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	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	Be more consistent in the depth of my discussions.

	Targed/Target 2
	Develop criticality in my writing, rather than being too descriptive.

	Targed/Target 3
	Try to make clear, focused links between theory and practice.  

	Targed/Target 4
	

	Targed/Target 5
	



What are the pupils and staff perceptions of Assessment for Learning?
How does questioning deepen understanding?
The main aim of this study is to conduct a small-scale study to develop skills to become a skilled researcher. During the study, the overarching question will be “what are the pupils and staff perceptions of Assessment for Learning?”. Questioning has been chosen as a focus point within this study as Black (2003) notes that it is a vital part of a teacher’s practice but that they lack the confidence in asking open questions that encourage discussions between the learners. The focus question of this study is “how does questioning deepen understanding?”.  The study will be conducted within a school in South West Wales with learners aged between 8-11 years old. The quality of questions is one of the four main elements of Assessment for Learning (AfL). AfL aims to inform “learners of their progress to empower them to take the necessary action to improve their performance” (Jones, 2005, p. 5). It is primarily split into two forms; summative and formative assessment. Summative assessments measures learning after a unit of teaching usually though tests and exams. Formative assessment supports the teacher during the lesson so that they can adapt the lesson or questions to best promote learning. Formative assessments range from quizzes within the lesson to homework and allows the teacher to modify future lesson planning based on the needs of the learners. Three different research tools will be used to collect data during the study: a lesson observation, student and teacher interviews and a student questionnaire. Before conducting the study, there are many preconceptions surrounding the focus question. Firstly, it is believed that the learners will not understand why the teacher asks them questions during the lesson. Also, that the learners will not be able to recall whether the teacher asked them questions to inform their classwork. It is equally believed that the teacher will have the perception that they ask the learners many probing and informative questions. However, it is thought that they do not ask enough higher order thinking questions to the learners during the lesson. 

Questioning is a type of formative assessment that allows the teacher to make a direct conclusion as to what the learner understands about the classwork. The teacher can then use the information from the learner’s response to inform them when planning their teaching. This is known as dialogic teaching. There are two main types of question: closed and open. Closed questions tend to generate short answers from learners that often require them to remember fact. However, open questions often allow the learner to give their opinion and to contribute to a discussion (Cambridge Assessment, 2011). Welsh Government (2020) states within the curriculum guidance that they aim to enable all learners within Wales to develop the four purposes. 
The four purposes are “ambitious, capable learners, ready to learn throughout their lives, enterprising, creative contributors, ready to play a full part in life and work, ethical, informed citizens of Wales and the world and healthy, confident individuals, ready to lead fulfilling lives as valued members of society” (Welsh Government, 2020a) .
Within the curriculum guidance, Welsh Government (2020b) state that part of developing “ambitious capable learners” learners must be “questioning and enjoy problem solving” (Welsh Government, 2020b, p. 25). Additionally, they note that in order to develop learners who think critically and are able to problem-solve, they must acquire questioning capabilities (Welsh Government, 2020b, p. 66). As part of the Humanities area of Learning and Experience, learners and teachers will be expected to use questioning to challenge pre existing interpretations to challenges and opportunities as a way to develop “self-aware, informed, ethical global citizens, who critically reflect on their own and others’ beliefs, values and attitudes” (Welsh Government, 2020b, p.103). Similarly, teachers are imagined developing questioning as a cross-curricular skill within the Humanities Area of Learning and Experience (Welsh Government, 2020b, p.117). Equally, within the new curriculum teachers will need to be “evaluating learning, including through observation, questioning and discussion” as a means of supporting and challenging learners to ensure they make progress (Welsh Government, 2020b, p.228). One theory that is believed to improve learning through questioning is to increase the wait time after asking a question. Rowe (1986) found that learners who responded on an average of “0.9 seconds” were often unable to finish their responses before the teacher spoke over them (Rowe, 1986, p. 44). Rowe (1986) went on to conduct studies on wait time and found that increasing it to “3-second regime” resulted in learners’ responses increased “between 300% and 700%, in some cases more, depending on the study” (Rowe, 1986, p.44). Also, she found that learners’ responses showed evidence of “inference and logical argument” and that their “failures to respond” also decreased (Rowe, 1986, p.44). Rowe (1986) found from her research that increasing the wait time decreased the amount of “discourse errors” the teacher would encounter allowing “greater continuity of in the development of ideas” (Rowe, 1968, p.45). More importantly, Rowe (1986) deduced that learners who were “previously invisible” became “visible” during the study as it allowed them to contribute to the class discussion due to the increased thinking time generated through the longer wait time. Black et al. (2004) agrees with Rowe (1968) that increasing wait time allows to have more of an opportunity to be a part of discussions and to improve the depth of their responses. However, Black et al. (2004) found that from their study teachers were able to reflect on their own questioning practices. 
It was suggested by the teachers in the study that there is a greater need for more effort to be spent on designing questions that “explore issues that are critical to the development of students’ understanding” (Black et al., 2004, p. 12-13). However, Black et al. (2004) states that the only reason questions are asked to learners is to allow them to think about their learning and to express it verbally. However, for teachers it is to find out from the learners what they have understood during the lesson. Another theory that is believed to improve learners understanding and learning is for the teacher to create classroom environment where the dialogue is student led. Equally, the precedence of talk within classroom is primarily to facilitate the teacher in controlling the “transmission of knowledge” (Hattie, 2012, p.72).  Hattie agrees with Rowe (1986) that a limitation of classroom dialogue lead by teachers is that restricts learners’ opportunities to “impose their own prior achievement, understanding, sequencing and questions” (Hattie, 2012, p. 73). From a report conducted by ESTYN, it found that Sketty Primary School provided training opportunities to their support staff that “strengthened their questioning skills and improved their capacity to intervene in and enhance pupils’ learning at appropriate points” (ESTYN, 2018, p.24). However, ESTYN reported that in Neyland Community Primary School, teachers have reflected on their practice and have found that their “questioning leads to greater levels of co-operation and reduced anxiety for pupils” (ESTYN, 2018, p.39). 



In order to answer the focus question, three research tools were used to collect data using the Mosaic approach. The Mosaic approach “combines the traditional methodology of observation and interviewing with the introduction of participatory tools” (Clark, 2005, p.3). 
The first research tool was a lesson observation. The English lesson was observed for 30 minutes using an observation sheet as shown in appendix. All the learners were observed during this lesson. The observation analysed whether the teacher asked: open or closed questions, male or female pupils and the different ability groups. Also, the lesson observation investigated whether the learners were asked any higher order questions using Bloom’s Taxonomy. Bloom’s Taxonomy was adapted to create questions that were probing to challenge the learners into giving responses that required higher order thinking (NIU, n.d.). Denscombe’s understanding of observation is that enables the researcher to collect data in a unique way. They believe it is more direct and reliable as it allows the researcher to witness events that actually happen rather than rely on what they have been told has happened (2010, cited in Austin, 2016, p.84). Austin (2016) states that there are many advantages of using observation as a research tool. They believe that it allows the researcher to observe any behaviours as they occur. Equally, they note that observation do not rely on “potentially misleading reported accounts” and that the data collected can be triangulated with data from the other research methods (Austin, 2016, p.84). However, they go on to state that observations can be “time consuming and resource intensive” compared to other research methods (Austin, 2016, p.85).  Additionally, Austin (2016) explains that that the observer may become biased and may only record a one-sided view despite trying to remain objective. They also note that the observer may be unaware that their presence may cause those being observed not to behave in their usual manner. This is called the “observer effect” (Austin, 2016, p.85). 
Interviews with the learners and the class teacher was the second research tool to be used. After the lesson observation, 6 learners were chosen randomly, from each ability group, to be interviewed within the classroom. The learners were asked the same 10 questions found in appendix and their answers were recorded by wrote. The interviews were semi-structured and informal to allow the learners to answer the questions to the best of their abilities. However, the interview conducted with the class teacher consisted of 5 questions but in a more formal manner. Austin (2016) states that questionnaires allow the researcher to understand the respondent’s perceptions and experiences. They note that interviews on a small-scale can generate plenty of high-quality data that can be “examined in depth” (Austin, 2016, p.75). Interviews are effective research tools “where the subject matter is potentially sensitive” and where questions asked “would benefit from development or clarification” by the interviewer (Hinds, 2000, p.47). However, a limitation of interviews is that as previously stated the interviewer has elements of “influence on the outcomes” (Austin, 2016, p.75). Moreover, within large-scale studies a rigid set of questions are asked during the interviews without further questions or “probing of the answers” to prevent any bias (Austin, 2016, p.75).  
The last research tool used was a questionnaire carried out by the learners. Throughout the school day, 18 learners completed the questionnaire within the classroom. The questionnaire found in appendix consisted of 10 questions. The learners were given sufficient time to complete the questionnaire independently. The learners only received support when they did could not read the questions. Questionnaires are “useful tools for collecting data from a large number of respondents” (Hinds, 2000, p.42). Additionally, Hinds (2000) notes that questionnaires are effective are collecting information about facts. However, Hinds (2000) states that creating questionnaires can be time consuming and may not be effective if there are language and literacy barriers in your study population.  

Throughout any research study, research participants must be respected in accordance to specific standards. These standards are known as “Ethics standards” and were “designed to protect researchers and their institutions” (Alderson and Morrow, 2011, p.3). To ensure the research participants were respected during this study, an ethics form as shown in appendix was created in accordance of BERA’s “Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research” (BERA, 2018). The first ethical issue of conducting research with a classroom is consent. For most studies, consent is usually given voluntarily by the participants at the beginning of the study once they have been informed. It is then expected that the participants have the right to withdraw their consent at any given time during the study (BERA, 2018). However, only “young people aged 16-18 with sufficient understanding are able to give their full consent to participate in research independently of their parents and guardians” (UCL, n.d.). Additionally, in the UK the “term ‘child’ means anyone below the age of 18 years” (Blackburn, 2015).  Moreover, as the research participants are below the age of consent, assent and the contacting “gatekeepers” were used to facilitate consent. Assent is an informal agreement that the learners will be apart of the study at the time that it occurs. It is an assumption that the learners are comfortable with being a part of the study but do have the opportunity to withdraw themselves or their work from the study at any given point (Austin, 2016). According to BERA, Assent is often used when participants “can be expected to understand or agree voluntarily to participate” (BERA, 2018, p.15). Equally, the UNCRC believe that children should have a say in matters that affect them (UNCRC, 2009). Therefore, before the study was conducted, the learners were informed as shown in appendix  that they would be a part of a study and can withdraw at any given point and anything they may have contributed will be disregarded from the studies findings. Moreover, another way consent was facilitated within this study was by contacting the “gatekeepers” before carrying out the study. 
“A gatekeeper is any person or institution that acts as an intermediary between a researcher and potential participants. A gatekeeper may also have the power to grant or deny permission for access to potential research participants” (Durham University,2019).
Before arriving at the school setting, a letter was sent by the University on the behalf of the researchers to inform them of the research studies that would be conducted within their schools. Additionally, on the day of the study, the researcher spoke to the Headteacher of the school and asked them to complete a consent form on the behalf of their learners allowing them to participate in the study as shown in appendix. 
Other ethical issues that was considered during this study were confidentiality and data management. According to Alderson and Morrow (2011) children and adults have the some of the same rights when it comes to confidentiality. However, they believe that “research involving children requires particular care” in terms of confidentiality (Alderson and Morrow, 2011, p.31). To maintain participant confidentiality in this study, the learners were informed that any data collected would be fully confidential as shown in appendix. To ensure that the data collected remained fully confidential, the participants were referred to as “student a” or “teacher a” to ensure they were not recognisable by their responses. There are two different approaches that may be used to limit the “disclosure of sensitive information” (Israel, 2015, p.112). One method is to alter the data and the other is “restricting access to the data” (Israel, 2015, p.112). Data protection was maintained within this study through anonymising participants as previously stated and by only allowing the researcher access to the data. The data collected during the study is stored on a OneDrive cloud system. The risks of keeping the data have been discussed in appendix. 


From carrying out the small-scale study based on the focus question, three different themes were drawn from the data collected through using the Mosaic approach. The first theme is that the nearly of the learners understand why they are asked questions during lessons. From carrying out one-to-one interviews with 6 learners, it was found that they have a very good understanding of why they are asked questions during lesson. This can be seen in appendix. The learners were able to conclude that the teacher asks them questions to find out if they have any misconceptions and one learner stated that it gives them an opportunity to “express our answers with the teacher and the rest of the class”. Equally, this theory was reflected in appendix where 50% of the learners agreed that they always understand why they are asked a question and only 11% stated they did not. This implies that Hattie’s (2012) theory that learners need to lead the classroom dialogue to develop understanding. Moreover, this evidence also supports Black et al. (2004) statement that learners need questions to help them reflect on their learning to cement their understandings. The next theme is that the learners were not able to recall questions asked by the teacher that helped them deepen their understanding. During the interviews, not one learner was able to recall a question asked by their teacher that helped them develop their classwork as shown in appendix. This suggests that the learners do not place as much importance on questions as the teachers’ perception of questioning found in appendix differs. Teacher A’s response suggests that they believe the learners benefit greatly from the questioning strategies implemented in the classroom. Another theme is that the majority learners and the teacher agree that they have sufficient wait time between asking and answering a question. This theme was deduced through triangulating all 3 data collection methods. Following the questionnaire, 14 out of 18 learners asked agreed that they have enough wait time between being asked a question and then expected to answer see appendix. This is also emulated in Teacher A’s response in appendix. Teacher A believes that they give the learners between “10 and 20 seconds” before they expect an answer. This supports Rowe (1986) and Black et al. (2004) theories of increasing wait time to develop the learner’s responses. Equally, from the observation notes in appendix, the researcher noted that the mean wait time during the lesson was 6 seconds which supports Rowe (1968) suggestion of 3 seconds.  Moreover, appendix disagrees with Rowe (1986) and Black et al. (2004) theory that increasing the wait time allows learners usually overlooked a chance to answer. It shows that only 3 out of 18 students believe that everyone has a chance to answer questions every lesson opposed to the 10 learners who stated that only sometimes this happens. This implies that some learners believe that some of their peers are not asked questions enough or at all during lessons. The last theme developed from this study is that the teacher did not ask many higher order thinking questions despite believing they had. From analysis of the lesson observation of 30 minutes, the learners were asked a total of 19 open questions and 5 closed questions see appendix. However, it was found that of the 19 open questions asked 15 were factual and only 4 were predictive. The learners were not asked any analytical or questions that required application synthesis. These results suggest that the learners were not asked enough questions that required high order thinking to develop greater understanding. However, the learners were asked many rhetorical questions by the teacher, so they were often encouraged to stop and reflect on their work. However, Teacher A believes that they ask their learners a variety of questions to help activate their prior knowledge as shown in appendix. Teacher A also notes that they sometimes extend questions asking the learners to provide reasons for their answers. This theme supports Black et al. (2004) theory that teachers have a preconception that the questions they ask sufficiently develop learners understanding. Additionally, the theme also supports Black et al. (2004) findings that teachers need to reflect on their practice especially questioning to ensure they are asking their learners questions that maximise the development of learners’ understanding. The findings in appendix suggest that teachers like Teacher A need to spend more time designing questions that maximise the potential to develop their learners understanding through questions that allow them to reflect on their thoughts and opinions. 


To conclude, the aims of this study were to conduct a small-scale study that explored the focus question “how does questioning deepen understanding?” whilst developing the skills of a skilled research. On completion of this study, many conclusions can be drawn. The first is that learners understand the value of questioning on developing their knowledge even if they do not remember the specific questions they were asked.  Additionally, some learners are aware that questioning is an opportunity for them to express their thoughts and opinions to strengthen their answers and to deepen their understanding. Another conclusion deduced from this study is that increasing the wait time before asking learners questions and expecting them to answer does in fact have a positive effect on their understanding. The study showed that the learners in the test class have sufficient thinking time which is equally agreed by the learners and the class teacher. Lastly, a conclusion that was initial a preconception before the study was that teachers believe they ask many probing and high order thinking questions to deepen their learners understanding. However, from the results of the study it is evident that the learners within this class were not asked many high order questions. Moreover, the lesson observation was very short and may not truly represent a lesson where the teacher asks their learners many high order questions. 
As a result of this study, I have developed many skills needed to be a skilled researcher to help improve my professional learning. The study has allowed me to conduct research on a small-scale study and to use three different research tools. I now know how to create a questionnaire, interview questions and how to observe a lesson. Before conducting the study, I was unaware of how important it was to consider ethical issues such as consent and assent when conducting research with learners below the age of 18. I now feel I am more ethical informed and hope to carry the newfound awareness of ethical issues into my next profession teaching experience in my final year. When planning future lessons both in my profession teaching experiences and as a qualified teacher, I will ensure that I plan questions that are probing and allow my learners to participate in discussions. I hope that planning these questions in advance will help develop the learners’ understanding especially where there may be misconceptions. Moreover, I hope to improve my wait time between asking learners questions and the time I expect them to answer. I wish to do so as it has been proven not only in this study but in other studies that longer wait times help learners to reflect and produce critical answers that required high order thinking. 
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