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Rationale 
 
Formative assessment within PE is an enhanced method of assessing students within the 
teaching and learning environment; formative assessment is a continuous method of 
assessment which establishes learners’ current knowledge and understanding (Capel and 
Whitehead, 2010). Spackman, (2002) highlighted many attributes for formative assessment 
within PE; the use of questioning, peer/self-assessment and teacher observation. Rowe (1986) 
highlighted that teachers expect pupils to answer questions in less than one second. Often 
teachers wait for less than one second before posing the question to a different pupil, 
changing the wording or providing the answer for the learners. This may have a detrimental 
effect on one’s learning as they are not given the time to experience higher cognitive learning 
thus, potentially being detached from higher attainment (Scottish Government, 2011).  
 
Questioning is an example of formative assessment which could be seen in a PE lesson. 
Literature has supported questioning as a valued approach to assess learner’s current level of 
knowledge and understanding (Barker et al, 2017). Preddy (2008) concurs as he believes that 
giving learners’ time to think and reflect is essential in education. Tobin (1987) supports this 
view as his study suggests that wait time enhances responses given after questioning and 
enables leaners to establish a feeling of confidence. This enquiry explored the changes that 
happened when sufficient wait time was provided after questioning.  
 
Aims 
 
This enquiry aims to explore: 
 
If more pupil’s volunteer answers if more wait time is given and if more quality responses 
were given after more wait time. 
 
Methodology 
 
The enquiry focussed on wait time in conjunction with questioning and peer assessment with 
a first year class. 20 were pupils were involved in the study and the research was conducted 
over 4 weeks. The enquiry was conducted at the same time of day each week to ensure 
consistency. Peer assessment and questioning were used in each lesson and responses were 
shared verbally and written. The researcher chose 5 demonstrators for each lesson –every 
lesson had different demonstrators- who were willing to display their performance to their 
peers. During each pupil demonstration, the class observed the performer and answered open 
ended question(s) based on the performance. The pupils were given sufficient time, 10 
seconds, 20 seconds and then 30 seconds, to think and reflect on the demonstration before 
writing responses on a post-it note. It was emphasised and reiterated that all members of the 
group had to contribute to all answers. On completion of each demonstration, the team 
captains were responsible for putting responses on the board under the appropriate 
heading(s). 



 

 
Example of Lesson 5 Questioning and Peer Assessment  
 
At the end of each lesson, a comparison was made between the quality of responses under 
each heading. The headings represented the time pupils were given to think about their 
response before they wrote it down. The pupil demonstrations continued throughout the 
lessons. Following each lesson, the researcher looked at the quality of the feedback in 
relation to the time given for thinking time. Professional judgement was used to consider 
which responses would be awarded a score of 1-5. A score of one represented little to no 
quality and a score of five represented a response which entailed depth, quality and specific 
feedback. Professional judgement deemed quality answers to build on subject specific 
knowledge and depth within responses.  
 
Findings  
 
The researcher explored whether thinking time affected the pupils’ willingness and 
confidence to share their answers, as well as the quality of responses. Below is a graph, 
showing the data collected for the number of hands raised in relation to wait time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1 – Data of hands up in relation to wait time 
 
From figure 1, it can be seen that in all lessons, the pupils showed more willingness to share 
their responses to the full class as the researcher provided a longer wait time (Tuttle, 2009). 



The graph shows a clear rise in the number of hands raised as the wait time increases. After 
the 10 second wait time in week two, there were two pupils who were willing to share their 
answer. The maximum number of hands raised in the 10 second category was three compared 
to twelve hands raised in the 30 second category. As the wait time increased, there were more 
hands raised from pupils. In the 20 second category there was a maximum of five hands 
raised in week four. This is an overall increase in the number of hands raised from the 10 
second wait time, suggesting that longer wait time does positively influence the pupils’ 
willingness to answer.  From this analysis, it is suggested that it is more effective to give 
pupils time to think and understand what is being asked of them before they complete the 
task; this could encourage higher order thinking and more engagement within the lesson 
(Johnson, 2004). 
 
Moreover, the quality of the responses from the questioning were analysed. As stated above, 
the researched used professional judgement to award each responses a score out of five. 
Below are the results for the quality of the responses in relation to wait time.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2 – Data of the quality of responses given to question 
 
Within the graph shown above, it is clear that there is an overall increase in the quality of 
responses for the 30 second wait time in comparison to the 10 second wait time. The quality 
of the responses in the 10 second category remained the same over the eight lessons. This 
suggests that there was insufficient time given for pupils to think and reflect on the 
demonstration (Bell and Cowie, 2001), this meant that their responses were perhaps rushed 
and lacked depth. From the results, it is apparent that the quality of the responses in 10 
second wait time were poor and required more specific and useful feedback. The responses 
included vague criticism and there was no indication of what and how to improve 
performances. The quality of the responses in the 20 second wait time increased from a score 
of two in week 1, to a score of three in weeks 2-4, again, suggesting that the wait time does 
have an effect on learners’ responses. Finally, the quality of the responses in the 30 second 
wait category increased every lesson. A score of two was awarded for all responses in the 30 
second category within week 1 and a score of five was given to all the responses given in 
week 3 and 4. The results, suggest that elongating the wait time encourages pupil engagement 
and deeper thinking on the task at hand (Richards, 2015). Typical responses in the 10 second 



category included “Good jump, good run, could work on landing”, these responses lacked 
depth and detail as no real quality feedback was given. However, in the 30 second wait time, 
the feedback was more clear and concise, for example, “Her straight jump was good as she 
showed the pencil shape at the highest point in the jump and she held her landing for three 
seconds without stepping forwards”. This response suggests that learning has occurred as 
they are able to provide feedback to their peer which is relevant and specific to their 
performance (Butler and Hodge, 2001). 
 
Conclusion  
 
From the research, it can be concluded that an increase in wait time after questioning has a 
positive impact the quality of pupil responses and their confidence to be willing to share 
answer(s). 
 
Implications for future practice 
 
There are some limitations of the research; as the research took place over four weeks and 
from the findings above, it can be seen that there was a significant difference in the responses 
from the 10 second wait time to the 30 second wait time. Subsequently, some could argue 
that the pupils were becoming more experienced in answering questions relating to 
gymnastics therefore the responses were more accurate (Metzler, 2017). In addition, the 
pupils were working in groups, this could suggest that not all pupils contributed therefore the 
responses could be a reflection of only a few pupils, rather than all (Blatchford et al, 2003). It 
may have been a more accurate reflection if all pupils had a post-it note to write their own 
responses. This would have been more beneficial as the researcher would be able to see 
individual responses rather than a group response (Webb, 1982).  
 
Another limitation of the research is the sample size, a class of 25 pupils may not truly reflect 
the benefit of wait time for questioning (Patten and Newhart, 2017). The research could have 
involved a bigger sample size perhaps more than one class could participate to gather more 
responses for a greater data collection.  For validity and reliability, the research could have 
been conducted over a longer period of time; this would provide the researcher with more 
information and perhaps, more accurate results could be analysed (Patten and Newhart, 
2017). 
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