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[bookmark: _GoBack]School-based investigation: To evaluate assessment for learning in the form of a ‘no hands up’ policy to evaluate the impact of pupil engagement within the classroom.

Introduction
The school in which I am conducting my research is a long-established yellow category community 11-18 mixed comprehensive school of 940 pupils which is currently undergoing a massive refurbishment and site extension as a part of the 21st Century Schools Reorganisation programme, where the school will become a 3-19 school with a Sixth Form centre of excellence which is due to open in September 2018. The school is a member of the Schools Challenge Cymru programme and is an improving school with significant improvements in results over the previous three years. There is also an outgoing Headteacher, consequently there is significant disturbance on site which could impact on pupil behaviour.  I have chosen to conduct my research using a Year 10 GCSE Business Studies class which consists of 18 pupils with target levels for 16 of these pupils achieving grade C or above at GCSE. Through classroom observation I have identified that two pupils predominantly answer all questions, a further one pupil has additional learning needs where a teaching assistant is assigned to them in all lessons and the two pupils who are targeted below grade C have no interaction within the classroom. My hope is that by implementing a ‘no hands up’ policy through the use of lollipop sticks the engagement levels of all pupils will increase as the two pupils will no longer be able to dominate and the remaining pupils will have to engage and interact on a level which they have so far either not had the opportunity to engage at or have been able to hide behind. With the improvement of participation and engagement levels it is the hope that pupil attainment would also improve generally across all 18 pupils. The hope would be that the attainment of the two pupils who are currently working below a C grade would have improved to a target level of at least a grade C.
Literature review
By implementing a ‘no hands up’ policy in the year 10 GCSE Business Studies class over a period of four lessons and then using the results of observation of their engagement levels from before the intervention period and during it I will analyse how effective the implementation of a ‘no hands up’ policy is. It has been suggested that a classroom which operates a ‘hands up’ policy will result in pupil disengagement and the consequence of this will be low levels of learning (Leahy, Lyon, Thompson & Wiliam, 2005). By using a randomising device such as lollipop sticks with pupil names written on them to initiate a ‘no hands up’ approach engagement levels will increase among all pupils as they will realise that they could be called on at any time by the teacher to answer a question (Fenn & Richardson, 2009) The use of initiatives such as this has been recognised to be effective in raising pupil engagement as seen through the increase in summative assessment results but also is responsible for the teaching of pupils the skill of how to learn (Gardner & Gardner, 2012). This is particularly important as Hattie, 2012 states that visible teaching and learning occurs when there is deliberate practice aimed at attaining mastery of the goal, when feedback is given and sought, and when there are active, passionate, and engaging people (teacher, student, peers) participating in the act of learning. By engaging in this process pupils are more likely to understand the learning process and thus be more successful and as retaining students in learning is a highly desirable outcome of schooling, and because many students make decisions about staying in schooling between the ages of 11-15, (Hattie 2012) it is vital that pupils find the learning process to be productive, challenging and engaging to ensure they make the choice to continue in learning.

Assessment for learning (AfL) is identified as any ‘assessment for which the first priority in its design and practice is to serve the purpose of promoting students’ learning’ (Wiliam, 2014) because my objective in implementing a ‘no hands up’ policy is promoting learning then this intervention can be identified as assessment for learning as through questioning I will be formatively assessing pupil knowledge and understanding. Harlan (2007) identifies no hands up, including the use of lollipop sticks, to be any assessment which aids the learning of pupils, consequently a no hands policy should be an integral part of every lesson. 
The benefits of assessment for learning have been identified as:
· Improving learner outcomes as this allows pupils to know what good looks like and what they need to do in order to achieve that standard.
· Increasing pupil confidence as pupils will know that they will achieve by engaging in hard work and determination. A pupil who does poorly on a summative assessment could withdraw from learning, preferring people to think that they are lazy rather than stupid. ‘With an AFL approach, teachers give learners task-specific feedback that focuses on the work rather than ego-specific feedback that focuses on personal qualities of the learner.’ This would encourage every learner to feel that they were able to improve. (http://www.apa.org/education/k12/using-praise.aspx) 
· Increasing pupil independence means pupils will feel more able to become active in the classroom enabling the development of self-assessment and will result in pupils taking responsibility for their own learning.
· The final identified benefit is that of changing the culture within the classroom, Dweck (2006) argues that high achieving pupils avoid taking risks within the classroom which ultimately reduces the amount that they can learn. Fear of failure stops pupils from taking risks which would extend learning, that by presenting mistakes as opportunities for learning the teacher changes the culture in the classroom every pupil will have the opportunity to reach their potential. (https://www.theguardian.com/teacher-network/teacher-blog/2013/aug/29/assessment-for-learning-effective-classroom)  accessed 26/3/18

Hattie (2012) identifies one of the six signposts towards excellence in education identified in Visible learning as being that teachers need to be aware of what each and every student in their class is thinking and what they know, to be able to construct meaning and meaningful experiences in light of this knowledge… and have proficient knowledge and understanding of their subject content so that they can provide meaningful and appropriate feedback such that each student moves progressively through the curriculum levels. This is a vital part of assessment for learning and further recommendations is that teachers spend  more time working through their notions of what success looks like in terms of the balance between surface and deep before they teach the lesson; they must make these proportions clear to the students, use a great deal of formative evaluation to understand how the students are learning at both surface and deep levels. By initiating a no hands up policy using lollipop sticks when questioning I will be able to better gauge pupil understanding and level of learning and will allow me to provide individual feedback to pupils to target further improvement. The use of success criteria in lessons will allow for formative evaluation and pupil understanding in areas of strength and development needs.
Black & Wiliam (1998) assumes that AfL is based on five principles which supports the identified benefits of AfL, these principles state that pupils are actively involved in their own learning, that effective feedback is given to individuals, that all teaching activities are adapted in response to assessment results, all pupils should be able to self-assess and finally that the influence of assessment on pupil motivation and self-esteem is recognised. The five strategies which were identified from these principles were:
Clarifying and sharing learning intentions and criteria for success,
Engineering effective classroom discussions and other learning tasks that elicit evidence of student understanding
Providing feedback that moves learners forward
Activating students as instructional resources for one another and
Activating students as the owners of their own learning
Each of these strategies can be included in lessons where a no hands up policy is used as by sharing success criteria with pupils they will have an understanding of what and how they are learning, the use of lollipop sticks when questioning should lead to the engineering of effective discussion which develops pupil understanding which inevitably moves learning forward and allows for peer teaching and learning which aids in the creation of the independent learner.    
However, while implementing a no hands up policy it is vitally important that when questioning, teachers do not fall into the trap of using dialogue that does not aid learning and of not using enough wait time to allow a pupil to answer the question which has been asked of them. Black and Wiliam (1998) state: ‘What is essential is that any dialogue should evoke thoughtful reflection in which all pupils can be encouraged to take part.’ For pupils to be able to reflect on an answer an appropriate amount of time must be given however in the average British classroom the average wait time when asking a pupil to answer a question is just 0.9 seconds. The Welsh Government ‘How to develop thinking’ document suggests that the current practice of questioning and wait time sees teachers waiting for this fraction of a second and if we haven’t accepted an answer by then, we tend to modify the question or simply answer it ourselves! If we want learners to think about a question, we must provide time for this to happen, and develop an atmosphere in which everyone is expected to think. If the wait-time is increased to a mere 3 seconds, there is a huge increase in: the number of learners responding; the depth of the answers given; and in the range of language used in their answers. The no hands up policy could be used in support of this increased wait time as all learners have been given an opportunity to reflect on an answer and be engaged in the lesson content, as they will not know who will be questioned all pupils will have prepared an answer, and discussion will be promoted as pupils will have the opportunity to build on peer answers. In this way pupils will be actively involved in the lesson rather than being passive, to aid this all teachers must ensure that they are asking questions which are of value to the learning.
 Another critique of the no hands up policy concerns how the pace of the lesson will be effected because the teacher has to interrupt the flow of the lesson by stopping to ask pupils questions, even by building in these conscious breaks in lesson planning it is inevitable that less content will be taught and the amount pupils can learn will be reduced, the result of this is likely to be that the teacher will focus on the pupils who can be relied upon to know the answer to the questions and these will be the pupils who are asked the majority of the questions leading to the disengagement of the remaining pupils in the class (Jones & Wiliam,2008). By using lollipop sticks as a question asking randomiser these potential pitfalls are eliminated as the pace will not need to be slowed as the act of picking a lollipop stick can be done while the last activity is being completed leaving no missed learning opportunities and this will also aid in an ethos of fairness being fostered within the classroom as there is an equal likelihood of any pupil being asked any question within the lesson which means no pupil can feel as though they are being targeted or picked on by the teacher; the random act of picking a lollipop stick with the pupils name written upon it will instead signal that it is their unlucky day (Wiliam, 2009). 
Altermatt, Jovanovic & Perry, (1998) suggest that using a lollipop stick as a questioning tool does not allow for differentiation, however, those teachers who do choose to use this tool should be skilled in questioning techniques to allow them to differentiate the type of questioning they employ with pupils who require differentiation as the outcome should be aiding the pupils in eliciting thoughtful and reflective responses. Paul (1992) expounds on this critique by stating that teachers who use lollipop sticks are not promoting pupil learning as there is no enabling for both lower and higher order thinking to occur resulting in a lack of pupil stimulation and empowerment. By teacher awareness of specific pupil needs it is possible for questions to be differentiated and for all pupils’ to be engaged and learn. Indeed Tomlinson & Moon (2013) identify differentiation as a teacher’s proactive response to learner’s needs and as this should be inherent in teaching consequently learning is built around this very principle.
It is the hope that the implementation of the lollipop sticks as a tool in creating a no hands up policy will improve the engagement of pupils within the class which will then have a knock-on effect of the improvement in learning within the classroom which will then be visible in assessment results. Berry (2008) states that pupil engagement is vital to pupil learning as learning will not take place if there is no engagement. Tomlinson & Moon (2013) expand on this by arguing that pupils who are engaged in their lessons concentrate more, are more determined to learn and succeed and enjoy the lesson content when compared to peers who are not engaged. Therefore, it seems to be an obvious solution to the lack of pupil engagement and learning to implement an assessment for learning technique such as lollipop sticks for questioning to increase pupil engagement. When linked to the questions asked and answered by pupils’ feedback provided to the whole class and as individuals it becomes particularly effective in developing learning. The lollipop sticks will ensure participation as pupils will be engaged in the lesson, but it will be the ensuing feedback, whether that be peer or teacher-led, will be what moves the learning forward. Questioning is used as a gauge for teachers to understand pupil learning and understanding of content and skills and is a tool for providing pupils with targets based on formative assessment, due to this Chappuis, (2004) argues that the use of questioning and feedback should result in drastic improvement of pupil learning.
School policy and practice
The school has a draft teaching and learning policy which establishes the aims and desired outcomes through the identification of their purpose, their procedures, to include the quality of planning and organisation, the quality of teaching, the quality of learning and the quality of the teaching and learning environment, as well as their monitoring, evaluation and review processes. The school’s policy expresses the encouragement of consistent, high quality teaching and learning through a variety of approaches to ensure all pupils have the opportunity to succeed. There is little specific addressing of assessment for learning within the school’s draft policies but several of the statements throughout can be seen to have influence or be related to assessment for learning such as:
· To provide pupils with a variety of learning approaches/styles, so that the needs of the individual are addressed.
· To ensure that lessons provide an appropriate balance of challenge and support.
· To develop effective peer + self-assessment strategies.
· To use appropriate questioning techniques.
· Policies for assessment, recording, marking and homework are followed consistently by individual teachers.
· Teachers regularly use varied methodology to assess learning
· Assessment of learning is used to inform lesson planning
· Teachers give regular, feedback to pupils on their performance, indicating levels of achievement and setting targets for future improvement
· Pupils have a clear idea of their ability through evaluation of their performance and are thus able to set themselves realistic targets for improvement. (School Teaching and learning policy)
My plan to initiate a no hands up approach in the classroom will meet the intentions of each of these statements as identified in the draft policy document as it will ensure variety and that all individuals are challenged and supported through the use of questioning techniques the results of which, along with other methods of assessment, will be used to inform future planning. This will also form part of pupil target setting and will allow pupils a deeper understanding of their abilities, strengths and development needs on a more regular and immediate basis. By using no hands up when questioning I will be building in the opportunity for support and challenge through the types of questions I can ask which will also allow me to determine prior knowledge and depth of understanding. No hands up will also provide the opportunity for peer supported learning and give pupils an understanding of their strengths and development needs which will enable pupils to set appropriate targets for themselves. 
In practice assessment for learning can be seen throughout the school in initiatives such as DIRT, which is Dedicated Improvement and Reflection Time, here pupils are given back completed and marked work where the teacher has indicated areas of strength and targets and next steps for improvement. Errors are identified in line with the marking policy and pupils have time within every other lesson to make corrections and improvements on their work based on teacher comments, this work is completed in a green pen so that it is easily identifiable. By ensuring this time is built into lessons the use of DIRT is an effective means of ensuring pupil participation and pupil knowledge of their strengths and development targets and that pupils have the opportunity to act on teacher comments, in this way teachers are marking for the purpose of moving learning forward consequently DIRT cannot be seen as a waste of time as pupils have the opportunity to act on their targets (Didau, 2014)  making it an effective tool. 
As the school currently is only operating from a draft teaching and learning policy there are no specific AfL policies which include how questioning should occur and whether a no hands up approach should be implemented school-wide or not. Assessment for learning is considered to be of importance as it can be seen in general terms in the draft policy and it could be expected that when the teaching and learning policy is ratified there should be a more specific approach on a school wide level to ensure that teaching, learning and progress are utilised in these policy documents (Bentham & Hutchins, 2012).



Methodology and ethics
The implementation of the AfL tool of using lollipop sticks as a questioning tool will take place over four lessons, this is a significantly short period of time so questions should be raised over the prolonged effectiveness of this type of intervention (Cohen et al, 2013) however due to the timing of the placement at the point of the school year it is the most available period of time for the study to take place. 
 To collect and collate the information to identify any success or failure from implementing a no hands up policy I will be using classroom observations prior to and during the implementation of the initiative. These observations will be made by both myself as the classroom teacher and by my mentor to eliminate any bias from the results (Dewalt & Dewalt, 2011) and these results will then form the basis for professional discussion to analyse and evaluate the effectiveness of using lollipop sticks as a questioning technique.
 Observation will allow for immediate measurable results which can be relied upon for their validity (Bryman & Bell, 2011) and will provide valuable information as to individuals and how they best respond to varying tools and techniques.  The pupils will be informed that a no hands policy will be used for the duration of the four lessons in the form of the use of lollipop sticks as a questioning tool. However, as the pupils will be unaware that they are being observed, except through the normal course of a lesson, the validity of the results can be verified as pupils will not feel the need to behave in a manner which is not normal for them. Therefore, the results will reflect the pupils’ natural behaviour and be an accurate reflection on how engaged pupils feel thus highlighting the success of the lollipop sticks.
By keeping a learning journal, and reflecting on, the four lessons prior to implementing the use of lollipop sticks and the four lessons while the lollipop sticks are in use I hope to produce detailed information concerning individuals and the class as a whole, this will enable points of comparison for evaluation and analysis. I will focus on the observed behaviours, how questions are asked and who answers these questions and in what manner.  The class I have chosen to implement this intervention with is a Year 10 GCSE Business Studies class which consists of 18 pupils, this is a relatively small class, as most class sizes can be expected to consist of 30 pupils, however this is the only GCSE class I have and I felt this would be the class that the intervention would have the most impact on. The concern with this is that it is a very small sample size, so the results could be considered to be unreliable when compared with sample size of the usual expectations of educational interventions (Fraenkel & Wallen,1993). 
Another reason that I have chosen this class is because I feel that there is a good relationship between myself and the class which will enable the pupils to feel more comfortable and confident with the changes I am making through the course of the intervention. I feel that in using a class in which I have established a good relationship I am far more likely to have all the pupils’ agreement in taking part of the initiative which will mean that I have a full class in which to observe as am I concerned about the sample size. Due to this relationship pupils are likely to feel more confident when in my classroom and will not feel shy or intimated so are therefore more likely to be willing to answer questions during lessons when given the opportunity.
The ethical considerations I will employ are to ensure all pupils in the class are aware that the no hands up policy will be being initiated and to explain how the process of using the lollipop sticks as a question randomiser will work and to ensure that the pupils have an opportunity to ask and have answered questions that they have regarding the intervention. They will also be told that all information will be anonymised so that they will not be able to be identified and that all data I collect will be kept securely either on my person or in a locked cupboard or password protected documents to ensure that no one else can access any of the information pertaining to this intervention and that once the work has been submitted anything not required to be kept for this purpose will be destroyed. A copy of these results will be made available to all interested parties with a valid claim to view them. Even with these assurances all pupils will have the option to withdraw from the intervention and they will not be included in any of the observations or subsequent evaluation or analysis. 
By using two different methods to determine the effectiveness of the no hands up approach, observation and teacher reflection, the results will be considered valid and reliable as a triangulation Jick, (1979) has been used. DeLongis et al (1982) suggest that reflection is more useful when completed by the participants rather than by the researchers, but I believe given the nature of the initiative participants would find it extremely difficult to be objective in evaluating their own changes in progression of engagement and of their behaviour.
Evaluation
Prior to implementing the use of lollipop sticks as a questioning tool both myself and my mentor observed the level of pupil engagement within the classroom by focusing on types of behaviours displayed, how, when and which pupils answered questions over the course of the lessons and the amount of work completed by pupils in lessons. We were able to conclude that Pupil A will volunteer answers to any question asked during every lesson, even to the point of shouting out answers if they are not selected by the teacher to answer it, the remainder of the pupils observed are quite happy for them to answer all questions and expect this behaviour from pupil A, the only exception is Pupil B who tries to compete in answering all questions but is not as loud as Pupil A so is often drowned out. If Pupil A feels that they have not had the opportunity to answer the questions in class they challenge the teacher with the accusation that they ‘never get to answer any questions’ and will sit with their arms folded and say things such as ‘there is no point because you never ask me’, despite this the work of both pupils A and B is always complete but they never require any extension work. When answering questions is not a required part of the lesson both pupils work quickly to compete as to who will finish the set tasks first and then expect the teacher to mark their work straightaway so as to know who has the best mark. During lessons the remainder of the pupils within the class seem to be generally disengaged, they make no attempt to answer questions, their pace of work is generally slow resulting in work often not being completed in the required time. A small group of four pupils take advantage of pupil A’s insistence in answering questions as a means to cover their chatting which will continue until checked by the teacher. Pupil C has a teaching assistant with them to aid their learning, as a part of this they sit at the front of the classroom and as distraction plays a large part in pupil C’s difficulties they can often be seen reacting to the low-level disruption and the shouting out in a negative way through their facial expressions. As part of their identified needs they are withdrawn and passive throughout the lesson and does not vocalise their dislike of the disruption or the shouting out, as such it is unlikely that any of the other pupils in the class have identified that this behaviour bothers pupil C. It is highly unlikely that Pupil C will be positively impacted by the implementation using lollipop sticks as a question randomising tool as by asking them a question they may feel as though they have focus on them which will likely make them uncomfortable however, they have not chosen to withdraw from the initiative. Other examples of low level disruption which occur in the class are swinging on chairs, doodling on their paper, messing around with their subject folders and papers, these incidents are more noticeable when pupils A and B are competing to answer questions. The two pupils who are targeted at below C grade are disengaged through the entire lesson, what work they do is through copying others and as such their set tasks are rarely complete, they display low level disruption throughout the whole lesson and when questioned can never provide an answer resorting to replying with ‘I don’t know’. In particular Pupil D demonstrates all of the noted low-level disruptions during lesson time and is so disengaged with learning that he copies work and answers from Pupil A.
As the hope of the initiative was to demonstrate that by using this AfL technique pupils would be more engaged we hoped to see a significant decline, if not a complete disappearance, of low level disruption, all pupils involved in answering and building on questions and answers from teacher and peers thus becoming more confident in their abilities and their knowledge of their strengths and development needs which would then transfer into higher attainment.

Upon implementing the initiative pupils were told that answers to questions were not to be volunteered or shouted out, that they would be sought purely through the randomising lollipop sticks. The response to being given the lollipop sticks upon which to write their names was not positive, all pupils generally grumbled about the change but did not vocalise any specific concerns or issues and none opted to withdraw. The pupil who was most vocal about their dislike of the initiative was pupil D who repeatedly stated things such as ‘Do we have to?’, ‘this is a nightmare’, ‘I hate this’. As this is the pupil who is most disengaged during the lesson I was unsurprised by his negative attitude as the lollipop sticks will force him to become more engaged in lesson by answering questions. I am encouraged by the pupils’ responses as I feel that by grumbling, but not withdrawing, demonstrates that they understand the intervention and are prepared to take part in it meaning that they will answer the questions asked of them when their lollipop stick is selected thus suggesting that underneath the low level disruption and disengagement pupils are aware of the importance of learning and in particular of the need for the preparation for their GCSE examinations and could use this intervention as a way of saving face for changing attitudes and behaviours.
Evaluation and analysis of classroom observations by both myself and my mentor demonstrated that both pupils A and B found it incredibly difficult to break the habit they have formed in shouting out the answers and being one of the main voices in the classroom. The implementation of the lollipop sticks as a means of identifying which pupil will answer the question removed the possibility of competition which, pupils A and B have been fostering as they no longer had the opportunity to be the focus of attention when answering questions as a means of highlighting that they were ‘the best’.  Throughout the lesson Pupil A did shout out the answer to questions on a number of occasions when he was rebuked for this behaviour he then sulked and refused to partake in the remainder of the lesson resulting in his work being incomplete, for all four lessons this pattern of behaviour continued although he did progressively complete more work. During these lessons Pupil B has become more settled and is more focused on the task in hand rather than in competing with pupil A to answer questions, they seem to be a lot happier within themselves and is beginning to produce more detailed work than previously seen. When pupil C’s lollipop stick was selected they reacted as expected, but they did participate however, they spoke in an extremely small and quiet voice so that the remaining pupils were unable to hear the answer, consequently the teacher assistant had to repeat the answer to the class. Pupil D continued to be vocal about his lack of support for the initiative at the start of the lesson. As the lesson continued and the lollipop sticks were in use they showed their displeasure at the initiative by refusing to answer questions when their lollipop stick was selected as they accused me of picking their lollipop stick on purpose, to highlight that this was not the case I asked pupils to select lollipop sticks when it was time for a question to be asked, this resolved the issue and they then answered any questions posed to them, however they are using other pupils in the class to tell them the correct answer to the questions and then parroting the answer back. When not answering questions, they continue displaying low level disruption such as whispering to others, poking other pupils to get their attention and swinging on their chair. Pupil D’s engagement level has not been affected by the implementation of the initiative and in terms of work completed they are still not working independently and tasks are left incomplete, it may have been helpful to have also altered the seating plan prior to beginning the o hands up lessons. The remainder of the pupils reacted positively to the implementation of the lollipop sticks, despite their initial lack of enthusiasm, has generally shown an improvement in engagement during lessons as they seem to be more alert to their surroundings and are able to engage straight away when their names are called after their lollipop stick is selected.
The effect of the initiative on the low-level disruption which had been observed prior to the implementation of the initiative was positive as there was a significant reduction in chatting and the general silly behaviours that pupils had engaged in prior to the no hands up lessons. The group of four pupils who had previously used Pupil A’s dominance of question answering to chat were more engaged with the lessons as the level of chat was significantly reduced, however it was not totally eliminated. Overall the remainder of the pupils have completed more work in lessons than would previously have been completed and pupils understanding of the topic seems to have increased as they are displaying more confidence when answering questions and, in the work, they are completing. In all engagement throughout the lessons was much improved as was their behaviour this resulted in more content being taught in a shorter amount of time but with much more pupil involvement. However, as there was no summative assessment due to be completed it was not yet possible to determine whether there was any improvement in summative achievement.
Conclusions
The focus of this initiative was to identify whether the implementation of a no hands up policy when questioning within the classroom would positively impact pupil engagement and improve any subsequent summative assessment results. Prior to the initiative the majority of pupils within the class observed were generally disengaged through at least parts of the lesson, only two pupils regularly answered questions and a slow pace of work which was often incomplete was the norm for these pupils. This behaviour, which is the result of a hands up policy being used in the classroom, supports Leahy, Lyon, Thompson & Wiliam (2005) position that using no hands up will result in pupils’ disengagement and low levels of learning. 
While the pupils were vocal in their dislike of implementing this no hands up policy all, except pupil D, accepted and reversed their opinion of the lollipop sticks as a question randomiser tool. There was an observed and significant decrease in the low-level behaviours which had previously been a mainstay of behaviours within the lessons. It was not eradicated but on the whole pupils were aware of learning objectives, what the tasks required of them, what they needed to do to succeed and were aware that they could be asked a question at any point of the lesson. As they were more engaged in the lesson one of Hattie’s(2012) six signposts towards excellence in education could clearly be seen to be in play as the opportunities were presented for teachers to be aware of pupil thinking, both pupil and teacher was then able to construct meaning from this knowledge and the teacher was then able to provide more detailed and individual feedback to further aid learning. 
Dweck (2006) argues that changing the culture within a classroom can have a significant effect on pupils, particularly high achieving pupils. The change in culture made by implementing a no hands up policy positively affected the classroom culture for the clear majority of pupils but as these pupils are all targeted to achieve the same grade further distinction proves to be extremely difficult. The two most vocal pupils in the classroom, who are arguably at the top end of the grade descriptor reacted very differently to the change in classroom culture. Pupil B responded as positively as the remainder of the pupils while pupil A found the change very unnerving, so it arguably had a negative impact on his short-term learning. The lollipop sticks as question a randomising tool was successful in removing the fear of failure as it allowed for more discussion and for pupils to build on answers and the teacher was able to act as a guide. In this way mistakes were used as a teaching tool and learning opportunity which leads to collaborative learning taking place. 
Wiliam (2009) stated that the use of lollipop sticks as the function of picking pupils to answer questions would eliminate the pupils’ belief that the teacher was somehow picking on them or specifically targeting them to answer certain questions as the process of selecting the lollipop stick was completely random. This however, still turned out to be an issue as pupil D stated that he believed that it was in fact the case that the teacher was indeed selecting their lollipop stick. Due to the pupils’ frame of mind concerning the initiative I believed this to be a rouse used by the pupil in an effort to justify not answering questions when their lollipop stick was picked, and name was called. No amount of explanation could dissuade the pupil of the unfoundedness of the allegation so in order to be able to move forward I removed myself as the person selecting the lollipop sticks and instead randomly asked pupils around the classroom to select a lollipop stick for each question.
The observation of the levels of work completed and in the quality of the work completed over the period of the four lessons where the no hands up policy was implemented in comparison to the work completed by the same pupils prior to the implementation of the no hands up policy highlights the positive change of engagement levels of the pupils during the lessons. This bears out Berry’s (2008) assurance that pupil engagement is vital to pupil learning and that without engagement there will be no learning. Through the improved engagement of the pupils their learning has improved as evidenced by discussion and by the work they have completed. They obviously enjoyed the lessons more than their peer pupil D, who has achieved no more than usual, as they are more engaged in the lesson content, this supports Hattie’s 2012 statement that it is vital for pupils to find learning productive, challenging and engaging. Questioning and discussion have formed the basis for the cultural shift within the classroom and as Chappuis argued the use of it should result in drastic improvement of pupil learning. The amount of time spent built into the lesson content for questioning and discussion has almost doubled through the implementation of the no hands up initiative. This takes into account that all pupils are now actively involved in answering questions which also includes having the opportunity to build on peers’ answers to develop fuller answers which then positively impacts on all pupils learning. The interaction between the creation of the collaborative and the independent learner has been greatly increased through the implementation of no hands up as an assessment for learning tool.  
Limitations and future development
The first limitation to be aware of when looking at my results is the timeframe in which the intervention took place. According to Cohen et al (2013) any short timeframe in which an intervention takes place will adversely impact the validity of the research’s results and that to ensure validity of results any educational research should be undertaken for a minimum of six weeks.  The initiative was planned to be implemented over four consecutive lessons in the Summer term. The reason for this is the timing in which this assignment was presented as due to the limitations placed on the timings of the school experience placements there is a very short window in which it is practically possible to undertake the implementation of the initiative. This inherently creates a limitation in terms of the validity of the results because it is impossible to determine the long-term effectiveness of the initiative. It is an extremely busy time of the school year with GCSE exams starting which results in a change in atmosphere within the school, the change in the climate with warmer weather starting also impacts on the pupils and their behaviour so the introduction of this initiative at a more stable time of the school year or by implementing the initiative over a period of weeks in each of the three school terms may provide a more stable base for analysis of the results gathered in determining whether a no hands policy positively impacts pupil engagement and subsequently improves summative assessment results. As a result of the time of year I did not have all 18 pupils in every lesson, there was a minimum of six pupils removed from each of the four lessons as they were required for intervention work connected with preparation for their Welsh GCSE oral examination and their GCSE English oral controlled assessments. This significantly impacted on the atmosphere within the classroom as pupils felt more exposed as there was less pupils to hide behind. Another issue connected pupils’ availability is concerning the three pupils within the class who have identified needs which requires them to leave the lesson early in order to avoid the mass of pupils moving around the school. Two pupils leave five minutes earlier and a further individual leaves the lesson ten minutes early. This impacts on the lesson content these pupils have access to as they will often miss time to complete the last activity and they always miss the lesson plenary. However, I see no way in which this can be avoided due to the reasons which this occurs in the first place.
Secondly the impact of having such a small sample size must be considered, the class consists of only 18 pupils. This small sample size impacts on the validity of the result as Mitchell & Pearson (2012) state that a larger sample size will give a greater reliability of results for educational research as smaller sample groups are considered to not be wholly representative of the group being tested (Cohen et al, 2013) and this will impact on the validity of the results. A teacher is limited in the classes which are possible to be used for implementing an initiative such as no hands up by the construction of their timetable as well as by the number of pupils who opt for the subject, as Business Studies is not a core subject, pupils are not required to study it therefore the number of pupils who select the subject as an option is not very often stable. Consequently, Business Studies teachers are often limited by significantly smaller class sizes than most other subjects would have. Perhaps a way of negating this limitation could be to implement the initiative across an entire faculty or across a whole identified year group to ensure that there is a significantly large enough sample size to ensure the validity of the initiatives’ results. Of the 18 pupils in the GCSE Business Studies class in which this initiative was implemented over the period of four lessons, I had a maximum number of nine pupils per lesson due to planned interventions from other faculties and fortunately absence due to sickness or other reasons did not occur over the period of time the initiative was implemented over.
In the future the school should consider implementing more specific whole school assessment for learning policies which give specific guidance based on whether or not no hands up approaches should be used in order for a whole school approach to be implemented.  This whole school approach would ensure a measure of consistency on which pupils will be able to understand the expectations on them in terms of engagement and involvement in lessons across all faculties within the school. 
The use of lollipop sticks as a question randomiser seems to be an inclusive initiative which can be implemented in various ways to support individual teaching approaches. This method of choosing pupils to answer questions can be both teacher and pupil led, there are also opportunities to build in differentiation. Overall, I believe it to be a successful assessment for learning tool which requires very little input for significant return.  

Bibliography
Assessment and learning: an introduction 2nd edition  Gardner & Gardner 2012 London Sage
Assessment and student success in a differentiated classroom Tomlinson & Moon 2013
Assessment for learning Berry 2008 Hong Kong university press
Assessment for learning: an action guide for school leaders Chappuis 2004
Assessment of learning W. Harlan 2007 university of Bristol
Business research methods Bryman & Bell 2011
Classroom Assessment: minute by minute, day by day Leahy, Lyon, Thompson & Wiliam 2005
Critic thinking; what, why and how Paul 1992
Formative assessment and contingency in the regulation of learning processes Wiliam 2014 
How to design and evaluate research in education. 2nd Edition,  Fraenkel & Wallen 1993 McGraw-Hill Inc., New York. 
Improving pupil motivation together Bentham & Hutchins 2012
Inquiring in the Classroom: Asking the Questions that Matter About Teaching and Learning Mitchell & Pearson 2012
Inside the black box: raising standards through classroom assessment Black & Wiliam 1998
Keeping learning on track Wiliam 2009
Mindset: The New Psychology of Success C Dweck 2006
Mixing Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: Triangulation in Action Jick 1979 www.jstor.org/stable/2392366?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents accessed 26/3/18
Modern foreign languages: inside the black box Jones & Wiliam 2008 GL Assessment London
Newly qualified teachers leading schools in the 21st century Fenn & Richardson 2009
Participant Observation: A Guide for Fieldworkers Dewalt & Dewalt 2011
Research methods in education Cohen et al 2013
Sex and achievement – level effects on teachers’ classroom questioning practices Altermatt, Jovanovic & Perry 1998 Educational psychology, Beckman Institute for Advanced science and technology
The impact of daily hassles, uplifts and major life events to health status. DeLongis et al 1982
The secret of literacy: making the implicit, explicit Didau 2014
Visible learning for teachers Hattie 2012 Routledge New York and London
www.apa.org.education/k12/using-praise.aspx  accessed on 1/4/18
www.theguardian.com/teacher-network/teacher-blog/2013/aug/29/assessment-for-learning-effective -classroom)  accessed 26/3/2018
image1.emf
 


image2.png
Prifysgol Cymru
¥ Drindod Dew Sant

J University of Wales
Trinity Saint David




