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Rationale  
Stahl (1994) investigated classroom practices around questioning at the time and found that 
while "wait time" and "think time" were widely used terms, on average a teacher waited 
between 0.8 seconds and 1.4 seconds after posing a question before breaking the silence and 
looking for answers from pupils, or answering the question themselves. Black et al. (2004) 
commented that when pupils are questioned and not given time to prepare an answer it results 
in “short memorised facts and answers”.  The aforementioned Stahl study showed however 
that when "think time" was increased to 3 seconds, there were positive impacts on the depth 
of answer and understanding through the class. Rowe (1986) suggested that with additional 
thinking time pupils will be more likely to volunteer answers and engage with the topic. As a 
group we decided to look at this due to the variety of questioning techniques which were 
taking place through a variety of curricular areas and environments and look at how such 
think time within lessons could further engage pupils with their learning and increasing the 
depth of knowledge and understanding in the classroom. We also wanted to look at the 
impact of the length of think time and how this could change the depth of understanding and 
quality of answers across classes. 
 
Aims 
The aims of this study were: 

(i) To investigate how introducing think time when posing questions using different 
questioning techniques could impact on pupils’ perception of knowledge and 
understanding and the depth of their answers.  

(ii) To investigate how long think time should be when posing questions.	
	

 
Methodology  
The data collection for this study took place over 4 weeks and 4 lessons with a Secondary 2 
class of 31 in Physical Education.  
 
The data was gathered through observations; answers volunteered during each wait time; 
taking a poll of hands up after questioning; and questionnaires given to each pupil, to see if 
their perception of knowledge and understanding had improved in quality over the 4 weeks.	
	
Each of these methods were used with the full class. When oral questioning was used, a 
hands up approach was used to identify individuals in the class who felt they had the 



knowledge and understanding to answer out. Questioning was based around the use of 
rhythm and timing and control and fluency in certain activities but looking mostly through 
the scope of badminton. In week 1 a question was posed with no thinking time, with the 
thinking time increasing throughout the 4 weeks. The questionnaires were used to ensure 
there was qualitative data available to determine the impact the length of thinking time had 
for each pupil. Questionnaires were used in week 1 and week 4 only.  
 
Findings  
Pupil Confidence 

 
Figure 1: Graph showing the number of pupils who volunteered answers in class.  
 
Throughout the four week period, the number of pupils volunteering answers during wait 
time rose from 2 to 10 pupils. The results indicate that as wait-time increased, the number of 
volunteers answering also increased with the highest number of pupils volunteering with 10 
seconds wait time (see figure 1). All focus children were able to respond to the question with 
no wait time. However, the majority of pupils in the class volunteered responses as wait time 
increased. The graph indicates the most beneficial wait-time for answers volunteered with 
correct answers was 20 seconds in week 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Pupils Understanding 

 
Figure 2: Averages from the questionnaire on pupils understanding of questions.  
 
Results from the questionnaires show that on average with no thinking time pupils “had some 
idea but would need further teaching” according to the criteria. By the end of week 4, when 
given various lengths of thinking time the average had increased from 3.33 to 3.95, showing 
an increase in perception of understanding of the questions posed throughout the class.  
 
Depth of answer 
Through observation it was clear that sufficient thinking time was required for pupils to 
structure their answer with quality and depth. With no thinking time, only 2 pupils’ 
volunteered answers and the answers volunteered were short. However when given thinking 
time the depth of answer substantially increased as did the detail in these answers.  
 
Conclusions  
Providing pupils with more wait time (thinking time) did increase the number of answers 
volunteered by pupils. When given more time to consider their answer the quality of answer 
did increase, though the length of think time had to be managed to ensure the pupils remain 
on task. Furthermore there was an increase in pupil confidence across the class. This was 
highlighted as a number of pupils suggested that they felt a positive effect on their confidence 
when answering out with the increase in wait-time.  
 
Therefore, researching wait time in the classroom has provided an informed perspective 
about its inherent benefits. The increase in wait time ensured more volunteered answers from 
the class while having a positive impact on the detail shown in these answers. Furthermore, 
there was some increase in pupils comfortable answering out, the majority of the class in 
week 4 still did not feel comfortable when asked.  
 



Implications for Future Practice  
This enquiry has been successful in its aim to identify the effects of increased wait time in a 
controlled group. This has shown many positive outcomes, showing increased quality and 
quantity of answers and a higher number of pupils’ comfortable answering out when given 
thinking time. 
 
While findings showed that more pupils were confident when questioned, that the majority of 
the class were not comfortable answering out shows the need for other questioning strategies 
to be investigated, such as Think, Pair, Share (REF) to allow pupils to work together to 
answer such questions and promote higher order thinking. I plan to share my findings with 
my colleagues and continue to research methods surrounding wait time in the classroom 
while also researching further questioning strategies to meet the needs of more learners.  
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