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Aims 
The concept that interested me was whether the implementation of randomised questioning techniques would impact children’s engagement levels, specifically looking at the lollipop stick strategy. In my placement school they already use forms of randomised questioning during lessons, the most popular being the online DOJO name randomizer. Although the strategy of lollipop sticks is very familiar in my school’s foundation phase, they did not use them in my year six class but had done in other classes. My school’s main reason for using randomised questioning is to increase levels of engagement and ensure all children have an equal opportunity to share their ideas. Therefore, the aim of this research was to measure the extent in which the technique of lollipop sticks affected children’s engagement levels.
Context 
My year six class had twenty-seven children, of whom seventeen were boys and ten were girls. This class included a range of challenging behaviours, including a variety of children who have Additional Learning Needs (ALN). The class had one high functioning ASD child, two children with ADHD and one child with ADD. Prior to the lesson study my partner and I concluded that our question would be ‘How does the use of lollipop sticks as an AFL strategy affect the level of engagement in primary school pupils?’. We decided to focus on this strategy as we wanted to compare how effective it was in reception and in year six. I had previously experienced the success of the strategy in Foundation Phase and wanted to see it worked with older children. 

Literature Review
There is considerable amount of literature surrounding AFL, especially the use of questioning for formative assessment. Due to this lesson study’s focus on random questioning techniques, specifically lollipop sticks, it is important to explore the relevant literature to gain further understanding. Black and Wiliam (1998) argue that formative assessment in education is vital in supporting and extending learning. Quality of questioning is one of the four aspects of effective AFL and scholars such as Wragg and Brown (2001) and Cremin and Arthur (2014) both agree that it is not only vital in facilitating learning, but essential for teachers to see next learning steps. However, despite the importance of AFL, Welsh Government (2014) found that it is not well understood or embedded effectively in classrooms. Ward (2015) discovered that a main reason for these issues were down to lack of engagement. Most learners disengaged because the teacher would repeatedly choose the same learners to answer questions (Ward, 2015). Scholars argue that this lack of engagement is a result of techniques like hands-up, because only calling on children who are willing to answer creates too much of a relaxed environment (Marzano & Pickering, 2010). Marzano & Pickering (2010) argue that calling on the same children repeatedly, signals to the rest of the class that there is no need to engage as they probably will not be selected. Later in the literature, William and Leahy (2015) directly agree by proposing that selecting the child who is willing to answer does not assess the whole class and children who may be struggling get lost amongst those confident learners. 
As a result of poor engagement, randomized questioning techniques have become popular in 21st century classrooms. It is argued that the simplest way to improve classroom engagement is to choose students at random rather than asking for volunteers (Wiliam, 2014). Lundmark’s (2015) study confirms this and found that random questioning techniques encourages young people to participate and engage more. The lollipop stick strategy is well-known in the teaching profession and is used throughout all age groups. Many scholars see this strategy as being successful in giving all learners the opportunity to participate in the lesson (Hymer et al, 2018). It is argued that this strategy not only engages more children but makes those who are less confident or often ‘overshadowed’ by volunteering children, feel more comfortable when answering. For example, Hymer (2018, p.87) quotes, “it avoids over-eager children from popping, fidgeting and making silly noises in their desire to answer”. Ward’s (2015) case study is in line with this as she found that prior to the implementation of lollipop sticks, several children were not engaging or offering answers to the teacher’s questions. However, after introducing lollipop sticks, the study showed that engagement improved, especially amongst those learners who would not usually answer (Ward, 2015). 
On the contrary scholars have argued that a pitfall with randomised questioning, such as lollipop stick is that while it may engage learners, it often disheartens our higher-ability children (Ward, 2015). Furthermore, while lollipop sticks have said to encourage equal opportunity and heightened engagement, many children fear that their answer will be wrong and disengage anyway, hoping their name won’t get picked (Aubrey & Riley, 2018). These opposing ideas provide the same conclusion that, often the lollipop stick strategy can have reserve impact and decreases engagement more than before. Similarly, according to Wiliam, 2014) lollipop sticks cannot engage every child in class, as like hands-up this method still only assesses a small number of pupils. Didau (2013) agrees and believes that we should treasure our power to select who answers our questions, but to ensure we assess the whole class we should use methods like Wiliam’s ‘basketball questioning technique’ which does not leave anyone out. Likewise, Black (et al, 2002) has completely disregarded the lollipop stick strategy and theorise that the problems with engagement, lie not within who we ask but the questions in which we ask. He argues that, “more effort has to be spent in framing questions that are worth asking” (Black et al, 2002, p.7). More recently, Coles (2014, p.12) agreed by stating, “lollipop sticks are a waste of time” and more effort and time should go into creating quality questions. This suggests that regardless of what strategy we use, if the learners are not interested in our questions then engagement levels will not improve. This supports Ward (2015) that delineates we should always use a range of AFL strategies in our classroom to benefit all learners.
Lastly, much of the literature on randomized questioning, focuses on the lack thinking-time we provide after a question. An early study by Rowe (1974) discovered that most teachers only wait approximately 0.9 seconds for a response after asking question, which prevents most children from answering. Similarly, Black and Wiliam (1998) determined that lack of thinking-time caused children to disengage because by the time they thought of an answer, it was too late, and the teacher had already moved on to another question. Wiliam (2014) proposed that for randomized questioning techniques to be successful in increasing engagement, it is more beneficial to ask the question first, allow for thinking-time and then choose a stick. Additionally, Hargreaves (et al, 2014) agrees and has proposed that thinking-time not only develops higher-order thinking skills but builds the confidence of learners who take longer to answer. Scholars agree with Hargreaves and have suggested that the lollipop strategy is only effective when used alongside thinking time and other AFL strategies such as group and paired discussions (Marzano and Pickering, 2010). Compiling these strategies together, allows nervous children to answer collaboratively in a group and confident children who become disheartened are still able to put forward their opinions collectively (Marzano & Pickering, 2010). Therefore, we can see that there is vast literature surrounding the lollipop stick strategy and how scholars present valid arguments that highlight both the pros and cons of it. 

Methodology 
The methodology used in this action research was a lesson study. Lesson studies originate from Japan and have become popular in the UK as an efficient way of continuing to improve professional development (Teacher Development Trust, 2015). During a lesson study a group or pair of colleagues collaboratively plan, deliver and observe each other’s lessons to evaluate a certain teaching strategy that needs improvement (Department for Education, 2010).  Using Dudley’s (2011) lesson study handbook, my colleague and I planned a research lesson together which would measure how effective the strategy of lollipop sticks was in increasing engagement. We agreed to research this strategy, as during our Professional Teaching Experience (PTE) we discovered that, engagement levels decreased when we were teaching, as oppose to when the class teacher taught.  Following Dudley (2014) we identified three ‘case study pupils’, of higher, middle and lower abilities to ensure our results were varied and represented different kinds of learners.  The main observations took place in the starter so, we decided that observations would be taken every three minutes for approximately nine minutes. The observer used the Leuven Scale of Involvement (see appendix 2 and appendix 8) to measure engagement levels, placing a ‘tick’ and giving them a score of 1 to 5. One, representing low engagement and five, representing sustained and intense activity for example (Arnerich, 2018 and SCILT, 2012). Additionally, the narrative writing technique was used to make notes throughout (see appendix 1 and appendix 7). As the intervals were close together, the observer then added to their notes after the lesson to provide more context to the data (Kumar, 2014). All observations were non-participant, whereby we did not get involved while observing and listened passively (Sharman, Cross and Vennis, 2004). Dudley (2011) also recommends interviewing the case study pupils straight after the lessons to gain an insight into what they thought. Thus, we interviewed all case study children straight after the lesson (see appendix 5 and appendix 9) to preserve the reliability of the children’s opinions, especially vital in the reception class to avoid the risk of forgetting the experience entirely (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007). We conducted our interviews using semi-structured questions to ensure the children were on track while answering and to give us the freedom to ask open-ended question to gain a variety of responses (Rabionet, 2011). Due to one class being reception-aged and the other year six, we knew that the exact same structured questions for both groups of children would not work. According to (Adams, 2015) interviews can raise anxiety amongst children as they may feel pressured to give socially acceptable answers or ‘the right’ answers. Though, to eliminate this anxiety, we conducted the interviews in the school’s ‘Cwtch’, a room that was familiar to all interviewees and a place they felt comfortable. After both lesson studies, we held a ‘post research discussion’ where we analysed how engagement levels changed as a result of the lollipop sticks (Dudley, 2011). We reflected on our findings and explored how we can improve our own practice by using Gibbs’ Reflective Model (1988, see appendix 11). We decided to use this model as it not only allows you to deeply reflect and evaluate your findings but allows you to then act for the future. Overall, this methodology allowed us to collect both qualitative and quantitative data. We feel that both written, and number-based data provides us with a great range of relevant and reliable data to analyse. 
Ethical Considerations 
During this lesson study, as stated in my ethics form, I ensured I was in line with BERA’S ethical guidelines. I did this by, handing out a consent form and information sheet to all the children in my class to ensure we had enough children to include in our sample and so their parents knew exactly what their child was involved in (BERA, 2018). The information sheet included an explanation about how all information obtained would remain confidential and pseudonyms such as ‘Child 1’ would be used to ensure complete anonymity. Additionally, as my class were aged ten to eleven years old, I spoke to them prior, to ensure all potential participants understood what the study involved, what they will be required to do and how the information will be used (BERA, 2018). Lastly, to ensure this research was ethical, we reassured the participants that they could withdraw their consent and stop participating at any time (BERA, 2018). Other ethical considerations can be seen in my ethics form. 
Lesson Study 1 Results and Analysis


Figure 1- The levels of engagement of child A, Child B and Child C at timed intervals during the starter (see appendix 6).
Child 1 begins the lesson very engaged, and looking directly at the teacher, listening for a question to be asked. This child receives the highest rating on the Leuven Scale, a number 5, which suggests intense, sustained activity for the first two observed intervals (see appendix 2). The engagement levels of child 1 remain the same (see appendix 6), they are visibly excited when their lollipop stick is chosen and are eagerly able to answer the question immediately. Though, child 1’s engagement levels decrease during the mid-point of the observation and becomes more distracted throughout, despite their stick being put back into the pot, which means there was a chance that they would be chosen again. Furthermore, our narrative notes (see appendix 1) reveal that child 1’s parent was volunteering in class this day, reading with other children. Thus, perhaps we can conclude that child 1 was easily distracted by her parent and therefore her engagement levels were compromised, in comparison to a normal day. By the 9-minute mark child 1 who was previously intensely engaged, was now at a level 2 on the Leuven Scale (see appendix 2) which implies frequently, interrupted activity. It is interesting that this higher ability child’s engagement levels decrease when the interview answers (see appendix 5) show that this child liked being asked questions by the teacher. She stated “it’s excited to say the answer” when her stick is chosen. Though, interestingly when asked if she preferred ‘hands-up’ or lollipop sticks, child 1 responded with “hands-up”. Consequently, we could conclude that this AFL strategy did not work for this child. Perhaps being of higher ability they preferred hands-up because they tend to always know the answer and want to share it.
Child 2 represented those learners who were of a middle ability level. Like child 1, child 2 began the lesson very engaged and on the highest rating of 5 on the Leuven Scale (see appendix 2). Though, we see a pattern with child 1 and child 2 where their engagement levels decrease as time goes on. Intriguingly, at the 9-minute mark (see appendix 2) child 2’s engagement level increases slightly, when he realises his name has been selected for a second time. This reflects his interview response when asked ‘how do you feel when your stick is chosen?’ he responded “happy” and gets, “excited to see who gets picked” (see appendix 5).  He is initially visibly excited when he reads his name on the stick, but then proceeds to give the same answer as another child (see appendix 1). This implies that his engagement levels only increased when he visibly saw his name and was not actively listening to the learning going on around him. Child 2 still increasingly lost attention, though by the end of the starter the children had been sat on the carpet for around 20 minutes as they had previously done the register and morning welcomes. Therefore, we could conclude that our results do not truly reflect how effective this AFL strategy is, as reception-aged children do generally become distracted very easily after a short amount of time.
Lastly, child 3’s engagement results show no pattern, like we can see with child 1 and child 2 (see appendix 2 and 7). Throughout the observation, child 3 is almost always distracting and not paying attention (see appendix 1). At the 3-minute mark, child 3 shows some signs of engagement when the teacher reveals their new book ‘Zog’, but quickly turns his attention back to playing with the cupboard. Child 3’s results imply that this strategy was not effective in improving his engagement levels, because at 6 minutes when asked a question, he has not been listening so struggles to give an answer; he appears uncomfortable. Remarkably, child 3’s interview answers don’t reflect his behaviour during the lesson. Child 3 states that he prefers lollipop sticks, was familiar with them as their class teacher regularly uses them and says, “it’s exciting” when asked ‘do you like lollipop sticks?’ (see appendix 5). Due to the pupils being so young, we could imply that child 3’s differing answers from his behaviour may be the result of copying off his peers or simple confusion from the questions. Surprisingly, unlike child 1 and child 2, child 3 has his most intense rating of engagement (see appendix 2) at the end of the observation, when most of the class were very distracted. Though, this engagement is during discussion within learning partners and after this discussion, when his name is chosen for the second time, he confidently gives an extended answer, unlike previously. This implies that young children are possibly more engaged when they can discuss with a peer first to build confidence. 
Overall, most children, including those being observed were visibly engaged and sustained high levels when their name came out for the first time. Though, engagement levels did decrease when time got on, but it is difficult to determine whether this was the result of the strategy being ineffective or because reception children can easily become distracted. Thus, using Gibbs’ Reflective Model (1988, see appendix 12). We both decided that our ‘action plan’ for the next lesson study, would be to alter the way we used the lollipop sticks. We realised that thinking-time was vital so still decided to ask the question first but decided that next time I would not replace the stick immediately. We planned that I would replace the sticks at intervals and announce this to the children to see if this has any impact on the engagement of the children. We feel this was a good method to alter, as lesson study 2 was done in a year 6 class so the pupils were more mature.
Lesson Study 2 Results and Analysis

Figure 2- The levels of engagement of child A, Child B and Child C at timed intervals during the starter (see appendix 6).

In the second lesson study, conducted in a year 6 class, child 4 who is one of the highest ability pupils, begins the lesson, very engaged and pays close attention to the teacher (see appendix 7). Child 4 and child 5 both carefully watch whose name is chosen and, child 4 especially is eager and extremely quick to answer; this suggests he is actively listening throughout. This is also reflected on the Leuven Scale (see appendix 8) and visible in the graph (see appendix 10), where his engagement stays at a level 5 for the entire observation. Child 4’s interview responses can justify his actions as, when asked the question ‘do you prefer lollipop sticks or the DOJO randomizer?’ (an online method they use in this class). He responded with, “sometimes the randomizer repeats the same name, but because you put the lollipop stick to the side after a name was chosen, it meant that the same person couldn’t answer again. I prefer it because it gives everyone a fairer chance” (see appendix 9). Additionally, from the narrative notes (see appendix 7), although child 4 knows his name will not come out again, he remains engaged by visibly reacting and listening to his peer’s responses. Therefore, we can conclude that the data implies that lollipop sticks did improve this child’s engagement because he liked the method and therefore remained active throughout. Secondly, we can argue that even though the child knew his name would not get chosen again, he tended to engage more overall because he felt it was a fairer way of questioning; he seemed to like this concept and got excited to see who would answer next. However, after reflection (see appendix 7 and appendix 13), we concluded that this child is always engaged in lessons, regardless of what strategy is used, therefore perhaps a different case study child should have been used to gain more accurate results. 
Like child 4, child 5 who was our middle ability pupil, but enjoyed literacy (see appendix 9), also began the lesson extremely engaged, receiving a 5-point rating on the Leuven Scale (see appendix 8). At the 3-minute mark the teacher reads an extract from the book and after asks questions. Child 5 continues to put her hand up, even though her stick had already been chosen and gets visibly disappointed when she is told no hands-up (see appendix 7). As time continues the Leuven Scale and graph results show that child 5 gets more distracted at every interval and a clear pattern forms which shows how the child loses concentration increasingly (see appendix 8 and appendix 10). Unlike child 4, we can suggest that after putting her hand up, child 5 becomes very disheartened when she realises, she will not be chosen to answer, so decides to disengage; this was surprising as this child is usually enthusiastic about literacy. Thus, our results show that this strategy stagnated child 5’s engagement, rather than improve it. This is also clear in her interview responses and although she states that “when we use hands-up the same people get chosen”, she then follows with “I feel sad” when she knows the answer but doesn’t get chosen (see appendix 9). This highlights a reason as to why she became disengaged as she wants to share her answer and gets disheartened when she cannot. When you pair this response with the question, ‘do you want your stick to be chosen?’. In which she answers, “if I know the answer yes, but if I don’t, I sometimes hope I don’t get picked” (see appendix 9). We can suggest that for child 5, it is not necessarily the strategy that impacts her engagement levels, but the lesson in which they are used in. 
Lastly, unlike child 4 and child 5, child 6’s patterns of engagement are different and instead she begins the lesson very distracted and becomes more engaged throughout (see appendix 8). Child 6 receives a level 1 and 2 on the Leuven Scale for the first two observations as she is talking to peers and not listening or facing the teacher (see appendix 7).  I believe that the unsettlement of just coming in from break-time, added to child 6’s initial distraction and at first she did not realise lollipop sticks were being used during this lesson. This is justified in her interview response to, ‘do you think when the teacher uses lollipop sticks that it makes you pay more attention?’ Child 6 answers with, “yes, definitely because sometimes when we use hands-up, I know that if I don’t put my hand-up, I won’t get picked so I don’t pay as much attention” (see appendix 9). This response is justified with child 6’s later actions when she is caught ‘off-guard’ when her stick is chosen, this is also reflected in her statement, “I sometimes panic and get embarrassed in front of everyone” (see appendix 7 and appendix 9). Immediately after she is caught ‘off-guard’, she becomes very engaged and does not get distracted by other students on her table that continue talking (see appendix 7). At this same point, the sticks are replaced which suggests that child 6 is now fully aware that the sticks are being used and there is a huge possibility that she may be called on again. Therefore, this AFL strategy was successful in re-engaging a child that was very distracted and was able to get her back on track before the starter ended. She was visibly embarrassed that she was caught ‘off-guard’ and other children noticed this too, after this more children paid attention as they wanted to ensure they were prepared for all questions.
The evidence from lesson study 2 showed that all three children were engaged at some point during the lesson. All three children’s patterns of engagement were vastly different and therefore it is difficult to determine how effective this AFL strategy truly was in improving engagement levels. Although child 4 showed intense engagement throughout, his engagement levels are always high when using other techniques so perhaps next time we should use a different child who is usually more distracted in class. The results clearly show that the strategy failed to work for child 5 as she became disheartened by not being able to volunteer to share her answer. However, the impact on child 6 was completely different as, she became intensely engaged after her stick was chosen rather than before like the others. Therefore, after using Gibbs’ Reflective Model (1988, see appendix 13) we concluded that perhaps removing the stick after it was selected and putting it back in intervals is less effective than putting the stick back into the pot immediately. This way every child must pay attention as their stick may be chosen again. Consequently, to improve both lesson studies next time we could pick a name out first and then ask a question, this way we can differentiate the question to suit all learners and avoid panic like child 6 stated.  Finally, after reflection (see appendix 13), to improve the lollipop strategy would be to pair it with another AFL strategy and this could become a future lesson study to research (see appendix 13).

Discussion  
Both lesson studies showed how the lollipop stick strategy can improve engagement levels to an extent, as the narrative notes (see appendix 1 and appendix 7) illustrate that majority of the children were actively looking and anticipating whose name would be chosen. This is in line with Marzano and Pickering’s (2010) study which suggests that using a hands-up approach creates a relaxed environment, whereas randomized questioning makes the children become more involved. Though, as Wiliam (2014) argued, this strategy still only assesses the learning of a few students and cannot simply engage every child at once. Our results justify this as it was clear, that apart from child 4 who remained engaged and child 6 who became more engaged, the other children become increasingly distracted as they knew they would not be called upon again. This is also in line with scholars who agree that lollipop sticks should be used alongside whole class approaches like a basketball questioning technique or a chain answer method (Didau, 2013 & Marzano and Pickering, 2010). Moreover, our results show how quite a few of the children became disheartened when they could not put their hands-up to answer or their stick had already been chosen, so disengaged as a result. For example, despite the children claiming they prefer lollipop sticks because it’s fairer, child 4 in particular still answered, “sometimes I feel like it’s pointless trying to think of the answer because my name never gets chosen anyway” (see appendix 9). Being of higher ability this parallels with Ward (2015) who found that this method often disheartens our top learners because they are so eager to share their knowledge. Lastly, it has been suggested that lollipop stick use is most effective in increasing engagement, when used alongside another form of AFL (Marzano and Pickering, 2010). Our results show evidence of this, especially with child 3 who showed a huge improvement in class, after being given the opportunity to discuss the answer in learning partners first (see appendix 1 and appendix 2). This also lines up with scholars’ theories that ‘think-time’ is vital for our children to give quality responses and prevents initial panic when they are asked a question; like we saw with child 6 (Hargreaves et al, 2014, see appendix 9). All children mentioned in their interviews that thinking time in groups would help improve this strategy and make them engage more (see appendix 5 and appendix 9). This parallels with Marzano and Pickering’s (2010) study which suggests lollipop stick use is most effective in increasing engagement levels when used along-side group or pair discussions before giving a response. For example, child 2 needed a lot of prompts because he had not had enough thinking time and child 4 gave a response in the interview, “I always get excited when my name is chosen, but only if we get thinking-time” (see appendix 9). Thus, Black and Wiliam’s (1998) study can be justified within this research as it is clear that children themselves feel they can give better answers when they are able to think or discuss in a group. So, in future to avoid this pitfall again, it would be useful to provide my class with more thinking-time and use strategies like think, pair, share alongside lollipop sticks to see if that can improve engagement (Cremin and Arthur, 2014). 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, I would argue that this method of data collection was not completely reliable and if conducted again, could be altered. The data was collected through non-participant observations and in both studies the observer was sat in an unobtrusive position in the classroom. The children were also not told they were being observed in order to minimise the risk of the Hawthorne Effect occurring (Mcloed, 2012). However, I feel my presence did naturally distract the children in lesson study 1, as I had previously taught in that class and therefore the children did act differently as, observation can often make children ‘play’ to an audience regardless (Sharman, Cross, Vennis, 2004). Therefore, this unfortunately tainted the validity of our results. My colleague had not taught in my class that she observed, and I feel that the results from lesson study 2 were more reliable. So, next time I will ensure I observe a class where the children do not know me, so I can remain as a complete non-participant observer. Despite this, I believe a strength of our data collection was the use of the Leuven Scales as it allowed us to easily recognise patterns of engagement and compare them across both studies. However, because lesson starters tend to be quite short, we had to make our timed intervals close together (every 3 minutes) and this was difficult to keep to while observing three children in busy classes. Thus, this may have limited the reliability of our results and next time I would ensure the intervals were more spread so we could fill the Leuven Scales in more accurately. 

My colleague and I did not pilot any methods before the lesson studies, and I believe this prevented the studies from being as successful as they could have been. We discovered that interviewing reception is extremely difficult and due to their age, they seemed to copy off each other’s answers and give answers unrelated to the questions (Adams, 2015). Next time, I would pilot the interviews with other groups of children first, so we can then reflect on whether our questions are appropriate for the age and whether we need to alter them to ensure we get quality responses. Furthermore, in my next placement I will continue to trial the use of lollipop sticks as an AFL strategy and attempt to take part in another lesson study to ensure I am always continuing my professional development (CPD). I am going to research and test out other AFL strategies alongside lollipop sticks to explore which one potentially works best, and ensure I am getting the best out of this method. 

Recommendations 
In future practice, the researcher will need to allow enough thinking-time after questioning the pupils to allow for higher-order thinking and quality responses (Hargreaves et al, 2014). Good practice while using this strategy would be to pair it with group or pair discussions as this will allow the less confident children to participate more comfortably and those who get disheartened to also give their opinions in a group discussion (Black et al, 2003 and Marzano and Pickering, 2010). I feel this will not only will make the strategy more effective but allows the teacher to assess more children at a time. It would also be relevant to consider whether it is more effective to replace the stick each time or take it out of the pot after a child is selected. I would suggest for future lessons to replace the stick so the children who have already answered do not become disengaged and continue to think of answers; this will prevent the environment becoming too relaxed. I would suggest that another lesson study should be conducted to repeat this research so the results can be compared. As professionals it is important to take part in action research as it allows us to see what is truly happening in our classrooms and how we can improve it (Creative Educator, 2020).
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Levels of Engagment in Lesson Study 1

Child 1	0 Minutes	3 Minutes	6 Minutes	9 Minutes	5	5	3	2	Child 2	0 Minutes	3 Minutes	6 Minutes	9 Minutes	5	5	3	4	Child 3	0 Minutes	3 Minutes	6 Minutes	9 Minutes	3	4	2	5	Time of Observations During Lesson Starter
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Levels of Engagment in Lesson Study 2

Child 4	0 Minutes	3 Minutes	6 Minutes	9 Minutes	5	5	5	5	Child 5	0 Minutes	3 Minutes	6 Minutes	9 Minutes	5	4	3	2	Child 6	0 Minutes	3 Minutes	6 Minutes	9 Minutes	2	1	4	4	Time of Observations During Lesson Starter
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‘


How does the use of lollipop sticks


 


as an AFL 


strategy affect the level of engagement in primary 


school pupils


?


’


 


 


 


Targed/Target


 


Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr 


aseiniad hwn.


 


 


What I have done in this 


assignment.


 


Targed/Target 


1


 


To develop my reflectiv


e skills.


 


I feel I have been reflective 


throughout this assignment by 


evaluating my results and finding 


thoroughly and being able to 


compare them to relevant 


literature. I have judged my own 


practice and giving 


recommendations for future good 


practice. 


 


T


arged/Targ


et 


2


 


Find further examples of research 


to support or oppose viewpoints.


 


I have engaged in a wide range of 


literature, especially in my 


literature review to demonstrate all 


possible angles on my specific 


topic.


 


Targed/Target 


3


 


Proof


-


read work


 


To 


meet this target I have proof 


read my work during and on


ce 


completed


 


to ensure I have written 


in a c


oncise and 


coherent


 


manner.


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 




ECAD7004/C     Page  1       ‘ How does the use of lollipop sticks   as an AFL  strategy affect the level of engagement in primary  school pupils ? ’    

 Targed/Target  Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr  aseiniad hwn.     What I have done in this  assignment.  

Targed/Target  1  To develop my reflectiv e skills.  I feel I have been reflective  throughout this assignment by  evaluating my results and finding  thoroughly and being able to  compare them to relevant  literature. I have judged my own  practice and giving  recommendations for future good  practice.   

T arged/Targ et  2  Find further examples of research  to support or oppose viewpoints.  I have engaged in a wide range of  literature, especially in my  literature review to demonstrate all  possible angles on my specific  topic.  

Targed/Target  3  Proof - read work  To  meet this target I have proof  read my work during and on ce  completed   to ensure I have written  in a c oncise and  coherent   manner.  

             

