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‘Can basketball questioning increase pupil participation during a lesson?’
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	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
	Develop your critical thinking about your practice in order to identify what needs to change in order to make further progress
	

	Targed/Target 2
	Continue to develop your understanding of the pedagogical principles to improve teaching and learning.
	


[bookmark: _GoBack]


Research focus & context

I have developed an interest in effective questioning in the classroom which has inspired and informed my research study. During my first placement block I observed teachers using varying methods of questioning resulting in a range of pupil responses. I noticed that certain types of questioning appeared to encourage increased participation from pupils, highlighting an aspect of teaching I wanted to explore. The purpose of this research activity is to explore levels of participation amongst pupils using two different methods of questioning. I will conduct this research with the aim of ascertaining levels of pupil participation through observation.
     I discussed this research idea with two fellow students at my placement school. We shared the same interest in the area of questioning and agreed that this would form the foundation of our research. We developed a research question after identifying different methods of classroom questioning which were varied and contrasting. The method of ‘basketball questioning’ drew the most curiosity amongst us and we agreed on using this method within our research. Ping-pong questioning has been described as simple question and answer, whereas basketball questioning encourages evaluation and explanation from more than one pupil, facilitating discussion (Wiliam, 2017). Considering these techniques, we worked on developing a research question. Our final research question is ‘Can basketball questioning increase pupil participation during a lesson?’ The research was conducted in Key Stage two in a local Primary school. My class consisted of 31 pupils. I conducted the research with two fellow students who observed my lesson and I observed both of theirs.
     In order to further my understanding and knowledge of types of questioning I looked at the available literature surrounding the topic. Effective and appropriate questioning is an essential component of a teacher’s repertoire and requires careful consideration in order to be a successful tool (Bowen & Ellis, 2009). Learning can be significantly improved when pupils are given the opportunity to interact and respond through effective questioning, therefore it should be central to a teacher’s practice (Morgan, 2009) (Donaldson, 2015).  A general finding from the range of literature is that consideration of the type of questioning used by teachers is of great importance and can certainly have an impact on participation and learning outcomes (Flutter & Rudduck, 2004) (Welsh Assembly Government, 2011). Effective questioning is a fundamental element of AFL and must be carefully implemented in order to reach the desired outcome (Wiliam, 2017) (Impact Wales, 2019). Spencer and Hayward (2006) discuss the methods of directing and distributing questions within the classroom. They suggest that distributing questions around the classroom (basketball questioning) maintains the focus of many pupils and encourages participation. By directing the distribution of questions, a teacher can facilitate engagement from pupils whist permitting increased participation. This principle links to our research question and the consideration of how basketball questioning distributes a question between pupils with the aim of increasing pupil participation. This reading supports the research question and forms a basis from which to develop our exploration of pupils’ participation through different questioning styles.
     Black and Wiliam (1998) carried out an extensive review of literature surrounding assessment for learning. Within their review they reported on various types of questioning and the observations they produced. They paid particular attention to students generating the questioning which relates to the research question presented in this assignment. They reported on how the onus of discussion being on the pupils contributes to autonomy within a cohort, whereas adjunct questions from teachers did not produce the same results. Although basketball questioning is not mentioned explicitly in this review, the principle of discussion around questions is a transferable concept which can be applied to the research. However, it must be acknowledged that the findings are somewhat vague and the mention of ‘results’ does not specify the exact outcome being measured. Their mention of discussion and autonomy within questioning may in this case be interchangeable with participation therefore these findings could be used to inform the learning from the literature review. 
     Wiliam (2011) encourages practitioners to ‘play basketball’ as opposed to ‘ping pong’ when implementing good AFL techniques within the classroom. He recommends that a question is posed by the teacher, and what follows is the basketball aspect. This should involve evaluation and explanation from fellow pupils before the teacher contributes further (Wiliam, 2011). This reading can help to inform our delivery of basketball style questions during our lesson study, ensuring that all teachers involved are aware of these elements within the questioning technique.  It is important to consider that ‘basketball questioning’ is a broad term which may be subject to interpretation depending on the practitioner. This suggests that although the principle is understood, its implementation in the classroom may vary greatly. This is a factor to consider when reviewing the literature and assessing its reliability and generalisability across our study (Dawson, 2009).
     Spencer & Hayward (2006) recognised increased stimulation and interaction between pupils during thinking and learning tasks when implementing the basketball questioning method in comparison to the tennis method (ping pong). This may suggest that participation is great during this method of questioning. Similarly, Hayward et al (2004) report that basketball questioning may facilitate development of ideas amongst learners, by handing over the power of the learning to the pupils as opposed to the teacher. It has been further suggested that whilst the teacher guides the question and answer process during ping pong questioning, the pupils may not be fully engaged (Spencer & Hayward, 2006). However, during basketball questioning the power of learning is handed over from the teacher to the pupils and they become active participants (Spencer & Hayward, 2006). From this reading, it may be concluded that when the pupils are responsible for the discussion surrounding a question, their participation levels increase.
     Paterson (2016) considers the quantity of questions asked by teachers and pupils during lessons and how it correlates to the type of questioning that is routinely practiced in the classroom.  He notes that straight recall questions (ping pong style) initiated by teachers promote fewer questions to be asked by children. This is an interesting viewpoint to consider in application to the research and must be considered during our lesson study. Paterson suggests that more questions are posed by pupils during basketball style questioning due to the control of the discussion being in the hands of the students. This supports the earlier observation made by Hayward et al (2004) in relation to the pupils’ responsibility and power during basketball questioning. It may be concluded that children are more likely to initiate their own questions and evaluations through basketball questioning scenarios, potentially resulting in increased discussion and participation. The terms ‘ping-pong’ and ‘lollipop’ questioning are interchangeable within this study, as they both refer to direct questioning from teacher to pupil. Lollipop sticks will be used as a randomisation tool within the ping-pong technique.

Lesson study design

The methodology used in this research is lesson study, which is a form of action research. Lesson Study is a Japanese concept which has been commended for encouraging self-reflection and analysis of pupil learning amongst teachers (Lewis, 2004). This methodology is collaborative, requiring teachers to work together to address an identified problem through observation within the classroom (Fernandes & Yoshida, 2004). Lesson study takes place during a planned lesson with real pupils in an authentic environment. The lesson study model should focus on a real need and be designed to improve a specific aspect of learning (Dudley, 2012). Sufficient research into this methodology suggests a positive correlation between collaborating, goal setting, observing and reflecting (as teachers) and improving student achievement (Riggs & Barrett, 2004; Southwell & White, 2004).
     Data collection methods for this research were focus group interviews and non-participant observation (Appendix 1 & 3). The focus group interview was conducted through semi-structured interviews, collecting qualitative data from the participants. Within qualitative research, interviews have been considered the ‘gold standard’ due to their flexibility and adaptability (Harding, 2019) (Bell & Waters, 2018). Limitations of this method must also be acknowledged. Miller and Glassner (2011) argue that a researcher must spend a substantial amount of time with their interviewee in order to collect appropriate data, deeming them resource intensive. In relation to our study, it is not possible to spend a long-time interviewing pupils within the school therefore it must be considered that our results may not be as rich as possible. 
     In collaboration with peers, I formulated a set of interview questions (Appendix 1). Literature guided this process, explaining the importance of focus, clarity and consideration of the demographic of participants for the focus group (Bell & Waters, 2018) paying particular attention to interviewing children (Cohen et al, 2018). This method was chosen for data collection as it can create a positive rapport between the interviewer and the participant, facilitating discussion of the given topic (Brewer, 2008). Cohen et al (2018) add that focus groups are considered a suitable method of interviewing children in a secure and comfortable environment, remaining informal throughout. It is reportedly easy to use a representative sample with this method, but it is not necessarily easy to generalise the findings (Dawson, 2009).  This must be considered when concluding upon the research and making further recommendations.
     Non-participant observation was also used as a data collection method within this research. The observer did not take part in any activity within the lesson. This method of data collection is beneficial by allowing the observer to witness the events taking place and does not rely on information being reported by participants (Dewey, 2008). By using this method, bias can be avoided as there is no use of a survey approach. This method presents some disadvantages including misinterpretation of data, potential for invasion of privacy and limited insight into thoughts, feelings and intentions of participants (Dewey, 2008). Additionally, the observer effect must be considered as this may influence the behaviour of the observed participants (Brewer, 2008). Harding (2019) adds that this potential for change in behaviour of pupils during the observed lessons may lead to less ‘naturalistic’ results. For our research, this presents some issues for consideration. The possibility that the observations across the three researchers involved may not be consistent must be addressed. Our observation schedule will be formulated together and the fundamental elements of recording our observations within the schedule will be clarified. The observation schedule must be constructed with careful consideration of what needs to be observed in order to answer the research question, how to facilitate ease of note taking and how the observer might make the observations (Podmore & Luff, 2012). The non-participant observer can then collect quantitative data using the observation schedule. 
     An essential part of the lesson study is teacher’s self-reflection (Lewis, 2000). Reflecting on teaching practice is widely recognised as an effective and meaningful tool for making sense of experiences and developing ideas (Riggs & Barrett, 2004). Lewis (2000) adds that it promotes self-awareness and understanding of strategies used, whilst facilitating skills such as experimentation and organisation. Reflection was used as a data collection method during this research. There are many models of reflection available including Kolb, Schon and Brookfield however I chose to use Gibbs’ model as I have successfully used it in previous reflective activities (Gibbs, 1988). In order to structure and format the reflective process I created a reflective template (appendix 2) based upon Gibbs’ reflective model (Gibbs, 1988). This reflective model consists of six stage cycle, beginning with descriptive recall of the event and leading to formulate conclusions and subsequent action plans (Gibbs, 1988). My reflective format provides a clear outline of the elements for consideration and facilitates structured documentation of the lesson reflection.
     As researchers, we determined the need for a sample to be chosen, as we could not collect data from the whole population involved in the lesson study (Harding, 2019). We decided to seek maximum variation within the sample, to demonstrate the range of differences within a population (Flick, 2009). In this case, the normal participation levels of pupils were determined, and a pupil from each category (low, medium, high) was chosen to represent the population. Each lesson therefore had a sample size of three pupils to be observed, and to partake the focus group interview.

Ethics

There are ethical considerations when conducting research in a classroom (David et al, 2001) (Blackburn, 2018). Ethical approval of the study was granted by the University Ethics Committee. Following guidance from BERA (2018) I ensured that anonymity and confidentiality was always maintained. This was done by using pseudo codes for pupils and in line with data protection legislation all data obtained was stored securely and encrypted. Furthermore, paper forms were locked in a secure domain. I planned for the data to be stored only for the duration of the study and for data to be destroyed in accordance with BERA guidelines.
     I provided an information sheet and consent form (appendix 4) to clearly outline the purpose and aims of the study, including the option for participants to opt out at any point. Participants were given feedback following the lesson study involving details of the next steps being taken by the researcher. They were given the option to receive transcripts. Potential risks to the participant, investigator and institution were considered and are explored in the ethics form with identified actions for mitigating the risks.


Lesson study results 

On completion of the lesson studies, our results were drawn together and can be found in the appendices (appendix 1 & 3). Lesson one took place on Monday morning in a Year five class consisting of twenty-one pupils. The pupils were engaged with the student teacher form the start, as the introduction consisted of an activity requiring immediate pupil participation (Department for Education, 2014). As an observer it was clear that this promoted focus and engagement amongst the class. The pupils were clearly interested in the topic. This seemed to have a positive impact on their participation during questioning, and as outlined by Estyn (2016) this characteristic of participation can benefit the pupils. On reflection, this was an effective way of acquiring pupil engagement, encouraging thinking and learning.
     The goal of our lesson study was to identify participation levels during different types of questioning and to consider the effect that basketball questioning has on participation levels. We anonymised our pupils by numbering them for the purpose of the observation and record taking. Of the three pupils observed, only pupil one appeared to show the same level of contribution during basketball questioning and ping pong questioning. Pupils two and three both responded with seemingly increased participation during basketball questioning. Participation levels observed for pupil three suggest a possible increase by five times, and 3 times for pupil two. Although the tally recording provided an indefinite quantitative report on the participation level of students in response to various questions during the lesson, it cannot be considered valid data and should only be considered as an adjunct to the qualitative data collected within our focus group interviews (Cohen et al, 2018). The tally allowed us to gauge the rough participation levels of the three students focused on during each lesson in response to different types of questions. Due to the many considerations for collecting quantitative data, and the fact that our research is based on collection of qualitative data, the tally records are simply a component of our observation schedule.
     We considered the principles and intentions of lesson study outlined by Dudley (2012) and made relevant changes to our lesson to further support learning and aim for better results. In order to improve this lesson, the timings of activities needed further consideration in order to allow observers to witness further questioning and participation levels amongst pupils. The initial tasks required discussion and deliberation between pupils, lending itself to providing relevant data for the lesson study requirements. However, the main activity of the lesson was a group work task which required little input from the student teacher for whole class questioning, therefore little data was taken from this section of the lesson. 
     To improve this lesson for subsequent use with the same intentions, the main activity may include mini plenaries to allow further questioning and opportunity for use of basketball and ping pong questioning (Wiliam, 2011). This would allow observers to collect further data throughout the lesson. Additionally, the lesson was interrupted by assembly which meant that the pupils had a significant break of thirty minutes. This disrupted the flow of the lesson and as an observer it was evident that the pupils took a while to settle back into the content of the lesson. The timings of the lesson would need to be improved for future use to ensure that there is no potential for such interruption.
     Following lesson study one, we decided that just one of the non-participant observers would use the observation schedule to record the tally as the task did not require the focus of both observers. This allowed the second observer to consider wider findings and maintain an overall view on the lesson. We planned to implement this and apply the change to lesson study two and three. When collecting the interview data from the three pupils in lesson one, the two non-participant observers took notes on the observation schedule whilst the student teacher who conducted the lesson asked the questions and recorded the interview. Following this initial interview, it was evident that only one non-participant observer needed to take notes as the data did not need to be replicated. This was another change to be implemented in the subsequent lesson studies and would allow the second non-participant observer to ensure that the pupils felt comfortable and at ease (Blackburn, 2018). We felt that if both observers were writing notes it may have been a little intimidating for the pupils and could potentially affect the quality of data gathered (Blackburn, 2018).
     Lesson study two took place on Monday afternoon in a Year four class consisting of thirty-one pupils. The lesson focused on activating prior knowledge and building upon this through rich discussion and questioning. Due to the objective of the lesson, the content was largely based around whole class activities which supported the use of questioning from the student teacher. Basketball questioning was used substantially during the introduction as the pupils were required to share their own experiences and build upon those of others (Hayward et al, 2004). This cohort have had experience of using talk signs during their lessons to show that they wish to build upon a comment from another pupil. These talk signs include ‘thumbs up, thumbs down, building fists and finger links’ in accordance with successful AFL techniques (Black et al, 2007) (Welsh Government, 2010). It was observed that this had a significant effect on the flow and structure of the questioning within the class, as the pupils were well practiced in basketball questioning. This allowed the lesson objective to be met with apparent ease and the basketball questioning required little facilitation by the student teacher. It must be considered that the class may have had an advantage on the other two classes within the lesson study due to their prior experience of using basketball questioning quite independently. However, this should not affect the data collected, as the focus remains on the comparison of participation levels during questioning.
     On reflection of this lesson we considered improvements that could be made in order to inform future lessons and subsequent lesson study as recommended by Dudley (2012). Having implemented the changes suggested following lesson one, we were pleased with the recording of data and the structure of the interview in lesson two. The observers noted that the pupils’ prior experience of using talk signs assisted greatly in their basketball questioning participation. A consideration for the next lesson is to introduce talk signs for all pupils to use as a tool during basketball questioning. It may help to improve the smooth flow of the discussion between pupils which could permit easier differentiation for the observer between the types of questioning and their participation. If the teacher is required to facilitate basketball questioning, it raises the issue that this may become a ping pong style question which presents challenges in recording data.
     During our focus group interviews following lesson two, we learned that the pupils in this class had a good understanding of the different types of questioning and through their answers to our interview questions it was clear that they had a preference for basketball questioning. Their views in relation to participation were interesting and raised an important point. Pupil two reported that when ping pong questions are used, the pupils with ideas must withhold their contributions, whereas if basketball questioning was used predominantly it would encourage all pupils with answers to participate. The pupils’ views regarding basketball questioning reflect those identified by Hayward et al (2004) and Paterson (2016) however withholding contributions was not identified in the earlier literature review. The pupils suggest that basketball questioning allows those without answers to listen and learn from peers, whilst those with answers could use talk signs to portray their willingness to participate. This therefore suggests that whilst ping pong questioning is enjoyed by some, basketball questioning is more likely to be beneficial to a greater number of pupils.  Following collection of adequate qualitative data during the focus group interview after lesson two, we decided to make no changes and to continue in this manner for lesson three. 
     Our final lesson providing data for this study was lesson three which took place in a mixed Year three and four class. Having already completed two of our lessons comprising the lesson study, we were confident with the format and structure of the session and were content with the changes and improvements that had been suggested. As a non-participant observer, it was apparent that one pupil within the class was causing disruption due to his behaviour. There were no other adults present to address this and the non-participant observers were not able to get involved (Dewey, 2008). This had a significant impact on the learning and engagement of the pupils in the class. The distraction was clearly affecting their ability to concentrate and participate in the discussion generated by the questions which therefore meant that the content of the responses to basketball questioning was not as rich as the previous two lessons. The student teacher was required to address the child’s behaviour constantly, leading to reduced facilitation of questioning and resulting in mainly ping pong style questioning being observed. However, there was sufficient observation of participation within basketball questioning and ping pong questioning to inform our research and to enable the pupils to reflect during the focus group interview.
     This lesson could have been improved by ensuring that the pupil with behavioural issues had his normal level of support. A factor to consider moving forward is that having another adult present in the classroom would be desirable in further lesson study scenarios. This would enable the student teacher to maintain her focus on the lesson objective and fully engage in the responses and participation of the pupils during basketball and ping pong questioning. 
     Another consideration is the age of the pupils within the focus group and the pitching of the questions. We ensured that all pupils within the lesson study were asked the same questions in order to make the results reliable and valid. Following lesson three, it was clear that the youngest pupils were not as confident in contributing during the focus group interview and this may have been due to the questions asked. The pupils did not have as much to report and their interpretation of the types of questions asked was unclear. This may be due to the behavioural disruption previously discussed, but it must be considered that the pitch of interview may have been more suited to the older pupils of lesson one and two. In order to collect better evidence this would need to be reviewed and the potential for differentiated semi-structured interview questions could be considered.
     Paterson (2016) suggests that more questions are posed by pupils during basketball questioning compared to ping pong questioning. This was identified by the observers within our lesson study, however our research question focused on participation and we did not collect data relating specifically to pupils generating questions. This could inform a modification to our observation schedule and focus group questions. It may provide another element of recording and potentially better results regarding further questions posed by pupils in addition to general participation. This improvement could be implemented if the lesson study was to be continued.
     From our semi-structured interviews it was evident that consideration of question type can impact on pupils and their willingness to participate during questioning (Morgan, 2009). The findings of our research were interesting and insightful, providing useful qualitative data for further consideration around the research question.  All completed observation schedules suggested that pupils participated more during episodes of basketball questioning (appendix 1). The use of lollipop sticks for ping-pong questioning produced short answers with minimal or no further discussion, supporting the findings of Spencer and Hayward (2006) who similarly reported little stimulation amongst pupils during ping-pong questioning. It was evident that placing the onus of discussion on the pupils during basketball questioning contributed to autonomy, as suggested by Black and Wiliam (1998) and Hayward et al (2004). This is demonstrated in the focus group interview transcript (appendix 3) which confirms the feelings of the pupils in relation to their participation levels. Furthermore, the class demonstrated effective evaluation and explanation skills during basketball questioning, supporting the findings of Wiliam (2011).
     Pupils asked their own questions using their previously learned talk signs, building upon the explanations and discussions within basketball questioning. This had not been reported within the current literature around the topic, and it poses an interesting concept for further research. It has highlighted the potential for further building upon this method of questioning by incorporating the use of talk signs. It may promote increased autonomy and independence in exploring a question, as suggested by the pupils during lesson two in the focus group interview (appendix 3). 
     I knew that my class would be confident in using their talk signs to demonstrate participation. Following this lesson study I would encourage this tool to be used with their teachers in forthcoming years. It may be possible to discuss the findings with their next class teacher to inform her of the positive impact it appears to have made on their participation levels within basketball questioning. This would adhere to the principles of lesson study outlined by Dudley (2012) and Godfrey et al (2017) regarding wider sharing of findings. 

Strengths and weaknesses were highlighted within the lesson study method used. Particular attention had been paid to the strengths which include adequate data collection from focus group interviews, appropriate use of observation schedules within the observed lessons and detailed planning of lessons to ensure that questioning was focused upon. The weaknesses of our approach must also be identified. Due to the pupils in lesson two using talk signs, the validity of the results obtained across the three lessons is affected (Dawson, 2009). It may be concluded that the use of talk signs helped to increase participation rather than the type of questioning alone. Furthermore, the inability to support pupils who required one to one support during lesson three resulted in the student teacher switching her focus from questioning. This affected the reliability of the results as the three student teachers subsequently asked varying quantities of questions.

Conclusion
Conclusions can now be drawn from our lesson study, with a focus on the methods used. These conclusions will present suggestions for moving forward and considerations for future research. A threat to validity was present within the semi-structured interviews conducted with the pupils, as there is potential for comments to be taken out of context and to assume that there is a consensus regarding an issue or topic (Harding, 2019). It appears that agreement was reached within the three interviews conducted due to the pupils agreeing with each other regularly within the transcript (appendix 3). It must be considered that although the interviewer guided all participants to contribute, the minimalistic responses from some pupils allowed the views of others to dominate. It is therefore acknowledged that the validity of the method used is reduced. A way to avoid making inaccurate assumptions in future studies is to record when interviewees express their support for a particular point, therefore establishing the extent of agreement. For increased validity, a larger sample size would be required for observation and inclusion in the interview (Boddy, 2016). This presents another way of improving the lesson study.
     From our research, it is appropriate to conclude that the small sample size raises a question around generalisability (Boddy, 2016). Although we cannot say explicitly that the results can be generalised across other classroom settings, our findings on participation levels of pupils during different types of questioning may be used to contribute to theory (Yin, 2003). The transcript of the semi-structured interviews provides detailed information from the pupils within the observed classes and may offer relevant and appropriate data to support further studies within this field.
     As previously discussed, there were strengths and weaknesses highlighted in our method. To conclude, a particular strength noted by the researchers was the planning of our lesson to ensure that opportunities for basketball and ping pong questioning were vast. Additionally, data collection from our semi-structured interviews was sufficient and provided detailed information regarding the pupils’ experiences of the types of questioning focused on within the lesson study. 
     The weaknesses of our method arise mainly from the variation in prior knowledge and experience of the pupils involved and their behavioural needs. More specifically, these include pupils in one class using talk signs, significant attention demands from one pupil and inconsistency in quantities of questions asked by the three teachers.
     It was my intention to pilot the observation schedule prior to the lesson study to facilitate the observations. Having read about piloting methods and the effect this has on studies, I decided that this would be a worthwhile activity (Davies & Hughes, 2014). Difficulties within the timetables across the three classes meant that this was not possible in the short time period given for the research to be conducted. In conclusion, I feel that piloting the observation schedule was a missed opportunity which should be considered for future research. Furthermore, the semi-structured interviews were time consuming and I found that without prior practice I was not as skilful as I had hoped to be in conducting the interviews. It would also be favourable to pilot the semi-structured interview in subsequent lesson study research.
     It must be acknowledged that many factors contribute to the participation levels of pupils within the classroom, including prior knowledge, normal level of engagement, interest in the topic, social circumstances and behaviour to name a few. For my class, there were no significant concerns regarding these factors however there was no intention to greatly consider these within our research plan. It would be preferable to address these factors in ongoing research within this field as it is important to consider the impact these may have upon results. By doing so, the variation within the observed results could be accounted for. This may improve the reliability of the data collected. Additionally, selection of the sample would be considered more specifically to ensure that all pupils selected across the lesson study were of a similar demographic and therefore more comparable. This may also lead to increased reliability of results. However, variation of participation levels within the chosen sample would remain.

Recommendations

On completion of this research, some recommendations can be made from the findings. In order to promote pupil participation within class questioning, it may be preferential to adopt a basketball questioning technique over a ping-pong style. Higher levels of engagement and participation may arise from using this technique, providing that the pupils have some prior knowledge around the topic in question and are focused on the task.
     Further research is required to take these findings forward using a larger sample size with a more considered selection criterion. Furthermore, if I was to carry out a further lesson study, I would be sure to include piloting within the method to facilitate use of the observation schedule and smooth running of the semi-structured interviews. I would recommend using talk signs to facilitate the process of basketball questioning. Through observation of its use within our lesson, and comments from the pupils, it seems to be effective in facilitating the basketball questioning process.
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