Aims, Focus and Purpose of the Research
    The focus of this research is on an Assessment for Learning (AfL) strategy as this is such an important area for teachers and I valued the opportunity to consider my own practice regarding AfL and specifically look at its potential impact on the learning of children. Additionally, higher order questioning I personally found difficult during my Professional Teaching Placement 1 (PTE1) and consequently was a target for me to consider going into my next teaching placement. In my KS2 class, my teacher would encourage me to push the children as they were considered high ability and would do this by asking higher order questions. Therefore, I feel it is important for me to spend this opportunity looking into higher order questions to gain better insight into my future career. 
Research Context
    For this research, I am working with a partner who is a fellow PGCE student. We developed the question together after discovering that we both had similar targets regarding AfL during PTE. We decided to specifically focus on talk partners as this was the AfL strategy we both commonly used in our classes. We decided it would be interesting to discover if this commonly used AfL strategy has an impact on the children’s answers. Together our research question is ‘Does the use of talk partners improve the quality of responses to higher order questioning in a KS2 classroom?’ This question will have an impact on my class as it will give them an allotted time to discuss their answers in pairs and record that. Hopefully, by doing this the children will also see how using talk partners improves their answers. 
    The research is carried out in two KS2 classrooms. The first, my partners PTE1 school, is a large primary school in a town in South Wales. The class contains 27 children in a mixture of year 5 and year 6. The other class is in a large primary school in suburban Swansea which was my PTE1 school. This class contained 27 children in year 6. 
Literature Review
 Assessment for Learning (AfL) is explained as a range of practices that improve pupils’ learning (Black and William, 1998; Black et al., 2003; Wiliam et al., 2004; Lysaght et al., 2017). Anything that is deemed to improve the learning of pupils should be deemed important hence why a great emphasis is placed on AfL in the teaching profession. AfL can be inferred as the actions completed by the teacher which allows teachers to adapt their future teaching and planned activities from the information provided from the feedback from these actions (Black and Wiliam, 1998). The AfL actions that are used and discussed in this essay are talk partners and higher-order questioning. 
Oral questioning is deemed an essential skill to skilful teaching (Christenbury and Kelly, 1983; Danielson, 1996; McComas and Abraham, 2012). Borich (1992) and Tofade (2013) further state that effective oral questioning can capture children’ attention, develops, encourages their critical thinking, and can gain children’s involvement. This demonstrates the vast reasons why a focus on oral questioning is important for the classroom. 
Tofade et al. (2013) highlights the negative effect poor questions can have on the children. Poorly constructed questions can limit creative thinking, intimidate students, and potentially suppress learning by confusing the children (Chin, 2007; Tofade et al., 2013). To overcome this, they emphasize the importance of planning questions beforehand carefully to guide the children towards a deeper understanding of the subject being taught. 
It has been found that, through classroom-based observations, teachers will ask lower-order questions more often than higher-order questions (Sellappah et al., 1998; Saeed et al., 2012; Tofade et al., 2013). Lower-order questions are those that focus on factual recall whereas higher-order questions stimulate deeper thinking as they require children to evaluate and consider ideas hence why it is encouraged for teachers to be using these types of questions more frequently (Christenbury and Kelly, 1983; Wilen, 1991; Ertmer et al., 2011; Saeed et al., 2012; Tofade et al., 2013;).  The three domains considered as lower-order questions are knowledge, comprehension, and application whereas higher-order questions are deemed in the analysis, synthesis, and evaluation domain (Ayudaray and Jacobs, 1997; Neal 2012; Tofade et al., 2013). These domains are taken from Bloom’s Taxonomy (Bloom et al., 1956). 
Many different factors can influence a response to questions. This includes the clarity, psychological safety of the environment, sequencing, and delivery of the question (Tofade et al., 2013). Another factor is the wait time given to the children from the time the questions are posed to when a response is expected (Cotton, 2001; Tofade et al., 2013). Wait time can have many positive impacts on a child’s response including both the quantity and quality of children’s response to questions (Christenbury and Kelly, 1983; Cotton, 2001). In addition, Tobin (1987) found that a higher cognitive level was achieved by pupils when the average wait time was above three seconds. This demonstrates the importance of waiting for a response from a child and not moving on too quickly. However, Tobin’s (1987) study was completed with middle school and secondary school children. Therefore, it is difficult to then generalise these results to those in primary school. 
A way of increasing wait time is through talk partners. Welsh Government (WG) (2010) suggest that talk partners have the potential for the children to evaluate their own learning and thinking. Working collaboratively has long been researched and concluded to have a positive effect on children. Donaldson (2015) emphasises the importance of working collaboratively as it can improve the metacognition skills as it provides the children the opportunity to “talk through their thinking processes, compare them with others and refine their learning skills as a result” (Donaldson, 2015: 69). Therefore, going forward with the new curriculum, teachers need to encourage collaborative learning to improve thinking skills. 
Donaldson (2015) references’ Hattie’s (2009) research which states that cooperative learning is effective. Peer collaboration has a positive impact on problem solving, motivation and achievement (Hattie, 2009, as cited in Donaldson, 2015). It has been found that when peer discussion is used, the percentage of correct answers increases (Smith et al., 2009). Reasons for this could include a better understanding for the children after discussion (Smith et al, 2009). However, this research was completed with undergraduate students therefore more research needs to be completed before we can generalise these results to primary school children. 
	Peer collaboration influences a child’s cognitive development. Both Piaget and Vygotsky theories support this (Tudge, 1992; Fawcett, 2002). Research based on Piaget models believe that cognitive change can develop from the cognitive conflict resulting from peer collaboration (Dimant and Bearison, 1991; Light & Littleton, 1994; Druyan, 2001; Fawcett, 2002). Whereas Vygotsky based research suggests that when a child collaborates with a more knowledgeable partner, cognitive development arises (Tudge et al., 1996; Samaha and De Lisi, 2000; Garton and Pratt, 2001; Fawcett, 2002). From whichever perspective researchers take, it is agreed that working in collaboration can have a positive impact on the cognitive development of a child. 
	Though there are many benefits of peer collaboration, using it spontaneously will not allow for all these benefits necessarily. Effective interaction will need some prompting and guidance from the teachers (Bell 2004; Cohen 1994; King 1994; King, 2008). Furthermore, research has found that even when children are instructed to work collaboratively they tend to work on a lower thinking level unless guidance is given on how to interact, then a more abstract, higher-level thinking occurs (Webb et al. 1986; King 2008). Therefore, to use peer collaboration to its full potential, it needs to be carefully constructed within a lesson and used with guidance from a teacher. 

Methodology
    Lesson study research is the methodology used in this study. Lesson study is a form of classroom action research which focuses on the development of teacher practice knowledge (Dudley, 2008). A fellow student of the university and I are working collaboratively to plan, teach, observe and analyse a lesson with a chosen focus. My partner will teach the lesson to her class from teaching placement and I will observe chosen focus children to see the impact of the focus on those children. After the lesson, those children will then be interviewed as a group to gain insight into their view of the lesson. Following this, we will discuss, analyse and refine the lesson. This will be done from the perspective of the pupils and the information we have gained from the pupils. The following day, I will teach the refined lesson to my class from teaching placement and my partner will observe the focus children in the same manner as I had done previously. We will then again interview the focus children and then discuss and analyse the lesson and decide what conclusions can be made from this and how this can feed into our future teaching practice. 
Lesson study has many benefits for the teachers involved and the pupils. Through doing lesson study, teachers can view the children’ learning in a much more focused way than usually possible (Dudley, 2011, as cited in Dudley, 2014). From this they can then identify the gaps in their pupils’ learning and plan more efficiently to amend those gaps (Dudley, 2011, as cited in Dudley, 2014). Lesson study has the potential to improve pupil progress and teaching techniques and develop AfL strategies (Dudley, 2014).  The reason for this could be because the teachers are working collaboratively which research has found is the most powerful option a school leader can do to increase pupils’ educational results (Robinson et al, 2009). 
 Though there are many benefits to lesson study research, the limitation should be discussed also. Completing the lesson study could be seen a time consuming as each of the teachers involved would need the time out of class to observe the other teachers. In addition, it could be uncomfortable for teachers been observed by peers however this can be overcome if everyone is aware that the observers are there to observe the learning of target pupils and not the teaching itself, unlike other observations. All challenges can be overcome if teachers are aware of the many benefits lesson study can provide them in their professional development. (REFERENCE FOR PARAGRAPH). 
The methods of data collection used as part of the lesson study are field notes, non-participant observation, focus group interviews, and reflection. The data collected in this research is qualitative data. Cohen et al. (2007: 461) explain that qualitative data is ‘making sense of data in terms of the participants’ definitions of the situation, noting patterns, themes, categories, and regularities.’ As this research includes identifying if talk partners influence the quality of response to higher-order questions then this needs to be done through looking for patterns in children’s’ responses and how they behave during the time to discuss with talk partners therefore qualitative data suits this research. My research partner and I will analyse the data after each lesson. We will look at each of our focus children individually and analyse their responses and seek to understand the individuals and identify any patterns across all the children. 
Qualitative data will allow us to collect more detailed data than quantitative data as we will be collecting data through many different methods. However, there are some limitations to this data collection method. A significant limitation is that the data is open to interpretation and each researcher will interpret the data in a different way. Each researcher will approach the data with their own biases, background, and preconceptions which decreases the validity of the results (Cohen et al., 2007). We attempt to overcome this limitation through the observer of the children not previously knowing the children, therefore, they have no biases towards the children being observed. 
Non-participant observation occurs when the researcher stands away from the observed targets to complete the observation, no interaction takes place between the observer and the observed children (Cohen et al., 2007; King, 1979). This gives the observer the opportunity to document and study interactions and behaviour in real time (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003). However, a limitation of this is that it could decrease the ecological validity of the research as children may behave in a different way in the presence of the observer (Cohen et al., 2003).
The non-participant observations were collected through an observation schedule (appendix 1). My research partner and I created this observation schedule making it specific to our research topic. We aimed to observe how the children behave in their talk partners as this is something teachers do not get the opportunity to do without being actively involved. I observe four target children from my research partners class and she will observe four children from my class. 
Focus group interviews are a form of qualitative research that involves interviewing a small group of children to get their insight, perspective, and opinion of the lesson. These types of interviews generate a process where, through the guidance of the interviewer, the group interact with each other and further develop their answers after listening to the others which trigger additional answers (Finch and Lewis, 2003; Stewart and Shamdasi, 1990; Merton et al., 1990). This can often lead to answers on a deeper level (Finch and Lewis, 2003). A limitation of this method of data collection is ensuring that everyone has a chance to say their opinion and no single participant dominates the conversation as we will not have a true representation of a range of opinions. To overcome this the interviewer must ensure a balance between participants so that everyone is heard. 
A further potential limitation is that as children are the participants and the interviewer is seen as a teacher and therefore a person of authority this could lead to the children not being completely honest in their answers to please the interviewer (Arksey and Knight, 1999). This could lead to a lack of validity in the results. To overcome this potential limitation, we will explain to the children before conducting the focus group interview that they do not have to participate in the interview if they do not want to, encourage them to be as honest as possible and explain that there will be no consequences to them for doing so. Also, the fact that it is a group interview can make it less intimidating for them which provokes more honest answers (Cohen et al., 2007). 
The focus group was chosen based on several factors. We chose two sets of talk partners. We required a higher-ability pair and a lower-ability pair as some diversity in the group is deemed beneficial (Finch and Lewis, 2003; Calder 1977).  However, common ground is needed between the participants also (Finch and Lewis, 2003; Powell et al., 1996; McLafferty, 2004). The common ground between the participants in this research is that they will all be in the same class and have just experienced the same lesson. 
At the end of the lesson, we will undertake reflection. We will do this in order to gain a new understanding of our focus and know how to implement this into our future teaching. By doing this we will, hopefully, understand why our focus is important in the education context. The reflections were captures using assisted reflective conclusions model (ARC) which has been adapted to be specific to our research topic (appendix 2). Reflection is an important part of action research. Kemmis and McTaggart (1992) claim that one reflects in a more systematic, rigorous and careful way during action research that one usually does in day to day life. By doing this, a rationale is created that has been tested and examined critically for what is being done in the classroom (Cohen et al, 2007). 
Ethical Considerations
When completing research in the classroom, there are ethical considerations that need to be considered. I will be following the guidelines set out by British Educational Research Association (BERA) (2011), University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) (2017) and Education Workforce Council (EWC) (date unknown) and have previously completed an ethics form before carrying out the research. 
We will gain consent from parents of the children to be part of the research and the children will be asked to give their assent before we begin any observations or interviews. Every child will be made aware from the beginning of the lesson that they have the right to withdraw and not take part and may choose to do so at any point with no repercussions. 
All children will be treated the same, including children that choose to withdraw, as the aim is for all children to progress in their learning. As I am perceived as an authority figure it may make the children feel as if they must take part. To overcome this, I will offer no incentives and make it clear that there will no repercussions if they do not take part of if they want to withdraw at any point.
The well-being of the children will be of the utmost importance throughout the research. To do this, I will follow the schools safeguarding policy which I have read.  I will aim to eliminate the risk of stress through intrusion by sitting slightly away from the children that I am observing and not pressuring any children to answer any of the interview questions. The questions asked will also aim to make any child feel uncomfortable. These interviews will take place in an open area where other adults are present. 
I will follow the legal requirements to work with children and will comply with the legal requirements of storage and use of data. All children will remain anonymous and all data will ensure the children and schools anonymity and confidentiality. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The lesson carried out as part of this research will be considered standard classroom practice, therefore, there will be no additional risk to the children than any other standard lesson. 
Lesson study
    The learning objective of the lesson was to develop an awareness of how poverty and inequality can cause problems. The children achieved this by exploring how they use water in their lives, understanding the impact of not having clean water on other people’s lives, understanding that a simple action like hand-washing can stop people getting ill, and explore the positive impact of having access to clean water and sanitation (e.g. on education/health) (lesson plan in appendix 3). 
    This research is looking at if talk partners improve the quality of the response to higher-order questions. To achieve this during the lessons, we will be posing two higher-order questions to the children. They will record their own personal response to the question on a post-it note. We will emphasize that this should be their own response and not to deliberate yet. They will then get the opportunity to discuss their answers with a talk partner and then encouraged to add or edit their answers after having this discussion using a different pen. Four target children will be observed during their discussions for both questions.     
    The questions asked were taken from Bloom’s Taxonomy sentence starters from the evaluation section. We adapted them to apply to our specific lesson. 
Lesson study 1 analysis
    The first question asked was ‘what could be the consequence of Brenda not having clean water?’ As you can see in Appendix 4, every child has used the opportunity of a discussion with their talk partner to add to their original answers. Though adding to their answer does not necessarily mean they have improved the quality of their answer. Child 1A and Child 1B had separate talk partners, whilst Child 1C and 1D were talk partners. 
Child 1A has added a whole other point of view after her discussion. A first she writes “if Brenda does not have clean water she could die.” After discussion with her talk partner, she also discusses how having to carry large containers full of water may affect her bones and her growth. This clearly shows how talk partners has improved her answer as without that discussion she would have only considered one point of view. Additionally, from the observation schedule (appendix 5), she was on task throughout and engaged with her partner in the discussion. 
	A similar situation occurs with child 1B. Through discussion with her partner, she adds another point to her answer. Her post discussion addition, attempts to explain ways of making the water clean (appendix 4). This also shows how talk partners can add a new perspective to a question.  From observation, child 1B dominated the discussion with her partner but remained on task throughout. This is interesting, as you might not necessarily expect a child who dominates in such a way to then add quality to her answer. This shows that though she may have dominated she did take the opportunity to listen to her partner and improve her answer. 
	When given the opportunity to discuss with their partner after recording their own personal answer, child 1C firstly discussed with his partner about the amount they had written and not the content (appendix 5). With both child 1C and child 1D, there was not a great deal of discussion. They merely read out their answers to one another and that was the end of the discussion. They did both briefly add to their original answers. Child 1C only addition to his answer was that Brenda could die from dirty water as well as becoming ‘ill and sick.’ You can see that these talk partners have directly taken ideas from one another and added it to their answers. Though in this case, I do not believe that this has added quality to their answers as their answers have simply been added to slightly on a point that has already been made in their original answer. 
	The second higher-order question asked was ‘how would you feel if you lived in a country where there is a water shortage? Why?’ Child 1A has again taken this opportunity to improve the quality of her answer (appendix 6). Her original answer discusses one emotion, whereas after her talk partner discussion she adds two more emotions with reasons. This is clear evidence of an improvement in quality of her answer. She had clearly not considered these emotions before discussion with her partner. 
	Child 1B has edited her answer in a slightly different way than her question 1 answer. She does add a further explanation to her answer following the discussion, however, she uses the opportunity to edit her original answer. She crosses out the word bad and replaces it with the word guilty (appendix 6). This again shows some improvement in quality of her response. This supports the observation that she listened to her partner (appendix 7) as without input from her partner should would not have improved the quality of the vocabulary of her response. 
	There is evidence that Child 1C has used their talk partner to improve the quality of his response. He has used answers from their partner and used them in their own answer (appendix 6). These were thing that he had clearly not considered before the discussion with their talk partner. Child 1D had a quality response before discussion with partner and had filled the post-it note therefore he only adds a small amount to his answer. It is not clear whether this is because he had run out of room or did not feel his partner added sufficiently to his own original answer. It could also be since he was not engaged throughout the time given to discuss and became distracted after merely reading their partners answer as observed in the observation schedule (appendix 7).
	The focus group interview provided some interesting feedback from the children (appendix 8).  All children agreed that talk partners were generally a positive experience and can see their benefits in terms of improving the quality of their answer. They do however, state that it can cause conflict and that the success of the experience depends on who their talk partner is. When we asked how what else we could have done to improve the quality of their answers, Child 1A, Child 1B, Child 1C all alluded to more prompts to help them answer the question better. Child 1D thought more time may have improved his however, during the observation on both questions he did not spend the whole time given discussing the given question. This could be evidence of a child answering the question to please the interviewer and not giving an honest answer. When asked how to further improve the lesson generally, the children agreed that the use of talk partners should remain part of the lesson and Child 1A even suggested discussing in a group. It was mentioned again about extending the amount of time to discuss the answers.
	After considering all aspects of the process, my partner and I reflected on the lesson and how we could improve the lesson for the next class. We agreed that the lesson went well and that the children had responded well to the questions. We decided to edit the wording of the first question slightly WHY? From the feedback of the children, we also decided to add some prompts to help answer the question and would give the children more time in their talk partners to discuss. 
Lesson study 2 analysis
	The wording of the first higher-order question was refined and now asked ‘what is the impact of not having access to clean water on Brenda’s life?’ After the focus group interview, I included key point to consider for example education and hygiene.
Child 2A was on task throughout her discussion with her partner and even directed her partner back on task when the discussion went off topic (appendix 9). Through being engaged, it shows in the quality of her answer. She has clearly listened to her partner and added more points to her original answer post discussion with her talk partner (appendix 10). This is evidence that talk partners have improved the quality of her answer.
Child 2B also used the opportunity to add an additional point to his answer after his discussion with a talk partner (appendix 10). In my opinion, the talk partner discussion has not improved the quality of response greatly as though an additional point has been added it has not been done in detail. A reason for this could be that towards the end of the time allocated for partner discussion, Child 2B did not use it fully discuss the topic and went off topic (appendix 9). Though, the use of talk partners has been beneficial in making this child consider another perspective.
You can see that the quality of response for Child 2C has improved after discussion with her talk partner (appendix 10 and appendix 11). Through talking to her partner, she has added more detail to her answers and thought about her answers in a more considered way. From the observation schedule (appendix 9), Child 2C did not speak as much as her partner and therefore listened to her partners points to improve her original answer. She did need some encouraging to begin the talk partner discussion but then related her answer back to her own experience and compared that to those of Brenda’s. 
Child 2D has also improved her answer through discussion with her talk partner. She adds another point about Brenda’s energy levels (appendix 10). This would not have been discovered without the use of talk partners. 	Similarly, to Child 2C, she needed encouraging to talk to her partner (appendix 9) but led the discussion thereafter and made sure that both partners took turns in talking and sharing their answer and discussed any similarities in their answers. 
We made the decision to keep question 2 the same as the previous lesson. Child 2A wrote a full answer that includes several points for her original answer (appendix 12). Though she adds an additional point post discussion it does not add much quality to her answer. It is brief and not a full explanation. A reason for this could be that she was observed not as engaged in the discussion as she was in the previous discussion (appendix 13).
Conversely, Child 2B led the discussion this time and would prompt his group and ask if they had any more to add (appendix 13). Consequently, he did add quality to his answer. He had only written one feeling as his individual answer and then post discussion he had considered two other emotions and explained them (appendix 12). This is evidence of talk partners extending a child’s answer and improving the quality. 
Child 2C has improved the quality of her answer to the question however this time she has added an additional point rather than improving the quality of what she had already written (appendix 12). However, in both instances her overall answer has been improved using talk partners.  The observation schedule (appendix 13) shows that though she was less engaged in this discussion than previously, she spoke more as it says that the discussion was more equal this time. Reasons of this could be because she is more confident talking about her own feelings than about someone else. 
As the discussion between Child 2C and Child 2D was more equal for this question, Child 2C has improved the quality of her answer more so than in the first question. From discussion with her talk partner, she discusses how water could affect her education. This point would not have been made without the discussion with her talk partner demonstrating the effect talk partners can have on improving quality of answers. 
As with the first lesson study lesson, we interviewed these four children in a focus group interview (appendix 14). These focus group sample were in agreeance with the other focus group sample in that they believe that using talk partners is beneficial. They believe it is beneficial because they can get a more detailed answer and it aids them if they are unsure of the answer to begin with. To further improve the quality of their answer, Child 2C interestingly thought talking to a teacher would improve the quality of her answer. This could be because she lacks confidence and needs the reassurance from the teacher. Similarly, to the first focus group interview sample, the children all agreed that they would keep the talk partner aspect of the lesson the same however have the discussion in larger groups of around 4 as Child 2C pointed out that when groups become too large it can be difficult to listen to everyone. 
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