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Introduction  
The school I completed my research in is a mixed gender 11-18 comprehensive school with 1170 pupils in the Local Authority of Bridgend (My Local School, 2019). The class I chose to complete this research on is a top band year 7 class of 34 pupils, 19 girls and 15 boys. I selected this class because the majority of the pupils in this class are excited to learn and answer questions but, as in most classes, there are some pupils who are not so keen to put their hands up. The research I chose to explore is the extent to which random name generators improve the engagement of learners in RE lessons. This particular research topic came to mind after reading that random name generators are advantageous because there is no option to disengage as pupils have to prepare an answer in case they are selected and the teacher cannot subconsciously exclude any member of the class (Allison and Tharby, 2015). Upon reading this, I wanted to compare the levels of engagement in my lessons when doing a lesson without a random name generator then one with one. 
Literature Review
Upon hearing the word ‘assessment’, images of high-stakes final exams such as the GCSEs and A-Levels are called to mind. For this reason, the concept of assessment can seem overwhelming to a trainee teacher, especially as much of the literature emphasises the importance so strongly. An example of this is Fautley and Savage (2008, p. 4) who claim that: “Good assessment practice is a key feature of effective teaching and learning in schools”. In a society where both schools and teachers are held accountable for their results, it is clear why assessment is a key aspect of school life. However, assessment is not always of this high-stakes nature, it can be broken down into two different forms – formative and summative. Formative and summative assessment are tools which teachers use to assess student learning of new material (Dixson and Worrell, 2016). These ‘tools’, when embedded into class teaching, are the key to pupil success. 
Jones and Tanner (2006, p. 20) explain the different types of assessment: “Formative assessment has been characterized as ‘assessment for learning’ (AFL) in contrast to summative assessment which is described as ‘assessment of learning’ (AOL)”. Summative assessment is ultimately final and provides students with a grade which can be used as evidence for what they have learnt. Grades are imperative for teachers to be able to gather data, track progress and report to parents and to the school on pupil progress. The crucial nature of assessment is summed up in the following quote: “To fail to assess is to fail to teach” (Best, 1992 quoted in Somers, 2000, p. 107). 
Now that the importance of assessment has been addressed, this essay will focus on assessment in the formative form and on specific AFL techniques. 
According to Black and William (1998b, p. 2) “We use the general term assessment to refer to all those activities undertaken by teachers — and by their students in assessing themselves — that provide information to be used as feedback to modify teaching and learning activities”. This assessment becomes formative when the results are used to adapt the teaching to meet the needs of the students (Ibid., 1998). AFL is, therefore, a continuous process in which teachers use a variety of techniques to find where students are in their learning (Harrison, 2007). It becomes embedded into classroom practice and gives the teacher the opportunity to assess how much they have understood and change the lesson accordingly. 
Black and William (1998a) studied formative assessment in depth by surveying 681 pieces of research then narrowing it down to 250 pieces to be read in full. They concluded that there is evidence that improving formative assessment raises standards and that there is evidence about how to improve formative assessment (Black and William, 1998b). Furthermore, there is no simple quick fix and each teacher must find their own ways of incorporating formative assessment into their practice (Ibid., 1998). Consequently, I decided to research how certain AFL techniques effected engagement in my classroom.
Adaptability and ability to change the lesson based on AFL techniques is vital in ensuring pupil progress. For example, Haydn (2013, p. 418) states that: 
“Several research studies have shown that the use of assessment to develop pupils’ future learning makes a substantial difference, not just to pupils’ attainment, but to their attitude to learning, their engagement with school subjects and their motivation to do well in these subjects” 
Using assessment to shape future learning, therefore, improves pupils in more ways than just their attainment. Engagement is not only when a class follow instructions but also when they are absorbed in challenge, making observable progress and enjoying learning (Griffith and Burns, 2012). In my lessons, I noticed varying levels of engagement depending on the tasks designed and the content. With this particular class, most pupils are very excited to learn, have a lot to contribute and have a lot of questions. However, there are some pupils who may not contribute. For this reason, I decided to focus on the engagement of all pupils in the classroom.
In the school, I observed a mixture of ‘hands-up’ and ‘no-hands up’ where teachers select pupils to answer questions. Only asking for answers from pupils who put their hands up has its advantages, the most evident being that the pupils who volunteer are often academic, articulate and have a lot to contribute (Allison and Tharby, 2015). However, the pupils who never offer their answers or opinions are allowed to ‘coast’ through without being challenged. Furthermore, it is likely that these pupils have interesting contributions to make but perhaps lack the motivation or confidence to offer them. This causes the two distinct camps of engaged and disengaged students to grow further and further apart (Ibid., 2015). I wanted to try and close this gap of engagement and encourage more pupils to contribute in class. 
One way to tackle this problem is to have a ‘no hands-up’ approach with ‘hands-up’ only to ask questions (Jones and Tanner, 2006). This allows the teacher to tailor questions for pupils based on their ability. It also enables the teacher to plan what questions they will ask what pupils. However, when addressing the class with a big question then selecting pupils to answer, this may leave out some pupils who may have interesting answers or opinions although it does encourage all pupils to engage even if it is just thinking of an answer in their head. A further danger with this method is that it could lead to teachers sub-consciously assuming the ability of each pupil and not challenging them enough. In order to avoid this, teachers need to know their pupils well and ensure they are distributing questions equally. Within the no-hands up approach, focussing on a couple of children to question per lesson seems to be the best solution for this. This research was only undertaken over two lessons so I chose not to focus on the no-hands up approach as this would need to be looked at over a series of lessons. 
In order to combat these issues, a random name generator has been suggested. For example, The Welsh Assembly Government (2010) suggests using a random name generator when questioning in order to include all pupils. One advantage of using random name generators is that all pupils have the same possibility of being chosen to answer questions, so every pupil needs to have an answer prepared. Allred and Swenson (2006, p. 16) state that “Because the method is random, students view this approach as an interesting probability problem rather than a situation where the instructor “picks on” or “favours” particular students.”  I chose to research random name generators because I want to promote equality in my classroom. Furthermore, I had previously found that pupils were excited at the prospect of being chosen and it lifted the mood in the class. I decided to use a hands up approach in the first lesson and a random name selector in the second lesson and compare the engagement of pupils with each strategy. 
There are different ways in which you can use a random name generator within teaching. The typical teacher only waits for about a second before taking an answer to a question (Lemov, 2015). Allowing pupils time to think discourages pupils from saying the first thing that comes to mind and encourages higher-quality initial answers (Ibid., 2015). Rowe (1974) found that giving pupils at least three seconds of ‘wait time’ after posing a question increased the length and correctness of the answers and encouraged more pupils to participate (Fautley and Savage, 2008). For this reason, I chose the strategy of asking the question, giving pupils wait time, using the name generator and then asking the chosen person for the answer. Upon reflection, it would have been more productive to make it explicit to pupils that it was thinking time to prevent wandering minds. Furthermore, it would have been more beneficial to ensure I gave the same amount of wait time in both lessons to ensure consistency. 
Another alternative could be to use lollipop sticks, one for each learner which are then picked randomly (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010). This could potentially be differentiated by colour coordinating the sticks so you know who are more able and talented and who has additional learning needs. However, this requires a lot of time and resources to prepare. Donaldson (2015) asserts that full participation in society demands high levels of digital competence therefore all teachers are responsible for the development of digital competences. The Welsh Government (2016a, p.4) describe digital competence as “The set of skills, knowledge and attitudes to enable the confident, creative and critical use of technologies and systems in an increasingly digital world.” Although the use is not explicitly teaching pupils digital competence, it is modelling the use of ICT to children and exposing them to it in the classroom. Due to the digital nature of society, the prospect of using ICT in lessons excites and motivates pupils. 
One thing which needs to be considered is the feelings pupils have about their own ability to answer questions. The random name generator is likely to cause high levels of anxiety for those who would never raise their hands. The main way of combatting this is by ensuring pupils adapt a growth mindset rather than a fixed one (Dweck, 2012). A fixed mindset is the belief that your qualities are carved in stone whereas a growth mindset is the belief that your basic qualities are things you can cultivate through your efforts (Ibid., 2012). It is clear that the classroom climate needs to be a positive one in which pupils feel confident in making mistakes. “Just as a positive climate is necessary for learning at the macrocosmic level of the class, so too positive self-esteem and motivation are essential at the microcosmic level of the individual.” (Brooks, 2002, p. 44). With this in mind, I wanted to ensure this enthusiasm for all pupils to be challenged was embedded in the ethos of my classroom. 
In contrast to this, it could be suggested that putting pressure on pupils to answer questions improves their answers and the quality of learning. Challenge is essential in causing pupils to think deeply and engage in a healthy struggle, just outside of their comfort zone (Allison and Tharby, 2015). Petty (2009) demonstrates six different questioning strategies and their effectiveness in terms of student engagement, teacher feedback, student feedback, thinking time and student comfort. He found that in a Q&A session, when volunteers answered, all aspects including student participation were poor apart from student comfort which was excellent (Ibid., 2009). Whereas, when pupils were nominated by the teacher to answer, participation rate was excellent, teacher and student feedback and thinking time were good and student comfort was poor (Ibid., 2009). The strategies which scored higher across all categories included group of pair work such as buzz groups (Ibid., 2009). Therefore, the anxiety that pupils may feel is outweighed by the benefits of engagement, learning and better feedback. 
Differentiating learning is essential in order to ensure all pupils can access the lesson and there are many different ways to do it. For example, questions can be directed to certain pupils or to the whole class (Coffey, 2007). Differentiation has been described as essential in challenging all learners to reach their potential (Boulton, 2011). One way to differentiate questions could be to click the random name generator then pitch the question based on who it lands on. This may be an option with a mixed ability or lower band class. However, Allison and Tharby (2015) suggest that the bar of expectation should be set high for all pupils then we should respond to everyone differently. As this was a top band class, I decided to ask all pupils the same question so that all pupils are challenged on the same level and then I could respond as needed. 
The importance of engaging with all learners through questioning is highlighted by Allison and Tharby (2015) who emphasise the need for teacher talk to be interactive. Lemov (2015) suggests that lessons require ratio, where pupils are on their toes and actively participating in their learning. Howard and Henney (1998, p. 400) note that “Students learn more when they take an active role in their learning – seeing themselves as engaged participants in their education rather than passive recipients of knowledge from experts.” Although this study was on college students in America, this can be applied to learning universally. There has been a shift in the role of pupils from being passive recipients to active learners who take responsibility for and manage their own learning (Black and William, 2006). Because of this, I incorporated questions into the ‘teaching’ section and planned both lessons in sections to ensure learners were active and not passive. 
Postman (1979) described asking questions as ‘our most important intellectual tool’ (Quoted in Morgan and Saxton, 1993, p. 18). Questioning can be used for a multitude of reasons such as establishing baselines, testing recall, reinforcing ideas, monitoring progress, challenging misconceptions and so on (Brooks, 2002). Questioning or further probing also allows pupils to deepen and develop their understanding of a topic (Allison and Tharby, 2015). Jones and Tanner (2006, p. 25) highlight the importance of managing questioning effectively: “Questioning must be managed both to ensure classroom control and to gain adequate feedback from all students.” Due to the versatility of the questioning tool, I decided to use open and closed questions across both lessons, testing pupils on the content, which therefore reinforced it and gave me the opportunity to challenge any misconceptions. It also gave me the opportunity to question pupils further on the concept or to provide feedback on their answers. 
Extensive research on different learning styles has been undertaken and it has been suggested that learning style is as individual as a signature (Dunn et al., 1989). I will not delve into the different learning styles but it is important to note that every pupil learns in a different way. In order to encourage engagement of pupils in both lessons, I wanted to plan a range of tasks. Ueltschy (2001) suggests that “students should be participants, not merely observers, in the classroom.” Therefore, I planned a starter which consisted of images which pupils were required to study, a video with a fill in the gaps exercise, a teaching segment with questions and answers, a written task and a plenary. When designing the lessons, I kept the tasks consistent across both lessons in order to see the full effect of the random name generator.
Upon planning the research, the main method of measuring the engagement levels that came to mind was observation. Fischer (2001) believes that action research is a natural part of teaching, as a teacher you observe students and study classroom interactions to explore a variety of effective ways of teaching. As I was looking at engagement which is not easily measured, I chose to observe the pupils and how engaged they appeared. I undertook unstructured observation which, unlike a structured observation, did not use any pre-determined categories and classifications but made observations in a more natural open-ended way (Punch and Oancea, 2014). A disadvantage of observation is that the validity and reliability can be questioned as the observer may be sub-consciously selective in what they see (Cohen et al., 2000).  Furthermore, as observers we have our own focus and may ‘filter’ the material we obtain and impose our own interpretations on things (Bell, 2005). For this reason, I also asked the normal class teacher to observe the levels of engagement in the classroom. Cohen et al. (2000) suggest that additional methods of gathering data should be employed to provide corroboration and triangulation and improve the reliability of the research. 
Triangulation is “The conscious intersecting of multiple methods for data collection” (Burnaford, 2001, p. 70). I wanted to ask pupils their opinion on how engaging each lesson was in order to get more than the teacher’s perspective. I decided against interviews and lengthy questionnaires due to ethical issues and the potential to lead pupils with the different types of questions (Cohen et al., 2000). However, I did ask them to rate how engaged they were and how much they enjoyed both lessons using smiley faces in the reflection box of their book. I chose to do this as rating their understanding of the lesson using a happy, normal or sad face is usual practice within the school. Therefore, I had three different viewpoints to consider when thinking about how the selection process affected engagement in the classroom. 
School policy and practice 
The practice throughout the school varies depending on the style and preferences of each individual teacher. Allison and Tharby (2012) say that hands-up is the ‘traditional approach’. In school I mainly observed teachers using the ‘traditional’ hands-up method, with some teachers using the ‘no-hands-up’ method, selecting certain pupils to answer certain questions. As mentioned above, in order to improve levels of engagement, random name selectors have been suggested so that all students must be prepared to answer (Jenkens, 2017). However, I did not see any random name selectors being during my observations. One successful method I observed was the use of mini white boards to engage all learners. Mini white boards allow the efficient assessment of pupil learning and can be used to check understanding and adjust the lesson accordingly (Wareing, 2012). This was successful in engaging everyone in question and answer sessions, however, it did limit the questioning to closed questions which focused on recall.  
Although school policy does not explicitly tell teachers to use random name selectors in their teaching, it does emphasise including all learners and keeping them engaged. School X states that all staff should maintain engagement, pace and challenge, have high expectations, employ a range of teacher strategies and make effective use of questioning (School X, Teaching and Learning Policy). As a school, a key priority is “To engage all learners with an innovative and engaging curriculum at KS3 and learning pathways at KS4 which meet all pupils’ needs” (Appendix A). One way they aim to address this priority is: “To plan and provide a wide range of experiences to ensure all pupils are digitally competent” (Appendix A). However, I did not see this in place throughout my observations. As mentioned above, the use of a computerised random name generator models the use of ICT in the classroom to pupils and provides all pupils with the chance to contribute. 
Inclusion is when all pupils have the same opportunities and when all pupils have an active involvement (Welsh Government, 2016b). The Headteacher emphasises the focus on equality: “Today our work is founded on the comprehensive ideal – a belief that all children are of equal value and that it is our task to help develop the abilities and talents that all undoubtedly have. We value every pupil equally.” (School X, website). They also outline that “Classroom organisation should ensure that, when group work takes place, the composition of groups enables all students to participate fully.” (School X, Equal Opportunities Policy). I did observe a strong focus on equality within the school. A main priority of the department is to “raise boys’ performance as L5/6+” (Appendix A). It could be suggested that the use of a random name selector across the school would contribute to ensuring these priorities are met as all pupils have an equal chance of contributing. 
Methodology
The research question for this is study is ‘To what extent do random name generators improve learners’ engagement in RE?
My hypothesis is that using random name generation for AFL will improve engagement in RE lessons.
Design
This is a repeated measures design which uses the same class in two different conditions. The same participants take part in both conditions. The independent variable for this study the assessment for learning technique which is either the computerised name generator or the traditional “hands-up” method. The dependant variable in the study is engagement which is measured at the end of both lessons using a 3-point Likert scale (smiley faces). In light of the literature on AFL techniques, school policy and the observation of practice within school, I chose to explore my research question through a repeated sample in two different conditions. I decided to stick to the normal school practice of using ‘hands-up’ for lesson 1 and then I used a computerised random name generator for lesson 2. 
Participants
The sample I used for this research was a convenience sample, a type of non-probability sampling as I selected a class from my timetable (Winterbottom, 2013). This study was conducted on 34 participants. Not all participants completed the study and therefore only 18 (7 boys and 11 girls) will be used in the results and findings. The reason only 18 out of the 34 pupils participated was because some pupils were absent from one or both lessons. Furthermore, some pupils did not fill out all aspects of the feedback correctly so data has only been gathered from those who gave their feedback on engagement and enjoyment for both lessons.
Procedure
The pupils arrived at the lesson as per their timetable. They were informed they would be taking part in research and that they could withdraw at any time. I taught a lesson on Sikhism which followed the usual scheme of work. I used the usual hands-up method and then asked pupils to rate the how much they enjoyed and to rate their engagement in the lesson using a 3-point Likert scale using smiley faces and to write something they have learnt from the lesson. In their following lesson, they were informed they were taking part in research again. I taught another lesson on Sikhism but this time I used a computerised name generator in order to engage pupils in the lesson. Pupils were again asked to rate their enjoyment and engagement on the same 3-point Likert scale and to write something they had learnt. 
I kept both lessons consistent by planning similar tasks within each. Both lessons contained an image starter where pupils had to use their inference skills and provide their opinions. This encouraged pupils to figure out what they could about the topic without knowing anything about it. Both lessons also contained a media clip filmed from the perspective of Sikhs and a fill in the gaps exercise based on the clip. I then taught pupils and asked questions on what I had taught. Then I set a written task and went through the answers together, followed by the pupil rating of the engagement and enjoyment of each lesson.  
Ethics
Partnership schools were informed about the ethical procedures for the research and were asked to inform parents and guardians of it. At the beginning of each lesson, pupils were informed of the research and told they have a right to withdraw at any point but that they would still have to attend the lesson due to it being part of their normal work. There was no deception involved as pupils were told about the study before it happened. Participants were kept confidential through the use of pseudonyms such as Pupil 1 and class B making the participants anonymous in the write up of the research. All raw data was only accessible by the researcher and was destroyed after transcription.
Results and Findings
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	Lesson 1
	18
	0
	0

	Lesson 2
	18
	0
	0


Table 1: This table shows no difference in the engagement students felt through differing name selection methods. 
In both lessons all 18 pupils rated their levels of engagement and enjoyment with a happy face. Students reported that they enjoyed both lessons (e.g. “I enjoyed the lesson - ”) and could all state something that they learnt, thus meaning that there was no clear difference in engagement between the lessons that was observed and measured. 
This could suggest that the way in which pupils are selected has no impact on their engagement in the lesson. However, both myself and the normal class teacher observed that they were more engaged with the random name selector tool. 
These results do not support the hypothesis that using a random name generator would increase engagement of pupils during a religious studies lesson. 
Evaluation 
Practical implications
As identified in the literature, it is clear that pupil engagement is important so that pupils are not just learning but also enjoying themselves in lessons (Griffith and Burns, 2012). There are some pupils who are easily missed due to being “quiet” and not wanting to contribute and consequently have the opportunity to disengage if not questioned. It is important to make all pupils feel valued and to ensure that all pupils are engaged and making the most of lesson time. If the methodological flaws could be addressed and this study could be carried out on a larger scale it could address a need in the classroom. It is important to find a method that includes all pupils in the classroom to provide the best learning experience for all pupils. 
Research design
There are many strengths and limitations of using different approaches as outlined in the literature. I decided to undertake a mixed-methods approach where I recorded qualitative data through the observation and quantitative data through the feedback from pupils (Wilson, 2013). This enabled me to gain multiple perspectives on engagement levels. Due to the time constraints and curriculum demands, I decided to undertake this research over the space of two lessons. Pre and post-tests are used to measure the effectiveness of teaching strategies by administering a pre-test, teaching pupils, then administering a post-test (Henning et al., 2009). However, due to the nature of what I wanted to measure, I decided to take a different approach. Repeated measures is when the same participants take part in each condition of the independent variable (McLeod, 2017). This enabled me to look at the effect of the two different selection processes on the same group of pupils. 
The tasks I designed for the lessons were based on literature, reflecting on previous experience and discussions with colleagues on good pedagogy. The content of the lessons and a guideline on what to teach was outlined in the scheme of work but I had freedom on how to teach the subjects. I therefore decided to incorporate a range of tasks on the same topic which would solidify the information for pupils. Leask (2013, p. 348) states that “Meaningful, or deep, learning (Entwistle, 1990) requires people to engage in an active reconstruction of information, make links and test old ones, to resolve contradictions and to identify underlying principles.” With this in mind, I designed the tasks for both lessons. An example of making links is when teaching pupils about the Amrit ceremony. I asked pupils to think of any clubs they were members of and if they had to go through a ceremony in order to join. Pupils were able to make links to other religious initiation ceremonies and non-religious ceremonies such as scouts. Furthermore, with the lesson on the Sikh holy book, pupils were given opportunities to compare how they treat the book with how they would treat a human guru which we had previously studied. 
The multimedia principle is the idea that people learn better from graphics and words than words alone (Clark and Lyons, 2004). Due to the value of images and the different ways pupils can interpret them, I decided to first display a slide of images based on the lesson ahead. I then asked pupils to look at the pictures, study them and use their inference skills to try and figure out what the lesson is about. I then used their educated guesses in order to expand on the topic we would be studying. This element of challenge is effective as instead of being ‘spoon-fed’ the information, pupils are active in their learning. Pupils did not need me to tell them that Sikhs treat the holy book like a guru because they were presented with images of it being treated with such reverence and they figured it out themselves.  
Pupils also reconstructed information throughout each lesson by completing tasks on the information they had learnt. Videos can complement class work to stimulate interest, drive inquiry, motivate exploration and problem solving, expand on concepts and offer alternative explanations (Tucker, 2013). For this reason, instead of teaching the class, I showed them a clip to introduce the topic so that they could gain some insight from the perspective of a Sikh. I also gave pupils a fill in the gaps exercise based on the clip so they could not watch in a passive way. 
Wray (2001, p. 12) states that “Literacy is the ability to read and use written information and to write appropriately for a range of purposes. It also involves the integration of speaking, listening and critical thinking…” Therefore, as well as using visual images and media clips, I wanted pupils to listen to some teaching and have the opportunity to ask questions on different practices. Therefore, I incorporated a ‘teaching’ segment where pupils had to focus on the literacy skill of listening and try to retain the information ready to be questioned and complete a task. 
Sampling and generalisability 
As this study used a year 7 class of a higher ability, the generalisability can be questioned. This study used convenience sampling. An advantage of using this sampling method is that it uses the sample that is most easily available and therefore is the most cost effective (Mujis, 2012). It could be suggested that it is limited as it is only generalisable to classes of similar ages and abilities (Cohen et al., 2000). In order to combat this issue, another sampling method could have been used, had there been more time and funds. An example of a more reliable and valid sampling method could be random sampling (Mujis, 2012). Although there may be logistical issues, a random sample would be the most ideal sample as it gives everyone an equal chance of taking part and therefore would include a more generalizable sample to the whole year. Despite this, it could be counter argued as being low in ecological validity as Key Stage 3 are banded for their studies in some schools and mixed in others. However, this was only a small-scale study which could be expanded with more resources to gain a more accurate picture of engagement and could include a larger sample to increase generalisability. 
Alternative explanations 
There are many alternate explanations for why the pupils rated their engagement as high in both lessons. The behaviourist approach suggests that learners are motivated by an expected reward such as praise or satisfied curiosity (Petty, 2009). It could be suggested that random name generation ensures that more pupils are engaged as all pupils prepare an answer and pupils feel satisfied when they are praised. However, pupils may also feel motivation due to other influences. For example, Petty (2009) says that when a teacher sets short, achievable tasks pupils can experience successful completion frequently (Ibid., 2009). This is something I planned to do across both lessons, breaking the lesson down into a starter, a couple of main tasks and a plenary. When we went through the answers, pupils were able to self-mark their work. This immediate satisfaction gained through self or peer marking is part of the routine in this class therefore pupil motivation could come from this. 
Classroom climate is the mood or atmosphere in the classroom through the rules, the way the teacher interacts with pupils and the way the physical environment is set out (Mujis and Reynolds, 2003). A positive classroom climate is extremely important in terms of pupil achievement, students’ self-esteem and participation in lessons (Ibid., 2003). The encouraging climate in my classroom and the high expectations of pupils could be another factor as to why pupils were engaged in both lessons. Schmuck and Schmuck (1979) describe a class as: “A collection of interdependent, interacting individuals with reciprocal influence over one another.” The group in the classroom spend the majority of their school life together, therefore, pupils will already be in their roles. For example, there are the pupils who always answer questions and the ‘quiet’ pupils who never offer their opinions. It could therefore be suggested that due to the dynamic in the class, the pupils who do not usually contribute by putting their hands up have learnt how to engage in lessons without this contribution. 
Another explanation is that the content of the lesson meant pupils were engaged. Griffith and Burns (2012) state that high levels of engagement occur when lessons flow. Flow occurs when the following six foundations are in place; tasks are challenging, teacher input is minimal, classes have necessary learning skills, goals are clear and worthwhile feedback is immediate and tasks are intrinsically motivating (Ibid., 2012). In both lessons, there was a variety of tasks which were challenging, pupils knew the learning goals as outlined in the learning objectives, teacher input was minimal and feedback is always available from the teacher or from peers. Furthermore, as they are top set, pupils in this class are extremely enthusiastic to learn so they are intrinsically motivated and they have the necessary learning skills. It could be argued, therefore, that the content of the lesson and the way it was taught had a more significant effect on engagement than the way pupils were selected to answer questions. 
The pace of both lessons was also planned carefully in order to keep pupils engaged. Initially, researchers suggested that lessons need to be fast paced, however, it has been suggested that for more demanding content pacing needs to be slower to allow pupils time to process the content (Mujis and Reynolds, 2003). Due to pupils learning about Sikhism, a difficult topic, a fast pace was planned for both lessons but pupils revisited the topic from different perspectives. 
Conclusions
To conclude, the findings of this study did not prove that random name selectors ensure that all pupils are more engaged in RE lessons. This is due to pupils rating their engagement as high in both the lessons which could be down to many different reasons. The way in which the teacher selects pupils does have an impact on how they engage with the tasks, as evidenced by the literature review and the observations of pupils. However, it is not a quick fix to engaging all pupils. The classroom is a complicated place with many different things impacting on pupil engagement. There are many other things a teacher needs to ensure in order to engage pupils such as the climate of the classroom, the tasks planned and the appropriate level of challenge for the abilities of pupils. There are also things a teacher cannot change such as the different backgrounds and homelives of each individual child. 

This study can be used as a foundation for future studies on this increasingly important matter. The way in which this research was conducted could be scrutinized and improved in order to ensure more reliable results are produced. The positive aspects of the study such as the consistency across the lessons and the variety of tasks could be taken forward to the next study. Further research considerations will be discussed in more detail. However, the main improvements I would suggest is to change the way in which engagement is measured and the sampling method. The results to this study would be more reliable and could also be generalized more. However, it is important to note that it is not possible to control every single variable and that each individual classroom is different.

Limitations and future development 
Methodological flaws 
There are many methodological flaws with this study which affected the results. Pupils are influenced by a plethora of different things which affect their engagement and learning. Pupil engagement may be affected by extraneous variables, for example, the time and day of the lesson, the point in term, what is going on in the playground or even the weather outside. Originally, I had planned to undertake this research in the same week at similar times of day. However, due to a consultation I had to teach the first lesson on Wednesday 3rd lesson and the second lesson the following Wednesday 5th lesson. This left a week in between the two lessons and a big difference between the times of the day. The final research lesson was also my final lesson with the class and the last RE lesson before half term. Therefore, it is clear that there are many things that could have affected engagement other than the way in which pupils were selected to answer questions. 
A further flaw is that when asking pupils to rate their levels of engagement it was assumed that they would all understand the definition of the word. It could be argued, therefore, that when the pupils were rating their levels of engagement, they did not have a full understanding what I was asking them to do. It could also be suggested that the 18 pupils who filled out the survey correctly may have been more engaged as they followed the instructions correctly, even if they did not fully understand the definition of engagement. This leaves the problem of not knowing why the 16 pupils did not fill out the feedback. Some pupils were absent from one or both lessons but there were some who simply did not fill both in properly despite me explaining the importance of the task. It could be suggested that these were lacking motivation and were no longer engaged, however, this remains unknown. One way to improve this for future studies could be to make sure the surveys were as simple as possible, printed out and then make sure all participants complete them fully before collecting them in.  
Another methodological flaw and potential explanation for the pupils rating of both lessons as highly engaging could be that they felt they had to put that in order to please the teacher/researcher this is also known as the Hawthorne Effect (Wickström and Bendix, 2000). As this research was conducted by a student teacher it is possible that the students felt the need to reflect positively on the lesson in order to paint the student teacher in good light. They did this despite being informed that their honest answers would not impact their marks or the performance of the student teacher. In addition, creating an extra level of anonymity of the feedback from students may encourage more truthful results by using separate feedback forms which had no identifiable information on as opposed to using their lesson books.
A further flaw is that as a researcher who knows the aim of the research there is a chance of researcher bias to subconsciously interpret results or behaviour during the lessons which can influence the outcome. Despite efforts to remain reflexive during research, a more reliable methodology could be to use a double-blind design so that neither the researcher nor participants know the aim of the study. For example, if the main researcher could ask other teachers to complete the lesson that they have designed but incorporating the differing name generating techniques and not informing them of the independent variable. Furthermore, as I had to teach the content of the lessons, it would be better suited if there was a more objective method to measuring engagement for the pupils. There are many possibilities but an extra observer to measure the amount of input students gave during the lesson through the frequency of hands raised per pupil in the class. This would create a more structured method for data collection that could be cross examined with the feedback from students. 
Further research considerations
If this study was to be carried out again, further research should use a more detailed Likert scale. “Likert scales ask respondents to indicate, usually by circling a number rank order of agreement or disagreement with a statement” (Bell and Woolner, 2012, p. 273). Rather than using smiley faces I would suggest a 5 or 7-point Likert scale with written descriptions and clear instructions to help students understand where they are rating engagement. This means that an average can be generated for each AFL technique. This would provide a more externally valid results which can be further generalised to a larger population to improve understanding about pupils’ engagement during lessons.
The term engagement is difficult for pupils to grasp as it is an abstract concept and therefore a standardised definition should be established so that they fully understand what they are being asked to give feedback on when answering the questions at the end. Alternatively, if the methodological flaws can be addressed, it would be beneficial to conduct the research over multiple lessons so that each method can be used for a variety of topics as some pupils may naturally enjoy and engage in some topics more than others. In addition, this should also include a cross section of the classes so that a reliable dataset is collected and therefore a more ecologically valid picture of engagement can be seen and understood. 
Furthermore, the research may be more beneficial if the pupils do not know the teacher or researcher as they would feel less pressure when rating the engagement levels. In order to increase the validity of the study, external observers should also be present in order to watch pupils and how engaged in the material they seem. A further consideration could be to test pupils on the content in the hands-up lesson and the random name generator lesson to see how much material is obtained. This could then be used to see if there is a correlation between how much pupils obtain and the engagement based on the name selection technique. 
Where possible, all the research lessons should be undertaken under similar conditions so that there are less potential confounding variables to influence engagement levels. For example, conducting the lessons at the same time of day such as first thing in the morning rather than just after lunch where pupils are excited. The structure and content of the lessons and the tasks should also be similar so that the main thing that is impacting engagement is the way in which pupils are selected to answer questions.  
Despite the limitations discussed above, this study is a starting point to action research and can be used in order to develop more valid research in the future. 
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