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ABSTRACT
This paper draws on the findings of an ESRC and British Telecom funded study which explored the teaching of collaborative talk. A teaching intervention was designed which adopted the principles of dialogic teaching, but which, drawing on educational linguistics, particularly emphasised the role of metatalk in developing students’ awareness of the interpersonal processes of collaborative talk. To facilitate the development of this metatalk, a framework was devised which described collaborative talk as a process of participating, understanding and managing. The research project was a rich qualitative study based in two secondary English classrooms in two different schools, capturing group interaction through video and audio data capture. 90 hours of synchronised audio and video data from 5 groups in each class were coded first deductively, informed by the framework for collaborative talk, and then inductively. Substantial episodes of talk were subsequently transcribed to illustrate themes which emerged through coding. Drawing on the findings, this paper will present transcripts from one group in each school to describe how the strands, participating, understanding and managing, appeared in students’ collaborative talk. It will illustrate how these strands may develop in talk over time, visible in the increased ‘attunement’ of students’ turns. It will explore how the framework facilitated the development of students’ collaborative and metatalk, and how it can be used to foster effective dialogic talk about language. The framework for collaborative talk represents an original contribution to research which conceptualizes effective educational peer dialogue, and its use as a scaffold for metatalk draws attention to the role of metalinguistic understanding in talk development.  
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1. INTRODUCTION

Dialogic teaching recognizes discussion and dialogue as the ‘rarest yet also the most cognitively potent elements in the basic repertoire of classroom talk’ (Alexander, 2008: 31). Part of this repertoire, collaborative talk provides opportunities for students to share perspectives, negotiate, and resolve differences to reach a conclusion which represents the shared meanings and understanding of participants (Wells, 2009; Maybin, 1991). Not only is this type of talk central to intellectual development (Mercer & Littleton, 2007), it enables participation in a globally networked society which values and promotes collaboration across cultures and continents (Castells, 2005). If we are to enable young people to participate in ‘discourses of power’, those of the classroom and the workplace, then talk needs to be taught explicitly (Cazden, 2001). Driven by these concerns, this paper reports on a study which examined students’ collaborative talk over the duration of a teaching intervention designed to support its development.  
Taking advantage of the (then) requirement that students be assessed for Speaking & Listening as part of the English GCSE (General Certificate of Secondary Education: the public examination for 16 year olds in England), the teaching intervention was implemented in English classrooms in two schools: in one year 9 class (aged 13-14) and one year 10 class (aged 14-15). Despite the opportunities provided by the Spoken Language component of the Key Stage 3 National Curriculum (DfE, 2013) and English GCSE, the intervention was also designed to address a considerable lack of talk-related research with secondary schools students and teachers (Higham, Brindley & Van de Pol, 2014). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Drawing on the findings, and expanding on notions of ‘dialogic’ talk, this paper will offer a clear theorization of the enactment of collaborative talk in the classroom as a process of participating, understanding and managing. Contributing to the argument that talk needs to be examined and taught over time, the temporal development of these three strands will be emphasized. Informed by educational linguistics, this paper will illustrate how this theorization of the enactment of collaborative talk provides a pedagogical framework for fostering metatalk about the interpersonal processes of collaborative dialogue. This will show that metatalk can support the development of a language for reflecting on interpersonal group dynamics, while promoting self-conscious participation in collaborative talk. 
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
2.1 Conceptualising collaborative talk 
Connecting with learning about shared values and equality, collaborative talk describes participation in the exploration or construction of an outcome which represents the contribution and understanding of all participants. Informed by characterisations of effective peer dialogue in the literature, the conceptualisation of collaborative talk presented in this paper represents and expands upon notions of ‘dialogic’ talk.  
Barnes and Todd’s seminal study (1977) recognised the potential for students talking in small groups to restructure their understanding through ‘exploratory talk’. Because exploratory talk ‘encourages exploration of ideas, rather than the presentation of certainties’ (Barnes & Todd, 1977: 15), it features: ‘hesitations and changes of direction; tentativeness; assertions and questions in a hypothetical modality that invites modification and surmise; self-monitoring and reflexivity’ (Barnes & Todd, 1977: 9). Extending this research, Mercer and colleagues have shown in a series of more recent studies that exploratory talk supports individual reasoning and problem-solving (see Mercer & Littleton, 2007). Characterisations of reciprocal, accountable and reasoned peer dialogues which support the achievement of educational goals have also emerged in the US and Australia: ‘transactive talk’ (Azmitia, 1998); ‘accountable talk’ (Michaels, O’Connor & Resnick, 2008; Cazden, 2001); ‘cooperative talk’ (Gillies, 2003). Interest in dialogic pedagogy has also reinforced the value of classroom talk which encourages students to assume control, initiate and challenge ideas and contribute to shaping the verbal agenda (Hardman & Abd-Kadir, 2010; Wegerif, 2006; Alexander, 2008).  
Although characterisations of productive peer dialogues emphasise the value of challenge and justification, they also promote the synthesis of understanding and agreement, as indicated in Mercer et al’s ‘ground rules’ for exploratory talk: 
· partners engage critically but constructively with each other’s ideas
· everyone participates
· tentative ideas are treated with respect
· ideas offered for joint consideration may be challenged
· challenges are justified and alternative ideas or understandings are offered
· opinions are sought and considered before decisions are jointly made
· knowledge is made publicly accountable (and so reasoning is visible in the talk)

      (Mercer & Dawes, 2008: 66)

Similarly, Alexander takes the following to be indicative of peers in dialogic interaction: 
· children listen carefully to each other
· they encourage each other to participate and share ideas
· they build on their own and each other’s contributions
· they strive to reach common understanding and agreed conclusions, yet
· they respect minority viewpoints 
(Alexander, 2008: 43)

The descriptors above indicate that ‘decisions jointly made’ (Mercer & Dawes, 2008: 66) and ‘common understanding and agreed conclusions’ (Alexander, 2008: 43) are desirable outcomes of effective peer dialogue. However, assuming that it is conceivable, and not a ‘convenient fiction’ (Rommetveit, 1979: 161), a synthesis of human understanding may in fact preclude the need for authentic discourse (Nystrand et al, 1997).  Littleton and Mercer (2013) acknowledge that an emphasis on agreement as the outcome of collaborative activity may discourage consideration of alternative perspectives and result in compliance or quick decision-making. Nevertheless, though progress may emerge from ‘joint agreement reached’ (Mercer, 1996: 369), they argue that taken in the context of the ‘ground rules’, the value of exploratory talk may lie in speakers having to strive for agreement (Littleton & Mercer, 2013). 
Therefore, in conceptualising collaborative talk, the expression of difference is considered important, as is avoiding passive compliance in decision-making. Very little research considers the role of divergence and dissonance in the construction of shared understanding, or how ‘difference’ shapes talk. Although not explored from the theoretical perspectives of dialogic talk, Cameron (2011) describes the discourse dynamics of empathy by illustrating how an IRA (Irish Republican Army) bomber and the daughter of one of his victims come to an understanding of each other. Given the principles of dialogic talk as outlined by Alexander (2008), one might say that in order to handle divergent, conflictual or irreconcilable positions, talk participants have to share a consensus that mutual understanding is the goal and recognize that ultimately consensus may well include a respectful agreement to disagree. Therefore, consensus may represent the understanding and acceptance of difference as well as the synthesis of perspectives. In striving for agreement, speakers must also strive for and explore difference: the polarities of agreement and disagreement, difference and synthesis, as dynamic and interdependent. 
2.2 A framework for collaborative talk: Participating, understanding and managing
Emphasising the conduct and ethos required for the confident expression of difference, the framework presented below (table 1) outlines collaborative talk as a process of participating, understanding and managing. Participating describes speakers’ active contribution to collaborative talk, while understanding represents speakers’ attempts to interpret and respond to the contribution of others. In particular, these first two strands resonate with Britton’s (1970) descriptions of the ‘participant’ and ‘spectator’ in language use, and with Halliday’s (2003) notions of ‘action’ and ‘reflection’.  Britton describes how:
‘As participants, we use language to interact with people and things and make the wheels of the world, for good or ill, go round. As spectators, we use language to contemplate what has happened to us or to other people…we improvise upon our world representation.’ 						(Britton, 1970: 8)
Similarly, in using the terms ‘action’ and ‘reflection’, Halliday draws attention to the major dimensions of meaning in linguistic interaction: construing human experience (reflection) and enacting personal relationships (action) (2003). But, recognizing the interplay between these different forms of language use, Halliday argues that we simultaneously construe and enact: language ‘is not only a way of thinking about the world: it is also, at one and the same time, a way of acting on the world – which means, of course, acting on the other people in it’ (2003: 365).  This argument highlights how dialogue is shaped by speakers’ relations and their meanings, drawing attention to language use as dialogic.  In dialogism, distinctions are not made between the utterances of individuals because the responsiveness of the listener shapes the speaker’s utterance within a chain of communication (Bakhtin, 1986). According to Halliday, it is the interpersonal metafunction of language which enacts dialogic roles and the ongoing ‘personification’ of ‘I’ and ‘you’ (Halliday, 2003: 414-415), perhaps supporting the achievement of reciprocal dialogue. 
The framework for collaborative talk aims to capture the interpersonal dimension of language which enables dialogic interaction. The strands participating and understanding capture the reciprocity between ‘I’ and ‘you’, and challenge the potential polarity of ‘speaker’ and ‘listener’. The third strand, Managing, refers to the way in which speakers manage their position on a continuum between ‘I’ and ‘you’, between difference and synthesis, and how they monitor their own participation while steering the content and direction of the talk towards a shared outcome. 
While the need to manage talk is emphasised by the LINC materials (HMSO, 1990; Carter, 1991), and by British Telecom’s TalkWorks resources (Egan & Bailey, 1999), the management of talk has been examined more by communication research in the workplace and higher education context. Middup, Coughlan and Johnson (2010) note that to manage decision-making and the development of an idea, speakers must progressively modify the ‘conceptual space’ of their task in order to move from a broad, relatively ill-defined idea to a narrower version. In the workplace, conflicts and differences must be managed to ensure that collaboration results in productive outcomes or action (Donnellon, 1996; Hardy, Lawrence & Philips, 1998). And, elaborating on the ground rule, ‘opinions are sought’, Littleton and Mercer (2013) describe how speakers in the workplace encourage contributions and elaborations, a strategy which supports understanding but may also manage participation and progress. Similarly, using conversation analysis, Stokoe (2000) drew attention to how undergraduates in group discussion clarify instructions before beginning a task, highlighting the role of ‘reorientation’ sequences which helped them get back on task. These studies, which explore peer talk outside of the classroom, highlight how speakers’ utterances serve different pragmatic functions and purposes, dependent on context. The ability of speakers to monitor their participation internally (and externally), to maintain a critical stance, and to steer the progress and direction of talk here informs a conceptualisation of ‘managing’ as a metacognitive process. 
2.3 Utilising the framework for collaborative talk to foster metatalk
This paper has proposed a conceptualisation of collaborative talk which draws attention to the subtle and nuanced ways through which speakers enact complex relations and achieve a shared outcome. The framework is not a checklist or list of rules, but a description of three strands which work together to shape that outcome. The potential of this framework to act as a pedagogical tool will now be explored. 
	
	During collaborative talk, speakers:

	
Participating
	Speak clearly and concisely

	
	Share experiences and challenge ideas without conflict

	
	Show respect for other people’s ideas 

	
	Build on other people’s ideas

	
Understanding
	Listen carefully in order to understand what’s being said

	
	Listen with an open mind 

	
	Use questions to explore ideas and ensure understanding

	
	Make sure that they and everyone in the group understands

	
Managing
	Manage the talk to make sure that goals are met

	
	Keep the talk focused on the goal

	
	Manage challenges and objections with sensitivity 

	
	Encourage others to contribute


    Table 1: A framework for collaborative talk
Though with potential application across the secondary curriculum, the teaching intervention designed for this study was devised specifically for the secondary English classroom, taking advantage of the (then) requirement that GCSE students be assessed for their participation in ‘Speaking & Listening’ tasks. The GCSE syllabus at the time (Edexcel, 2010) provided a rare and valid opportunity to implement an intervention which emphasised the teaching of talk in its own right. As suggested above, productive and meaningful dialogue involves much more than simply ‘Speaking & Listening’ and, therefore, teaching students explicitly about the form and ‘rules’ of different discourses is a valid pursuit. To explore the features of exploratory talk, Mercer et al’s Thinking Together programme (see Dawes, Mercer & Wegerif, 2004) involves primary students in generating their own ground rules for exploratory talk and subsequently evaluating their talk against criteria. Building on this pedagogical approach, this study utilised the opportunities provided by the secondary English curriculum to discuss and analyse spoken language.  The intervention involved using the framework for collaborative talk as a pedagogical tool to inform and support students’ analysis of talk. 
To support students’ talk, and their evaluations of talk, the LINC materials (HMSO, 1990; Carter, 1991) emphasised the analysis of language-in-action by featuring transcripts drawn from authentic workplace contexts. For workplace communication training, Stokoe (2011; 2013) advocates the analysis of ‘real’ talk above participation in role-plays, which she argues are often informed by misperceptions of linguistic norms. In contrast though, Lefstein (2010) points out that ‘idealised’ dialogue can provide a good point from which to critique talk. Whether real or idealised, analysing talk may expose and challenge students’ (and teachers’) perceptions and expectations of ‘good’ talk. In fact, by encouraging the analysis of talk in all its abstract forms, talk-related interventions take on an exploratory tone, perhaps challenging accusations of promoting alien, privileged discourses (Lambirth, 2009). However, though its value has been indicated here (HMSO, 1991; QCA, 2004; Phillips, 1992; Lefstein, 2010), dialogic research has given less attention to the pedagogical potential of discussing talk explicitly. 
Educational linguistics advocates an explicit approach to the examination of language which may complement dialogic research. In educational linguistics, the metalanguage of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) (Halliday, 1978) is utilised to support language learners. In particular, Schleppegrell (2013) used SFL metalanguage to support L2 learners’ participation in English Language Arts practices. Not only did SFL metalanguage provide a meaningful framework for engaging these learners in explicit talk about language and meaning, it encouraged what Schleppegrell calls ‘consciousness-raising’ (Schleppegrell, 2013: 155). Demonstrating this, Schleppegrell presents a transcript (2013) of a lively discussion amongst students as they attempt to categorise sentences from a story according to speech function and recognise that the same speech function can be realised in different grammatical moods, dependent on context. From a dialogic perspective, the learning which occurs in this episode may have been ‘sparked’ by the discussion: students expressed different interpretations which may have challenged the class’s thinking. Tasks like this, which encourage an exploration of the function of written sentences, for example, have the potential to provoke dialogic talk about language. Similarly, tasks which encourage students to analyse the function of speakers’ turns in collaborative talk may have the potential to raise students’ awareness of its processes. Moreover, analysing talk may encourage students to reflect on their own talk, encouraging more self-conscious participation.
Drawing on educational linguistics, the intervention on which this paper reports emphasised the role of metatalk. ‘Metatalk’ uses language to reflect on language use (Swain, 1998). Through the analysis of talk, the potential of metatalk was harnessed to support students’ participation in collaborative dialogue. Though metatalk is used largely in relation to L2 and foreign language learning (see Swain, 1998; 2001), its potential to facilitate the co-construction of learners’ linguistic knowledge is relevant to the learning needs of students in the secondary English classroom. Metatalk may help students to ‘understand the relationship between meaning, forms and function in a highly context-sensitive situation’ (Swain, 1998: 68).  Similar to the ‘consciousness-raising’ potential of SFL (Schleppegrell, 2013), metatalk may also prompt students to ‘notice’ their linguistic problems. 
However, in contrast to the detailed linguistic and grammatical focus seen in research by Swain (1998) and Schleppegrell (2013), the intervention upon which this paper focuses promoted metatalk about the interpersonal dimension of collaborative talk. Halliday argues that the ‘enactive, interpersonal resources of language have been relatively neglected, treated as an appendage to the grammar rather than as an essential part of it’ (Halliday, 2003: 415). Via the framework, the intervention aimed to provide students with a language for reflecting on interpersonal group dynamics, and particularly, on the conduct and ethos of speakers in collaborative dialogue. Utilising metatalk, this study aimed to harness the process of objectifying in language what we have thought, then turning around on it and reconsidering it in order to develop understanding (Bruner, 1986). It was a means of encouraging ‘conscious’ use of something previously used ‘unconsciously’ (Vygotsky, 1978). Drawing attention to the gaps and overlaps in dialogic research and educational linguistics, this study reinforces the pedagogical value of making talk the object of talk itself. 

3. METHODOLOGY 
3.1 The intervention 
The teaching intervention comprised 10 lessons. Each lesson involved a talk analysis task, a thematically linked collaborative task and a self-evaluation task. Talk analysis tasks involved reading transcripts or observing recorded episodes of authentic or dramatized collaborative talk, and then analyzing their features. Linked collaborative tasks then provided opportunities for students to work together independently, perhaps applying (or avoiding) the features identified in the preceding analysis tasks. Finally, self-evaluation tasks involved evaluating this talk. Each student was allocated an intervention booklet, providing a space for students to write individual or group responses, as required. 

Talk analysis tasks scaffolded students’ understanding of the framework for collaborative talk over a series of lessons. Broadly, analysis tasks were initially completed without reference to the framework, eliciting students’ existing knowledge about collaborative talk. Students were then asked to analyze episodes of talk against the framework. Towards the end, the framework was withdrawn: students were reminded of its features but not required to refer to it explicitly. This approach built on students’ knowledge, opening up and challenging perceptions and expectations of ‘good’ talk. The gradual introduction and withdrawal of the framework encouraged groups to appropriate its language and establish shared referents. The teaching intervention advocated a dialogic approach, encouraging teachers to utilize and value talk for learning. 

3.2 Research design
The aim of this study was not to measure the efficacy of the teaching intervention according to a particular student outcome. Instead, the intervention was a vehicle for the investigation of collaborative talk and its development in the naturalistic classroom over time. Using a mixed methods research design, multiple sources of data were collected to complement a core set of audio and video data, not because ‘the aggregation of data from multiple sources will un-problematically add up to produce a more accurate or complete picture’ (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007: 184), but to create a multi-dimensional data set which enabled an examination of the same phenomenon from multiple perspectives.

The intervention was implemented in one English classroom in two different secondary schools. Students remained in the same groups of 4 for the duration, enabling a temporal investigation of their talk. Encouraging a group identity, students were asked to agree on a group name (The Shoppers and The Better Group, for example, featured in this paper). Lessons were recorded in their entirety: one camera captured each lesson from a whole class perspective, while an audio recorder worn by the teacher captured her interactions and asides. Each group was recorded via a separate, discretely positioned camera and digital recorder on the table. This audio and video data was later synchronized, resulting in approximately 9 hours of video data for each group (8 in school 1 and 7 in school 2). 

Complementing this core data set, case descriptions of each participating school, teacher and class were compiled. Teachers produced qualitative descriptions of each student, and conducted pre and post intervention GCSE Speaking & Listening assessments. Semi-structured group interviews, conducted at intervals, elicited students’ reflections on their learning and provided another forum for metatalk. The booklets provided a valuable means of gathering written responses, both group and individual. 

3.3 Sample
A sample of convenience was derived from two secondary comprehensive schools in the South West of England. Beyond a specified age range, the study’s focus on the group unit in the naturalistic classroom precluded the need for other shared characteristics. Often more restricted at secondary level (Higham, Brindley & Van de Pol, 2014), this flexibility also made it easier to secure access. The sample included one class of 28 year 9 (aged 13-14), mixed gender and mixed ability students and one class of 32 year 10 (aged 14-15), high ability girls. Students with SEN (special educational needs) or EAL (English as a second language) were not excluded from the study; the class in school 2 included one EAL student and one student with EABD (emotional and behavioural difficulties). This sample, representative of a comprehensive intake, enabled a focus on the development of students’ collaborative talk within ‘real’ and relevant contexts. 

3.4 Informed Consent 
This study was informed by the Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (BERA, 2011).  After a series of meetings to discuss the project, consent forms were secured from both project teachers. Outlining the responsibilities of researcher and teachers, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed by head teachers. The researcher delivered a presentation to students to provide information about the project; they were then given personally addressed information letters and consent forms which were signed by students and a parent or guardian. To recognize their participation in the project, students were presented with a letter of appreciation and certificate at the end of the intervention. 

3.5 Analyzing the video data 
This paper takes as its focus the findings drawn from the analysis of the core set of video data. Informed by methods of sociocultural discourse analysis (Mercer, 2004), the video data was analyzed in layers, beginning with a broad examination of the data and moving towards an exploration of the specifics. Firstly, all of the data was observed and a qualitative description written of each group in each lesson, creating an intervention ‘narrative’ for each group.  On the basis of audio quality, video data of 5 groups from each class were then selected for coding. Finally, to exemplify and verify themes which emerged through coding, substantial episodes of talk were transcribed. Unlike linguistic discourse analysis, the analysis described here focused less on language itself and more on the structure and cohesion of speakers’ contributions to joint intellectual activity (Mercer, 2004). The methods used aimed to retain and examine the interpersonal, historical and dynamic aspect of students’ interactions.

3.5.1 Creating an intervention narrative
Firstly, a table was devised which organized the lesson unit under 3 main headings: teacher’s task-setting; students’ independent tasks; teacher-led reflection. To create an intervention narrative for each group, qualitative descriptions were recorded in each column. This allowed the researcher to trace the talk of each group across the intervention, and from the outset, enabled an examination of talk as a shared, sequential and contextual process (Silverman, 1993).

3.5.2 Coding collaborative talk and collaborative talk awareness 
To retain this, codes were recorded using the same table format described above, creating a narrowed version of the intervention narrative (see appendix 2 for example). Codes highlighted ‘peaks and troughs’ in students’ talk, across the intervention, making it possible to identify themes and patterns across groups and lessons. Importantly, this process also facilitated the organization and negotiation of a large data set. 

To establish whether collaborative talk could be described as a process of participating, understanding and managing, students’ talk was coded first deductively using the framework for collaborative talk. As illustrated in the following section, turns were initially coded as either: participating [P], understanding [U] or managing [M]. Recognizing that talk resists neat categorization, multiple codes were applied to turns which appeared to serve different functions. Qualitative notes were recorded alongside codes to describe interpretations or ambiguities.  Sub-codes were later devised inductively to signal the specific form of turns positioned under the broad [P; U; M] codes and to signal things outside of the talk, such as ‘off-task’ talk (see appendix 1 and 2). Codes also signaled students’ awareness of collaborative talk processes, possibly demonstrated through a reference to the framework for collaborative talk, though not exclusively. 

3.5.3 A temporal analysis of collaborative talk and collaborative talk awareness
Though the video analysis did involve ‘categorizing’ students’ turns, the value of counting these codes was limited. As Barnes & Todd, in reference to their analysis of exploratory talk, reflect: ‘it was possible to specify surface language features that…marked its existence, but it seemed less useful to count these than to trace the patterns by which a group reshaped the content of its thinking as a result of treating one another’s assertions as open to modification’ (Barnes & Todd, 1977: 9). Instead, by describing and ‘mapping’ codes across the intervention, a subsequent stage of analysis was permitted which examined the temporal development of students’ talk (Mercer, 2008), recognizing that speakers’ utterances cannot be understood outside of the dialogue through which they emerge. 

An additional layer of coding and subsequent transcribing facilitated a closer examination of the sequence, context and relationship of students’ turns, interpreting their meaning within a ‘chain’ of dialogue. This approach acknowledged that speakers don’t merely respond to what others do, they respond in a way that takes account of how they think others are going to respond (Wegerif, 2011). To signal the relationship between students’ turns, a number on a scale of 1-3 was allocated to [P; U; M] codes where possible. Resonating with Mercer’s descriptions of disputational, cumulative and exploratory talk (Mercer, 2000), ‘1’ indicated a divergent turn which perhaps ignored the preceding turn, diverted talk in an irrelevant direction, or pursued an individual line of enquiry; ‘2’ indicated a cooperative or passive turn; while, ‘3’ indicated a cohesive turn which extended, challenged or developed the preceding one (see appendix 1). This process made it possible to identify periods of what will later be described as ‘divergent’ or ‘collaborative’ talk across the data set. 

3.5.4 Transcribing to explore, verify and exemplify themes
To further examine, exemplify and verify themes which emerged through coding, substantial episodes of talk from each of the coded groups were subsequently transcribed.  Coding the data first not only facilitated data immersion, it enabled the broad analysis of a large data set which was impossible for one researcher to transcribe in full. Furthermore, episodes were selected from and positioned against a ‘backdrop’ of coding and intervention narratives, avoiding ‘cherry-picking’ and strengthening the reliability and trustworthiness of the data analysis. 

Transcripts from one randomly selected group in each school are presented in the following section. Presenting a series of transcripts from only two groups permits a richer insight into their talk and its context. The first group will illustrate how collaborative talk is enacted as a process of participating, understanding and managing. The second group will show how, supported by metatalk, talk may develop over time; presenting a series of transcripts from this group alone permits an illustration and description of the temporal development of their talk. And though the developments observed in this particular group, were in fact observed in several others, this study did not seek generalities, but recognizes that ‘uniqueness of context does not entail uniqueness in every respect’ (Pring, 2000: 119). Qualitative descriptions and contextual information is provided alongside the transcripts, providing an insight into the groups’ ‘narratives’.   

4. FINDINGS


Presented in three sections, the findings draw attention to the multi-dimensional nature of the data and its analysis. Firstly, collaborative talk will be framed as a process of participating, understanding and managing, permitting a clear theorization of the enactment of collaborative talk in the classroom. Secondly, the temporal development of collaborative talk will be examined. Finally, the potential of the framework for collaborative talk to act as a pedagogical tool to facilitate metatalk and foster an awareness of collaborative talk processes is explored. 

4.1 The enactment of participating, understanding and managing in collaborative talk

In episodes 1-3, Krissy, May, Miriam and Rose (The Shoppers, School 1) discuss a concept for an iPad app. Taken from their longer discussion in lesson 8, and presented chronologically, these episodes illustrate how participating, understanding and managing is enacted in effective collaborative talk, enabling the construction of a joint outcome. 

Episode 1

At an early stage in the group’s discussion, episode 1 shows how the interplay of turns described as participating [P], understanding [U] and managing [M] drives students’ talk towards a shared decision.

Krissy: 	So are we going to do an app or pet food? [M]
May:		I’d like to do an app [P]
Rose:              Yeah	
Krissy:		So does everyone agree? [U] 
All:		Yes
May:		Who downloads apps? [U]
Krissy:		Not me
May:		I do
Krissy:		What kind of apps do you download? [U]
Miriam:	They have apps for everything!
Rose:		Shall we think of a category…something for entertaining? [M; P] 
Miriam:	I think it should be a game [P]
Rose:		If we were to do a game, what would it be about? [M; U]

All students participate in the talk but May, Rose and Miriam, in particular, make suggestions and assert specific preferences. The group respond to May’s early assertion, ‘I’d like to do an app’; Miriam responds to Rose’s later suggestion, ‘something for entertaining?’ by stating, ‘I think it should be a game’. Here, these turns contribute ‘content’ for consideration. Each [P] turn represents a new ‘platform’ on which speakers can build, stimulating the construction of a shared idea. Importantly, however, this construction is supported by understanding and managing turns which bind ideas together and propel their development; it is in students’ attempts to understand and manage the individual preferences asserted that the group’s talk becomes collaborative. 

To achieve shared understanding, explicit agreement is sought and experience or preferences are explored. Responding to May’s preference for an app, and to Rose’s corroborating utterance, ‘yeah’, Krissy seeks the group’s agreement. By drawing the talk towards an agreement, Krissy achieves a conclusion which represents the input and understanding of the group, establishing a new platform upon which the dialogue can be re-opened and the app developed. To inform its development, May’s question, ‘who downloads apps?’ seeks to elicit peers’ experience and understanding of apps, while Krissy’s question probes May’s assertion, ‘I do’. These questions prompt explanations and justification, and open up students’ preferences for consideration. By establishing understanding of individual ideas, these turns ensure students’ genuine participation in shaping a shared concept. However, this ‘shaping’ is also facilitated by turns which ‘manage’ the direction and development of the talk. 

To manage the direction of the talk, Krissy’s opening question reiterates the focus of the task and requests contributions from her peers, prompting their participation and eliciting ‘content’ for discussion.  This focuses the group’s attention on the task at hand, and reinforces the expectation that they should all contribute. Rose’s question, ‘shall we think of a category…’ responds to Miriam’s assertion that ‘they have apps for everything’. Rose prevents a discussion of ‘everything’ but manages the direction of the talk by narrowing the options available, while maintaining focus and momentum. Rose’s final turn, ‘if we were to do a game’ focuses the talk further, driving the decision-making process forward. The management turns here are subtle and avoid dominating the talk: they allow rooms for peers to participate. However, they are crucial in preventing digressions and broad discussion of possibilities and preferences. Like a meeting agenda, managing turns ‘funnel’ and ‘filter’ the ideas contributed and drive the talk towards a conclusion, consolidating suggestions and supporting the cohesion of speakers’ turns.   

Episode 2
In episode 2, it is apparent that supporting Krissy’s understanding enables her participation in the development of the group’s idea. Additionally, Miriam and Rose, formulate questions or statements which manage the direction of the talk. 

Miriam:	So out of two options that we’ve really come up with are the cinematography and (inaudible)…but which one do people prefer? [M; U]
Rose:		I think the cinematography is quite a unique thing [P]
May:	The (other) would be quite fun but it’s more of a novelty…once you’ve played it a few times, it’d be, like, yeah…[P]
Rose:		Whereas the other one you could use for different things [P]
Miriam:	I think that one would appeal to more ages [P]
May:		Yeah
Miriam:	People would take it seriously, even if you’re an adult doing photography, or children…[P]
Rose:		Yeah
Miriam:	But you’d have to make sure it’s really simple [P; M]
Rose:	I was thinking: how are we going to do it and how are we going to explain it? [M; U]
May:		Well, we can show it and explain the central…[P]
Rose:		…you could include a little step-by-step guide [P]
Miriam:	Krissy, maybe you should google it when you get home so you know exactly what we’re talking about [U]

(Miriam realises that Krissy has not contributed. The group get the teacher’s laptop to research and explain the concept to Krissy)

Krissy:	I get what you mean now…it’s like still pictures but with one thing moving? [P; U]
Miriam:	Yeah…’cause these are obviously more adult ones but we could change it…we could do different ones so that…[P]
Krissy:		…yeah, for like, children just to mess around with [P]


In response to Miriam’s question, Rose participates by stating her preference for the app’s theme. Building on this, the sequence of [P] turns which follow show Rose, Miriam and May jointly constructing an argument for ‘cinematography’. Facilitated by connectives and anaphoric references to ‘cinematography’, students’ turns are ‘cohesive’, building on preceding turns to construct a shared justification. 

In this amicable exchange, the participating students signal their agreement by making their reasoning explicit. In doing this, students also demonstrate their understanding of the concept. In contrast, Krissy’s lack of participation signals uncertainty, as Miriam appears to recognise. Though too late for Krissy to participate in the decision to focus on a Cinematography-themed app, students take steps to support Krissy’s understanding, enabling her to participate in its development. In this episode, sequences of [P] turns are ‘bracketed’ by turns which seek understanding, enabling the integration and development of students’ ideas. At the start, Miriam’s question elicits responses which lead to agreement. After constructing an argument for their decision, Rose prompts a new platform in their discussion by prompting consideration of how they are ‘going to do it…and…explain it’. 

These particular [U] turns have another purpose: managing the direction of the talk. Miriam’s opening question outlines the group’s options, focusing their talk and Rose’s turn propels the talk further forward. Rose’s use of the phrase, ‘I was thinking’, may even be indicative of her ability to manage the talk sensitively, possibly hedging the authority implied in her subsequent questions.
 
Episode 3
In a final excerpt from lesson 8, episode 3 shows students consolidating their understanding by participating in the generation of their app’s name. 

Miriam:	What would we call it? [M]
May:		Cineworld?! [P]
Krissy:		I think that’s already an App…[P]
Rose:		…something like Cinema-graphy…[P]
Miriam:	or Motion-Potion…[P]
Krissy:		I think we need something that’s more for all ages…[P]
Miriam:	…and it’s got to be short as well [P]
May:		Yeah, we can’t exactly call it Cinematography because that’ll just…[P]
Rose:		We almost need a word that isn’t…like a normal word [P]
Krissy:		We could take the first four letters of cinema and then photo? [P]
Miriam:	Or, like, Cine-Snap? [P; U]
May:		Yeah!
Rose: 		Sounds good  

Here, students participate by grappling with different ideas, interjecting suggestions and challenges until Krissy and Miriam jointly construct the name, ‘Cine-Snap’. Their [P] turns are shorter than those presented in episode 2 and are often incomplete; however, these turns are tightly connected, building on preceding turns and anticipating subsequent ones. May suggests ‘Cineworld’, which likely informs Rose’s subsequent suggestion, ‘Cinema-graphy’; students maintain their focus on the idea, grappling with it until Miriam suggests ‘Cine-snap’. Connectives are used to counter arguments or extend suggestions: Miriam challenges Rose’s idea with ‘or…’ and then connects another suggestion to Krissy’s ‘and…’ This flurry of cohesive turns may represent speakers’ ‘attunement’ to one another, a fleeting moment of intersubjectivity when the synthesis of ideas makes dialogue appear monologue. 

Although the exchanges presented in section 4.1 are amicable and point at synthesis as the hallmark of effective collaborative talk, it is pertinent to highlight the challenges embedded in students’ turns, and to emphasise how collaborative talk relies on the expression of difference. The counter-pointing of suggestions: ‘something like Cinema-graphy…or motion-potion…we can’t exactly call it cinematography…’ opens up a space in which ideas are held in tension but developed through speakers’ attempts to participate, understand and manage. 

4.2 The development of participating, understanding and managing in collaborative talk
To permit a clear theorization of the enactment of collaborative talk, the preceding section framed The Shoppers’ effective collaborative talk as a process of participating, understanding and managing. However, taken from lesson 8 alone, these episodes do not show whether or how the group’s talk changed or developed towards this point. To illustrate how collaborative talk may develop over time, two episodes featuring The Better Group from school 2 are examined below. 

Episode 4

As in episodes 1-3, The Better Group are engaged in ‘collaborative tasks’, a feature of each intervention lesson. In lesson 1, the group have been asked to rank in order of importance the items they believe would ensure their survival after a plane crash. In contrast to the cohesive turns in lesson 8, this episode shows [P; U; M] turns which are divergent in nature. In particular, Oscar pursues his own line of enquiry and promotes his preference, failing to take account of opposing views.  The lack of cohesion between speakers’ turns limits the development and understanding of ideas put forward and stalls the decision making process. 

Oscar:	(Talking over the teacher as she continues to give instructions) 
Ok, I would take the gun, I would take the axe, I would take the whiskey, the chocolate bars. Why would there be a gun? [P; U]

Nicky:		Right, so there’s a plane crash…[M]
Oscar:	…I mean only in a presidential plane a pilot’s allowed to carry a gun [P]
Nicky:	I don’t think that half a bottle of whiskey is going to be any help…[P]
Oscar:		…it’s very important. Yes it will [P]
Charlotte:	It might be for…
Nicky:	5 large chocolate bars. You can get energy from chocolate bars so if you’re like stranded [P]
Oscar:	Yeah I know but the whiskey’s quite important because whiskey burns [U; P]
Nicky:	Yeah so you could like light a fire or something. So you’ve got the chocolate bars for energy and then…metal tin, you could…can you like light the metal..? [P; M; U]
Oscar:		No
Charlotte: 	No 
Nicky:		What would you use that for then? [U]
Charlotte:	A small axe you could like murder, go round going ‘ra!’


Oscar, Nicky and Charlotte participate in the task, while Johnny is silent throughout.  Initially, Oscar’s contribution is monologic: by listing preferences he closes the possibility of dialogue, preventing interjections from his peers. His personal preference is emphasised by the repetition of the pronoun, ‘I’, and though he poses the question ‘why would there be a gun?’ he ignores Nicky’s subsequent turn and answers the question himself. In the turns which follow, students jump between considering the value of the whiskey and the chocolate bars. In response to Nicky’s uncertainty about the whiskey, Oscar objects with a categorical response that again diminishes the possibility of discussion: ‘it’s very important. Yes it will’. Charlotte begins to venture an argument but Nicky interrupts, arguing for the chocolate bars and diverting the discussion in a different direction. However, the reasoning she provides may prompt Oscar to formulate, for the first time, a reasoned argument for the whiskey, which Nicky corroborates and extends. By initiating more reasoned consideration of the options available, Nicky may discourage Oscar from promoting his preferences without explanation. However, Johnny does not contribute to the decision making, and Charlotte is unable to interject her views, possibly prompting her disengagement with the task, as suggested in her final divergent turn, ‘a small axe you could like murder…’
Oscar’s early question, ‘why would there be a gun?’ suggests that he is seeking understanding by eliciting responses from his peers. However, instead of opening up the dialogue, the question serves to elongate his contribution, facilitating his ‘monologue’. Similarly, the beginning of his turn ‘Yeah I know…’ suggests understanding of Nicky’s argument but actually serves to buffer his objection and divert the talk back to the whiskey. In contrast, by extending Oscar’s contribution, Nicky’s subsequent turn suggests more her understanding and agreement. 
While it appears that Nicky is the most likely here to signal or seek understanding, she also makes some attempt to manage the talk, and Oscar’s contributions. Although Oscar has started to list his preferences, Nicky signals a new starting point by reiterating the context of the task: ‘Right, so there’s a plane crash…’ While she extends Oscar’s argument for the whiskey, her corroboration may in fact serve to close this line of discussion, enabling her to consolidate their choices so far and pursue consideration of another item, driving the decision making forward. Her final questions, ‘can you like light the metal? What would you use that for then?’ seek understanding but also move the group’s focus away from the whiskey and the chocolate bars. 
This episode is more divergent than those presented in section 4.1. Instead of sharing responsibility for a shared outcome, the completion of this task relies heavily on Nicky. They do not reach an agreement which represents their active participation and shared understanding. This episode illustrates how [P] turns can be divergent, and draws attention to the relationship between speakers’ turns as a sign of talk’s ‘collaborativeness’. It also demonstrates how speakers can disguise the purpose of their turns, interjecting questions which don’t seek understanding at all but elongate an individual contribution and close the dialogue. This draws attention to the challenges involved in managing peer discussion and emphasizes the need to encourage shared responsibility.  
Episode 5
Signalling a development in their talk, the group participate constructively in episode 5 (lesson 9), sharing responsibility for the task. Students ask questions to manage participation and support understanding.  As in section 4.1, the group are developing their concept for an iPad app. 

Johnny: 	Shall we start and come up with another idea? [M]
Charlotte: 	Um, yeah…do you know the idea? [U]
Oscar: 		Yup (Oscar was absent during the last lesson)
Charlotte: 	Yeah, the whole sort of snake thing and [U]
Johnny: 	We should try and come up with one more as a back-up [M]
Charlotte:	Yeah and not a game this time [M]
Johnny: 	Maybe something to do with…
Charlotte: 	…something to do with Christmas? [P] What do you think Oscar? [U; M]
Oscar: 	You know you’ve got the fat-booth thing…we could do Santa-booth [P]
Nicky: 		Santa-booth…that is? [U]
Charlotte: 	A Santa-booth gives you a beard [P]
Nicky: 		you could do the seasons for that as well [P]
Charlotte: 	You could do like an Easter bunny [P]
Nicky: 		Halloween-booth? It’s a really good idea actually [P; U; M]
Charlotte: 	It’s good, I like that…snowman-booth [P; U; M]
Nicky: 		Do you like that Johnny? [M; U]
Johnny: 	Yeah
Charlotte: 	Well done Oscar, I’m impressed. So are we using that or the game? [M]
Nicky: 		We could combine them [P]
Oscar: 		How can you combine? [U]
Johnny: 	When you finish you get to take a picture [P]
Charlotte: 	Yeah..
Nicky:		…with Santa or something…[P]
Charlotte: 	…Yeah…
Oscar: 	Ok, what do you want? You can’t choose both, you have to choose one [M]
Johnny: 	Try and combine them [P]
Oscar: 		Ok
Nicky: 		I think that would be really good if we could combine them [M; U]
Charlotte: 	but I don’t know how we would do it…I personally like the Santa-booth one [P]
Nicky: 		Yeah…
Johnny: 	Alright, let’s go with Santa-booth [M]
Charlotte: 	So, what would be looking at…[U]
Nicky: 		Yeah
Johnny: 	I say we make a plan….we’ve got til half 9 [M]
Charlotte: 	We’ve got half an hour, ok…well if we start making our poster [M]
Johnny: 	start making that
Charlotte: 	Yeah
Johnny: 	Come up with a name…is that all we’re going to have…those two things in the centre? [M; U]
Charlotte: 	Yeah, like Santa…and a snowman and a reindeer [P]
Nicky: 	Yeah and it could be like…like a Christmas package and a Halloween package [P]
Johnny: 	You could like do at like the bottom…the maps [P]
Nicky: 		Yeah…
Charlotte: 	…and you could like make your face into an egg [P]
Johnny: 	…and you could have like, you can change it [P]
Nicky: 	So the Christmasy one’s going to be Santa, snowman, reindeer …that’s it yeah? [U; M]
Charlotte: 	A bauble? [P]
Nicky: 		A bauble (laughter). And that’ll do yeah? [U]
Charlotte: 	Do you like that Oscar? [M; U]
Oscar: 		Yes, except the bauble (laughter) [U]


In contrast to lesson 1, all students participate constructively in this episode. As in episode 2, [P] turns which develop the group’s idea are bracketed by turns which seek understanding or manage the talk. There are three distinct series of [P] turns which create decision-making platforms, supporting the construction of a shared idea. Firstly, Oscar extends Charlotte’s suggestion, ‘something to do with Christmas?’ by connecting the idea to an app already familiar to him: ‘Santa-booth’. Charlotte and Nicky then exchange ideas, developing a seasonal theme: ‘you could do the seasons…Easter…Halloween-booth?’ Reformulating the name, ‘Santa-booth’, shows their appropriation and development of an idea rooted in Oscar’s initial suggestion. Building on this, the group grapple with the possibility of combining ‘Santa-booth’ with a game. And finally, having agreed on the concept, the group discuss how to present their app visually on a poster. Jointly visualising the concept represents a new level of idea development, moving from the construction of a shared idea to participation in its realisation. In contrast to episode 4, students’ [P] turns are more cohesive: students ‘adopt’ ideas and give them their joint attention instead of pursuing individual preferences; the utterance, ‘yeah’, is used frequently to signal agreement, while students also extend and develop turns using the connective, ‘and’. 
While Charlotte and Nicky are the most likely to develop an idea through a [P] turn, they also monitor understanding.  Because Oscar was absent during the last lesson, Charlotte begins by checking Oscar’s understanding of the ‘idea’. Perhaps sceptical of the understanding implied in Oscar’s brief ‘Yup’, Charlotte provides a brief explanation. Seeking understanding of ‘Santa-booth’, Nicky asks a question which prompts a series of clarifying turns. Nicky and Charlotte’s praise of the idea, ‘it’s really good…I like that’ signals their agreement. Their reformulation of the name ‘Santa-booth’ and their appropriation and repetition of peers’ suggestions, ‘I think it would be really good if we could combine them’, also demonstrate their understanding and agreement. 
In stark contrast to lesson 1, Johnny participates constructively, often explicitly managing the task. He initiates the discussion by suggesting that the group come up with another idea: a sense of shared responsibility is implied immediately by the use of the pronoun ‘we’. He propels the discussion further forward by reiterating the need to come up with a ‘back-up’ idea. At intervals, it is also Johnny who draws discussion to a close, encouraging the group to move on: ‘Alright, let’s go with Santa-booth…I say we make a plan…’ While Oscar participates constructively, it is his peers’ ability to manage his participation which may maintain his engagement. Charlotte and Nicky use questions to encourage Oscar’s contribution, while their praise of ideas and progress supports group cohesion. Students have here developed in their ability to manage the direction of the talk, but also the participation of their peers; furthermore, students may be more self-conscious in their participation, perhaps aware of the expectations for shared responsibility. 
The episodes above suggest that effective collaborative talk is unlikely to occur spontaneously amongst peers in the classroom. Students may need time, working in the same groups, to orientate towards each other and towards the form and expectations of collaborative talk. But instructional intervention is likely needed to challenge the assumption that ‘contributing’ or ‘taking part’ is enough to constitute active participation, and to support students in managing their talk and actively seeking understanding.  
4.3 Fostering metatalk to support the development of collaborative talk
Episodes 1-5 have revealed students’ engagement in ‘collaborative tasks’, illustrated how collaborative talk is enacted as a process of participating, understanding and managing, and shown how these strands developed in The Better Group’s talk over time. Taken from lessons 3 and 6, the following episodes provide further insights into the development of The Better Group’s talk but will, in particular, draw attention to their metatalk. This will highlight the possibility that facilitating metatalk to foster an awareness of the processes of collaborative talk can inform its development. 

Episode 6 
Episodes 6 and 7 below show The Better Group engaged in ‘talk analysis’ tasks. As described in the methodology, to support the development of a ‘language’ for metatalk, the teaching intervention used talk analysis tasks to ‘scaffold’ students’ awareness and understanding of the framework for collaborative talk over a series of lessons.  In lesson 3 (episode 6), there was no reference to the framework; instead, the analysis task required students to discuss a video clip of ‘effective’ collaborative talk and draw out its features, eliciting their existing ideas about ‘good’ talk. In lesson 4, students were asked to discuss these features in relation to the words ‘participating, understanding and managing’ before being shown the framework descriptors. Episode 6 below, therefore, provides an insight into The Better Group’s preconceived notions of ‘effective’ talk. To support this discussion, utterances which demonstrate students’ talk awareness are under-lined on the transcripts.

Nicky: 	I think everyone was having an input so everyone was like speaking [P] 

Oscar yawns

Charlotte:	Are we doing...? Yeah, ok [U; M]
Johnny:	They all agreed on things together [P]
Oscar:	I don’t like the ginger one…I’ve got nothing against ginger people, that one just annoyed me [P]
Charlotte:	She is annoying, right… [P]

Oscar and Johnny talk off-task

Nicky:		Building on each other’s ideas [P]
Johnny:	Got that

The group talk off-task

Charlotte: 	Ok guys, we’re off-task  [M]
Nicky:		Off-task guys [M]
Charlotte:	Ok, they listened to each other [P]
Nicky:		Yeah 
Charlotte:	Yeah, Ok, cool…wait my phone’s vibrating, I think my dad’s 
calling me

The group talk off-task

Charlotte:	Off-task Nicky [M]

The group talk off-task 

Charlotte:	Ok, right, what else do they do? [U;M]

Oscar talks off-task

Charlotte:	They were respecting other ideas [P]

The group talk off-task 


In this episode, students recognize the ‘cooperative’ aspects of talk, noting that everyone should ‘speak’ and ‘agree’. The participation they suggest, however, is passive rather than active, as advocated by collaborative talk. They also note the need to ‘build on’ ideas, ‘listen’ and ‘respect’ each other. However, ‘effective’ features are listed rather than discussed, as though students are reeling off ‘rules’ that they are already familiar with. There is little sense here of how these ‘effective’ features appeared in the talk observed: how did speakers ‘show respect’ and ‘listen’, for example? There is a discrepancy between the features listed by students and how they in fact appeared in the talk observed. 
Though students participate, suggestions are collated rather than discussed, and no reasoning or justification is provided. Though the group struggles to sustain their talk, Nicky and Charlotte do make (unconvincing) attempts to manage the talk by discouraging ‘off-task’ talk and behaviour. Students’ use of the term ‘off-task’ here may be explained by teachers’ tendency to reprimand ‘off-task’ talk, though it may also be a feature easily recognized. Their use of the term here does indicate, however, that students may incorporate talk-related vocabulary for a particular purpose, such as managing the talk by challenging obstacles and encouraging participation. 
Episode 7 
In episode 7 (lesson 6), the group are discussing the collaborative nature of a transcript taken from the film, Ghostbusters. In this and other lessons subsequent to lesson 4, students were encouraged to refer to the framework to support their analysis of examples of collaborative talk; however, students were encouraged to avoid using the framework as a checklist of rules but as a prompt for discussion. Supported by an increased awareness of the expectations and form of collaborative talk, this episode shows The Better Group’s engagement in a dialogic discussion about talk. 

Charlotte: 	They showed respect for each other [P]
Johnny: 	They listened to each other’s ideas like when that man said don’t cross the beams [P]
Charlotte: 	Yeah
Oscar: 		They was being obedient [P]
Charlotte: 	Yeah, they were doing what they were told [P]
Johnny: 	What? [U]
Oscar: 		You tell a dog to sit, it sits, that’s obedient [U; P]
Johnny: 	I don’t understand…so it listens? [U]
Oscar:		…yeah, listen and obey…without doing anything [U]
Charlotte: 	Yeah
(teacher suggests they highlight extracts or phrases in the script)
Johnny: 	They all tried to catch the ghost [P]
            Charlotte:        Yeah, they all participated. None of them were standing    
                                    around…[P]

Johnny:           What about ‘don’t cross the beams’? [U]
Oscar:             …no, they give information and they like find out why they need     
                       to do it to like give them evidence…like asking…I’m not sure 
                       how to say it but I know what I mean [P; U]
Charlotte: 	What about ‘they nod obediently’? But then again that’s not very collaborative talk because it means…[U; P]
Oscar: 	Yeah, like collaborative talk…this guy is saying ‘don’t cross the beams’, instead of going ok, they’d go why? [P]
Charlotte: 	Yeah…so I’ll highlight ‘why not?’ [M; U]
Oscar: 		So highlight ‘don’t cross the beams’ and ‘why not?’ [M]

Charlotte suggests that speakers in the Ghostbusters transcript showed respect, and Johnny notes that they listened to each other. As in episode 6, these suggestions at first seem somewhat detached from the transcript as students list surface-level features which they may assume are indicative of effective collaborative talk. However, this time, an example of ‘listening’ is provided: the Ghostbusters were told not to ‘cross the beams.’  And instead of listing further features, they grapple with what this line suggests, attaching their explanations to the word ‘obedient’. Johnny indicates that he does not understand the word and Oscar clarifies. Building on and reformulating Johnny’s suggestion that ‘they all tried to catch the ghost’, Charlotte appropriates the word ‘participated’. 
However, revealing a development in their understanding of collaborative talk as an active, rather than passive activity, Charlotte recognises that Oscar’s explanation of how speakers were obedient is not ‘very collaborative talk’. Oscar develops this point, reasoning that if it were collaborative talk then they would ask why they should avoid crossing the beams. Although Charlotte and Oscar develop the argument that obedience is not a feature of collaborative talk, it is Johnny who returns to the line which was the initial focus of their attention, as though he recognises something significant in it, which is then articulated by his peers. 
In contrast to episode 6 (lesson 3), students participate in developing the suggestion put forward by Johnny; this time, reasons are given for the suggestions put forward. Johnny is proactive in seeking understanding of the term ‘obedient’ and students are more committed to supporting and sharing understanding. Utterances and questions also seek agreement, and ideas are jointly developed, making the talk more cohesive than that seen in episodes 4 and 6. 
Strengthening the findings presented in section 4.2, episodes 6 and 7 provide further insights in to the development of The Better Group’s collaborative talk. These episodes show how the development of collaborative talk goes hand in hand with the development of an awareness of collaborative talk processes and expectations. By examining the collaborative nature of recorded or transcribed talk, students’ assumptions about the ‘rules’ of talk may be challenged and students may begin to recognise how individual turns contribute to and shape shared decision-making. Used as a pedagogical tool, the framework for collaborative talk provides a springboard for this analysis. Students may also appropriate and utilise its vocabulary for support. An increasing awareness of the expectations of collaborative talk may also encourage self-conscious participation, reinforcing shared responsibility and group cohesion. These episodes show that students’ increasing ability and willingness to ask questions, seek clarification, and participate in the development of a single idea, make the joint and meaningful interrogation of talk itself possible. While providing further evidence of the temporal development of talk, these episodes provide an insight into the factors which may support the development of collaborative talk amongst peers in the classroom. 
5. DISCUSSION
5.1 Participating, understanding and managing in collaborative talk 
This paper has theorized the enactment of collaborative talk in the classroom as a process of participating, understanding and managing. These three strands, outlined in the framework, provide a lens through which collaborative talk can be viewed and examined. The findings have shown how these strands overlap and intertwine, revealing how speakers’ turns function in the achievement of effective collaborative talk. 

By describing collaborative talk as a process of participating, understanding and managing, simplistic notions of ‘Speaking & Listening’ are challenged. Though the phrase ‘Speaking & Listening’, used to describe talk-focused tasks at GCSE (see Edexcel, 2010), suggests the equal weighting of these ‘skills’, the nature of GCSE assessments may encourage a perception of ‘speaking’ as more important and encourage competition between voices (Newman, 2015). While ‘speaking’ may be regarded as indicative of participation, ‘listening’ may be seen as passive or non-participatory, in opposition to ‘speaking’. The findings here show that it is not enough simply to ‘speak’ in collaborative talk; in fact, episode 4 demonstrates that in the absence of understanding and managing, participation can appear monologic because it shows little regard for the contribution of others or the progress of the talk, diminishing the possibility of achieving the cohesion and reciprocity that effective collaborative talk requires. 
The Shoppers’ talk (episodes 1-3) reveals that the construction of a shared outcome relies on the dialogic interplay of participating, understanding and managing. In particular, participation is shaped by speakers’ attempts to understand and manage the talk. Within this framework, attempts to understand assume active participation, not passive ‘listening’. In striving for understanding, we interpret the intentions imbued in the language of others. And because interpretations offer welcome variations in understandings (Mercer, 2000), by actively exploring and developing the ideas of others through dialogue, speakers contribute to the construction of new meaning. The development of this something new, however, may be reliant on the effective management of talk, perhaps playing an ‘enabling’ role (Halliday, 2003) which supports the interplay of participating and understanding. Turns which manage talk ensure its progress and establish new platforms on which ideas can be built, funnelling and filtering contributions, shaping the talk, and propelling it towards a conclusion. 
To explore the form and development of effective collaborative talk, this study investigated ‘chains’ of dialogue constructed over time. Turns were not separated from their contextual, sequential context; instead, the analysis focused on how turns connect in the interpersonal and intersubjective achievement of collaborative talk, evoking Bakhtinian themes (Bakhtin, 1986). Drawing on the findings, this study suggests that effective collaborative talk occurs in the interplay and cohesion of participating, understanding and managing. There is no hierarchy of strand; instead, in order to sustain the dialogue, speakers monitor for themselves the necessity of each function, revealing its metacognitive demands. 
5.2 The temporal development of collaborative talk
While research has characterized effective peer dialogues, and demonstrated its value, less research has examined how it develops amongst students in the naturalistic secondary English classroom over time. This study’s temporal analysis shows that episodes of talk cannot be understood as discrete educational events (Mercer, 2008): The Better Group’s divergent talk in episode 4, for example, is the beginning of a longer term trajectory of learning.  

The wider data analysis revealed that, at the beginning of the intervention, students’ talk was coded predominantly under the participating strand. Furthermore, talk characterized as divergent, such as that presented in episode 4, was more frequent in the earlier stages of the intervention. As noted above, it is possible that at this point students expressed opinions, for example, in order to ‘take part’ and ‘speak’, instead of questioning or developing the perspectives of others. However, as is observable in The Better Group, competition between voices may diminish over time, as groups become more unified and their talk more cohesive, enabling the joint development of ideas and the construction of shared outcomes. In particular, in The Better Group, cohesive collaborative talk may have been achieved through increased attempts to manage and understand. Though an initially reluctant participant, Johnny eventually manages the content and direction of the group’s talk effectively.  Students increasingly encourage contributions and seek elaborations, perhaps more conscious of their participation and understanding. As suggested in section 2.2, the increased presence and interplay of these strands may support students’ engagement with language which enacts social relations and dialogic roles (Halliday, 2003: 414-415), enabling reciprocal dialogue. 
However, the development of collaborative talk should not be conceptualized as a linear process; students’ talk may develop and regress over time, steered by multiple factors, including the relationships amongst students (Blatchford, Kutnick, Baines & Galton, 2003; Gillies & Ashman, 1998) and the expectations conveyed through teachers’ talk (Black & Varley, 2008). Nevertheless, this paper is concerned with changes in talk which enable group unity and cohesion, and in particular, with the role of metatalk in facilitating this interpersonal development, perhaps harnessing or challenging the influence of other factors. 

5.3 The potential of metatalk  
This paper has described how the theorization of the enactment of collaborative talk informed a pedagogical framework. Drawing on educational linguistics (Halliday, 1978; Schleppegrell, 2013) and the potential of metatalk to activate language learning processes (Swain, 1998; Storch, 2008), this framework was utilized to support students’ completion of talk analysis and self-evaluation tasks. However, in contrast to the research cited (Swain, 1998; Storch, 2008; Schleppegrell, 2013), metatalk in this study addressed more the interpersonal dynamic of collaborative talk, and supported students in reflecting on these dynamics in their groups. The findings suggest that, through metatalk, students’ awareness of the interpersonal processes and expectations of collaborative talk developed over time. Furthermore, students’ metatalk also developed in its form and function, becoming more elaborated and characteristic of effective collaborative talk, possibly enabling deeper learning about the interpersonal dimension of language. This paper proposes that a dual and explicit focus on the development of collaborative talk and metatalk supports students in utilizing metacognitive processes which enable constructive participation in learning dialogues.  

As illustrated by The Better Group (episode 7), students’ awareness of the interpersonal processes of collaborative talk developed over the duration of the intervention. In particular, this group came to understand collaborative talk as an active, instead of passive, process of participation. As noted, the findings show that the group’s metatalk became more elaborated and cohesive over time, mirroring developments in the form of their collaborative talk. Like cohesive collaborative talk, more elaborated metatalk may be a stronger source of learning (Storch, 2008). Storch (2008) demonstrated this through an examination of different levels of ‘engagement’ in Language-Related Episodes (LREs), defined as any part of a dialogue where students talk about the language they are producing, question their language use, self and other correct (Swain & Lapkin, 1995). Storch (2008) argues that in LREs, ‘elaborate’ engagement, when students also pool linguistic resources, is more beneficial than ‘limited’ engagement. This suggests, therefore, that more elaborated and collaborative metatalk better activates learning. 
When The Better Group expresses an understanding that collaborative talk is not characterized by passivity and compliance but by active participation, it may be students’ willingness to question, challenge and explore perspectives that lead them to this understanding: interpersonal engagement and awareness is realized through and enacted in the talk. As Storch (2008) notes, from a sociocultural theoretical perspective, collaborative dialogue between learners is itself a source of language learning. It is difficult to determine, therefore, whether metatalk itself or elaboration in metatalk is most valuable. It is possible to argue that the positive effects of having to ‘think aloud’ are due to the verbalization of individual thoughts (Berardi-Coletta et al, 1995). Nevertheless, as students develop in their capacity to participate, understand and manage effectively in collaborative talk, the potential for elaborated metatalk may increase. This study, therefore, draws attention to the potentially reciprocal developmental relationship of collaborative talk and metatalk. 
This study points at the potential of metatalk to promote self-conscious participation. Whether at an individual, pair or group level, Swain (1998) has argued the potential of metatalk to encourage speakers to ‘notice’ gaps in linguistic understanding or competency, while Schleppegrell (2013) drew attention to the potential of SFL teaching for ‘consciousness-raising’. While metatalk in this study focused more on the interpersonal than the linguistic, it exposed and explored students’ understandings or misunderstandings around ‘good’ talk. The intervention deliberately involved students in analyzing contrasting examples of ‘effective’ and ‘ineffective’ collaborative talk, also encouraging them to explore the ‘gap’ between their own talk and that analyzed. 

These tasks may have facilitated a shift to meta-level thinking: by encouraging self-conscious participation, metatalk may harness metacognitive processes required in effective collaborative talk. Collaborative talk demands interpersonal awareness and linguistic competence, but effective understanding and managing also requires metacognitive engagement. Revealing ‘gaps’ in speakers’ knowledge, understanding turns feature questions and requests for clarification and elaboration. Significantly, these turns signal speakers’ awareness of these gaps and their readiness to attend to them. Managing turns may also expose speakers’ thinking about the talk; as proposed earlier, managing turns monitor participation, maintain criticality, and steer the direction of the talk. As seen in divergent talk (episode 4), it is perfectly feasible to participate (though unconstructively) and not engage consciously with understanding and managing elements. Divergent talk may, therefore, be considered less self-conscious, signaling less metacognitive engagement.
 
The Better Group’s increased ability to manage the talk and their willingness to seek understanding are notable developments. As their talk becomes more collaborative, and dialogic, featuring more understanding and managing turns, students may be actively harnessing metacognitive processes which they weren’t before. Metatalk may, therefore, lead to more self-conscious participation which represents increased metacognitive engagement. Therefore, by theorizing collaborative talk as a process of participating, understanding and managing, this intervention draws students’ attention to the interpersonal, linguistic and metacognitive demands of collaborative talk. 

6. CONCLUSION 

As The Better Group recognise, utterances in collaborative talk can serve more than one pragmatic function. This makes the analysis of talk methodologically challenging and, therefore, the process of coding turns, as this study has acknowledged, problematic. However, the ‘problem’ of interpreting the meaning of others makes talk itself an engaging topic for discussion, and even debate. Instead of teaching ‘rules’ or providing ‘guidelines’ for talk, the potential to develop students’ collaborative dialogue and awareness may lie in activities which expose and harness the difficulty of ‘categorising’ turns and their function. This intervention has harnessed the problematic nature of talk for pedagogical purposes, and argues that further research and pedagogical potential may lie in provoking discussion about talk. 

Via the framework for collaborative talk, this paper has contributed a more elaborated notion of ‘dialogic’ which foregrounds the interpersonal dimension of language. Drawing on a large qualitative data set, it has shown that collaborative talk can be viewed as a dialogic process of participating, understanding and managing. This paper has examined the complementary development of collaborative talk and metatalk over time, and revealed the twisting path this takes. It  has shown that metatalk, which makes talk itself the object of its attention, supports students’ developing understanding about language and its interpersonal dimension, while strengthening the possibility that this knowledge is applied in talk itself. Therefore, drawing together dialogic research and educational linguistics, this paper indicates the potential of talk as the object of examination in dialogic interaction. 
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Appendix 1: Participating, Understanding and Managing Sub-Codes (reduced version)
	Participating
	Key Word
	P1
	P2
	P3

	
	P C: Contribute
	Turns do not connect with preceding
Ideas or opinions contributed are ‘divergent’
eg. Categorical statements made without consultation:  ‘it is…’ 
	Idea contributed with explanation and connected to previous contributions

eg. ‘I also think…’
	Ideas connected and developed



eg. Confirmations and elaborations: ‘Yes, and…’
Turns are connected to and develop one idea 

	
	P Ch: Challenge
	Challenge or disagree with ideas without reasoning or explanation
	Challenge ideas with reasoning or explanation
	Challenges discussed and compromise found; Resolve

	Understanding
	Key Words
	U1
	U2
	U3

	
	U T: Task
	Questions do not elicit responses
	Review and question task requirements, possibly at intervals, against progress


	Discussion and questions establish sound understanding of task

eg.  Elaborations

	
	U I: Ideas
	Questions do not elicit responses
	Questions check understanding of ideas or decisions
	Probing questions ensure understanding of ideas or decisions
eg. Reformulation 

	
	U A: Agreement
	Agreements are made but passively
	Participants seek agreement; Explicit; Decisions are checked before they are agreed upon
	Ideas are consolidated, decisions shared and agreement explicit
eg. Recapitulations

	Managing
	Key Words
	M1
	M2
	M3

	
	M E: Encourage
	No encouragement 
	Participants are encouraged to contribute – elicitations 

	Encourage participation by asking specific questions or giving responsibility
 

	
	M O: Manage Obstacles
	Off-task discussion or behaviour remains unchallenged 
	Off-task behaviour is challenged but focus is not sustained
	Off-task or challenging behaviour is managed quickly and focus regained; ‘Difficult’ participants are managed

	
	M Or:
Organisation
	No attempt is made to organise an approach to the task
	Some attempt is made to organise the task within the time frame
	The approach to the task is discussed explicitly 



Appendix 2: Grid analysis of The Better Group, Lesson 1 (reduced version)

	Group 2.2
The Better Group
Lesson 1
	3 part lesson:

	
	Task-Setting
	Students’ Talk
	Reflection

	Codes
	W: Writing
TT: Talk with teacher/ group
TL: Teacher led/ whole class
TW: Teacher’s words
OT: Off-Task
LS: Leader strategies

TA: Talk awareness
P: Participating (1-3)
U: Understanding (1-3)
M: Managing (1-3)
P,U,M sub-codes: see grid

	Warm Up Tasks
	02.10
‘This is where you are going to be for the next few weeks…

Girls laugh about what teacher says; Olly and Liam look disinterested. 
TL: asks Alex what she thinks the unit is about but she doesn’t know. 

Olly suggests the group name: ‘the group that’s better than the group that’s better than everybody else. ‘
06.24
Sets up warm up task – discusses as class. 
	
	

	
	
	
	TL: TA: P: Alex suggests that the quote means that working together, ‘thinking together’ is better than as an individual. 

	
	
	10.02
Group begin Field of Mines. 
Girls grapple with the task instructions first UTI; UA2. The boys go straight into the task PC2. The girls’ talk is most audible and sounds clear, giving varied instructions PC2. Both pairs review their actions and instructions UT2. 
14.23 Boys finish. 

	

	Talk Analysis
	15.08
Hands up in response to teacher. Teacher asks for meaning of words CT. 

TL; TA; P: Georgia suggests that in talking together you may get more than one idea. 
	
	

	
	
	18.20 Silent writing. 
TT: Teacher interacts with Olly – humour, encouragement. 
Olly doesn’t appear to be doing much. 
TT: Looks at Olly’s work – ‘good’
Olly OT – talks to table behind but quite subtle. 
	

	
	
	
	26.58
TL:TA:P: Georgia suggests the need to contribute to other people’s ideas. 
TL: TA: U: Liam suggests making sure everyone understands. 

	
	28.25 Sets self-evaluation question.
	
	

	
	
	29.13
Students write in silence. 
Brief talk amongst group about the cameras. 
	

	
	
	
	31.00
TL: TA: P: M:Olly says that he’s not very good at listening or encouraging others to contribute. 

	Collaborative Task
	
	32.46
Students start reading the task and Olly makes quick decisions as statements PC1. 
UT2: Why would there be gin?
PC2: Georgia tries to clarify the task
PC2, PCh2: Georgia expresses opinion; Olly challenges
PC2, PC3: discuss item and explain why, some connecting and development
UT2: How many bullets?
PC1, PC1, PC1, PC1 All give ideas but they’re divergent
PC2: Georgia connects the talk
UT2: Checks understanding of task
UI2: What’s a large piece of canvas?
PC3: Olly develops Alex’s idea
UA2: Signals agreement
UI2: Which one do you think’s the most important the? (Georgia)
PC2; UA1;PC1;UA1;PC1;PC1;UA2: Georgia summarizes agreement. 
TT: Teacher draws their attention to the task situation …

OT: 39.23
Return to task: 40.15

UA1, PCh1: Liam asks what answers they agreed upon. Does he attempt a challenge? 

Olly says he’d do anything to survive. 

41.00: OT
	

	
	
	
	42.10
Teacher notes how some groups didn’t read instructions. Georgia can be heard saying, ‘did we?’ to Alex who responds, ‘yeah…ish.’ 

Some chatter during the feedback but task related; Olly challenges another group’s ideas. 

	Reflect & Evaluate 
	
	51.56
Rushed. Silent writing. 
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