
Student Self Evaluation Form 

 
This section repeats in brief the common assessment criteria detailed on previous pages. The extent 
to which these are demonstrated by you determines your mark. Using these criteria, tick the box that 
best indicates the level of achievement you feel you have achieved with regard to each of them.  
 

Common Assessment 
Criteria Applied REFER D C B A 

 OUTRIGHT FAIL UNSATISFACTORY SATISFACTORY GOOD VERY GOOD EXCELLENT 

1. Subject Knowledge 
and Understanding 
(which includes using research-
informed literature and 
knowledge and understanding 
of the subject) 

   ✓    

2. Intellectual Skills 
(Analysis) 

   ✓    

3. Pedagogic and 
Professional 
Applications 
(Practical Application and 
Deployment) 

   ✓    

4. Key Transferable 
Skills 

   ✓    

 

PLEASE COMMENT ON AREAS IN WHICH YOU FEEL 
THAT YOU HAVE PERFORMED WELL  

PLEASE COMMENT ON AREAS YOU FEEL THAT YOU 
NEED TO DEVELOP 

I feel that I have developed my understanding and 
knowledge of think time. I have tried to engage 
with support literature around this focus. I feel that 
I have also increased my knowledge in Lesson 
Study. Before this research project, I was not 
familiar with this method.   
 

To keep developing my academic writing skills and 
to continue analysing the links between different 
research.   
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Aims, Focus and Purpose of the Research 
The issue that interested me was the idea of giving pupils more time to think after 
posing a question. This focus was one that I did not have much awareness of and I 
thought that this was an ideal opportunity to explore it further. In my class, questions 
played a vital role within lessons to gauge understanding and inform next steps. I 
always tried to be aware of the feedback I was giving but did not focus so much the 
actual amount of time I was giving the pupils to think before I expected them to 
respond.  
 
Research Context  
The research will be conducted in two schools and will be based on one class from 
the Foundation Phase within each school. School 1 is located in Bridgend town 
centre. There are 437 pupils on roll, including 58 pupils in the school’s nursery. 
About 8% of pupils are eligible for free school meals, which is lower than the national 
average of 21%. A small minority of pupils speak Welsh at home and very few pupils 
speak English as an additional language. School 1 has around 12% of pupils 
identified with additional learning needs and a small number have a statement of 
special educational needs (Estyn, 2017).  
 
School 2 is situated in the east of Swansea and was opened in April 2007 as a result 
of an amalgamation. There are 353 pupils on roll, which includes 53 pupils in the two 
part-time nursery classes. Around 35% of pupils are eligible for free school meals, 
which unlike School 1 is higher than the average for Wales. School 2 has around 
16% of pupils identified with having additional learning needs and very few have a 
statement of special educational needs. No pupils speak Welsh as their first 
language and around 16% speak English as an additional language (Estyn, 2014).  
 
Both classes participating in the research are mixed gender and each consist of 29 
pupils. Research in School 1 will be based on a Year 1 class where pupils are 5 – 6 
years old. The research in School 2 will be based on a Reception class, where pupils 
are 4 – 5 years old.  
 
I was based in School 1 with the Year 1 class and used this as an opportunity to 
explore pupil’s think time. I discussed this with my partner and we decided to 
investigate whether increasing the pupils’ think time would impact the response that 
we received after asking a question and the impact it would have in the classroom 
during our questioning. This brought us to our research question, which is: how can 
thinking time enhance pupils’ response to the learning outcome? 
 
Short Overview of the Relevant Literature  
I looked further into this by reading books, journal articles, government documents 
and other online materials. I found that there was ample research into pupil think 
time. Firstly, it is important to note that throughout research, think time has been 
referred to by different names. For example, Rowe (1974) refers to it as ‘wait time’, 
Stahl (1990) describes it as ‘think time’ and Alexander (2004) refers to it as ‘thinking 
time’ (Ingram and Elliott, 2016). For the purpose of this research, I am going to refer 
to the subject as ‘think time’. 
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Teachers acknowledge that questioning plays an important role within their practice 
and in particular as a tool for assessment for learning, however, it has been identified 
that teacher questioning is not being used to its full potential (Black et al. 2003).  
Rowe (1974) identified that on average teachers waited just under a second between 
posing a question to their pupils and before intervening if they had received no 
response in return. It is suggested that this short interval does not allow sufficient 
time for the pupils to think about their answer and relay it back to the teacher (Black 
et al. 2003).  
 
Having identified the short amount of think time teachers gave to pupils after asking 
a question, Rowe (1974) went on to explore the outcomes of increasing the ‘wait 
time’ (Black et al. 2003). Rowe (1974) advocates for the wait time to be increased to 
about three seconds or more to see positive effects in the responses. Her 
investigation found that increasing the wait time to a minimum of three seconds had 
desirable outcomes; responses from pupils were longer with pupils having more 
confidence in relaying them, the number of pupils failing to respond reduced and 
more pupils were able to offer more explanations and expand on and sometimes 
challenge the views of their peers (Black et al. 2003). Therefore, by increasing the 
think time, the pupils were able to offer more substantial responses, which could be 
beneficial to the teacher to validate understanding to use as a tool to inform their 
assessment for learning.  
 
However, there are arguments that increasing the pupil think time could lead to the 
class losing focus within the lesson. Ingram and Elliott (2016) argue that by 
increasing the think time it could open the lesson up to the opportunity of undesirable 
behaviour from the pupils. This was also raised in Black et al. (2003) research 
through teachers, as they were anxious that pupils would lose interest and 
engagement during the extended think time. As well, Carlsen (1991) argues that 
whilst a teacher is questioning a pupil, the lengthy pause has the potential to 
encourage other pupils to shout out or lose interest due to the pace of the lesson 
being slowed down. Kirton et al. (2007) also suggest that whilst some pupils 
responded with better-quality answers, the extended think time others became 
bored. Thus, giving validity to the extended think time promoting undesirable 
behaviour. This suggests that extending think time is not always a positive but can 
be a negative influence as well. This could convey that the teachers need to be 
aware of their classroom management and continually monitor the pupils’ 
engagement and be ready to adapt the pace.  
 
However, Black et al. (2003) highlighted by giving the pupils a longer think time, that 
over time they began to realise that they were required to give a more thought out 
response. Therefore, this is suggestive that during the extended think time pupils 
may not have engaged with the think time initially, but as they became more familiar 
with the idea, they began to use the time to think about their response and formulate 
a better-quality answer.  
 
Nevertheless, arguing against this promotion of undesirable behaviour is Rowe 
(1986), who that questioning at a quick pace is a method teachers use to control the 
behaviour management within their classroom. Whereas, Rowe (1986) views the 
extended wait time as a method of influencing the pupils’ motivation, which then 
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influences their attention and cooperation. This was demonstrated in Rowe’s (1986) 
research through a quote from a pupil talking to his parent, whose teacher was 
experimenting with the three second think time: “It’s the first time in all my years in 
school that anybody cared about what I really thought – not just what I am supposed 
to say” (Rowe, 1986: 44).  
 
There is a strong evidence base that demonstrates the beneficial effects of 
increasing the think time of pupils, although the research discussed so far can be 
criticised. It is primarily based on 11-year-old pupils or older. Thus, does not consider 
young children. Given that our Lesson Study is based within the Foundation Phase 
context, we can only generalise the findings from the literature discussed so far.   
 
Medcalf Davenport (2003) proposes that asking a question and expecting a direct 
answer is unnatural for young children and recommends that young children should 
have the opportunity to express ideas from previous questions later on. Medcalf 
Davenport (2003) also highlights the importance of giving young children think time 
to allow them to fully develop and express their ideas. Research found that when 
examining the answers given by young children, any fragments that deem disjointed 
to a question were actually relevant to previous questions or conversations (Medcalf 
Davenport, 2003). Therefore, this suggests that think time should be given to allow 
the pupils to convey their ideas, but also the need to be aware of the answers 
appearing later on within the lesson. The ideas discussed from this author are all 
important elements that need to be considered within my research project.  
 
Explanation of Lesson Study Design 
The project used the Lesson Study research methodology, which is a form of action 
research. It originates from Japan and was first introduced to the United Kingdom by 
Dudley (2014). The Lesson Study approach aims to improve practice within the 
classroom through teachers collaboratively developing their teaching, pedagogical 
knowledge and the learning of their pupils (Dudley, 2014).  
 
The first step of the Lesson Study methodology is for the research group to decide 
on a specific focus to improve. In this particular project, the focus was pupils’ think 
time and how can it be used to enhance the pupil’s response. Leading on from the 
selected focus, the next stage is to collaboratively plan a lesson aimed to depict this 
focus and allow for observations to be carried out. The whole class participates 
providing they have given their assent and parental consent has been gained, but 
there are also three case pupils that are observed in more detail. After the lesson, 
the three case pupils participate in a group focus interview, where their thoughts and 
feelings about the lesson are gathered. Following the focused group interview, the 
teachers reflect on their observations and findings and then re-plan the lesson, 
making small adaptations to improve it, before repeating the Lesson (Dudley, 2014).  
 
A key value that Lesson Study incorporates is that it is based in real life classroom 
and based on real pupils (Dudley, 2014). “Classroom life is full of habits and routines 
that pass unnoticed” (Stepanek et al. 2006). It enables the teachers to examine their 
own and colleagues practice in a real-life context and provides concrete evidence 
from a natural environment (Chokshi and Fernandez, 2004). Dudley (2014) also 
suggests that classrooms are a complex working environment, where a large amount 
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of information is generated by learners engrossed in activities. Therefore, by carrying 
out the Lesson Study approach in a real-life context provides the researcher with an 
invaluable insight based on a natural setting. This gives strength to the methodology 
and creates the opportunity for natural data to be collated.  
 
Chokshi and Fernandez (2004) also propose that the Lesson Study approach allows 
teachers to constantly modify their teaching to meet the individual needs of their 
pupils. They are continually gathering information through their observations and 
analysis, which enables them to create assessment portfolios. These provide a bank 
of concrete evidence and can be used to transform the learning and teaching within 
the classroom (Chokshi and Fernandez, 2004).  
 
However, a challenge associated with the Lesson Study approach is that there is 
limited formal evidence between the relationship of teachers’ involvement in Lesson 
Study and improved outcomes on standardised tests (Chokshi and Fernandez, 
2004). Nonetheless, it can contribute greatly to the assessment portfolios mentioned 
previously, providing valuable assessment details, which will inform the progression 
steps for the pupils, which may be more beneficial to the individual’s learning than 
the results of the standardised tests (Chokshi and Fernandez, 2004).  
 
Lesson Study is conducted by teachers working in a collaborative manner through 
joint planning, observation and analysis (Dudley, 2014), which creates an 
environment for teachers to share each other’s experiences and expertise (Chokshi 
and Fernandez, 2004). It also enables teachers to learn from one another; 
deepening their understanding about pedagogical content and subject knowledge, 
which can then be applied to their teaching and classroom manner straightaway 
(Chokshi and Fernandez, 2004). This notion of collaborative working accommodates 
the ideas of the new curriculum by Donaldson (2015). Donaldson (2015: 90) 
suggests that “the importance of working together both within school and across 
schools will be an important part of developing such expertise”. Therefore, this 
advocates the use of the Lesson Study approach in the development of teacher 
practice.  
 
Lesson Study is directed by the teachers, as they are responsible for determining the 
focus of the research and addressing their pupils’ needs. Chokshi and Fernandez 
(2004) state that Lesson Study takes time, as a group of teachers work collaborative, 
which results them having to be absent in their class whilst they observe during the 
Lesson Study research. Nevertheless, whilst Chokshi and Fernandez (2004) identify 
the Lesson Study approach as being time consuming, they do highlight that it can be 
extremely rewarding and beneficial, once the commitment has been made. Also 
promoting this is Stepanek et al. (2006) who also suggest that if the commitment of 
the Lesson Study across the whole school is made, rather than individual classes, all 
of the teachers will develop their practice from building on each other’s experiences 
and expertise.  
 
As part of the Lesson Study, observations will be made by a non-participant observer 
using a semi-structured observational schedule. The non-participant observer will be 
responsible for watching the participants closely and making notes about their 
behaviour and responses to the questions. Using a semi-structured observational 
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schedule allowed the same questions to be answered within both Lesson Study 1 
and Lesson Study 2, but also enabled the observer to make additional notes. This 
provided some consistency without limiting the observer. The non-participant 
observer was available at all times throughout the Lesson Study to make notes, 
which allowed them to record details as they were happening, rather than relying on 
memory after they had occurred.  
 
Whilst this method allowed us to gather detailed information during Lesson Study 1 
and Lesson Study 2, it may have opened up the potential to miss other details, 
during the recording of a previous detail (Hobart and Frankel, 2004). Hence, we 
cannot be completely sure that every detail was recorded.  
 
Another limitation to this non-participant observer method, is that it may have had an 
effect on the pupils’ behaviour. To accommodate for the ethical considerations, we 
explained to the pupils before starting, who the observer was and how the Lesson 
Study would work. With this open manner about the study and highlighting to the 
pupils that they were being watched may have caused them to behave differently to 
if the researcher was not present. This is known as the ‘Hawthorne Effect’, where 
researchers accommodate for unforeseen outcomes that they may believe have 
been influenced by the participants being aware that they were being observed for 
research purposes (Merrett, 2006). Therefore, as this questions the accuracy of the 
pupils’ behaviour during the observations, this could open up the opportunity for 
criticism and impact the validity and reliability of the results.  
 
Following each Lesson Study, a focused group interview was conducted with three 
case pupils in each class. All the pupils who had given assent and had parental 
consent were sorted into three groups based on their suggested attainment by the 
class teacher (high, middle or low). One pupil was then selected at random from 
each group to give us our three focus pupils. Davie and Galloway (1996: 51) portray 
that “listening to children is a fundamental component of good teaching, irrespective 
of the age of the pupils”. The focused group interview was the ideal opportunity to 
give us an insight into the pupils’ thoughts and feelings about think time; whether 
they felt that they were given long enough or felt rushed and to suggest any methods 
they would like to use in order to help them.  
 
However, like all other methodologies, this focused group interview is not short of the 
criticisms either. One limitation is the “interviewer effect”, where the participants 
respond differently depending on how they perceive the person facilitating the 
interview (Denscombe, 2007). In this particular research project, the pupils were 
familiar with at least one researcher at all times and had established a relationship 
previously during the Professional Teaching Experiences placement (PTE). With this 
in mind, the pupils may not have shared their true thoughts and feelings, as they did 
not want to upset the researcher, they were familiar with. To prevent this from 
happening, we aimed to ask open questions and to be non-judgemental throughout 
the interview process. We also encouraged honesty throughout. Although 
Denscombe (2007: 200) states that “there is no absolute way of verifying what 
someone tells you about their thoughts and feelings”. 
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Another limitation to the focused group interview is that the effect of the interviewer 
and research context is unique to the specific context and individuals involved in the 
research. Thus, this makes the consistency and objectivity difficult to achieve, which 
in turn makes it challenging to generalise the results. However, in the typical Lesson 
Study approach, it could be argued that the practice is completed within the same 
class structure, so conducted in the same context with specific individuals, which 
maintains this consistency.  
 
The last methodology to mention is the use of reflection throughout the whole 
research project and in particular after each Lesson Study. The reflection will be 
based on Kolb’s (1984) Learning Cycle, which is a process compromising of four 
stages. The cycle begins with an incident being identified, then reflecting upon it, 
followed by learning from the incident and making generalisations and then planning 
and trying out what has been learnt (Bassot, 2016). Whilst small changes could be 
made throughout the Lesson Study, the main reflection took place as a group after 
the lesson, and small adaptation were made in relation to our individual reflections 
but also those that were brought up in the focused group interview.  
 
The methods discussed above are aimed to investigate the think time by collecting 
qualitative data. Through the data collection, our intention is to investigate how this 
idea of extending think time will stimulate the pupils into giving a more detailed and 
better-quality answer when responding to teacher questioning.  
 
Ethical Considerations 
Like all research, there were ethical considerations that needed to be addressed 
before commencing with the research. Before starting the research, an ethics form, 
which can be seen in Appendix A, was submitted to the University’s Ethics 
Committee, seeking approval for the research to go ahead. One consideration within 
the ethics form was the gaining of consent and assent from participants and parents 
or guardians (British Education Research Association, 2011). After seeking approval 
from the Ethics Committee, a letter, see Appendix B was sent out to parents and 
guardians explaining the overall research project and asking them for consent for 
their child to participate in the research (University of Wales Trinity Saint David 
(UWTSD) Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice, 2017).  
 
Article 12 of The United Nations Convention of the Rights of the Child (Unicef, 1989) 
highlights that children have the right to communicate their opinion and to have it 
considered seriously. With this in mind, before the lesson study began, all pupils 
were briefed about the project, by the teacher reading out the explanatory 
statements, which can be seen in Appendix C for School 1 and Appendix D for 
School 2. The explanatory statement explained to the pupils the manner in which the 
research would be conducted and their rights to withdraw from the project at any 
point. This explanatory statement was signed by the class teacher to confirm that it 
had been read to the pupils, before beginning. The pupils were then asked to put 
their thumbs up to give their assent. If they were unsure of what we were asking 
them to do, we asked them to put their finger on their nose. This allowed for the 
observer to confirm whether the pupil was giving assent or not. We recorded the 
assent from the pupils in a table, see Appendix E for Lesson Study 1 and Appendix F 
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for Lesson Study 2. Only those pupils who had given their assent and had parental 
consent were involved in the research.  
 
Another consideration within the ethics form was confidentiality and anonymity. 
Following guidelines set out in Section 19.6 Anonymity and Confidentiality of the 
UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice (2017), no school names, 
teacher or pupil names will be identified or disclosed within any areas of the 
research.  
 
Analysis of Lesson Study 1 and Lesson Study 2 
The Lesson Study was planned with a literacy theme. After gaining assent the lesson 
began with reading a book to the pupils. The book we selected was ‘Back to Earth 
with a Bump’ and we chose this on the basis that it would generally be unknown by 
the pupils, so that previous readings would not scaffold their responses and they 
would need to think about their replies.  
 
The Lesson Study being based on a book was due to research found by Sipe (2008), 
who commented that children who are familiar to engaging and discussing stories 
relay some incredible responses. Therefore, we chose a literacy lesson and the use 
of storytime, in the hope it would give the pupils plenty of opportunities to share their 
ideas. Also, having observed my class during my PTE placement, they would always 
enjoy and engage with story.  
 
Throughout the book reading, the pupils were asked questions, which was our 
opportunity to utilise the think time. The questions involved pupils making prediction 
and giving their own opinions, see examples of questions in the lesson plan in 
Appendix G. Whilst a lot of the questions were prepared, we did allow for additional 
questions to be asked if appropriate to the response from the pupils. All questions 
asked during both lessons were given a minimum of 3 seconds and for as long as 
the pupils needed to respond. Following the story, the pupils were asked to draw a 
picture about a place that they would go to on their rocket. Once they had completed 
their picture, we asked them to write a sentence to accompany their drawing.  
 
Lesson Study 1 was conducted in School 1 with the Year One class. All pupils 
appeared to enjoy and engage with the lesson and the lesson outcome was met. All 
pupils participated in the questioning, completed the drawing of their picture, but a 
small minority completed their sentence as well. Throughout the questioning of the 
story, the observer watched for how the pupils responded and in particular the three 
focus pupils. When I was asking the questions, I encouraged the pupils to think 
about their answer before saying it. I did this by asking them to put their ‘thinking 
hats’ on and to visualise this by placing their hand on their head. I then waited a 
minimum of three seconds before asking a pupil to respond (see Appendix H). 
Anning and Ring (2004) suggest that children use visual resources to aid meanings 
and representations of something. Bearing this in mind, as this was a new concept 
for the pupils we were incorporating, we felt it was important to adopt a visual 
gesture to use with it.  
 
Throughout the Lesson Study, the three focus pupils appeared to respond differently 
to the think time. Pupil 1, who was identified by the class teacher as the higher 
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attaining pupil, was very talkative and was always keen to share ideas. Pupil 1 did 
not respond to the idea of think time straight away and was very quick to respond to 
questions. However, when she used the think time, she produced reasonable 
answers to the questions, using full sentences and conveying her ideas audibly and 
relatively clearly. Although Pupil 1 did not use the think time straight away, she was 
very clear with the visual gesture, placing her hand on her head when asked to put 
her thinking hat on.  
 
Pupil 2, who was identified by the class teacher as the middle attaining pupil, did not 
appear to engage with the think time given. Pupil 2 seemed slightly distracted but 
was still able to respond to the questions asked. Although answers were mostly 
relevant, they were not always constructed using full sentences or with length. Pupil 
2 would use the thinking hat visual gesture at times, but not very consistently.  
 
Pupil 3, who was identified by the class teacher as the lower attaining pupil, 
struggled to sit still on the carpet and during the think time would often try to talk to 
the person next to him. However, he did consistently use the thinking hat visual 
gesture, even though he did not seem to use his think time. Pupil 3’s responses to 
questions were short, often giving one/two-word answers.  
 
The group focused interview conducted straight after the lesson was informative and 
provided us an interesting insight into the thoughts of the three focus pupils. All three 
focus pupils commented that they enjoyed the lesson, by putting their thumbs up to 
respond. Interestingly, Pupil 1 and 3, when asked what helped them with our 
thinking, referred to the thinking hat visual gesture; Pupil 1 referred to it verbally and 
Pupil 3 responded by performing the action. Pupil 3 later on in the group focused 
interview went on to tell us how he would like an actual thinking hat.  
 
Using Kolb’s (1984) Learning Cycle, the encounter was the impact of the thinking 
hats visual gesture. This seemed to be remembered by the pupils and a gesture that 
they connected with. This supports the ideas communicated by Anning and Ring 
(2004), but also that of Robson (2006) that visual representation is key within the 
development of understanding and meanings by young children. This led us to 
reflect that the visual gesture was a successful element added to the Lesson Study, 
however, we could make more of it, which was suggested by Pupil 3 in terms of an 
actual hat. Moving forward with the idea of a thinking hat, we thought about whether 
we should have one hat that we passed around, or a hat for every pupil. As the 
Lesson Study was based on the whole class and we were asking questions to the 
whole class and wanted everyone to indulge in think time, we felt it was important 
that everyone had access to their own thinking hat. Therefore, this idea was then 
developed and thinking hats were created for all children (see Appendix I). This was 
then incorporated into the lesson plan for Lesson Study 2 and would be begin by 
explaining to the pupils that we were going to be doing some thinking and that the 
hats were there to help us with our thinking.  
 
It was interesting to observe the overall engagement across the questioning during 
think time. The majority of pupils appeared to engage with the concept of think time, 
however, a small minority of pupils did disengage and became distracted and fidgety 
on the carpet. This could be due to the fact that the pace was slower because of the 
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increased think time given. As mentioned already, Pupil 2 from time to time was 
slightly distracted during the questioning. In the group focus interview, he did not 
respond with much detail to any of the questions as can be seen in the observational 
schedule in Appendix H but commented that he found it easy and would have liked 
harder questions. This could suggest a lack of interest to some parts of the lesson or 
reflect the impact of the slower pace. 
 
Returning to Kolb’s (1984) Learning Cycle the next incident identified was the slower 
pace. When thinking back to what might have caused this, as well as the increased 
think time, we looked at the amount of questions that were included. Having reflected 
on this with my partner, it was agreed that Lesson Study 1 contained too many 
questions, which could have resulted in the story taking too much time, thus slowing 
down the pace. I was particularly interested to see if reducing the questioning 
minimised the fidgeting on the carpet that I encountered in Lesson Study 1. With this 
is mind, the prepared questions in the lesson plan were condensed, as shown in the 
lesson plan for Lesson Study 2 in Appendix J.  
 
Having reflected on the first Lesson Study, we were ready to commence with the 
second Lesson Study. Lesson Study 2 was conducted on a Reception class and the 
lesson was taught by my research partner. After gaining assent from the pupils in 
this class, the lesson began with the pupils being issued with their thinking hat to 
wear and the teacher highlighted that it was going to help with the thinking. The hat 
received a positive response from all the pupils and this was demonstrated through 
their enthusiasm to put their hats on quickly. The lesson then followed the same 
format as Lesson Study 1, but with reduced questioning, which meant that the pupils 
got on to the drawing task a lot quicker.  
 
Pupil A, who was identified by the class teacher as the higher attaining pupil, was 
engaged throughout the whole lesson. She was fully immersed within the thinking 
hat prop and her comments can be seen in the observational schedule in Appendix 
K. It would seem that Pupil A used her think time according and was able to answer 
questions clearly with a reasonable, thoughtful answer. 
 
Pupil B, who was identified by the class teacher as the middle attaining pupil, was 
quite quiet throughout the lesson, but he did not appear to be distracted. Pupil B 
answered questions when asked specifically but did not shout out at all. I observed 
him engaging with the hat and following instructions from the teacher, for example, 
when asked to rub it to make it work.   
 
Pupil C, who was identified by the class teacher as the lower attaining pupil, 
engaged with the lessons at time, however, he was distracted with the hat and would 
often take it off and play with it. Thus, the thinking hat prop in this case, may have 
hindered his think time, rather than benefit it. Pupil C responded to a couple of the 
questions, but his responses were limited. This could suggest that he did not fully 
engage with the think time and that the thinking hat prop may have influenced this. 
Although, it could be argued that the thinking hat prop was a new experience and if it 
was an item that was embedded into daily school life, maybe over time this would 
reduce, and the benefits may be seen.  
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All pupils seemed to enjoy and engage with the lesson and they were all successful 
in meeting the learning outcome. Being the observer for this lesson, allowed me to 
watch how the pupils responded to the thinking hat prop throughout. The majority of 
the pupils wore the hat and used it to support their thinking and only a small minority 
were distracted away from the task by playing with the hat. It was interesting to see 
how the pupils used the thinking hat prop to help them. For example, Pupil A 
commented how good the hats were. Later, when the pupils were asked a question 
and appeared unsure of what to say, the teacher encouraged the pupils to give their 
hat a little rub, which reminded them to think. The imagination of the pupils was 
incredible, with all pupils rubbing their hat to ‘switch on’ their thinking. The pupils 
were captivated with the thinking hats prop, which helped to stimulate the idea of 
thinking.  
 
When interviewing the three focused pupils after the lesson, it was evident in the 
pupils’ responses that they liked the thinking hats prop and felt that it had benefitted 
their thinking and concentration (see Appendix K). Whilst, we can only assume and 
hope that the pupils were using think time appropriately, we can be sure that they 
had established a relationship with their thinking hats prop.  
 
Having reflected on the thinking hat visual gesture in Lesson Study 1, it was 
important to reflect the overall performance of the thinking hat prop in lesson two. As 
discussed above the thinking hats prop had a positive impact to the lesson on a 
whole. If think time was not used to its full potential, then the thinking hat prop made 
pupils aware of the idea of the use of think time that we were trying to introduce. 
Therefore, for future lessons, I would definitely use this idea of think hats to support 
the notion of think time.  
 
Discussion of Research Findings 
The research demonstrates support to the literature previously discussed. The think 
time given within my research was a minimum of three seconds, which was the 
recommended in research from Rowe (1974). Allowing for this extended think time, 
did give the pupils more opportunity to think about their response and this was 
demonstrated in the responses received by the higher attaining pupils. It was 
observed that they gave reasonable answers, responding in sentences rather than 
one word or shorter answers.  
 
However, the research, particularly in Lesson Study 1, showed that extending the 
think time did have the potential to slow down the pace of the lesson. Therefore, this 
provided the opportunity for some pupils to become distracted and potentially bored 
and indirectly discouraged engagement at times. This gives validity to Ingram and 
Elliott (2016) who identified that extended think time could offer the potential for 
pupils to display undesirable behaviour.  
 
Finally, the findings promote the use of visual representation within the Foundation 
Phase, which coincides with Anning and Ring (2004). The thinking hat visual gesture 
and prop played a key role within the Lesson Study. All pupils related to the visual 
representation that they were subject to and gave positive feedback in the focus 
group interview. The Lesson Study did demonstrate that props have the potential to 
distract the pupils, however, it is important to consider that this was the first time that 
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the pupils had come across the thinking hat prop and therefore, were excited by this 
new experience. It could be suggested that if the thinking hats were incorporated into 
lessons on a more regular basis, the pupils would become familiar, which could 
reduce the amount of time some pupils spend playing with the hat. The Department 
for Children, Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills (2008: 9) suggest that “by 
repeating a learning experience they develop schema or patterns of thought that are 
strengthened until they are able to make connections”. Therefore, this suggests that 
incorporating the thinking hat prop into other lessons may be more beneficial to think 
time, rather than a one-off lesson. It may also demonstrate correlations to the 
research by Black et al. (2003) which proposes that by giving a longer think time, 
pupils will recognise the need for a better-quality answer to be given.  
 
An anomaly within the results appears within School 1’s observational record from 
Pupil 1. Pupil 1, when asked how the lesson could be improved, indicated that she 
would have liked to have shared her think time with a partner, so that they could 
share ideas and help each other. This was interesting outcome as it could suggest 
that she embraced the think time given and has offered her own solution to improve 
it.   
 
One element that was observed throughout the Lesson Study was the teacher’s 
body language. Having looked into this area, I found that Miller (2005: 29) conveys 
that “body movements can support or reject the spoken word. They should…confirm 
the verbal messages the teacher is giving”. Therefore, we felt it was important to 
monitor the body language of the teacher because although we were giving an 
extended think time, our body language may have given a different signal to the 
pupils, which could have indirectly reduced the think time for the pupils. However, 
given that the majority of pupils commented that they felt that they had had enough 
time to think, the body language of the teacher must have been inviting and positive.  
 
Conclusion 
Having conducted this Lesson Study, I have increased my knowledge and 
understanding around the use of think time. Whilst the research has demonstrated 
correlations to the relevant literature and provided me with a first-hand experience 
into the impact of think time, it does have limitations and can be criticised.    
 
Firstly, the research can be criticised for its inconsistency and for not entirely 
following the ideal Lesson Study format set out by Dudley (2014). Primarily, Lesson 
Study 1 and Lesson Study 2 were based on two different classes in two different 
schools. This resulted in the two lessons being delivered to different ages pupils from 
different background contexts and in a different setting. Therefore, the reflection and 
adaptations made after the first Lesson Study may not have been completely 
relevant to the pupils involved in Lesson Study 2, thus not a true representation of 
Lesson Study 1.  
 
Secondly, the two lessons were taught by different teachers. Lesson one was taught 
by myself and lesson two was taught by my research partner, so our teaching styles 
are individual and different to each other. Consequently, this is a factor that could 
have impacted the research indirectly and is another inconsistency to note.  
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Thirdly, as this Lesson Study research was a one-off lesson, it can only provide us 
with an initial insight into the focus area and would require further investigation to 
validate the results of this particular research. If this research was investigated 
further, it has the potential to generate a deeper understanding of think time, as the 
pupils would have had more time to engage with it and a better understanding of it 
themselves. The research could also be transferred to other classes and lessons to 
widen the analysis and provide a broader evidence base.  
 
Recommendations 
Conducting this lesson study has given me the opportunity to think about the think 
time that I provide the pupils with after posing a question and how I use my body 
language during that think time. With incorporating an extended think time in future 
lessons, I will prepare questions in my planning, as well as be conscious of the time I 
spend questioning in the lessons. The research showed that some pupils became 
restless during the questioning, which has highlighted to me the importance of 
monitoring and assessing whilst teaching. This is a standard which I hope to develop 
on my next placement.  
 
If I did Lesson Study again, I would try to use the same class to reduce some of the 
inconsistencies within this research. By conducting the lesson study with a partner 
has been a very effective way of sharing good practice. It allowed me to reflect 
personally as well as with my partner, who pointed out strengths and limitations that I 
may have missed when I was teaching.  
 
Overall, the Lesson Study has demonstrated the influence of extended think time 
and has shown to have a positive impact to pupils’ responses when extended and 
thus answering the research question. It has also identified that it needs to be 
continually monitored by the teacher, so ensure that pupils do not lose interest and 
show signs of undesirable behaviour.  
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A 
Ethics Form submitted to the University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s Ethics 
Committee for approval.
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Appendix B 
A blank copy of the letter sent out to parents/guardians to gain their consent for the 
research to take place.  
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Appendix C 
Explanatory Statement read out to the pupils in School 1 and signed by the teacher 
confirming this. All names have been blanked out to adhere to guidelines set out by 
UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Conduct (2017). 
 

  



Student Number: 1701011  ECPP7001: The Enquiring Teacher 
Group 3  
 
 

 34 

Appendix D 
Explanatory Statement read out to the pupils in School 2 and signed by the teacher 
confirming this. All names have been blanked out to adhere to guidelines set out by 
UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Conduct (2017). 
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Appendix E 
Table showing assent gained for the pupils in School 1. 
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Appendix F 
Table showing assent gained for the pupils in School 2. 
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Appendix G 
Lesson Plan for Lesson Study 1, which was conducted in School
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Appendix H 
Observational Schedule from Lesson Study 1.  
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Appendix I 
Picture of the thinking hat prop that was introduced into Lesson Study 2. 
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Appendix J 
Lesson Plan for Lesson Study 2, which was conducted in School 2. 
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Appendix K 
Observational Schedule from Lesson Study 2. 
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