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Please add your targets from the previous assignment (Only relevant if you have completed an assignment)
	Target 1
	‘Make further links between your reading and your teaching’
I plan to meet this target by making links between my research and pedagogy and noting how it may transform my own future practise in PTE 3.  

	Target 2
	‘Ensure that all your arguments are based on reliable sources of evidence’
I plan to meet this target by being sceptical and using ‘Education Source’ to check the reliability of sources before using them.

	Target 3
	‘Check for minor slips in expression’
I plan to meet this target by being tentative within my writing and to ask someone else to proofread it before submission.



Design and conduct a small-scale research study, and critically evaluate the impact of chosen research tools and data/findings on the learner and on your professional practise 
Using a random response system in the classroom
[bookmark: _GoBack]The first section of this assignment will outline the chosen research study and consider the benefits of questioning and using a random response system in the classroom. The second section will demonstrate conducted research with an evaluation on chosen research tools and how it may improve professional practise. 

The purpose of this research is to develop personal research skills and potentially gather data which can improve professional practise. According to Donaldson, sound pedagogy requires “… high quality teachers with a sound understanding of the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of teaching as well as the ‘what’’’ (Donaldson, 2015, p.71). Teachers should view themselves as researchers, and how research by teachers and by others can be used to underpin teaching and learning in the classroom.  

The overarching research question is: ‘What are learners and staff perceptions of Assessment for Learning (AfL)?’ For the purpose of this assignment, the particular aspect of AfL being focussed on is questioning, and the research question is: ‘Does a random response system increase engagement in the classroom?’. The research question was carefully chosen after researching into the work of Dylan Wiliam and his ideas on improving classroom engagement. Therefore, the research will link and contribute to existing research in the field which can offer fresh insights from the data collected. The hypothesis is that engagement will increase in the classroom when a random response system is being used. 

The small-scale research study was undertaken using the Mosaic approach (Clark and Moss, 2005) and a questionnaire. The research methods will later be discussed and critically analysed.

Understanding what other researchers have found that relates to AfL and the use of a random response system is important within this research study for consideration around whether a random response system does increase engagement in the classroom.

More recently, it has been debatable as to how beneficial AfL is inside the classroom. Also known as formative assessment, AfL is defined as assessment which improves pupils’ learning; it involves practises such as sharing learning intentions and criteria, involving pupils reflecting on their learning and providing feedback (Assessment Reform Group (ARG), 1998). AfL also underpins the new curriculum for Wales; Donaldson (2015) proposed the use of AfL as one of the new twelve pedagogical principles. Within Successful Futures, he states how The Welsh Government has recognised weakness in its assessment framework and that “assessment for learning approaches are not well understood and embedded” (Donaldson, 2015, p. 73). This demonstrates the importance of using AfL and that there needs to be a change to improve assessment in Welsh education. 

However, education blogger David Didau (2014, para 7) critiques the use of AfL by suggesting that learning cannot be assessed from one individual lesson, and that progress is to be measured over a period of time. He argues that no one will learn unless they have disputed new concepts at least three times in three different ways. “Teaching takes place in time, but learning takes place over time” (Griffin, 1989). Didau uses the statement by Griffin (1989) to enforce the opinion that assessing who can do something during or at the end of a lesson, has little effect on their long-term memory (Didau, 2014). The problem with such an approach is that if we wait until we see the long-term evidence, it may be too late.

Whether it is immediate or over time, new concepts can be assessed through questioning. Questioning is an integral part of AfL. Research shows that, on average, teachers ask questions every seventy-two seconds. However, thirty eight percent of these are actually answered by the teacher, not the pupils (Welsh Government (WG), 2010). Therefore, effective questioning is about asking questions in a way that draws out maximum feedback from pupils, which can then be used to evaluate, plan and extend learning. 

Occasionally, the less successful learner associates questioning with ‘checking’ by the teacher; either for attention or for recalling expected learned facts (WG, 2010). A sequence of unsuccessful responses from a child leads to a state of ‘learned helplessness’ because the child feels that they may fail. It is because of this that many learners in similar situations refuse to voluntarily answer to even the most open-ended questions. 

Perhaps the simplest way to break this cycle and increase classroom engagement is by using a random response system. Also referred to as the ‘no hands up approach’, a random response system is an AfL strategy which allows the teacher to randomly select a child in the class to answer a question. All learners are therefore expected to contribute, and all answers are valued. Of many methods put forward by Wiliam, this is a practise he describes as non-negotiable for schools. Wiliam (2011) states that without it, we are in danger of making assessment need decisions based on the responses of a few confident children. 

Higher levels of participation, particularly in regard to ‘hands up’, are often associated with confidence and personal goals (Patrick and Turner 2004). Wiliam believes that only a quarter of children consistently put their hands up, to which the teacher does not notice and continues to choose these same children. Wiliam describes how “when teachers allow students to participate or not, they are actually making the achievement gap worse” (Williams, 2011, p.31). This reflects on data from Frederiksen, J., and White, B. (1997) whereby without the use of AfL, teachers are allowing higher skilled students to progress in their learning and hinder the chances of progression for those avoiding engagement.

Consistency in using this all-inclusive strategy can also create a supportive and cooperative classroom, ensuring that everyone, including the teacher can voice their opinions without worrying that they might fail. This follows a growth mindset environment where children can recognise that it is acceptable to make mistakes and that we can learn from them (Dweck, 2000). Dweck states that “When students believe that they can get smarter, they understand that efforts make them stronger” (Dweck, 2000, p.31). Therefore, an increase in engagement can ultimately raise achievement.

However, Williams’ classroom experiment (2011) demonstrated how moving to a random selection may be unwelcomed by some children in the class. It is evident that those children who participate regularly will get frustrated as they are no longer able to dominate classroom discussion and portray that they know the answer. 

The children who don’t participate regularly and tend to ‘fade into the background’ may feel targeted when participation is not optional. Reluctance to participate in a classroom environment could be because of the high levels of anxiety linked to their confidence (Harrison and Howard, 2009). Therefore, pupils might feel shy about putting their hands up in class or feel insecure about exposing their misconceptions to the teacher or their peers (Elliot et al, 2005). 

The small-scale research study took place in a primary school in Rhondda Cynon Taff, South Wales. The school has approximately four-hundred children enrolled aged between three and eleven. The chosen year group for this study is Year Three, consisting of twenty-six pupils.

In order to explore the children’s perspective on voluntary participation, specifically in relation to using a random response system, it was necessary for this research study to gain both quantitative and qualitative components to provide extensive rich data (Arthur, 2012). The Mosaic approach was used to gain an insight to the children’s views and experiences. Children who demonstrate competent decision making and exploration of their environment discourages the idea of children being a subject or passive object in the research. After researching the Mosaic approach, both observation and interviews were conducted. 

“Observation provides the opportunity to monitor or access a process or situation and document evidence of what is seen and heard” (NSW, 2019). To measure engagement, a structured observation schedule modified from the Leuven scale was used (See Appendix 1). Using a structured schedule helps to eliminate bias and narrow down the focus (WG, 2015). Two ten-minute observations were carried out, one observing engagement without a random response system (Observation 1) and the other observing engagement using a random response system (Observation 2). Six children were observed, two randomly selected from each ability group to avoid selection bias.

Using an existing observation schedule is recommended by Punch (2014) who explains that “if the variable is a central variable in a research area, then I would modify this conclusion if a reasonable instrument is already available” (Punch, 2014, p.236). However, this flexible approach to data collection allows us to collect information through our five senses only. Therefore, only behavioural and physical personal characteristics can usually be examined. The researcher does not learn about motives, attitudes, intentions or feelings (WG, 2015). This must be taken account of in the findings. 

Dewey (1939) reveals that within research, “observation alone is not enough” (Dewey, 1939, p.68). Therefore, one-to-one interviews were conducted with the same six children. It follows the Mosaic approach as the aim of interviewing is to invite children to present their perspectives, rather than from the perspectives of adults making interpretations on their behalf (Eder and Fingerson, 2001). The method of the research interview has become a powerful tool to “allow researchers to access topics that although, potentially relevant to children, may not necessarily occur naturally in conversations and therefore unable to be observed” (Danby et al, 2011, p.1). 

The conducted interview was semi-structured so that the conversation could be adjusted according to the responses (See Appendix 2). Punch (2014) infers that “the more unstructured the interview, the more communication skills in general, and listening and follow-up questioning in particular, are important” (Punch, 2014, p.150).

The interview occurred in two phases. In the first phase, the interviewer initiated the conversation by asking the participant to describe themselves as a Mr Men or Little Miss character (See Appendix 3). This provided a focus on which to build the discussion and allow the participator to discuss their feelings on who they are as a person. The second phase included questions based on a random response system. Here, the researcher could explore patterns between who they are as a person and whether that affected their level of engagement in the classroom.

Something to consider when using an interview as a research tool is proposed by Arthur (2012) who reveals how during an interview, the interviewer usually holds the power, especially when children and young people are involved. He states that “the powerful can exploit the powerless during an interview” (Arthur, 2013, p.182). This may intimidate the children being interviewed and provoke a response in which they would not naturally give. However, Nunkoosing (2005) suggests a solution to this problem by revealing that introducing photographs and using concrete props during an interview provides an intermediary agent which can help neutralise the power relationship between the researcher and the interviewee. Therefore, separating the interview into two phases could eliminate this and potentially reduce the pressure on the participant. 

To further recognise patterns in data, a total of six teachers from both phases completed a short questionnaire consisting of eight questions (See Appendix 4). The questionnaire aimed to ascertain the teacher’s perspectives on engagement in their classroom and whether using a random response system in the classroom increases engagement. Well-constructed questionnaires permit researchers to gather reasonably valid mixed data in a simple, timely and cost-efficient manner (Punch, 2014).

The questionnaire is tightly structured, but also allows the opportunity for an open and discursive response due to some open-ended questions. However, some teachers may not use a random response system but pretend they do for their pedagogical practise. The phenomenon that makes them want to look better can lead to prestige bias in the responses to the questionnaire (Thomas, 2017). This must be considered in the findings. 

Prior to the research day, an ethics form (See Appendix 5) was completed to gain ethical approval for the research being carried out. The methodology used for this research adheres to British Educational Research Association’s (BERA, 2018) guidelines in regard to ethical concerns when conducting research with children in primary schools. BERA (2018) states that “It is important for researchers to take into account of the rights and interests of those indirectly affected by their research” (BERA, 2018, p.6)  Ethical consent was given from the head teacher of the school and all the teachers participating in the questionnaire by signing a consent form (See Appendix 6). The consent form followed on from a letter which outlined the research and their role they had been asked to participate in. 

Furthermore, it is important to gain voluntary consent from the children prior to participation (BERA, 2018). Alderson (2004) highlighted the importance of consent when conducting research with children. He infers that there is no simple answer as to when children are old enough to give consent. BERA (2018) endorses the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) which the best interests of the child are the primary consideration and that children have the right to express views freely in all matters that affect them. Therefore, the class were fully informed of the research being undertaken, the purpose and terminology of the research was explained, and the children could ask questions if they wished. From this, the pupils were also given the option to withdraw from the research. BERA (2018) conveys that: 
“researchers should recognise the right of all participants to withdraw from the research for any or no reason, and at any time, and participants should be informed of this right” (BERA, 2018, p.18)
To ensure on-going consent, children were given a reversible card that demonstrates a thumbs up on one side and a thumbs down on the other side. By giving children a reversible card, they can simply switch the card over to indicate that they are happy to continue or that they wish to withdraw. 

The findings from the research have been formalised into codes of reoccurring themes. The reoccurring themes are; ‘attitude and personality influencing levels of participation’ and ‘the fear of making mistakes’. These themes explore both quantitative and qualitative data. 

Attitude and personality influencing levels of participation 

Following the questionnaire completed by the teachers, and as expected, it concluded that some children tend to participate in the classroom more than others.  Evident from observation, the more confident children (Child A) and higher ability children (Child C and Child D) were consistently putting their hands up to answer a question. It may not have been as obvious to the teacher, but she continued to choose the same children. The link between these children and their level of participation could be related to who they are as a person. This relates to the reading of Patrick and Turner (2004) within the literature review, who suggests that higher levels of participation, particularly in regard to ‘hands up’, are often associated with confidence and personal goals.

Interestingly, when a random response system was being used and optional participation was removed, the confident children who seemed to dominate classroom discussion beforehand, demonstrated their frustration by continuing to put their hand up to answer a question even though they were asked to follow a no hands up approach, notably Child C who put her head on the desk in frustration of not being selected to answer a question (See Appendix 8). She was also the only child where engagement decreased (See fig 1). This demonstrates that the same children who are used to continually contributing get frustrated when participation is optional. A way of tackling this issue and to reduce the odds of a particular child being chosen more than once by using a random response system is to keep the selected child out of the subsequent draws.  





[image: ]Figure 1 (Fig 1)

However, the statistics gathered from observation may not be a true reflection as the children knew they were being observed. Also known as the Hawthorne effect, the behaviour of the children taking part in the observation may differ and affect the results because they are aware of the research being undertaken and the researcher’s presence (Punch, 2014). Therefore, the children who were observed to be constantly contributing and getting involved in group discussion may not behave in the same way without the researcher present. 

Some results from the interviews followed of similar pattern where the children were asked to describe themselves as a Mr. Men/ Little Miss character. With no surprise, the children who were marked as ‘high’ level of engagement during observation, described themselves during the interview as Little Miss Chatterbox (Child A) and Mr Clever (Child D). In contrast to these children, Child F described herself as Little Miss Shy. Her shyness was visible during Observation 1 where she did not voluntarily contribute. However, her level of engagement was marked as ‘moderate’ (See Fig 1) because she demonstrated signs of understanding by nodding. This relates to the literature of Harrison and Howard (2009) who infer that the quieter and shy children may be reluctant to participate. Child B also stated that “the smarter people normally put their hand up because only they know the answer” (See Appendix 7). This misconception in which pupils inaccurately equate intelligence to regularity of ‘hands up’ links to the reading by Wiliam (2011) who infers that continually allowing the higher ability to dominate discussion can make the achievement gap worse and damage the confidence of other individuals in the class. 


The fear of making mistakes 

Surprisingly, the fear of making mistakes did not only situate with the less confident and quiet children, but it was apparent with the confident and higher ability children too, who equally stressed their fear of making mistakes during the child interviews. Child D expressed how a random response system makes him feel worried if he gets chosen and did not know the answer (See Appendix 7). Teachers were also asked in the questionnaire ‘Do you think that the children in your class see making mistakes as part of the learning process?’ to which five out of six teachers responded with “no”. It would seem that Wiliam (2011) has previously identified this error in education and strives to create classrooms where all answers are to be valued.

The majority of the potential issues when using a random response system raised in the questionnaire related to a child’s self-esteem (See Appendix 9). Teacher A noted that a potential issue is “You need to be sensitive when the randomiser has selected a pupil who isn’t able to answer the question”. This relates to the reading by Dweck (2000) who proposes that classrooms need to become more supportive and cooperative. However, the questionnaire results may be limited as there was only a total of six respondents, whereby a questionnaire is “most effective with a large group of participants” (Thomas, 2017, p.217). Although, nothing could have been done to eliminate this issue as the research was restricted to one day in one school. 

During observation 2, Child D was randomly chosen. It’s uncertain whether this child did not know the answer or whether he felt targeted, but he refused to answer. From this, the class teacher looked for ways to maintain student engagement by offering him to ‘phone a friend’.  Wiliam (2011) would support this sound pedagogy as he emphasizes the importance of not allowing a child to change the class contract, even if a child indicates that they do not want to engage by resisting a question. 

In relation to the research question, the questionnaire included a Likert style question asking how far they agree with the statement: A random response system increases a child’s engagement. The average response to this was 83.3% ‘neither agree or disagree’ and 16.6% ‘agree’ (See Appendix 10). However, the fact that the overall answer is close to the neutral option, suggests that some participants may have taken the easiest route of “fence sitting” (Arthur, 2014). There are many arguments as to whether to include a neutral option within a questionnaire or survey. Greenfield (1996) on the other hand would argue that not including these types of options creates false and unreliable answers as it is forcing people to express their opinion when they do not have one. Therefore, this response may not be fully reliable. 

To conclude, this research study aimed to examine whether a random response system increases engagement in the classroom. The primary results indicates that using a random response system in the classroom does increase overall engagement, proving the hypothesis to be correct to some extent. This is because teachers should be wary that it may decrease the level of engagement for some children demonstrated by Child C. It can be argued however that these children should learn to accept the approach.

Findings also conclude that self-esteem can link with participation rates, which could be increased by embedding a positive growth mindset within the classroom environment. Teachers may not be aware of the extent in which some children feel heavily pressured to get things correct. This research could encourage teachers and student teachers to create or continue creating a supportive and cooperative classroom. Alternatively, it could be useful to repeat the research study with the same Year Three class after encouraging a growth mindset environment to assess whether this changed children’s perspectives on a random response system.

It is important to consider that the scale of this research was small. This suggests that it cannot be used to draw broad conclusions that can be applied to other Year Three classes due to the small sample size and the lack of ALN or EAL pupils. However, this does not limit the value and validity of the research as it focuses on in-depth perspectives and demonstrates that education is a contested terrain whereby different perspectives can co-exist in research. 

It could be proposed that it is time to move away from the traditional hand’s up classroom practise. The research has allowed me to have an insight on ways of increasing engagement within the classroom. For my next Professional Teaching Experience (PTE), I aim to encourage pupil engagement with productive and explorative learning away from voluntary contribution by implementing a random response system. 

As a result of undertaking this study, I feel that I have developed my professional learning. Hattie (2009) states that “the biggest effects on student learning occur when teachers become leaners of their own teaching” (Hattie, 2009, p.22). This proves that there is no better way a teacher can improve their own practise by researching or contributing to existing research. Having done this, it has also helped me to meet one of the Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) standards under Professional Learning where a teacher “makes reasoned decisions in terms of their pedagogy based upon relevant reading and research findings” (WG, 2018, p.48). 

The research has further contributed to my development of the four research dispositions (Orchard and Winch, 2015). Firstly, being sceptical when exploring the field of AfL and weighing up the evidence before asserting something. It is important to consider many factors when looking at literature and resources. For example, I made sure that all literature selected was up to date. Secondly, I have made a conscious effort in being ethical by reading into and following the guidelines of BERA (2018). The guidelines have helped to support the research and develop my ethical thinking and practise. Thirdly, by forming a relevant research question and being able to seek a variety of research tools such as observation, interviews and questionnaire, I have contributed in being a skilled researcher. Lastly, being part of an inquiring profession, triangulating data that helped me to gather information which may influence decisions within my professional practice and contribute to existing research.
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