, Harlen (2007) who states that learning and development of pupils should be the main outcome of assessment, as well as Gardner and Gardner (2012), who reported that AFL increased pupils' attainment alongside supporting their development in learning. Stiggins (2002) agreed, by stating that AFL is essential to a classroom as the inclusion helps the learning and development of the pupils. Boud and Falchikov (2007) continued by mentioning that assessment can have a significantly larger impact on pupils learning than teaching. 

Black and Wiliam (1998) furthered these points as they discussed the importance of AFL techniques, including the no-hands up approach, in increasing the attainment levels in education. Wiliam (2014) went on to mention that a classroom that requires pupils to raise their hands to answer a question can be detrimental to their learning as the approach allows pupils to disengage from the lesson resulting in a decreased level of learning (Leah, Lyon, Thompson, and Wiliam, 2005).  It can be argued that the most important factor to increase pupils’ desire to learn is to ensure that the pupils are engaged in the classroom. Berry (2008) expressed that if pupils are disengaged then learning cannot take place; the more engaged the pupils are with the lesson the more likely they are to concentrate and enjoy the lesson (Tomlinson and Moon, 2013). Klem and Connell (2004) echo these statements as they reported that engagement is also directly linked to pupil success and performance; the more a pupil is engaged and enjoys the lesson the more likely they are to attend school and participate within the lesson. Thus, a technique used to help create engagement within the classroom and to resolve any disengagement issues is to promote a no-hands up approach. Angelo and Cross (1993) agreed that a no-hands up approach to AFL is an effective method to increase pupils’ engagement in the classroom, as this approach ensures all pupils in the class are engaged as they are aware that they may be asked to answer a question at any time during the lesson (Fenn & Richardson, 2009). The approach increases engagement as the pupils will pay attention to what the teacher Is saying in case the teacher asks a question and they are randomly selected to answer. This may only work, however, if the pupils feel the need to want to answer the question to avoid embarrassment. Some pupils may be so disengaged with school that if they are asked a question that they do not know the answer to, it will not make a difference to them. However, this is an issue that would need to be taken up with the school and not just a classroom approach. Furthermore, the no-hands up method may appeal to those who are on the verge of disengagement and ensure they remain engaged. On the other hand, even though Black and Wiliam (1998) found that the engagement and development in the lower ability pupils increased, it was seen to be ineffective in increasing engagement in the more able and talented (MAT) pupils. This is because they are not allowed to answer every question that they know the answer to and are only allowed to answer questions on a random basis. Hence, the possibility of increased frustration within the MAT pupils leading to increased levels of disengagement. Following on from that, Tomlinson and Moon (2013) both critiqued the use of AFL strategies, such as the no-hands up approach, as a tool to engage pupils. They believed that the engagement of pupils is not the teacher’s main priority when using AFL techniques. Instead, the researchers explained that the AFL technique’s main function is to assess the pupils’ learning and that engagement should be a concern for the department when setting their curriculum. Kerry (2005), on the other hand, disagreed by saying that engagement is the responsibility of the teacher as they are accountable for planning and developing the individual lessons. 

A further critique of the no-hands up approach is that the pace of the lesson is affected. The pace of a lesson if affected, if a lollipop stick method is used, as teachers will have to stop and select a stick for every question that is asked (Black and Wiliam, 2005). This decreased pace could then in turn impact the pupils’ engagement as the 'fluidity' and 'bouncing' of questions of each pupil is restricted. A quick solution for this would be to select multiple lollipop stick at a time, thus, reducing the amount of time spent searching for a stick. Despite this minor flaw, the lollipop stick method is a more advantageous approach to selection as it ensures that process of questioning is completely random (Black and Wiliam, 2009) and eliminates any bias towards teachers choosing pupils regularly or ones they believe will know the answer (Black and Wiliam, 2005).  

Furthermore, there are also issues with differentiation within the classroom when using the lollipop stick method (Altermatt, Jovonovic, and Perry, 1998). Differentiation is a proactive technique used to assess pupils’ needs and enables teachers to support their learning and development within lessons by often providing a range of individualised questions to pupils (Tomlinson and Moon, 2013). The issue arises if the question is asked before the stick (pupil) has been selected, if the teacher uses the lollipop sticks incorrectly they are not allowing pupils to access higher and lower order questions, using Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom et al, 1956), hence hindering the pupils learning. It was argued that teachers do not plan for or facilitate dialogue, including questioning, within their classroom (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, and Wiliam, (2003), partly because the teachers may feel that planned questions and dialogue takes away from the organic feel of discussion and could lead pupils away from certain areas or topics they would have wanted to question, on the other hand, this understandably so, could be the exact reason as to why teachers plan questions to try and steer the conversation to a certain area for discussion. The absence of dialogue has been seen to hinder and restrict the pupils learning (Luxford and Smart, 2013) as questioning allows the teacher to assess each pupil’s development in learning and understanding (Chappuis, 2004). Pupils’ access to higher and lower order thinking skills should be encouraged as these skills create greater attainment regardless of the pupil’s prior abilities (Zohar and Dori, 2003), and it is also widely regarded that the pupil’s thinking skills are continually developing (Dweck, 1986). Zohar et al. (2001) previously mentioned that using these thinking skills were more beneficial to lower ability pupils as they gained the most out of them. This is because they had the greater opportunity to develop their skills whereas the more abled pupils could have already gained great experience in their critical thinking ability. In addition, teachers that are experienced in differentiation allow for thoughtful and reflective responses from pupils and can use the lollipop sticks alongside their practice (Altermatt, Jovonovic and Perry, 1998). There is suggestion that sticks could reflect the pupils ability by having them colour coordinated, on the other hand, Hallinan (1994) proclaimed that the pupils may realise what the colours represent and could lead to demotivation within the class and possibly school. Hallinan went on to say that this technique could also prevent any stretch and challenge questioning as the teacher would refrain from asking pupils questions that does not reflect their 'colour'.  

A solution to this could be to introduce the use of mini-white boards. Black and Wiliam (2005) agreed that mini-white boards are an effective way of assessing the knowledge of the class as a whole as it allows for all the pupils to respond and have their knowledge gathered and assessed immediately, even if the mini-white boards only assess the lower order, closed questioning. It also allows for the teacher, within their lesson, to adapt almost instantly to ensure that their teaching has the most significant impact on engagement and learning as possible (Wiliam, 2008). Brown (2005) mentioned that the teachers should continually use different AFL techniques throughout the year, as well as ensuring that the techniques can be adapted to the individual needs of the class and aligned with what is being taught (Stobart, 2006).  

However, a reoccurring critique of the mini-white boards is that they are commonly used to ask closed questions. A closed question is that of which the learner can respond with, most often, a one word answer. Hence, this would only activate lower order thinking skills, as it does not require more thought from the learner than a simple one worded answer. Therefore, although there will be an increase in pupil participation and engagement, mini-white boards can restrict the depth of thinking and understanding, limiting their advancements within the classroom (Beauchamp and Parkinson, 2008). Jolliffe (2007) agrees, in part, that pupils’ ability to access deeper thinking is limited. However, more importantly, the use of mini-white boards, without effective classroom management, could be an AFL tool that is difficult to effectively implement. Smith et al. (2005) continues, by agreeing that mini-white boards increase pupil participation but could also be ineffective if there are behavioural issues within the classroom. Therefore, if a teacher experiences a class where this approach is difficult to manage in terms of behaviour then they may become resistant to use this approach. Despite that, Angelo and Cross (1993) stated that an effective AFL technique needs to be designed to suit the intended group of learners. Thus, if the teacher was aware of the class' behavioural issues they would need to adjust and adapt their techniques to best suit them in order to avoid any behavioural issues. 

On the other hand, resistance from teachers may not just come from behavioural issues. Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall and Wiliam (2003) indicate that this use of lollipop sticks as an AFL may have a lot of resistance from staff as the additional preparation in planning questioning can place an increased amount of stress on teachers by adding to their time constraints (Young, 2005). However, after the initial stage of planning, this AFL technique could be utilised with the aim of embedding and developing the pupils’ understanding (Young, 2005). This is reiterated by Brown (2005) who states that AFL should only be embedded when pupils’ learning and understanding is being developed. Questioning acts as a key aspect of AFL as they are often a 'hinge point' in the lesson and allow the teacher to check if the pupils understand before moving on (Wiliam, 2013). Thus, allowing for effective feedback (Hattie and Timperley, 2007) in which the teachers can then adjust their lessons appropriately to assist in the increase in pupil participation (Brown, 2005. Which Crooks (1998) stated can lead to a development in pupils learning and progress throughout school. However, the ability to implement any AFL techniques in the classroom can be difficult as there is often a requirement that teachers need to include a number of different assessment techniques. Stiggins (2002) and Black and Wiliam (1998) both indicate that certain AFL techniques could face resistance from staff who feel they are required to follow these expectations. 
 
 School Policy and Practice  

School X is very focused on discovering and enhancing new AFL techniques, as they have a dedicated research team within the school who aim to develop new ways to assess pupils learning. School X understand that AFL is a key factor in the enhancement of pupils’ learning, and realise that AFL techniques can allow for increased engagement and participation of learners (Gadsby, 2012). From looking at School X's School Development Plan (SDP) (Appendix C) it can be seen that their main aim is to embed School X approach to assessment, ensuring that there is consistency in the quality. School X have focused more on the AFL technique of feedback given to pupils and ensuring that the pupils act on the feedback. In the departmental plan (Appendix B) there is a priority to increase pupil engagement in assessment. However, there is no mention of bringing these any AFL strategies to increase pupil participation within the classroom. School X have their own approach to assessment, as seen in Appendix A, where a section from their assessment booklet shows a list of the different AFL techniques encouraged to use within the classroom. On my first 3 weeks in my placement I was on a whole school observation where I was allowed to watch a variety of lessons with different teachers where an extensive number AFL strategies were used to try and increase pupil participation and engagement (Wiliam, 2013). There were various techniques used, such as peer assessment, mini-white boards and think/pair/share, all of which are examples of effective AFL techniques to increase pupil engagement (Brown, 2005), all depending on the context of the lesson, which is similar to what Angelo and Cross (1993) reported on. However, I did not come across any 'hands-down' only approach. There was, of course, some random name selection but the majority of the questioning was whole class based where pupils raised their hands followed by a short bouncing of questions to pupils who did not have their hands up. More often than not, every question that was asked there were frequent, usually more abled, pupils raising their hands to answer the questions, often with some pupils going throughout a lesson without being questioned. This is what interested me in the no-hands up AFL technique, as placement school had promoted the use of this approach yet there was very little evidence of this approach being used. I wanted to research for myself if there was a reason why this approach was not being used within the school. Perhaps, the teachers were competent enough to ensure that all pupils were being questioned while allowing for those confident enough to express their opinions but there were, however, bias in the questioning which the hands-down approach could have resolved. 

These whole school observations were consistent with the observations of KS3 classrooms, where, in fact, the hands-up approach was promoted. The department within School X use a variety of AFL techniques to engage students, often as a tool for behaviour management, but with focus on assessing the learning and to help adapt and adjust their teaching when needed (Brown, 2005). Similar to Black and Wiliam (2005), discussion with the teachers revealed that the majority of AFL techniques were to encourage discussion to enable more communication within the classroom, this is to embed the need for students to try and think for themselves, as it is argued that pupils are continuously developing their thinking skills (Dweck, 1986). Within School X’s departmental plan, for the KS3 iThink learning area, due to it being a new curriculum, there was very little focus on any AFL strategies and more focus towards getting it in-line with the new Donaldson curriculum. Therefore, there are no documented plans that School X aim use AFL techniques to increase pupil participation. However, when discussing with teachers there is a clear link between each department that there is an expectation that teachers should be embedding all aspects of School X's approaches to assessment, as it is currently a whole school objective; as well as much professional and academic literature suggesting that this is the direction a school should use if they are aiming to increase engagement and progress learning further (Wiliam, 2008). If the school wide AFL strategy is utilised then it could further improve learning and progression (Bentham and Hutchins, 2012). 
 
Methodology  

After reviewing the literature and an examination of the school's policy and practice, the research methods used in this assignment can now be discussed. Research methodology in education closely follows the methodology in other sciences (Newbury, 2010). Educational research is now a key part of any teachers practice as they are continuously developing as reflective practitioners (Punch, 2014). The intervention will be over the course of four Year 7 iThink (Placement school X take on the Donaldson key stage 3 humanities curriculum) lessons which consist of 32 mixed ability pupils, which will be observed, evaluated, reflected upon and logged in the appendices. All observation notes and reflective diaries will be kept anonymous for the sake of maintaining participant anonymity. The two main issues that have raised are the sample size and duration of intervention. The duration of four lessons is significantly shorter than the recommended period of time for most interventions (Cohen and Garcia 2014). As well as the duration, the sample size again is significantly smaller compared with most educational research interventions (Fraenkel et al, 1993). Nonetheless, the intervention is designed to enhance my teaching practice and to aid my reflective skills as to whether this AFL technique has any significant impact on this particular class. 

In the ethics form submitted, the methods of research outlined for this assignment include teacher reflection diary, lesson observations and pupil participant observation with their knowledge. These methods are aimed to help aid my research as to whether the no-hands up intervention has an impact on the pupils. 

Observations can give an extremely insightful look at how people act, therefore, observations have been used as a research method as they can be useful, when working alongside other methods, as supporting evidence within the research (Sandelowski, 2000). Observations, however, should be dealt with caution as DeWalt and DeWalt (2011) as well as Barker (1980) both had concerns over the use of observations, as sometimes they can be influenced by the observer. This was also echoed by Malderez (2003) who also questioned the reliability of observations due to observer interference. Observer interference is when the observer’s findings are biased as they are in line with what they want to find rather than what they actually found. However, if observations are used correctly, a holistic understanding can be developed, but this can only be achieved if the importance of reporting on the intervention honestly is understood by the observer (DeWalt and DeWalt, 2011). Bryman and Bell (2011) then state that if the previous is followed then this allows for the results to be collected accurately and up to date which can then be analysed, referenced, and relied upon. 

Observation would work most effectively if the participants were not aware that they were being observed, as it may increase the validity of the observation as the participants behaviour and participation would be more natural. Yet, another limitation, due to the ethical nature of this assignment, was that the participants were made aware that they were being observed, therefore, their actions and level of participation may not be as accurate (Sandelowski, 2000) which could have an effect on the validity of my research. 

Similar to the observation notes, the teacher’s reflection diary may also be subject to bias as conflict of interest can occur between teacher and researcher. The teacher would be more inclined to say that their intervention has had an impact as they are the ones conducting the teaching. However, in order to become a true reflective practitioner, the researcher needs to separate themselves from the teacher in order to conduct an honest reflection on the intervention. 

Questionnaires are often a popular research method, however they were not chosen as a research method for this assignment as, though cost and time effective (Gliner, Morgan and Leech, 2011), they are often unreliable as the participants are not likely to answer honestly as they may feel they are required to give the teacher the 'correct' answers. Another issue with questionnaires is that participants often do not get allocated enough time to complete them (Patton, 1990) and, if anonymous, any questionnaires that are not completed or contain errors cannot be resolved (Mitchell and Jolley, 2012). 

It is said that triangulation has occurred as this intervention is supported by more than two methodological approaches (Jick, 1979). Triangulation allows for any issues with a methodological approach, such as bias, to be reduced by additional methods of gathering evidence. 

After reading the literature, the method I used to question the pupils was to select the lollipop stick and read the pupil’s name and then direct a question to them. This allowed for differentiation as well as preparation time for the student to concentrate for the question. I thought this technique of selecting the stick before asking the question allowed me to identify the name and then create a suitable, yet challenging, question for that pupil giving them a more individualised assessment of their knowledge and understanding. If this was reversed then it would not allow for differentiation.  

The preparation time (the time between myself selecting the pupils name to asking the question) for the student was very short. I thought that this may help as I often found myself repeating the question in the class prior to this, as whenever I would ask a question then select a pupil to answer, the pupil, more often than not, asked for it to be repeated. This may have been due to disengagement from the lesson or the pupil not expecting their name to be called out. Even though, this unexpectant nature of questioning is the desired outcome of the no-hands up approach; I found it to be more effective if I made the pupil aware that they had been randomly selected so that they were briefly aware that a question would shortly follow in order to avoid repeating myself and losing the follow of the lesson and bouncing of questions. 

After I had asked the pupils the question I was cautious to allow them to have enough thinking time. This is a concept that Stahl (1990) proposed where you allow for a period of silence after a question is asked in order for the pupil to take in the question and to think of an appropriate answer. This waiting helps the pupil to access a more higher order level of thinking as they are not rushed for an answer. This think time could easily have been over looked as a teacher may be distracted by wanting to ensure the pace of the lesson is not affected further by waiting too long for an answer. However, a teacher should always be aware that each pupils’ think time may vary and that even though differentiation of questioning is important so is the differentiation of think time. 

Evaluation  

The sequence of lessons leading up to and throughout the no-hands up approach intervention will now be outlined and discussed, and the results from the research methods will be analysed and compared to the literature around the approach in question.  

Firstly, as noted in the methodology, the duration of this intervention is significantly shorter than required for an educational intervention, as stated by Cohen and Garcia (2014), causing a reduction on the validity of the research findings. As well as the duration, the sample size of the class used for the intervention does not wholly represent the age group being researched, therefore, limiting the validity of the findings also, as a result, these limitations will need to be taken into account when evaluating the findings of the research. 

Prior to the intervention, my mentor and I observed the pupils interaction and participation rates. It was concluded that the majority of pupils in the classroom were confident in expressing their opinion in front of their peers. However, when questions were directed to the class, a minority of the class were reluctant to give their answers. This may be due to them not having accountability and not responsible for answering (Paul, 2005). It could be thought that as the classroom had previously experienced a hands-up approach only to answering questions, that the pupils assumed this was the norm and that if you did not want to answer any questions you simply just did not put your hands up. It was observed that within the classroom the more extroverted pupils were willing to answer the questions whereas, the more introverted pupils in the class would show signs of being uncomfortable when speaking aloud to the class, such as little eye contact and not speaking clearly. This behaviour may be due to their general shyness (Bartlett, 2015), nonetheless, they seemed reluctant to answer in fear of getting it wrong. This was a surprise as I tried to make the classroom a safe environment were all the pupils respect each other’s views and that wrong answers are encouraged as they can learn from them. Contrary to this, Dixie (2011) mentioned that pupils who are reluctant to answer are often distracted within the lesson and it is often not their ability levels that restrict them from answering questions. Therefore, without questions being directed to each pupil, the pupils who do not want to answer do not have to and in turn miss opportunities to build their confidence and as well as the teacher being able to assess their understanding (Dillon and Maguire, 2011). 

Throughout the intervention, when a whole class question was asked a portion of the pupils would not volunteer an answer even if the mentor and myself believed that such pupil would have known the correct answer. As well as that, it was observed that pupils would often avoid eye contact and look down at their work so they would not be selected for questioning, evidence of this was also found with Bartlett (2015). It could be argued that it was not the pupils’ ability that was stopping them but their self-belief. This then, in turn, made it harder for them to answer the corresponding questions that I asked them, while I often, due to the nature of this intervention, relied heavily on questioning as the main source of AFL within the classroom. The reliance on questioning then made it difficult to assess the pupils’ progression within the classroom without looking through their individual written work as, previously mentioned, not all pupils offered true reflections on their knowledge due to their poor verbal communication skills or shyness.  

In reflection, my mentor and I said that this was unusual behaviour and may be due to the nervousness of the intervention that I explained to them was taking place. However, in the future, I will need to address this by ensuring that the classroom is a safe environment where leaners should feel free to contribute without fear of being judged. Schein (1996) argues that a classroom environment which is unsafe for discussion prevents pupils from feeling confident in giving their answers and interacting with each other and instead promotes anxiety. It was agreed that the pupils needed to believe that the environment within the classroom was supportive and that wrong answers are how you learn and progress. It was discussed that this would be another area that we focus on in hope that the 'no-hands up' approach method could be responded to.  

When starting this intervention there was an issue with classroom management behaviour. The class teacher and I often used the hands-up approach as a means to ensure that the pupils did not shout out their answers. Therefore, in agreeance with Tomlinson and Moon (2005), the use of our AFL strategy was not to primarily engage pupils but as a classroom management technique. Thankfully, the development of mutual respect between the class and myself has ensured that within the classroom an effective learning environment was expected with high standards set for both pupils’ behaviour and the teacher’s behaviour management techniques. Despite this, there will still need to be some set rules regarding the shouting out of answers and the 'no-hands up' unless asking a question rule will allow for the randomness of questioning without any disturbances. 

When I began using the lollipop sticks for the no-hands up approach the pupils seemed very engaged and pupil participation had increased. This may be due to how I tried to get them to approach the intervention, as I tried to make the lollipop sticks seem like a fun activity that added to the lesson rather than a technique I was going to use to ensure everyone contributed. However, the pupils who struggled to communicate verbally due to shyness remained shy yet did participate more due to the randomness of the questioning. The classroom teacher mentioned that the participation of the class as a whole increased, as pupils who often were left unnoticed in the class got the opportunity to answer and give their opinions within the class. However, some pupils found it difficult to remain silent if they knew the answer, and often shouted out the answer in excitement, as discussed by Angelo and Cross (1993), the use of certain AFL strategies may cause behavioural management issues. This then did not allow for the quieter pupils to have chance to think of their own answers and normally repeated the answer that was shouted out. Initially, during the first lesson, this was a problem, however, over time, the pupils realised that this behaviour was not acceptable and they remained silent as the only answer that was accepted was that from the pupil whose name was pulled from the lollipop sticks.  

During the intervention, the pupils were currently focusing on making an ethical recipe, therefore the pupils needed to use their creative skills. Thus, an over reliance on in-depth probing questioning could result in more distractions and lead to disengagement and poor attainment levels. I was worried that I may see a negative effect from too much questioning but after discussion with my mentor we agreed that because the intervention is taking place it doesn’t mean more questions need to be asked but the method of questioning does. 

As seen in my lesson reflections, the first lesson, as discussed previously, there were minor behavioural issues trying to control the problem of a minority of pupils shouting the answers out. Once that was contained, the second lesson saw great success. The pupils seemed to be more engaged, even though you could still see frustration and I tried to remind them that they could only put their hands up if they were to ask me a question. Some pupils were clever enough to re-phrase their ideas or topics they wanted to talk about into a question that they believed would cause a discussion which, even though is something that is promoted within the iThink curriculum, it was a loop-hole that they had found within the rules set out in this approach. However, I did not correct this as I thought it was a good thing that they were being creative and expressing themselves in a respectful yet innovative way and I didn’t want to restrict them. In the future, perhaps, I would set new ground rules which would have ensured that this could not happen.  

By the third and fourth intervention the pupils had gotten used to the approach and were expecting it. This helped with the class engagement and saw low-level classroom disruption decreasing as the pupils were eager to see who was going to be selected next. There were, however, instances where a name may be called out more than one time in a short period of time which saw the pupil get frustrated as they thought they were being singled out. However, after explanation, as previously found by Black and Wiliam (2009), the randomness of selection may coincidentally mean that sometimes you may be chosen more than others, however, in the long run, this method is the least bias and offers the most random questioning available.  

As discussed in my methodology, I aimed to give the pupils some preparation time to make them aware that the question was coming in order to avoid myself repeating the question. However, I found that this did not often work. It allowed pupils to disengage and then engage when their name was called, my mentor brought this up with me and we discussed how this should be resolved and we agreed that I should resort back to giving no time to prepare for questioning to ensure that the pupils were paying attention throughout the lesson. At first, I was somewhat sceptical about this method as I thought it may increase anxiety in the shyer pupils who found it difficult to communicate, but by the fourth lesson I could see their confidence building and as they were in a safe environment where the class respected each other they seemed more at ease being put under slight pressure with the questioning.  

After the intervention, the pupils in the class when asked said they initially did not enjoy the use of the lollipop sticks as they found it hard not to put their hands up and got frustrated when they couldn’t give their own opinions on something they were very passionate about. In the future, this approach may need to be accompanied with the use of mini-white boards, as discussed by Altermatt, Jovonovic and Perry (1998). The use of the lollipop sticks would work best if accompanied with another technique, such as the mini-white boards, in order to allow all the pupils to respond to their questions whilst also allowing all pupils to express their opinions. However, they went on to mention that the randomness of the lollipop sticks made it more of a 'game' and that they were more engaged with the lesson because they didn’t want to be asked a question when they were not paying attention.  

There is evidence in the research conducted that suggests that the 'no-hands up' approach does have strengths in increasing pupil participation levels and their potential to attain a higher level. It also identifies the use of questioning as a tool to promote thinking and learning. However, this method will be more successful when working alongside other AFL techniques with appropriate behavioural management techniques. 
 
Conclusion 

The intervention started with some behavioural issues, however, once that was controlled the intervention started to develop into something I could see becoming beneficial to the class and myself. I was able to learn how the class reacted to the approach and what strategies I could use to help support this approach. The benefits definitely outweighed the drawbacks. The pupil participation and engagement levels increased and the low level classroom disruption also improved with pupils talking to their partners less as they did not want to be asked to answer a question without knowing what the answer could be. The class teacher and I both saw that the pupils at first got frustrated very quickly, however, after the initial frustration they saw that this was the best way to get a fair questioning system (Wiliam, 2008).  

The pupils at first did not enjoy the lollipop system, as they got frustrated with not being able to express their opinion. However, I believe that teachers who use this approach need to see past the initial rejection from the pupils and focus on the long-term impact this method can have on their engagement and participation levels. Just because the pupils do not initially enjoy the technique does not mean that the teacher should stop using it, especially if it will benefit the pupils. 

The main finding that the class teacher and I saw from the research was the increase in participation levels. This may be because the pupils were now pressured to give an answer as they were being asked individually whereas prior to the intervention they would only be asked if they put their hands up. This increase in engagement was due to the pressure that they didn’t want to be asked a question when they weren't paying attention, so they could avoid embarrassment. I am still unsure if this is the best possible way to gain the pupils’ attention in the class as I would rather gain their engagement through engaging resources and the ability to make the subject content appealing to each pupil. In addition to this, Stobart (2006) as well as Angelo and Cross (1993) both mention that AFL strategies need to be individualised to the class and ensure that the teacher finds what fits best with the class as not one technique will be effective for all. 

In the future, I would continue to use the lollipop stick method however, I would try and adapt this method or support it with another technique as the pupils may get bored of the same technique. As Brown (2005) suggests, teachers need to constantly find new innovative AFL techniques to keep the pupils engaged, if the teacher was to continually use the same AFL technique then this would disengage the pupils. In the future, I would look to implement the no-hands up approach along with mini-white boards. This allows for all the pupils to express their opinions which was a main frustration from the no-hands up approach, then the hands-up approach would allow for the teacher to access the higher order questioning that the white boards do not offer. These two approaches seem to work very well with each other, this was also the case for Black and Wiliam (2005) and their classroom experiment.  

The addition of other techniques, such as the mini-white boards, would be the main improvement to this experiment if I were to do it in the future. This was evidenced in Black and Wiliam (2005) research where the mini-white boards, although only offered lower order questioning skills, gave an immediate whole class assessment. I would also like to see what the pupils reaction would have been like if they were not told that their participation and engagement levels were being monitored. The unknown monitoring of their behaviour would have given a more natural outcome and one that would have been more beneficial to our findings. 

Even though, the pupils were aware they were being monitored I do believe the results of the findings are still valid. Following on from that, if I were to repeat this experiment I would want a greater duration for the experiment as this would allow me to gather more evidence and enable me to create a more precise analysis of the research conducted. Moreover, it would be beneficial having another class where the no-hands up approach is not in place, so a comparison could be made on how the pupils’ participation and engagement may have impacted their work compared to another set of pupils. 

From my own experience, I also believe that this technique would be very useful for a teacher that is new to the class. Often when you are new to the class you struggle with the names of the pupils and would tend to only ask the pupils whose names you know. However, if you had the lollipop sticks with every pupils name on it this then allows you to ask the pupils questions randomly. This allows you from the outset to be able to assess the understanding and knowledge of every pupil whilst also setting the tone that all pupils need to be engaged during the lesson. An addition to this is that it may also be a very helpful tool to learn the pupils’ names quicker. However, if new to the classroom, pupils could manipulate the teachers lack of knowledge of names and state that the pupils name that has been selected is not in class, even if they are, in order to avoid being questioned. 
 
Limitations and future development  

Following on from my conclusions, the future development of this experiment would be to improve upon the limitations of the previous experiment conducted. 

Firstly, as Cohen and Garcia (2014) suggest, the sample size and duration of the experiment were key factors that questioned the validity of this research project. In the future, there would hopefully be scope to continue this experiment over an extended period of time. This would allow for a greater scope into how the pupils’ engagement affected their work and assessment levels. I would then look to try and compare this class to another where the no-hands up approach would not be in place. It would be interesting to see how the participation and engagement within the class has, if at all, impacted their work and assessment levels. 

Another limitation to this method, was the pace of questioning. Similar to Black and Wiliam (2009), I found it difficult to bounce the questions around the class as I had to keep on reading the names from the lollipop stick and then think of an appropriate question that challenged each individual. Even though this benefitted the level of differentiation in my questioning, it slowed the pace of the lesson which often felt like it was disengaging more pupils than it was engaging them. To counter act this I selected a number of lollipop sticks at a time, however, once I asked the first pupil, who was the first lollipop stick I had pulled out, they automatically knew they were not going to be asked another question in following ten minutes as I had other lollipop sticks in my hand ready to question. This then allowed them to disengage with the lesson after they had answered the question, therefore, I decided I needed to stop using that technique and go back to selecting each lollipop stick at a time. I would need to address this issue if I was to continue to use this method in the future. From the research I carried out and the different techniques that I used, to mitigate this issue in the future I would revert back to selecting a number of lollipop sticks but decrease the amount I would select. I would possibly select around three lollipop sticks at a time to allow for the pace of the lesson to be unaffected, whilst also limiting any time the pupils would have the chance to disengage with the lesson.  

As a teacher, the use of effective questioning is crucial when assessing the knowledge of the learners (Redfield and Rousseau, 1981). Therefore, a limitation could be that as I am still new to teaching my questioning abilities may not be as effective in comparison to a more experienced and skilled teacher. Hence, the result of this research project does heavily rely on the teachers questioning ability, which may vary dramatically from teacher to teacher. The results may not accurately show the effectiveness of the no-hands up approach in engaging pupils within the classroom. To mitigate this limitation, future research conducted should ensure that the teacher used has sound questioning ability which has been reliably observed throughout their career. 

To further develop this research, if given the opportunity, I would to like to interview and question the current teaching staff at School X. Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall and Wiliam (2003) state that some teaching staff may offer resistance to the no-hands up approach, the use of interviewing and questioning the teachers may then be able to give an insight as to why they choose not to use the no-hands up approach. This would have been beneficial as it may have given a more realistic and practical point of view that the theory cannot offer. As Brown (2005) stated, each technique needs to be contextualised, therefore, a certain technique in one school with a specific class may not be as effective with another school and class. Furthermore, the next step would be to create a questionnaire or focus group to document the reasons and opinions of the teachers towards using the no-hands up approach, this extra data gathering method would also add to the triangulation of the research method and give the findings more validity (Jick, 1979). 

Another development for this research project would be to try and expand the scope of the data gathering. Thus, including possible focus groups and questionnaires to document how the pupils found the technique. Even though there is a lot of criticism around the use of this data gathering method, with the use of triangulation hopefully any bias would be levelled out (Jick, 1979). The more data that we could gather, the more valid the research would be.  
 

Appendices: 
 
Appendix A: School X approach to assessment techniques. 
Full image available on request due to anonymity. 
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Appendix B: Section of KS3 iThink (Humanities) departmental plan. 
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Appendix C: School X School Development Plan. Available on request (Due to anonymity) 
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