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How do different questioning strategies affect pupil engagement?


Aims focus and purpose of the research

During my time in PTE 1 I have had significant experience in teaching both foundation phase and KS2 classes, this has allowed me to identify a number of issues within my teaching experience that I feel needs further investigation. The issue that I identified that I feel needs further research in order to improve my teaching is that different questioning strategies affect how engaged the children are in the lesson. I believe this because in my KS2 school experience, found that not varying questioning techniques and allowing pupils to constantly volunteer answers allowed some pupils to become disengaged throughout the lessons. By becoming disengaged the pupils will not be having a positive learning experience and therefore this could affect their progress through the lesson.

Research context
School A is a small primary school on the outskirts of a large town, the school have a Welsh Government funded flying start facility and due to the requirements of the local community they also offer a gypsy traveller service. The school has 44% of pupils who have additional learning needs and 32% of pupils are eligible for free school meals. The year group that will be taking part in the research is a mixed Year four and five class which has 31 pupils in total, with twenty-one of these having additional learning needs to some degree.

School B is a large primary school on the outskirts of a city, the area is a designated communities first area. Estyn (2013) state that as of the most recent inspection the school had 535 pupils who are split into seventeen classes. The school has 11% of students who are eligible for free school meals and 9% of students have additional learning needs. The class that are taking part in the research are a year five class of 35 students which had four students who had additional learning needs to some degree.

I discussed with my partner the issues that I had identified, and he agreed that it was an issue for him too. With both classes being large in number ensuring that all children are engaged in lessons is a difficult task. Me and my partner agreed that looking at different questioning techniques and how they affect student engagement would allow us to determine the most effective technique to keep students engaged throughout the lessons.

The research question that we devised for our project is “How do different questioning strategies affect pupil engagement?”. We felt that this question would allow us to use different questioning types and techniques and gage how the children in the class responded to each of the questioning techniques to determine if their engagement had improved as a result.



Literature review
After identifying the area of interest for me and my partner researched the current literature around questioning techniques to improve our knowledge around the subject.

Wilen (1991) states that a question is “broadly defined as any sentence having either an interrogative form or function”. While questioning in a classroom setting has been defined by Cotton (1987, p.1) as “instructional cues or stimuli that convey to students the content elements to be learned and directions for what they are to do and how they are to do it”
It is suggested by Fusco (2015) that questioning effectively can increase a student’s curiosity and can actively increase the student’s involvement in a session as they have been given the freedom to think creatively and question different aspects of the topic.
Fusco (2015) believes that effective questioning should ‘incorporate the questioning cycle as this encourages students to consider diverse ideas and build a classroom full of thinkers.’ The steps Fusco identifies are:  
· Establish lesson goals.
· Planning the questions.
· Asking the questions.
· Allow wait time.
· Listen to student’s response.
· Assessing the student’s response.
· Follow up student’s response with another question.
Following the questioning cycle has a variety of purposes, Cotton (1987) states that some of these purposes are:
· To develop critical thinking skills and inquiring attitudes.
· To develop interest and motivate students to become actively involved in lessons.
· To stimulate students to pursue knowledge on their own.

Pope (2014, p.10) states that "the theory of constructivism tells us that learning happens through experience and reflection - making a construct”. Pope (2014) believes that when a student is presented with new information, they will compare it to what they already know and against their own experiences. When the information causes conflict with the information that they already understand this will cause “cognitive conflict” and cause them to either comprehend the information or accommodate it creating a new construct for the information (Pope, 2014). Pope (2014, p.12) also cites Vygotsky’s ‘Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD)’ theory. Vygotsky’s theory believes that “questions play an important part in identifying a pupils ZPD and consequently, what they need to do / learn next.” (Pope, 2014, p.12).

Daniels (2016) cites (Vygotsky, 1978, p.86) who defines the ZPD as "actual developmental level as determined by independent problem solving' and the higher level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers". Due to the reliance on a more knowledgeable other this lends itself to a lesson that uses the think pair share technique to attempt to access the prior knowledge of the students.
The United States department of state (n.d) suggests that “When teachers use activities that make learning engaging and fun, students are more willing to participate and take risks.” This is highlighting the importance than an enjoyable lesson has on the students and the levels of their engagement throughout the lessons.

Research methodology
The philosophy of research that I determined to be the most fitting for the lesson is interpretive research, Walsham (1993) is cited by Ramos and Mesquita (2013, p.110) as defining interpretive research as“research that starts from the position that our knowledge of reality, including the domain of human action, is a social construction by human actors and that this applies equally to researchers”.

The methodology that we used for our research was lesson study research which is a form of action research. Lesson study research has been defined as “a highly specified form of classroom action research focusing on the development of teacher practice knowledge.” (Dudley, 2011, p.1). Dudley (2011, p.1) states that “LS involves groups of teachers collaboratively planning, teaching, observing and analysing learning and teaching in ‘research lessons’”.  Therefore, me and my research partner determined that we needed to collaboratively plan our lesson together to ensure that the research lesson would be consistent and allow for the results to be accurately compared.

Reliability and validity are important aspects of our research methods as we need to ensure that the results of the research are consistent, this view is shared by Damon et al (2011, p.202) who believes that ‘reliability and validity are the most important components of research’ and that without both aspects the research cannot be considered valid.  Carmines and Zeller (2008, p.11) states that reliability "concerns the extent an experiment or test or any measuring procedure yields the same results on repeated trials". Validity has been defined by Schensul et al (1999, p.271) as the degree to which researchers actually have discovered what they think their results show, and how applicable the results are to other populations”.

The methods of data collection that we determined would be the most effective for our research project were: reflection, observation and a participant focus group. We felt that these were the most effective methods to collect the data for our research. From these methods it is clear that the data that we collect will be qualitative data. Qualitive research has been defined as "Qualitative research is multimethod in focus, involving an interpretive, naturalist approach to its subject matter" Denzin and Lincoln (1994). According to Talbot and Verrinder (2010) the benefits of using qualitative data are:
· People have a greater opportunity to define and describe the outcomes of the session.
· Gives the researchers opportunity to follow up on cues and explore issues in further detail.
· The participants answers are neither right or wrong, they have the opportunity to pose new options and explain their beliefs.
· Allows for research into highly sensitive issues.
Due to these benefits, we believe that the highly personal approach that is required with the participants and the freedom that qualitative data gives them in answering the questions is crucial to getting quality research results.

Goodman (1984, p.14), defined reflection as ‘the deliberate and purposeful act of thinking which centres on ways of responding to problem situations. Therefore, (Leitch and Day, 2000, p.180) states that “reflection is associated with thinking and is judged to involve the cognitive processes of both ‘problem finding’ and ‘problem solving”. Reflection is important for our research as we will need the students to reflect on the lesson and how the questions, we asked during the lesson made them feel and how the different questioning techniques affected their engagement throughout the lesson.
Cargan (2007, p.142) believes that observational research can be used in a vast array of studies and its main advantage is that it allows the recording of the research specific behaviours as it occurs. Due to the results being collected as they happen, it allows for accurate recordings to taken with a greater degree of accuracy and therefore can be seen as reliable. When taking observational notes, we used the Leuven scale of emotional wellbeing and involvement which was devised by Ferre Laevers. Laevers theory consists of learning being broken down into three distinct elements Inputs, Processes and Outcomes, which in turn led him to developing two indicators that should be considered when planning in an educational setting, these are: emotional wellbeing and involvement (Allen and Gordon, 2017). Both elements of the scale are marked out of five with one being low and five being high, a copy of the scale is available in the appendices. (Allen and Gordon, 2017) state that “Laevers believed that high levels of well-being and involvement are indicative of a high level of children's development and deeper levels of learning.” Therefore, using this as our observation method allowed us to determine whether the children’s emotional well-being has an impact on the level of involvement/engagement that they showed throughout the lessons. We believe that this is the most effective way to observe the lesson and get both reliable and valid results. We will analyse our findings by discussing what has been recorded on the forms and analysing whether there is a correlation between level of emotional well-being and level of engagement.

Dorf (1997, p.87) cites Templeton (1994) who defines a focus group as “a small, temporary community, formed for the purpose of the collaborative enterprise of discovery”.  Focus groups provide a more natural environment for the participants as they will be influenced and also influence other members of the focus group as they would in everyday life (Litoselliti, 2003, p.3). Litoselliti (2003, p.5) believes that “focus groups are facilitated by a moderator, who guides the discussion with the participants via a number of predetermined questions and with minimal intervention when the participants are answering” thus, we feel that this is the best method to get detailed answers to the questions from the participants as they will be able to listen to other participants feedback at the same time.

The focus group participants were chosen by a stratified sampling method. Stratified sampling has been defined by Singh and Singh Mangat (2011, p.102-3) as “The procedure of partitioning the population into groups called strata, and then draw a sample independently from each stratum is known as stratified sampling”. From discussions it was decided that due to the explanation by Singh and Singh Mangat (2011) that a stratified sampling method was the best way to determine the participants of our focus group. We split our students into three ability groups, low, middle and high, we then randomly picked one student from each of the classes and these became our target pupils. Our target pupils would be observed and then taken to a separate location in order for them to take part in the focus group interviews. With our focus being on qualitative responses we created an interview log document, this allowed us to log the focus groups answers to the questions that we would use for our analysis and ensure that the answers replies were accurate as they were completed at the time of the focus group. 

Ethical considerations
Following ethical guidelines outlined by BERA we took a number of steps to ensure that our research remains ethical at all times. 

Ethics forms were completed and approved by both the participating schools head teacher and by the university to ensure that the research would not cause any ethical or safeguarding issues for either party.

As Corti et al (2000) states that “Research should, as far as possible, be based on participants' freely volunteered informed consent. This implies a responsibility to explain fully and 
meaningfully what the research is about and how it will be disseminated”. Therefore, we created a research information sheet which was handed out with a consent letter, this was sent home to the children prior to the research session and only those who’s consent letters were returned were considered in our stratified sample. The information explained fully what the research would involve, what we would do with the data and also how we would store the data and provide anonymity to the participants by creating a specific code that only myself and my research partner would be able to identify them by.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The participants were made fully aware that they would able to withdraw from the research at any time, to make tis easier for them to understand we gave them a sign which had a smiley face and sad face on, if at any moment the participants wished to end their involvement they simply had to turn the sign to the sad face and we would immediately end their involvement in the study. This ensured that the children had a non-threatening way of withdrawing their consent to be involved throughout the research.
Lesson plan
We discussed what we felt would be a suitable lesson for the research and due to the timing of the term we had to conduct the research it fell right before the school’s eisteddfod and St David’s day celebrations, therefore we determined that a stand-alone History / Religious Education lesson on the story of St David would be suitable. We decided this as it allowed us to teach an unconventional topic that the children would have had limited experience of and therefore would be engaged from the start. The lessons will vary slightly to be inclusive for the different ability ranges of the students.

Lesson study one results and analysis
Lesson one in School A was conducted in the afternoon following lunch. The aim of the session was to access the limited prior knowledge the children possessed, build on it and ask them to complete a comprehension task on Saint David.

The pupils were made aware that we would have a visitor in the classroom in the lesson prior to ensure that they were prepared for this and therefore would act more naturally within the classroom. Upon arriving the students were introduced to Mr. Llewelyn and the lesson began as planned.

To start the lesson, I asked the children to get into pairs and write on a whiteboard everything they knew about St David’s day, this was the think pair share aspect of the lesson to determine the level of the children’s subject knowledge and therefore I could pitch my session accordingly.

The students showed limited subject knowledge which made the level of questioning initially quite low.  Throughout the session I used a number of different questioning techniques to attempt to engage the students throughout the session. The techniques used to get students to engage were:

· Teacher selected students
Teacher chose pupils to answer questions throughout the session without the pupils volunteering to answer the questions, this allowed us to gage if the children had been engaged in the session by the quality of their response and if they showed any visible signs of emotional distress.
· Voluntary students to answer
Students volunteering to answer the questions suggested that they were confident that they knew the answer or wanted to input into the sessions, this allowed us in our observations to determine whether them getting chosen had an impact on their emotional wellbeing.
· Random name generator
Random name generation for the pupils to answer the question was a new method for the class, this visibly affected the children and allowed us to gage the impact of the unknown had on the children’s emotional wellbeing and whether the fear of the unknown ensured that they engaged more throughout the lesson in case they were chosen at random. The first instance of name randomization used shocked the students as a whole, but after they realised that it would be used frequently throughout the session led to an air of excitement amongst some students.

Results of observations

Pupil A
When Pupil A was selected by the teacher to give an answer, they showed a good level of engagement and gave an answer with no hesitation, this suggests that the student was engaged throughout the session as the answer gave the teacher scope to build off their reply and create class debate around the child’s response. The student showed good levels of emotional wellbeing as the answer was given with confidence. Therefore, they were given a level of involvement score of 3 and an emotional wellbeing score of 4 on the Leuven scale.

When the student was given the option to answer to answer voluntarily, they showed a good too high level of engagement, the quality of the students’ response was high and allowed for discussion to be undertaken with the teacher which increased the quality of the learning experience for all the students. The student was able to respond to a number of further questions that were posed by the teacher and this meant for a high level of participation in this segment. The student showed visible signs of happiness for being given the opportunity to voluntarily be given the chance to feedback in the lesson and was very comfortable defending their points. Therefore, the student was given a level of involvement score of 4 and an emotional wellbeing score of 4.

Pupil A showed high levels of engagement throughout the session, and this did not change when it came to name randomization. When the students name was picked at random, they showed no change to their emotional wellbeing, this is down to them remaining engaged throughout the session. When they were asked to respond they gave another quality answer, and this again allowed for further discussion within the class. They were given an emotional wellbeing score of 4 and a level of involvement score of 4.

Pupil B
Pupil B showed limited participation when the teacher chose them to answer a question. The student was unable to give a quality answer and required many prompts from the teaching assistant to give a reply, which was still of low quality. When the student was chosen her emotional wellbeing plummeted as they showed visible signs of being uncomfortable and unsure and this played a factor in the quality of their response.

When the pupil was given the opportunity to answer a question voluntarily, they quickly tried to engage with the class teacher. The student provided an adequate answer that showed that they had been engaged somewhat throughout but quickly looked disinterested after giving their answer. The emotional wellbeing of the student did increase when they were given the opportunity to answer the teacher as they showed visible signs of happiness and were proud that they could interact. The student was given a score of 3 for emotional wellbeing and a score of 3 for level of involvement.

When the student became aware that they could be chosen at random any time to answer a question, they showed visible signs of engagement to the session, however, they also showed signs that they were agitated and unsure due to the random nature of the name generation. The student was not chosen by the randomizer. The student was given an emotional wellbeing score of 2 and a level of involvement score of 3.

Pupil C
Pupil C showed a good level of engagement when they were asked by the teacher to answer a question, the student provided a good quality response which allowed the teacher to build discussion with the class as a result. The student continued to input into the class discussion and therefore showed a very good level of engagement and their emotional wellbeing improved as a result of constantly being involved. The student was given an emotional wellbeing score of 4 and a level of involvement score of 4.

When the student was given the opportunity to voluntarily answer the question the student was very eager to answer. The answer that the student provided was to a high quality, however once they had given their answer, they immediately became disinterested in the lesson. This was due to the student believing that they would not be required to answer a question again. The student’s wellbeing was neutral throughout this section, they were eager to give the answer but showed no visible signs of relief or happiness when giving their reply. The student was given an emotional wellbeing score of 3 and a level of involvement score of 2.

Throughout the name randomization section of the lesson the student remained engaged throughout in anticipation of their name being selected by the randomizer. The student showed no change in their emotional wellbeing when the randomizer was in use and seemed prepared to give an answer if they were required too. The student was not selected by the randomizer. They received a score of 3 for emotional wellbeing and a score of 3 for level of involvement.

Focus group results

We took the three target pupils into the interview room and explained the process that was outlined in the pupil information sheet that they were given previously, all the students agreed to take part and were aware that they could withdraw at any moment. The students were given five questions to answer and their responses have been summarized below (full logs available in the appendices).

Questions school A pupils

How did the name randomizer /teacher selection/voluntary answer make you feel?
Two out of three of the students preferred method to answering questions was through voluntary answers, the two students believed that they were more prepared to answer the questions and could give a far greater quality response due to them being confident it is the right answer that they are giving. Two out of three students also believed that the name randomiser was a good way of questioning as it was not up to the teacher so therefore it was fair. One pupil said that the random name generator stressed them out as they aren’t always sure what the answer is.
There was a suggestion by one student that incorporating a game like catching the ball and then answering was a good way of making questioning more fun as they would have an added challenge not linked to knowledge.
Does the questioning strategy make learning more interesting?
Two of the three thought that the name generator made the lesson much more interesting as they felt they had to listen in case they were chosen. Both these pupils thought that by making lessons more fun with regards to questioning could have a big impact on their engagement. One student remained neutral stating that they didn’t know.
Which of the three strategies used do you prefer? Why?
Two out of three of the students preferred the random name generator as it made the lesson more fun and interactive and this would encourage them to engage more, however one student said that they would like to be sure they can answer the question before they get asked to feedback. This student however was the most disengaged of the three target pupils and it is believed that this influenced their answers.
Do you think the questioning strategy makes you pay more attention in class? Why?
All three students said that once the name randomiser was introduced, they immediately paid more attention due to the uncertain nature of it. Two of these students said that they enjoyed the added pressure while one was worried that they would be selected and look silly in front of their peers.
Does the questioning strategy affect the way you answer the teacher?
Two of the three students believed that the if the questions were more fun, they would want to answer questions in class. They suggest that this would make them more engaged as they would also not want to be incorrect in front of the class. One student stated that they didn’t think it had any affect.

Lesson review
Overall, we both agreed that the lesson gave us a lot of information to discuss and consider in preparation for the next lesson study that we were going to conduct. Following discussions, we believe that the students achieved the lesson goals as they were able to complete the task and built a much broader range of knowledge on the subject of Saint David, this was confirmed in the plenary when the children completed a kahoot quiz and were able to answer the majority of the questions correctly.

Following the focus group, it was identified that in order to improve the lesson in future that the teacher should attempt to make questioning more enjoyable for the students so that they would be motivated to be actively engaged throughout and want to answer the questions. The children suggested the use of a ball to be thrown around the classroom in order for them to have an added challenge when answering questions. This is an aspect that we will incorporate into lesson two of the study as we will compare if the added fun factor has an effect on the student’s level of involvement and emotional wellbeing. From an observational aspect, we feel that we need to position ourselves more effectively, as during the observation in school A the observer was positioned in the back of the class and this made it difficult to observe some of the pupils. We feel that by positioning themselves more effectively it will allow for a better quality of collecting the observation data.

Changes to lesson two
From discussions and the results of the interviews in we determined that we should include a fun element into the next lesson. So, we decided that the children will be catching a bean bag every time they had to answer a question to increase the fun factor for the children. We will also position the observer in the classroom where they can effectively observe all target children effectively. 

Lesson study two results and analysis
Child A
Pupil A stumbled when the teacher asked the student a question, however this did not affect their confidence and they composed herself and answered the question correctly, they showed a level of discomfort of having to catch the bean bag. The quality of their answer was good, but they did not look very eager to participate, their emotional wellbeing stayed neutral throughout answering the question. The emotional wellbeing score given to the student was 3 and the level of involvement score was 3.

Child A was willing to volunteer answers when they were sure of the answer however, when she was not as sure, they seemed happy to coast by and avoid interaction with the teacher. The bean bag again affected them slightly as they seemed unnerved by the concept of catching the bean bag and then answering the question. The quality of answer remained good and their emotional wellbeing remained neutral. The emotional wellbeing score given to the student was 3 and the level of involvement score was 3.

Pupil A seemed engaged throughout the name randomization section of the lesson, they did however show visible sign of discomfort as they were unsure if they would be chosen. Pupil A was not chosen by the name randomizer. The emotional wellbeing score for the student is 2 and the level of involvement score is 3.

Child B
Pupil B was very confident when answering the questions and his response was of a high quality that posed a lot of further discussion within the classroom. Pupil B was also very excited to catch the bean bag and it is posed as an extra challenge that he wanted to complete. Child B level of involvement was extremely high throughout the session and his emotional wellbeing showed a significant spike when he was able to answer a question. The level of involvement score was 5 and the emotional wellbeing score was 4.

Pupil B was highly engaged throughout the voluntary question section of the lesson, the student was offering to answer every question and when chosen gave a really high-quality answer that was again the basis for a class discussion. Pupil B also asked for a harder catch when he was selected as he was motivated to impress their peers in the classroom. The level of involvement score was 5 and the emotional wellbeing score was 5.

During the name randomizer section and child B was extremely excited to answer a question and showed visible discomfort that they were not being chosen to answer a question. The student was moaning and visibly annoyed that they were not chosen initially, however once the name randomizer did pick them, they were ecstatic that they were selected and again gave a very high-quality response. The level of involvement score was 4 and the emotional wellbeing score was 5.

Questions school B pupils

How did the name randomizer /teacher selection/voluntary answer make you feel?
One student didn’t like the name randomizer as they believed it creepy and nerve racking as they have no control of the outcome. The three students believed that if they felt they knew the answer to the question they did not mind answering and felt it had little effect on them. The method that was unanimously agreed was voluntary answers, the student believed that if they are volunteering to answer that they are confident that they will be able to answer the questions and therefore saw no issue in this method. All three students stated that the throwing of a bean bag made the lesson far more fun. One student highlighted it did make them more nervous but that was due to their catching ability.
Does the questioning strategy make learning more interesting?
All three of the students believed that questioning with the use of the bean bag was their favourite as they believed that the uncertainty of using the bean bag and where the teacher will throw it made the lesson far more interesting for them. One student said it made them more nervous when they were trying to catch the beanbag but made them feel really happy when they caught the bean bag and answered the question correctly. They believed that they would be far more engaged in session if they knew they had to catch the bean bag and also answer the question.
Which of the three strategies used do you prefer? Why?
The preferred method overall was the name randomiser with the use of a bean bag for the extra fun factor. The children liked it because they were uncertain if they got picked and by getting picked by the computer then having to catch the bean bag they believed that it added an extra challenge element to the task.
Do you think the questioning strategy makes you pay more attention in class? Why?
The three children believed that the name randomizer means everyone has the equal chance to answer the questions as it is uncertain when they would answer the question, they would definitely pay more attention to ensure that they have the best chance of answering a question if they were asked.
Does the questioning strategy affect the way you answer the teacher?
One of the children believed that the way the teacher asked the questions affected the way they answered the question. This pupil said he could tell when the teacher wanted a more detailed answer depending on the question. Two other children didn’t have an input to this question.

Research findings summary 

From the lesson observation a clear link can be made between student engagement and the questioning type used. All the students showed improvements in engagement when the questioning techniques were varied. They stated that this was due to “being unsure when they would be asked to answer a question and therefore had to pay more attention as a result”. This suggests that alternating questioning techniques is crucially important to the success of a lesson. As Cotton (1987) stated the purpose of questioning is “to develop interest and motivate students to become actively involved in lessons” and following the results of the research it is evident that this is true. 

The children highlighted fun as the main motivating factor for their engagement in a lesson. School A students stated that “the extra challenge of catching a ball and then answering questions would make them enjoy the lessons more and encourage them to participate and engage more” This was proven to be true when we tested the hypothesis in school B. The students unanimously agreed that “catching the bean bag added an extra challenge to their lesson and encouraged them to listen throughout as they wanted to participate and attempt to catch the bean bag”. As the United States department of state(n.d)  suggest “When teachers use activities that make learning engaging and fun, students are more willing to participate and take risks.” This confirms that by using a different technique that the children enjoy will ensure that the children will want to be involved actively with the session.

The introduction of the bean bag had a major impact on the quality of answers in school B as opposed to school A. Due to the children being more engaged throughout the sessions it led to higher answer quality and more questions in return from the students. This is backed up by Fusco (2015) who believes that questioning effectively can increase a student’s curiosity and can actively increase the student’s involvement in a session as they have been given the freedom to think creatively and question different aspects of the topic. So, by engaging the students throughout the session it is evident that their involvement and peak in curiosity is reliant on a fun and positive learning experience.

However, the results rely on the authors Interpretation of qualitative data and the quality of their observations. This could be an issue as the researcher has preconceived ideas of their classes ability and engagement levels and therefore this could result in researcher bias. 
A number of disadvantages of qualitative research have been identified by Boxill et al (1997, p.46) some of these are:
· Relies primarily on subjective assessments in data collection phase. 
· Allows limited exploration to the general population. 
· Utilises much smaller sample units than quantitative techniques.
So therefore, suggests that the research should be repeated with a different sample of children to ensure that the research is valid and reliable and free from research her bias.

Conclusions
Overall, after discussions with my partner about the results we conclude that we were very happy with the lesson studies as a whole. We believe that the lessons we taught were engaging and of significant interest to the children due to them being on a stand-alone topic that is only visited once a year. However, we believe that with regards to our data collection that there are a number of improvements we could have made. 

While the observations of the class proved to be detailed, it is believed that it is very easy to miss some key actions of the students with only one person observing the lesson. To improve this in future we feel that we would have to complete a series of lessons including all the relevant questioning techniques and that this would allow us to focus on the target pupils in more detail and in turn this would improve the quality of the research.

We believe that our sample size was far too small to be able to gather detailed results that unanimously answer our research question “How do different questioning strategies affect pupil engagement?”. While we feel that we got the results that we expected which proved that questioning techniques directly affect the participation of the students, we feel that again teaching a series of lessons would give us far more detailed result to the project.

The age group of our target children also had an impact on the study, as in the interview it proved difficult to keep the children on topic and they would speak off topic with information that had no relevance to our investigation. In future we would repeat the investigation with an older cohort of children to determine whether the results were consistent with the findings.
The research project enabled me to pilot different questioning techniques that I had not included in my teaching up to this point, I thoroughly enjoyed using the random name generator to determine who would answer my question. I feel that I saw an improvement in the quality of answers from my students when using this method as they were required to be more engaged in case their name was chosen.

However, the research project has enabled me to identify ways in which I can improve my future teaching. The research has identified that having a range of questioning techniques is vitally important to the levels of student engagement within the classroom. The findings suggest that by having a range of questioning techniques the students will feel as if they will need to be listening and engage throughout the session as they will be unsure as to what technique will be used and therefore, they are aware that they could be selected to answer the questions at any time.  The bean bag can be used as a motivating factor for the children as it will increase the element of fun within the lessons and instantly improve the quality of engagement for the children.

It is highlighted in the observations and interviews that some of the children found the methods to be stressful due to the uncertain nature of some of the random questioning techniques. Therefore, in my future teaching I will be mindful of the frequency I use the random questioning technique as I do not want to negatively affect the student’s emotional wellbeing.

Moving forward, if I had the opportunity to conduct the lesson study again, I would increase the number of lessons that are observed in order to ensure that the results were as reliable and valid as possible, I would also ensure that when conducting my lesson that I alternate my questioning techniques throughout the lesson so that the children have no idea which method will be used and this should ensure that the majority of the class are engaged throughout the session. 

Recommendations 
Following the research and the findings from the research, I have a number of recommendations to inform future teaching using questioning methods and how the research can be taken forward.
· Ensure to alternate questioning techniques throughout the session.
Alternating questioning techniques ensure that the class will have to engage throughout the session as they will be unaware of the technique that will be used next. This uncertainty will cause the majority of the class to pay more attention. This should increase the quality of the students answers and therefore the quality of discussion will increase.
· When researching in future, increase the amount of lessons and sample size.
The sample size was not representative of the wider population, it was just that of the two classes that participated in the lessons. By increasing the amount of lessons observed and the sample size you will be able to ensure that the results gathered will be more accurate and representative of the wider population.
· Be aware of the link between emotional wellbeing and participation.
The Leuven scale highlighted the importance of emotional well-being in correlation to participation in lessons. The results suggested that when a child is nervous, they will become more engaged but at a cost of their emotional well-being. While they are more engaged, they may struggle to answer the question due to the drop in their emotional well-being, so as a teacher attempt to balance the questioning techniques to improve a childs emotional well-being by alternating the methods. Therefore, the child should be more engaged, but by not constantly worrying they will be picked randomly, they should also have better well-being as a result.
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