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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF AN EXTENDED TEACHER WAIT TIME ON THE
PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS
IN PRIMARY ELT CLASSES

Aras, Sevsin Sinem
MA, Program in English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Gélge Seferoglu

May, 2007, 113 pages

This study aimed at investigating the effect of an extended teacher wait time
on student participation in primary school context. The main purpose of the
study was to inquire whether primary level students would participate in the
lesson more when they are given extended wait time after questions than
those lessons in which they received average wait time. Students’ attitudes
towards receiving extended wait time and teachers’ opinions about and

experiences in applying it were also explored.

For this purpose, two fifth grade classes at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation
Bilkent Primary School participated in the study. Pre-test and post-test results
and first part of the teacher and student questionnaires provided the
quantitative data of the study. The qualitative data came from the second part
of the questionnaires that were given to the teachers and the students.

The analysis of the quantitative data indicated that students who received
extended wait time participated in the lesson more than the students who
received average wait time. Analysis of the results of student questionnaire

v



indicated that the students were aware of the positive outcomes of being
allowed extended wait time. The results of the teacher questionnaire showed
that although extending wait time strategy and its outcomes are known by the
teachers, it is not widely used in the classrooms.

Keywords: Extended wait time, participation, students’ attitudes, teaching
English



0z

ILKOGRETIM INGILIZCE SINIFLARINDA OGRETMENIN UZATILMIS
BEKLEME SURESININ OGRENCI KATILIMINA ETKISI

Aras, Sevsin Sinem
Yiiksek Lisans, ingiliz Dili Egitimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Gélge Seferoglu

Mayis, 2007, 113 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci, uzatilmig bekleme sdresinin ilkogretim dizeyinde
6grenci katilimina etkisini arastirmaktir. Calismanin ana amaci ilkégretim
seviyesindeki dgrencilerin sorulardan sonra bekleme slresinin uzatildigi bir
derse ortalama bekleme sulresi verilen bir derse katilacagindan daha fazla
katilip katiimayacagini sorgulamaktir. Ogrencilerin uzatilmis bekleme siiresi
almaya kars! tutumlari, ve 6gretmenlerin uzatilmis bekleme siresi hakkindaki

dusinceleri ve tecrtbeleri de arastiriimistir.

Bu amagla, ihsan Dogramaci Vakfi Ozel Bilkent ilkdgretim Okulu 5.
siniflarindan iki tanesi bu calismada yer almiglardir. Calismanin verileri nicel
ve nitel veri derleme araclari ile toplanmistir. On-test ve son-test sonuclari ile
6gretmen ve 6grenci anketlerinin ilk bélimleri nicel verileri olusturmustur.
Nitel veriler 06gretmenlere ve Ogrencilere verilen anketlerin ikinci

bélimlerinden toplanmistir.

Nicel verilerin analizi uzatilmis bekleme slresi alan &grencilerin derse
ortalama bekleme siresi alan 6drencilerden daha ¢ok katildigini géstermigtir.
Ogrenci anketlerinden elde edilen nitel veri analizi, 8grencilerin uzatilmis

bekleme siresi saglaniimasinin olumlu sonuglarinin farkinda olduklarini

vi



gostermistir. Ofretmen anketi analiz sonuclari uzatiimis bekleme siresi
stratejisi ve onun sonuglar égretmenler tarafindan bilindigi halde siniflarda
siklikla uygulanmadigini géstermigtir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Uzatilmis bekleme siresi, katilim, 6grenci tutumlari,

ingilizce dgretimi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Presentation

This chapter introduces the background to the study, the setting, the purpose
of the study, the research questions, the significance and the limitations of
the study and the definitions of terms.

1.1 Background to the Study

Participation is one of the most important features of learning a language
since the learners transfer their passive knowledge to active knowledge as
they participate. Participation makes it easier to remember what has been
learnt because when students actively participate in the lesson —as Swain
states (as cited in Tsui, 1996, p.146)- “they are actively involved in the
negotiation of comprehensible input and the formulation of comprehensible

output.”

An ideal lesson for almost all teachers is one where the majority of the
students has their hands up in the lesson. The importance of participation
cannot be denied; however, as Allwright and Bailey clarify (as cited in Tsui,
1996) teachers should not force students to participate when they are not
ready. Teachers have to facilitate participation by making necessary changes
in their ways of teaching.



There are several ways to increase active student participation, one of which
is extending the wait time — the average of which is less than one second in
most classroom atmosphere as the literature says - while asking questions.
The concept of wait time is explained basically as “the amount of time that
the teacher waits between asking a question and nominating a student for
answering” (Chaudron, 1988, p.128).

Extending their wait time can be stated as the most distinctive factor in
foreign language teaching settings to encourage participation since it is a
totally teacher-sided factor. In order to apply this technique in their lessons
teachers do not need any help from any other components of the teaching-
learning environment other than their own choice of extending wait time in
the lesson.

Due to busy schedules where teachers are expected to follow a certain
curriculum and finish certain units and chapters in a given time, increasing
the wait time can be considered to be too time-consuming to try. However,
when the results of an extended teacher wait time is taken into consideration,
“slowing down may be a way of speeding up” (Rowe, 1986, p.1).

1.2 Setting

ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School is a private foundation
school. English lessons start in Kindergarten classes with 5 hours of English
a week. In first grade the number of English lessons per week increases up
to 6 hours, in second grade to 8 hours. Starting from fourth grade going up to
eighth grade students have 10 hours of English a week.

The main aim in Kindergarten and first grade English lessons is to help
students develop a positive attitude towards English and learning English. In



Kindergarten and the first semester of first grade the lessons focus on mainly
listening and speaking activities since the students do not learn reading and
writing until then. However, some word recognition activities are carried out in
order to enable learners to become familiar with the written forms of the

words.

In the second semester of the first grade and in second and third grades,
developing reading and writing skills is added to the lesson objectives. Thus,
students are able to write words and very basic level sentences by the end of
grade one and move towards writing paragraphs by the end of grade three.
Grade four is the grade level where students’ consciousness about grammar
points arise since teaching grammar is done more explicitly starting from

fourth grade.

Teaching of English is one of the major concerns of both the institution and
the parents. Parents often select this school in order for their children to
achieve a high level of English. ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary
School aims at developing all four skills (reading, listening, writing, and
speaking) of the students and also integrating teaching grammar and
vocabulary into these four skills. By giving equal emphasis on all the skill
areas, it is aimed at pointing the importance of wholeness of a language;
moreover, educating students who are competent in all aspects of a

language.

In grade 5, where this study was conducted, the 11-year-old-students, who
have been learning English for four or five years, are expected to be at an
elementary level. The classes are mixed ability classes. Students have
general English courses that are shared between a native and a non-native
teacher with no division based on either skills or topics. Both teachers follow
the sequence of lessons in the weekly plan that is prepared by those
teachers teaching that level in accordance with the yearly plans and the unit
plans.



1.3 Purpose of the Study

Almost all teachers aim at involving students actively in their lessons. Thus,
they ask students questions to make them use the language that students
have learnt. As teachers of English as a foreign language, they search for
ways of increasing student oral participation since it requires the activation of
the passive knowledge. Developing the speaking skill needs more of a
guidance and motivation from the teacher since it is a productive skill which
demands more from the learner when compared to receptive skills. Learners
need to shift the knowledge they have built through receptive skills (reading
and listening) into a productive skill —speaking. Teachers should make sure
that they give adequate guidance and encouragement for their students to
participate.

One of the strategies that results in an increase in student participation is
extending the wait time. Wait time concept has become a serious dimension
in the research in teaching. An extended teacher wait time is said to cause
an increase in the active participation of students, in the length and the
correctness of the student responses and in scores of students’ academic
achievement tests (Stahl, 2006, p.1). Long, et al’s study (as cited in
Richards, 1990, p.7) also points the results on the effect of an extended
teacher wait time as “it was found that the training modules [wait time]
affected teaching behaviors, and that the new behaviors affected student
participation patterns in ways believed to be significant for these students’

language acquisition”.

Teachers and administration working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent
Primary School concern about encouraging active student participation
because the importance is given to participation of each and every student.
Active participation of only some students in the classes is not enough to set
a benchmark. It is aimed at improving participation of all — or at least the
majority of — the students. Since extending wait time allows especially the



slower learners more chance to get actively involved in the lesson, this
research area is chosen to be applied at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent
Primary School.

The purpose of this study is to investigate whether primary level students at
ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School would participate more
when they had lessons in which an extended wait time after questions was

given than those lessons in which they received an average wait time.

1.4 Research Questions

The study specifically addresses the following research questions:
1. Does extending the average wait time after asking a question by 5
seconds increase active participation of grade 5 students?
2. What are the opinions and feelings of students about getting an
extended wait time after questions?
3. What are the opinions of English teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci

Foundation Bilkent Primary School on extended teacher wait time?

1.5 Significance of the Study

Since developing the productive skills of the students is one of the major
goals of English lessons at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary
School, this study, the results of which can help teachers to increase oral
student participation, has a particular value for this institution and also other

schools as well as other primary level English teachers.

One peculiar strategy that covers all grade levels and content areas is
extending teacher wait time. The results of this study are also hoped to
encourage teachers to incorporate extended teacher wait time into the lesson



planning. The findings of the study may help teachers to see the importance
of giving more time for students to process the information they have in their
minds which will result in a higher number of students raising their hands to
answer the questions as the literature says. The teachers might want to try
the effects of simply waiting a couple of more seconds as they interact with
their students.

Extending the wait time is an extremely easy technique to apply since it does
not require any preparation before the lesson. Teachers can just walk into the
lesson having extending the wait time in mind and apply it in their lesson.
Another importance of this study is that the effects of an extended teacher

wait time can be observed simultaneously.

This study is also significant in that there is not many research conducted
about extended wait time in English as a foreign language classes. That the
study is conducted to observe the effects of extended wait time on young
learners is another important aspect of this study since there is not many
research done in primary context either.

1.6 Limitations of the Study

The participants of this study were forty-six students in two grade 5 classes.
The number limits generalizing the results for all Turkish primary school
students in the fifth grade. In addition, if the study had been carried out in all
the grade levels at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School,
then, it would have given a better generalization for the primary school

context.



1.7 Definitions of Terms

Wait time: “Wait time’ is the amount of time after an initial question has been
posed before the teacher answers it him or herself; repeats, rephrases, or
adds further information to the question; or accepts an answer from a

student” (Duncan and Southon, 2006, p.1).



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2.0 Presentation

This chapter reviews the literature on the importance of questioning and the
explanation of strategies in questioning with a detailed definition of the
importance of wait time as a questioning strategy and the outcomes of

extended teacher wait time, continued with a conclusion.

2.1 Importance of Questioning

Developing effective questioning strategies is a very important skill for the
language teacher since, as Ellis (1994) clarifies; language learners usually
get the opportunities to participate in a lesson only when they are asked a
question. As Black (2001, p.1) puts forward, thirty-five to fifty percent of
classroom time is spent on asking questions. Wragg and Brown (2001) claim
that a teacher will have asked from a quarter to half a million questions in five

to ten years of teaching experience.

However, it cannot be stated that all of the time that is devoted to questioning
helps students learn. There are some factors that teachers should keep in
mind while asking questions; and only then, can they benefit from one of the

most commonly used techniques - namely asking questions.



2.1.1 Aims of Asking Questions

Asking questions has been used as a teaching technique in the classroom
since the beginning of teaching (Brown and Edmondson, 1984). Questions
help the teacher build a bridge between the teacher’s knowledge and the
students’ involvement. Asking questions is also a great tool in getting
feedback from the students on the level of learning. Teachers ask questions
in order to reach certain aims of their lesson. The purposes for questions are,
as listed by Glasgow and Hicks (2003), as checking understanding,
determining students’ prior knowledge, beginning a class discussion, or
stimulating critical thinking. Another purpose mentioned by Brown and
Edmondson (1984 p.100) is that questioning “develops an active approach to

learning”.

2.2 Strategies in Questioning

Since asking questions serves such important purposes, teachers must be
careful in planning and making use of this technique. Nevertheless, as Good
and Brophy (2000 p.11) point out, “these [teacher’s questions] appear to be
rather mechanical time-filling rather than thought-provoking. Lewis (2006,
p.1) states that students can value the importance of the questions more if

teachers utilize questions in an effective way.

There are various lists of strategies of question use in literature that remind
teachers what to keep in mind when carrying out asking questions technique.
This technique can serve its function the best if the following strategies are

taken into consideration when asking questions.



2.2.1 Pre-planning the Questions

Preparing the questions that are going to be asked in the lesson is as
important as preparing the lesson itself. Reece and Walker (1997) state that
teachers need to pre-plan their questions rather than walking into the

classroom expecting the right questions to appear at the right time.

There are advantages of pre-planning the questions. By pre-planning the
questions, teachers will avoid asking unclear or ambiguous questions.
Furthermore, as for Kerry (1982), spending some time and energy on pre-
planning the questions enables the teacher to find the ‘key questions’ of the
lesson. Making the best out of the questioning technique is possible by

asking the ‘key questions’ of the lesson at the right time.

2.2.1.1 Key Questions

Teachers can ask many questions without reaching their lesson aims; or
reach the aim of the lesson by just asking one key question. Key questions
are those questions that help teachers to convey the meaning clearly and to
reach the objectives of their lesson. In order for the questions to function in
the best way possible, teachers need to prepare the key questions before

starting the lesson.

In order to find the key questions of a lesson, teachers should start with
brainstorming the possible questions that can be asked during the lesson;
and after that teachers can eliminate the unnecessary questions and arrive at
those key questions that they can use to structure their lesson (Wragg and
Brown, 2001). However, key questions make sense only when they are used

at right time and in the right order.
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2.2.1.2 Timing of the Questions

Once teachers find the key questions of the lesson, they need to start
thinking when and in which order to ask them. Wragg and Brown (2001) state
that there is no exact right time or order to ask key questions. Key questions
can be asked at the beginning, in the middle or at the end of the lesson
depending on the content and the objectives of the lesson, and the level of

the students.

Pre-planning the questions also enables teachers to think about the order in
which they are going to ask the questions. Planning the order of the
questions is another important aspect since teachers can usually help the
learners more if they ask the easier questions first and move towards the
more difficult questions or move from lower-order questions towards higher-
order questions. All in all, teacher need to plan the questions before the
lesson so that asking questions serves the objectives of the lesson in the
best way possible.

2.2.2 Asking Questions Appealing to Different Stages of Bloom’s

Taxonomy

There are many different questioning taxonomies of which teachers can
make use. One of the most commonly referred categorization is ‘Bloom’s
taxonomy’. According to Bloom’s taxonomy, questions are classified as
lower-order questions which ask for knowledge, comprehension or
application and higher-order questions which ask for analysis, synthesis or
evaluation (Morgan and Saxton, 1994). Morgan and Saxton (1994) clarify
that higher-order questions — as the name suggests- require the answerer to
formulate more complex and ‘higher’ level answers whereas lower-order

questions demand less complex and ‘lower’ levels of thinking.

11



Though in some situations the objectives of the lesson require use of more
lower-order questioning, it is usually suggested that teachers use questions
appealing to almost all stages of Bloom’s taxonomy but with more higher-
order questions. Redfield and Rousseau (as cited in Glasgow and Hicks,
2003, p.74) put forward that the level of student achievement becomes
higher when students are asked a majority of higher-order questions.

2.2.3 Asking Divergent Questions

Asking divergent questions —also called multiple-response questions— is
another important questioning strategy which promotes higher levels of
thinking. Divergent questions have several correct responses because they
ask for the opinion of the students (Freiberg and Driscoll, 2000). In a way, it
is similar to display questions, “where the answer is not known in advance”
(Walsh, 2006, p.8). Asking divergent questions conveys the message to the
students that the teacher is interested more in information exchange rather
than quizzing them through questions (Good and Brophy, 2000). Divergent
questions are also similar to higher-order questions in that they require more
thought process from the answerer (Freiberg and Driscoll, 2000).

The opposite of divergent questions is convergent questions. Convergent
questions are questions that have only one correct answer and are another
way of looking at lower-order questions (Freiberg and Driscoll, 2000).
Convergent questions tend to be at the knowledge and comprehension level

of Bloom’s taxonomy.

2.2.4 Asking Questions that Give Feedback to the Teacher

Students’ answers to questions mirror their level of comprehension of the

taught topic. Teachers can check how much of the topic students have
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understood by asking carefully pre-planned questions at different stages of a
lesson. Freiberg and Driscoll (2000) state that it also enables the teacher to
evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the instruction, which allows the
teacher to make necessary adjustments through different examples or

strategies.

2.2.5 Encouraging Students to Ask Questions

In most classrooms, it is the teacher who asks most of the questions. Walsh
(2006) state that although questioning is an expertise of teachers, students
need to be trained about strategies of asking questions. Students do not ask
questions because they either cannot get the chance or do not want to speak
in crowded classrooms, or they are discouraged to ask questions by the

teacher.

Glasgow and Hicks (2003) believe that students need to be a little bit
knowledgeable and courageous to ask a question. Freiberg and Driscoll
(2000) put forward that students understand teacher cues about student
questions: if students are ignored, humiliated by the teacher for not knowing
the answer or not given enough opportunities to speak, the number of
student questions decrease. Good and Brophy (2000) also mention that
some teachers react to student questions in such a way that it discourages
asking and they advise that teachers should create enthusiasm and respect

for students who ask questions.

There are many advantages of encouraging student questions. First of all, it
increases student involvement and motivation (Freiberg and Driscoll, 2000).
Secondly, Richards (1990, p. 6) state that “the use of student questions
rather than teacher questions orients instruction toward students”. This
enables the teacher to have a more student-centered setting. Last but not
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least, by asking questions, students become aware of their weaknesses; and
besides, signal them to the teacher (Walsh, 2006).

2.2.6 Allowing Enough Wait Time after Asking a Question

Teachers are usually busy trying to cover what has been planned in the
curriculum, yearly plans and unit plans. Since teachers feel obliged to finish
the stages of their lesson plan, they sometimes carry out the stages of a
lesson very quickly and without spending enough time on important issues
such as asking a question and waiting for an answer (Baysen, Soylu and
Baysen, 2003, p.53). This brings out the issue of covering more but teaching

less.

Rowe mentions two different kinds of wait time that she has invented. She
defines wait time 1 as “pausing after asking a question” and wait time 2 as
“pausing after a student response” (1986, p.43). Stahl (2006, p.2) names the
eight categories of periods of silence as ‘post-teacher question wait time’,
‘within-student’s response pause-time’, ‘post-student’s response wait time’,
‘student pause-time’, ‘teacher pause-time’, ‘within-teacher presentation
pause-time’, ‘student task-completion work-time’ and ‘impact pause-time’.
Some people such as Stahl (2006) even prefer to use the term ‘think time’
referring to the primary purpose of this period of silence. In this study, wait
time 1 as named by Rowe (1986) or post-teacher question wait time as

named by Stahl (2006) is taken into consideration.

A facet of the wait time concept that teachers need to consider is the amount
of wait time that the teachers should wait in order to reach the previously
mentioned results. Rowe (1986, p.43) states that average wait time after
asking a question is less than one second. Nevertheless, students need
some time to think before answering a question because the mind of the
students goes through the complex stages of attending to the question

14



carefully, understanding what is meant by the question, internalizing the
question, forming an answer to it and finally uttering the answer (Walsh,
2006; Reece and Walker, 1997). When teachers do not stop talking, the
minds of the students do not get the chance to go through these stages.

Rowe (1986) suggests waiting at least 3 seconds after asking a question and
before calling upon a student. Morgan and Saxton (1994) state there are
many statistics that support waiting up to 10 seconds. However, teachers
should arrange the amount of wait time according to the group of students
that they are teaching and the type of questions they ask. Kauchak and
Eggen (1998) believe that there is a positive correlation between the difficulty
level of the question and the amount of time a teacher should wait. Teachers
should find the *happy medium’ between not giving enough time and allowing
so much time that students lose interest (Kerry, 1982).

2.2.6.1 Importance of Wait Time as a Questioning Strategy

Teachers usually tend to fill in the periods of silence after asking a question
because they feel uncomfortable when there is silence after a question. This
silence can even cause fear or intolerance for some teachers since they think
it signals that the students do not know the answer or that the teacher has
asked a poor question or that the silence will result in misbehavior of the

students (Morgan and Saxton, 1994).

If the teachers do not get an answer right away they feel impatient; and they
usually repeat the question or rephrase the question which distracts the
learner who is trying to formulate the question (Tsui, 1996). Morgan and
Saxton state “Active silence speaks as loudly as words. An interrupted
silence is equal to interrupting a speaker; thought is part of verbal expression
and exchange” (1994, p.80).
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White and Lightbown’s study (as cited in Chaudron, 1988, pp.127-128)
concludes that students responding to questions asked only once succeeded
better than students responding to questions repeated subsequently. One
mistake that teachers make is that when they do not get an answer right
away, they answer the question themselves. This one makes it even more
difficult to get students participated in the lesson since “students will be less
inclined to make the effort to answer a question if they know the instructor will

do it for them if they only keep silent” (Tan, 2006, p.1).

Rowe (1969, p.2) discusses that a very short wait time results in very short
answers or leading students to say ‘| don’t know’ especially with a ‘Is that
what you want?’ intonation. Barrell (as cited in Freiberg and Driscoll, 2000)
puts forward that allowing students time to think communicates the message
that the teacher values what they are going to say; and waiting for a student
to answer rather than calling upon another student conveys the message that
the teacher values each and every student’s answers. According to the
research done in this area increasing wait time to a minimum of three

seconds creates positive changes in the language classroom atmosphere.

2.2.6.1.1 Effects of Extended Wait Time
The lessons carried out with more wait time allowance turned out to have
more advantages than those with less wait time. An extended teacher wait
time has positive effects on both teachers and the students.
2.2.6.1.1.1 Effects of Extended Wait Time on Students
Extending the wait time strategy creates instant and noticeable changes in

speech and attitudes of the students. Rowe (1986) and Cotton (2006)
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prepared lists of outcomes of extended teacher wait time which are explained
in detail in the following paragraphs.

One of the results of extended teacher wait time includes a decrease in
failures to respond. Rowe (1986) states that when students are not given
enough wait time, they have a tendency not to say an answer more. When
students have time to think and to formulate an answer, they tend to

participate more.

When students are not given extended wait time, only a couple of students
contribute to the lesson. Those students who participate are usually the
brightest students in the classroom; however, with the extended teacher wait
time more students participate in the lesson. Even the slower students make
an effort to contribute to the lesson.

“Students whom teachers perceive as slow or poor learners are given less
wait time than those teachers view as more capable” (Cotton, 2006, p.6).
This is probably because of the low expectations of the teachers from those
reticent learners. However, Rowe (1969, p.2) claims that an extended wait
time encourages learners -even shy, weak or ‘low-verbal’ ones- to talk and
these learners usually come up with exciting ideas. Observing the process of
invisible students becoming more ‘visible’, teachers’ expectations of these
‘slow’ learners increase (Rowe, 1986, p.47). As they expect more from these
students, teachers allow more time for them, which in turn results in more
participation of these ‘slow’ learners. It creates a positive chain effect in the
classroom environment for both the students who feel the satisfaction of
achieving success and feel respected and valued as Ellsworth (as cited in
Tan, 2006) states.

Another effect of extended teacher wait time is the increase in the length and

the correctness of the student responses. Rowe (1986) states that when
teachers extend their wait time, they increase the possibility of students to
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use elaboration in their responses. They also tend to offer to support their
inferences which result in uttering longer sentences. When the students are
given extended wait time, they generated higher cognitive responses.

Another effect is that the students feel that their teachers care about what
they say and value their responses. This results in paying more attention to
the lesson and trying to cooperate (Rowe, 1986). This fact results in a

decrease in misbehavior and interruptions of the students (Rowe, 1986).

2.2.6.1.1.2 Effects of Extended Wait Time on Teachers

Extended teacher wait time also has effects on behalf of teachers. Rowe
(1986, p.47) states that although fewer questions are asked in a lesson that
wait time concept is applied; the teachers ask questions that seek higher
cognitive skills. Teachers also expand the variety of questions that they ask
(Cotton, 2006, p.6). This enables teachers to achieve their objectives easier
and in a better way and also to develop students’ higher thinking skills.

In addition, when the teachers realize that a change in their teaching style
created a very positive improvement in student participation, they become
even happier teachers. Especially the effort of even the reticent learners
pleases the teachers a lot. With the effect of an extended teacher wait time,
teachers feel the satisfaction of having an ideal lesson where majority of the

students participate in their lesson.

Is not all this worth waiting for?
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2.3 Conclusion

To conclude, teachers need to understand the needs of the learners, pre-
plan the questions according to the needs and the level of the students, ask
questions that require higher thinking skills and allow enough wait time after
asking a question in order to make use of appropriate questioning strategies.
The strategies that the teachers use should be in harmony with other
techniques. Morgan and Saxton (1994, p.75) summarize the key element of

good questioning as “fewer questions, better questions and time to think”.

It is not an easy process of the mind to answer a question and also to do it in
a foreign language. Furthermore, “waving hands from other students or the
hurry-up look from the teacher will cause many students to freeze” (Freiberg
and Driscoll, 2000, p. 209). Thus, as it is stated in Questioning Strategies [an
online document] students need time to think and formulate an answer.
Teachers should also make sure that the pace of the questioning is not too
fast to result in teachers answering the question themselves to move things
along (Lewis, 2006) Teachers can sometimes feel uncomfortable with the
silence, but it transfers the message to the students that you seriously want

an answer for your question.
The main focus of this study is to investigate the effects of an extended

teacher wait time - after asking a question and before calling upon a student -

on student participation.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

3.0 Presentation

This chapter presents the overall design of the study, the participants, and

data collection instruments, followed by the data collection procedure.

3.1 Overall Design of the Study

The purpose of this study was to inquire whether extending teacher wait time
increases the active participation of the students in English language classes
at Ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School.

This study was an experimental research which is ‘a situation in which one
observes the relationship between two variables by deliberately producing a
change in the other’ as defined by Anderson (as cited in Brown and Rogers,
2002, p.211). Two groups and two experimental conditions took part in the
study. The teacher wait time variable was extended for the treatment group
to see the changes in the participation. In order to make a conclusion about
the effect of extended teacher wait time, the participation grades of the
experimental group were compared to the participation grades of the control

group which gets average wait time.
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This study cannot be called a ‘true experimental study’ in that the groups of
students could not be selected randomly and assigned to two groups (Brown
and Rogers, 2002, p.211). The researcher of the study, who is also one of
the teachers of the classes, carried out the research in classes that she was
assigned by the institution. Existing intact groups had to be used in the study,
which led the study to be a ‘quasi-experimental’ one (Brown and Rogers,
2002, p.212)

3.2 Participants

At ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School a great importance is
given to the teaching of the English language. Students start - if they were
not already taught English in another school or at home- English lessons in
Kindergarten classes where students have five hours of English lesson at the
age of six. The number of English lessons per week increases as the grade
levels increase. The grade five students of ihsan Dogramaci Foundation
Bilkent Primary School have 10 class hours of English a week; each class
hour is a 40 minute lesson. Since the students have been learning English for
five or six years, they are expected to be at an elementary level.

There are three grade five classes and all of them are mixed ability classes.
There are sixty-nine students whose age range is 10 to 11. They are
generally motivated to learn English and they feel the necessity of learning
English.

The ten teaching hours of each grade five classes are shared between a
native and a non-native teacher -one of which is the conductor of this
research- with no division based on either skills or topics. Both teachers
follow the weekly plans they prepare in order to meet the objectives of the
grade level. In grade five, students are taught general English and it is aimed
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at improving the four skills and building on their vocabulary and grammar
knowledge.

Emphasis is given to improving the productive skills - namely speaking and
writing - as well as listening and reading skills. Hence, some supplementary
materials other than the course book are used to achieve the objectives set
for this grade level. The materials that are used in grade five are ‘Adventures
Elementary — Course book’ by Oxford University Press, ‘Adventures
Elementary — Workbook’ by Oxford University Press, ‘We're All in this
Together-C — Anthology’ by Scott Foresman Press, and ‘The Magic Finger —
Roald Dahl’ by Puffin Books. The students also get the OBl Workbook that is
prepared by ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School English
teachers. The activities in this workbook help students develop the targeted
skill areas. As a vocabulary reference, students use a monolingual dictionary
which also has a bilingual section called ‘Orient lllustrated First Dictionary’ by
Orient Express.

This study was carried out with the fifth grade classes at ihsan Dogramaci
Foundation Bilkent Primary School. Forty-six of sixty-nine students were
included in the study. Two out of three fifth grade classes (5A and 5C) were
chosen for this study. The number of students in 5A is 24 (12 boys and 12
girls) and in 5C is 22 (10 boys and 12 girls). Both classes have the same
English teachers teaching the same number of hours in both classes. 5A and
5C were chosen as study groups since the 2006-2007 school year first
semester grades consisting of three exam scores and two participation

grades were similar.

The test scores represent the results of English general exams which test
students on vocabulary, grammar, listening, reading, writing, and literature.
The sections of the tests consist of different test types such as multiple-
choice, open-ended questions and fill in the blanks. The writing section
always tests writing a composition. The class mean of the student clarify
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participation grades. Each student is given a daily participation grade based
on the participation grade criteria (see Appendix A). The average of those
grades are given as one participation grade in the middle of the semester
and one at the end of the semester.

The means of the scores of the two classes are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Means of Exam Scores and Participation Grades of
Experimental and Control Groups

5A 5C
(Experimental group) (Control group)
1% Exam Result 58.08 62.18
2"9 Exam Result 74.58 78.90
3'Y Exam Result 66.90 65.77
1% Participation Grade 82.54 89.54
2"? Participation Grade 85.45 89.04

The mean scores of the tests and participation grades were very close to one
another. This meant that the two groups had almost equal proficiency level.
5A was randomly assigned to be the control group and 5C was assigned to
be the experimental group. Since all fifth grade classes are mixed ability
classes, there are weaker students as well as higher achievers in both
classes. However, the means of the tests and participation grades show that
there is a balance between these two classes that have both weak and

successful students.
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The other participants of this study were thirteen English teachers working at
ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School. Their experience varied
from one year to seventeen years. Eight of these teachers are Turkish, two of
them are American, one of them is English, one of them is Canadian and one
of them is Russian. Thus, the results of teacher questionnaire reflect teacher

views from different cultures.

3.3 Research Questions

With the inspiration of the review of the literature, the following research
questions were chosen to be inquired:
1. Does extending the average wait time after asking a question by 5
seconds increase active participation of grade 5 students?
2. What are the opinions and feelings of students about getting an
extended wait time after questions?
3. What are the opinions of English teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci
Foundation Bilkent Primary School on extended teacher wait time?

In order to answer the research questions, the following instruments were

used to collect data.

3.4 Data Collection Instruments

The data for the study was collected via quantitative and qualitative data
collection instruments. Pre-test and post-test results, the numerical results in
tally sheets to mark teacher wait time and student participation and the first
parts of the teacher questionnaire and the student questionnaire in which
Likert-scale items were used provided the quantitative data. The second part
of the questionnaires that were given to the teachers and the students
provided the qualitative data.
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3.4.1 Tally Sheet to Mark the Wait Time of the Teachers during
Observations

The person conducting the research observed one lesson each of three
English teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary
School in order to learn the average teacher wait time that English teachers
working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School use. A tally
sheet (see Appendix B) to write down duration of wait time after each
question was used while observing these lessons of other English teachers.
The seconds were counted using a stopwatch. The results were used to

calculate the mean of the wait time in English lessons at the institution.

3.4.2 Pre-test and Post-test

In the first step of the classroom research, a reading lesson using a text titled
‘The Lucky Octopus’ (see Appendix C), which was found on web (English
Club, 2006), was done in the same way in two classes by the researcher and
the lessons were videotaped. The length of each of these lessons was one
class period of forty minutes. The other English teacher that shares the
lessons with the researcher and another English teacher observed the
lessons of the two classes; and at the end of the lessons the three teachers

gave a participation grade for each student.

Two English teachers were asked to help with observing the lessons and
giving the participation grades in order to assure that the participation grades
were as reliable as possible since these results were considered as pre-test
scores. The average of the participation grades given by each English
teacher that had observed the lessons were taken.

The participation grades were given according to the behavior descriptor
explanations in the participation grade grid (see Appendix A). The aim of
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using a grid was to ensure that the grades given by the three teachers were
free of subjectivity of the teachers. It was very crucial for the participation
grades which were going to be used as the pre-test and post-test results to
be as objective as possible.

For the lesson to gather post-test data, a reading lesson using a text titled
‘Good Neighbours’ (see Appendix D), which was found on the internet
(English Club, 2006) was carried out and the lessons were again videotaped.
The two forty-minute-lessons of the control group and experimental group
were again observed by two English teachers. In the lesson for the control
group, the control treatment in which they received a wait time as usual was
applied. For the experimental group, an extended teacher wait time variable
was used as the experimental treatment. The three teachers again gave
another participation grade for each student in the classes, which were

considered as post-test data.

3.4.3 Tally Sheets to Observe Frequency of Participation

The English teachers observing the lessons were asked to keep a tally of
student participation during the lesson when students volunteered for an
answer. A tally sheet (see Appendix E) to observe the frequency of student
participation was used to make it easier for the teachers observing the lesson

to keep track of student participation.

Nevertheless, after the first observation, it was realized that the tally sheet
was not user friendly. Even though the student names were filled in for the
teachers, since one of the teacher-observers did not know the name of the
students, it was difficult for her to keep the tally. Hence, for the next three
observations a new tally sheet (see Appendix F), which was in a form of a
seating plan, was used. The student names were again filled in by the
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researcher herself before the tally sheets were given to the teachers who
observed the lessons

However, it was still challenging to keep track of participation of each and
every student who volunteered to give an answer. Thus, the researcher of
this study double-checked the number of the ticks on the tally sheet by

watching the video recordings of these lessons.

3.4.4 Teacher Questionnaire

All of the thirteen English language teachers at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation
Bilkent Primary School were given a questionnaire (see Appendix G) that
was developed by the researcher of this study. The aim of first part was to
investigate the background knowledge of the teachers about the research
topic; and interpretation and application of extended teacher wait time in their

lessons.

The questions in the second part of the questionnaire aimed at
understanding the teachers’ opinions, experiences and feelings about
extending the wait time, the results of which were valuable to make

conclusions about the use of extended teacher wait time.

3.4.5 Student Questionnaire

Students in the treatment group were administered a questionnaire (see
Appendix H) that was developed by the writer of this thesis in order to check
their awareness of the extended teacher wait time and their feelings about
periods of silence to seek an answer. The questionnaire was designed in
Turkish —the mother tongue of all the students in both the control group and
the experimental group- in order to guarantee that students could express
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themselves in the best way possible without having language barriers.
However, a translation of the questionnaire is provided in the ‘Appendices’
part (see Appendix I).

3.5 Data Collection Procedure

The data collection procedure started by writing a permission letter to the
administration of the institution to get authorization for conducting the study.
As the next step one lesson each of three English teachers working at ihsan
Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School was observed in order to
calculate the average teacher wait time in English lessons at this institution.
The first lesson that was observed was a fourth grade classroom in which the
teacher practiced ‘imperatives’ through a multi-step writing activity. The
second lesson was a reading lesson in a sixth grade classroom that was
staged as pre-reading questions, reading, and post-reading comprehension
questions. The last teaching practice that was observed was in a seventh
grade class during which ‘3 Conditional Type’ was presented through a
reading text where students ordered the paragraphs followed by making 3
Conditional sentences according to each paragraph.

The teachers whose lessons were observed were not informed about the
purpose of the observation or the research topic before the observation as it
was thought that it would affect the teachers’ teaching style. If teachers had
known that the interest of the observation was related to the amount of wait
time after asking questions, the teachers would have subconsciously tended

to either ask more questions or increase the wait time.

After finding the average wait time for each teacher by taking the mean of all
the wait time durations in the observed lesson, the average wait time for the
three English lessons carried out in the institution were calculated. The
average wait time, which was 1,79 seconds, was an important data for this
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study in that the teacher wait time was extended using this average as a
starting point. 1,79 seconds were extended by five seconds and 7 seconds

extension was used as the wait time variable for the experimental treatment.

The average wait time was extended by five seconds because Rowe who is
the inventor of the term ‘wait time’ concluded that prolonging the wait time to
five seconds, or even longer, creates positive outcomes (1969). Stahl (2006)
also states that the more you wait silently, the better it is. The duration of
extended wait time in this study is longer than the average extended wait
time that is mentioned in the literature review because of the age factor. The
participants of the studies in the literature were usually older than the
participants of this study. Nevertheless, the wait time was not extended
longer than that because knowing the level, capabilities and the nature of the
students in the classes that the research was carried out, the researcher

believed that students — especially the stronger ones- would get bored.

After the observation stage was finished, the teachers working at the
institution were informed about the scope of the lesson observation. Then, all
the English teachers working at the institution were given a questionnaire
(see Appendix G) to help the person conducting the study to understand the
teacher beliefs about wait time. The teachers were asked closed-response
items in the first part of the questionnaire. Five options were given in Likert-
scale items. In the second part, teachers were asked five open-response
items in the form of question and answer. The questions focused on the
questioning strategies that the teachers used and the experiences that they

have had related to extending the teacher wait time.

After that, the conductor of the study carried out a reading lesson for one
class period each using a text titled ‘The Lucky Octopus’ in both the control
group class and the treatment group class. The wait time variable was
ignored for both classes in this stage of the study. The teacher read the first
part of the story and asked students to fill in a visualization sheet (see
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Appendix J) for the characters in the story as they listen. Visualization
strategy is explained by Tomlinson (1998, p.265) as “the converting of words
on the page in the pictures in the mind”. This helped students to keep
focused in the lesson.

The teacher that shares the class hours with the teacher who conducted the
study and another English teacher observed the lesson and they filled in a
tally sheet (see Appendix B) to keep track of active student participation. The
three teachers including the teacher conducted this study gave participation
grades for each student (see Appendix K). These grades were used as pre-

test results. The lessons were videotaped in order to have as a reference.

The next step was to carry out another reading lesson using a text titled
‘Good Neighbours’ (see Appendix D) which is very similar to the previously
used text in means of language level and appealing to student age and
interest. The same techniques -including filling in a visualization sheet (see
Appendix L)- were used and the same stages were followed in order not to
create any difference between the control treatment lesson and the
experimental treatment lesson in means of ease or difficulty. This time the
treatment group got an extended teacher wait time of seven seconds while
the control group got the average wait time again. The teacher silently
counted to the number -in thousands to match the time interval of seconds-
representing the extended wait time after asking a question and before
calling upon a student. The transcription of this lesson (see Appendix M) is
available in the ‘Appendices’ part. The same procedure of being observed by
two English teacher and filling in a tally sheet for participation and giving a
participation grade was followed. In this study, the participation grades (see

Appendix N) given for these two lessons were used as post-test results.
After the lesson that the experimental treatment was applied, the students in

the treatment group were given a questionnaire (see Appendix H) to reflect
on their feelings about and awareness of extension of wait time. In the first
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part students were asked closed-response items, just like the questionnaire
given to the teachers. However, this time three options were given in Likert-
scale items in order not to get students confused. In the second part,
students were asked three open-response items in the form of question and
answer. The questions inquired the students’ awareness of getting extended
teacher wait time and their opinions about the relationship between extended
teacher wait time and student participation. The questionnaire was prepared
in Turkish in order to get feedback from the students without language
barriers. An English translation of the questionnaire (see Appendix ) is
provided.

The students were not notified about the fact that in that lesson they received
extended wait time because it was thought by the researcher that knowing
this fact would affect the validity of the responses the students gave. The
students were given as much time as they needed to complete the
questionnaire. After they had finished filling in the questionnaire, the teacher
explained that they received extended teacher wait time in that lesson.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

4.0 Presentation

This study was built upon both quantitative and qualitative data in order to
provide a broader conclusion. The quantitative data was obtained from the
tally sheets that were kept during teacher observations, from pre-test and
post-test results and the first parts of the teacher and student questionnaires.
The qualitative data was obtained from the second parts of the
questionnaires administered to the teachers and the students in the
experimental group. This chapter presents the results of the data analysis.

4.1 Analysis of the Quantitative Data

The results of the first quantitative data which was calculating the average
wait time of the English teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation
Bilkent Primary School through observing lessons of three teachers were

used to determine the wait time variable of the experimental treatment.

The statistical analysis was carried out by using the statistical software
MINITAB (2007). The results of the second quantitative data, which are the
comparisons of pre-test and post-test results or results of the control group
and the experimental group, were used to answer the first research question
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which asked whether extending the average wait time after asking a question
by five seconds would increase active participation of fifth grade students.

The third quantitative data came from the first part of the questionnaires
administered to the students in the experimental group and all the English
teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School.
The results of the first part of the student questionnaire were used to answer
the second research question of the study which aimed at investigating the
opinions and feelings of students about receiving extended wait time. The
results of the first part of the teacher questionnaire were used to answer the
third research questions which aimed at investigating teachers’ experiences

in and opinions of teachers about extended wait time.

4.1.1 Determining the Average Wait Time

The average wait time for each teacher was found by keeping the record of
wait time after each question that the teachers asked in the observed
lessons. In the first lesson that was observed grade four students were
presented the ‘Imperatives’. The students were asked thirty-seven questions
during the forty-minute-lesson. The mean of the post-question teacher wait
time was 2.27 seconds. In the second lesson observed the students
practiced reading a text about ‘InterRail’. It was recorded that the average
wait time for twenty-seven questions was 1.80 seconds. And finally, in the
third lesson where the students received instruction on ‘3" Conditional Type’,
the teacher asked twelve questions in the forty-minute-lesson. The average
wait time of the twelve questions was 1.30 seconds. The number of
questions asked and the average wait time for the three lesson observed is
shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. The Number of Questions Asked and the Average Wait Time

Grade level Number of Average wait
questions time
Observation 1 Grade 4 37 2.27
Observation 2 Grade 6 27 1.80
Observation 3 Grade 7 12 1.30
Average wait time for the 1.79
institution

The results showed that the amount of teacher wait time decreased on the
contrary to the increase in the grade level and the expectations from the
students in means of higher-level thinking. Although the data obtained from
three observations is not enough to make a conclusion, being one of the
lower grade English teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent
Primary School, the researcher thinks that the teachers teaching lower
grades allow more wait time for students in the lower grades thinking that
they are at a beginner or elementary level and face with more difficulties of

learning a foreign language.

4.1.2 Comparison of Pre-test Scores of the Control Group and the
Experimental Group

Although the means of the exam results and general participation grades of
both control group and the experimental group were given and the equality
was indicated before when the participants of this study were described, a
comparison of participation grades given to both group of students for that
specific lesson was done. The aim of doing this comparison again was to

eliminate all the other factors that would affect student participation such as
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the familiarity with the topic, having ease or difficulty in understanding the
topic, the appealing of the materials to students’ level, age and interests.

The results of the two-sample T-test used to compare the homogeneity

between the control group and the experimental group are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Results of the Two-Sample T-Test to Compare Pre-test Scores
of the Control Group and the Experimental Group

Number of Mean Standard SE Mean

Participants Deviation
Control Group 24 2.83 1.55 0.32
Experimeantal Group 22 2.77 1.27 0.27

Difference = mu (control group) - mu (experimental group)

Estimate for difference: 0.060606

95% Cl for difference: (-0.786358, 0.907570)

T-Test of difference = 0 (vs not =): T-Value = 0.14 P-Value = 0.886 DF =44
Both use Pooled StDev = 1.4238

The means of the participation grades of control group were close to the
means of the participation grades of experimental group. Since 95%
confidence interval of the difference of the means cover zero, it can be stated
that there is not a statistically significant difference between the mean grades
of two classes. Also, as p-value=0.886 which associated with t statistic=0.14
was greater than 0.05 (default value for type | error) it can be expressed that
there is not a statistically significant difference between the participation level

of the control group and the experimental group.
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Since both groups of students received similar instruction, following the exact
same lesson plan, the comparison of pre-test scores of the control group and
the experimental group proved that the participation level students of both
groups were equal.

4.1.3 Comparison of Post-test Scores

The patrticipation grades given to each student in both groups by a common
decision of three English teachers for the lessons, in which the control group
received average teacher wait time of two seconds and the experimental
group received extended teacher wait time of seven seconds, were
compared. It was aimed at finding out the difference that extended teacher
wait time made on student participation.

The results of the two-sample T-test are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Results of the Two-Sample T-Test to Compare Post-test Scores
of the Control Group and the Experimental Group

Number of Mean Standard SE Mean

Participants Deviation
Control Group 24 2.75 1.22 0.25
Experimental Group 22 3.91 1.54 0.33

Difference = mu (control group) - mu (experimental group)

Estimate for difference: - 1.15909

95% Cl for difference: (-1.98257, -0.33562)

T-Test of difference = 0 (vs not =):T-Value = -2.84 P-Value = 0.007 DF =44
Both use Pooled StDev = 1.3843
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Since p-value=0.007 which is associated with t statistic=-2.84 is less than
0.05 (default value for type | error) we can say that there is a statistically
significant difference between the mean scores of the participation grades of
students who received the control treatment and participation grades of

students who underwent the experimental treatment.

Seeing the results of the two-sample T-test, it can be said that observable
differences in students’ participation occured when only one variable —the
wait time- was changed during the instruction of the control group and the
experimental group. This information answered the first research question as

‘Yes, it does.’.

4.1.4 Comparison of Pre-test Scores and Post-test Scores of the
Experimental Group

The pre-test scores of the experimental group were compared with the post-
test scores of the same group in order to fortify the conclusion that was
derived by the results of comparison of post-test scores of control group and
the experimental group.

A paired T-test was used to compare the participation grades of the students
in the experimental group when they received the control treatment and the
experimental treatment, since it was thought that the analysis of this data
would provide a more reliable source to make a conclusion about the effect
of an extended teacher wait time on student participation The results of the

paired T-test are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Results of the Paired T-Test to Compare Pre-test Scores and
the Post-test Scores of the Experimental Group

Number of Mean Standard SE Mean

Participants Deviation
Before the Treatment 22 2.77273 1.26986 0.27074
After the Treatment 22 3.90909 1.54023 0.32838
Difference 22 -1.13636 1.24577 0.26560

95% ClI for mean difference: (-1.68871, -0.58402)
T-Test of mean difference = 0 (vs not = 0): T-Value = -4.28 P-Value = 0.000

Since 95% confidence interval of the difference of the means does not
contain zero, we can say that there is statistical significance between the
mean grades of pre-tests and post-tests. Moreover, the fact that p-value
associated with t statistic=-4.28 is less than 0.05 (default value for type |
error) supports the determination that there is statistically significant
difference between the participation grades of the students in the

experimental group before and after the treatment.

In the light of the analysis of the quantitative data, it can be concluded that
the extended teacher wait time after asking a question increased active

participation of the participants —even the less talkative ones- of this study.

4.1.5 Analysis of the First Part of Student Questionnaire

The questionnaire (see Appendix H) that was administered to the students
consisted of two parts. In the first part the questionnaire, students were
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asked closed-response items where they were directed to tick one of the
three options in the Likert-scale.

Analysis of the data obtained from the first part of the student questionnaire
was used to answer the second research question. The second research
question’s aim was to explore the opinion and feelings of students about
extended teacher wait time. The total number of students that answered the
questionnaire was 22 and the number of students who answered each

response for the first part of the questionnaire is shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Frequency of Student Responses to the Likert-Scale Part of the
Questionnaire

Idont
agree
Neutral
| agree

a | The time that the teacher waits after asking a question | 13
is usually not enough for me to formulate an answer.

»
w

b | In the last lesson we had, there was enough time for 1 2 |19
me to formulate an answer for the questions.

¢ | I am usually in a position where | have not formulated
the question and an answer in my mind yet if the| 16 | 4 | 2
teacher waits for a short time after asking a question.

d| The silent period that the teacher waits for us to| q1g 5 1
answer makes me feel uncomfortable.

e | | feel urged to answer the question when the teacher | 14 6 )
increases her wait time.

f | If the teacher elicits the answer from the first volunteer | 15 4 | 3
right away, | stop thinking for an answer.

If the teacher waits for me to answer, | feel special. 8 5 9
h| My interest and motivation towards the lesson

increases if | am given enough time to think for an| 2 T 119

answer.
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A detailed analysis of the answers given to the items in the first part of the
student questionnaire is given through showing the frequencies of each item
on a pie chart. There were not any items that were not ticked, thus it was
preferred to show the results on pie charts.

The percentages of responses for the first item of the Likert-scale are shown

on a pie chart in Figure 1.

Item a - The time that the teacher waits after asking a question is
usually not enough for me to formulate an answer

| agree
14%

@ | don't agree

Neutral m Neutral

27%

| don't agree

59% O agree

Figure 1. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item a of the Student Questionnaire

The results show that 59% of the students agreed that enough time is
allowed in English lessons for them to formulate an answer. Since the results
of the quantitative data analysis showed that students participate even more
when they are allowed more wait time, the answers for this question
displayed that students are not aware of the fact that they can perform better
than they usually do.

40



The percentages of responses for the second item of the Likert-scale are
shown on a pie chart in Figure 2.

Iltem b - In the last lesson we had, there was enough time for me to
formulate an answer for the questions.

| don't agree
5%

Neutral

O,
o

O | don't agree
@ Neutral
O agree

| agree
86%

Figure 2. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item b of the Student Questionnaire

The results of this item showed that despite of the fact that majority of the
students thought there was enough time for them to formulate an answer;
there were still some students who needed more wait time. When the
answers were checked it was noticed that students showed very little
improvement in their participation grade with the extended wait time

answered ‘| don’t agree’ for this question.

The percentages of responses for the third item of the Likert-scale are again

shown on a pie chart in Figure 3.
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Iltem c - | am usually in a position where | have not formulated the
question and an answer in my mind yet if the teacher waits for a
short time after asking a question.

| agree
Neutral 9%
18% m | don't agree
m Neutral
Ol agree

| don't agree
73%

Figure 3. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item c of the Student Questionnaire

Though the students claimed that even with a short wait time they were able
to formulate the question and an answer for it, the results of the mean of their
participation grades for the lesson with average wait time indicated the
opposite. It is assumed that since the researcher of this study, who is also
the English teacher of these students, administered this questionnaire, the
students might have thought that the answers they wrote would affect their
grades in a way.

The percentages of responses for the fourth item of the Likert-scale are
displayed on a pie chart in Figure 4.
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Item d - The silent period that the teacher waits for us to answer
makes me feel uncomfortable.

| agree
Neutral 5%
23%
O | don't agree
m Neutral
Ol agree

| don't agree
72%

Figure 4. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item d of the Student Questionnaire

The majority of the students answered ‘| don’t agree’ for this item which
showed that extended teacher wait time did not create any negative feelings
for the students. When the pre-test and post-test results of the participation
scores of the students in the experimental group are compared to the
answers for this item, it can be stated that the extended wait time variable
made an increase in the participation level of the students in the experimental
group without making students uncomfortable.

The percentages of responses for the fifth item of the Likert-scale are
displayed on a pie chart in Figure 5.
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Item e- | feel urged to answer the question when the teacher
increases her wait time.

| agree
9%
Neutral @ | don't agree
27%
m Neutral
don't agree Ol agree

64%

Figure 5. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item e of the Student Questionnaire

Only %9 of the students — which makes two of twenty-two students- agreed
with this item of the Likert-scale. The results of the answers given for this
item showed that increased wait time did not create an obligation for the
students to give an answer. However, when the result of this item was
compared to the results of the paired t-test of results of pre-test and post-test
scores of these students, it was concluded that extended teacher wait time
creates an intrinsic motive for the students rather than a feeling of negative

obligation.

The percentages of responses for the sixth item of the Likert-scale are

displayed on a pie chart in Figure 6.
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Item f - If the teacher elicits the answer from the first volunteer right
away, | stop thinking for an answer.

| agree
14%

Neutral

| don't agree
18% = g

m Neutral

I don't agree O | agree
68%

Figure 6. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item f of the Student Questionnaire

The results for this item showed that although another student was
nominated to answer the question, a majority of the students said that they
would continue to think about the answer. It might have been the result of the
fact that the teacher does not usually comment on the answers as right or
wrong but asks other students for their answers, ideas or opinions as well.
Moreover, the fact that the researcher, who is their English teacher,
administered the questionnaire might have affected the responses that the
students gave. The students might have felt the meaningless fear that if they
said they would stop thinking about the answer, the teacher would be angry

with them.

The percentages of responses for the seventh item which asks whether they

feel special when they are allowed more wait time or not are as follows:
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Item g - If the teacher waits for me to answer, | feel special.

| agree Idogé;gree '
41% ° Ol don't agree
m Neutral
Ol agree

Neutral
23%

Figure 7. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item g of the Student Questionnaire

Although one of the results did not consist a majority of the answers, the
results that can be seen in the pie chart above represent that there was an
almost equal division of ideas among students about feeling special when
they were given extended wait time. This showed that the students have
different perceptions about the behavior that other people do to make them

feel special.

The percentages of responses for the eighth item of the Likert-scale are

displayed on a pie chart in Figure 8.
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Item h - My interest and motivation towards the lesson increases if |
am given enough time to think for an answer.

| don't agree
9%
Neutral
% O | don't agree
@ Neutral
O agree

| agree
86%

Figure 8. Pie Chart to Show the Percentages of Student Responses for
Item h of the Student Questionnaire

The majority of the students agreed with this statement that when they are
given enough wait time their motivation towards and interest in the lesson
increases. Some very high-achieving students disagreed with this statement
and explained the reason of it in the second part of the questionnaire by

saying that they get bored when a very long wait time is given.

4.1.6 Analysis of the First Part of Teacher Questionnaire

The questionnaire given to thirteen teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci
Foundation Bilkent Primary School (see Appendix G) consisted of two parts.
In the first part the teachers were asked closed-response items where they
were asked to tick one of the five options in the Likert-scale items in order to
investigate the background knowledge of the teachers about the research
topic; and interpretation and application of extended teacher wait time in their

lessons.
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The number of teachers who ticked which statement in the items are shown
in Table 7.

Table 7. Frequency of Teacher Responses to the Likert-Scale Part of the
Questionnaire

Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Strongly agree

o| Strongly disagree

1 | | know what ‘wait time’ means.

o
-
|
(6]

2 | I usually repeat my question if students do

o
-
-
()]
»

not respond immediately.

3 | I usually rephrase my question if students
do not respond immediately.

4 | | usually wait after asking a question until
most of the students raise their hands.

5 | I think waiting longer than the average
wait time (around 1 second) is a waste of 4 6 2 0 1
time.

6 | | am worried about not being able to finish

what | have planned when | wait longer

7 | | feel uncomfortable when there is silence

after | ask a question.

8 | I believe | give adequate and fair

opportunities for students to speak.

9 | I wait longer for stronger students than |

wait for weaker/slower students.
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A detailed analysis of the answers given to the items in the first part of the
teacher questionnaire is given through showing the frequencies of each item
on a bar graph. Since some items that were not ticked and had zero
percentage, it was preferred to show the results on bar graphs.

The frequency of responses for the first item of the Likert-scale is shown on a
bar graph in Figure 9.

ltem 1 - I know what ‘wait-time’ means.

8 1 7

7 -

61 5

5 |

4 -

3 |

2 1

11 0 0 I

0 T 1
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree
disagree

Figure 9. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 1 of the Teacher Questionnaire

The results showed that English teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci
Foundation Bilkent Primary School are aware of the wait time concept.
Except from one teacher, all the teachers agreed or strongly agreed on the
item which asks whether the teachers know what wait time is or not.

The frequency of responses for the second item of the Likert-scale is shown
on a bar graph in Figure 10.
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ltem 2 - | usually repeat my question if students do not respond
immediately.
7 6
6 5
5
4
3
2 1 1
1 0 o I
0 - T T
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree
disagree

Figure 10. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 2 of the Teacher Questionnaire

Except from one teacher, all the teachers agreed on this item. The results of
this item show that although teachers know what wait time is, they do not
apply it to their questioning strategies; or maybe it shows that they do not

have an accurate understanding of wait time.

The frequency of responses for the third item of the Likert-scale is shown on
a bar graph in Figure 11.

ltem 3 - | usually rephrase my question if students do not respond
immediately.

1 1
1 -
0o
(o] T T T
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree
disagree

Figure 11. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 3 of the Teacher Questionnaire

50



The results here show us again that teachers who know what wait time is do
not apply it in their teaching styles — as it is the case in most classrooms
around the world according to the literature. The teachers who said they
repeated their questions if students did not respond immediately, said that
they would also try rephrasing their questions. However, one teacher who
answered that she would not repeat her question immediately said that she

would not paraphrase her question either.

The frequency of responses for the fourth item of the Likert-scale is shown on

a bar graph in Figure 12.

Item 4 - | usually wait after asking a question until most of the
students raise their hands.

1

1 .
(o]
o T T T .
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree
disagree

Figure 12. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 4 of the Teacher Questionnaire

The results for this question varied between agreement and disagreement.
The teachers who disagreed with this statement may not feel worried about
completing what was planned for the lesson or for the week because three of
these teachers stated in item 6 that they are not worried about not being able
to finish what is planned. The teachers who agreed with this statement

probably thought getting the majority of the students involved in the lesson
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was more important than covering all the stages in the lesson plans or
weekly plans.

The frequency of responses for the fifth item of the Likert-scale was as

shown on a bar graph in Figure 13.

ltem 5 - | think waiting longer than the average wait-time (around 1
second) is a waste of time.

1 1

14
0
0 T T T T
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree
disagree

Figure 13. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 5 of the Teacher Questionnaire

The results showed that most of the English teachers working at ihsan
Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School value the importance of wait
time. Only one teacher out of thirteen believed that extended wait time was a
waste of time, the reason of which is obvious from the statement that she
checked in the next item. She said that she was worried about not being able
to finish what was planned in item 6.

The frequency of responses for the sixth item of the Likert-scale was as

follows:
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ltem 6 - | am worried about not being able to finish what | have
planned when | wait longer

6 .
5
5 -
4
4 -
3 |
2 2
2 |
1 |
0
0 T !
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree

disagree

Figure 14. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 6 of the Teacher Questionnaire

The majority of the teachers did not seem to give priority to finishing up
activities planned for the lesson. However, two teachers out of thirteen
expressed that they feel the need to finish what was planned for that lesson.

The frequency of responses for the seventh item of the Likert-scale is shown
on a bar graph in Figure 15.

ltem 7 - | feel uncomfortable when there is silence after | ask a
question.
6 .
5
5 -
4
4 -
37 2 2
2 -
1 -
0

0 T !

strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree

disagree

Figure 15. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 7 of the Teacher Questionnaire

53



Most of the teachers stated that they do not feel uncomfortable with the
silence probably because they are aware of the fact that silence does not
mean that students are doing nothing. They may also feel confident enough
to think that creating silence in the classroom will not cause misbehavior of

the students.

The frequency of responses for the eighth item of the Likert-scale was as

follows:

ltem 8 - | believe | give adequate and fair opportunities for students to
speak.
87 7
7 4
6 -
5 -
4 3
31 2
2 1 1
1 4
0
0 T T T T
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree
disagree

Figure 16. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 8 of the Teacher Questionnaire

The majority of the answers were leaned towards the agreement side of the
graph. However, five out of thirteen teachers, which makes %38, admitted
that they do not or cannot always give adequate or fair opportunities for each

student in the classroom.

The answers for the last item in the teacher questionnaire were shown on a

bar graph in Figure 17 below.
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ltem 9 - | wait longer for stronger students than | wait for
weaker/slower students.

97 8

8 -

7 -

6 -

5 -

41 3

3 2

2 -

14 0 0

0 . . . .
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly agree
disagree

Figure 17. Bar Graph to Show the Frequency of Teacher Responses for
Item 9 of the Teacher Questionnaire

The answers for this item showed that -on the contrary to the results of the
research in the literature- the teacher who participated in this study allow as
much time for weaker or slower students as they do for stronger students. It
can also be interpreted that they wait longer for the weaker or slower

students than they wait for stronger students.

4.2 Analysis of the Qualitative Data

The qualitative data came from the second parts of the questionnaires given
to the students and the teachers. Analysis of the data obtained from the
second part of the student questionnaire was used to answer the second
research question. The second research question aimed to find out the
opinion and feelings of students about extended teacher wait time.

In order to answer the third research question which aimed at finding out the

opinions of teachers working at insan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary
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School about wait time, the results of data analysis received from the second
part of the teacher questionnaire were used.

4.2.1 Analysis of the Second Part of Student Questionnaire

In the second part of the questionnaire students were asked three open-
response items in the form of questions and answers. The second analysis of
the student questionnaire was done for the open-ended question and answer
part in order to find out the opinion and feelings of students about extended

teacher wait time.

Below is the presentation of the student answers. Samples of the answers of
the students (see Appendix O) are given in the Appendices.

Question 1: Was the wait time after asking a question in this lesson
different from other English lessons?

When this question was asked, seventeen out of twenty-two students said
that it was not different from other English lessons. It shows that the
extended teacher wait time was not significant enough to raise the
awareness of these young learners. Three of five students who realized the
difference expressed that there was a few difference between them. Some of

the translations of student responses were as follows:

“No, it wasn't. The time is more or less the same for all lessons.” (Student #9)
“No it wasn't. It was always the same. Because non of the English lessons is
different than the others. All of them are enjoyable.” (Student #14)

“No, it wasn't; but since we have grown there is just a little difference.”
(Student #2)

“Yes, it was more.” (Student #21)
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“No, it was not different; there was at most five second difference.” (Student
#5)

Question 2: How does it affect you that your teacher waits longer after
asking a question?

The majority of the answers for this question were the positive outcomes of
extended wait time. Two out of twenty-two students mentioned that they get
bored when they are given extended wait time since they usually come up
with the answer quickly. One student claimed that extended wait time had a
negative effect on her success in the general exams since they were not
given extended time in the exams. Some examples of the translation of

student responses were:

“I can think well because there is more time.” (Student #5)

“l can understand and find an answer for the question.” (Student #20)
“I feel happier.” (Student #16)

“It does not affect me a lot. But my think-time increases.” (Student #13)

Question 3: Does it affect your participation if your teacher waits longer
after asking a question? Why/ why not?

Twelve of the twenty-two students said that their participation would be
affected in a positive way if they are allowed more wait time. Four of the rest
of the students said that they would be affected in a negative way since they
would be bored or distracted. And the last six students claimed that it would
make no difference in their participation. Some of the translation of student

responses were as follows:

“Maybe a little bit. It will affect my participation due to the distraction of my

attention when | wait long.” (Student #4)
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“It does not affect. Because waiting for shorter time helps me speak better.”
(Student #13)

“It does not affect. Because | will give the same answer even though the
teacher waits.” (Student #10)

“It affects because | can think more.” (Student #11)

“It affects but in a positive way. If | think more, my answers will be more

accurate.” (Student #3)

4.2.2 Analysis of the Second Part of Teacher Questionnaire

In the second part of the questionnaire (see Appendix G) given to thirteen
teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School,
teachers were asked five open-response items in the form of questions and
answers in order to understand the teachers’ opinions, experiences and
feelings about extending the wait time

Having looked at the results of each item in the first part of the teacher
questionnaire, answers to the questions in the second part of teacher
questionnaire were investigated in detail in order to get further explanations
to the ideas mentioned in the first part. Opinions of the teachers will be
presented in relation to the questions that were asked in the second part. The
samples of teacher answers (see Appendix P) are available in the
Appendices. In order to put the samples of the answers that the teachers
gave into the ‘Appendices’, a permission letter (see Appendix Q) was given

to the teachers involved in the study.

Question 1: What do you do when your students do not/ cannot answer

your question?

The lists that the English teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation
Bilkent Primary School gave for this question covered many common
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answers. The most frequently mentioned strategy that the teachers used was
rephrasing the question. The second most frequent answer was giving hints,
which was followed by repeating the question as the third most frequent
answer. The other answers that teachers listed were giving an example,
illustrating the question on the board, asking another (stronger) student,
miming, providing options from which the students can choose the correct
answer, varying their intonation and the last but not the least waiting more.

Some examples of teacher answers were as follows:

“l rephrase my question. | provide them with options that they can choose to
give the correct answer.” (Teacher # 4)
“ Repeat the question then rephrase it.” (Teacher # 8)

“I generally rephrase, use the board, or mime to facilitate their learning.
(Teacher # 9)

Question 2: Have you ever tried extending your wait time after asking a
question? If yes, what changes have you observed?

Eleven of thirteen teachers expressed that they have tried extending their
wait time. Four of the teachers observed that the students participated more
when they extended their wait time. One of the teachers observed that
students gave more answers and another teacher noticed that when they
were given extended wait time students felt more comfortable and confident.

On the contrary, some teachers mentioned some negative changes as well.
One teacher said that they observed that some students were impatient and
noisy and another teacher supported the idea that faster students got
frustrated by the perceived slower pace of the class. Besides, three teachers
mentioned that there is sometimes no answer even with extended wait time
and one of them clarified this statement by saying that waiting is not enough;

weak students need to be encouraged or forced to think.
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Two teachers stated that they have never tried extending their wait time. One
of those teachers said that the reason why she did not try was because she
never thought about it. Both teachers expressed that they arouse curiosity in
trying it and observing the results. Some examples of teacher answers were

as follows:

“I actually haven't because | never thought about it. However, | will. | expect
that more students will answer and have better formulated answers.”
(Teacher # 9)

“Yes | have. | realized if | waited longer, more students would participate in
class/activity.” (Teacher #11)

“Students are impatient to wait and are noisy when they start waiting for the
peer answer but when he/she gets time to think or help he/she tries and

comes up with an answer.” (Teacher #3)

Question 3: What are the general outcomes of extending the wait time?

Teachers mentioned various outcomes some of which corresponded to the
same meaning. Five teachers said that students participate more. Four
teachers stated that reticent or weak students get involved in the lesson. It
was stated again by four teachers that extended wait time gives an
opportunity for students to think more and respond to the question. That
students constructed longer sentences with correct grammar and vocabulary
was another outcome that was mentioned. It was put forward by two teachers
that extended wait time makes students feel more pressured to answer the
question. Also, three teachers stated that impatient or strong students make
more noise and extended wait time distracted those students. Mainly positive
outcomes were mentioned by the teachers who have answered the question.

Some examples of teacher answers were as follows:

“More participation from average students.” (Teacher # 8)
“More students will be able to answer the question.” ( Teacher #9)
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“Students get the feeling/ pressure they should try (harder) to guess the
answer. Also students who normally wouldn't intend to say something are
getting involved in the lesson.” (Teacher # 13)

Question 4: Do you allow more wait time for more difficult questions?
Why/ Why not?

All thirteen teachers answered this question as ‘Yes’ referring to different
reasons. Seven teachers agreed that this type of questions requires more
time to think and that students need more time to give an accurate answer.
Another reason for allowing more wait time for more difficult questions is they
require more processing of the brain and that they are more difficult for
students —especially the weak students- to comprehend. Some examples of

teacher answers were as follows:

“Yes, to allow students more time to think of an answer.” (Teacher #7)
“Depends on the student. For weaker students | allow more wait time for
more difficult questions. They sometimes need more time to organize their
ideas.” (Teacher # 6)

“Yes, to give the students time to reflect and formulate the answer.
(Teacher # 9)

”

Question 5: What is the maximum amount of time that you would wait
the longest after a really difficult question?

The maximum amount of time that teachers said they would wait ranged from
3 seconds to 4 minutes. Five teachers said that they would wait for up to a
minute, four teachers for 10-20 seconds, one teacher for 3 minutes, one for 7
seconds and one for 1-4 minutes and one teacher did not mention an amount
of time. Although the amount of time teachers said they would wait was
different, they all added the same extra information that it depends on the
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students, the situation and the complexity of the question. Some examples of

teacher answers were as follows:

“It really depends on the complexity of the question, but anywhere from 1-4
minutes.” (Teacher # 9)

“Longest around 10 seconds | guess. Normally | wait about 4 seconds or so.”
(Teacher # 5)

“10-15 seconds. It depends on the situation.” (Teacher # 13)

4.3 Summary of Findings

The analysis of the quantitative data showed that average wait time for
English lessons at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation School was 1,79 seconds.
The analysis of the two-sample T-test results of post-test scores of the
control group and the experimental group and the analysis of paired T-test
results of pre-test and post-test results of the experimental group indicated
that students who received extended wait time participated in the lesson

more than the students who received average wait time.

The analysis of the data obtained from student questionnaire explained that
majority of the students were aware of the positive outcomes of being
allowed extended wait time. The results also showed that most of the
students were happy being allowed more wait time, which may enable them

to appreciate this time that they were allocated.

It was observed that majority of the students were not aware of the fact that
they received extended wait time in the specific experimental treatment
lesson. However, it was considered to be an advantage in that if it is
anticipated that stronger students will not wait patiently for the other students;
not having felt it, these students may not cause a chaotic situation in the

classroom.
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It was indicated from the teacher questionnaire that all the English teachers
working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School had a
conception of wait time and have tried it in their lessons. However, the results
of the analysis of teacher questionnaire showed that although extending wait
time strategy and its outcomes are known by the teachers, it is not widely
used in the classrooms. Since the teachers said that they rephrased,
repeated or answered the question themselves if the students do not respond
immediately; it was predicted that teachers do not have an accurate

understanding of the use of wait time which requires a complete silence.

4.4 Discussion of Findings

The general findings of this study were in harmony with the findings of similar
studies. The most important concordance was that most of the studies
carried out to see the results of extended wait time stated that it created an
increase in student participation just like the results that the analysis of this
study showed.

Rowe (1986), the inventor of the wait time concept, concluded -relying on the
findings of her subsequent research conducted for over twenty years- that
when given at least three seconds wait time, students participated in the
lesson more. Her studies were related to extended wait time in the teaching
of Science but the results were similar to the results derived from this study
which was designed for English Language Teaching. The fact that extended
wait time facilitates active participation was also supported by a research
carried out by Ferrera (1981) and a research carried out in 1988 by Swift,
Gooding and Swift (as cited in Good and Brophy, 2000)

Tobin (1987) reviewed studies related to wait time in a range of subject areas

and grade levels varying from kindergarten to high school. His work included
papers published in research journals, research papers presented at
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professional meetings, and doctoral and masters dissertations. His review of
several findings concluded that students were more involved in lessons in
which they received extended teacher wait time which was similar to the
results concluded from this study.

Winterton’s study that was carried out in 1977 (as cited in Rowe, 1986) found
out that an increase in the participation of reticent learners can be observed
in the long wait time classes. The results of this study were also similar to
Winterton’s study in that it helps the teacher to get the involvement of the

less talkative or shy students.

Tan (2006) observed three lessons of a teacher teaching English to forty-two
high school students and videotaped the lessons. The observation showed
that wait time was extended only for ten questions among 114 questions. Tan
(2006) reported that when the teacher talking time is excessive, students
cannot find time to think about the question and formulate an answer. The
results reported by Tan’s study accorded with the results reported by this
thesis. Students had the chance to participate more when they were allowed

more wait time.

It was stated in the questionnaire which was administered to the teachers
working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School that teachers
allow more time for higher-order questions. Riley’s study (as cited in Good
and Brophy, 2000) which was conducted in 1980 reported that although
extended wait time for higher-order questions increased participation, no
difference was observed between the science achievement of students who
received short and long wait times for lower-order questions. However, in the
study conducted by the writer of this thesis, it was observed that an
achievement was observed in reticent learners’ participation when they were

allowed extended wait time even with lower-order questions.

64



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

5.0 Presentation

This chapter presents the summary of the study, the discussion of findings,

implications and recommendations for further studies.

5.1 Summary of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether primary level students
at Ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School would participate
more when they had lessons in which an extended wait time after questions
was given than those lessons in which they received an average wait time.
Hence, a classroom research was implemented in two grade five classes
which are at an elementary level of English. It was expected at the beginning
of the study —in the light of results of studies mentioned in the literature- that
students in the experimental group who received extended wait time would
participate in the lesson more than the students in the control group who

received average wait time.

The study also focused in the thoughts and feelings of students about
receiving extended wait time. The opinions and experiences of the teachers
working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School related to the
extended wait time were also researched.
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In this study, several instruments were used to collect data. First of all one
lesson each of three teachers was observed and wait time for each question
was recorded on a tally sheet (see Appendix B). The mean of the average
wait time of three teachers was calculated as 1.79 seconds. This was
considered to be the average wait time in English lessons for ihsan
Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School. This average wait time was
extended by five seconds to provide the teaching variable of the experimental

treatment.

Second quantitative data was obtained through the comparison of
participation grades of the students in the control group and the experimental
group. In the first stage of the application of the research, both group of
students received the same treatment and were given a participation grade
by three teachers according to the participation grade criteria. The grades of
two groups, which were considered as pre-test scores, were compared using
a two-sample T-test. The results of the comparison of the pre-test scores of
the control group and the experimental group (see Table 3) showed that the
two groups were not significantly different in terms of their active participation

in the lesson before the treatment.

In the second stage of the application of the treatment, the students in the
experimental group received extended wait time variable. The students in
both groups were again given a participation grade. These grades were
considered as post-test scores. When the post-test scores of the two groups
were compared through again two-sample T-test, a statistically significant
difference was observed in the participation achievement of two groups.
Being the only distinction between the treatments of two groups, extended

wait time was claimed to increase student participation.
In order to fortify the conclusion that was done based on the comparison of

post-test results of two groups; a paired T-test was done to see the difference
between the participation grades of the students in the experimental group

66



before and after the treatment. The results of the comparison of the pre-test
and post-test scores of the students in the experimental group showed that
there was a statistically significant difference in students’ participation, which
supported the decision that extended wait time has a positive effect on

student participation.

The t-test results which showed that extended wait time created an increase
in the student participation also showed that the changes in the participation
of the students due to an extended teacher wait time can be noticed even in
one class hour. The experimental treatment which was applied in only one
class hour increased the scores that students got for active participation,

which forced the appreciation of this strategy.

Moreover, by simply comparing the single results of pre-test and post-test
results of each student in the experimental group (see Appendix K and
Appendix N), it was observed that students who would be considered as less
talkative or reticent when the participation results were taken into
consideration became more active in the lesson with extended wait time. For
instance, students Student #3 and Student #11 increased their scores from 2
to 5; Student #12 from 2 to 4 and Student #17 from 1 to 4 when allowed more

wait time.

The data obtained through a questionnaire administered to the students in
the experimental group and a questionnaire administered to all the English
teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School
were also analyzed. Both questionnaires consisted of two parts. In the first
part of each questionnaire the participants were asked to select the most
appropriate option in the Likert-scale for the statements related to wait time.
The results of this first part also constructed the quantitative data. In the
second part of the questionnaires, in order to allow further development of
the ideas about wait time, students were asked three open-ended questions
and teachers were asked five open ended questions. The results of the
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second parts of the questionnaires constructed the qualitative data of this
study.

The aim of the questionnaire administered to the students in the experimental
group was to investigate their thoughts and feelings about receiving extended
wait time. The results showed that majority of the students were aware of the
positive outcomes of being allowed extended wait time. However, it was also
understood from the results that an extension of five seconds was not
significant enough for students to realize. It was a positive result since
stronger students may sometimes be impatient when they understand that

they are waiting for other students to keep up with their pace.

The aim of the questionnaire that teachers were requested to fill in was to
learn opinions and share experiences of them. The results showed that the
teachers working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School
know what wait time is and what outcomes extending it brings. It was also
understood from the results that majority of the teachers had tried it in their
classroom at least once. Some of the teachers stated that they allowed more
wait time for more difficult questions, which shows the relation between the
amount of wait time and the higher-order questions. However, majority of the
teachers made use of other strategies such as rephrasing the question,
repeating the question or answering the question themselves more than
extending their wait time. Although some teachers mentioned negative
aspects of using extended wait time such as the slower pace of the lesson
may frustrate or distract attention of stronger students which in turn may
create a chaos in the classroom, most of the teachers shared the common
sense that it has many advantages for students. Some of these advantages
were that students participate more, that reticent or weak students get
involved in the lesson, that it gives an opportunity for students to think more
and respond to the question, that the students constructed longer sentences
with correct grammar and vocabulary and that it makes students feel more
pressured to answer the question.
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However, it cannot be stated that student participation creates miracles on its
own. Teachers need to design their questioning strategies well and keep in
mind that the most desirable outcomes can be observed when all the
important aspects of questioning strategy that were mentioned in the review
of the literature part are used in combination. Nevertheless, it can be stated
that in a lesson in which the only difference is the wait time variable, more
positive outcomes regarding the participation can be observed in the one with

the extended wait time.

All in all, this study indicated the importance of providing a better learning
opportunity for students by extending the wait time as a teaching variable in

language classrooms.

5.2 Implications and Recommendations

When this research was carried out, it was inferred from the teacher
observations and the classroom practice that extended wait time decreases
the amount of teacher talk. As a result of the fact that extended wait time
allows more students to participate, there is less time for the teacher to talk.
This also enables the instruction to move from more teacher-centered

lessons to more student-centered ones.

One of the reasons for too much teacher talking time is that teachers
rephrase their questions. The majority of the teachers involved in this study
said that they rephrase their questions. It was interpreted that teachers
rephrase their questions because they do not feel confident about the
wording of the question and think that there is a better way of asking it or that
the level of the question is not appropriate for the level of the students. If the
teachers pre-plan the questions that are going to be asked, they will not face
this problem.
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Most of the teachers involved in this study also mentioned that they would
repeat their questions if the students do not respond immediately. It was
inferred that teachers make use of this strategy as a classroom management
technique. By asking the question again, teachers try to assure that each and
every student hears the question and consequently participates in the lesson
to answer the question. However, it was sensed during the teacher
observations or researcher’s own classroom experiences that when students
know that the teacher will repeat the question and that they can listen to it
even the third time it is asked, they do not pay enough attention. Moreover, it
was observed that students concentrate in the lesson more when they know

the question is not going to be repeated.

For teachers wishing to use extended wait time in their classes, some
recommendations can be made. First of all, this is a teaching strategy that
can be applied in all areas of education: Teachers of all grade levels, all
teaching contexts and all subject areas can use this strategy. Secondly, it is a
very easy strategy that can be applied in the classroom without having to do
any preparation. If teachers want to use it in their classroom, starting from
one thousand they can count to the number of the second that they wish to
extend their wait time. Thirdly, teachers should pre-plan the questions taking
all the aspects of good questioning into consideration in order to encourage
students to answer as much as possible. However, if there is silence despite
the extended wait time, it shows that either the question is a poor one or the
students need more guidance or help with that question. In that case,
teachers can rephrase their question or give students cues about the

question.

Since extending teacher wait time is a strategy that has many positive
outcomes for both the students and the teachers, teacher educators can also
cover this strategy in their instruction and encourage teachers to extend their
pauses to become more effective questioners. Teacher educators can also
use this strategy in their courses or instruction; and consequently promote
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more teacher participation in the course and provide a model for the
teachers.

For a similar study in the future some recommendations can be made. First
of all, the reliability of such a study can be increased even more by involving
more classes into the study and by carrying out more lessons in which
comparison of effects of average wait time and extended wait time on student
participation is done. In order to generalize the results to the primary level, a
study which is administered to more than one grade level and more number

of students can be carried out.

Secondly, the sincerity of the answers for the questions in the student
questionnaire can be increased if the questionnaire is administered by
somebody else who is not their teacher. After analyzing the data obtained
from student questionnaire, it was thought that students would give franker
answers for some items or questions if the questionnaire had not been
administered by their own English teacher. Although in this study the
answers of each student to the questions were looked through in regard to
the pre-test and post-test scores of their participation, an alternative strategy
to eliminate this negative effect of the fact that the teacher herself
administered the questionnaire can be asking students not to write their

names on the questionnaires.

It can be recommended that some students -the answers of whom the
researcher wanted to further investigate- can be interviewed. The results
obtained from the interviews can help the researcher to make better
conclusions. Moreover, a couple of teachers can also be interviewed in order

to further develop the ideas and suggestions that were put forward by them.
Since there is not many research about the effect of wait time in English

language lessons, the research area can also be broadened by carrying out
a study to investigate whether extended wait time facilitates longer or more
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accurate answers in English language classes in primary school context or to
investigate the difference in the amount of wait time allowed after low-order
questions or high-order questions.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

Grade 5 Participation Criteria

GRADE

DESCRIPTOR

5

Volunteers answers and actively participates in the lesson.
Functions very well in pair/ group work. Asks a question or

interacts with other students.

Volunteers answers and participates actively in the lesson

most of the time. Functions well in pair / group work.

Occasionally volunteers answers and generally pays attention
in the lesson. Mainly passive involvement. Functions well in

groups or pairs most of the time.

Does not usually volunteers answers. Passive involvement

some of the time.

Only passive participation. Does not volunteer answers. Does

not work well with peers.

No participation in class on any level. Disturbs the lesson and

the participation of the other students.
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APPENDIX B

Tally Sheet to Mark the Wait Time of the Teachers during Observations

TEACHER OBSERVATION

Date:

Class:

Type of lesson:

Name of the teacher:

WAIT TIME DURATION OF WAIT TIME
Wait time no.1 seconds
Wait time no.2 seconds
Wait time no.3 seconds
Wait time no.4 seconds
Wait time no.5 seconds
Wait time no.6 seconds
Wait time no.7 seconds
Wait time no.8 seconds
Wait time no.9 seconds
Wait time no.10 seconds
Wait time no.11 seconds
Wait time no.12 seconds
Wait time no.13 seconds
Wait time no.14 seconds
Wait time no.15 seconds
Wait time no.16 seconds
Wait time no.17 seconds
Wait time no.18 seconds
Wait time no.19 seconds
Wait time no.20 seconds
Average wait time =
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APPENDIX C

The Reading Text Used for the Lesson to Gather Pre-test Data

THE LUCKY OCTOPUS
PART 1
Ollie the octopus only had seven legs.

"The last one will grow," the ocean
doctor said the day Ollie was born.

"But when?" asked Ollie's mother. She
was very sad.

"When Ollie turns eight years old,"
the doctor said.

For seven years, Ollie's brothers and
sisters teased her about her missing
leg. She was the youngest octopus in the family. Her sister Olivia was
the oldest.

"Ollie only has seven legs because she isn't part of our real family,"
Olivia told the other sea creatures one day.

It was a lie, but everyone believed Olivia because she was the oldest.

When the other sea creatures played games like tag and hide and go
seek, Ollie's brother Oscar wouldn't let Ollie play.

"You can't catch a fish with only seven legs," Oscar said. "Go and find a
friend that has an extra leg to play with."

Ollie searched around the ocean, but there weren't any kind sea
creatures to play with. She was very lonely.

One day Ollie's brother Orlando saw Ollie playing by herself in the
seaweed. He was very happy.

"Guess what I found today, Ollie!" Orlando said. "A treasure chest. It is
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from a ship and it is full of beautiful jewels."

"Can I see it?" Ollie asked. "I have always dreamed of seeing a treasure
chest."

"I'm not showing it to anyone!" Orlando said. "Especially not a tiny
octopus with only seven legs."

Ollie went home and told her mother that she was sad. "Everyone treats
me differently because I only have seven legs," she said.

"Don't worry," her mother said. "Tomorrow is your eighth birthday and
you will finally grow another leg! Then you will never be lonely."

That night Ollie dreamed that she grew another leg. Everyone
celebrated and ate delicious food. She was so happy. But the next day,

when Ollie woke up and counted her legs, there were still only seven.

Ollie hid in the seaweed patch and cried. She was so sad. Suddenly a sea
fairy appeared. It was the tiniest creature Ollie had ever seen.

"You are the lucky octopus I have been waiting for," the sea fairy said.
"I am?" Ollie said.

"Yes. Only the luckiest octopus gets to make three wishes."

Ollie knew exactly what to wish for.

PART 2

"First I wish that Olivia was honest," Ollie said.

"Your wish is granted. Now you have two more wishes," the fairy said.
"Second I wish that Oscar was kind."

"And now he is," the fairy said. "And what is your last wish?"

"Lastly, I wish that Orlando was fair," Ollie said.
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Before the tiny sea fairy disappeared, she told Ollie that she was the
kindest octopus in the whole sea. "I wish that all of your birthday
dreams come true," the sea fairy said before she swam away.

When Ollie got home her family was waiting for her. "Surprise!" they
said all at once.

"I bought you a present," Oscar said. "It's a beautiful pear| necklace!"
"Thank you," Ollie said. "You are very kind."

"T baked a delicious cake for you," Orlando said. "And I invited all of the
sea creatures to share it with us."

"You are very fair," Ollie said. "Thank you for sharing."

"I'm very sorry, I don't have a present for you," Olivia said. "I forgot it
was your birthday."

"That's okay," Ollie said. "You are very honest. Thank you."

Ollie's mother swam over to her daughter with a red birthday balloon.
"I'm so happy for you, Ollie," she said.

"Why Mother?"

"Look, you've finally grown your eighth leg!" Ollie's mother tied the
balloon to her daughter's new leg.

It was the happiest day of Ollie's life.
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APPENDIX D

The Reading Text Used for the Lesson to Gather Post-test Data

600D NEIGHBOURS
PART 1

After school one winter day,
Jack's mother told him to go
out and play in the snow.

"But it's so cold outside,
Mother!" Jack said.

"Put on your coat and your hat
and your mittens," his mother
said. "You can build a snowman before your father comes home."

"I'm going to need a carrot for the nose," Jack said. "And I'll need some
things for the snowman's hat and face."

Jack got a bucket and collected everything he needed to decorate his
snowman. His mother promised she would watch him build the snowman
from the window.

Outside, in his front yard, Jack started with a very small ball of snow.
He got on his knees and rolled the snow into a big ball. At another
window, someone else was watching Jack play. It was his new neighbour
Naoko. Naoko asked her mother if she could go outside and help Jack
build his snowman.

"It's very cold outside. Are you sure you want to go out and play?" her
mother asked.

"Yes, Mother!" Naoko said. "I will wear my coat and my hat and my
mittens."

Naoko's mother helped her put on her winter clothes and promised to
watch her from the window.
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"You can play until your father comes home," her mother said.

Naoko ran outside to Jack's yard and asked if she could help him finish
his snowman.

"Yes, please help me," Jack said. "My father will be home from work very
soon."

"Okay. What can I do?" Naoko asked.

"I built my snowman's body with two snowballs. T need to roll one more
for my snowman's head."

"But snowmen only have two snowballs. One is for the body and one is for
the head, " Naoko said.

"No, snowmen always have three snowballs," Jack said. "I don't think T
need you to help me after all."

Jack picked up some snow and made it into a small snowball. He got on his
knees and rolled the snow away from Naoko to make the snowman's head.

PART 2

Naoko walked into her own yard and began to build her own snowman.

"I don't want to build a snowman with Jack anyway," she thought to
herself. "I'm going to make my own."

Naoko rolled two big balls of snow and put them on top of each other.
When she finished that she took off her hat and scarf and decorated
the snowman. Lastly, she found some sticks and pine cones and made her
snhowman's eyes and mouth and arms. Her mother clapped from the
window.

Jack made a hat for his snowman with his bucket. He used his mother's
sewing buttons for the eyes and mouth. Lastly, he added a carrot for the
snowman's nose. After he finished, Jack's mother smiled and pointed.
His father was driving up the street.
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Suddenly a terrible thing happened. The head fell of f Jack's snowman
and crashed to the ground!

"Oh no! My snowman fell apart," Jack said, "and my father is almost
home!"

Naoko heard Jack's cry and ran over to his yard to see what the problem
was.

"I'll help you roll another snowball," Naoko said. "If we do it together we
can finish it before your father gets home."

Together, Jack and Naoko rolled a new snowball. They shaped it with
their mittens until it was round. Then they lifted it up onto the
snowman's body and decorated it with the carrot and bucket and
buttons.

"We finished it just in time," Jack said. "Thank you for your help."

"You're welcome. I like your snowman better," Naoko said. "Mine doesn't
have a nose."

Jack walked over to look at Naoko's snowman. He loved the pine cone
eyes and mouth and the sticks for arms, but he knew it wasn't finished.
Jack ran back to his snowman and pulled the carrot out. He broke it into
two pieces and gave half to Naoko.

"Hurry," Jack said. "Your snowman needs a nose and your father is
driving up the street t00."" Thank you," Naoko said. "You're welcome,"
Jack said. "I think our snowmen make good neighbours."
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APPENDIX E

First Tally Sheet to Observe Frequency of Participation

Answering a Asking a Interacting with
STUDENT NAME ] )
question question another student
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APPENDIX F

Revised Tally Sheet to Observe Frequency of Participation

\= answering a question
O= asking a question
X= interacting with another student

Board

Teacher’s desk
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APPENDIX G

Questionnaire Given to the Teachers

QUESTIONNAIRE
The aim of this questionnaire is to investigate the opinions of teachers
working at ihsan Dogramaci Foundation Bilkent Primary School on ‘wait time’
concept. In Part 1, please indicate your opinion about the given statement by
ticking (\) the column that expresses your opinion best. In Part 2, please
answer the questions. | appreciate the time that you spend on this

questionnaire.

PART 1
1=strongly 2= disagree 3= neutral 4= agree 5= strongly
disagree agree

1 | know what ‘wait time’ means.

2 | lusually repeat my question if students do not respond
immediately.

3 | lusually rephrase my question if students do not
respond immediately.

4 | | usually wait after asking a question until most of the
students raise their hands.

5 | I think waiting longer than the average wait time
(around 1 second) is a waste of time.

6 | | am worried about not being able to finish what | have
planned when | wait longer

7 | | feel uncomfortable when there is silence after | ask a
question.

8 | | believe | give adequate and fair opportunities for
students to speak.

9 | I wait longer for stronger students than | wait for
weaker/slower students.
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PART 2

1. What do you do when your students do not/cannot answer your question?

2. Have you ever tried extending your wait time after asking a question? If

yes, what changes have you observed?

3. What are the general outcomes of extending the wait time?

4. Do you allow more wait time for more difficult questions? Why/ Why not?

5. What is the maximum amount of time that you would wait the longest after

a really difficult question?
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APPENDIX H

Questionnaire Given to the Students

ANKET

Bu anketin amaci, 6gretmeninizin soru sorduktan sonra sizin cevap vermenizi

bekledigi sure ile ilgili distncelerinizi belirlemek. 1. bélumdeki climleler ile

ilgili disiincelerini size uygun olan siituna (V) koyarak isaretleyiniz. 2.

bdlimde ise sorulari cevaplayiniz.

1= Katiimiyorum ®

2= Kararsizim @

3= Katiliyorum ©

1. BOLUM

Genellikle ingilizce derslerinde sorulan sorudan sonra

beklenen sure benim cevabi bulmama yetmiyor.

Son yapilan bu derste sorulan sorulardan sonra

cevaplayabilmem igin yeterli slre vardi.

Ogretmen soru sorduktan sonra kisa bir sire beklerse ben

soruyu ve cevabl kafamda hendz olusturmamig oluyorum.

Ogdretmen cevap vermemiz igin beklerken gegen sessiz slre

beni huzursuz ediyor.

Ogretmen bir cevap icin bekledigi sireyi arttinnca kendimi

cevap vermek zorunda hissediyorum.

Eger 6gretmen cevap hakkini ilk parmak kaldiran 6grenciye

hemen verirse ben soru hakkinda disinmeyi birakiyorum.

Ogretmen benim cevabi bulabilmem igin beklerse bu kendimi

Ozel hissetmemi sagliyor.

Cevap verebilmem icin yeterli sire bekleniimesi derse olan

ilgimi ve motivasyonumu arttiriyor.
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2. BOLUM

1. Bu derste sorulardan sonra beklenen sire diger Iingilizce derslerinde
beklenilen streden farkh miydi?

2. Ogretmenin bir soru sorduktan sonra daha ok beklemesi seni nasil

etkiliyor?

3. Ogretmenin soru sorduktan sonra daha cok beklemesi senin derse

katilmini etkiler mi? Neden?
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APPENDIX |
The English Translation of the Questionnaire Given to the Students
QUESTIONNAIRE
The aim of this questionnaire is to learn your opinions about the amount of
time that your teacher waits after asking a question. In Part 1, please indicate

your opinion about the given statement by ticking (V) the column that

expresses your opinion best. In Part 2, please answer the questions.

1= Disagree ® 2= Neutral © 3= Agree ©

PART 1

a | The time that the teacher waits after asking a question is
usually not enough for me to formulate an answer.

b | Inthe last lesson we had, there was enough time for me to

formulate an answer for the questions.

¢ || am usually in a position where | have not formulated the
question and an answer in my mind yet if the teacher waits for
a short time after asking a question.

d | The silent period that the teacher waits for us to answer

makes me feel uncomfortable.

e || feel urged to answer the question when the teacher

increases her wait time.

f | If the teacher elicits the answer from the first volunteer right

away, | stop thinking for an answer.

If the teacher waits for me to answer, | feel special.

h | My interest and motivation towards the lesson increases if |

am given enough time to think for an answer.
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PART 2

1. Was the wait time after asking a question in this lesson different from other
English lessons?

2. How does it affect you that your teacher waits longer after asking a
question?

3. Does it affect your participation if your teacher waits longer after asking a

question? Why/ why not?
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APPENDIX J

Visualization Sheet for ‘The Lucky Octopus’

THE LuCKy OCTOPUS

As you listen to the story, complete the table.

Name: Write the name of each character in the story (Ollie, Olivia,
Oscar, Orlando, fairy).

Picture: Draw a picture for each character.

Adjective: Write an adjective for each character (kind, mean, honest,

ugly, tiny, young, nice, unfair, etc.)

NAME PICTURE ADJECTIVE

Mother Nice
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Participation Grades of Control Group and Experimental Group used as

Pre-test.

APPENDIX K

Participation Grades for the Participation Grades for the
Control Group — 5A Experimental Group — 5C
Student #23 5 Student #1 3
Student #24 1 Student #2 3
Student #25 2 Student #3 2
Student #26 4 Student #4 3
Student #27 3 Student #5 3
Student #28 1 Student #6 3
Student #29 5 Student #7 5
Student #30 2 Student #8 4
Student #31 1 Student #9 5
Student #32 2 Student #10 2
Student #33 5 Student #11 2
Student #34 1 Student #12 2
Student #35 3 Student #13 3
Student #36 5 Student #14 3
Student #37 3 Student #15 5
Student #38 1 Student #16 1
Student #39 4 Student #17 1
Student #40 4 Student #18 2
Student #41 1 Student #19 3
Student #42 2 Student #20 1
Student #43 5 Student #21 1
Student #44 3 Student #22 4
Student #45 4
Student #46 1

93




APPENDIX L

Visualization Sheet for ‘Good Neighbours’

GOOD NEIGHBOURS

As you listen to the story, complete the table.

Name: Write the name of each character in the story (Jack, Jack's
mother, Naoko, Naoko's mother, jack's snowman, Naoko's snowman).
Picture: Draw a picture for each character.

Adjective: Write an adjective for each character (kind, mean, helpful,

friendly, clever, well-behaved, rude, beautiful, etc.)

NAME PICTURE ADJECTIVE

Jack's mother hice
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APPENDIX M

Transcription of the Experimental Treatment Lesson

Transcription Extracts:

(5) Interval between utterances (in seconds).
() Very short untimed pause.
exr the:: Lengthening of the preceding sound.

(T shows picture)) Nonverbal actions or editor's comments.
Emphatic tone.
S Unidentified student

———~

(Seedhouse, 2004)

Student names are not transcribed. Each student was given a number and
that number was written for the parts that their names had been pronounced.

Teacher (T): Please stand up! (.) Good afternoon.
Students (Ss): Good afternoon Mrs. Aras.
T: How are you?
Ss: I'm fine. Thank you. How are you?
T: I'm fine. Thank you. You may sit down. Okay. We have video camera
again in our lesson. Okay. And (.) let’s start.
(( T shows a picture))
Which season is this? (7) Student #177?
Student #17:Win (.) ter
(( T writes the word on the board.))
T:Okay. Very good. (.) And (.) what kind of activities can you do in winter? (7)
B

Student #2: play snowball.

T:Okay.You can play snowball. (8) Student #97?

Student #9:Ice-skating. (.) You can ice-skating.

T:lce-skating. Huh? Okay. (.)Student #15

Student #15: Snowboarding.

T:Okay.Yes.

Student (S):make snowman.

T:Okay. You can make a snowman.Very good. Student #47

Student #4.:We can make snow angel.

T: Okay. You can make a snow angel.

S: What is that?

T: Yes. Student #22?

Student #22:Ice-hockey.

T: Yes. You can play ice-hockey. Okay. Well (.) e:r the::: Well | think the most
common one we do when it snows is to make a snowman. What do you
need to make a snowman? (9) Student #107?
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Student #10: a carrot.

T: Okay. A carrot for the ...?7

S: Nose

T: For the snowman’s?

S: Nose.

T: ! Okay. (.)Student #77?

Student #7: Beans

T:Beans for?

Student #7:The buttons.

T: Okay. (.)Student #87?

Student #8: Olive is this

T: For the buttons?

Student #8:Yes.

T: What else can you use for the olives? For what?

Student #8: (4) e:r the::

T: On the face?

Student #8: No. It’s body.

T: Okay. Just on the body. Okay. Student #12

Student #12:Hat

T: A hat. Okay. (.)Student #37?

Student #3:A scarf.

T: A scarf. Okay. (.) Now.

S:A snow. En énemli sey snow.

T: Snow. Yes. (.) And now we’re going to read a story. And the name of our

story is “Good Neighbours”
(( T writes the name of the story on the board.))

S:lyi komsular.

T:What does neighbours mean? (7) Student #227?

Student #22:It's (.) We (.) we house is next house in peoples live and they
(.) we are neighbours.

(( T draws a picture on the board.))

T:Okay. (( As the teacher draws, she explains)) There is a house and (.) this
is let’s say Jack. Next to that house there is another house (.) Naoko and
they are?

Ss:Neighbours.

T:Neighbours. (.) Okay. Well (.) I'll read the first part of the story and as you
listen | want you to fill this table in. | want you to write the characters in
the story. Draw a picture for that character. Okay? (.) What are you going
to do? (7) C. What are you going to do?

Student #9: We're writing the character’'s name and draw picture of his or
her and write an adjective for the character.

T:Okay. That’s great.

((T hands out the worksheets and reads the story))

T: Good neighbours.(.) After school one winter day, Jack's mother told him

to go out and play in the snow. "But it's so cold outside, Mother!" Jack said.

"Put on your coat and your hat and your mittens," his mother said. "You can

build a snowman before your father comes home." "I'm going to need a

carrot for the nose," Jack said. "And I'll need some things for the snowman's
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hat and face." Jack got a bucket and collected everything he needed to
decorate his snowman. His mother promised she would watch him build the
snowman from the window. Outside, in his front yard, Jack started with a very
small ball of snow. He got on his knees and rolled the snow into a big ball. At
another window, someone else was watching Jack play. It was his new
neighbour Naoko. Naoko asked her mother if she could go outside and help
Jack build his snowman. "It's very cold outside. Are you sure you want to go
out and play?" her mother asked. "Yes, Mother!" Naoko said. "l will wear my
coat and my hat and my mittens." Naoko's mother helped her put on her
winter clothes and promised to watch her from the window. "You can play
until your father comes home," her mother said. Naoko ran outside to Jack's
yard and asked if she could help him finish his snowman. "Yes, please help
me," Jack said. "My father will be home from work very soon.""Okay. What
can | do?" Naoko asked. "l built my snowman's body with two snowballs. |
need to roll one more for my snowman's head." "But snowmen only have two
snowballs. One is for the body and one is for the head, " Naoko said. "No,
snowmen always have three snowballs," Jack said. "I don't think | need you
to help me after all." Jack picked up some snow and made it into a small
snowball. He got on his knees and rolled the snow away from Naoko to make
the snowman's head.

T:So what happened? (.) Student #13.

Student #13:They are argueing.

T:Okay. They argued. (.) Why? (.) Why did they argue? (7) Student #197?

Student #19: Naoko want to two snowballs but Jack want to three snowballs.

T:Okay. What would you do if you were Jack? (7) Student #117?

Student #11:| became very good to Naoko because | shouted to her so (.) |
(.) I'say I'm sorry. Then | do three snowballs.

T: And Naoko said “We should have three snowballs.” And Jack said “No.
We should have three” And they argued and then Jack started to roll
another snowball. (.) Do you think they’re going to make the snowball
together?

Ss: No.

Ss: Yes.

T: Huh? Student #47?

Student #4: No.

T. No. Okay. What do you think now Naoko is going to do? (7) Student #7.

Student #7:1 think she make a little snowball and (.)

((Student #7 makes throwing gesture))

T.Throw it!

Student #7: Throw it Jack.

T: ! May be. (.)Student #19.

Student #19: May be Jack make another snowman. Naoko make another

snowman.
T: May be. (.) Do you want to learn what will happen? (.)
Ss: Yes.
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T: Now | want you to read the second part of the story.

(( T hands out the worksheets))

T: And second part continues at the back of page (.) page 3

((Ss read the story))

T: Can you please stop drawing now. I'll give you time after you read part 2
to finish your drawings.
_ (( Ss continue reading))
S: Ogretmenin bucket ne demek?
S: Bucket.
(( T goes to the S’s desk and explains it.))
(( T monitors while the Ss are reading.))
T: Have you finished reading ?
Ss: Yes.
T: Okay. Now I'll give you five minutes to finish filling this table in.

(( T. showhs the visualization sheet that she has given before))
Please write all the characters, draw the pictures and write an adjective.
S: Ogretmenim clever ne demek?

T:Clever? It's someone who is intelligent.

T:Now. Can you please look at your friend’s table. Your friend’s characters
and your friend’s pictures. (.)Student #3, Can you please show it to
Student #147? (.)Student #4, Can you please show yours to Student #20
now? Please look at your friend’s pictures and adjectives.(.) Student #6,
Student #2 can you please show to your friend (.) show each other your
pictures. Can you please show your picture to Student #187? Student #18,
can you please show your picture to Student #9? (.) Okay. Are your
pictures the same with your friends’ pictures?

Ss: No.

((Student #22 raises her hand))

T: Yes, Student #22?

Student #22: Who (.) who snowman have a three snowballs?

T: Whose?

Student #22: Naoko’s snowball have two snowballs.

T:Two snowballs.(.) Okay. Well (.) Which one is correct? Whose picture is
correct? (6) C.? Whose picture is correct?

Student #11: Student #13’s

T: Student #13's? No. Actually there is no correct picture. Everyone’s picture

is correct.

: No, but something.

: It’s your imagination.It is how you imagine the story.

: Something (.) he says bucket on his may be give a

: Yes, yes but it just like.. Do we know what colour are Jack’s eyes?

: No.

: Do we know if Naoko’s hair is short or long?(3)

: :No.

: We don’t.lt’'s your imagination. (.) Now, can | ask you some questions

about part 2. The part that you read. (.) Okay. You know Jack started to build

his own snowman. And then what happened in part 2. (7) Student #77?

SN0
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Student #7:Jack’s one snowball fell over and Naoko come and see that and

help him.

T: Himm!

Student #7:They built a new snowman.

T:Okay. (.) What was Naoko doing when Jack was doing his own snowman.
(7) Naoko was doing something else. What was she doing? (7) Student
#13

Student #13:She was doing another snowman.

T: She was doing another snowman with how many snowballs? (7)

S:With two snowballs.

T:With two snowballs! (.) Jack wanted to finish quickly making his snowman.
Why? (7) Student #117?

Student #11:Jack’s father is coming.

T:Okay. Jack’s father was coming. And so Naoko helped Jack to build the
snowman quickly and did Jack helped Naoko? (7)

Ss:Yes.

SS: No.

T: Yes? No? (.) Let's read the e:r the::: the last part. Part 3. Jack walked over
to look at Naoko's snowman. He loved the pine cone eyes and mouth and
the sticks for arms, but he knew it wasn't finished. Jack ran back to his
snowman and pulled the carrot out. He broke it into two pieces and gave
half to Naoko.

T:So did Jack help Naoko?

Ss:Yes.

T:B.? Did Jack help Naoko?

Student #2: Yes.

T:Okay. Yes. He gave the half of his carrot to Naoko (.) and were they good

neighbours at the end of the story?

Ss: Yes.Now can you please look at page 3. Please look at part A, the
vocabulary part. Here are 10 words and on the other column are 10
definitions.Please match the definitions to the words. Write the number of
the words next to the definitions.

(( Ss do the activity))

T:Now let’s check the vocabulary. What does finish mean? (8) Student #197?

Student #19:10

T:10 Okay. Can you please read it?

Student #19: To complete or come to the end of an activity

T: Two. Student #127?

Student #12: Warm coverings for your hands.

T: Warm coverings for your hands.

(( T draws mittens and gloves on the board))

T:These are called? (7)

Ss: Gloves

T: and these are ? (7)

Ss: mittens.

T:Okay these are mittens. Okay. ‘Help’ Student #57?

Student #5: Two

T: No.(7) Student #187
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Student #18:7. To make a job easier for another person.

T: Okay 7. And ‘neighbour’? (7) Student #107?

Student #10: 5. A person who lives beside you.

T: Okay. Very good. ‘Bucket’? Yes, Student #127?

Student #12:6. A container with a handle.

T: Okay. A container with a handle. This (( T draws the picture )) (.) “Yard’?
(7) Student #227

Student #22: 8. An area of land around a house

T: Okay very good. And ‘roll’? (7) Student #9.

Student #9: 1. To turn over and over

T: Okay very good and ‘decorate’?

S: Decorate?

T: Decorate. (7) Student #3?

Student #3: 2. Make make by putting things together.

T: No. What can it mean, Student #3?

Student #3:4.

T: Okay. Can you please read the definition.

Student #3: to add something attractive

T: okay and ‘build’ as in build a snowman? (7) Student #177?

Student #17: 2. To make by putting things together.

T: Okay very good. And the last one?

Student #8: Please! Please. Ogretmenim bagindan beri kaldiriyorum.

T: Student #87?

Student #8: 3 glass that you can see out of

T: Okay. Very good. (2) Okay, now I'm going to ask you 5 more questions to
check if you understood the story. So what time of the year is it in the
story? (7) Student #15.7

Student #15: Winter.

T: Okay. It's winter and who tells Naoko she can play outside? (7) Student
#137

Student #13: Her mother.

T: Good. Who are Jack and Naoko? What's the relation between Jack and
Naoko? (8) Student #187?

Student #18:Neighbours.

T: Okay. They are neighbours. And what was the problem with Jack’s
snowman? (7) Student #27?

Student #2: Three snowballs.

T: Okay. It had three snowballs but then something happened there was a
problem and then Naoko helped him.What was the problem? (7) What
happened to Jack’s snowman? (7)

Ss. Fell down.

T: It was the smallest one because it was the head. And then what
happened? (8) Student #117?

Student #11: Its head fell off.

T: Okay.lts head fell off. Student #2, what happened to the head?

Student #2: It

S: Student #11 sdyledi ya.

Student #2: Its head fell.
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T: Fell off. Huh? (.) And what does Jack share with Naoko?

S: Share?

T:Share, give half to somebody else.

S:Paylasmak.

T:Yes. (7) Student #117?

Student #11: Carrot.

T: Okay carrot. (( T writes the answers on the board) Okay. so the first

answer was (.) winter and then

Ss: Her mother.

T: Okay. And?

Ss: They’re neighbours.

: Its head fell off.

47

: His head felt off.

: Felt degil fell.

: His head fell off.

: His degil its. His dersen Jack'in ki digmus olur.

: Ogretmenim, fell down olur mu?

: Why not? And 57

: Carrot.

T:Okay. Can you please look at the last two questions here? Do you like
playing with a friend or on your own? (7) (( Bell rings)) Student #47?

Student #4: With a friend.

T: But when you play with a friend you shouldn’t argue. Because if you argue
with them (7)

S. They go away.

T: Okay. Thank you. You can have your break now.

N=-H0Oununuunun-un
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Participation Grades of Control Group and Experimental Group used as

APPENDIX N

Post-Test

Participation Grades for the Participation Grades for the

Control Group — 5A Experimental Group — 5C

Student #23 5 Student #1 2
Student #24 1 Student #2 5
Student #25 2 Student #3 5
Student #26 3 Student #4 5
Student #27 2 Student #5 5
Student #28 2 Student #6 2
Student #29 4 Student #7 5
Student #30 2 Student #8 5
Student #31 2 Student #9 5
Student #32 4 Student #10 3
Student #33 2 Student #11 5
Student #34 1 Student #12 4
Student #35 3 Student #13 5
Student #36 3 Student #14 5
Student #37 2 Student #15 5
Student #38 2 Student #16 1
Student #39 3 Student #17 4
Student #40 3 Student #18 3
Student #41 1 Student #19 5
Student #42 5 Student #20 1
Student #43 5 Student #21 1
Student #44 3 Student #22 5
Student #45 4
Student #46 2
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APPENDIX O

Samples of Answers Given to the Open-ended Questions of the Student

Questionnaire

Question 1: Was the wait time after asking a question in this lesson different

from other English lessons?

B; e —f’f’l‘ ¢ L’géﬁaﬁ’{: ¢

(Student #4)

H = i
Haambw\uf\ cerslende oyt stce ver] g e ben ot fu@um .

(Student #8)

Hoger diglelidlop ogrugel - Gunkd  huctin

ln_S;\iQ_ce. dersimn di%ﬁr‘indm pe.k, b ‘?Q"‘:’“ %G;( H{‘?S:

Lok, QE‘MC*%.“ :

(Student #14)
(Student #7)

HQ&%FJ O:\Bﬂ' %2\51\(‘)6 } &,
(Student #3)

wachr. el %‘@W&

M Fo/u O”ﬁ}L Soclace G cand Yo ,P/‘Q‘/b
(Student #5)
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(Student #21)

H&\‘}‘ - C{Ok o aEQle'“‘E}\CJ«d_Q: Olaon b ~elo . f::}::}mf %«'3—5;3& L "

(Student #19)

Question 2: How does it affect you that your teacher waits longer after

asking a question?

%{{?m’m ?22 re g ﬁ&g@;ﬁx@s Aeﬁe“&n/@\ﬁmeéfaﬂ\

13

o F et
g@&:t"" fovy @Qs!ﬂﬁiﬂ

(Student #4)

0l ol e g - 5 [
! \/iy‘ = el/‘l 5@! walft CEU Ly,
i

Cpn ey
( Student #18)

Tone ’gi\?k ehfis cuude ve dolo, mactikl Ve Sosteprum
L

(Student #8)

Hehdﬁ“"'ﬂ dQl’\Q r\"jut‘u //\rﬁ.S‘de‘B@puM.
(Student #16)
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Cevab koformdo ok, Cole nellestice —
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(Student #14)

WQ & !-W by
ﬂuéfmf Gurem oSt
(Student #7)

Beit  icin daba garorl Cfé(ffj&‘f’ Cooks  dah
.t

L2un 2omne Moo Sofy c;f;l 0y ;,jr) i}g C,c?i: A&pf)ffuﬂorw .
(Student #3)

Daﬂw Lf M b}}w{f&@m doha  unun gere O’w“‘?"
wﬁ

(Student #5)

X el - 3 ‘ < Y atte
Q 3@!‘ ben O sorurary, CEND BN boldo LT x
‘\::)@\i“ bé ke i ‘f?“ﬁ (I Ve A \Qx,) i’:\l«’&f‘)nn @ ‘&'_;\Mj\w.ﬁf.;m

(Student #19)
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Question 3: Does it affect your participation if your teacher waits longer after
asking a question? Why/ why not?

64k“-€x‘fwz_\ C—c,\lai;‘rﬂ ticﬁ §‘§ CLQ\ G}S(}Y
PCIFT""@& EC_Q'CJRF:FU‘I’“’;W %rﬁ G2 mckom d_mm(i]) c =

loruen Ruwu edliler. O 200mo~ debe  gok d&;{:\ﬁa‘
B{;de:,r'u‘m .

(Student #14)
95 | {f”} g ) .

(Student #7)

! 'i " ] l 7 e
Edurlor  linkp  28meen  dadis faale
»\; ) .o i N . 3 } 5
viumcea L@ Mg 9 &5, el o oy © e o ,%4 }5
1 1 vy,

@ O Jo y 1,

(Student #6)

Etdlemes . Conks  soroloe  serotdebton Sonte  dabhg,
s \Oéc.\é_r\m@s] besr i doha '73] k@\ué-\orqﬁ

(Student #13)
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E1ble , ema i Jande , eder doha Cole  ddsune

o

Sesmy cevaplofm dohe é@ém Olue,
(Student #3)
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(Student #5)

EHJlar Qﬁﬁfui Cf_,a l’\c ‘-pqzle Ab.b Ve Lu‘k“‘i‘\,\_@ Cum
(Student #11)
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(Student #12)
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(Student #19)
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APPENDIX P

Samples of Answers Given to the Open-ended Questions of the Teacher

Questionnaire

Question 1: What do you do when your students do not/cannot answer your

question?

4) Qephrose the Gueshon,
4) Ge g lwes | ir\l(j\"h o ﬂd- S "‘i{‘\"\m\,dn. .
a) pime o Tushrate o~ e looed :

(Teacher #2)
paraphrast. iy question.

I
I PFOV(J.Q ‘H’lelf\/\ (/Ul‘]'{f\ OP‘}(O/]S ‘fh{j*\t ‘{—hg(j can (_h@_g;gﬂ %Q
8;\;& the cofrect aaswl.

(Teacher #4)

T agk He Shdewts agatn, Mayloe. call oN
Q Stong ShdewdCor oo ushs bnows Buglish) o
andver tWe quastion myself oo a mode|
(Teacher #7)
Repectk bre  gueshio e~
rephrase \x*

(Teacher #8)

await A li"('\i'a(mprmr\ Ave sawve qd@'a)ﬁbfl
« Tephpase fnaid

(Teacher #11)
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Question 2: Have you ever tried extending your wait time after asking a
question? If yes, what changes have you observed?

Nas. Yoweve~ , ooty Tsn ef\ouﬂ l:\} dur*fv\ﬁ L,QQ;T"J("-—"ﬁM{
Nowe , Lok Shudes n2ed o lee mu;‘»cl%@ak ar
,\\Qr-c,e,_c’i o Fninde y O el\se ﬂ‘\nﬂd Cpn’h“ VWAL [oc(u:\\\

blonle «

(Teacher #2)

Studends e impahent fo et and are reisy
Hoae P el T AUyt

whea Huy stard weihng  for
“‘f j b thant  or e (.{3

but  whia  he [she gems “h v

A ' L\ Ui -f,}f‘
he Jshe -hies and cowen VP wid AL A

(Teacher #3)

1/25‘ T have tred i seoval imns., A4 4he ead o‘{— $he
waid -+ Hwt wel mort hands raised

(Teacher #4)

0 {‘ij douterd, ho cowor OF piles ;ﬁ%g%g//!,
auoonk e Houeren ©F wald s gupect thgd o

Uodlenss s areswr ard! Fav pulte fomulddled
Q0 s, C’f

(Teacher #9)
ey J hace U rtealised %o/ wasted /&LV%/‘/
e diedeo W@wfc{/ﬂv&%c{ftﬁfé 7

(Teacher #10)
T hooe hot, but Louwkd & I eftell 10 §20 whak

N Noppen

(Teacher #13)
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Question 3: What are the general outcomes of extending the wait time?
@ Crves -t o Tk

@ jwt,in ¢ Ahdead Condlepdyade Th fire ;“nfm' c
o el Come vp o fedlet ovigwer .
@ Creader Chacs ta class P empcuﬁﬂ.fuf /< h'uni) s hoolaaty

(Teacher #3)

Pethaps wore Stdevds paigiig oot hands fo
onjer oY Cﬂft&‘\[m@ More NoiSe 4 Studat ¢ |
et distackd anol Stk kg i caonofia

(Teacher #7)

v Py efirbe 7 Pves Sfudenkts e Wfb\f?
to Fhink TR Qiiricec bt apd Coresfriiods :
a. ﬁM enlbecided deorftcoee w/ VR CErTEES
?‘/fﬂ/ﬁwm aetd V@WW .

(Teacher #10)

Shard s 3@4‘ Yo Seoli /,}ﬁf@)Si}\j{ Kooy homld ey Choroles]
do  ouess the ofswes | J

i R Coautdatt Tadad te sou emiM.
Alto” sheduty e natvelly Lasulda't Tnied e say Y

~ .«l 1,« §
ofe. @@M‘JE] Poolued (0 die Whion

(Teacher #12)
T mmignk MoMe The. S5 Thmc e, oo Then oo
Mo AreM {e0) Anore passuce 1+ ornswev
(Teacher #13)
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Question 4: Do you allow more wait time for more difficult questions? Why/
Why not?

A NG bbrain s
Hes, more processing of ~Hee

"""on:\“\.s W\'\Aa -
(Teacher #2)

requared,

Vos, T do Thot's because i+ is usuovlﬁj Mord ciiqpﬁf'cu/%

--For students o undersdond more comPlQ;ﬁ ciaes»f.ms,
(Teacher #4)

Deperds = e etod exx_—xr =
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.Q:-r— [ =l A.\ -C‘C\ c.»-x\-\— o‘qefs\\‘ D

QD&&.LU* S
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terme Avc erkoni>E o ideas.
(Teacher #6)
y es A \cl\ v V <ts ﬁ\@r{___ 7
fme o fhick - fermutake
< (*ég()()'f\i?
(Teacher #8)

Mey JQ/,()} f!%/&&rw&%’ % fz(,z ACTF U e %ﬁ—&a’z%
?ﬂ//?ﬂéﬁ /WMM atpect /fhfé Cptrseccaty
L NEGL TET  GipreTITIp  pevn i end, Why 7
Aetpceat ICE RbLFICLLS need Fo fe ﬂuﬂ—affzﬁ/&

gLt ﬁ%fc W

(Teacher #10)
Hes, 68 Ss ngod TO huntc obouk the GuOIFIY]

mere
(Teacher #13)
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Question 5: What is the maximum amount of time that you would wait the
longest after a really difficult question?

’{ nﬂ,txzﬁi*év—t

(Teacher #3)
LfIamunMn‘%raibMMM{shﬂ&fwbisww&r
+thon othws, \_(% ceckon T can weait for 3 seconif.,
Howeaer, if T am wc:'r‘ff:y for - Flo whole class, this
duration ay be o few seconds lonéer”

(Teacher #4)
sl i | regiure d 1603‘4‘1‘7 =t A
S Gwre-€ - mc,%c_g} bot;)( ) <A C_,Ho“hc‘v\\/
?VL\&PS e A o S S A e

(Teacher #8)

g

015 seconds /W deperds on Hhe Situstion,
(Teacher #12)

o howe necec Hred to Galtcolobe ;R feeh S itk

that T egeld e atboct F seeoricts or 5o

(Teacher #10)
Tt doperds onne Studnds (e Loow Llko
1) o€ dorp N Mengiet., eep Then tnnwing,
f@‘f”"@\vﬂ loel blan« QiR POSDNS & ey
|5 secends(?)

(Teacher #13)
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APPENDIX Q

Letter Given to the Teachers for Permission to Put the Samples of

Answers in the Thesis

Dear friends,

As you may remember, | gave you a questionnaire related to wait time about
2 months ago. | would like to scan your answers for the second part
(question-answer part) and put in the appendices part of my thesis (without
mentioning names) in order to provide examples. If you do not want me to
put samples of your answers, please tell me so that | will not put yours in the

thesis.

Thank you.
Sevsin Sinem Aras

You can use it

Do not put samples of my questionnaire
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