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	Targed/Target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn.

What I have done in this assignment.

	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	Engage with a wider range of literature, which will enable you to support your assertions to a greater extent. 
	I have engaged with a greater range of literature to further support my assertions.

	Targed/Target 2
	Re-look at Harvard referencing conventions to ensure accuracy and consistency of referencing. 
	I have looked at the Harvard referencing again to ensure consistency.



1.0 Introduction
The purpose of this research is to investigate how the use of a ‘hands-up’ process to choose a pupil to answer a question is an effective way of obtaining engagement within a whole classroom. This topic interested me as I have seen a clear contrast between teaching practices in my school and literature I have been reading from several authors, leading me to question the overall effectiveness of a ‘hands-up’ approach within the classroom setting within my school. In my class my tutor, whose class it is I teach, has a policy of ‘hands-up’ before selecting a student to answer, whilst myself opt for a ‘shout out’ approach. My class is a Business lesson that consists of 25 students, an equal mix of male and female students, aged between 14 – 15 years of age forming a mixed-ability class. I discussed with my partner the settings in which we would be conducting our research, with each choosing the most suitable lesson to test this research within. We have agreed upon a structure and proposed the following research question “How effective is using just a hands up selection approach to questioning within a classroom?”. Across 2 lessons this question will be tested, with 3 pupils that are common to both lessons, to observe the overall effect upon engagement this has.


2.0 Literature Review
The research question is ‘How effective is using just a hands up selection approach to questioning within a classroom?’, with the aim of the research defined as ‘To discover whether using a hands up selection approach to questioning is the most effective way of obtaining engagement within a classroom’. A successful classroom is one in which there is active involvement in joint learning through participation (James, 2008). Questioning technique involves asking questions that are worth asking and answering (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010). Measuring active involvement for these questions that are worth answering in addition to engagement levels is a challenge that this research is seeking to investigate. (Black Et Al., 2003) states that one method to create greater interaction and engagement in the classroom is to remove the system of ‘hands up’ to answer. In a book by (Holt, 1982), an observed pupil raises her hand as if to answer a question in an attempt to evade being asked the answer as the teacher was seemingly choosing pupils that seemed confused or that were not paying attention. Research carried out by (Dallimore, Hertenstein, & Platt, 2013) concluded that some researchers avoid asking ‘randomly’ within the classroom out of fear of making their students uncomfortable; the research continues by further concluding that not only does the participation of answering questions in a classroom whose answers are choosen at random increase over time but that the overall level of comfort a student feels does not change. (Brophy & Wentzel, 2014) describe school as being inherently boring and frustrating, where students do not see a need for what is being taught. Extrinsic motivation is utilised widely throughout schooling to reinforce behaviours rather than to motivate pupils (Brophy & Wentzel, 2014), whilst intrinsic motivation such as goal theory suggests that pupils choose to participate predominantly along two goals; mastery goals or competenancy (Turner & Patrick, 2004). Overall participation, albeit ‘hands up or random selection’ may be affected by such factors as above mentioned.
Students that are focused upon developing competenancy are focused on demonstrating their competenancy or may avoid demonstrating competenancy to avoid mistakes (Turner & Patrick, 2004). (Valerio, 2012) highlights that the creation of a supportive classroom can assist in the development of successful learners. This in turn may contribute towards overall participation and overall engagement levels. (Black Et Al., 2003) highlight ‘Brainstorming’ as a strategy for increasing overall participation in answering and contributing, allowing pupils collectively a chance to gather their ideas then utilising the random selection. A classroom experiment carried out by Professor Dylan Wiliams in which the ‘hands up’ approach is replaced by a random selection resulted in discontentment and disengagement in the pupils achieving the highest scores academically due to them ‘knowing the answers but not being selected’ (Doc Zoo, 2012). A key issue as mentioned by Professor Dylan Wiliams arises when a question is asked, multiple hands are raised, one is selected and the answer is validated and then the cycle continues, this doesn’t provide enough information about what the rest of the pupils know or need to learn (Wiliam, 2014). Furthermore, the inherit flaw with the ‘traditional system’, as highlighted in Wiliam’s article, is that the most confident pupils will continue to dominate discussions and always raise their hands, becoming smarter through engaged discussions whilst others may decline as a result of their lower confidence (Wiliam, 2014). Countering his own argument, (Wiliam, 2014) highlights a potential issue with the ‘no hands up’ approach being that when teachers are pressed for time they will often choose the same pupils who provide good responses, opting for the ‘safe option’. Classroom environment may influence pupil motivation to contribute (Ames, 1992 cited in (Turner & Patrick, 2004)), with the environment having an effect over how students view the learning and participate within. Classrooms that are heavily mastery goal orientated have a lower number of students seeking assistance, which in turn may influence the desire to participate in a ‘hands up’ approach, whilst classrooms that are heavily competency based are potentially more likely to wish to demonstrate individual competency (Turner & Patrick, 2004).  

These readings have helped support our research question as there are potentially multiple factors that may influence pupil participation within the classroom e.g. intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors, goal theory, individual personality traits, school policy etc. These readings have made the researchers aware of these factors and their potential affect upon the classroom environment. 




3.0 Lesson Study Design
Lesson study (LS) is the collaboration of a group of teachers to observe and conduct action research in a specified teacher’s lesson; observing, analysing and providing feedback for the professional development of the teacher. This method of refinement has been used in Japan since the 1870s to refine and innovate on a teacher’s pedagogical approach (Dudley, Lesson Study: a handbook, 2014). This concept of developing school-to-school working along the lines of Lesson Studies is an area that is currently being reviewed through the Welsh Government in their report around the future delivery of education services in Wales, highlighting the relevance and current spotlight being shone upon this approach to pedagogical improvement and refinement (Robert Hill Consulting , 2013). The Department for Education in the U.K has published a report aimed at Head teachers and leading teachers, in this report they highlight Lesson Studies as being a method, that when implemented effectively, may improve the overall teaching of all teachers involved and those who utilise the official findings from these studies (Department for Education, 2010). (Dudley, 2015) states that LS is the CPD that schools should adopt, showing a distinctive impact compared to other forms of CPD, going further to suggest that LS should go beyond schools into colleges, universities and their partners. In opposition to this view, a report conducted in the U.K found no evidence that Lesson Study improved maths or reading attainment at KS2 (Murphy Et Al., 2017). In Japan it is said that all of elementary school teachers as well as half of all middle school teachers meet for between two to five hours per week for lesson study, and that lesson study is viewed as an obligation to continual professional development (Isoda, Stephens, Ohara, & Miyakawa, 2007). They go further explaining that the process of LS is to compare the original set of goals against what actually happened during the lesson, identifying any issues or problems that had not been noticed during the class. (Saito Et Al., 2015) argues that LS is limited as children in particular are unlikely to always react in an expected manner which raises the issue of adapting your lesson to allow for ‘unexpected’ answers which does not follow the plans made for the LS or risk avoiding answering and the children losing interest. (Hart, Alston, & Murata, 2011) argue against this, suggesting that LS involves understanding how students think, and express their ideas so that the teacher can improve both their planning and delivery of their lessons through the ability to better understand ‘how my learner will view this’. They go on further to suggest that LS allows for an apprenticed learning for novice teachers when experienced teachers are involved within the process. (Ball 1990; Borko et al. 1992, Hart and Carriere cited in (Hart, Alston, & Murata, 2011)) - highlights sufficient content knowledge as being an ongoing issue that has been discussed in other studies. This issue of knowledge potentially goes against the ‘apprenticed learning’ that is offered as a potential benefit to LS. One major benefit touted of LS is the good relationships between teachers as a result of working closely (Isoda Et Al., 2007). A teacher that was involved in a bad LS stated the following “I remember one time I did an awful [study] lesson ... As a result, I got a lot of severe criticism from the other teachers ... I got so upset I started to cry in front of the other teachers” (Fernandez & Yoshida, 2004, p. 225). The consequences of a negative LS may counteract against the potential relationship benefits suggested by (Isoda Et Al., 2007).
Contrary to this view, “Researchers have identified lesson study as being critical to supporting educational change and innovation in Japan” (Lewis & Tsuchida, 1997 cited in (Fernandez & Yoshida, 2004, p. 3)), with many teachers not being able to imagine being able to teach without it (Inagaki, Terasaki, & Matsudaira, 1988). Research carried out by Professor Robert Coe has cast doubt over an observer’s ability to spot good teaching, suggesting that from an experiment conducted, 63% of judgements made on a lessons rating was wrong, highlighting the overall lack of consistency between judgements as well as validity of the results (Coe, 2014). Opposing Professor Coe’s statement, (Zaslavsky, Chapman, & Lieken, 2001) suggest that LS serves a dual role: serving as content to drive student learning as well as offering teachers indirect learning, i.e. a way of developing their self-learning. Additionally, LS is suggested by (Fernandez & Yoshida, 2004) to offer valuable benefits through serious discussion by teachers around their own teaching as well as instructions and lesson plans. Finally, in contrast to the positive points raised above, (Doig & Groves, 2011) argues that findings from a large-scale study concluded that professional development through the use of LS appeared to be ‘ineffective’. This reading has supported my research by ensuring our LS has followed a concise and literature-based approach, utilising a recognised and tested structure to ensure best practice is utilised.

The methodology used in this research is Lesson Study, Lesson study is a form of ‘Action Research’. ‘Action Research’ is described as being a qualitative research methodology that is heavily democratic, fully informs its participants and that patterns and views are revealed without manipulation from the researcher (MacDonald, 2012). The methods of data capture are: an observation sheet (Non-participant) is utilised during the lesson from which key points are noted (see Appendix 1.0), an ARC reflection sheet is utilised for reflection upon the lesson, both the teacher and observer are reflecting upon the lesson (see Appendix 2.0) and finally, a focus group interview with all 3 pupils that are being observed is conducted, with a series of set questions asked with pupils encouraged to both answer the question as well as additional interesting points being captured in the Focus Group Interview Question Matrix (See Appendix 3.0). 
My observational notes are captured in the observation sheet (see Appendix 1.0), utilising a non-participant, qualitative capture method that seeks to form understanding through the observer’s interpretation, not following a set of strict scientific guidelines or scientific procedures (Ryan, 2018). The observational notes were captured using a non-participant, qualitative capture method as the research seeks to capture the ‘true lesson’, situations are fluid and complex and are continuously changing that may evolve over time (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007), all whilst continuously attempting to minimise the Hawthorne effect; the change in behaviour in an audience whilst they are aware they are being observed (Kirby, 2000). Both the teacher and the observer hand filled in an observation sheet during the lesson, capturing key information immediately or as close to as possible to ensure the best validity and integrity of data captured.
The focus group was comprised of 3 pupils, all of which were common to both lesson observations, the sample size allowed the observation to be manageable in size, as well as being a 12% sample size (3 pupils out of 25 students). Limiting factors include: being able to effectively monitor and accurately capture detailed information during the lesson observation becomes increasingly more difficult as the sample size increases, each student in the class may not all share the same classes which limits common classes, and finally, the greater the number of pupils being observed, the more number of participant observers that are needed which may increase the overall Hawthorne effect, thus potentially diluting and reducing the validity of the data captured. The focus group convened on the same day as the lessons were observed, immediately after or as close to after the lesson was delivered in order to minimise the time between delivery and discussion, the longer between these the greater the likelihood that the pupils would forget particular aspects of the lesson.






4.0 Ethical Considerations
There are ethical considerations that are to be considered whilst conducting research around our Lesson Study, risks that include:
· Pupils feeling left out because they weren’t included, 
· Pupils feeling highlighted because they are included in the research
· Pupils could feel pressure from the teacher to answer questions ‘correctly’
· Safeguarding issues
· Anonymity
· Possibility of being accused of favouritism by pupils who are not part of focus group
· Observer bias in recording of pupils
· Possible conflict of interest
· Chosen participants not being present on the day of the research
· Uphold the good name of the university
· Not falsifying any data

To ensure these risks are minimised and all ethical considerations are addressed, researchers will follow BERA guidance of 2018, UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice and UWTSD Research Data Management Policy. 

Within the researcher’s ethics form (see Appendix 6.0), ethical considerations are explored, risks highlighted with mitigating strategies outlined to minimise the ethical risks faced during this research.








5.0 Lesson study 1
During lesson 1 the objective of the research was to gauge how effective a ‘hands up’ only approach to answering questions was to overall class engagement within the classroom. The initial indication of the overall success of the lesson is the initial question on the Focus Group Interview Question Matrix (FGIQM), the question is ‘What do you think of today’s lesson? Red/Amber/Green’. Red indicates a negative response, Amber is equivalent to a neutral response whilst Green indicates positive response. During Lesson Study 2, all 3 pupils responded with Green as a response to the question, this indicates the overall opinions are positive. All indicated ‘Green’ as their response to question 1, indicating they enjoyed the lesson as a whole.
The next question asked on the FGIQM is ‘Did you feel you were challenged enough during the lesson?’, the lesson involved completing a task which is part of a series of tasks as part of Unit 1, BTEC coursework. Each of the 3 pupils responded positively to this question, with pupil 1 completing the task set out in the lesson and moving on to an extension task; pupil 2 indicating they completed the main task only, and pupil 3 stated they completed the task only, though with the assistance of other students. These 3 responses indicate each pupil is being sufficiently challenged and understood the requirements of the task.
The 3rd question asked on the FGIQM is ‘How do you feel about being selected when only putting up your hand?’. Pupil 1 responded by stating they really enjoy answering the questions, though they found it slightly frustrating not always being chosen to answer as well as being reminded not to shout out. Pupil 2 responded by stating they prefer this approach as they can choose which questions they are most comfortable answering and avoid being put on the spot. Pupil 3 however stated that they don’t mind the overall approach, with a neutral response. 
The 4th question asked on the FGIQM is ‘Do you feel like you engaged well with today’s lesson – how could you have engaged more?’ Pupil 1 stated that they enjoyed the task, engaging well and working towards increasing their predicted grade from a merit to distinction. Pupil 2 stated they have found the class slightly boring due to each task being related to one specific unit. Pupil 3 stated that they liked the lesson and prefer being able to work individually on their coursework without the need to discuss topics aloud. From these responses the overall engagement levels are between medium to high, with pupils expressing an overall satisfaction in the lesson in addition to being satisfied with the ‘hands up’ only approach.
The final question asked on the FGIQM is ‘What would make you more comfortable to answer questions?’ pupil 1 stated they are comfortable answering questions though they would prefer it if the teacher provides them with more time to further develop their answer; pupil 2 stated that they like the ‘hands up’ approach as it allows them to choose specifically when they wish to attempt to answer a question; pupil 3 stated that they prefer writing their answers down rather than reading out loud, thus this approach allows them to avoid needing to answer any questions out loud.
From the answers given above, the overwhelming responses are largely positive with the lowest scores being ‘neutral’, and the general opinions pointing towards each of the observed pupils being actively engaged. Each pupil was measured along a 4-mark checklist criteria (See Appendix 1.0), with pupil one scoring 4/4, pupil two scoring 3/4 and pupil three scoring 3/4. From the FGIQM responses and the observer checklist scores, the researcher believes there is a strong correlation between the ‘hands up’ approach and the overall engagement levels. 



6.0 Lesson study 2
During lesson 2 the objective of the research was to gauge how effective a random selection only approach to answering questions was to overall class engagement within the classroom. The initial indication of the overall success of the lesson is the initial question on the Focus Group Interview Question Matrix (FGIQM), the question is ‘What do you think of today’s lesson? Red/Amber/Green’. Red indicates a negative response, Amber is equivalent to a neutral response whilst Green indicates positive response. During Lesson Study 1, all 3 pupils responded with Green as a response to the question, this indicates the overall opinions are positive.
The next question asked on the FGIQM is ‘Did you feel you were challenged enough during the lesson?’, the lesson involved completing a task in lesson with an extension task based upon a GCSE style examination question. Each of the 3 pupils responded positively to this question, with pupil 1 completing the task set out in the lesson and moving on to an extension task; pupil 2 indicating they completed the task and began planning for the extension task question; pupil 3 stated they completed the task only, though with the teacher’s assistance. These 3 responses indicate each pupil is being sufficiently challenged.
The 3rd question asked on the FGIQM is ‘How do you feel about being selected at random to answer questions within the classroom?’. Pupil 1 responded by stating they didn’t mind and that they quite enjoy answering out loud. Pupil 2 responded by stating they prefer only answering questions that they are confident in correctly answering. Pupil 3 however stated that they don’t know and that they dislike the class. Through these responses it is clear there is mixed feelings towards being randomly selected, with pupil 1 being relatively positive, pupil 2 generally neutral and pupil 3 disliking this. 
The 4th question asked on the FGIQM is ‘Do you feel like you engaged well with today’s lesson – how could you have engaged more?’ Pupil 1 stated that they completed all the work, moved on to the extension task and enjoyed the lesson. Pupil 2 stated they did not enjoy the lesson topic though they managed to complete the task and went onto the extension task. Pupil 3 stated that they could have engaged further by talking less and answering the question in further detail, stating further that they found the topic and lesson boring. From these responses the overall engagement levels varied from high to low, with each pupil stating a varying level of engagement.
The final question asked on the FGIQM is ‘What would make you more comfortable to answer questions?’ Pupil 1 stated they are quite comfortable and that they did not need any additional assistance; Pupil 2 stated they prefer being able to decide when they wish to answer based upon their confidence in being able to correctly answer the question, whilst Pupil 3 simply stated they do not want to be asked unless the explicitly put their hand up. From these responses, the overall majority preferred being able to choose when they wished to answer rather than being selected at random and asked to provide an answer.
From the answers given above and from an observer checklist of key indicators of overall engagement within the classroom, pupil 1 was deemed to be actively engaged within the lesson, pupil 2 was deemed to be partially engaged within the lesson, whilst pupil 3 was deemed to be not engaged within the lesson. Each of the pupil’s completed the task objective set out for the lesson though the overall willingness to participate varied across all 3 pupils, with pupil 3 in particular showing little enthusiasm.
Each pupil was measured along a 4-mark checklist criteria (See Appendix 1.0), with pupil one scoring 4/4, pupil two scoring 3/4 and pupil three scoring 2/4. 
From the overall observations and focus group interviews, there is no clear indication to suggest utilising a ‘hands up’ approach is an effective method of obtaining engagement within a whole classroom. The initial indication of ‘Green’ for question 1, as well as all pupils stating they were challenged within the classroom is then followed up by question 3 containing answers of pupils stating they did not enjoy the class, lesson or in the next question the concept of being chosen at random. This seemingly contrasting set of results, along with the checklist consisting of a 4/4, 3/4 and 2/4 has lead the researcher to deem these results too inconclusive. From this Lesson Study the researcher believes he must modify the semi-structured questions used in the FGQIM to focus primarily upon the overall engagement within the lesson to avoid mixed answers such as those displayed between question 1-5. The contrast between results obtained via the observer checklist and questions 1 & 2, vs the questions 3,4 & 5 that ask directly in relation to engagement levels have created reasonable doubt that has led to inconclusive results.


7.0 Discussion of research findings in relation to related literature and research
From the researcher’s literature review he understood that there is varying understanding on whether a ‘hands up’ approach or a ‘random’ choice approach was understood to create participation and overall class engagement. The researcher found the literature of both schools of thought to both be compelling and thus remained undecided upon the overall most effective approach from a theoretical perspective. 

Through Lesson Study 1 and Lesson Study 2, the researcher found Lesson Study 1, the ‘hands up’ approach, to have the overall stronger scores when rated by the observed pupils as well as being best suited in capturing engagement of the pupils within the classroom setting. The literature review has highlighted that underlining forces such as culture as discussed by (Turner & Patrick, 2004) influence pupil participation, and that a simple comparison between ‘hands up’ and ‘random’ selection may fail to account for the numerous influencing forces that influence the classroom.
This research has led the researcher to question the best approach and practice to continue implementing in his classroom, with the current system utilising a ‘random’ selection process. Through the researcher’s findings he will continue to investigate the overall effect of each approach on pupil engagement within the classroom. The researcher will implement each approach with sufficient time for each approach to become ‘the norm’ in an attempt to realise any long-term potential benefits.

8.0 Conclusion
 Both Lesson Studies have given the researcher a slight glimpse into the subtle and hidden factors in play within the classroom setting, this lesson study is not without its limitations.
Some strengths of the Lesson Studies conducted include:
· The researchers are very familiar with the pupils which potentially helps reduce the Hawthorne effect, i.e. the unconscious change in behaviour from having an ‘outsider’ observing (Kirby, 2000).
· The researchers have previous knowledge of each pupil, providing greater context rather than a single ‘snapshot’ of the class without any context.
· The methods of data collection were consistent across both lessons, ensuring the measuring gauge remained consistent to maximise the validity of the results.
Some weaknesses of the Lesson Studies conducted include:
· The study is conducted over 2 lessons, for a total of 2 hours in total, a very short period of time in which conclusions are drawn from are inadequate.
· Classrooms may have varying cultures which are not taken into account by these Lesson Studies.
· Focus group interviews may not yield true results as pupils may offer ‘the correct’ answer they believe the interviewer wants rather than the truth.
· The sample size is 3 pupils only, which is not a true reflection of the entire class. Increasing the sample size requires additional observers which in turn may increase the Hawthorne effect (Kirby, 2000).
The Lesson Studies offered an insight into an alternative approach to answer selection and student participation, leading the researcher to question his own practices and understanding the reasoning behind this. These Lesson Studies utilised a series of data capture methods (Observer Checklist and Focus Group Question Interview Matrix (FGQIM)), these sought to best capture answers and evidence to analyse each approaches overall effect on class engagement. These data capture methods, whilst primitive in design, served to provide a quick overview of each lesson though the validity of the data captured is questionable. The observer checklist relies upon an observer continuously monitoring the pupils being monitored, a distraction may potentially corrupt the data or over involvement to validate whether a tick should be awarded to a particular pupil potentially degrades the quality of the data collected due to the Hawthorne effect (Kirby, 2000). Furthermore, factors that may compromise the overall quality and validity of the data captured include:
· The duration of the studies; the individual lesson may skew results due to issues such as unfamiliarity, foreign concept to the lesson, the initial ‘novelty’ wearing off or influential members of the class not being present in the lesson.
· The researcher’s experience in conducting a Lesson Study may influence the overall quality of the research.
· The pupil’s may potentially avoid giving honest answers due to a fear of consequence, seeking to give false answers to ensure no negative repercussions.
Given the potential issues of validity and accuracy of the data captured, as well as the conflicting opinions within the literature review, the researcher believes these results cannot be generalised beyond the specific class as the dynamics of each lesson may be unique with its own specific culture. In light of these findings, the researcher will continue testing each approach within his lesson, in an attempt to better understand the overall impact each approach has over an extended period of time.


9.0 Recommendations 
In light of this research the following recommendations have been suggested:
· Greater research into the effects of a ‘hands up’ vs ‘random’ choice approach is required in order to develop a greater understanding of the overall effects of each approach.

· Lesson Study capture forms should accommodate for favourable answering by pupils to avoid negative repercussions potentially by implementing a series of statements to choose between to validate legitimately held views.

· Researchers should conduct practice lesson studies and research into best practices in order to develop their foundation knowledge.

· Lesson studies should be conducted over multiple lessons to establish behaviour change and to observe the effects of ‘routine’ behaviour and minimise the Hawthorne effect of the ‘outsider’ becoming a familiar face.

· Greater sample sizes, where reasonable, will increase the likelihood of getting a true reflection of the class opinions and an overall better reflection of engagement levels.

If the researcher was to conduct the Lesson Studies once again, he would seek to incorporate the above points raised, though due to time constraints, assessment criteria, word count and availability of time, these points are unavoidable and therefore are raised as points for improvement. This study has enlightened the researcher as to the potentially complex nature of his classroom, with undercurrents unforeseen, and potentially unaccounted for. The researcher will continue to investigate varying aspects of his lesson to ensure aspects, that influence learning and engagement,  are premeditated as opposed to left to chance.
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