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The Enquiring Teacher

‘How can we improve Children’s responses through the use of varied Wait-times?’

Aims, focus and purpose of the research 
The focus of this research is ‘Wait-time’, Mary Budd Rowe (1986) states that ‘wait-time’ is the period of silence between a teacher’s question and a student’s completed response. The purpose of the research is to identify the impact ‘wait-time’ has on children’s responses as Rowe (1986) suggests that there is a direct link between the ‘Wait-time’ and a child’s response. Due to this, the research gathered from this study aims to conclude what affect the ‘wait-time’ has on the quality of the response from the child. 

Stahl, 1994 states that the average time a teacher waits for a response is between 0.4 and 1.7 seconds. The data within this research will investigate what impact leaving a longer ‘wait-time’ than the average could have on children’s responses if any at all. The research will also consider any other factors that surround the topic of wait time such as Rowe (1986) suggestion that leaving a wait time period of at least 3 seconds will not only increase the quality of the response but also has many other benefits for the children’s such as increasing confidence, the frequency of student questions and therefore engagement in the lesson and also more responses from lower ability student. We will use our research to find similarities or differences in Rowe’s findings and back this up by other researches and finding on the topic of ‘wait-time’.

To conclude, the research aims to find out if giving children longer to respond to a question means that in return, they give a better response and if so, how much extra time they need to give this response. In accordance to Rowes (1986 findings the research aims to investigate the impact extra wait-time may have on a child’s confidence or if increasing the average wait-time has any impact at all. 

Research context 

The research conducted took place in two Primary schools both situated in South Wales. I will refer to these schools’ as ‘school A’ and ‘school B’ to ensure confidentiality. School A has 459 pupils aged between 3 and 11 and School B has 216 pupils, the children are aged between 3 and 11 in both schools. The class that was used for the research within school A was a year 1 class with 25 children on role, similarly the class used for research in School B was a mixed year 1 / 2 class with 24 children on role. 

The topic the research is based around is ‘wait-time’ and the question that this study explores is ‘How can we improve children’s responses through the use of varied wait-times?’ Due to this, this study will explore the impact that wait-time can have on a child’s response. It will investigate the benefits and limitations of shortened and lengthened wait times whilst considering all literature surrounding the topic and suggestions from previous studies such as Mary Budd Rowe (1972), Tobin, Stahl and many others on the impacts of ‘wait-time’.


Literature Review
It may be said that questioning is one of the only teaching strategies that has stood the test of time and is still used every day in classrooms all around the world. It can be argued that this is due to it being one of the most effective and efficient ways of monitoring and assessing children’s understanding. “Historically, teachers have asked questions to check what has been learnt and understood, to help them gauge whether to further review previous learning, increase or decrease the challenge, and assess whether students are ready to move forward.” (Nsead.org, 2019). As stated, questioning can be used as an assessment tool of both the child’s understanding and the effectiveness of the delivery of the information, it Is a method that is of many uses to a teacher.  
As well as being a useful tool to assess children’s understanding, many have found other benefits from using questioning within the classroom. Walsh and Sattes (2016) suggest that the use of questioning within a classroom promotes the use of deep thinking, engaged listening and purposeful speaking. Similarly, to this Katheleen Cotton (2001) suggests that there are many reasons why questioning should be used in education. These include encouraging children to be actively involved in the lesson, to develop the children’s critical thinking skills and to assess achievement of instructional goals. Taking into account all the benefits that academics such as Walsh and Sattes (2016) and Katheleen Cotton (2001) have found, it is quite obvious why questioning is one of the oldest and most used teaching methods. It may be said that in accordance to these studies questioning improves the overall education of a child. 
The use of questioning in education is an extensively researched topic and it is apparent that many such as McCabe (2006) and Fusco, E. (2012) have found that there are many benefits to its use. There are however different opinions on which type of questioning is most beneficial, Martino and Maher (1999) suggest that asking more open-ended questions contribute to more sophisticated knowledge from students. This study is aimed at Mathematical knowledge in particular, but this is a common similarity in many researches. Although that is not to say that closed-ended questions should never be used as some researchers have found that in fact for primary school children lower cognitive questions are more effective. (K Cotton 2001)

Researchers such as (Winne, 1979) have looked specifically into the use of questioning using higher cognitive levels. This research framed questions using the different levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy. The levels within Bloom’s Taxonomy ascend in order of sophistication. Therefore, if you were to ask a child a question according to each section of the taxonomy then the question asked would be more difficult and require a greater in-depth response. For example, a higher order synthesis question might aim to show that a pupil can create something new and combine a range of ideas by asking “What could be changed to improve?” or “What outcome would you predict?” A lower order question may test knowledge or understanding by asking a pupil to describe something or explain what is happening. 

Some may state that this is a good model to follow as it provides a framework for teachers to use to ensure that all elements of the taxonomy are incorporated into questioning. This is interesting as when looking into the research such as (Omari, 2018) It has been discovered that less challenging level questions are commonly found to be used in the classroom.

A study conducted in higher education, Lord and Baviskar (2006) suggest that the lower level questions do serve a purpose but are not enough to get the full potential out of all students. It is suggested that all levels of Bloom`s Taxonomy should be employed to reach the full potential of all students. This research, while using evidence from older pupils, could be argued to hold relevance in the use of questioning for all age groups.

As well as considering the types of questions asked another widely researched topic around questioning is how long a teacher should wait for a response after posing a question. Mary Budd Rowe labelled this ‘wait-time’. Rowe (1986) states that ‘wait-time’ is the period of silence between a teacher’s question and a student’s completed response. Within her studies Rowe (1986) found that many teachers were giving their students less than a second to answer the question posed to them before asking another child or answering the question for them. Acting upon her findings Rowe (1986) suggests that giving children longer periods of time to think about and then answer a question has many benefits. She suggests that it will not only increase the quality of the response but Rowe (1986) also found when conducting her research that a larger proportion of the class are willing to volunteer their answers, suggesting that the longer period of wait-time increases children’s confidence. Rowe (1986) also suggests that the children are also more engaged when given longer to think about their response and therefore there is a decrease in the need for discipline. Since Rowe’s (1986) research many others have reviewed her findings. Burden and Byrd (1999) are one of those in agreement with Rowe, they also found that there are significant benefits to giving children a longer period of wait time although in contrast to Rowe’s (1986) suggestion of 3 seconds Burden and Byrd (1999) disagree, they suggest that 3 seconds is not long enough, and they recommend waiting 5 seconds to achieve a child’s full potential. Although Burden and Byrd (1999) are isolated in their assessment of 5 seconds due to the volume of research that agrees with Rowe (1986) assessment of 3 seconds. However, this is not to discredit Burden and Byrd (1999) as there is evidence that higher waiting times are required at higher levels of education. For example, in Borich (2014) studies, he too found that in agreement with Rowe (1986) having less than 3 seconds can be detrimental to a child’s response but Borich (2014) also suggests that open ended questions that require a in-depth, detailed response require a longer wait time than 3 seconds. Which in affect is in agreement with Burden and Byrd (1999). Although Borich (2014) also suggests that giving children too much of a wait time can also have a negative impact. 
Tobin (1987) findings also show the benefits of practising a wait time of 3 seconds. Similarly, to Rowes findings Tobin (1987) found that children’s responses were longer and more detailed when given a longer wait time, but Tobin(1987) also suggests that higher cognitive questions may need slightly longer wait times. Similarly to Borich (2014) Tobin (1987) suggests that the wait time given should be representative of the response you are hoping to achieve therefore suggesting the wait time is dependent on the type of question being posed. 
Overall wait-time is a widely researched topic and regardless of all the minor differences in opinions between these researches the common fact is that wait-time is very important when used within questioning and it has been proven by many that it can have a big impact on a child’s response and engagement within the lesson.
Lesson Study Methodology
The methodology used to conduct this research was ‘lesson study.’ Peter Dudley(2008) introduced this method and it has been proven to be very successful in countries all around the world. Lesson study is a collaborative approach to planning, teaching, observing and analysing the learning and teaching that goes on in a research lesson. (Stigler and Hiebert, 1999). Dudley (2008) suggests that lesson study is a very effective research method, he states that it gives teachers a detailed way of looking into pupil learning. It gives the teacher a realistic view on what the children have actually learnt in the lesson and as a result of this, the teacher is able to plan learning which is more suited and effective for the children. (Dudley 2008). This would be very important to my research because, as an outcome of this research I would like to achieve long term affects to benefit the students learning.  
Watanabe (2002) and Lewis, (2002) suggests that lesson study is an effective method when identifying strengths and weaknesses in student learning and also the strengths and weaknesses in the teaching strategies used within the lesson and allows discussion for how to improve these things. It was decided that lesson study would be an effective method to use in our research. Although before deciding this I did consider the limitations of the methods. Abdella, Reddy and Carl (2018) research suggests that class size, lack of time and heavy workload are all limitations of lesson study. Although this study took place in Eritrea Africa, where class sizes are generally a lot larger compared to class sizes in the UK, so it may be suggested that these limitations are not relevant. Although I still put precautions such as managing my work-load by ensuring I was just concentrating on this study whilst in the process of it, with no distractions from other factors. The class size in the area was average to most of the UK and so was a realistic and manageable environment for the research to take place.  

Within my research three research methods have been employed to enable triangulation. Mark and Shotland (1987) suggest that using triangulation yields together a more accurate and reliable result.  The first data analysis method I used was a ‘focus group interview’. Morgan (1997) states that focus group interviews are discussions that are held with a group around the topic of the issue being researched. The interview is interpreted through the interaction of the focus group and the results are gathered through what the group have discussed. Patton (2002). As with any research method there are limitations to this method, Kumar (2014) suggests that if the discussion is not carefully directed then some characters within the group who tend to be more dominant many put their view forward a lot more and over power the views of other within the group. Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2011) agree with Kumar (2014) suggesting that it is likely that the dominant members of the focus group interview will lead the interview denying the less articulate or even the more timid member of the group. Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2011) also suggests that due to this the results of the focus group interview may lack overall reliability. Although in contrast to this Kumar (2014) also states that compared to other research methods, a focus group interview is less expensive and requires far less time to complete. This was the main reason I came to the decision to incorporate this method within my research as I needed an effective yet time efficient method that would also provide me with detailed results. According to Kumar (2014) the information generated from a focus group interview can be very detailed and is useful to explore a vast variety of issues, this was extremely useful for my research. 
The Whole class will take part in the lesson study but there will be focus on only 3 children and it will be these 3 children who will undertake the group focus interview. We have chosen to focus on 3 children of different abilities as we believe this will give us broader results for our research. Tobin (1987) suggests that other research has found that the teacher gave more skilled students a longer period of wait time than less skilled students. In contrast to this, we will give all 3 children the same wait time and see how they respond as I feel this will give us the most reliable and fair results. 
The second data analysis method I used to conduct my research was observation. Herr (2015) suggests that Observation is one of the best and oldest methods of learning about children and Baker (2006) agrees. Baker (2015) continuously talks about observations long history as a research method although she also questions the labels that are used regarding observing, suggesting that observations current status within research is confusing. People refer to it as different names, for example; observation, participant observation, or ethnography she also suggests that it is also confusing as some researches do not refer to observation as a research method but a data collection method also. (Powell & Connaway, 2004; Williamson, 2000; Pearsall, 1970). Williamson(2000) prefers to use observation as a data analysis method and not a research method as it can be used in a variety of research methods suggesting that observation is not a research method in its own right but a technique that can be used within many different types of research methods. 
The type of observation (non-participant) I chose to use was a rating scale. After reviewing other types of observation methods such as checklists, anecdotal records and visual documentation Herr, (2015) I decided that a rating scale would be the most effective and time efficient method to use. Herr, (2015) suggests that using a rating scale is useful if you are observing and recording something specific. For my research this was true, the rating scale would allow me to make a judgment about the quality of what was being observe and for my research this was something that I needed. In order to do this, I created a table to record the quality of the research and created a scale to show was sort of quality I was considering to be good or unsatisfactory (see appendix a). Instead of writing I could just refer to a number on the scale created, which allowed me to spend time observing rather than making notes and possibly missing key data. This was very time efficient and that is something that Herr, (2015) suggests is a benefit of using this type of observation. Although as with every method there are also limitations to using this method and (Herr, 2015) suggests that the biggest disadvantage is that only fragments of actions are included. The observer should have a good understanding of the behaviour he or she is rating in order for them to choose a rating. (Herr, 2015) To limit this disadvantage at the bottom of my rating sheet I added an explanation of what I believe a good/average/good response to be (in accordance to my research topic). Although a disadvantage that Roberts (1994) suggests is the people in which you are observing may not react in a manner that fits any of the ratings on your observation scale, they may react in a manner that you were not anticipating at all. And if you cannot write anything on your rating scale then your results will be non-existent. To overcome this limitation, I also had my laptop open ready to make observation notes on any occurrences that were unexpected or did not fit into the observation schedule.
The third and final method used to collect data within my research was reflection. My reflection notes were captured using Brookfields(2015) reflective model (see appendix b).  We chose this reflection model as Brookfield (1995) suggests that to critically reflect we should use four lenses to consider. These lenses include autobiographical, students’ eyes, colleagues and theoretical literature (Miller 2010). Miller (2010) suggests that by taking these four lenses into consideration whilst reflecting it provides the means to become an excellent teacher. After great consideration and taking into account many other popular and well used reflective models such a Gibbs (1988) reflective cycle, Schöns(1978) reflection in action/on action and Kolbs (1984) experimental learning it was decided that the most effective model for this research would be Brookfield four lenses. As with all methods there are benefits and limitations to Brookfields (2015) four lenses and Finlay (2008) suggests that when done well reflective practises such as Brookfields (2015) can be an extremely powerful tool to transform your personal practise, although in contrast to this Finlay (2008) also suggests that there are limitations and risks to reflective practise also, Finlay (2008) suggests that many practitioners may find reflective practise too time consuming and difficult to conduct on a regular basis. Finlay (2008) also suggests that many may find following reflective models too structured and restrictive and Finlay (2008) also states that there are many ethical concerns in regard to reflection that need to be addressed before following any model of reflection so these were addressed before conducting my own research. 
Ethical Consideration
There were a number of ethical considerations that needed to be addressed before conducting any research within a classroom. In order to follow the guild lines of (BERA 2018) it was ensured at all times during the research that there was an ethic of respect for the people involved and for the research topic in alignment with educational research. Also, to follow the guild lines of (BERA 2018) it was very important to create trust between the researchers and researched and it was fully understood that the researcher is expected to take responsibility for their actions therefore it was of great importance that both consent and assent was granted to undertake the research. In order to gather both these things, there were consent forms sent to the guardian/s of the children involved that had to be signed and sent back to the school. (See appendix C) To gain the assent of the children involved we verbally asked the children if they would agree to be involved and made them aware that if they didn’t want to participate then they didn’t have to. As we had promised confidentiality to those taking part it was ensured that all data collected was anonymous and confidential. 
All possible risks to the participant, myself, the schools we were performing the research in and also the university were considered, and precautions were put in place to make sure these risks were all minimised. The schools safe guarding procedures, health and safety precautions, data protection and the health and well-being of the children were taking into consideration at all time during the research.
Lesson study 1 results and analysis
Within the first lesson the children achieved the aims and objectives of the lessons all pupils understood the topic being taught and were able to answer questions posed to them and think independently to complete a work sheet proving they had understood. (see appendix D) The engagement and response from most pupils was very good although there was one child who was very distributive and very unengaged with the lesson but with support, he too completed the tasks set out. Using the observation schedule, we had created I rated the response from the children using the rating scale we had also created. (see appendix A) (Brookfield 1995) suggests that critical reflection is the process of which we identify and check the accuracy of our teaching, he suggests that this is something we should build into our practise so that it is something that we do constantly. (Butke 2003) along with other such as (Pollard 2014) agree with (Brookfiled 1995) view on reflection as a teaching technique, they too suggest that through reflection teachers can grow and find new ways to understand the challenges that are faced. To reflect upon this first lesson we used the Brookfield (2015) model. 
When looking into the first lense of Brookfields(2015) reflective model (Autobiographical) It was apparent that unfortunately the observation schedule and rating scale created for this lesson was not very successful as the lesson was on time and the children grasped the concept straightaway. There were no extended answers or explanations. They all knew the correct answer and in less than the wait time we had intended. They were correct; however, they were just one-word answers. The observation schedule quickly became irrelevant for this lesson and of no use for our research. On reflection, it was identified that this was a fault of the planning and under estimating the children’s knowledge. For this reason, changes were made to the second lesson to ensure that the results achieved were relevant to the research.
 Adjustments were made to the lesson plan for the second lesson (see appendix D) so that the children were not simply telling me the time. They now had to justify their answers and give an explanation as to how they are able to achieve the answer. We were specifically looking for key vocabulary. For example “The hour hand is on 6 and the minute hand is on 12 so I know it is 12 o’clock.” We implemented the same wait times (5 and 10 seconds) as although this was not effective in lesson one, it was felt that this was due to the lesson content.
To take into account the students’ feelings we used focus group interviews. We wrote up questions in line with those suggested by (Department for Education 2009) to ensure that we got the best responses from the children. (See appendix E) The age of the children may be something to consider as they were only 5-6. When asked these questions the children gave very brief responses that were sometimes not relevant to the question asked (see appendix E) it was apparent that they had seen very little difference in the research lesson compared to their usual lesson. It could be argued that they found it hard to communicate the differences. Although when asked one key question ‘Do you ever feel as if you need more time to answer a question? All children answered yes.

In regard to the ‘colleagues views’ lense this was very helpful as they type of research, we were undertaking was lesson study. The observations my partner made on my lesson and that I made on his were key in our research findings and without these it may be argued that our result would be very different. It was also very useful to have someone who does not know the school or the children in the class observing as they may notice and pick up on things very differently compared to someone who is familiar with the class and this then eliminates any risk of bias. (Stewart and Brendefur, 2005)

Lastly we then discussed literature sounding our research topic and in regards to our reflections. We looked in particular at Rowe(1986) and what she discusses about ‘wait time’ we then compared it with some of  Tobin (1987) findings and found that research suggests that teachers give more skilled students more wait time in comparison to less skilled students. We found this interesting as, in contrast to this, we gave all 3 children the same wait time and we did get a varied level of response but decided that regardless of this we would continue to give all children in the next lesson the same wait time as this seemed most fair. 
Lesson 2 results and analysis
Due to following Brookfield (2015) reflection model to reflect on our first research lesson we were able to see where changes needed to be made and made those changes in line for lesson 2. This meant that the results we gathered from lesson 2 were more detailed and of more relevance for our research. 
All children met the learning objective set but not with as much ease as in lesson 1 which suggests there was more challenge. The children were all engaged throughout the lesson and responded very well to the tasks set out for them. My partner was able to make better recordings on our observation schedule as I posed different levels of questions which required different levels of responses. (Erdogan and Campbell, 2008) suggest that there are benefits to using a mixture of lower and higher cognitive questions as both styles are beneficial in different ways and both are needed to encourage children to think in different ways. In contrast to this opinion Anil (2015) suggests that you should always challenge your students and by asking lower cognitive questions you are not doing so, and therefore you are denying them the ability to develop higher order thinking skills. This theory is supported by studies such as Martino and Maher (1999). Having taken these opinions into consideration, it was decided that I did not want to limit my research to just one type of questioning therefore used a mixture of lower and higher cognitive questions. 
The children responded well to this and when they were told they had 10 or 5 seconds to answer the question they understood the concept of this and did not rush their answer they used the think time effectively. Although having said this there were still some improvements that could be made and if we were to do another research lesson, I would centre the lesson around a topic that lends itself better to the research topic. Obviously within every lesson a teacher asks many questions and although we adapted this lesson to enable us to ask better questions, I still felt that in some points of the lesson, I limited the children’s response by the questions I asked so when the children responded with a average or unsatisfactory response it could be said that this was down to the fact that I asked them a lower cognitive question. 
Having said that the lesson still provided us with results for our research as the children all responded differently to the different wait-times. An interesting finding from this lesson was that child A who is usually one of the most able children in the class did not respond well when given time restrictions to answer the questions. It was quite obvious that he knew the answers of the questions posed to him but when he was told he had 10 or 5 seconds in which to think about and then answer the question he seemed to panic and focus on the lack of time he had rather than actually thinking about the answer. This may have been another fault of the lesson though as I told the children how long they had to think and maybe if I had taken that pressure of children like child A may not have even realised that they were under a time constraint. 
To conclude, if we were to do this research again, I would change the observation schedule and rating scale so that is doesn’t just rate how good the child’s answer is but also has a column to note what sort of question was asked, e.g. closed or open, lower or higher cognitive question. As I feel this is an important factor to account for when considering the results.
Discussion of research findings in relation to related literature and research
When gathering the results from the research and whilst observing during the lesson, it was apparent that Rowe (1972) suggestion of a 3 second wait time was not enough for the second class involved but was plenty for the first class. It may be said that this is due to the difference in the questions asked. Tobin(1987) suggests that longer wait time facilitates higher cognitive learning best, suggesting that lower cognitive questions/closed ended questions don’t require long wait-times. It could be said that this was proven true within our research as in the first lesson when lower cognitive questions were asked the wait time had little to no impact on the children’s responses in contrast to this in the second lesson when there was a mixture of questions asked including higher cognitive questions the wait time given to the children did have an impact on their response and in general in may be said that the children’s responses were improved when given a longer wait time as Rowe(1972) and many others such as (Tobin 1987) and (Stahl 1990) have suggested. 
The method of research we used ‘lesson study’ proved to be a good choice for our research as the (Department for Education 2010) states it is a deliberate process that is planned, observed and assessed jointly with the lesson study group. There is a specific pedagogical focus upon the lesson and there is particular focus on identified pupils and therefore although some such as (Abdella, Reddy and Carl 2018) suggest that the process of lesson study is time consuming I would suggest that although yes it does take time but research the time put into the lesson study for our research was beneficial within our results. Due to the detail and time needed to conduct a lesson study the outcomes are reliable and effective and is beneficial to both the teacher and students in regard to future teaching and learning. (Dudley 2008) 
Conclusion
To conclude, the lesson study format of the research worked well and allowed us to reflect upon our first findings in lesson 1 and change and adapt our lesson to better fit our research question for lesson 2. (Dudley 2008) suggests that lesson study is very beneficial to research and others who have conducted lesson study research agree. (Lewis & Tsuchida, 1997) suggest that lesson study is critical to supporting educational change in Japan and there are many other countries that have trailed and tested the method around the world, this in its self suggests that it is a method that works, and this can be said to be true within our findings. Lesson study was definitely a useful and effective way of conducting our research as it gave us opportunities to work collaboratively and adapt and change aspects of the lesson study to ensure that we gained the best possible results. 
The methods of data collection used for the research were sufficient but if I were to repeat the research, I would adapt these methods slightly to better fit the research. The main methods used were observation, reflection and focus group interviews. These three methods together were effective as it allowed me to triangulate my results and in analysing the results, I did find triangulation as the common finding was that overall wait-time did improve children’s responses and this was visible in all three methods. Which Many such as Campbell and Fiske (1959), Denzin (1978) and Bouchard (1976) would suggest now makes my results more reliable as they encourage the use of triangulation within research as they believe it makes results more reliable and valid. (Jick, 1979) 
Before conducting my research I piloted some of the methods to ensure their effectiveness. Van Teijlingen and Hundley (2002) suggest that conducting a pilot study can be very beneficial to your research as it may give a warning of an area where the research could possibly fail or whether your proposed methods are appropriate and effective. As I felt this would be an excellent way of ‘trailing’ methods I proposed to use within my research I asked friends and family if they would be involved in a small pilot study. When they agreed I asked them questions on various different topics and gave them varied wait-times in which to respond, after this I then used some of the focus group interview questions to ask them how they felt about what had happened. This encouraged me further to use these techniques as the results from this piloting was successful. The majority of people involved answered better when given a longer wait time and when asked ‘Did you feel you needed more time to answer any of the questions’ All the people involved answered yes. I found this very interesting and gave me a good insight into the results that may be accumulated whilst undertaking the research. 
If I was to do this study again, I would firstly use a lesson topic that better lent itself to the research topic as I felt that we didn’t help ourselves or the children in choosing a lesson that was so heavily focused on closed/right or wrong answer questions. Although this is where we learnt the benefits of the lesson study method as we realised this during the first lesson so although due to limited time, we could not change the lesson completely we could adapt it to better fit the research topic. 
I would also ensure that all children are given a variety of wait times in order to gather diverse results and compare the results of the short wait times in contrast to the longer ones, as although we tried to implement this within our lesson study I would of preferred to have a larger set of results to enhance the reliability of our research.
Dudley (2008) suggests that lesson study is an effective and beneficial way to conduct research and gather results, and overall I would agree with this, as Abdella, Reddy and Carl (2018) states it is a time consuming method but when done correctly many would argue that it is a very effective method than can benefit both teachers and students. 
Recommendations
Moving forward I would suggest that wait time is something that should be further researched as there definitely seems to be a relationship between wait-time and response. Sharing the good practice of Rowe(1972) I would also suggest from my findings that there is a difference in a child’s response when they are given a longer wait-time time and I would agree with her findings that there is also other benefits to giving children longer wait-times such as increasing a child’s confidence, as from my own research I found that children stated that when they get an answer wrong they feel ‘sad’ or ‘angry’ but when they got the answer right they felt ‘happy’ so as Rowe suggests there could be a direct link between wait time and not only the response given by the children but also the child’s well-being. 
Having said this I would go further than Rowes suggestion of 3 seconds and as Burden and Byrd (1999) suggests I would also suggest that children need a wait time of over 5 seconds and similarly to Borich(2014) I believe that the wait time is dependent on the question and therefore children may need longer than 5 seconds. 
To conclude, in answer to my research question in regard to my findings I believe we can improve children responses through varied wait-times and in particular longer wait-times and in producing this research I have found that this has not only been proven true in my research but in the work of many others such as Rowe (1986), Burden and Byrd (1999), Borich (2014) and Tobin (1987) all believe that wait-time has an effect on children responses to questions. 
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Appendices

A- [bookmark: _GoBack]Observation Schedule and Rating Scale.
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B- [image: ]Brookfield’s Reflective Model.
C- Consent form.[image: ]


[image: ]D – Lesson plan (lesson 1)
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Lesson 2, lesson plan.
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      Focus Group Questions and answers.
E.
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Lesson 2 – (using the same questions as lesson 1)
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Reflection using the Brookfield (2005) model

‘Autobiographical - talk about your experiences and
personal beliefs as a teacher and how they impact your
reflection:

Student views - consider how the students may feel
‘about the lesson. Attempt to interpret their feelings:

Colleagues views ~ ask your research partner for their
‘opinion on the lesson:

‘Theoretical views - reflect on how the literature
impacts the three previous lenses:
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) University of Wales | Institute of Education
Trinty Saint David Mg Gymrs.) Edcation o W

Dear Parent/Guardian,

Your childs school i a partner with Y Athrofa at University of Wales Trinfty Saint David in Carmarthen
‘and Swansea. This school offers placements to students who are learning to be teachers.

The student.teacher in your child's class has been given the task of planning teaching and evaluating one
lesson 50 that he/she can develop specifc strategies to improve their own teaching. As part of this,
student-teachers wil be observing the childrens responses and asking some puplls their views on parts of
the lesson. This s designed to inform students’ own practice and support children's earning.

Any information collected would remain confidential, and both the school and the children would
remain anonymous in work produced.  The work undertaken would be In line with the University’s
ethical guidelines. f,at any time, your chid does not want to share Ideas, they would notbe required to
doso.

1fyou are happy for your child to contribute to the project please complete the parental consent form
below and return directly to the school a soon as possible. If you ae interested i the outcome of this
project orifyou have any questions, please contact the University Partnership Office -
partnership@uwtsdac.uk.

Yours fathfully,

~opn

Catherine Morgan
Modulelead - The Enquiring Teacher

As Parent/Guardian of. (pupil name), 1do / do not give
consent (please delete] for my child to take part n ths project.

signed. (Parent/Guardian)

Date.
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Questions for the focus group interview- lesson study 1.

What part of the lesson did you ike? Why?
Child A- 12 o'clock because both hands were pointing to
Child B- everything.

Child C- 6 o'clock because | am 6.

What part of the lesson didn't you like? Why?
Child A- 1 didn'tlike the rest of the clocks, only 12 o'clock.
Child B- nothing, I liked everything.

Child C- | didn't like writing.

What did | do during the lesson that you liked?
Child A- 1 liked sir teaching us.

Child B- | liked lstening to sir.

Child C- | liked it when | got extra help.

How do you feel when a teacher asks you a question?
Child A- | don't know.

Child B- Good, because they're always teaching us.
Child C- | don't like it  feel sad and scared.

How do you feel when you don't know the answer to a question?
Child A- 1 don't know.

Child B- Fine, because f | don't know it, then | don't put my hand up.
Child C- angry.

How do you feel when you do know the answer to a question?
Child A- 1 don't know.

Child B- Happy, | put my hand up straight away.

Child C- Happy.

Do you ever feel as if you need more time to answer a question?
Child A- No

Child B- Yes, sometimes.

Child C- Yes like one hundred more time.
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A
1. Doing the game. It was fun,
2. Favourite bit was the game as well. t was interesting.
3. Doing the game as well. It was hard to find 7 'clock.
5
L Loved everything.
2. Loved everything as well.
3. Didn't ke doing the g/cloks,
c
1. Nothing, but he likes Miss Braon.
2.Taught us how to play the game.
3. Liked that Miss Brahen explained the game well.
o
1 Feels interested and confident. Likes answering questions.
o 2.Happy.
 3.Don't know. Hapus,
3
1. Confident evenif he doesn't know the answer. Thinks he knows every answer.
o 250
o 3.interested.
3
L Feels confident allthe time.
o 2.Happy.
3. Exited to give the correct answer.
s

1. Sometimes needs more time.
2.No, never feelslike she needs more time.
3. Doesn't need any more time.
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Checklist Observer:

Time Scale: 2 minutes

Context: How can we improve children’s responses through the use of varied wait-times?
Child 1 Child 2 Child 3
Low quality
response
Below average
response

Average response

‘Above average
response

High quality
response

1)

2

3)

4)

5)

Low quality response: Unable to express an opinion.

Below average response: Able to express an opinion but with use of irrelevant
vocabulary.
Average response: Able to express an opinion in full sentences using some relevant
vocabulary.

Above average response: Able to express an opinion with minimal detail using
relevant vocabulary.

High quality response: Able to express an opinion in full detail using relevant
vocabulary and conveying meaning to listeners.





