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Rationale 
Deeper-Thought Processes 

The central question of this enquiry is to determine which questioning strategies most 
effectively encourage children to engage in deeper thought processes and provide correct 
responses. Teaching practitioners have a duty to promote higher order thinking in the 
classroom as it is necessary to provide pupils with the tools to become innovate and creative 
(Bloom, 1956). Gambrell (1983) states that if teachers pose low level cognitive questions 
then pupils will only utilise low level cognitive thinking skills. As such, teachers must pose 
high level cognitive questions to pupils to ensure critical thinking, problem solving skills and 
other higher order thinking processes are utilised.  

 

Wait Time 

The central question of the present enquiry is to determine whether increasing wait time 
promotes deeper thought processes and has any impact on the number and quality of 
responses. Wait time in a teaching context can be defined as the length of time a pupil is 
given to answer a question (Stahl, 1994). Stahl (1994) states that teachers often provide as 
little as 0.7 seconds to 1.4 seconds of wait time. Furthermore, Gambrell (1983) found that in 
addition to the sparse wait time offered to pupils, teachers also ask a multitude of questions in 
a short time span. Gambrell (1983) states that teachers asked an average of 36 questions in a 
25 minute period. As such, a deliberate raising of wait time may have a positive impact on 
both the number of responses received as well as the quality of the responses received from 
the pupils.  

 

Aims 

The aims of the present enquiry are: 

• To find out whether increasing wait time positively impacts the number of 
volunteered responses. 

• To find out whether increasing wait time improves the quality of responses, with 
quality being defined as the accuracy.  

 

  



Methodology 

 

Participants 

The enquiry was conducted over a four-week period in February and March within a Primary 
2 classroom setting. Data collection took place once a week, on a Wednesday, during the 
number talks segment of Numeracy lessons. There were 11 participants in the enquiry.  

Structure 

Pupils completed a questionnaire prior to week 1 which gauged their opinion on the wait time 
they were presently afforded by the teacher. The data collection was based specifically on the 
dot card section of the number talks lesson. The teacher would reveal a card with a certain 
number of dots which the pupils had to count, write their answer on a whiteboard and raise 
their hand to volunteer their answer. After a predetermined number of seconds, the card 
would be hidden and the number of hands raised would be counted and noted. Then, pupils 
with raised hands were invited to show their answer and the number of correct responses 
would be measured.  

The teacher used a digital watch to measure the elapsed number of seconds as well as a visual 
countdown timer for pupils to see the wait time. The number of seconds wait time for each 
week were: 

• Week 1 – 2 seconds 
• Week 2 – 5 seconds 
• Week 3 – 15 seconds  
• Week 4 – 30 seconds 

 

Bar Chart  

A bar chart was used to display the changes to the number of responses and number of 
correct answers. One bar chart was created for each week, to provide a clear comparison of 
how each variable was impacted by the increase in wait time afforded by the teacher. The 
quantitative nature of the bar chart allowed for distinct inferencing to take place based on the 
results (Oppenheim, 1992). 

Questionnaire 

Prior to data collection, the class teacher used a questionnaire to gauge pupil opinion on 
whether they felt they were being given enough wait time, whether more wait time helped 
them to volunteer a response and whether more wait time helped them to be confident in 
answering correctly. The questionnaire included 3 different rating scales for each question: 
yes; sometimes; no. The questionnaire was conducted verbally and pupils were given a 
coloured card to raise with their response. A green card was attributed to yes, an orange card 
for sometimes and a red card for no. The utilisation of the Likert-scale questions enabled 
quantitative data to be gathered, from which clear analysis was able to take place (Likert, 
1932). 

 



However, use of a Likert scale questionnaire on its own does not provide a rich quality of 
respondent data. Quantitative data analysis would have given an indication of what the 
impact of wait time increasing would be, but not why. Therefore, I also drew straws to ask 
one pupil for each given response why they provided the answer they did (if there was a pupil 
who had held up that particular card). I then copied their response verbatim on to my 
questionnaire. The open-ended questions enabled rich respondent data to be obtained that 
provided an insight into the pupils’ feelings and thoughts on wait time.  

 

Findings 

Table 1. Responses and correct responses over the data collection period. 

 

 

 

Questionnaire 

 

1. Does your teacher give you enough wait time before you can answer? 

 

Yes Sometimes No 

5 4 2 
 

Yes: “I think the teacher waits until he knows I am ready to answer” 

Sometimes: “I’m not sure, it can be a bit rushed sometimes” 

No: “I never have a clue really, hardly heard the question then I have to give an answer” 
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2. If you were given longer wait time would you be able to give an answer more often? 

 

Yes Sometimes No 

7 4 0 
 

Yes: “Definitely because then I can check my answer over in my head a couple of times” 

Sometimes: “I’m not sure to be honest, once I know I just know that’s the answer I am going 
to say” 

 

3. If you were given longer wait time would you feel more confident about getting it right?  

 

Yes Sometimes No 

9 1 1 
 

Yes: “Yeah because I can self-assess my first answer, even if I am normally right anyway” 

Sometimes: “Maybe but if I think too hard it might make me change my answer” 

No: “I just get it fast and that’s me, no more thinking needed” 

 

Pupil Responses 

There was an increase in the number of volunteered responses as each week went by. The 
sharpest increase was between week 3 and week 4, where the number of responses rose 43% 
from 7 to 10. Week 3 to week 4 was also the biggest jump in the number of seconds wait time 
offered, where this rose from 15 seconds to 30 seconds. This would indicate that the 
increased wait time certainly had some impact on the willingness of pupils to provide an 
answer.  

 

  



Correct Answers 

The increase in the number of correct responses was steady week on week, increasing by 2 
from weeks 1 to 2 and then weeks 2 to 3. As with the number of responses in general, the 
sharpest increase was also from week 3 into week 4, again coinciding with the largest 
increase in wait time given to the pupils. The number of correct answers rose from 5 in week 
3 to 8 in week 4, a 38% uplift. These results suggest that increasing time increases the 
number of correct answers provided by pupils.  

 

Pupil Responses and Correct Answers 

The accuracy of the volunteered responses also increased as the study progressed. At week 1, 
a minority of the responses (25%) were accurate. This increased to half accuracy (50%) in 
week 2 and ended at 80% in week 4. Overall, the responses and their accuracy are positively 
impacted by increased wait time in this study. 

 

Conclusions 

In conclusion, the increasing of wait time had a profoundly positive effect on the number of 
responses volunteered by pupils. A second conclusion is that providing increased wait time 
results in more accurate responses offered by pupils in the classroom. 

 

Implications on Future Practice 

The present enquiry corroborates the current research evidence base which has shown that 
longer wait time gives rise to increased learner participation in the questioning process as 
well as an uplift in the quality of responses provided.   

On a personal note, the process of undertaking the enquiry has highlighted the need to be a 
reflective practitioner. Having conducted the study and witnessed the effects first hand, the 
results were not surprising as I was able to see the benefit and reassure experienced by the 
pupils when they were able to take longer to ponder their responses. I will certainly use the 
results to inform my practice and continue to regularly engage with the literature in this area. 
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