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Can different questioning techniques influence engagement?


	
	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
	More critical engagement with the research cited with thorough investigation of the limitations of a perspective and arguments that contradict it.
	I have engaged in a range of literature in order to critically discuss the research method and findings.  

	Targed/Target 2
	Proofread your work to avoid minor inaccuracies in spelling and punctuation, mainly evidenced in the portfolio section.
	I have ensured to proofread my work with closer attention to grammar and spelling to avoid inaccuracies.




















Aim of Research
This paper involves research which has been carried out with the aim of answering 'Can different questioning techniques influence student engagement?' The issue that interested me was student engagement as there have been occasions where I have had difficulty maintaining engagement for lesson entirety. I decided to research whether questioning is influential to engagement because my placement school has previously undertaken measures to improve teaching and learning with a focus on effective questioning (Estyn, 2015).
In my year 7 class which is made up of 28 mixed ability students, I found that several students started to become unengaged during lessons. I discussed this with my partners to find out whether they were experiencing a similar issue within any of their classes. We found that each of us taught at least one class that involved student disengagement which prompted the research question. We decided to work as a group of three to carry out this research as it provided more scope for professional development by observing teaching outside of our AoLE. For my class this means various questions will be posed to a chosen focus group within a lesson that will remain in line with the current scheme of work to avoid disruption of learning. I explained the process of the lesson study prior to the research lesson as previous experiences with the class have shown me their excitement levels are increased by unexpected changes.

Overview of Literature
A critical review of literature will be discussed that helped shape and produce our research question - 'Can different questioning techniques influence engagement?' Questioning has been discussed by educational researchers for many years where the usage and effectiveness has been continuously debated. However, before exploring the usage of questioning, we firstly need to consider what good questioning is. Previously it has been stated that all our knowledge originates from questions (Postman, 1979), therefore, we are able to assume a connection between questions and our thinking process. Bloom's taxonomy clarifies the process of logical thinking by suggesting you cannot value or judge something until you know the facts, understand the facts, are able to apply the facts, can take the facts apart and finally can reveal a new perspective from the facts (Bloom and Krathwohl, 1956). Bloom's taxonomy provides a hierarchical structure for thinking, yet a common misconception is because questions generate thinking, they too need to follow this structure. Morgan and Saxton (1991) stress although questions can and should be used to challenge students' thinking, they should spring from interest by both the teacher and student. Bloom's taxonomy was not an intended design to plan questions upon but should be considered during teacher-student interactions to generate different forms of thinking and support students’ engagement. Albeit questions should not be formed based solely upon our logical thinking process, there are types of questions that naturally ignite certain areas of the thinking stages. Closed questions are used to gain a short, correct answer which is useful for testing recall, relating to the first step of our thinking process. Whereas open questions encourage students to advance many possibilities of answers which may be correct (Morgan and Saxton, 1991).
 
Austin (1949) outlines four uses of questioning in the classroom: to create a positive, intellectual atmosphere and develop a high level of pupil effort, to consolidate information, to test teaching and learning and lastly to allow children to practice the 'art of thinking'. Focusing on the first point, Austin states that by creating an enjoyable and emotionally supportive atmosphere in the classroom, the question-and-answer procedure is fairly pleasant. Which in hand, greatly influences the student's attitude to learning. However, we can question whether shaping ones teaching for students' enjoyment takes away from the importance of academic progression. Studies of teaching style have shown that the highest level of academic achievement and student motivation can be found by an authoritarian approach (Dever & Karabenick, 2011). An authoritarian approach to teaching can be defined as the teacher taking control of the learning that takes place (Biesta, 2012). Nevertheless, results found by Dever and Karabenick (2011) are unable to be generalised as the sample groups were largely Vietnamese and Hispanic, with only a small sample being Caucasian. Cultural differences and parenting style may be influential to how individuals react to teaching styles. Therefore, it is only appropriate to consider the views of various approaches to teaching and explore a range of questioning techniques. 
 
Questioning is one of the three main strategies that make up assessment for learning (AFL). AFL is an essential measure of where a student currently is with their learning, finding out where they need to be, and most importantly showing the student how to get there. The Welsh Government consistently implements new ways to improve pedagogy and continuously stress the importance of effective questioning in the classroom. Recently it has been stated that the successful employment of AFL strategies has clearly shown improvements upon learners’ motivation and academic achievement (Welsh Government, 2010). Professor Dylan Wiliam highlighted the importance of deferring from Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE) questioning, where a question is initiated, a student responds, and the teacher evaluates the response.  Rather than relying on the IRE tactic, teachers should incorporate 'pose, pause, pounce, bounce' (PPPB) which involves the teacher posing a question, pausing to allow thinking time, pouncing at a student to provide an answer, then bouncing the students' response to another for elaboration. Wiliam believes that by diminishing the 'hands up', IRE approach, more students will be challenged within the lesson resulting in more cognitive activity that will motivate learners to think critically about their answers (Wiliams, 2011). 
 
Exploring a wide range of literature outlined the importance of questioning in the classroom and indicates a connection with engagement. Many of the readings discuss the affects questioning has regarding challenging a students’ learning. I am interested to see whether the question type is indeed an influence upon engagement levels. The literature has helped refine the types of questions that will be posed to students within this study as we will focus on open, closed, direct teacher-to-student and bounce questions. 

Lesson Study Design 
This research has been carried out in the form of a lesson study, which is a type of action research. According to Lomax (2007) action research can be defined as a 'cyclical activity' where an issue is identified, audited, action is planned and then delivered. Observation is carried out to monitor the effects which is later reflected upon and evaluated. Dudley (2015) defines lesson study as a form of action research as it involves a number of teachers collaborating to plan, teach, observe and analyse teaching and learning in 'research lessons''. Lesson study allows for collaborative reflection where teachers are provided the opportunity to refine pedagogy. Desforges (2015) states that lesson study is an essential tactic for continual professional development as research takes place within the classroom. For this study there were three 'research lessons' undertaken. These were conducted by Teacher 1, who is training to become an ICT teacher, Teacher 2 who is training to become an R.E teacher and myself, currently training to become an English teacher. The names of participants will be kept anonymous to adhere to ethical guidelines (BERA, 2018). Each teacher planned a lesson independently ensuring to incorporate the four questioning techniques agreed upon and delivered the lesson whilst being observed by the two other teachers. 

Prior to the 'research lessons' being delivered, Teacher 1, Teacher 2 and I identified three pupils each as the focus group of our lessons. The focus group identified for my lesson comprised of three students who typically display varying levels of engagement. Pupil 1 shows low levels of engagement, pupil 2 medium, and pupil 3 high levels of engagement (see ethics form in appendices). As the participants of the focus group are minors, we sought permission from parents/guardians to involve these students in our research (Ramrathan et al, 2017). A consent form (see appendices) was sent home with the students prior to the arranged date of the research lessons. Consent forms were sent home with each student of the class to allow alternatives for the focus group if for any reason they were not able to participate. 

  
The methods of data collection used for this study were: observation, focus group and reflection. The observation was non-participant to avoid risk of the 'Hawthorne effect' (Machol, 1975). The observations were recorded in real time by making notes on an observation schedule (see appendices) which was an adaptation of the on task/off task table created by Higgins et al (2005). Observation was undertaken using a narrow-angle lens as our focus was to identify the impact questions had upon students' engagement only. By studying just one factor at a time this form of data collection lends itself to a quantitative method of research (Johnson and Christensen, 2000).  Although this was an effective method of data collection, video recordings would have been highly advantageous, however this would raise ethical concerns if any students withdrew consent (BERA, 2018). Another limitation of this method of data collection is the risk of observers watching so keenly they neglect to make notes, or whilst making notes miss important details (Kumar, 2014)
 
[image: C:\Users\Admin\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.MSO\B503BA63.tmp]
The observation table used in this study was an adaptation of the above created by Higgins et al, 2005. 
 
Interviews were conducted with the focus group as close to the lesson as possible to help support the students' recall. In order to ensure the students were not intimidated in any way we planned a semi-structured interview with language accessible to the students (Cohen et al, 2011). The conversational tone applied to the interview generates a qualitative method of data collection (Johnson and Christensen, 2000). According to Greig and Taylor (1999), group interviews held in a safe environment can help ease students' nerves. In turn this encourages students to challenge and extend each other's responses, therefore producing a quality discussion of the question posed (Lewis, 1992). Notwithstanding the positives of group interviews, the reliability could be questioned due to the presence of the teacher. With an authority figure present there is a possibility of students providing the answer they think is desired rather than the truth (Cohen et al, 2011).
 
The final form of data collection used was the qualitative method of reflection. Reflection is an essential part of developing teaching practice as it allows for the careful analysis and understanding of why an activity was either successful or unsuccessful (Wolf, 1999). Following the focus group interviews we each took time to reflect upon the lessons, capturing these on a table influenced by Wolf's reflective cycle (1999). As researchers we reflected verbally but in order to capture our experience we also reflected independently. The structure of the cycle prompted me to identify aspects of the lesson that could be altered to offer a different perspective in the next research lesson. 

Ethical Considerations
The ethical considerations linked with educational research firstly involved seeking approval from the educational institute. This was sought after by completing an 'ethics form' (see appendices) to outline the proposed research question, method of data collection and lesson study to the University Ethics Board. In order to be ethically just, a researcher must ensure participants are fully informed and understand what the study entails. Due to the participants being minors it was crucial to gain informed consent from parents/guardians (BERA, 2018). In order to obtain consent all pupils were provided a consent form to take home which outlined details of the research. Parents/guardians were also made aware they had the right to withdraw from the study at any time without reason (Ramrathan, 2017). Any data collected throughout this research will be stored in a locked cabinet within the school vicinity and destroyed upon research completion. 

Results and Analysis
Teacher 1 delivered the first research lesson where students were continuing to create a story on PowerPoint.  The class was made up of around 25, mixed ability year 8 pupils who sat in a 'horse -shoe' around the outside of the classroom. Due to the computers positioning, most students were faced away from the teacher who stood at the front of the class during explanations/feedback. Teacher 2 and I sat the front of the class as no seats were available at the back of the classroom. As previously mentioned, the focus group were chosen based on their typical engagement level displayed throughout our placement. Pupil 1 typically displays low engagement, pupil 2 medium and pupil 3 high levels of engagement. The focus group sat separately in the classroom, one on each side of the horse-shoe - all facing away from the teacher. Before looking into the results, it must be noted that when the teacher called for students' attention, the wording "everyone look at the front, now face your screens" was used. The instruction caused confusion between students which results in some facing the front where the teacher modelled expectations and others facing their screens. Although the teacher used AB Tutor to display the model on students' screens, observing levels of engagement proved difficult. 
 
The observation schedules (see appendices) suggest that prior to a question being posed, the focus group were not engaged in the lesson and were displaying off-task behaviour. Prior to Pupil 2 being asked a close question they were talking with a friend. During the question however, Pupil 2 became engaged by turning to face the teacher to provide an answer. Avoidance behaviour (see observation schedule) was displayed in the form of avoiding eye contact and talking quietly with other students. We could draw the conclusion that turning back to face the computer screen is an attempt to avoid communication with the teacher as this was displayed by two pupils with the lower level of engagement. Interestingly, the only question that caused Pupil 2 to remain engaged and face the teacher was the 'pose, pause, pounce, bounce' question (PPPB). The pupil reacted by scanning the room whilst hesitantly providing an answer. This action of watching other students was also displayed by pupil 3 after being asked a PPPB question. 

Following Teacher 1's lesson we carried out the focus group interview. Unfortunately, Pupil 1 was called out of class before the end of the lesson due to pastoral reasons so were not present during the interview. Teacher 1 asked the questions whilst Teacher 2 and I made notes of the answers. Results from the interview show that confidence is a contributing factor as to how comfortable students feel answering different types of questions. Pupil 3 explained they prefer being asked closed questions as this minimises the possibility of boys in the classroom making fun of the answer provided. Pupil 2 built upon this by explaining how intimidating some lessons can be when a teacher asks pupils questions who have not put their hand up to answer. This mirrors Wiliams (2011) statement that allowing ‘hands-up’ only provides the students a choice of participation. Pupil 3 provided detailed answers throughout the interview and was eager to build upon Pupil 2’s answers, it is interesting to note pupil 3’s placement alongside their teacher during interview. 
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Teacher 1


Teacher 2



Teacher 3


 
Diagram of the seating arrangement during the focus group interview.
 
Upon reflection, there were a few aspects that could be changed in order to improve the next research lessons. For the following lessons we agreed that observers would be sat at the back of the classroom to reduce the adverse effect of two extra teachers visibly making notes.  Lastly, we discussed dispersing questions throughout the lesson rather than consecutively to avoid overwhelming the students. 
 
The second research lesson was delivered by Teacher 2 where the students were learning about Hindu places of worship. The class included 28, mixed ability year 7 pupils who sat in pairs. Again, the focus group were chosen based on engagement levels. Pupil 1 typically displayed low levels of engagement, pupil 2 medium and pupil 3 high. Pupil 3 sat in the front row closest to the teacher, pupil 2 sat in the second row from the front and pupil 1 sat in the back row. Teacher 1 and I sat at the back corner of the classroom ensuring the focus group were visible. 
 
By examining the observation schedules (see appendices) it is evident that the involvement of each member of the focus group increased following a PPPB question. Pupil 1 displayed off task behaviour prior to being asked any question. This involved walking around the class, playing with pens and talking to friends. When asked a question, regardless of the type, there was a moment of hesitation and stalling tactics in play. After being asked a teacher-to-student question pupil 1 continued to watch the teacher ask other pupils and engaged in the rest of the task. The PPPB question resulted in pupil 1 answering quickly then bow their head down, staring at the book on the desk.  Pupil 2 was extremely confident throughout the lesson and constantly put their hand up when the teacher posed a question or even made a statement. Some behaviour displayed suggested that the pupil was not consistently engaged as at times they become distracted by their friends and laughed at other’s answers. Involvement during questions showed pupil 2 offer several answers confidently until eventually providing the correct answer. A change in behaviour was noted after being asked a teacher-to-student question as the pupil listened quietly to feedback from the teacher who confirmed the correct answer. These actions were repeated with the PPPB question. Pupil 2 became focused and engaged in listening to other students provide their answers. Lastly the results from pupil 3 show engagement continued throughout the lesson regardless of question type. Observation schedules suggest that pupil 3 lacks some confidence as evidenced through hesitation and asking the teacher questions only when the class noise level increased. Pupil 3 was clearly very conscientious as they were seen confirming work before providing an answer to both the open and PPPB question. After answering questions, pupil 3 remained engaged and often rested their head on their hands, continuing to focus upon the teacher. 

The results from the interview have an undertone of doubt when it comes to answering questions in front of the class. Pupil 3 provided short answers that they did not wish to expand upon. It is a possibility that answers were not fully truthful since pupil 3 was sitting alongside the class teacher, who is an authority figure in their eyes (Morgan and Saxton (1999). Pupils 1 and 2 explain they prefer answering PPPB questions because they can hear other answers before providing their own, suggesting they are comforted knowing somebody else has provided a similar answer. Pupil 1 stated there were times they did not want to partake in the lesson as they "do not have a good brain" although this was said in a joking manner, there is still a clear lack of self- confidence. 
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Diagram shows the seating arrangement for the focus group interview which was conducted straight after the research lesson. 
 
Reflecting upon this lesson led to agreement that the change of seating layout made a considerable impact on the ability to measure students' engagement. The impact of spreading questions throughout were positive as the lesson felt more natural. This was mirrored in the interview as students did not comment on any differences compared to previous lessons. In order to improve for the next research lesson, we decided not to follow a set plan for exactly what questions would be asked and when. This would hopefully reduce the chances of the lesson seeming artificial and the questions being relevant to the learning taking place (Morgan and Saxton, 1991). 
 
I was the last of the researchers to teach a research lesson. Teacher 2 and I chose the same class but with a different focus group. I followed the same method as my peers and chose the focus group based upon levels of engagement. Typically, pupil 1 displays low levels of engagement, pupil 2 medium and pupil 3 high levels of engagement. The objective of the lesson tasked students with developing their vocabulary in order to create a monster for the myth they had been writing. Students were sat in rows facing the front of the classroom. Teacher 1 and 2 were sat at the back of the classroom as previously planned to create a straightforward observation.
 
According to the observation notes there were moments of hesitation for each pupil before being asked a question. Pupil 1 appeared to be nervous before being asked a question and whilst answering displayed signs of embarrassment (pupil's face began to redden). However, after the open question had been answered pupil 1 noticeably became more comfortable and remained engaged for the rest of the lesson. Whilst being asked other questions pupil 1 answered confidently and was eager to expand on previous answers given during PPPB questions. These results hold similarities with pupil 2 as at the start of the lesson they were exhibiting signs of avoidance. However, after being asked an open question became more relaxed. When posed the teacher-to-student question, pupil 2 answered confidently and seemed eager to add more on to the answer although they were not pushed to do so. The observation notes state that pupil 3 seemed hesitant to answer when asked an open question. Yet after the answer was provided, became confident and engaged throughout the lesson unaffected by other questions asked. Results suggest being asked an open question had a negative effect upon the focus groups' confidence but did not influence engagement levels. These findings introduce the possibility that feedback, or praise provided is a contributing factor to students' engagement. 

Whilst carrying out the interview it was clear the focus group felt comfortable providing answers. Pupils stated they prefer when a teacher-to-student question is directed to a pupil who is not engaged in the lesson as it is 'not fair' some pupils do not engage in tasks. This mentality could be an explanation as to why the focus group all delivered high levels of engagement within the lesson. Similarly to Pupil 1 and 2 within the second research lesson, pupil 2 believes that PPPB questions are useful because the technique almost works as a 'warning' to make sure a question is prepared in readiness. By studying the observation notes and interviews answers we can conclude that different forms of questioning techniques are influential upon student engagement. 
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Diagram presents the seating arrangements for the focus group interview that occurred straight after the research lesson. 
 
Limitations of this research study came in the form of data collection methods. The observation schedule used was an adapted model (Higgins et al, 2005) to allow for qualitative data input. However, by not following a criteria of engagement levels it leaves behaviour open to interpretation. A behaviour one teacher may see as engaged; another may see as unengaged. Although in planning we stated what we believed to be engaged, we were unable to account for every behaviour as most are unpredictable. Furthermore, as my peers and I are student teachers, we were observed by the class teacher for each lesson. The presence of four authority figures within the classroom highly likely played a contributing factor to the engagement levels delivered. 
 
Aside from limitations this research provided the realisation that some students are understanding as to why certain question techniques are employed. The results show that the most common question technique to positively influence engagement was PPPB for the year 8 focus group, yet the year 7's displayed different results for Teacher 2 and I. These results suggest that there are external factors that may influence reaction to questions posed. This research has thrown up many questions in need of further investigation as I would be interested to discover other contributing factors to student engagement. I believe extending the research project over a longer period would provide results that are more able to be generalised. 

Discussion
In accordance to the present results, literature has stated the importance of challenging students in the classroom in order to maintain engagement. Dylan Wiliam (2008) discussed pedagogies of engagement where the idea of intelligence creating environment is flipped to suggest that environment creates intelligence. This view challenges the notion that one must feel comfortable in their learning environment with the idea that learning takes place when cognitive demand is high. Pedagogies of engagement means using techniques that remove the option of participation, which can be carried out through questioning techniques. PPPB questions have been noted as highly effective by both Wiliam (2011) and McGill (2010) as they not only maximise the potential of each learner but call for engagement. In contrast, closed questions do not tend to challenge students but have been praised as a useful technique to engage students reluctant to answer (Morgan and Saxton, 1991). It is encouraging to compare the research results with literature and find similarities, as students who showed signs of reluctance were more engaged after being asked a closed question.  
 
The key strength of Lesson Study research is the opportunity for professional development through collaboration (Dudley, 2015). Practised in China and Japan for decades, the method of research has been commended for its ability to tackle problem areas teachers commonly face within the classroom (Xu and Pedder, 2015).  As an individual currently undertaking teacher training, this research has been immensely beneficial to developing my understanding of how to practice observation effectively to improve teaching and learning (Chassels and Melville, 2009). By collaborating with peers outside of my AoLE (Donaldson, 2015) I have developed appreciation for pedagogical insights shared by experienced colleagues through discussion both relevant and irrelevant to the lesson study. Lesson study is a dynamic process of teacher professional development as the research allows introduction to social learning (Lewis, 2009). However, it cannot be ignored that as lesson study is a form of collaborative learning, the success of the research is dependent on mutual levels of participation (Cajkler et al, 2014).

Conclusion
The main goal of this study was to answer the research question 'Can different questioning techniques influence engagement?' In order to achieve this, we undertook action research in the form of a lesson study which allowed practice partaking in a collaborative working culture (Ustuk and Comoglu, 2019). An arguable weakness however is the unavoidable reliance that is placed on each member of the research group. Within this study the method of data collection relied on two teachers completing an observation schedule whilst the other teacher delivers the lesson. This continued on rotation until each research lesson had been completed. Unfortunately, the observation notes produced were not all as comprehensive, therefore jeopardising the validity of results. Another limitation involving data collection came from the structure of the observation schedule. Although a verbal discussion between researchers confirmed a qualitative approach would allow for more detailed notes, this could have been controlled by introducing a criterion. Schlechty (2002) produced a detailed model declaring students' attention and commitment are determining factors for the level of engagement. According to the model there are five levels of engagement, ranging from 'high attention' and 'high commitment' which indicates full engagement, to 'diverted attention' and 'no commitment' which is indicative of a 'rebellion' state, meaning the student has become disruptive or is refusing to work. By adapting a model such as Schlechty's for our observation schedule the method of data collection would shift to that of a quantitative method due to the categorisation of findings (Kumar, 2014). Though, this would produce more reliable results as identifying the engagement level of a student would not be left to personal interpretation (Cohen et al, 2011). 
 
Throughout my placement I have eagerly accepted opportunities to observe different classes as the act of observation can be highly intrusive when not practised carefully. Practicing this method of data collection prior to the lesson study proved valuable as I remained mindful of small details that allowed for discreet observation without hindering results (Cohen et al, 2011). Another method I was able to pilot was the act of reflection. Following each lesson taught I ensured to take time to reflect upon what went well and how the lesson could be improved. Reflection is an often-underrated aspect of professional development as it encourages active engagement in work processes and helps bridge the gap between theory and practice (Moon, 1999). Reflection has been fundamental within this research as it has provided time to process our experiences and validate the strategy used (Mortari, 2015). The final method of data collection used was focus group interviews. By opting for semi-structured interviews, we had the flexibility to ask follow up questions if we required a student to expand upon an answer. However, the reliability of these results could be questioned as the students may have provided the answers they felt the teacher wanted to hear, rendering the answers bias. 
 
A natural progression of the research collated from this study and wider literature is to focus upon developing my questioning skills. The research clearly represents the importance of challenging students in order to progress their learning. Within my next school placement, I will look to employ several questioning techniques to challenge students and maximise their potential (Wiliam, 2011). I am also interested to discover whether the level of praise or method in which feedback is delivered can influence an individual’s engagement for the rest of the lesson. If I were to recreate this research, I would want to expand the length of time research is carried out to allow for a wider understanding of what factors can influence engagement. I will take on board the findings from this study and the related literature to shape my future teaching and learning. 

Recommendations
[bookmark: _GoBack]Several questions remain unanswered at present regarding external contributors impacting students’ engagement. However, the aim of this lesson study research was to understand whether different questioning techniques influence students’ engagement. We were successful in achieving the understanding that questions do in fact contribute to engagement levels, but results suggest there is more to be researched. In light of my research I have learnt the importance of being flexible with approaches to teaching and learning. I have found that collaboration is an essential skill for teacher development along with the art of reflection. Lesson study research demands the execution of sound inter-personal skills in order to produce quality findings. I have relished in the opportunity to develop these skills, especially teamwork and active listening as these are highly sought after for excellent teaching practice.  The role of the teacher is constantly changing and to further my professional development, I must ensure to continue researching in order to make the best pedagogic decisions possible. 
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