An exploration into how teacher questioning, and the use of props and resources can impact upon young learners’ engagement and understanding with stories


	
	Targed/Target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn.

What I have done in this assignment.

	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	Increase the depth of reading further, and to include more to support the contrasting evidence
	I have shown I can be critical of literature, offering both support and opposing arguments for two different areas. 

	Targed/Target 2
	Be as specific as possible when making recommendations - this will allow you to show knowledge and understanding.
	I have offered 3 clear recommendations to practitioners, and changed I will make to my own practice

	Targed/Target 3
	Ensure you synthesise and reflect
	I have gone over and above the average reflection process by completing 4 detailed reflections in the lesson study. I also created and engaged with my own reflection model. 











Purpose of Research
My professional teaching experience at Primary School C has offered me an insight into both KS2 education at Year 6, and more recently the Foundation Phase within a Reception class. Since making this transition, the main change I have noticed, is the regular use and reliance on story books in the Foundation Phase which seem to have an inspirational and unique effect on the children. Story telling has been used many times by staff, and I have also planned and utilised it myself during my placement. What intrigues me most is that story telling can be used in a variety of ways, and this can provide a range of different learning experiences and effects on the children. I have witnessed it accompanied by props and resources related to the story, I have seen regular AFL strategies used throughout, and I have also seen and told stories in their simplest forms to children. The aim of this research was therefore to explore methods that facilitate a child’s engagement and understanding of stories, and also to provide an enjoyable, rich learning experience. 
Research Context
My research partner, Ruth, showed similar interests into the use of storytelling, and was completing her professional teaching experience in the school nursery at Primary School C.  Our classes were only 1 school year apart, with the youngest child in her class being 3, and the oldest in my class being 5. The children follow very similar programmes, and regularly have storytelling in discrete sessions as part of their normal school day. My reception class is made up of 30 children who are separated into 3 learning groups, which is similar to Ruth’s Nursery class of 30 pupils separated into 5 smaller groups. We took numerous steps to narrow our research question and carefully considered the reasons why we wanted to research story telling across both Nursery and Reception. Our final research question was:
· An exploration into how teacher questioning, and the use of props can impact upon young learners’ engagement and understanding with stories.  

Relevant Literature

Props/Resources
In the process of formulating a research question, we looked into an article by Gelmini-Hornsby, Ainsworth and O,Malley, (2011) who spoke further of what it takes to tell a good story to children. It was interesting to hear their views on storytelling, as the benefits are not necessarily obvious in a learning environment. These include the development of critical thinking, listening, vocabulary, and the ability to communicate with others. One of the main themes to emerge from this study was the need to provide enough information and clarity to the children about the characters and also the events in the story. This is a consistent factor that teachers should consider, even when the desired outcomes range between enjoyment, understanding, interest, or inspiration. Importantly, they highlight some of the methods that may help children to achieve these learning outcomes, yet the main one that stood out was this idea of teachers using ‘expressive devices’ (Gelmini-Hornsby et al., 2011). This first influenced our research question as we decided to accompany our story with props or resources aiming to improve not only engagement and enjoyment, but also understanding. 
We understood that the research question was complex, but the main consideration was that in order for the children to show understanding, they simply had to engage with the story in the first place. We decided to research further into this idea of ‘what makes a good story?’ and found support for the work of Gelmini-Hornsby et al., (2011). The work of Klaus et al., (2010) explained that in order for children to feel personally involved with a story, they must be able to identify interacting and captivating characters. This requirement of a good story is clearly quite broad, and therefore the presentation of these characters needs to be fine-tuned to suit the audience, which in this case is our foundation-phase children. Subsequently, we understood that these elements of props and resources had to be appropriately designed to suit our age group and needed to assist the information about characters or events. We were also attentive to this idea of a child feeling personally involved in a story and this was expanded upon by Nair, Yusof and Hong, (2014). Similar to the two previous studies, they speak of the characters’ importance within the story, but a difference they highlight is about bringing these characters to life. Until this is achieved, children are unable to enter the story, and are unlikely to be inspired. Stories should be a pleasurable experience and encourage learning to continue outside of the initial environment e.g. through Imaginative play with peers (Nair et al., 2014). These authors were also strong influencers in our research study, especially for the way we were to use our character resources and props. We were striving to bring our characters to life with the hope that the children would imaginatively take this story into their play sessions. Our hypotheses were that if we used our props in a captivating way and brought the story to life, it would enhance the children’s engagement and they would then further understand it. 
Questioning
Although a main aim in our study was to enhance engagement, a key interest was improving the understanding of the story itself. Referring back to the study of  Gelmini-Hornsby et al., (2011), they make reference to the work of King, (1999) who speaks of using questioning prompts to produce articulation and elaboration in learning. The study speaks of two types of questioning that can be used with children. ‘Review questions’ are designed for children to repeat content that has been presented to them, whilst ‘thinking questions’ encourage children to go beyond subject material and generate their own interpretations. King (1999), found that thinking questions provide the most positive effect on the learning experience. This was crucial in the decision to include questioning in our story telling session, and although we had previous knowledge of using questioning in our own teaching practice, our conclusion on the best form of questioning to improve engagement and understanding was undecided. As this idea of questioning was an Assessment for Learning strategy, we looked into a book by Black, Harrison, and Lee, (2003) which considers the views of teachers themselves. They provided support for the work of King, (1999) as it was suggested that recall or review questions compromised the learning of children, as they didn’t promote any thinking time. However, what they explain differently to King, (1999) is how these ‘thinking questions’ or ‘open questions’ promote understanding. By teachers using open-ended questions, they can learn about the existing knowledge of the children, and then any gaps in knowledge can be addressed in their next moves (Black et al., 2003). This influenced our research as we were aware that by utilising open-ended questioning we could have a significant effect on the children’s understanding of our story. The final piece of information we considered was stressed by Nair et al., (2014), but not necessarily within the AFL strategies by Black et al., (2003). This was to create discussion periods throughout the telling of the story because the children can problem solve and build on each other’s contributions. This ultimately leads to a richer understanding of the story (Nair et al., 2014). We were eager to incorporate this alongside our questioning and assess the outcomes. 
Lesson Study Design
The methodology used for this research was a lesson study. This process has been employed in many different educational systems worldwide, and researchers have explained many benefits of its use. Athanasoula-Reppa, (1999), found that the collaborative nature of this research boosts teachers’ interest in their profession and improves the quality of their work. Support for this point can be provided by Archer et al., (2013) as they state it can have significant effects on the professional development of teachers. 
With the goal of improving both teaching and learning, it initially begins with planning of a research lesson (Appendix 13) (Penteri, Karadimitriou, & Rekalidou, 2013). In this case, this was the planned story telling session, and was accompanied by teacher questioning and a few story-related props and resources.  For researchers, the next important step is to observe and collect data on student learning during the session (Kanellopoulou, and Darra, 2008). This explains why the research was conducted in pairs as you would generally need one person to teach, and the other to record data through observations. All data gathered in the first session will then redesign the teaching for the second session with the intention to improve the learning experience (Kanellopoulou, and Darra, 2008). The second session of storytelling incorporated all changes that we felt would positively influence student engagement and understanding (Appendix 14). These changes generally related to our questioning design, the props we used, and our behaviour management. Our lesson study was designed to focus on 3 case pupils from each class, including one lower, one middle, and one higher ability child. This sample was chosen to typify the different groups of learners we have in the class (Norwich and Jones, 2014). 
My partner and I spent the necessary time to cooperatively plan our first research lesson and refer back to the wider reading we had used on the topic of storytelling. To study our research question, we also designed a number of methods of data collection that would later be used to analyse the results. The first method used was non-participant observations and the rationale for using this method was that it allowed either Ruth or myself to carefully watch the learning environment and record valuable information. To record our data, we designed a quantitative observation schedule (Appendix 1.1 to 4.3) which utilised the Leuven scale of involvement (Laevers, and Centre for Experiential Education, 2008) and measured their engagement against a number of different components e.g. eye contact. A rating of 1 highlighted extremely low engagement, and 5 being extremely high engagement. Estyn, (2014) make it clear that observations provide first-hand evidence of the quality of teaching. They provide support for our method stating that researchers should have adequate time before the observation to clarify its purpose, and afterwards to discuss the findings. They place emphasis on observers keeping written records, which is why we developed our own observation schedule. A potential limitation is that our observation schedules were quantitative, meaning our results were presented through numbers. It didn’t offer any detailed explanations of behaviour or experiences (Goertz and Mahoney, 2012), and this influenced the mixed methodology. 
The second form of data collection used was focus group interviews. These provided AFL opportunities for teachers relating to the knowledge children had of the story-telling experience (Bloch, 1992). It also provided the chance to focus upon the effect of questioning which we incorporated both during and after sessions. A focus group of 3 children in the nursery class, and 3 children in reception where chosen to study across 2 sessions. To provide support for the comments of Bloch, (1992), focus groups were the best method to adopt as we only had a short period of 2 days to collect our information. A potential limitation is the young age of our participants, however, Adler, Salanterä, and Zumstein-Shaha, (2019) explain that they are capable to participate from the age of 4-5, providing the methodology is appropriately altered. The discreet nature in which we set up a mobile phone as a recording device allowed us to collect in-depth data in a non-threatening way (Adler et al., 2019). All useful data was transcribed in the form of quotations from students (Appendix 6 & 7). A semi-structured interview guide was designed for these focus groups and incorporated a range of open-ended and recall questions (Appendix 5). The rationale for questioning the focus group during the lesson itself was mainly due to the age of the participants. At this age, children display limited concentration levels, so conducting all questions at the end of the session wouldn’t have displayed their understanding at specific times in the story. A strength was the open-ended nature to many of our questions, along with the prompting we planned for children to elaborate on their answers. In line with the comments of Lund et al., (2016), this was to improve the flow of discussion, especially with our hesitant individuals. A limitation may have been incorporating some review or recall questions in our schedule, that King, (1999) describes to be detrimental to thinking time. We chose to incorporate these to reinforce character names and phrases, however we may have been guilty here of forgetting the purpose of our study (Adler et al., 2019), which was to improve understanding. Finally, in the latter stages of the focus group, we used a drawing activity to continue questioning the pupils and allowing them to express their understanding through a creative task. There was a collaborative and active nature to this which Dillenbourg and Traum, (2006)  support as a strategy for further discussion to take place. Cammisa, Montrone, and Caroli, (2011) also recommend researchers to use group activities instead of plain conversation to encourage the participation of younger children. 
Norwich and Jones, (2014) describe good practice in a Lesson Study and mirror the steps  that we took post-research. After both research lessons, my research partner and I gathered all research evidence and lesson plans, and then analysed the child learning behaviours. These partner discussions importantly took place immediately after each lesson whilst the experience was still fresh in our mind. We used our own reflection model (Appendix 8), which was adapted from the work of Gibbs, (1988) and incorporated a number of questions, feelings and conclusions. The teaching and learning experiences were thus critically evaluated, and then presented in a table (Appendix 9 to 12).  Again, supporting the work of Norwich and Jones (2014), we asked ourselves two reflective questions. How can we teach lesson A better than lesson B? and what new practice knowledge have we developed from the lesson study that can support ourselves and other teachers? 
Ethical Considerations
We needed to be particularly mindful of the age and potential vulnerability of our sample (Mukherji and Albon, 2018). Therefore, before any research took place we gained ethical approval from the ethics committee at University of Wales Trinity St David, and also Primary School C where the study took place. This application (Appendix 17) highlighted the aims and objectives of our research, including a rationale. It included all proposed research methods to collect our data, and then finally how we would minimise the risk to our sample and the school.  Something we also made clear in the process of ethical approval was how we planned to gain informed consent from our participants. Our young children were not in a position to understand every aspect of our research, and so we took the time gain parents’ written permission for their children to take-part  (Mukherji and Albon, 2018). This was achieved in the form of a consent form (Appendix 16), and an information document (Appendix 15) explaining the purpose of our study. Finally, we made it clear that our young sample could withdraw from the study at any time.
Lesson Study 1 Results and Analysis 
As our Lesson Study was spread over the 2 age groups, we were presented with a wealth of numerical data from our observation schedules, and qualitative information from our interview transcripts (Mukherji and Albon, 2018). Whilst keeping our research questions and lesson objectives in mind, it was a difficult process to explain our findings. However, the way in which we summarised focus group information into quotations, and made visual comparisons of the observation schedules, patterns and trends started to appear. 
Ruth conducted her first lesson in the Nursery class in the morning, and then I conducted my first lesson in the Reception class in the afternoon. For our 3 different levels of ability children, this review will now highlight their engagement and understanding throughout the lesson and provide evidence from both the interviews and observations. To ensure anonymity, the children’s names have been represented with their initials.
Lower Ability Pupils
We first examined how the lower ability pupils were able to sit and listen for the duration of the story. Using the Leuven Scale of engagement, S.G scored 2/5 for maintaining eye contact and 3/5 for her overall seating position. This suggests that she was often distracted in the learning environment and couldn’t sit still for the whole duration. S.R however, showed exceptional sitting skills 5/5, and visually focused on the story throughout 5/5. S.R also showed more of a  positive engagement with the pirate flag and character cards (Appendix 18) than S.G 5/5. For S.G, these may have contributed to the distractions in the environment, which S.R was more able to manage. In terms of how they understood the story, which included remembering the main events, answering questions, and having a personal opinion, the results were again mixed. S.G scored 3/5 both for answering questions correctly and showing appropriate reactions to the story, whilst S.R scored 4/5. This shows that they did have a basic level of understanding, but perhaps didn’t display any aspects of deeper learning.  Evidence of their involvement can be seen below. 
Ruth: “Can you remember what type of animals they were?”   
S.G: “Penguins!”
Liam:  “Its’ time to hit the treasure trail, oh where are they going?”
S.R: “Treasure!”



Middle Ability Pupils
We then carefully analysed our middle ability pupils and their results didn’t show a linear trend. Instead, they showed a mix of both low and high engagement. H.R maintained relatively good eye contact throughout the story 4/5, but his seating position suggested that at times he was restless 3/5. C.P’s results were similar for these aspects 3/5, but interestingly she wasn’t able to share the space or learning experience well with other pupils 2/5. What was interesting, is that although H.R was the younger pupil, the props and resources seemed to encourage and focus his engagement 4/5, while for C.P they directed her off task 3/5. The observations made on H.R’s understanding ranged between 3 and 4, while C.P mainly scored between 4 and 5. The main difference was the high quality of answer C.P provided compared to H.R.
C.P: “The fish poked the boat, and they’re falling, so they’re gonna fall out the boat, and they’re gonna swim”. 
Her answers were generally a more correct representation of the story and she had an exact understanding of what had taken place. 
Higher Ability Pupils 
Our higher ability pupil in Nursery, O.C, showed excellent eye contact for the duration of the story 5/5, and he sat well amongst the other children 4/5. This showed that he was engrossed in the story. P.P in reception, scored 5/5 for all aspects relating to his engagement, and really surprised us with his maturity and capabilities throughout. In the components that rated the pupils’ understanding, O.C generally scored 4/5, and again P.P was always very high 5/5.  Even at the end of the story they were able to give accurate answers relating to the events. Despite being correct, O.C’s answers were mainly more basic, while P.P generated his own implications which were completely on topic. 
 Ruth: “can you remember what they were searching for?”  
O.C: “Treasure” 
P.P: “I think, they gonna fall and they gonna swim”. 
The significant difference our higher ability pupils demonstrated was their ability to remember characters. They both engaged positively with the resources and props, and often stated the names of most characters when questioned. 
e.g. O.C: “Cutlass Jeff!”  :”Flo?”
P.P: “Cutlass Jess”  :“That’s Penguin Blue”.  
Both pupils managed the number of attention cues used throughout the story. 

Think-Pair-Share
Finally, a further point to make is the engagement we observed when implementing a think-pair-share AFL strategy. In nursery, we found that all pupils were excited about discussing the story with their friends and this really encouraged involvement for lower ability pupils. 
Ruth: “we are going to talk to our friends and then we are going to share with everybody else. What will happen if it rips?”
 All Children:“sink” to each other.
In Reception, we found our middle and higher ability pupils confidently discussed the event in more detail, but the lower ability pupils produced limited or no discussion.  

Lesson Study 2 Results and Analysis
For lesson study 2 the next day, Ruth conducted her lesson in the Nursery class in the morning, and I then conducted my lesson in the Reception class in the afternoon. From the discussion of the previous lesson study, we incorporated the following changes aiming to improve both student understanding and engagement. Firstly, we wanted pupils to more accurately remember characters and events in the book. This was going to be addressed by adding more physical resources or ‘expressive devices’ that Gelmini-Hornsby et al., (2011) recommends to recreate elements of the story (Appendix 19).  Secondly, we had noticed that on occasions our style of questioning was becoming more recall or closed which limits pupil understanding. Therefore, we wanted to include more open-ended questions and use further prompting on responses. Other minor changes included speeding up the pace of the story to maintain excitement and altering the seating arrangements in the class to control behaviour. 

Lower Ability Pupils  
This time around, S.G produced results of 4/5 for maintaining eye contact, and 4/5 for her seating position throughout the story. S.R’s results were very similar, with the exception of a 3/5 for seating position. When compared, S.G’s focus improved drastically from the last session, while S.R’s had taken a detrimental change. S.G engaged more positively with the added resources 4/5, which may have been a strong factor in her increased concentration levels. S.R, however, didn’t engage with these as well, and instead the props over-excited her taking her mind away from the story. S.R was more willing to answer questions 5/5, than S.G 3/5, in which we think confidence played a vital role. Resultantly, S.R had more chances to answer questions correctly 4/5 than S.G 3/5. Nevertheless, their evidence of understanding was still mixed as they sometimes gave answers which were on task, and other times their answers signified no knowledge. 
Liam: “who remembers what this is at the bottom of the sea?”
S.R: “Hello, hello” (takes pirate hat off)

Middle Ability Pupils
H.R showed improvements in both his seating position 4/5, and his ability to maintain eye contact for the duration of the story 5/5. This time around he seemed much more interested and less prone to distractions. C.P showed an improvement in her eye contact 4/5, however she still wasn’t able to engage positively with the resources 3/5 as she was distracted by the pirate hats and flag. H.R on the other hand maintained good concentration levels when the new resources and props were presented to him. We observed C.P’s behaviour carefully as she didn’t work well with other pupils in lesson 1, and this improved in lesson 2 as a result of our seating arrangements 3/5.  As a result of our change in questioning, C.P’s understanding of the story was enhanced, and she provided appropriate reactions 5/5.
Liam: “Can anybody tell me what a sail does? Why do we need one on our boat?”
C.P: “Because, it needs to go! And it blows in the wind”. 
H.R also showed improvements in his understanding, as his responses were much more on topic and correct 5/5. 
Ruth - (Points to picture of shipwreck) “who do you think this ship belongs to?”
H.R - (Points to the picture of Captain Walker Plank) “Him!”
Although C.P was distracted again by the props, we believe that both pupils benefited from having added visual aids to help remember characters and events. 
Ruth: “What will get inside the boat? What is this?” (Points to fake ocean)
H.R: “The ocean!”

Higher Ability Pupils 
Quite consistently, O.C in Nursery showed excellent eye contact 5/5 and appeared more interested than lesson 1 5/5. P.P produced the same results 5/5, but due to his outstanding focus in lesson 1, there wasn’t much room for improvement in lesson 2. O.C displayed a good understanding of the story in Lesson 1 and was willing to explain events. The difference in lesson 2 was his correct interpretation of these events which he was confident in explaining 5/5. 
Ruth: “What did the whale do for the boat?”
O.C: “It blasted” (pumps his fist in the air)
The use of extra props and resources benefited P.P as he was able to name characters more confidently with the visual assistance. 
P.P: “Penguin Blue!” “Cutlas Jeff, Cutlas Jeff!” “And First Mate Flo” “Captain Walker Plank!”
The open-ended nature to our questions also seemed to benefit both pupils, there was evidence of curiosity in their learning, and also signs that they were feeling personally involved in the story.
O.C: “How they going to lift it up?” 
P.P: “I would climb on all the trees, then I would jump in the water”. 

Post-Research Discussion 
As researchers, we engaged again in a post lesson discussion and utilized our reflection model to facilitate the process. Based on the learning experience we observed in both classes, we would make the following improvements to improve our practice in the future. We aim to improve the learning experience for our lower ability children and support them in becoming more willing to answer questions. Therefore, we would implement some clear differentiation strategies that stimulates their involvement in the lesson. Secondly, we would control the number of props and resources used to visually assist the learning experience, but without the detrimental effect of causing distractions. Finally, we will incorporate further AFL techniques like the think-pair-share strategy used in lesson 1, as this seemed to spark excitement and make the children feel more personally involved with the story. 

Discussion of Research Findings
The analysis of pupil learning behaviours, including understanding and engagement was important for Ruth and myself. As Norwich and Jones (2014) highlight, it’s important to direct the discussion towards pupil learning before deciding on what was found in terms of your research question. This study was an exploration into how teacher questioning, and the use of props can impact upon young learners’ engagement and understanding with stories. In our lesson study, we adopted the recommendations of Gelmini-Hornsby et al., (2011) of utilising ‘expressive devices’ as a way of providing greater clarity about characters and events in the story. We found that our Nursery pupils benefited most from this addition as their ratings relating to engagement and interest incurred a positive change. Relating this to the work of Klaus et al., (2010), it suggests that the Nursery pupils were able to identify the interacting characters more easily, which is an underlying mechanism of a good story. The Nursery children’s’ positive engagement with resources and display of appropriate reactions suggests  we also made them feel personally involved with the story. Adjusting these expressive devices to our audience was an important factor in achieving this (Klaus et al., 2010). With exception of our higher ability pupil, the Reception children’s ratings highlighted that they were less engaged and more distracted by the expressive devices. This would suggest that our characters and events were not articulated in a captivating way to this set of pupils (Gelmini-Hornsby et al., 2011), and as a result we didn’t achieve our desired effect of increased engagement (Peterson, and McCabe, 1997). We would need to tailor these props more suitably to the older age group in future practice.
Our lower ability pupils showed limited improvements in their understanding as a result of using more thinking/open ended questioning. This ultimately disagrees with the points made by King (1999) and Black et al., (2003). Instead of directly questioning these pupils, we would need to test more inclusive methods. This could include discussion periods like think-pair-share which proved effective in our session (Nair et al., 2014). We can support the notion that recall questions compromise children’s learning as it doesn’t allow any thinking time (King, 1999),  These questions limited the responses we got from all ability pupils. Our middle ability and higher ability pupils showed an enhanced understanding after integrating more thinking questions in lesson 2. Thinking questions allowed the assessment of pupil understanding, before prompting and further questioning allowed pupils to access further learning (Black et al., 2003). Many of the pupils were able to develop their own interpretations of the story and go beyond the subject material (King, 1999) and this was again achieved by providing further thinking time. 
Finally, our evidence suggests that the combination of expressive devices and thinking questions inspired the children to become more personally involved with the story (Nair et al., 2014). This especially applies to our higher ability pupils, however there were countless observed feelings of empathy, fear, and joy. The lack of predictability, and open-ended questions also fostered curiosity in our learners (Mushtaq, Bland, and Schaefer, 2011).

Conclusion
There were many strengths and limitations associated with our research. Within our Lesson Study, we opted for a combination of qualitative and quantitative research methods. Aubrey et al., (2005) support a mixed methodology as the two styles can be complementary to one another when collecting data. Our quantitative observations provided us with simple ratings which could be easily compared between pupils, and across lessons. They were also effective for the young age of our sample who lacked sufficient communication skills. By relying on interviews alone we may have been left with very limited data (Mac Naughton, Rolfe, and Siraj-Blatchford, 2001). A limitation of the observations was our non-participant role as researchers. We argue that the participants behaviour didn’t appear completely natural as they were often looking at the other teacher in the room. This opposes the view of Johnson and Christensen, (2008), however this may have been caused by a change in their normal routine or environment. 
The qualitative focus group interviews provided us with more in-depth and rich information relating to pupil learning. The semi-structured style approach was useful for the age range of 3-5 as we could adapt the questioning to suit the needs of each pupil (Mukherji and Albon, 2018). Although we had 3 focus children in both Nursery and Reception, we tried to incorporate other pupils to replicate a natural learning setting. Therefore, a further limitation relates to Morgan and Scannell’s (1998) recommendation of using 6-10 participants. In 3 out of 4 sessions we fell below the size of this sample, and this suggests we placed more pressure on each child to keep the conversation flowing. An interesting conclusion in the post research discussion was that each method’s strengths seemed to compensate for the other’s weaknesses, and thus we were left with a triangulation of data (Mukherji and Albon, 2018).
Moving forward, if I was to conduct any form of action research again, I would pilot study each lesson first. This is to make sure the research process runs as smoothly as possible, and to reinforce the planning in my mind. For example, ensuring the children are in appropriate seating arrangements, or that the recording devices are in the correct position. Secondly, I will always video record my research studies so that I can review it over and over again (Mukherji and Albon, 2018). When watching back the recording of Lesson 1 and 2, the evaluation of my own practice was invaluable and I was able to improve upon important aspects of my teaching (Mcniff and Whitehead, 2006). e.g. questioning, pace of lesson, and tone of voice. 

Recommendations
After specifically focusing on understanding and engagement in this lesson study, I will make the following key changes to assist my next teaching experience. I also recommend other teachers and practitioners to implement these approaches in similar school learning contexts.  Firstly, it’s the notion of moving away from simple, closed questioning, and instead asking open ended questions with sufficient wait time to assess pupil understanding (Black et al., 2003). Notably, there is a time and a place to utilize closed style questions, but as teachers we often don’t realise that we are preventing pupils from going over and above the subject material with an absence of ‘thinking questions’ (Gelmini-Hornsby et al., 2011). 
Secondly, I recommend the use of active and collaborative tasks in both research and teaching practice for young children to express their understanding in a unique way. These strategies, as observed in our lesson study (Appendix 20), provide excellent opportunities for further discussion to take place (Dillenbourg and Traum, 2006). As practitioners, we have a responsibility to listen to childrens interests and needs. Therefore, we should provide creative methods for young children to demonstrate their knowledge so that we can plan our next moves (Mukherji and Albon, 2018).
Finally, I recommend the use of AFL techniques and discussion periods to create an inclusive environment for all ability pupils (Nair et al., 2014). These can provide an element of excitement, in which pupils become more personally involved with the learning experience and offer their own interpretations. Their main benefit in this study was their ability to develop learning dispositions such as curiosity and collaboration. 
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