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‘How can we improve learner involvement through the use of random name generators in a key stage 2 classroom?’ 

Content page
Aim, focus and purpose 
The issue that interested me was whether or not the process of randomly choosing children to answer questions, during class discussions, Introductions to lessons and plenaries, encourages the whole class to become engaged and involved in the lesson in anticipation of being selected. I have become interested in this issue as, in my school, I have observed and used the lollipop method of selection and have also introduced an online random name picker (In the form of a spinning wheel). In my class, it has seemed that when I have made the children aware of my intention to use a random name generator as a method of selecting them to answer a question, they are more engaged, listen to information provided to them and display more on task behaviour.
Research context 
[bookmark: _Hlk511033800][bookmark: _Hlk511045857]I discussed this with my partner and found that she had similar experiences within her class, using the ‘ClassDojo’ randomizer feature. She was also interested in identifying whether the presence of a random name generator as a selection tool helped the children in her class to become more involved in the lesson. Together, our research question was ‘How can we improve learner involvement through the use of random name generators in a key stage 2 classroom?’. For my class, and my research partners class, this meant taking part in a lesson whereby different methods of random name generation were used to select children to answer questions and contribute to class discussions. Whilst the lesson is took place, 3 target children were rated in terms of their involvement in the lesson. Our research was conducted within the two primary schools in which we have carried out our placements. Both schools are in South East Wales. The classes in which we conducted our research are year 3 and 4. Both schools will remain anonymous throughout this research paper and will be referred to as ‘School A’ and ‘School B’. School A is a large community school north of Cardiff. There are 380 pupils on roll between the ages of 3 and 11. There are 15 mainstream classes with the majority of pupils being taught in mixed age classes. The children observed within School A were year 3/4. School B is a large community school north of Cardiff. There are 300 pupils on roll between the ages of three and 11. There are nine mainstream classes for pupils from nursery to Year 6. There are also two ALN classes that cater for up to 20 pupils aged seven to 11 years. The children observed within School B were year 4.
Literature review
[bookmark: _Hlk508200660]I researched the issue of the selection of children by teachers for the purpose of questioning and contribution to class discussion further by looking at books, journal articles, government documents and other on-line material. What this identified to me was there are a variety of opinions on the issue of random selection of children. In his 2011 book ‘Embedded formative assessment’, British educationalist, Dylan Wiliam, explains ‘In almost any classroom, some students nearly dislocate their shoulders in eagerness to show the teacher that they have an answer to the question that the teacher just asked’ (Wiliam, 2011:81). He adds that other students within the same class will attempt to stay bellow the radar in order to avoid being asked to answer by the teacher. He believes that when teachers allow this to happen, when they make it acceptable for children to choose whether or not they will answer a question, the are contributing to a widening achievement gap between students. Lots of classrooms now adopt a ‘no hands up’ rule because, as Dudley and Osvath (2016) explain, the hands up system of teaching has limitations. They provide that research has suggested only ¼ of the children in mixed ability groups are engaged during ‘hands up’ questioning. The stronger pupils are actively involved but the majority of the class are adopting a passive role. They suggest that a ‘no hands up’ policy with a random method for choosing pupils to answer is a way of encouraging the other ¾ of the class to engage. Wiliam (2011) agrees with the suggestion of using a random method of selection. He writes that teachers tend to be drawn to the usual suspects when attempting to choose a pupil to answer their questions, and so believes that randomization devises can be useful. 
	One method of random name generation is the use of lollipop sticks. Harry Fletcher-wood (2014) explains that lollipop sticks can be used to nominate respondents by writing each student’s name upon them. He explains that they are simple tools that he swears by and hates being without. He provides many advantages of using this method. The use of Lollipop sticks can be democratising, they can help the teacher to balance access and challenge, they help to discourage passengers, they raise expectations of both the students and the teachers and they can also be finessed and adapted. Andrew Redfern (2015) is also an advocate of the no hands techniques. He suggests using a variety of styles, not just Lollipop sticks, will allow the whole class to become engaged and will encourage all students to respond. He explains that as well as lollipop sticks, there are a range of ICT based random name generators that can assist teachers in choosing students to answer their questions. Fletcher-wood (2014) also notes some of the criticisms of using Lollipop sticks. He suggests that some students consider this method as ‘Picking on people’ and cites Dylan Wiliam who suggests weaker students don’t want their weaknesses publicised and those who consider themselves as smarter may become frustrated if their name is not chosen. Education consultant David Didau (2013) explains that he is not a fan of randomisers to select students to answer questions. He believes that the power to choose the student who answers teacher’s questions should be treasured. Another critic, School behavioural expert, Tom Bennett (2013), states ‘I think the sticks are daft’. He believes that teachers should simply just choose a student to answer their question. Considering the issue of teacher bias, amongst many others, he explains that teachers would not be unconsciously biased towards pupils if they have thought carefully about their question, and so there would be no need for lollipop sticks to combat this problem.
 Not everybody agrees with the ‘no hands’ technique. In his article, ‘Hands-up: Bring back the practice into the classroom, says government behavioural tsar’, Javier Espinoza (2015) wrote how Tom Bennett has advised that a ‘hands-up’ approach should be reintroduced to the classroom. He has suggested that, although it is perceived that only certain children answer questions, teachers can use their own common sense and are within their rights to ask for an answer from a child who does not have their hands up. Espinoza (2015) also adds that president of ATL, Kim Knappett suggests that ‘Hands-up’ is just one approach to getting children to answer questions. She lists lollipop sticks, whiteboards and colour coded cups as strategies used within her own classroom. The literature that we have had access to has supported our research question. We would like to contribute to this literature by placing a greater focus on ICT based random name generators as we have identified this as an area where there is scope for more research.	
Methodology
Elain Wilson (2009) explains that reflection of classroom interactions and questioning why pupils behave the way they do and perform in certain ways is something that teachers do constantly. However, to understand why these things happen as they do, it is necessary for teachers to step back and think in more detail about their own practice. This may involve ‘Subject[ing] new ideas to the critical scrutiny of other practitioners’ (Wilson, 2009:3). The methodology used within this research project was lesson study research which is a form of action research. Lesson study research methodology has its origins in Japan. It ‘is a model of professional development where a group of teachers collaboratively plan, deliver, observe and discuss lessons that have a particular pedagogic focus often related to difficult aspects of the subjects or focused on the learning of particular groups of pupils’ (Department of education, 2009:3). Peter Dudley is regularly acknowledged as the person who brought this method to the United Kingdom. He conducted the lesson study pilot, a cross-phase project, from 2003-5 (Jones and Norwich, 2012: Viii). For the purpose of this research project, a lesson was collaboratively planned by myself and my research partner. We each delivered the lesson in our respective schools, with the other research partner observing the use of randomizers and recording the children’s involvement using the Leuven Scale for involvement and conducting a focus group interview with three target children. After this, we discussed the lesson and our findings, and between lesson 1 and lesson 2 we made necessary changes to our lesson and use of randomization strategies in order to make lesson 2 as effective as possible. Although Lesson study can be considered as an excellent method of developing Assessment for Learning (Spendlove, 2015: 63) we have considered the limitations of this process. These include having to plan a lesson from scratch which can be time consuming, it also requires the availability of teachers and pupils (Spendlove, 2015).
	The research being conducted can be identified as qualitative research as it included ‘Words rather than quantification in the collection and analysis of data’ (Bryman, 2008: 697). The main methods of data collection used within this research project are non-participant observation, field-notes recorded on a ‘General observation schedule’ (appendix ??)  and semi-structured focus group interviews with three target children, one from each ability group (appendix ??). Judith Bell (2010) explains that, despite there being lots of tried and tested examples of observation schedules used by researchers, none are quite right for a particular research project. ‘Inevitably, you will find you have to adapt or devise a completely new approach’ (2010:196). For the purpose of this research project, the ‘General observation schedule’ was created by myself and my research partner. The ‘General observation schedule’ took the form of a checklist that allowed us to record whether or not the target child was involved in a number of common classroom activities such as listening to the teacher, listening to other pupils, answering questions, reading and writing. It also allowed us to rate our target children using ‘The Leuven scale of involvement’. Ioanna Palaiologou (2012) describes rating scales as a valid method of recording behaviour. She adds that the most common rating scales used within early years settings come from Ferre Laevers. Laevers developed ‘The Leuven scale for involvement’ and ‘The Leuven scale for well-being’. These are both numerical scales that are concerned with the question of quality in early years education (2012:71). Leavers suggests that children’s involvement in activities are important indicators as to the quality of said activity. The involvement of the child is rated from 1-Extreamly low to 5- Extremely high, with a statement describing a best fit of the child’s behaviour accompanying each rating. Our observations can be identified as non-participant observations as we observed without taking part in the lesson (Bryman, 2008). Drew, Hardman and Hosp (2007) explain that there are both advantages and disadvantages to using non-participant observation. They provide that as a nonparticipant it is easier to remain objective and not become emotionally attached. You can record information immediately and it is ‘less time-intensive’ (2007: 197). They also add, however, that non-participant observations are not in-depth or natural experiences. They suggest that this form of observation does not allow personal testing and does not allow the observer to gain an insight into cultural patterns (2007:197).
         After the completion of our lessons, we conducted Semi-structured focus group interviews. Bryman, 2008: 474) explains ‘The focus group method is a form of group interview in which: there are several participants…there is an emphasis in the questioning on a particular fairly tightly defined topic, and the accent is upon interaction within the group and the joint construction of meaning’. The three participants within our focus groups were chosen through a convenience sample (Bryman, 2008) as I had prior knowledge of the children and their abilities and groups because I taught there on a previous teaching placement. I provided my research partner with group lists and she chose one child from each group at random as to avoid any bias. We also used this method to choose the sample in my partners school. During our focus group interviews, we chose to use semi-structured interview questions. Bryman (2008) explains that during a semi-structured interview, the interviewer has a list of questions that they will ask, but there is leeway for the interviewees. Questions do not need to be asked in any particular order and if the interview is being lead to specific questions that are not on the list, these questions may also be asked. The interview process can be considered as fairly flexible. We chose to conduct semi-structured interview as they can uncover unidentified issues and conversations can be redirected by asking additional questions if needed (Wilson, 2014). Along with the advantages of using this form interview, we have also considered the limitations. These include the interviewer effect and the need to be consistent so that data can be compared (Wilson, 2014).
Reflections of our research process were captured using the Assisted reflective conclusions model (ARC). We used this to reflect on Lesson study one and identify any areas that needed developing in order to ensure the results that we obtained from lesson study two were useful to us and considered this to be a vital element of our lesson study.
Ethical considerations
	It is important to recognise that there are ethical considerations when conducting research within the classroom. For the purpose of this research project, I have consulted ‘Ethical Guidelines for educational research’ (BERA, 2011), ‘Code of professional conduct and practice for registrants with the Education workforce council’ (EWC, 2017) and ‘Research ethics and integrity code of practice’ (University of Wales Trinity st David, 2017).
I made all children aware that they could withdraw from the research at any point if they chose to. I made children aware that if the research caused them any distress that they could withdraw at any point. The children were in normal school situations and were not put under any risk of harm. If children chose to withdraw, they were assured that they would be treated exactly the same as everybody else. I gained assent from all children involved and consent from their parents/guardians. Both myself and my research partner adhered to legal requirements for working with children, including requirements of the schools safeguarding policy which I am familiar with. This ensured that no harm was made to my professional name or that of the university. I ensured that pupils felt at ease throughout the research and limited any intrusion. No incentives were offered to participants and children were under no pressure to take part. The focus group interviews were conducted during break time within the classrooms. We ensured that the doors and blinds were open. We complied with the legal requirements and university guidelines for the storage and use of data. All data was stored securely and kept confidential with all names removed. All questions were worded in an unbiased way as to ensure the children were not led in any particular way. Pupils were encouraged to answer honestly.
Lesson study
Lesson study 1 and analysis
In what way did the children achieve the lesson goals?
[bookmark: _Hlk510356892]Lesson study 1 took part in school A and there were 19 year 3/4 children present. These children were separated into 4 groups, with an adult based with each group. The Lesson was conducted by my research partner during a literacy session, 9am-10.30am. I took the role of non-participant observer. As we conducted our lesson study in the week leading up to the Easter holidays, we decided to deliver a literacy session based on the Easter story (appendix ??). The children within School A had not had any Easter input by their class teacher prior to this point and so any prior knowledge had been gained from other sources or remembered from last year. Prior to the focused task, children completed a ‘See, Think, wonder’ activity, a visible thinking routine that encourages children to use observation and interpretation skills. During this activity, the children were presented with a picture of ‘The Trail of Jesus’ (appendix ??). In groups they discussed what they could see in the picture, who they thought the people were, what they thought was happening, where they thought the picture was taking place etc and any questions that they had concerning the picture. After this activity, the random name spinning wheel was used to select 5 children to feed back to the group on some of the things their group had discussed. Next, the children were asked to complete a ‘Think, pair, share’ with their shoulder partners on all the things that they associated with Easter. Again, the children were randomly selected to feedback to the class by the random name spinning wheel. The Learning Objective for the focused task within our lesson was to Listen carefully to presentations and show understanding of main points. In order to do this, children listened to the Easter story presentation and answer Bloom’s taxonomy-based questions on the story, chosen at random by the random name spinning wheel. They then used parts of the story written on cards to sequence the Easter story with their group and fed back to the whole class with the order that they had decided on, after being randomly selected by the spinning wheel. Unfortunately, we were unable to use lollipop sticks as a form of random selection during this lesson as they had been removed from the class by the class teacher. During my observations, I found that all children were engaged throughout and behaviour was of a good standard. This was helped by the adults, who were encouraging each of the children. Most children within the class met the learning objectives. Of the 3 target children that I observed and rated against The Leuven scale for involvement, one was female (Child 1) and two were males (Child 2 &3). Child 1 scored 5 on The Leuven scale for involvement. This indicated that she was extremely involved in the lesson. She was intensely involved in the activity throughout, concentrated, contributed to class and group discussions and answered with thought and understanding (appendix ??). Both child 2 and Child 3 scored a 3 on The Leuven scale for involvement. This indicates that they were moderately involved in the activities, however, they had periods where they became quite distracted (appendix ??? and ???). 
	After the Lesson, we conducted Semi-structured focus group interviews. During the interviews we asked our three target children the following questions:
1.What did you learn during the lesson? 
2.What do you think about talking in front of the class?
3.Do you think that you listened well during the lesson?
4.Do you think that the way that Miss chose you to answer questions was fair?
5.Do you think that this helped you to become involved in the lesson?
6.Would you rather put your hand up if you know the answer?

The first three questions were answered by the children in the form of a ‘What stuck with you?’ where the children responded by writing their answers on a ‘Post-it note’ and sticking it on a large sheet of paper (appendix ??). Children responded well to all questions.

How could the lesson be improved? 
After completing the lesson study, myself and my research partner completed Assisted Reflective conclusions (ARC) forms in order to reflect on the process and identify areas that worked well and could be kept for Lesson study 2, along with any disappointing elements that needed to be amended in order for our data to be as reliable as possible. We decided that the Lesson activities, learning objectives and success criteria, along with all aspects of the focus group interviews, worked well and we did not need to make any changes to these aspects. One disappointing element of the Lesson study was that we were unable to use Lollipop sticks, we decided that we would need to provide our own Lollipop sticks for Lesson study 2 as to eliminate the possibility of these being unavailable to us. Due to time restraints, we were unable to ask all Bloom’s taxonomy questions that we had detailed in the lesson plan (appendix ??). We hoped that in Lesson study 2 this would not be an issue. Another disappointing element was that the feedback after the sequencing activity became very time consuming, as each child went through their whole sequence. We decided that we would change this during Lesson study 2, and that when children were selected they would only need to read the next part of the sequence. Due to time constraints, no evidence of the sequencing activity was collected, this is something that we ensured we would collect in Lesson study 2. 
What did we learn from this experience? 
Lesson study 1 helped us to identify that when the random name spinning wheel was being used within the lesson, most children were engaged. The target children for this Lesson scored between 3 (Moderately involved) and 5 (Extremely involved).  Although our general observation schedule was very useful, we found that it included activities that we did not need. We modified the schedule before Lesson study 2 and removed these activities in order for us to collect relevant evidence. Data was collected on these observation schedules randomly throughout the lesson, for Lesson study 2 we thought that collecting data in 5-minute intervals may be more beneficial in order for us to collect better evidence. During semi-structured interviews children had positive views and opinions of a randomized method of name selection (appendix ??). All children identified that they listened well. They all believed that the randomized method of name selection was fair and that it helped them become involved in the lesson. Child 1 stated ‘I like the wheel because it makes me more interested’.
Lesson study 2 and analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk510177983]In what way did the children achieve the lesson goals?
Lesson study 2 took part in school B and there were 28 year 4 children present. These children were separated into 7 groups of 4, with the only extra adult being the class teacher. The Lesson was conducted by myself during a literacy session, 9am-10.30am. My research partner took the role of non-participant observer. We delivered the same Easter based lesson to the children in School B that had been previously delivered to the children in School A, however, after reflections we made some minor alterations to the delivery and questioning within the lesson. The children within School B had had previous input of the Easter story from a supply teacher on the previous day and so held some current knowledge on the story. Prior to the focused task, children completed the ‘See, Think, wonder’. The knowledge that they had gained from their previous Easter based lesson allowed them to make accurate predictions about the picture in the activity and high-quality discussions were taking place within their groups. After this activity, 5 Lollipop sticks, labelled with the children’s names, were selected and these 5 children fed back to the group on some of the things their group had discussed. Similarly to the Lesson in School A, next, the children were asked to complete a ‘Think, pair, share’ all the things that they associated with Easter. This time, the random name spinning wheel was used to randomly select 5 children to feedback to the class. The children within School B had previous experiences of this tool being used during my placement within the class. The children responded positively to the use of this randomizer. The children then listened to the Easter story and were selected by lollipop sticks to answer Bloom’s taxonomy-based questions. During this lesson, all questions that had been planned were asked. After this, the children completed the sequencing activity within groups. Their knowledge on the story meant that this activity did not take as long as the activity in School A. To select children to provide the order of their sequence, a mixture of lollipop sticks and the random name spinning wheel was used. Reflections on the lesson in school a led us to change the way that the children fed back to the class during this part of the lesson. When a child was chosen they read only one card, with the next child selected reading the next card in the sequence. Unfortunately, we were unable to use the ClassDojo randomizer, as planned, due to problems with the ClassDojo website. During my research partners observations, she found that most children were engaged throughout and behaviour was of a reasonable standard. Unlike School A, who had 4 adults monitoring a class of 19 children, School B only had 1 extra adult in a class of 28 children. Most children within the class met the learning objectives. Of the 3 target children that my research partner observed and rated against The Leuven scale for involvement, one was female (Child 2) and two were males (Child 1 &3). Child 1 scored 4 on The Leuven scale for involvement. This indicated that he was involved in the activity at all times and was not easily distracted. Child 2 scored 5 on the Leuven scale. This indicated that she was extremely involved in the lesson throughout the observed period. Child 3 scored 3 on the Leuven scale. This indicated that he was moderately involved, however he became easily distracted.
Semi-structured interviews took place after the lesson and the target children responded favourably to the use of randomization methods to select respondents to questions and to choose children to contribute to class discussions. They all indicated that they thought that the randomization methods used helped them to become involved in the lesson. They all agreed that they preferred the Random name spinning Wheel and Child 1 questioned the fairness of lollipop sticks as he said that teachers could look at the names before they pulled the Lollipop stick out of the pot.
How could the lesson study be improved?
To ensure effective teaching and learning in any further lessons we will keep the ‘See, Think, Wonder’ activity and the sequencing activity as they encouraged collaboration, oracy skills and thinking skills. We will continue to use randomization methods to select children to answer questions and contribute to class discussions and use differentiated Bloom’s taxonomy questions that can be adapted according to the ability of the child that has been randomly selected. We will ensure that any technology that we want to use during the lesson, such as the ClassDojo website, has been tested and is up and running before the lesson begins. During any future lessons, it may be a good idea to add a ‘hands up’ approach to one period of questioning. Conducting this lesson with a different year group, or during a different topic may provide us with more, valid information. Having a bigger focus group may be beneficial and having more time to interview members of our focus group would also provide us with quality information. Adapting the interview questions is also a way that we could gain quality feedback from our focus group.
Discussion of research findings 
We found that when a randomization method of selection was being used, the majority of the class seemed to be engaged and involved in the lesson with questions being answered willingly by the children who had been selected. Of the target children who were observed, all children ranged from being moderately involved in the lesson to extremely involved in the lesson, according to the Leuven scale of involvement, even when they were not selected to answer a question or contribute to a discussion (appendix??). This supports literature by Dudley and Osvath (2016) who have stated that a no-hands up approach with use of methods to randomly select children to answer questions encourages children to become engaged in lessons. By using more than one method of random selection during our lesson study, our results are also supported by literature by Redfern (2015), who explains that using a variety of techniques to select children, including lollipop sticks and ICT based name generators, allow the whole class to become engaged in the lesson and encourage everybody to respond.
Focus group interviews provided us with the views of our target children on the randomization methods that we used. Most children felt that these methods were both fun and fair and avoided teacher bias (appendix??). Literature by Wiliam (2011) explains that in a classroom there are children eager to answer questions, and children who like to stay under the radar. He explains that teachers are regularly drawn to the same children when asking questions. Focus group interviews within School B highlighted this issue (appendix??) with child 1 and child 3 explaining that they had more of a chance of being chosen by the random name spinner during the lesson than if the teacher chose them because, in their opinion, their class teacher tended to choose girls because ‘boys are kind of naughty’.
During focus group interviews within School A, however, child 2 stated that he would rather put his hand up than be chosen by the random name selector. He explained that this was because he ‘would know the answer’ if he put his hand up (appendix??). This supports literature by Dylan Wiliam who suggests that weaker children do not want their weaknesses exposed by being randomly chosen to answer a question that they do not know the answer to and children who consider themselves to be smarter may become frustrated if their name is not chosen  when they have something to contribute (Fletcher-wood, 2014).
For both School A and B, the use of randomization methods for name selection during teacher questioning and class discussions means that all children have a fair chance of contributing. It eliminates teacher bias and ensures that all of the class can become involved in the lesson, with children unable to adopt a passive role (Dudley and Osvath, 2016). By taking away the element of choice of participation in lessons, teachers can ensure that they are not having a negative effect on the achievement gap within their class (Wiliam, 2011).


Conclusion
Through the use of the Leuven scale of Involvement and focus group interviews I have determined that the use of random name generators in the classroom is a valuable tool to ensure that all children can participate and become involved in the lesson, without the threat of teacher bias that would result in certain children not being chosen to contribute. Random name generators would help to discourage children from becoming passive during lessons and ensure the engagement of the whole class, in anticipation of their names being chosen. This being said, I have also found that children believe a hands-up approach to answering question should not be totally abandoned. Both my research and literature around the matter of using a ‘hands-up’ approach within the classroom have suggested that some children would rather volunteer to answer questions that they know the answer to and regard random name generation techniques as a way of the teacher picking on them (Fletcher-wood, 2014). Conducting a lesson study whereby different methods of random name generation were used in order to select children to answer questions and contribute to class discussions, along with focus group interviews, has allowed me to answer my research question is ‘How can we improve learner involvement through the use of random name generators in a key stage 2 classroom?’. I believe that the use of random name generators within the classroom can help to improve learner involvement within lessons, however I also value the use of the ‘hands-up’ approach and believe that using a variety of methods to select children would be beneficial to all children.
	Although my research methods were fit for purpose in the context of this research assignment, there are some limitations. My observation schedule was very user friendly and allowed me to record information on the target children’s involvement in the lesson, along with their Leuven scale rating, however, as the observations were being conducted within a classroom of 19+ students, at different points during the lesson it was very difficult to focus on all three of our focus children. In any further lesson studies, I will ensure that only one child is observed during a given period. This will ensure that key information is not missed. Conducting the research in only 2 classes, of similar aged children may mean that the results cannot be generalized to all primary school aged children. If I were to conduct the research again I would ensure that Lesson studies take place in a variety of classes throughout the Foundation phase and Key stage 2. Both Lesson studies took place during literacy lessons where they were introduced to the Easter story and asked to sequence parts of the story. This may play a part in influencing the involvement of the children. If the children had a genuine interest in the story, then they may be more likely to become involved. If I were to conduct this research again I would ensure to carry out lessons during numeracy, science or topic-based sessions. Both Lessons were conducted during the first lesson of the day, this may also play apart in how engaged the children are during the lesson. Any further research will include lessons at different parts of the day, after breaktimes and during the last session of the day. 
	The use of a ‘hands-up’ approach was not used at all during either of our lesson studies. This means that we can not compare our findings on the research question ‘How can we improve learner involvement through the use of random name generators in a key stage 2 classroom?’, to learner involvement when a solely ‘hands-up’ approach is used. Any further research on this matter will include a period of questioning or invitations for children to contribute to class discussion whereby only the ‘hands-up’ approach is used.
Recommendations 
How will the research help fellow teachers to move forward?
[bookmark: _GoBack]In light of the findings of this research, it is my recommendation that teaching professionals adopt a variety of methods to select children to respond to questions or offer views, ideas and opinions during class discussions. This will ensure that they are receiving feedback from children from all ability groups and will help to inform assessment and reflection of their own practise. It will also ensure that children have been selected in a fair and unbiased way. If teachers know the children and their knowledge on the specific topic well, then they should be able to tailor the questions they ask to the child in a way that provides the appropriate level of challenge, however does not cause any unnecessary embarrassment if the answer is not known. It is also important that teachers listen to the children who volunteer their answers or ideas without being selected in order for these children to also feel valued. This, however, should be done during appropriate times, and so I also recommend having a ‘hands-up’ session of questioning during lessons.
How might findings be taken forward to inform further research?
Analysis of data provided from non-participant observations and information gained from semi-structured interviews has led me to the conclusion that random name generators can improve the involvement of children within a key stage 2 classroom, as most children are engaged in anticipation of being chosen. Children like random name generators as they believe that they are fair, however, my findings suggest that children would also like to be able to offer answers that they are confident with by putting their hands up. Findings from this research project may be able to support further research into the effectiveness of random name generators in comparison to the ‘hands-up’ approach. It could also be used to contribute to research on the fairness of the use of the ‘hands-up’ approach.
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