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INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this research article is to explore the relationship between questioning strategies and student engagement in the classroom. It is evident that effective learning takes place within a classroom when students are active in their learning (Donaldson 2015). The aim of this research is to improve student engagement in the classroom by using certain questioning strategies to enhance student involvement. The emphasis in this research activity will be on questioning strategies because questioning is a fundamental principle for assessment for learning (Welsh Government 2010). Assessment for learning advocates Black and William (1998) argue that specific questioning methods can be conducted to ensure that all pupils are engaged and able to express their ideas. This relates to the issue the trainee has in the sessions they were leading in the classroom. The trainee identified that when questioning students in the classroom the levels of engagement were diverse. Frustration levels of the trainee increased after monitoring the learning of the students from lessons where pupils were disengaged with deployed questioning strategies. Following discussions with the research partner, the trainees decided to make an inquiry to investigate student engagement levels in the classroom using different questioning strategies. As a result of this, the trainees decided that the research question would be “How can we improve student engagement using questioning strategies in the classroom?” For the trainee’s class this means that the trainee will attempt to improve student involvement in the classroom using a variety of questioning strategies. The method of how the trainee will carry out this research will be considered further on in the essay. This research article relates to current proposals of education in Wales, Donaldson (2015) who provided the review and four purposes for the forthcoming curriculum in Wales, suggested that students should be able to express ideas through discussion in the classroom. This corresponds with the aim of the research article to increase involvement in the classroom using questioning strategies. The Welsh Government (2010) also produced a document stating that an effective learning environment can be created by using questioning strategies that promote engagement from everyone in the classroom. Once more, this supports the objectives of the research study. The article proposes to enhance the arguments from Black and William (1998) that questioning strategies can improve student engagement in the classroom. It will address an area of significance by exploring specific questioning methods to increase engagement in lessons.

LITERATURE REVIEW 
The trainee investigated the research question further by reading books, journal articles, government documents and other online materials. The article will now consider the literature surrounding question strategies to improve student engagement. As previously stated, current curriculum goals for Welsh education encourage students to become active in their learning, questioning strategies is an ideal opportunity in the lesson for students to become engaged and active in the activity (Black and William 1998, Donaldson 2015). Literature surrounding questioning offers basic systems for categorising questions according to the cognitive processes that the student must perform, for instance the hierarchical levels in Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956). The bottom three levels of the hierarchy relate to low cognitive level questioning, focusing on knowledge, comprehension and application by the student. Whereas, the upper three levels relate to high cognitive level questioning, through analysis, synthesis and evaluation the students have more opportunity to construct meaning at a deeper level; relating to Piaget’s constructivist learning theory (Bloom 1956). Caram and Davis (2005) note that although the goal is to develop critical and creative learners, studies surrounding questions used by teachers in the classroom suggest the majority of educators use questions categorised in the lower three levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy. 
[bookmark: _Hlk2245384][bookmark: _Hlk2244706]Albergaria – Almeida and Tiexeria – Dias (2011) argue that the level of engagement in the classroom depends on the kind of questions the teacher formulates. This sympathises with Black and William’s (1998) suggestion of teachers typically asking low cognitive level questions, whose answers largely depend on memory. Moreover, research has consistently illustrated that the most frequent function of teachers’ question is to recall information, generally 60% or more of all teachers’ questions. These questions that offer a limited variety of answers are labelled as closed questions, as opposed to the open questions that require students to make use of previous knowledge to generate new knowledge for a wide range of answers (Albergaria – Almeida and Tiexeira – Dias 2011). Contrastingly, questions that require high order thinking processes account for 28% of all questions asked (Albergaria – Almeida and Tiexeira – Dias 2011, Gall 1984, Hassard 2004). The empirical evidence suggests that in the classroom there is an overuse of closed questions and an insufficient amount of open questions that stimulate active learning and high order thinking. Albergaria – Almeida and Tiexeria – Dias (2011) propose that teachers need to use the dialogical/thinking-based questioning approach. This encourages dialogue between all members in the classroom and focuses on questions to stimulate thinking and discussion (Smith et al 2007). In terms of improving student engagement, this approach supports all students participating in activities, such as group discussion (Albergaria – Almeida and Tiexeria – Dias 2011, Hall and Miro 2016). This reading supported the research question of the trainees to investigate what type of questions to use in the research.
However, Myhill et al (2006) discusses that there is a need for factual questions in the classroom to establish basic principles for the lesson. It is essential to consider the classroom context when deploying question types to students, for instance the curriculum area and age group of pupils (Myhill et al 2006). Numeracy lessons are more suited to the use of fact-based questioning, whereas literacy sessions provide more opportunities for open questions. Similarly, studies have suggested that Key Stage 2 teachers ask twice as many open questions as Foundation Phase teachers, but there is less importance placed on prior knowledge in Key Stage 2 (Myhill et al 2006). Myhill et al (2006) highlights how national standards demand figures and prioritise coverage of the curriculum, and that these pressures directly impact questioning strategies of teachers. Open questions slow the pace of the lesson and risks the educator not achieving the lesson objectives. Therefore, it can be argued that the incentive to keep student contribution brief and focused from teachers is justifiable (Mercer 2008, Myhill et al 2006). 
Furthermore, an important aspect littered in the literature of questioning and student engagement in the classroom is the wait time given to students after the teacher poses a question. Black and William (1998) note a common problem for teachers is finding the silence following a question intolerable in the classroom, this results in answering their own question, asking a different question or moving on from the question. Consequently, closed questions dominate, pupils expect the teacher to respond if they do not answer, and student engagement suffers. Extending wait time gives students more time to think and reflect more deeply upon the questions which the teacher poses, this can enhance the analytical and problem-solving skills leading to greater learning gains (Caram and Davis 2005). This reading encourages the trainees to investigate different questioning strategies to improve student engagement.
Despite the effort to increase the wait time, Ingram and Elliott (2015) argue that it is not a simple transition and a need to change the culture of the classroom for it to be effective. Teachers need to be consistent and appropriate with the use of wait time for what questioning strategy they are using. There needs to be a metacognitive awareness of what question strategy is being deployed to enable what norms to be achieved and strategies to be effective (Ingram and Elliott 2015). Extending wait time is one aspect for improving student engagement, coupled with variety of questions and effective use of the feedback part of the “Initiation Response Feedback” exchange. This is where the teacher initiates, the student responds, and the teacher gives feedback. Hattie and Timperley (2007) further the argument of the strategic use of feedback in the IRF exchange, by suggesting that feedback is one of the most powerful influences on learning, achievement and engagement. Although wait time has been researched as an important factor in the questioning process, other factors like feedback have been argued to be more effective to improve student engagement in the process. 
In Hattie’s (2012) renowned work on influences and effect sizes related to student achievement, there are a number of influences relating to the questioning process. Classroom discussion, feedback, teacher-student relationship and problem-solving are several aspects that Hattie places in the top 30 influences related to student achievement. Some of these aspects highlighted are key components to the questioning process and different questioning strategies used by teachers.

METHODOLOGY
The trainees decided to use the lesson study model as a fundamental model for the research activity. Originating in Japan, lesson study is a programme that involves two or more investigators working collaboratively to plan lessons that address a shared learning objective for pupils. The lesson study model is being frequently used around the world and in the UK under the research of Peter Dudley. Through the process of joint planning, observation and analysis there are various perspectives of pupil planning, highlighting the focus on the development of teacher practice knowledge (Dudley 2011). It is a specific form of classroom centred action research that supports teachers in developing their own teaching practices as a means to increase their pupils’ learning (Grimsaeth and Hallas 2015). Lesson study research methodology begins with the trainees planning the first research lesson, then one of the trainees will teach/observe the firs lesson. Following this, selected pupils from the trainee’s class are interviewed, and a discussion and reflection will take place from the trainees about what needs to be changed for the second lesson. The next stage involves the trainees planning the second research lesson, before the second lesson is taught/observed. Once again, the selected students are interviewed, and the trainees finalise discussions and overall findings (Dudley 2011). However, it must be highlighted that Grimsaeth and Hallas (2015) argue that it is crucial for the teachers to be working collaboratively for the lesson study model to be effective in research. The trainees research schedule is limited to 48 hours, the lesson study method will have an isolated time frame and only two classes will be used in the sample. It can be argued that this limits the research to make any valid judgements on how student engagement can be improved through questioning strategies. Nevertheless, Coenders and Verhoef (2018) argue that using the lesson study model is non-threatening to beginning teachers (like the trainees in consideration) because the method observes and focuses on the students, not the teacher. The methods of data collection for this research article will now be considered. 
As previously stated, the trainees will be observing the learners of each other’s research lessons to enquire if student engagement can be improved using questioning strategies. Teaching in their respective schools and the alternative investigator conducting the observation provides a more reliable perspective of the classroom (Chesterfield 1997). It has been argued that this practice ensures the typical school life, rather than the lesson being taught by an outsider, which can affect the data (Chesterfield 1997). The trainees will inform their respective classes of the investigation process to improve the reliability of their research and to limit the Hawthorne effect; where students modify their behaviour in response to being observed (McCarney et al 2007). The investigators will be using the non-participant observation method in the classrooms, this involves one researcher observing the lesson without taking an active part in the session (Cooper et al 2004). Cooper et al (2004) notes how this method of observation provides a better understanding of the behaviour of the sample and has valuable application for conducting research within the respective field over a short time period. This provides further reference to the trainees using non-participant observation; the research has a limited time schedule and the aims are to understand how student engagement can improve through questioning strategies.
Researchers will be identifying which questioning strategies are most effective in improving student engagement in the lesson. The information collected from the non-participant observation will be qualitative and quantitative data, with more attention to the former. Qualitative research will be used by the trainees through taking observational notes on the student engagement from the questioning strategies deployed by the trainee and through interviews that will be considered further on. The investigators are using this method because as Hoepfl (1997) states, the ability of qualitative data to describe an incident in greater detail is important not only to the researchers, but those reading the research too. However, Silverman (2015) highlights that there is an issue of consistency with qualitative data through brief data extracts that only make sense to the researcher. The trainees must be aware of this issue to ensure the reliability of the research. Quantitative data will also be recorded by the researchers in the investigation. This method of data collection can enhance the generalisation from the results of the research and apply these results to cases or situations beyond those examined in the study (Connolly 2007). The trainees will use the “Leuven Scale” when observing the research lesson as a tool to measure the engagement levels of the children in the lesson; it is a five-point rating scale with 1 representing completely disengaged and 5 representing total concentration (Lavers 2007). This numerical data scoring method will demonstrate the engagement levels of the students with the questioning strategies used by the trainee. It can be argued that the subjectivity is secure in the research through the trainee completing the Leuven Scale measurement on the students will have no relationship to those involved in the lesson. 
Furthermore, the trainees selected a sample of students to score on the “Leuven Scale”, take observational notes and to be involved in semi-focused group interviews. Three students were selected as a representative sample for the research, each representing low, mid and high educational attainment. This sample size was chosen by the trainees, from reading Ahrens et al (2014) who suggested that a small sample size is best fitted to research which focuses on qualitative data. The trainees also considered the research analysis and the resources, such as time and experiences, both resources are limited in this investigation (Ahrens et al 2014). Although, Faber and Fonesca (2014) question the use of small sample sizes and argue that it increases the chance of assuming a true or false premise. The validity and reliability of the research is therefore in question. Following the lesson study model, the researches will also conduct semi-focused interviews on the sample students. Cohen et al (2011) emphasises the importance of ensuring the children/participants are feeling comfortable and secure. Trainees have attempted to create a relaxed environment by choosing an open area within the school and using bean bags for comfort for participants. Semi-focused interviews were selected as a research method by the trainees as this allows the investigators to conduct certain types of qualitative analysis, such as conversation analysis (Cohen et al 2011). Cohen et al (2011) proposes that using this method involves using open-ended questions where students can relate back to experiences in the lesson. This can provide the trainees qualitative data to analyse how they felt when certain question strategies were deployed to improve their engagement. However, Wood and Smith (2016) highlight that open-ended questions can lead to inconsistencies in research through children losing focus on the task in hand. Trainees must take this into consideration for the reliability of their investigation.
Reflection is an integral part of learning and is an essential component in the lesson study model (Black and William 1998). Trainees must reflect from the first research lesson delivered to see what they can improve for the next research lesson (Dudley 2011). Although there are a variety of reflective models available in education practices, the investigators have selected to use the Brookfield’s model of reflective practice (2005) with some elements of Gibbs’ model of reflective practice (1988). The decision to incorporate two models has been made from the trainees because Gibbs’ model places emphasis on the individual element of reflection. Whereas Brookfield’s four lenses corresponds with the wider perspective theme of the research.


ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS
This investigation will include research involving students at two different primary schools, therefore ethical considerations are a significant component of the research. The investigators have considered the safeguarding protocols of their respective schools, as well as the safeguarding protocols of UWTSD. The trainees have also been approved the mandatory ethics form to conduct the research which aligns to the UWTSD Research Ethics Code of Practice. There were consent forms given out to both classes for parents/guardians to complete and hand back to the trainees. Although three students were selected for the sample, consent forms were given to all students to counter if students did not give assent on the day. As a result of the research involving semi-focused interviews with the students, the investigation will follow Article 12 from UNCRC which states the right of children to express their opinions. Semi-focused interviews coupled with open-ended questions is an opportunity for Article 12 to exist. In accordance to the BERA (2018) guidelines, students involved in the research have remained anonymous and output given from students involved has remained confidential. Students names have been changed to “1, 2, 3” and “X, Y, Z”. In addition to anonymity and confidentiality, to ensure the participant safety principles will be followed to secure care and respect. This will be ensured by following the guidelines from BERA 2018, Education Workforce Council Code of Professional Conduct and the UWTSD Research Ethics Code of Practice. 


RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
LESSON 1
The trainees were attempting to explore the relationship between questioning strategies and student engagement in the classroom using the lesson study model for their research. The results and analysis of the research will be presented by discussing the first research lesson and then the second research lesson. Teacher 1 provided the students with a lesson that consisted of the students evaluating the recent science experiments they had conducted throughout the term as their lesson objectives. This type of lesson was chosen because it allows teacher 1 to deploy a range of questioning strategies with multiple opportunities for the students to be engaged and involved in the session.
 The research illustrated that the questioning strategy that was most effective to engage students was the “Think Pair Share (TPS)” strategy (please see Appendix A). This strategy involves students individually thinking about the question posed by the teacher, then discussing their ideas in pairs before sharing them with the rest of the class (Sampsel 2013). Teacher 1 instructed for the students to use mini whiteboards to express their ideas in a written form to answer the question “What would change if you could do the experiment again?”. The students were also given a two-minute timer for the partner discussion impact to increase the period for students to critically think. This question technique promotes engagement from the students in three ways: students independently thinking, communicating ideas with partner, discussing ideas with classroom. Student 1 and student 2 scored 5, whereas student 3 scored 4 out of a possible 5 when their engagement levels were measured using the adaptation to the Leuven scale during the TPS questioning technique (please see Appendix A). The researcher also identified and noted that when teacher 1 used the TPS strategy the students were engaged when discussing their ideas in pairs. The opportunity for students to converse with one another to collaborate and compromise on an answer is a simple yet effective opportunity for the students to be engaged and the empirical data emphasises this point. Another primary data source that highlights the TPS strategy affecting student engagement in the lesson are the responses from the students in the semi-focused interview. When asked “How did you feel when discussing your answer with your partner first?”, student 1 and student 2 responded in a positive manner regarding this aspect of the TPS process. Student 2 expanded their answer and suggested that sharing your ideas is beneficial because if you do not know the answer then your partner can support you to find it (please see Appendix B). However, student 3 pointed out a common issue when using this questioning technique in the classroom. Student 3 claimed that if you and your partner do not agree on something then it can lead to arguments (please see Appendix B). TPS requires an element of social interaction and communication between students, although this should be encouraged in the classroom, some students prefer to work and therefore learn independently. Nevertheless, qualitative and quantitative data suggests that the TPS questioning strategy improves student engagement in the classroom. Through critical reflection, the trainees decided to use this strategy in the next research lesson (please see Appendix E).
In addition to above, teacher 1 also used the “pose pause pounce bounce (PPPB)” questioning strategy in the evaluation of science experiments. This technique involves the teacher instructing the students not to put hands up to answer the question, instead the teacher poses a question, pauses for students to think, pounces on a student to answer and then bounces to another student for their opinion on the first students answer (William 2011). Teacher 1 instructed the students about the rules when using the PPPB technique and asked the students why their experiment was successful/unsuccessful. The researcher recorded that student 1 scored 5, whereas student 2 and student 3 scored 4 out of 5 on their engagement levels using the adaptation of the Leuven scale (please see Appendix A). It was also noted that when using the PPPB technique, the students were actively watching the teacher in preparation to share an answer with the class. The empirical evidence suggests that the students are engaged when the teacher uses this strategy. This method differs by requiring students to listen to answers from peers to express their opinion on the matter. The qualitative data recorded about using this method in the lesson highlighted that some students are not comfortable with critically expressing their views on answers from peers. When asked “How did you feel giving your opinion on someone else’s answer?”, student 3 stated they are willing and okay with giving their opinion (please see Appendix B). Yet, student 1 and student 2 expressed that anxiety increases as a result of this aspect of the PPPB technique (please see Appendix B). Although the quantitative data suggests student engagement levels are high using this technique, the qualitative data recorded highlights that the wellbeing of the students is at risk. 
Furthermore, teacher 1 used the “lollipop stick” method for choosing students to answer open-ended questions. This technique involves the teacher posing a question, then randomly selecting a student to answer by selecting a lollipop stick with the students’ names on (William 2011). Similar to the results from the peer review question, the qualitative data recorded that the lollipop stick strategy can create an uncomfortable feeling for the students in the lesson. Student 1 and student 2 responded that they felt nervous when this method was being deployed, whereas student 3 stated that they are content with it (please see Appendix B). Once more, the qualitative data corresponds with the quantitative data that was recorded during the research lesson by the investigator. All students in the sample scored 2 out of 5 for levels of engagement using the adaptation of the Leuven scale; this was also one of the lowest scores recorded during the research lesson (please see Appendix A). The investigator also noted that when this strategy was in use the students were not actively engaged with teacher 1 and some students were busying themselves by fiddling with equipment (please see Appendix A). The evidence illustrates that this questioning technique creates a sense of insecurity for the students that has a direct effect on their engagement levels in the classroom. Using the students’ perspective lens from Brookfield’s model (2005), the trainees discussed reiterating the knowledge of the topic before using this strategy (please see Appendix E).
Once the research lesson was conducted and the interviews completed, the trainees critically reflected on the research that had been carried out. Teacher 1 discussed that personally there was too much dialogue in the session that only supported some learners (please see Appendix E). This highlighted the use of Brookfield’s (2005) first reflective lens and Gibbs’ (1988) “feelings” aspects of reflection. The trainees suggested to break up the dialogue in the next research lesson with written work for students (please see Appendix E). As previously stated, the trainees decided that there needs to be more preparation used before deploying the lollipop method to decrease anxiety levels of students (please see Appendix B). The non-participant observer suggested to teacher 1 that the sample students should be seated on the dame table I the next lesson to record their actions in a more efficient manner. This involves modifying the next research lesson to collect better evidence. Overall, through critical reflection, the trainees suggested that activities where students are actively involved produce high levels of engagement.
LESSON 2
Teacher 2 was providing the students with an evaluation lesson about their recent bake sale to raise money for a selected charity. Similar to teacher 1, this type of lesson enables teacher 2 to use a range of questioning strategies to improve student engagement. The trainees decided to modify the research lesson for the children to be more active in the session and for there to be a mix of dialogue and written work.
Teacher 2 began the lesson by using the “word wave” questioning technique with an open question, this involves the students exclaiming an answer as the teacher waves their hand over your area of the classroom (Miskin 2006). It was recorded that student X and student Z scored 3, whereas student Y scored 4 out of 5 on the engagement measurement (please see Appendix C). This questioning strategy promotes engagement from all students by asking them to listen to the answers from peers and suggest their own answer. Student Y and student Z also stated in the interviews that they learnt about what other people think when answering an open-ended question (please see Appendix D). The qualitative and quantitative data both suggest that this strategy can promote student engagement from students in the classroom. Through critical reflection, the trainees discussed that this technique is an effective method to hook the students into the lesson by actively engaging everyone. 
Another strategy to promote active engagement from the whole class that was implemented by teacher 2 was the “popcorn” technique. This involves teacher 2 posing an open-ended question where students collaboratively “pop” out of their seats to share their answers around the classroom (Moore 2014). The researcher recorded that all students scored 4 out of 5 on their engagement levels (please see Appendix C). Once more, the qualitative data recorded from the interviews supports the quantitative data that students were engaged in this questioning strategy. Student X states that using this technique allows you to share your ideas and your voice in “fun” way (please see Appendix D). Student Z interestingly pointed out that using this method allows you to “magpie” the answers from peers, this is where you listen to other student’s ideas to develop and inform your own ideas (please see Appendix D). Following the research lesson, the trainees discussed that this method promotes engagement from the students by requiring them to share their idea or to listen to peers to help develop their own answers.
Moreover, the reflections after the first research lesson illustrated to the trainees that the TPS strategy was effective in encouraging student engagement in the classroom. Teacher 2 also implemented this technique to improve student involvement in the second research lesson with a sufficient amount of wait time. When asked about using this method in the interview, all students responded in a positive manner and highlighted that when working as a group you are able to scaffold the learning of each other to actively promote a deeper level of learning and understanding (please see Appendix D). In addition to the qualitative data recorded, the quantitative data recorded states that engagement levels were high whilst this questioning strategy was deployed: Student X scored 4 and student Y and student Z both scored 3 out 5 on the adaptation of the Leuven scale (please see Appendix C). The researcher indicated that having the sample students working closely together allowed the observation to be more efficient. 
In the first research lesson, the trainees discovered that using the lollipop stick strategy can increase anxiety in students in the session. When asked about using this method in the interview, all students responded stating that the anticipation of finding out whose name will be pulled out does make them nervous (please see Appendix D). Teacher 2 attempted to discuss the topic in more detail with the students to eliminate the uncomfortable feeling when using this technique. However, the engagement levels recorded stated that student X and student Y scored 4, whereas student Z scored 2 out of 5 (please see Appendix C). These scores recorded during the lollipop method are higher than those recorded in the first research lesson. This could be because of teacher 2 considering more detail on the topic before implementing the strategy after reflecting from the first lesson. The trainees also recorded in the interviews that using a random process to select students to answer questions requires children to concentrate more to think of an answer (please see Appendix D). The qualitative data proposes that this strategy requires students to be engaged in the lesson in case their name is pulled out and they are asked to answer the question. 
Through critical reflection of the second research lesson, the trainees learned from this experience that using a variety of questioning strategies that actively involve the students increases their engagement in the session. The lesson was modified to better collect evidence by ensuring the sample students were sitting in close proximity of each other (please see Appendix E). The trainees varied the learning for the students to engage in for the second research lesson, ranging from not only dialogue learning but written work too. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
[bookmark: _Hlk2602531]The investigation will now consider the findings from the research in relation to the literature discussed previously in the proposal. Although the trainees used a range of questioning strategies, the majority of the questions posed to the class were open-ended questions (please see Appendix A and C). In terms of Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956), the trainees were attempting to provide learners with opportunities to construct a deeper level of learning based on their experiences, which follows the constructivism learning theory from Piaget. The primary data recorded during the research lessons using the adaptation of the Leuven scale to measure student engagement levels supports the argument from secondary sources. When the students were presented with open-ended questions their engagement levels scored higher than closed factual questions (please see Appendix A and C). This data supports the arguments from scholars, such as Albergaria – Almedia and Tiexeira – Dias (2011) and Hall and Miro (2016) that suggest an open-ended question can stimulate active learning and high order thinking through more interaction and dialogue from the student. This also relates to the recommendations from Donaldson (2015) regarding the curriculum in Wales to encourage students to be active in their learning. Therefore, it can be argued that the open-ended questioning strategies can improve student engagement in the classroom.
Furthermore, the investigators attempted to continue the theme of a dialogical teaching/thinking-based questioning approach by using the PPPB and popcorn questioning strategies (Albergaria – Almedia and Tiexeira – Dias 2011). These approaches encourage students to participate while remaining engaged and disregards the choice of participation by eliminating the “hands up” rule, as seen in the lollipop method (William 2011). It also promotes discussion in the classroom which allows students to practice critiquing others’ reasoning and to practice constructing their own arguments (Sampsel 2013). Although the qualitative data recorded stated that students weren’t comfortable criticising each other, the quantitative date highlighted that the students were engaged in these activities (please see Appendix). Donaldson (2015) and the Welsh Government (2010) stress the importance of discussion in the classroom. This is supported by Caram and Davis (2005) who suggest that the goal is to develop learners who question, are critical thinkers, and are creative. The question strategies used by the trainees, such as PPPB, encourage this critical discussion between students by asking the second student what their opinion on the first students answer was. As the trainees would randomly bounce to a different student, it kept the students engaged and stimulated critical thinking.
In addition to above, the trainees found that the TPS questioning strategy was most effective in increasing student engagement in both research lessons. Triangulation of data suggests that the levels of engagement from students were best when this technique was deployed. All students in both lessons recorded 3 and above out of 5 scores using the adaptation of the Leuven scale (please see Appendix A and C), Although it was suggested that method can lead to arguments, the majority of the sample students enjoyed using TPS and felt it improved their learning (please see Appendix B and D). Smith et al (2007) supports this finding by highlighting that students who respond to questions that stimulate active thinking and personal connections, experience a positive effect on achievement. This strategy also relates to the social constructivism learning theory concerning Vygotsky’s “Zone of Proximal Development” and Bruner’s “Scaffolding” theory (Hall and Miro 2016). The former is what a student can achieve with guidance from a more knowledgeable peer or adult, the latter concerns when the appropriate support is given to a learner when understanding a new concept (Hall and Miro 2016). The qualitative data recorded from both research lessons supports the TPS questioning technique benefiting students by improving social skills and more understanding of the question (please see Appendix B and D). The findings from this research proposal are similar to those from Sampsel’s (2013) research study, that identified when using TPS there is an increase of student participation, high-order thinking answers, student confidence and comfort when contributing to class discussion. Once more, this reiterates the significance of active learning and engagement in the classroom.
Moreover, when the trainees were using the TPS questioning method, the wait time after the question was posed is inherently increased (Sampsel 2013). That being said, teacher 1 also used a two-minute timer for partners to discuss ideas (please see Appendix A). Ingram and Elliott (2015) highlight that there must be a metacognitive awareness in the classroom of what strategy is being used and the norms of the method for it to be effective. Teacher 1 instructed the students of this increased wait time for them to think and reflect more deeply on the question. As previously stated, this strategy produced the highest levels of engagement from the students in both research lessons (please see Appendix A and C). It can therefore be argued that the secondary sources and primary sources discussed in this proposal indicate that increasing the wait time after posing a question improves student engagement levels in the classroom.
However, it must be noted that there are significant limitations to this research proposal. The methodology has considered and highlighted some of the limitations of the data collection process. The trainees may have subconsciously interpreted the observations that was made in their research lessons to support the literature that they had reviewed. Another limitation is the size of the sample study, Faber and Fonesca (2014) emphasise that the use small samples when collecting data has a significant impact on the validity and reliability of the research. Therefore, the research cannot be considered as a representative of the whole class or be generalised for all key stage 2 pupils. It must also be highlighted that the lesson study model which has been implemented in this research article usually includes more than two investigators and two research lessons (Dudley 2011). To overcome this issue, the researchers could conduct their research over more than two lessons to increase the validity of the investigation. 
To conclude, this research paper has attempted to explore the relationship between questioning strategies and student engagement in the classroom. The investigation followed the lesson study research model which entails the trainees planning to reach a shared learning objective through teaching, reflecting and interviewing students. It can be suggested that the data collection process limits the reliability of the research through only conducting two research lessons and using a small sample of students. However, the investigation highlighted that student engagement levels in the classroom are highest when the students are actively involved in the session. The trainees identified that the TPS questioning strategy improves student engagement by the pupils actively thinking about the question, critically analysing their ideas with a partner, and sharing their ideas with the rest of the class. Sampsel (2013) proposes that this strategy incorporates cooperative learning into a classroom that gives students the opportunity to actively process and develop a deep understanding of the learning. It also emphasises the benefits of social learning that the social constructivist learning theory considers. Wait time was also an important factor highlighted by the literature and the trainees when improving student engagement through questioning strategies. Regarding how the trainees can move forward from this research, the trainees identified that when using a range of strategies that actively involve the students having the opportunities with meaningful learning experiences it improves student engagement. An increase in pupil involvement in an activity will provide students with more opportunities to create significant learning experiences. 

RECOMMENDATIONS
In terms of sharing good practice, the trainee recommends that educators at both the policy making level and practice level take into consideration the classroom culture they are creating. It is the responsibility of an educator to create a culture that fosters motivation and engagement (Caram and Davis 2005). There must be a balance between on the one hand, offering children opportunities for open-ended discussion, and on the other, fulfilling a responsibility for achieving established goals (Mercer 2008). The trainee would recommend, in order for this balance to be achieved, the classroom environment must be an inclusive and comfortable place for children to develop. 
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