18th June 2024
Dear Professor Treagust 
[bookmark: _Hlk167269670]Please find attached a revised version of ‘Teachers’ Questioning Practices in Chinese Secondary Biology Classrooms’, which we submitted to International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education in January 2024. We received comments from three reviewers in April 2024. We have taken the reviewers comments’ very seriously and revised the manuscript in light of their feedback. We believe that it is now much stronger and thank the referees for their insightful comments.

We have taken this opportunity to update the literature review and discussion to include relevant recent references from International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education and other prominent outlets. In revising the manuscript, we have kept in mind the five major issues highlighted in your email: be more clear about the focus of the study; provide a more focussed and updated review of literature; be consistent in reporting research goals and research questions; reassess the appropriateness of the categorization and validity of the data collected; be sure that the data collected and analysed answer the research questions. The table below presents in detail how we have addressed these issues and the reviewers’ specific comments. In the table, R #1, R #2, and R #3, placed in brackets after each point, indicate that the comment is from reviewer 1, 2, and 3, respectively. The text has been carefully edited throughout, but the most significant changes are indicated by red font.



	Major issues
	Revisions

	[bookmark: _Hlk169606000]1. Be more clear about the focus of the study (R #1)
	The research goals in the introduction part were changed from:
“This paper aims to examine the similarities and variations in teachers’ questioning practices and their accounts of how they ask questions in their school biology classes in the context of scientific practices.”
to:
“...to examine the extent to which teachers pose different types of questions and to understand their accounts of the factors that influence their questioning in secondary biology classes in the context of scientific practices.” (p. 2)
Please see Point 3 below for specifics.

	2. Provide a more focussed and updated review of literature
	

	2.1 Present the reason why Blosser’s framework was used as the basic analysis framework in connection with the research goals (R #1)
	The reasons for using Blosser’s framework were added (p. 4). It offers a comprehensive view of how teachers utilize questions and relates to their reflection on questioning. 

	2.2 Present literature related to teachers using more open and managing discussion questions in polished lessons and why (R #1)
	On page 5, literature related to factors influencing the proportion of open and closed questions was added. However, little research has been conducted on how teachers vary their use of different question types in regular lessons versus polished lessons. This was emphasized in the paragraph.

	2.3 Present literature related to the tension teachers feel in navigating between factors (R #1)
	On page 6, literature describing tensions between forces was added. Examples were provided to help understand what the tension between these factors is.

	2.4 Clearly argue for the scarcity and outdated nature of existing research, and highlight the possible contributions of this study (R #2)
	On page 8, the scarcity and outdated nature of existing research means a lack of in-depth reflections from teachers on their questioning practices. The research contributions are stated as follows: first, researching teacher questioning through teachers’ in-depth reflections; and second, exploring teacher questioning from a broad perspective, including the institutional and broader context.

	3. Be consistent in reporting research goals and research questions (R #1)
	Research goals were revised in the abstract (p. 1), introduction (p. 2), and research focus (p. 8) sections to ensure consistency, distinguish them from the research questions, and clarify that the research goals guide the research questions. 
In the abstract, the research goals “This paper examines the types of questions that Chinese school Biology teachers ask, and considers how and why they vary their questioning in the context of scientific practices” were consistent with those in the introduction, but used different wording.
In the research focus, delete “the alignment or tension between these different levels of factors.” The description now states, “The present study addresses this gap by focusing on the institutional and broader context” which outlines the research contribution and relates to the second research goal. 

	4. Reassess the appropriateness of the categorization and validity of the data collected
	

	4.1 A problem with Blosser’s classification category (R #1)
	Closed/open questions and rhetorical/managing discussion questions are placed under the higher categories of questioning subject knowledge and questioning for class management, respectively (p. 16).

	4.2 Present how managing discussion questions can be analyzed (R #1)
	More details about managing discussion questions were added (p. 15, lines 11-16).

	4.3 Present a detailed explanation for the six phases of the thematic analysis (R #1)
	The analysis process used to address research question 2 was explained in detail (pages 16-17). An appendix (p. 36) was used to present the analysis result, personal/institutional/external factors influencing teacher questioning.

	4.4 Better address research question 2 by presenting how the teacher’s question was shaped by various factors (R #1)
	The meaning of shape was added (p.17, lines 5-7): teachers mentioned changes or influences in aspects such as the openness, content, and sequence of questions.

	4.5 Reconsider classifying this study as a mixed-method investigation (R #2)
	The study primarily emphasizes qualitative findings. So, the term “mixed-method” was deleted from the abstract to prevent confusion.

	4.6 Reconsider the personal, institutional, and external categories, and perhaps use internal/cognitive and external/environmental categories instead (R #3)
	This study is set within the context of a national curriculum reform that emphasizes scientific practices. The external context is necessary to understand the mandated and top-down nature of this reform. The institutional context provides details about specific school and departmental settings. An appendix (p. 36) was provided to show that there are institutional factors affecting teachers’ questioning practices that are distinct from macro-level factors.

	5. Be sure that the data collected and analysed answer the research questions
	

	5.1 In the abstract, findings do not provide appropriate answers to research questions (R #1)
	The abstract has been thoroughly revised to reflect changes in the paper, and to ensure that the findings are accurately and succinctly presented (p. 1).

	5.2 External policy shifts were the most influential factor. Evidence to support this argument was not properly presented (R #1)
	We acknowledged that this argument cannot be made based on limited investigation results for personal, institutional, and external factors. The argument is softened (p. 27): the findings show that changes in exam policies led to significant changes in teachers’ questioning practices. 

	5.3 In the third finding in abstract, teachers experienced tension between factors. It is questionable whether tension between factors can exist (R #1)
	The wording in the abstract was logically dubious: “Teachers experienced tensions between these factors.” It was reworded to: “teachers experienced tensions in navigating between these factors.” (p. 1). 

	5.4 Give the actual number of questions in Table 4 (R #1)
	The number of questions was added to Table 4 on page 19.

	5.5 Reconsider the interpretation that the teacher had a conflict between personal beliefs and practice when instructing students to find the right answer in textbooks due to time constraints. It can be interpreted as a tension between the belief in the value of open questions and the belief in finding the right answer efficiently (R #1)
	It is acknowledged that the interpretation was a bit simplistic and we have elaborated our explanation here, with reference to Sue’s thinking as revealed in her interview (p. 20) and a brief clarification of Simon’s thinking (p.21). We hope this section better conveys the tensions teachers felt.

	5.6 Describe the teaching context of the society class (R #1)
	The context of the society class was added (pp.22-23).

	5.7 Present the exploration into potential remedies or interventions to mitigate teachers’ challenges, and strategies to enhance questioning techniques (R #2)
	An exploration of potential remedies to mitigate these challenges was added to the Findings section (pp. 20, 24 and 25). 
Reflections on how to mitigate teachers’ challenges and enhance questioning techniques were included in the Implications and Conclusion section (p. 29).
Point out the practical suggestions on pp.30-31.

	5.8 A comprehensive analysis is lacking of how these variations impact student learning outcomes (R #2)
	It was stated that the study is not about student learning outcomes in the Research Focus section (p. 8, line 10).

	5.9 Reconsider the complicated relationship between teacher beliefs and actions (R #3)
	Ideas from the recommended literature discussing the complex relationship between teacher beliefs and actions were incorporated into the Discussion section (p. 28).

	5.10 Give a stronger sense of who the participants are and how they responded to the researcher in interviews (R #3)
	In the Research Methods section, more details about the teachers and interviews, and how teachers responded were added (p. 14).
A bit more data was included in the findings, and a summary of factors identified in teachers’ interviews was added to the appendix. This helps to understand who the participants are and what they really think about teaching and learning.



