Assignment 

I have always been intrigued by ways in which we can increase attentiveness and retentiveness in children within the classroom. Too often I have heard about children who are very capable readers are but are unable to answer any comprehension questions about what they have read, or children who are able to sit in a classroom and completely switch off. While on my placement I encountered many examples of these types of children, children that would have a hard time getting engaged with anything they were doing and owing to this lack of engagement they would be unable to fully participate in the learning. I wanted to conduct research into ways in which during my own teaching practise I could have more influence over how engaged the children were, including and ways in which I could increase their retention of information. In Donaldson’s (2015) in his curriculum he recommendations recommended that educators should give pupils more opportunity to participate in class discussions, suggesting thatso investigating ways in which we can engage pupils further is vital in an effort to become an effective teacher. 
Coincidentally through tutor feedback one of my targets was to try and improve my use and effectiveness of questioning. This action research gave me the perfect opportunity to not only look into ways in which I could improve my own questioning techniques but also to look into ways in which these questions would have the most impact on the children.
My aim was to conduct research into what types of questions have the most impact on engagement. This was done by devising open and closed questions that would promote different levels of thinking. These were derived through the use of Blooms Taxonomy of questions (1956) and Daltons and Smiths (1986) examples of how Blooms different levels of thinkingquestions can engaged different levels of thinking via different question starters. 
	


 
Research context 
I will endeavour to maintain complete anonymity of the school and children within the school so as to adhere to the guidelines produced by the British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2018). I will refer to the school as ‘School Z’ and change any names of children to maintain anonymity. 
The school I was placed in catered to pupils ranging from three to eleven. Pupils in the school came from a range of different backgrounds ranging from ‘relatively prosperous to economically disadvantaged’ (School Guide, 2018). These pupils from a wide range of backgrounds enabled me to conduct my research within a larger pool of children from all backgrounds of economical society. This enables me to make more general assumptions about my findings as the children were not all coming from similar backgrounds. My partners school contained children from similar backgrounds with three quarters coming from relatively prosperous backgrounds and the rest coming from neither disadvantaged or advantaged backgrounds (School Guide, 2018).

The research questioning that my partner and I decided on went through a number of different iterations before we finally settled on our final question. Initially we were planning on limiting our research to whether open and closed questions had an impact on engagement, but we felt like this was too broad. In the end we decidedsettled on ‘How can we improve pupil engagement through the use of higher order questioning?’. This question we felt would allow us to not only look into the different levels of engagement that coincide with higher or lower order questions, but it would also allow us to use and see how open and closed questions affect levels of engagement.

	


Literature Review

I looked further into this research question by examining the current literature, based around how questioning can influence engagement and by extension how it aeffects outcomes. 
The question is one of the biggest tools in a teacher’s arsenal to promote learning and when used correctly it has the ability to promote pupil engagement (Lundy, 2008). 
It is important to recognise how to promote engagement through questioning as students who are engaged are motivated to learn and are more likely to engage and interact in classroom discussions (Guthrie, Wigfield and VonSecker, 2000).
Researchers suggest that teachers on average spend 50% of their time in class asking questions within a classroom (Cotton, 1988). This equates to between 300 and 400 questions a day being asked solely by the teacher. The students on the other hand ask a measly question a week (Graesser & Person, 1994). This may seem like a positive but out of these 300-400 questions a day only 20-40% are higher-order thinking questions (Tienken, et al., 2010). Lower-order questions require students to simply recall details and facts. This can lead to poor pupil cognitive engagement as they are simply required to give single word answers or answers that do not require much thought. Contrariwise when children are asked higher-level questions, they are given the opportunity to analyse,  and evaluate and engage in higher-level thinking (Redifield & Rousseau, 1981). The use of these more productive questioning techniques is likely to engage more students and allow them to construct new knowledge (Hunter, 1994).
 Bloom (1956) suggested that a child will not be able to advance onto these higher-order thinking skills until they have a firm grasp of the lower-order skills, meaning they so they are necessary on occasions. These y also quickly allow teachers to gather information about what the children already know about a subject. 
Higher-order questions can stretch the mind of the students and create a sense of enjoyment for learning within a student, it can also keep the students engaged (Caram & Davis, 2005).  Alongside this engagement some researchers have found that greater pupil growth can be achieved by teachers who place an emphasis on higher-level thinking questions (Lundy, 2008).  If we consolidate all this data, we can see that higher-order thinking questions promote student growth. We can extrapolate from this that higher-level thinking questions stimulate engagement within students as without engagement a student’s growth is going to be severely affected. With this in mind then we then begin to understand the different ways in which we can foster engagement in students through the use of questions that engage different levels of thinking. On the other hand, we can determine that lower-order questions have a negative impact on student engagement and growth because of the lack of cognitive engagement required. 
Pearson, Peterson & Rodriguez (2003) agree with this statement when they discoveredfound in their research paper that the teachers who asked a higher level of higher-order questions saw more growth in their students reading ability thant those teachers who did not. Although not specifically relating to engagement, this paper shows just how much of an impact a different approach to questioning can have on pupils. 
Wood, Woloshyn, & Willoughby (1995) also agreed with this idea when they stated that a child’s learning can be improved through the use of questioning as it enhances their retention. This is owing to their increased cognitive engagement with a subject. Here again we can see the importance of effective questioning.
However tThis theory is not supported by all researchers however, with Winne (1987) suggesting that a teacher’s use of higher-order questioning has little to no effect on the children. The data used in Winne’s study was seen by some to be inconclusive however, as the questions that the teachers asked were not monitored and as such therefor , it is difficult to determine the effectiveness of the questions versus the effectiveness of the teacher (Lundy, 2008). Redifield & Rousseau (1981) looked at the data that Winne used and found that their results did not match those of Winne. They found that when teachers used higher-level questions in a higher percentage it overall had an overall positive impact on students (Lundy, 2008).  
	Walsh and Sattes (2005) argue that although effective questions can promote higher-order thinking they alone cannot be the key influencer of student engagement. In order to engage all of the children in a class the whole mantra of the class needs to change. The way that children receive questions needs to change from a negative experience for them to a positive environment where children are comfortable both answering and asking questions. 
	Following a similar theme to that found by Walsh and Sattes (2005) we can begin to further understand that the types of questions asked cannot alone be responsible for the engagement of students. Rowe (1972) discovered in her research on teacher questioning that the average teacher allows a memeagre rger second before they expect a response from a child. Alongside with this, teachers respond to a child’s answer within nine tenths of a second. If we are to expect children to engage in higher-order thinking and become more engaged in what we are teaching them then we must give the children time to think about their response. Studies relating to the amount of time allowed for answers to be given shows that when wait times are increased, the answers from the students increase by as much as 700%, as well as the increase in answers the quality of the answers also increased (Walsh & Sates, 2005).
	This reading largely supported our research question because it meant that we could influence the engagement of the children through the use of different levelled thinking questions. Although it is clearIt is clear though, that these questions need to be carefully planned in order to be an effective tool as questions off the cuff often only engage lower-those order thinking skills. 
	


Explanation of your lesson study design
The methodology used in our research project was the lesson study model. Lesson study is a “comprehensive and well-articulated process for examining practice” (Cannon, Chokshi, Fernandez, & 2003, p. 171). An approach first derived in Japan as a means for a teacher to professionally develop., Tthe whole process revolves around a repetitive pattern of; collaboratively planning, teaching, observation and evaluation. Lesson study itself relies on this collaboration to be successful and practitioners of lesson study need to remember that lesson study is not the result that it achieves, it is the underlying process that is key (Choski, 2004). 
x
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	We planned our model in line with Dudley’s (2014) lesson study model. Firstly, teachers  plan a lesson collaboratively plan a lesson with other educators discussing what objectives they want to achieve. The focus here is the specifically on the development and results of the student results rather than perusing the actions of the teacher. During this planning phase the researchers decide on the specifics of what part of their teaching that they are aiming to improve. Once the lesson has been planned it the lesson is then taught and the rest of the educators observe the lesson. Again, Iit should be reiterated that these observations do not focus specifically on the teaching of the lesson, instead they are focused on the effectiveness of the student learning against the educator’s specific targets. Once the lesson has come to itsits conclusion the educators reconvenes to discuss the different aspects of the lesson that were successful as well as those which were not considered to be as successful and could be improved. They then discuss ways in which the lesson could be improved and make a plan for the next time the lesson is delivered. This cycle repeats itself in a cylindrical manner until the group are satisfied that they have refined the session into an exemplar lesson. Once they have achieved this lesson, they can publish their results for the wider community to use and comment on.  This process is about making a single lesson as perfect as it can possibly be. However, it is important to remember and assess when a lesson has reached its point of maximum yields with regards to the discussions and improvements that can be made after the lesson. Continually revisiting the same lesson over and over can often lead to diminishing results and discussions which lack any merit or ways to improve. It also needs to be remembered that no class is the same, so what might be considered a perfect lesson in one circumstance could turn out to be a disaster in another classroom environment.
	Our research was conducted over two lessons;s, one taught by myself and one taught by my research partner. The lessons differed slightly owing to the ages of the children involved but largely they stayed the same. However, tThis did not hinder our research at all however, as the format of the questions and their delivery style remained the same.  A text was read to the children followed by asking and a range of higher-order and lower-order questions were asked. These questions were modelled around Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956). The lessons were conducted like a normal lesson to not cause any undue stress or create any unwanted variables for the children. While the questions were being asked to the children the observing partner will adopted a non-participation role and recorded the engagement levels shown by the children using the Leuven Scale (Laevers, 2005). 
We used this lesson study approach during our action research to first plan our lesson collaboratively., Wwe then proceeded to teach our plan to a focus group while one of us observed the session. Upon completion of the lesson we both both of us came together to discuss ways in which we could improve. , Wwe altered certain aspects and then retaught the new and improved lesson the following day.
Before beginning the study three children were chosen who would be the focus children in the study. A consent form was sthen sent home to the children who would be involved in the study informing their parents that they would be involved in my action research. The study was conducted over the course of two days. 
When we planned our sessions, we intended to deliver it to a single group of six children in which there would be three children we would specifically observe. 
These focus groups consisted of six children,, three of which were specifically observed. We chose six children as we felt it would give us a big enough samplegroup to maintain a realistic group environment while also being small enough to still involve all of the children in the group. We each chose the three children that were to be observed because we felt they would give us a  sample, albeit a small sample, of the class as a whole. My own class consisted of 20 males and 13 females so for my target children I chose to use 2 males and 1 female. My partners class consisted of 19 males and 9 females, so they also chose 2 males and 1 female to observe. We both chose a child of low ability, and two children of middle to upper ability as we both felt this fairly represented the ability of our classes as a whole. Once the input had taken place and the partner observing the lesson had made their notes the observedvation children were interviewed. The interview questions that we asked them consisted of questions that we felt would help us gain a little more insight into how children perceive different question types and their feelings towards them. 
Our research question as previously stated was ‘How can we improve pupil engagement through the use of higher order questioning?’ We planned to investigate this by using a range of questions relating to the book ‘The Three Little Wolves and the Big Bad Pig’. We recorded the levels of engagement that the children showed after they were asked the different question types. 

	

Reflection

After our lesson had taken place, we recorded our reflections using a modified version of the ‘Brookfield model’. Brookfield stated that the critical reflection happens most effectively when a teacher views their practice through four distinct lenses (Brookfield, 1988). This ‘critical reflection’ refers to a very specific form of reflection.n, Ttoo often Brookfield argues, that do do we as teachers reflect on technicalities. iInstead of focusing our reflections on how we use resources or the processes we use within the day., Wwe instead need to focus on how these processes impact on the learning of the children. Are we making our lives easier but risking our abilities to effectively teach students?
Brookfield’s lenses consist of; students eyes, peer perceptions, personal experiences, and theory and research (Brookfield, 2005). Each of these lenses refers to a different point of view that needs to be considered when evaluating one’s own work. 
	Each lens gives us a different view of what we are doing including and different viewpoints of how we can evaluate and improve our lessons and practises. Looking at our own practise through the eyes of our students allows us to justify our assumptions. We are given the opportunity to see what the students actually make of what we believe we are teaching. Inviting peers to view what we do allows others to pick up on parts of our practice that we might otherwise miss or not feel are relevant. It also allows others to give responses to points of issues that we ourselves might not be able to overcome. Our own personal experience relates to how we have experienced learning ourselves and how those experiences impact on our future teaching. It allows us to look at the kinds of classroom dynamics that have hindered or accelerated our own learning and as such ways in which we can use this knowledge to see what might and might not work in our own teaching. Finally, the theoretical and research lens allows us to specifically look at the research that underpins what and why we are doing something. It can often become too easy to get stuck in a  routinees because we feel it is the right thing to do, but there might very well be nothing that supports our assumption. 
	

	 
Observational Notes 
During the teaching of our lesson the partner who was not teaching was tasked with making the observations. These observations were made using a custom observation sheet that we designed ourselves. Our observation form revolved around measuring the engagement of the children using the involvement scale designed by Ferre Laevers. Using the Leuven Scale of involvement, we were able to give each child a level of engagement based on the type of question we asked them. Our observation form was also designed so that we could add the response of each child as well as non-verbal cues that we would be able to revisiteflect upon during our reflection process. This way we would have access to both qualitative and quantitative data. We decided to use both types of data because each had its advantages and disadvantages whilst , and neither is mutually exclusive. Using quantitative data, we were able to maintain a strict scale of engagement. This type of data was used because it did not allow for any wiggle room. , Iif a child was showing an engagement level of 3 then a child who showed the same traits would also be a level 3. This meant we could accurately compare the data of multiple children over multiple questions. We used qualitative data in our non-verbal/verbal responses because we wanted the children to be able to respond in any way that they wanted. We did not want to limit them to a set number of responses, we wanted to allow them to respond in any way that they felt appropriate. A disadvantage of this type of data collection though is the potential of bias. It could be very easy to interpret what we saw withe some personal bias towards what we wanted to find out. With both of us present this was hopefully negated as we were both able to push for objectivity if we felt bias was swaying what we were observing saw.
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Ethical considerations
	

There are a number of ethical considerations to undertakeconsider when doing research within a school environment. Firstly, we have endeavoured to get consent forms from all six children that we are specifically observing. Alongside the parental consent we also made sure to gainather the assent from all of the children involved. We allowed contributions from the other children in the focus group, but their responses were not recorded.
We have also tried to adhere strictly to the guidelines presented in BERA (2018), this includes maintaining completely anonymity of all the children involved. We also followed the guidelines set out by the University of Wales, Trinity Saint David and Educational Workforce Council. 
	During the lessons and interview aspects of the research we made sure to conduct them in the classroom that the children were familiar with. The door to the classroom was always open and the session was always completely visible to onlookers. The teacher also remained in the classroom throughout the session. This meant that everything we did was completely transparent. Over the course of the session the children were informed a number of times that they were free to leave if ever they felt uncomfortable or simply no longer wanted to participate in the study. They were aware that they were not obligedated to stay if they did not want to. We also continually assessed the children’s comfort levels throughout the session by observing using their body language and what we already knew about them as indicators. If we felt that the children were feeling uncomfortable at any point, we could tell them that they no longer needed to participate, giving them the option to leave. . The well-being of the participants was paramount for our investigation. 
	Throughout the interview portion of our research we ended up recording the interviews in case we missed anything and needed to go back through it. All the data collected in this manner was stored in accordance with the Data Protection Act (2018).
	During our first-round lesson of our action research we discovered a positive correlation between the engagement levels of the children and the types of questions we asked them. Much like we had predicted we discovered that when the children were subjected to higher- order questions their engagement level was higher than when they were asked lower order questions. On average the higher order questions produced a 3.66 out of 5 on the Leuven Scale whereas the lower order questions only produced an average of 2.33 out of 5. This difference between the two is fairly significant on this small-scale study and at this point provides initial proof of concept that we can affect the engagement levels of children via different types of questioning. 
The delivery of our first round of lesson study definitely highlighted a number of areas in which we could improve our study. The first major factor was the decision to conduct three separate lessons with a focus child present in each. We discovered during our first observation that having all three children in one session made it extremely difficult for the observer to accurately keep track of how engaged each target child was during particular question types. This is a common disadvantage of participant observation and it meant that the observer had to rely a lot on memory. Unfortunately, because a lot of what we were looking at could not be heard as , it was physical traits, recording the session wouldcould not help us.
Alongside this we discovered that having all three children in one group made some of our questions redundant. , Ffor example, once we had asked the children to recap a particular part in our story, we could then no longer use this line of questioning, as a version of the story would have already been told. We aimed to resolve these issues by separating the three focus children into three separate groups. This would allow us to focus more accurately on the responses of the target children as well as give us the ability to repeat questions to other the different groups. 
Another issue that we found within our first lesson was that we gave the children each a copy of the book we were going to read. The book itself contains a number of pictures which I felt the children would appreciate seeing. The issue that developed here however, was that the children could not resist looking through the book, rendering any questioning relating to predictions redundant. Within the first session we also found that one child (1) when given access to the book simply decided to read through it themselves rather than engage in the questioning. This issue was detrimental to the observationamplified owing to the fact that they were one of the focus children we were due to observe. For the second session we decided to avoid giving the children a copy of the book and instead simply show the pictures to the children as we were reading. It had been previously discussed with the class teacher that although this child (1) is a very advanced reader for their age, their comprehension is somewhat lacking. It seems that this is not owing to any comprehension issues on their part but because they would much prefer to simply read through a piece of text and not be disturbed. As a result of Owing to this our data for this child is somewhat skewed, with most of the engagement levels being a lot less than that of the other children for the majority of the book (Appendix 1). The results and actions of Child 1 gave us a wider scope of children to work with as there will be some children who are not comfortable with comprehension questions. Although Child 1 did not adversely affect our overall results it did enable us to look at the sorts of questions that appeal to children who do not want to engage in questions at all. In this case we discovered that initially the higher order questions did not result in any significant increase in engagement, this was likely dueowing to the fact that they were so engrossed in their own book. The only question that did see a raise in engagement was when we asked them to predict what they thought would happen next. Child 1’s interest peaked as they stated that they thought ‘it will blow up’. This being the result may have owed asto the fact  that Child 1 had read through the book and therefor so was confident telling us what they thought would happen next. However aAlthough Child 1 appeared to show a lack of engagement throughout the session, however when asked to design a ‘pig proof house’ and explain the materials they had used they were able to recap all of the materials used in the book and tell us that they used these ‘really strong’ materials to make it safe. This shows that the child was listening and taking in what they were hearing around them despite the engagement issues. 
A third major issue arose during the interview portion of the lesson was due to an oversight in what the children would understand. It had not n’t occurred to us that the children in my reception class might not fully understand the terminology that we used. The main issue was with the word ‘question’. A number of our interview question involved finding out how they perceived tthe questions the different questions that we asked. This became an issue when we discovered that the children were not confident with the meaning of the word question and some did not understand it at all. We attempted to get around this by rephrasing the questions to not use the term question, but they were still unable to answer a lot of our questions. My partner assured me that the children in his class would be able to understand the terminology we used so we decided not to change the questions. Although these issues did impact the children’s ability to accurately answer these questions, some of the them did reveal some interesting results. One of the questions we asked the children was whether or not they liked listening to their friends answer questions. We did this because we hoped it would shed light on whether or not children were engaged when they were not talking and instead listening to their friends. All the children in this research round of research said that they enjoyed listening to their friends answer questions with Child 3 specifically stating that it helped them ‘understand more’(Insert Appendix Number). Although these results aren’t directly related to our question it still tells us that these children still feel engaged with questions even when they aren’t directly answering themselves. As an extension they are learning from each other as well as engaging with the teacher.  
Another question which provided some interesting information to use was when we asked the children why they think we question them. Again, although not specifically relevant to the levels of engagement, we thought it was appropriate to find out if the child knew why we, as teachers, asked them questions, or if they just thought it was a pointless exercise. Only one out of the three children in the group were able to provide a relevant answer to this question stating that it was “‘so, you (the teacher) know we know what the story is about”. We made an assumption that perhaps due to their age most children at reception age did not understand the reason for teachers asking questions and either do not give it much thought or consider it just something that is done for the sake of it.  
During our second session we implemented all of the recommendations that we made during the reflections of our first session. Having not given the children the books to look through, although not directly affecting our results we felt overall that the children were more settled and engaged in the session. 
The engagement results we gathered from this session once again showed a positive correlation between higher-order questions and the levels of engagement that the children displayed.  This second round gave us an average of 3.74 for high-order questions and 2.83 for lower-order questions. This data is very similar to that which we collected in the first round of research. Overall the engagement levels of both observations were 3.70 using higher-order questions and 2.74 using lower-order questions. This gives us a difference of almost 1 point., Tthis supports our findings that we can in fact influence the engagement levels of children through the use of high-order questioning. 
 The children in this year 1 class showed a slight increase in overall engagement when compared to the reception class. The reception children produced an engagement level of 3.16 throughout the session whereas the year 1s produced an average of 3.29. We did not consider this to be too much of a discrepancy and put it down the slight age gap of the children. It showed us that our questioning techniques and style of questioning were similar enough to maintain a comparable level of engagement throughout the session, meaning that the only variable that had any major impact was the level of questioning we used.
	It is interesting to see the amount of extra detail that we were able to collect during the second session dueowing to the fact that the children were observed separately. This additionalextra information provided a much clearer picture of exactly what the children meant when they answered our questions. In future research I will endeavour to make sure that the children I observe are in a smaller group to enable these more precise observations. 
	Again, here we found a positive response from our interview question regarding children listening to the answers of their friends. All of the focus children said that they enjoyed listening to their friends because they had good answers or simply because they liked listening to their friends’ answers. This enables us to make the conclusion that the engagement within children can be influenced even when a question is not specifically directed at them. The act of listening to the answers of their peers alone is enough to stimulate their thought process.Engaging the students in the session is a positive outcome whether they’re engaged and responding to direct questioning from the teacher or from listening and learning from their peers being engaged. The act of listening to the answers of their peers alone is enough to stimulate their thought process.
	The use of Dudley’s (2014) lesson was an appropriate choice for our action research as it had a number of benefits. Firstly, because we were planning collaboratively it meant that the load of work was shared between the two of us. It also allowed me personally to develop my skill of collaboration. As Because there were two of us during the entirety of the research it also meant that there were twice as many opinions and ideas. It also meant that we had a specific focus during the entirety of the study in our case engagement levels.  Another advantage off usinge the lesson study model was that it gave us the chance to tweak our session whilst our research was ongoing. We did not have to rigorously stick to an approach if it was unsuccessful, we could adapt and mould our sessions based on the real time information that was being presented to us. Although we stuck to our session plan it gave the session a fluidity and adaptability to ensure the observation would still be successful in regards to obtaining the data with varying approaches throughout. 
Although the lesson study model has a number of advantages, equally it has disadvantages. One major disadvantage is the amount of time that it requires to plan and deliver the sessions. As much as it is advantageous to be able to reflect and change each session as it ran, this process is extremely labour intensive.
One improvement that we thought could have enhanced improved our session was again owing to the phrasing of the questions we used. As Because we decided on our questions before we knew the ability of the children, the phrasing was not completely appropriate for their age. We also had the issue that neither of us had previously worked in a KS1 class before so were not completely sure what children of that age were capable of.  An outcome of thisAs such there was there were a lot of rewording of the questions once we discovered that the children did not fully understand the question. This took time away from the session as a certain amount was carved out of the beginning establishing the correct dialogue to use for our sample. If I wereas to perform action research again involving an interview section, I would make sure to gauge uge the abilities of the children before writing the questions to avoid the research portion of the session being reduced as it was during this observation. Going forward. tThis might mean that the questions we use are differentiated between different year groups, but as long as the questions are based around the same points and have the same meaning at its core, it should still validify the results. 
	In both studies we found that the question that engaged the children the most was a higher-order question based on the children creating their own ‘pig proof house’. We asked the children to go off and design their own house and then present their house to the rest of the class. All the children displayed an engagement level of 5 during this process and all wanted to continue with their drawing after the session had finished. During the presentation section of the question all children showed and presented a house which used materials found in the book as well as a few ideas of their own including booby traps. 
Overall the data we found over the course of both sessions supports the literature that high-order questioning has a tendency to engage children more because it makes them participate in higher-level thinking. This is not to say that lower-order questioning does not effectively engage children, it simply engages them at a lower thinking level.  comparably however, Hhigher-order questions appear to produce a higher-level of engagement. Throughout our research, we found that our results did support our initial theory that higher-order questioning can have an influence on the engagement of children. 
Although the data that we have found throughout this research cannot be generalised to say that higher-order questions will always increase engagement., Iit will have an impact on my own personal teaching methods moving forward as. I will endeavour to plan for higher-order questions where ever they are appropriate in the effort to increase engagement within my class. This is not to say lower-order questions will not play a significant role in my questioning techniques, as like Bloom (1956) stated, a child is unable to move onto higher-order thinking questions until they have grasped the skills required for the lower-order ones. My aim would be to use low-order questioning to initially engage my students in the lesson whilst  ensuring that low-order questioning is fully grasped. Once the students seem to fully understand low-order questioning I would then introduced them to high-order questioning. By doing this I intend to use both questioning methods as effectively as possible in the students lessons.  And Aas shown within the data children can still be engaged through lower-order questioning, but I will use this questioning method to initially engage my students as a gateway to introducing high-order questioning. . 
	If I were as to undertakerepeat an action research project again, I would implement the recommendations that arose during both sessions which have been highlighted above. This would enable me to gain a more accurate representation from the very start of the research. I would also like to do some research into how engagement levels influence the attainment and achievement of children. This seems like an appropriate next step to determine whetherp, as  if engagement has any or no impact no impact on achievement then it seems redundant to pursue the idea of keeping them that we try to keep them engaged. 
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The Leuven Scale for Involvement

level | Well being Signals
| Extremely Activity is simple, repetitive and passive. The child seems absent
low and displays no energy. They may stare into space or look around
to see what others are doing.

2 Low Frequently interrupted activity. The child will be engaged in the
activity for some of the time they are observed, but there will be
moments of non-activity when they will stare into space, or be
distracted by what is going on around.

3 Moderate Mainly continuous activity. The child is busy with the activity but at
a fairly routine level and there are few signs of real involvement.
They make some progress with what they are doing but don’t
show much energy and concentration and can be easily distracted.

4 High Continuous activity with intense moments. The child’ activity has
intense moments and at all times they seem involved. They are not
easily distracted.

5 Extremely The child shows continuous and intense activity revealing the

high greatest involvement. They are concentrated, creative, energetic

and persistent throughout nearly all the observed period.
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Observation Form

Name — School - Child no. —
Date — Time -
Question Response Brief response description ‘Any other comments (non-
Example - Three Little Pigs Leuven Scale verbal)
(Bloom’s Taxonomy Level)
Have you ever seen a similar
story to this? 2 3 4 5
(1)
‘Why do you think bricks are good
for building a house? Would 2 3 4 5
paper be better?
\(I‘\‘I)h it di think will b
at do you think will happen
s 2345
@
How do you think the three little
wolves are feeling? 2 3 4 5
(]
Is there a better solution o what
the pig was doing? 2 3 4 5
(5)
Do you think the pig will blow
down the flower house? 2345
)
What were the Wolves houses
made from? 2345
™
How would you design a wolf
proof house? (Get ideas and ask 2 3 4 5
them to go off and design their
house)
(6)
Criteria Number Questions as appropriate
Poor Fair Average Good Excellent

Engaged

Scaffolded other
pupils

Offered a response
to an undirected No
question

Starts a question
and then trails off No





