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Do pupils perceive “independent revision” homework to enhance their learning?

1. Introduction 

The research that follows is intended to explore the perceived impact of a new homework policy, from the perspective of the learner. It concerns the pupils at a secondary school in South Wales, wherein a new policy has been introduced to alter the way in which pupils consolidate learning through homework. The research was conducted via an online questionnaire and the pupils’ responses have subsequently been reviewed and the findings presented here. For clarity, the researcher is a teacher at the above-mentioned school but has not been involved in the creation of the new homework policy. 
2. Literature review 

The focus of this research is a coeducational secondary school that has recently implemented a new school homework policy that advocates independent revision and low stakes quizzes. Here, “independent revision” refers to pupils reading over their classwork from that day, from their exercise books, or completing a short task on the work, for example a self-test or mind map. “Low stakes quizzes” may be defined as non-threatening quizzes that asses the learning of a small amount of work that has been covered. The results of low stakes quizzes are not recorded but provide formative feedback to both the teacher and the learner (see appendix 4 for further information from the policy).  
This new policy is grounded in the belief that it is essential to secure background knowledge in order to further develop understanding and higher order skills, and repetition and reviewing new knowledge is the best way to secure that knowledge (Willingham, 2009; Townsend and Bever, 2001; Recht and Leslie, 1988; Van Overschelde and Healy, 2001). Willingham (2009) postulates that pupils need secure “background knowledge” in order to be able to form links and understand relationships between two new ideas. This draws upon the earlier conclusions of Recht and Leslie (1988) who advocate that background knowledge has a bigger impact on understanding than reading ability. Willingham argues that background knowledge provides learners with vocabulary that allows them to interpret new, potentially ambiguous, information, and so learners that appear to be logical thinkers may just have more knowledge available for retrieval. Therefore, knowledge should be committed to memory to allow “room” for higher order skills (Willingham, 2009). This knowledge may be best committed to long term memory via repeated retrieval in the form off frequent testing (Karpicke and Roediger, 2007). Earlier support for having pupils review learned material comes from Cooper (1989) who argues that homework is most effective when it involves familiar material and is not too challenging. He also offers that homework may have the biggest impact when it is covers work from a series of lessons on a given topic and not just the work from a single lesson. This latter notion is contrary to the approach adopted in the new homework policy under review here, which states that pupils should review the work from that day, although how this has manifested itself in practice will be evaluated later. 
Willingham further points to a gap between the vocabulary of privileged pupils and their underprivileged counterparts as a source of a gap in understanding. This gap is of particular significance here as, just last year, the Welsh Government released the annual Welsh KS4 results and reported that pupils who do not receive free-school meals (non-FSM pupils) out performed pupils who are in receipt of free school meals (FSM pupils) (Welsh Government, 2019) . Moreover, the average point score for the Literacy GCSE was 8.9 lower for FSM pupils compared with non-FSM pupils, although interestingly, this gap is the lowest of the core GCSE subjects, with the Science GCSE producing the widest gap. It is unclear what that last statistic means in terms of the present research other than to suggest that further research is required in this area. While these data are notable, due to changes in performance measures, it would not be appropriate to compare these figures to those published in previous years. The picture is similar outside of Welsh schools, with The Department of Education in England (Department of Education, 2014) reporting a 27% gap between the number of FSM pupils and non-FSM pupils achieving five GCSE at A*-C or equivalent (including English and Maths). Further afield still, Reardon (2011) writes that the income achievement gap in America is wider than the black-white achievement gap and, perhaps most significantly, this gap does not narrow as children progress through school. 
The homework policy at the centre of this research aims to narrow that gap by providing homework that is accessible to all pupils, from the most to the least privileged, in the sense that no IT resources are required and no new knowledge or material is required to complete the work. 
While there is much support for this “repetition and reviewing” approach in the literature, authors do acknowledge the difficulties of implementing such a homework policy in practise. Epstein (1988) writes that lower attaining pupils are more likely to give up on homework that they find too challenging, and Corno (1996) further argues that a pupil who is already struggling or reluctant to complete homework, will not start doing it just because more is set. These ideas are echoed by Willingham (2009) who concedes that while repetition yields positive results on learning, it falls short of motivating pupils. These are not novel concerns; in 1950 Otto proclaimed that “compulsory homework does not result in sufficiently improved academic accomplishments to justify retention”. Later, Wildman (1968) wrote about the importance of children spending time outdoors, taking part in recreational activities and sleeping, rather than spending time doing homework. 
The homework policy under review here, is underpinned by the school’s drive to narrow the attainment gap between the most and least privileged pupils (appendix 4). All learners would be exposed to the same vocabulary during lessons and have access to their exercise books at home, and so in theory would have the same opportunities to review the work. The policy handbook also informs the reader that the homework is not designed to be excessively challenging, but a review of the work already covered, thus addressing the concerns of authors such as Epstein (1988) and Corno (1996) although it is acknowledged that there other factors at play when considering socio-economic gaps. 
This research aims to be exploratory in nature and get a measure of how consistently the new policy has been implemented, specifically within the school’s Science department, and how far the pupils perceive the new policy to be of benefit to them (or not). 

3. Rationale and Research aims

The research methods, detailed later, aimed to answer the following research question: Do pupils perceive the new homework policy to be having a positive impact on their Science education? This question was further broken down into the following:
1. Do pupils view independent revision as a standard feature of their Science education?
2. Do pupils perceive themselves to be better learners as a result of partaking in independent revision?

These questions were designed to address how consistently the new homework policy was being implemented within the Science Department and explore how useful or not the pupils perceived the policy to be in enhancing their learning. The questions would also provide pupils with an opportunity to suggest how their experience may be improved and provide the researcher with an insight into potential barriers that may prevent pupils from benefitting from the policy. 
4. Methods

i) Rationale

The research questions posed above were addressed through the use of an online questionnaire, specifically a Google Form. This method of data collection has a history of being used for collating pupils’ opinions and evaluations of teaching (Morrison, 2013) and was helpfully time efficient. This method was also deemed relatively easy for the pupils to participate in and was therefore likely to generate a relatively high response rate (Cohen et al., 2018). Furthermore, an online questionnaire posed the benefit of easy exportation of data. Authors Cohen et al. (2018), argue that participants may be more inclined to provide honest and authentic answers to questions posed in an online questionnaire, owing to the perceived heightened anonymity. Commonly quoted disadvantages of the online questionnaire as a research tool, namely problems with internet access, lack of expertise on the part of the researcher and respondent, and respondent abandonment or dropout (Cohen et al., 2018) are deemed to be irrelevant in the present research owing to the questionnaire being carried out during lesson time, wit IT resources provider and a class teacher present to prompt pupils to complete the questionnaire. Further to this, pupils are familiar with Google Forms as they use them regularly to complete classwork, homework and pupil voice surveys. 
ii) Questionnaire design

The questionnaire employed to address the research questions above has been designed to include both open and closed questions, with a view to gathering easily quantifiable data and richer responses that could provide further insight (Morrison, 2013). The first few questions in the questionnaire aim to determine the consistency with which pupils feel the new homework policy has been implemented in the Science Department and whether they consider independent revision to be a standard feature of their Science education. The first research aim, regarding whether pupils perceive independent revision to be a standard feature of their Science education, was addressed via multiple choice questions to generate frequencies of responses (Cohen et al., 2018) e.g. 
How often does your Science teacher set you homework?
· More than once a week
· Once a week
· Once a fortnight
· Once a month
· Less than once a month

For the second research question, namely “Do pupils perceive themselves to be better learners as a result of partaking in independent revision?” was explored using Likert scale questions and open-ended questions (Likert, 1932; Cohen et al., 2018). For example:
Independent revision helps me remember facts
· Strongly agree
· Agree
· Neither agree nor disagree
· Disagree
· Strongly disagree 

Pupils’ responses to questions that have adopted a Likert Scale should enable statistical analysis of frequencies of responses (Cohen et al., 2018). Oppenheim (1992) writes that an advantage of closed questioning, such as the questions posed above, is that the responses are likely to be highly comparable, in this instance allowing for the comparison of responses between pupils in years 7, 8 and 9. Other advantages of closed questioning, noted in the literature, are the simplicity of analysis (Bailey, 1994) and how relatively easy participants should find it to respond, with little requirement for them to be able to articulate their viewpoint (Cohen et al., 2018). A possible disadvantage of using Likert scale questioning, as highlighted by Oppenheim (1992) is that pupils may feel that the most appropriate response for them is not present, despite the researcher aiming to provide and exhaustive list of possible responses. Oppenheim (1992) goes on to write that even if participants are able to select a response that is appropriate and accurate for them, they are not given an opportunity to expand upon or explain this response which, according to Krosnick and Presser (2010), may cause participants to put less thought into their responses and just select any of the options available.  
The questions in the present research questionnaire, around the extent to which pupils agree with various statements, are not dichotomous i.e., they include the option “neither agree nor disagree”. Dichotomous questions were deliberately avoided so that pupils did not feel forced to adopt one viewpoint over the other which may have introduced bias into the results (Cohen et al., 2018). Perhaps of particular note are the findings of Youngman (1984) who discovered that participants were more likely to agree than disagree with statements. Furthermore, in a later study, Weems et al. (2003) reported that participants were more likely to disagree with a positive statement than to agree with a negative one. This may be particularly pertinent here as all of the statements were constructed to be positive, for example, “I know how to do independent revision” and “Independent revision helps me remember facts”, perhaps offering the participants more opportunity to disagree than if the statement were constructed negatively, if Weems et al. are to be believed. For the afore mentioned reasons, and as previously stated, the inclusion of “neither agree nor disagree” may have served to reduce bias. Krosnick and Presser (2010), however, postulate that including a response that doesn’t implore participants to choose one standpoint or another may encourage participants to not consider their opinion too much or not seek clarification if they don’t understand the question, thus offering them an easy way out. Champagne (2014) echoes Krosnick and Presser’s concerns and speculates that is may lead to decreased validity of data. While these arguments may provide sound rationale for not including a “neither agree nor disagree” option, it may be deemed unfair to force pupils to select a particular viewpoint (Cohen et al.,) and in light of the researcher’s dual role as practitioner it was deemed particularly important that pupils were free to express their opinions honestly. Furthermore, it may be reasonable to assume that some pupils do not currently give much thought as to how much homework impacts their learning and so they may genuinely neither agree nor disagree with some of the statements. After much consideration of the above-mentioned factors, “neither agree nor disagree” was included as an optional response.  
The questionnaire comprises Likert scale questions with five possible responses. These responses range from a strong positive response at the top (strongly agree) to a strong negative response at the bottom (strongly disagree) with the neutral response (neither agree nor disagree) in the middle. The number of scale points/possible responses that should be used is a matter of debate in the literature. Friedman and Amoo (1999) report that using any number between five and eleven points may be appropriate, while other authors, namely Schwartz et al.(1991) and Krosnick and Presser (2010) advocate the use of seven point scales as they deem these scales easier for participants to discriminate between points, thus producing more reliable data. In relation to this, Cohen et al. (2018) advise that it should not be assumed that there are equal intervals between scale points in the minds of the participants. A five point scale is used in this research, in conjunction with a neutral option, to provide participants with enough options that the data may be valid and reliable. No more than five scale points were provided per question, in an effort to not place undue excess stress on participants to discriminate between responses. 
Finally, the Likert scale questions posed in this questionnaire have a statement attached to each scale point. Statements were chosen over numbers as Champagne (2014) found that participants were more consistent in their interpretation of labelled scale points than in their interpretation of numbered scale points, thus generating less ambiguous and more reliable results. Champagne’s findings echo the earlier work of Krosnick and Presser (2010) who reported that participants showed a preference for answering questions with labelled scale points over numbered scale points.
There was further opportunity for pupils to provide the thoughts and opinions about the new school homework policy in the final open-ended questions:
What, if anything, do you think about the school’s homework policy?
In your opinion, how could the school’s homework policy be improved?
This style of question was included in the pursuit of honest, authentic data which may have enhanced the validity of the data collected from the closed questions that precede them (Cohen et al., 2018). 
iii) Data analysis 

At the time of planning it was anticipated that responses to the questionnaire items would produce both quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative data generated from closed questions about the frequency of being set independent revision, would be subject to simple statistical analysis involving percentages. Similar responses to open ended questions may be coded to allow for statistical analysis. However, if pupils’ responses were deemed too varied to be coded while retaining the authenticity and true meaning of the responses (Bailey, 1994), they may be used anecdotally in order to provide richer, more explanatory rationale for pupils’ responses to the closed questions.  

iv) Sample

A co-educational secondary school in South Wales provided the setting for this research. The pupil sample was initially intended to comprise approximately 240 pupils, including male and female pupils from years 7, 8 and 9 of varying academic abilities. This would have involved three classes from each of the Key Stage 3 year groups. However, owing to time constraints and unforeseen additional pressures on the school timetable, it was deemed feasible only to involve two classes from each year group. The sample still included a mixture of male and female pupils from a range of cultural and socioeconomic background, with varying levels of academic attainment. The final number of participants was 64: this was made up of 26 year 7 pupils, 28 year 8 pupils and 10 year 9 pupils. The classes that participated were selected at random included pupils from the “top” “middle” and “bottom” sets. This was done contrary to the advice of some authors, Watt (1997) for example, who advocate using an unrestricted sample to allow for enhanced validity of data. This method was not used as it would have increased the difficulty of administering the questionnaire to pupils, and the researcher would further speculate the that leaving the responsibility with pupils to choose to complete the questionnaire in their own time would have reduced the response rate. Reips (2002) suggests personalising questionnaires to improve response rates, but due to the time constraints of this research it was not deemed practical.  
v) Implementation
The questionnaire was to be completed by pupils during their Science lesson. This may have involved pupils using laptops in their normal classroom or being taken to the library or a computer room. In any case, the class teacher, who may or may not be the researcher, was be present throughout. All class teachers were exposed to the questionnaire prior to it being given to the pupils, so that the teachers were prepared to assist pupils.  Pupils were able to ask for guidance if they did not understand a question or were unsure how to respond, in the hope that this would result in fewer questions being left unanswered or the pupils just selecting any answer in order to complete the questionnaire.  
Google Forms was chosen as the tool for the online form. Pupils were already familiar with this format as they regularly use Google Forms to complete homework, quizzes and pupil voice surveys. The questionnaire was posted to the Google Classroom of each class involved, for each pupil to access. A further instructional reminder was included at the top of the questionnaire as recommended by Cohen et al. (2018). It read: “This questionnaire is about the school's homework policy. Please answer all questions honestly and ask your teacher if you are not sure what a question means.”. 

5. Ethical considerations

Here, there will be a brief discussion as to the ethical considerations and potential risks of the research: further details can be found in the Application for Ethical Approval (appendix 3). The primary risk to the participant in this research was perceived to be the dual role of the researcher as practitioner. All pupils completed the online questionnaire in the presence of their class teacher, and for some pupils this meant completing it in the presence of the researcher. Pupils may, unintentionally on the part of the teacher/researcher, feel compelled to complete the questionnaire owing to it taking place in a classroom setting, therefore making it seem like “work” (Cohen et al., 2018). They may further feel compelled to give a particular answer that they think the teacher/researcher desires (Brooks et al., 2014). The decision to conduct the research in the presence of the class teacher was two-fold: to enable the teacher to clarify any misunderstandings with regards to the questions; and so that the research may completed during lesson time and not in the pupils’ own time. In accordance with the guidance set out by the British Education Research Association and the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (British Education Research Association, 2018; UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice,2017),  the pupils were made aware of their right to decline to participate and their right to change their mind and withdraw from the research at the time of completion. Pupils and their guardians were briefed as to the nature of the research prior to commencement and written consent was gained from their guardians (appendix 2). 
To minimise the risks posed to the researcher, specifically the possibility of conflict of interest as a researcher and practitioner, the following guidelines were adhered to to ensure that the needs of the research came second to pupil wellbeing: Education Workforce Council (2018) guidelines; the British Education Research Association (2018) guidelines; and the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice (2017).
With regards to the data generated, initial raw data was stored on the school’s Google Drive. This data was available only to the researcher and the class teachers involved. Pupils were identifiable by their Gmail account, as is standard practice in the school with responses to pupil voice surveys. Fox et al. (2003) highlight the ethical issue of anonymity in online questionnaires although this is countered by the researcher in that only one server was used and no sensitive information was asked of the pupils. No pupils will be identifiable in the results that follow. 


6. Results

The results of the online questionnaire will be presented below. The results of each question will be detailed in relation to the whole of the sample and also by year group.
It should be noted that significantly fewer year 9 pupils completed the questionnaire than the other year groups: the questionnaire was completed by 26 year 7 pupils; 28 year 8 pupils; and just 10 year 9 pupils, rendering the year 9 results less valid. For some questions, not all pupils in the sample responded so the total number of responses for each question will be reported.  
Question one- How often does your Science teacher set you homework?
	Response
	Percentage of year 7 that chose this response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that chose this response (%)

	More than once a week
	11.5
	10.7
	0
	9.38

	Once a week
	30.8
	17.9
	0
	20.31

	Once a fortnight
	38.5
	39.3
	30.0
	37.5

	Once a month
	11.5
	14.3
	30.0
	15.62

	Less than once a month
	7.7
	17.9
	40.0
	17.19



This question was answered by a total of 64 pupils. 
In each year group, the highest response was “once a fortnight”. Pupils follow a two-week timetable and have six Science lessons every fortnight. We may therefore imply that pupils consider themselves to be set Science homework once every six lessons. Responses from year 9 pupils indicate that they perceive themselves to have Science homework less frequently than do pupils in years 7 and 8.

Question two- How often does your Science teacher set you independent revision?

	Response
	Percentage of year 7 that chose this response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that chose this response (%)

	More than once a week
	36.0
	39.3
	20.0
	34.92

	Once a week
	16.0
	32.1
	20.0
	23.81

	Once a fortnight
	32.0
	14.3
	20.0
	22.22

	Once a month
	16.0
	10.7
	30.0
	15.88

	Less than once a month
	0
	3.6
	10.0
	3.17



This question was answered by a total of 63 pupils.
For this question, the highest response rate for each year group was “more than once a week”. This is interesting when one considered the data for the previous question in which the highest response rate was “once a fortnight”. This may suggest that pupils are being set independent revision very frequently, combined with less frequent “other homework” or it may indicate confusion over what constitutes homework and/or independent revision. 
Question three- Has your Science teacher shown you how to do independent revision?

	Response
	Percentage of year 7 pupils that chose this response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 pupils that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 pupils that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that chose this response (%)

	Yes
	50.0
	53.6
	11.1
	46.03

	No
	7.7
	0
	44.4
	9.52

	I can’t remember/ I’m not sure
	42.3
	46.4
	44.4
	44.45



This question was answered by a total of 63 pupils. 
For this question, there is a clear difference between the responses from year 7 and 8 pupils and those from year 9 pupils. The reader is reminded of the decreased validity of the year 9 responses owing to the smaller sample size.  Around half of the year 7 and 8 pupils in the sample said that they had been shown how to do independent revision while approximately half said they couldn’t remember or weren’t sure. That so few pupils answered no to this question may point to the concerns mentioned in section v about the pupils feeling obliged to give a certain response. In this case it’s possible that they may not have wanted to testify to their teacher having not shown them how to do something properly. 
Question four- I know and understand what the school’s homework policy is.
	Response
	Percentage of year 7 that chose this response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that chose this response (%)

	Strongly agree
	23.1
	17.9
	10.0
	18.75

	Agree
	65.4
	67.9
	60.0
	65.64

	Neither agree nor disagree

	7.7
	10.7
	30.0
	10.93

	Disagree
	0
	7.1
	0
	1.55

	Strongly disagree
	3.8
	7.1
	0
	3.13



This question was answered by a total of 64 pupils. 
The responses to this question where overwhelmingly positive with 84.39% of pupils selecting “agree” or “strongly agree”. In hindsight, the inclusion of both “know” and “understand” in the question may have created a degree of ambiguity for participants and may provide an explanation as to the majority of pupils selecting “agree” over “strongly agree”. 
Question five- I know how to do independent revision.

	Response
	Percentage of year 7 that chose this response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that chose this response (%)

	Strongly agree
	24.0
	14.3
	10.0
	17.46

	Agree
	56.0
	64.3
	50.0
	58.74

	Neither agree nor disagree

	20.0
	7.1
	30.0
	15.87

	Disagree
	0
	7.1
	10.0
	4.76

	Strongly disagree
	0
	7.1
	0
	3.17



This question was answered by a total of 63 pupils.
Again, these responses were generally positive with 76.2% of all pupils sampled responding with “agree” or “strongly agree”. As with the previous question, pupils were more likely to select “agree” than “strongly agree”. Another notable feature of these data are that no year 7 pupils provided a negative response. 
Question six- Independent revision helps me remember facts. 

	Response
	Percentage of year 7 that chose this response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that chose this response (%)

	Strongly agree
	19.2
	11.1
	0
	12.70

	Agree
	46.2
	25.9
	20.0
	33.33

	Neither agree nor disagree

	30.8
	29.6
	40.0
	31.75

	Disagree
	0
	18.5
	40.0
	14.28

	Strongly disagree
	3.8
	14.8
	0
	7.94


This question was answered by a total of 63 pupils.
When the positive responses (agree and strongly agree) are taken together here, just under half of the total sample (46.03) felt that independent revision helped them to remember new facts. That 31.75% of pupils neither agreed nor disagreed is perhaps a sign that pupils had not, until being directly questioned, considered the impact of independent revision on their own learning. Alternatively, it may be a product of them being unsure of how to monitor their own progress and assess the impact of independent revision on their learning, although both of these suggestions are purely speculative and based on the researcher’s other role as practitioner.
Question seven- Independent revision helps me to understand new work.

	Response
	Percentage of year 7 that chose this response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 that chose this response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that chose this response (%)

	Strongly agree
	15.4
	0
	0
	6.25

	Agree
	50
	35.7
	10.0
	37.5

	Neither agree nor disagree

	26.9
	32.1
	60.0
	34.38

	Disagree
	7.7
	14.3
	30.0
	14.06

	Strongly disagree
	0
	17.9
	0
	7.81


This question was answered by a total of 64 pupils.
Once again, the largest proportions of responses were given to “agree” and “neither agree nor disagree”. The responses from year 7 indicate that they, of all three year groups, are more likely to perceive that independent revision helps them to understand new work. This was also true of the previous question, with them being more likely to perceive that independent revision helped them to remember facts. As is also true of the previous questions, pupils were more likely to respond with “neither agree nor disagree” than either of the negative responses (“disagree” or “strongly disagree”). 
Question eight- What, if anything, do you like about the school’s homework policy?
Pupils had the opportunity to provide extended responses to this question. During analysis of the data, each response to this question was placed into one of three categories: “positive response”; “neutral response”; or “negative response”. Positive responses were deemed to be those that used positive language such as “I like” or language that inferred usefulness, for example “it helps me to…”. A neutral response was deemed to be one in which the participant offered neither positive or negative language and said something like “I don’t know” or “no comment”.  A negative response was deemed to be one which included negative language such as “I don’t like” or “nothing”. The table below outlines the occurrence of positive, neutral and negative responses to this question. It should be noted that the response rate for this question was lower than for the previous questions and comprised 50 responses in total, made up of 22 year 7 participants, 20 year 8 participants and 8 year 9 participants.
 
	Response
	Percentage of year 7 that gave this type of response (%) 
	Percentage of year 8 that gave this type of response (%)
	Percentage of year 9 that gave this type of response (%)
	Percentage of whole sample that gave this type of response (%)

	Positive
	63.6
	55.0
	0
	50.0

	Neutral
	22.7
	5.0
	25.0
	16.0

	Negative
	13.7
	40.0
	75.0
	34.0



Among the positive responses were comments about how it helped them to remember work from their lessons. Several year 7 participants remarked on how it helped them perform better in low stakes tests. There were also several responses that inferred that they didn’t feel like they had “extra homework” anymore but could instead concentrate solely on revision. 
The negative responses were often very short and to the point, for example “nothing, we shouldn’t have homework”. Several of the negative responses were centred around the idea that pupils should be able to relax and unwind when they got home, and one went as far as to say it was “damaging my mental well-being”. 
A higher proportion of year 7 pupils provided a positive response to this question, than the other year groups, which is in keeping with a bigger proportion of this year group perceiving independent revision to help them remember facts and understand new work. Conversely, a higher proportion of year 9 pupils gave a negative response which is perhaps to be expected when one considers that a higher percentage of pupils from this year group disagreed with the statements about independent revision helping the to remember facts or understand new work. 
Question nine- In your opinion, how could the school’s homework policy be improved?
The responses to this question, while showing broadly similar themes, were too varied to be coded and categorised while still retaining their authenticity and true meaning. A total of 55 pupils provided responses to this question. 
The two most common suggestions among the year 7 responses were for less frequent or no homework and for increased instruction or training as to how they should revise. There was also a request for homework to be more challenging and one for homework to specific to the individual’s “skill level”.
The year 8 responses revealed similar themes with pupils predominantly suggesting less frequent or no homework and to be shown how to revise in class. There was also a request for further clarification as to why the school has adopted the new homework policy. Furthermore, there were some conflicting suggestions from pupils:  some pupils pointed out that they still receive “traditional” homework as well as independent revision, and this resulted in too heavy a workload; other pupils said they missed the old-style homework as they were more clear on what they were expected to do.
Responses from the year 9 pupils were heavily centred on workload and the lack of clarity associated with independent revision. Several said they would prefer to be given topic lists to revise from and not just told to “revise the work from the lesson”. 

7. Conclusions
The conclusions drawn in this section apply only to the KS3 pupils in the school involved in this study and are not intended to form wider generalisations. The conflicting responses generated by questions one and two make it difficult to form conclusions about pupils’ perceptions about the frequency with which they are set homework, other than to say that about a third of pupils sampled perceive themselves to be set independent revision more than once a week. Approximately half of the pupils sampled said they had been shown how to do independent revision by their teacher and the vast majority said they knew and understood how to do independent revision. With regards to the perceived effectiveness of independent revision, 44% of pupils felt that it helped them to remember facts and 43% said it helped them to understand new work, although the year 7 pupils are responsible for more than their share of these positive responses. These last two findings support the views held by various authors noted in section ii, (Willingham,2009; Townsend and Bever, 2001; Recht and Leslie, 1988; Van Overschelde and Healy, 2001), that repetition of learning may enable pupils to secure sound background knowledge and understanding that frees up more space for more complex concepts to be learned and understood. Overall, year 7 pupils appear to have a positive view of the homework policy and year 9 a negative view. The year 8 pupils were more polarised in their results with 55% sharing a positive viewpoint and 40% offering negative remarks. Many of the negative responses generated were in keeping with the concerns of several authors, namely Corno (1996) and Wildman (1968) who caution that homework takes up valuable time which pupils may otherwise use to rest and recuperate. 
8. Evaluation and reflection on professional learning

This research has served to provide an insight into the views of pupils on a new homework policy. As a practitioner in the school, this insight will be most valuable in addressing concerns of pupils and addressing any inconsistencies in the implementation of the policy, which may have been highlighted here. 
The research has also demonstrated the significance of constructing the most appropriate questionnaire item. Responses to question four were perhaps unnecessarily difficult to analyse owing to the inclusion of both “know” and “understand” in the statement. Upon reflection, perhaps question posed too much ambiguity to be answered with a single response or without opportunity for the participants to clarify they responses further. In fact, question four could easily have been two separate questions: “I know what the school’s homework policy is”; and “I understand what the school’s homework policy means for me”. Responses to this question, among others, leaves one searching for further explanations from pupils, which may possibly be attained via interviews in future work.
Another issue encountered when analysing the data was the disparity between the response rates between year groups, making sound comparisons inappropriate. It is possible that alterations could have been made in the execution of the questionnaire so that pupils from different year groups were equally likely to respond. Different teachers were involved in getting pupils to complete the questionnaire and it may be that different levels of investment in the research between teachers, might have been conveyed to the pupils, thus leaving them with differing perceptions of the significance of the questionnaire. 
Finally, the original research was designed to explore the effectiveness of both independent revision and low-stakes testing. However, after submitting the ethics form and embarking on further planning, it was felt that to explore the perceptions of independent revision and low stakes testing, within the confines of this small scale research would have been too big a task and neither concept would be addressed effectively. It was thus decided to focus the research solely on independent revision with a view to researching low stakes testing in the future. 
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Appendix 2












Dear Parent/Guardian,

I am the Key Stage 3 Science Coordinator at Bishop Gore School, and I want to evaluate the success of the new school homework policy as part of my Masters in Education. Specifically, I want to understand more about how the new policy has impacted your child’s Science education. My goal is to improve the impact and effectiveness of Science homework.
I would like to invite your child to participate in this research. It will involve completing a short online survey during a Science lesson, wherein your child will be asked to give their opinion on various aspects of the new homework policy.
Your child’s responses will remain confidential and will not be identifiable in the final report. Your child may choose to withdraw from the research at any time during the data collection process. The final report will be available to you upon request. 
Bishop Gore School is the data controller for any information you provide on this form. We collect the health information of your child to comply with our legal obligations to keep your child safe in our care. We will only use the data for the purposes of ensuring key staff are aware of and able to manage any health conditions your child has. 
If you have any questions regarding your child’s involvement in this research, please do not hesitate to contact me using the details above. 
If you consent to your child taking part in this research, please sign and return the bottom section of this letter. Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Yours faithfully
A. Williams

KS3 Science Coordinator 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I give my permission for my child [_________________________________________] to participate in the research project on the new homework policy.
Date:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Parent/Guardian Signature:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Please print your name on this line:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Appendix 3
APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  

Delete the Guidance Notes at the end of the form BEFORE submitting your application


SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	Full Name:
	Aimee Jayne Stratton Williams

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	Undergraduate Student
	☐	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☒	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐


	Faculty/School/Centre:
	Yr Athrofa

	Campus:
	Swansea Campus


	E-mail address:
	kwilliams.137026@student.uwtsd.ac.uk
ajsw@hotmail.co.uk

	Contact Telephone Number:
	
07581255429

	For students:

	Student Number:
	137026

	Programme of Study:
	MA Education

	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Junnine Thomas Walters






SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	
	Date

	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	Faculty Research Committee
	☐	

	
	Other (write in)
Junnine Thomas Walters
	☐	31/10/19



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice

	☒
	
UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	
BERA- Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (2018)

The British Psychological Society-Data protection regulation: guidance for researchers (2018)

Education Workforce Council (2018)
	☒


      X


      X 



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
	Does the research activity involve collaborators outside of the University?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the main contact person and confirmation this person has consented to their personal data being shared.as part of this collaboration.

	Institution
	


	Contact person name
	


	Contact person e-mail address

	

	Has this individual consented to sharing their details on this form?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Is your research externally funded
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☒
	NO
	☐

	Permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐




Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Indicative title:
	Do pupils perceive “independent revision” homework to enhance their learning?

	Proposed start date:
	20/11/2019
	Proposed end date:
	20/01/2020

	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	Purpose of Research Activity
The coeducational secondary school that provides the setting for this research, has recently implemented a new school homework policy that advocates:
· “independent revision”- pupils are to read over their classwork from that day, at home, or complete a short task on said work, as directed by their teacher.
· “low stakes quizzes”- non-threatening quizzes that tests a small amount of work covered; the results of which are not recorded.

This new policy is grounded in the belief that it is essential to secure background knowledge in order to further develop understanding and higher order skills, and repetition and reviewing new knowledge is the best way to secure that knowledge (Willingham, 2009; Townsend and Bever, 2001; Recht and Leslie, 1988; Van Overschelde and Healy, 2001). 

This research aims to be exploratory in nature and get a feel for how consistently the new policy has been implemented within the school’s Science Department and how far the pupils perceive the new policy to be of benefit to them (or not). 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Research Question

Do pupils perceive the new homework policy to be having a positive impact on their Science education?

(this box should expand as you type)

	Aims of Research Activity

v) Do pupils view independent revision as a standard feature of the Science education?
vi) Do pupils view low stakes quizzes as a standard feature of their Science education?
vii) Do pupils perceive themselves to be better learners as a result of partaking in independent revision?
viii) Do pupils perceive themselves to be better learners as a result of partaking in low stakes quizzes?

(this box should expand as you type)

	Objectives of Research Activity

· Ascertain if the homework policy is being implemented consistently in the Science department.
· Explore the viewpoints of pupils to get a feel for whether they feel the new policy is having a positive impact on their learning.
· Gather suggestions from pupils on how they feel the new policy may be improved.
· Realise and understand any potential barriers, faced by pupils, that may prevent the new policy from being successful for them. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed.

	It has been decided that the research question and aims posed above, may be best answered via an online questionnaire comprising open and closed questions (Morrison, 2013). The first few questions will aim to ascertain whether pupils feel that the new policy is being implemented consistently in Science and whether they feel that “independent revision” and “low stakes quizzes” are now normal features of their Science education. Multiple choice questions around the frequency with which pupils are set, and complete, independent revision and low stakes quizzes, may be used to address the first and second aims (Cohen et al., 2018). The subsequent aims, regarding whether pupils perceive themselves to be better learners as a result of completing independent revision and low stakes quizzes, may be best answered through a combination of Likert scale questions and open-ended questions (Likert, 1932; Cohen et al., 2018). Participants will have the opportunity to share any other views and attitudes regarding independent revision and low stakes testing via responses to open ended questions. 
It is anticipated that this research will produce both quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative data regarding frequency of being set and completing independent revision and low stakes quizzes, derived from closed questioning, will be subject to simple statistical analysis involving percentages. If open ended questions such as “What might prevent you from carrying out independent revision at home?” are used and generate similar responses, they may be coded and subject to further statistical analysis. If the responses generated are too broad to be coded while retaining the authenticity and true meaning of the responses (Bailey, 1994), they will be used anecdotally to provide more rich and in-depth explanations for the more simplistic data potentially generated by the closed, multiple choice questions. 
Pupils will be asked to complete the online questionnaire during their science lesson. Pupils will be in their classroom or a computer room, with their class teacher present. The class teacher may or may not be the researcher, but all class teachers involved will be exposed to the questionnaire prior to the pupils completing it, to ensure they understand and are therefore able to aid pupils. Pupils may ask for guidance if they do not understand a question or are unsure how to respond thus, hopefully, resulting in fewer questions being left unanswered or simply guessed at. 

The online questionnaire will be a Google form. Pupils frequently use these forms in school for homework activities, pupil surveys and pupil voice questionnaires and so competent in their use of them. The class teacher will post the questionnaire to the Google classroom so that each pupil may access it. 

(this box should expand as you type)




	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	
The research will take place in a co-educational secondary school in South Wales. 
(this box should expand as you type)

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	
Not applicable. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available?   

	NO
	☒

	
	YES
	☐

	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.



(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	Use of diaries?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	☐
	☒

	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 



SECTION G: Intended Participants
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☐
	☒

	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☒
	☐

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	☐
	☒

	Other – please indicate here:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	How many participants are expected?

	
The questionnaire will be offered to approximately 240 pupils from 9 different classes, as described below. The number of completed questionnaires will be impacted upon by pupil absences, and potential dropouts during the completion of the questionnaire in class. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Who will the participants be?

	
The sample will be composed of male and female pupils from years 7, 8 and 9 of varying academic abilities. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	How will you identify the participants?
	
The questionnaire will be offered to pupils in nine different KS3 classes: a top set, middle set and bottom set from each of years 7, 8 and 9. There will be approximately 20-35 pupils per class.

(this box should expand as you type)





	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	


(this box should expand as you type)



	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	


(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION H: Anticipated Risks
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

	Yes 
	☐

	
	No
	☒

	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Risk to Participant:
While every effort will be made to make pupils aware that they are not obliged to take part in the research and there will be no negative impacts on them for declining to take part, pupils may still feel, as the research is being conducted in a school and by a teacher, that they are expected to participate, thus potentially inflicting undue stress on pupils who would rather not take part (Cohen et al., 2018). They may also feel that certain answers are preferable to the researcher (Brooks et al., 2014) and so feel pressured to give a response that does not reflect their true feelings or beliefs. The class teacher (who may be the researcher) will be present during the implementation of the questionnaire in so that participants may ask for clarification if needed, although this may have the effect of participants feeling less at ease and under pressure the give the “correct” response. Harm may be caused to participants if, in the completed research, they are identifiable by their responses; this may cause harm or embarrassment depending on the responses they have given. In the initial raw data, participants will be identifiable by their Gmail account. 




	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant

In accordance with Article 12 of The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, participants have the right to give their honest opinion and be listened to and taken seriously. Furthermore, in accordance with Article 12 and guidelines set out by the British Education Research Association, participants have the right to refuse to give an opinion. As such, it will be made explicitly clear to all participants that there is no “right answer” that is expected of them and they are under no obligation to answer every question. It will also be made clear that their responses will not be shared with anyone else as raw data and so no responses will be identifiable by their Gmail account (this will be discussed in more detail in the sections that follow). 




	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
No sensitive or embarrassing topics will be discussed.

(this box should expand as you type)

	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	Risk to Investigator:
The main perceived risks to the investigator, in the present research, are perceived to be conflict of interest and an altered relationship with the pupil as a result of the research.



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:
Here the investigator will adhere to the guidelines set out by the Education Workforce Council, the British Education Research Association and the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice and ensure that pupil wellbeing is put above the needs of the research and, as previously stated, participants will be under no obligation to provide a response or opinion.


(this box should expand as you type)

	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	Risk to University:
The present research will generate personal data, which in turn presents a potential risk to the university.



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to  University:
The risk of personal data becoming publicly available will be minimised by data storage involving data encryption and password protection. Data will not, under any circumstances, be stored on a portable device such as a USB stick, and will not be emailed. Raw will be destroyed/deleted upon the completion of the research. The good name of the university should also be protected. That is to say, no data shall be falsified, or any actions taken that would bring the university into disrepute.


(this box should expand as you type)



	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☒
	☐
	☐





SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
Pupils and parents will have access to the final report on completion of the research, and upon request. Pupils will be thanked for their participation upon the completion of all of the questionnaires and be told when the final report is likely to be available to them. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	Participants will initially be briefed as to the proposed research during their science lesson, where the methods for data collection and analysis explained. Pupils will then receive a letter, detailing the proposed research (the purpose of the research, the method used i.e. questionnaire, and why they have been asked to participate) along with a consent form for them to sign. Letters will also be sent home to parents, containing all of the same information, with a request for a signature of consent. The sample will comprise pupils between 11 and 14 years old. Every effort will be made to ensure that pupils and parents understand as fully as possible the purpose and methods of the research, prior to gaining consent, in accordance with guidelines set out by the British Education Research Association and the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice. 

Pupils and parents will also be made aware of their right to withdraw consent, any time prior to or during the completion of the questionnaire. It will not be possible to withdraw questionnaires from the data analysis once the raw data responses have been subject to holistic analysis, as responses will be unidentifiable at that stage, and this will be made clear to both participants and their parents/guardians prior to gaining their consent. 



(this box should expand as you type)

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	Confidentiality will be ensured in this research as only the researcher and class teacher will have access to the initial responses which are linked to participants’ Gmail accounts. Thereafter, only the analysed and anonymised data will be used. For this reason, it is not possible to guarantee anonymity as at the point of completing the questionnaire, pupils’ responses will be linked to their Gmail account. Participants will be made fully aware of this. Participants already complete pupil voice questionnaires through Google forms, using their Gmail account, and so are familiar with the process. 

During data analysis, responses will be anonymised such that if it is appropriate to discuss responses to open ended questions, a pseudonym would be used, for example “Pupil A”. Participants will be informed, prior to giving consent, that this method of pseudonymisation may be used. 



(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage
In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person.
	☐
	X☐

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	
☐
	
X☐

	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	
Will the research activity involve storing personal data and/or special category data on one of the following:
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
Data will initially present as google form questionnaires which will be automatically stored on the school’s Google drive. Upon the completion of all of the questionnaires, the data will be subject to analysis and the analysed data will be exported to the researcher’s personal computer, where is will be password protected. Any data that is identifiable to the researcher will be anonymised when transferring the data to the computer. Upon the completion of the research, the original response forms will be deleted. The Google drive where the responses will be stored is the same drive that the school stores all other data and so is deemed to be secure. 
(this box should expand as you type)

	All Data Storage

	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	Data archiving?
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	The data, in its’ analysed and anonymised form, will be exported from the school’s Google drive to the researcher’s personal computer for further analysis. Raw, identifiable data will not be electronically transferred. 

Data will be archived on the school’s Google drive until the completion of the research and will be subsequently deleted. As previously discussed, the google drive used is the same one used by the school for other forms of data storage and is therefore deemed secure. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
Only the researcher and class teacher will have access to the raw data generated by the questionnaires. The final data analysis as set out in the final report will be available to the university, the participants and their parents/guardians. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
Only the researcher will have control of and act as custodian for the raw data generated from the questionnaires. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	Analysed and anonymised data will be stored on the researcher’s personal computer and will be password protected. The raw data stored on Google drive will also be password protected. All data will be stored for the duration of the research. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
No, it will not be stored in this area. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐

	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐





SECTION K: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	Signature of applicant:
	A J S Williams
	Date: 31/10/19




For STUDENT Submissions:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	

	



For STAFF Submissions:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.

	☒

	I have deleted the guidance notes before submitting the PG2 for consideration






	RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.
You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check your University and personal email accounts regularly.



STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit  this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.

This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages: http://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/



Application Process

All staff research projects and all research students must submit the Ethical Approval Form to the University Ethics Committee via the Academic Office (pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk).   Staff research directly in relation to personal study for taught undergraduate or Masters programmes should be submitted via the Faculty procedures explained below.

Taught masters and taught undergraduate research Ethical Approval Forms are considered within Faculties.  Faculties will provide details of the specific processes for this.  Where the Ethical issues within any single ethical application are of particular concern the Faculty will refer these to the University Ethics Committee.   Any student activity that involves the collection of primary data needs to undergo Ethical approval, this includes assignment work as well as dissertations.   



our research.
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Bishop Gore Homework Policy

“This questionnaire is about the school’s homework policy. Please answer all questions honestly and ask your
teacher if you are not sure what a question means.

What year are you in?
Year7
Year 8

Year 9
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How often does your science teacher set you homework?

More than once a week

Once a week

Once a fortnight

Once a month

Less than once a month
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How often does your science teacher set you independent revision?
More than once a week
Once a week
Once a fortnight
once amonth

Less than once a month

Has your science teacher shown you how to do independent revision?
Yes
No

I can't remember/I'm not sure
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Please select the option which best applies to you: /I know and understand what the school's
homework policy is".

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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Please select the option which best applies to you: “I know how to do independent revision”.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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Please select the option which best applies to you: “Independent revision helps me remember facts”

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree




image7.png
Please select the option which best applies to yor
new work’.

“Independent revision helps me to understand

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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What, if anything, do you like about the school’s homework policy?

Long-answer text

In your opinion, how could the school's homework policy be improved?

Long-answer text
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