






whether they want to say something of their own. If students are to be encouraged to 

interact with each other during discussions in class, they need to have time to consider

other students’ responses.

3. Teacher Pause-Time (Stahl, 1994). Teacher pause-time, which should occur at a variety 

of places during a class period, is a 3 to 5 second period of uninterrupted silence that 

teachers deliberately take to consider what just took place, what the present situation is, 

and what their next statements or behaviors could and should be. An example of when 

the 3 seconds or longer of reflective thought would be beneficial for the teacher - and 

eventually all students - occurs after a student has asked a question that requires more

than an immediate, short recall answer. Other examples occur when students ask or seek

further clarifications, clearer explanations, or better examples that those already provided.

4. Impact Pause-Time (Stahl, 1994). Impact pause-time occurs when the most dramatic way

to focus attention at a given time is to provide a period of uninterrupted silence. Impact 

pause-time may continue for less than 3 seconds or for longer periods (up to several 

minutes), depending upon the time needed for targeted cognitive or affective thought.

One example of a desired result is the creation of a particular mood or affective

environment, such as when sudden silence may generate a feeling or mood of 

anticipation, expectation, drama, suspense, or uncertainty. Another example occurs when 

providing time for students to consider and internally respond to a rhetorical question

before continuing with additional information or activity.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURE

Purpose

The purpose of the study was to determine whether the use of “wait time” increased the 

length of student responses, increased the number of student-generated questions, increased the

number of correct responses, and decreased the failure to respond to questions.

Subjects

The subjects were two classes of twenty-five third grade students of mixed abilities. In

the class where “wait time” was tested, there were 13 girls and 12 boys. In the control class

where there is no conscious use of “wait time,” there were 13 boys and 12 girls.

Setting

School. The writer’s building contains 475 students in grades kindergarten through 

eighth. Classrooms are primarily self-contained with ability grouping within each grade level for

math and reading.

Community. The school system is an inner-city, Catholic school found in Central Ohio.

Data Collection

Construction of the process. The writer used a tape recorder as well as a teacher’s aide in

the classroom to assess the students’ responses or non-responses according to a number
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categories such as: the number of students actively participating (raising hands, full attention to 

the lesson); the number of students responding to the questions correctly; the number of students 

failing to respond to questions in any way or by saying “I don’t know;” and the number of 

student discussions about their responses to the questions. Because it is difficult for the teacher to 

accurately assess the appropriate use of “wait time” by assessing the quality of the answers and 

any resulting student questions while consciously either using “wait time” or not using “wait 

time,” record keeping by teacher’s aide as well as a review of tape recorded questions and 

responses helped with the evaluation of the “wait time” technique. It is important to determine 

the length of time the teacher either waits or does not wait for the answers to the questions.

Administration of the Technique. The writer discussed the topic of “wait time” with all of

the children. Then, the students were divided into two randomized groups, where one group was

exposed to "wait time," and one group was taught the traditional way. After the completion of a

two-day lesson, the students were administered a written posttest (See Appendix A) to measure

the differences between the groups.

Design

The writer used a “randomized control-group posttest only” design in which the 

experimental group was exposed to a treatment of “X” (wait time) and the control group was not. 

After the exposure, the two groups were tested for the first time. The scores were compared to 

determine the effect of “X” on the quality of the students’ participation.
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Treatment

The writer’s independent variable for this experimental study was "wait time" and no

"wait time." The subjects were divided into two random groups of 25 students each. One group

was exposed to "wait time" while the other one was not exposed to "wait time."
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CHAPTER IV

Data Analysis

Purpose

The purpose of the study is to determine whether the use of “wait time” increases the 

length of student responses, increases the number of student-generated questions, increases the 

number of correct responses and decreases the failure to respond to questions.

Outcomes Assessed

The technique of “wait time” was used to assess the students’ responses or non-responses 

according to a number categories such as: number of students actively participating (raising 

hands, full attention to the lesson); the number of students responding to the questions correctly; 

the number of students failing to respond to questions in any way or by saying “I don’t know”;

and the number of student discussions about their responses to the questions.

Also assessed was the teacher’s ability to adjust and actually wait 3 to 5 seconds after

each question is asked of the students in the group where “wait time” is used.

Presentation of Results

The writer used a relatively simple research design. One group received a treatment (the

treatment group) with “wait time,” and the other group received no treatment (the control group).
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Figure 1

Table of Responses from Two Groups
Two-day Lesson on Pioneers

Categories Being Tested Responses From Control 
Students Taught in 
Traditional Manner

Responses From Students
When “Wait time” Was 

Used
Day 1
# of students actively 
participating

10 15

Day 1
# of students answering questions 
correctly

7 13

Day 1
# of students failing to 
respond to questions

8 5

Day 1
# of student generated responses 4 8

Day 1
# of peer discussions of questions 0 3

Day 2
# of students actively 
participating

12 21

Day 2
# of students answering questions 
correctly

12 20

Day 2
# of students failing to respond to 
questions

5 3

Day 2
# of student generated responses 5 12

Day 2
# of peer discussions of questions 1 8
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The use of “wait time” had a number of positive effects. The results are not reflective of 

statistical comparisons because the number of behaviors observed was too small. The raw data 

does suggest, however, that the “wait time” did potentially make a difference. On Day 1 (1) 

there was active participation by more students in the “wait time” group than in the control 

group; (2) there were more students answering the questions correctly in the “wait time” group; 

(3) there were fewer students in the “wait time” group who failed to respond to questions; (4) and 

there was some peer discussion of the questions and responses.

Day 2 results indicate improvement in both groups, with the greater improvement in the 

“wait time” group. The number of students actively participating increased to 21 from 15 in the 

“wait time” group and to 12 from 10 in the control group. The number of students answering 

questions correctly increased from 13 to 20 in the “wait time” group and from 7 to 12 in the

control group.

The number of students failing to respond to questions fell from 5 to 3 in the “wait time” 

group and from 8 to 5 in the control group. The number of student-generated responses increased 

from 8 to 12 in the “wait time” group and from 4 to 5 in the control group. Of special interest is 

the result that the number of peer discussions of questions increased from 3 to 8 in the “wait 

time” group while the number went from 0 to 1 in the control group. Peer discussion of questions 

takes place infrequently as that aspect of learning rarely happens when the technique of “wait

time” is not used.

Determining a quality response is subjective. In this study, a quality response was one

where the answer demonstrated that the student understood the material taught well enough to

connect ideas and relate consequences. One question was “What is one of the biggest differences

between pioneer times and modem life. One of the student answers was “ Life is much easier
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now. Farmers now have tractors and do not have to use horses. We also have cars now, so more

things can get done in less time because we don’t have to use horses.” Such a response reflects 

more thoughtful and in-depth student cognitive processing of information.

Another positive outcome of the use of “wait time” was the higher average test scores for

the students in the “wait time” group. The average for the “wait time’ group was 91 per cent 

while the average for the control group was 79.3 per cent. Two of the “wait time” group scored

100 and there were 14 other scores that were 90 and above. There were no scores of 100 in the

control group and there were only 4 other students with 90 and above in the control group.

Figure 3 is a graph showing the comparison between the test scores of the two groups and Figure

4 is a table of the actual scores.
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Figure 3

Graph Showing Comparison of the Scores of the Two Groups
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Figure 4

Table Showing Comparison of the Scores of the Two Groups

Students Control Group “Wait time” Group
1 93 85
2 80 90
3 85 93
4 70 97
5 63 100
6 88 93
7 70 88
8 74 93
9 93 98
10 85 85
11 80 93
12 95 90
13 74 93
14 80 97
15 95 88
16 74 100
17 88 89
18 85 99
19 74 83
20 80 80
21 85 92
22 63 88
23 70 80
24 69 92
25 70 91

Average 79.3 91.0
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine whether the use of “wait time,” which allows 

students time to think, results in increased numbers of correct responses, a decrease in the failure 

to respond to questions, and an increase in the number of student interactions.

The hypothesis was that there would no significant difference in the number of answers 

demonstrating comprehension of the taught material between two randomized groups of students

when one group was exposed to the use of “wait time.”

The limitations affecting this project included the fact that (a) the sample size of each

group may have been insufficient, (b) the writer (teacher) may not have always waited the three

to five seconds required by “wait time,” and (c) the students in the control group may not have

used their “wait time” effectively.

Conclusions

Based on this limited study, the conclusion is that the use of “wait time” can have

positive outcomes: (1) more students participate actively; (2) more students give correct answers

to the questions asked; (3) fewer students fail to respond to the questions at all; (4) there are more

student generated responses; and (5) the number of peer discussion of the questions (and answers

given by other students) increase. In addition, the average of the raw test scores of the “wait

time” group were higher, but no formal statistical tests where possible.
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In summary, there were more correct responses to the questions asked by the teacher, the 

number of unsolicited but appropriate responses increased, student-to-student interactions 

increased, the frequency of questions increased, and, best of all, the positive spirit within the 

classroom increased. Also, students who wanted to participate in the class discussion had to pay 

attention to what others were saying, so they had to work on their listening skills.

At first, it was difficult for the teacher to wait the required minimum of 3 seconds.

However, as the teacher saw for herself the positive effects the “wait time” was having on the

students, it became easier. Not only that, but the teacher found herself asking fewer questions as

there was more student-to-student interaction.

Recommendations

While “wait time” is not the answer for all learning situations, it is a very valuable

technique and all teachers should be made aware of the usefulness of the technique. Therefore, it 

is recommended that teachers have appropriate training to be able to use “wait time” effectively. 

As Mary Budd Rowe pointed out, protracted wait times were never intended for use in drill and 

practice. However, it is a valuable technique. Teachers should consider practicing the technique 

as they will find their teaching more enjoyable when their students have opportunities for more 

verbal interaction. It is important to remember that the rate at which information is presented to

students should be matched with the cognitive processing capabilities of the students. It is 

recommended that this concept be emphasized in teacher training.

Finally, a more rigorous research design and more complete data collection process is 

needed to determine if the perceived effects that surfaced in this study are, in fact, as powerful as
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the researcher projects them to be. Additional data would permit the researcher to do a more 

complete statistical analysis.

20



REFERENCES

Atwood, R.K. and Stevens, J.T. (1976). Relationships among question level, response level, and 
lapse time: Secondary Science. School Science and Mathematics, 249-254.

Atwood, V.A. and Wilen, W.W. (1991). Wait time and effective social studies instruction:
What can research in science education tell us. Social Education,

Gooding T.C. (1983). An analysis of classroom discussion based on teacher success in
observing wait time. A Paper presented at a Conference of the New England Assocation 
for Research in Science Teaching.

Gooding, T.C. (1984). The identification, definition, and measurement of key variables in wait 
time research.. A Conference Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National 
Association for Research in Science Teaching..

Gooding, T.C., (1984). Development and field testing of a wait time feedback device for
monitoring and improving classroom interaction. A Conference Paper presented at the 
Conference of the Eastern Educational Research Association.

HoneaJr., MJ. (1982). Wait time as an instructional variable: An influence on teacher and 
student. Clearing House, 167-170.

Pond, M.R. and Newman, I. (1982). Differential effects of wait time on textually explicit and
implicit responding: Interactional explanation. A paper presented at the Annual Meeting 
of the American Educational Research Association.

Pothier, Y, and Sawada, D. (1990). Students value time and a patient teacher. Mathematics in 
School, 38-39.

Riley, J.P., (1986). The effects of teachers’ wait time and knowledge comprehension
questioning on science achievement. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 335-342.

Rowe, M.B. (1974). Wait time and reward as instructional variables, Their influence on 
language, logic, and fate control. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 81-94.

Rowe, M.B. (1987). Wait time: Slowing down may be a way of speeding up. American
Educator: The Professional Journal of the American Federation of Teachers, 38-43, 47.

Stahl, R.J. (1994). Using think-time” and “wait-time” skillfully in the classroom.
Clearinghouse for Social Studies/Social Science Education.

21



Swift, J. and Gooding, C. (1983). Interaction of wait time feedback and questioning instruction 
on middle school science teaching. Journal of Research in Science Teaching. 721-730.

Swift, N.J. (1985). Two effective ways to implement wait time. A symposium on wait time. A 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Association for Research in 
Science Teaching.

Tobin, K.G. (1980. The effect of an extended wait time on science achievement. Journal of 
Research in Science Teaching, 469-475.

Tobin, K.G. (1987). The role of wait time in higher cognitive level learning. Review of 
Educational Research, 69-95.

22


