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ABSTRACT 
This paper reports on an ESRC and British Telecom funded study which explored the teaching of collaborative talk in the secondary English classroom. While research signals the crucial role of the teacher in promoting dialogic pedagogies, less specific attention has been given to how teacher discourse can shape the development of students’ collaborative dialogue. Through multiple data sources this paper will explore the discourse of one of two project teachers who implemented an intervention which, drawing on research in educational linguistics, emphasised the role of metatalk in developing students’ collaborative talk. In particular, it will examine how one teacher facilitated and modelled productive interaction, scaffolding students’ understanding and appropriation of the expectations and language of collaborative talk. This paper will argue that teachers must utilise and model the talk they promote, and will consider the communicative and interpersonal aspects of this scaffolding process. It will also contribute to the argument that the teacher’s role is central in the promotion and development of productive peer dialogue as a component of a repertoire of classroom talk. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
Research has indicated the importance of classroom dialogue (Barnes & Todd, 1977; Mercer, 1995; Lefstein & Snell, 2014), and the particular potential of a high quality repertoire of classroom talk (Mercer, 2004; Alexander, 2008). A valuable element of this repertoire, productive peer dialogue has long been recognised for its educational value (Barnes & Todd, 1977; Brown & Palincsar, 1989; Rogoff, 1990; Mercer, 1995; Gillies, 2003; Alexander, 2008). 
Yet, despite its ‘cognitive potency’ (Alexander, 2008: 88), productive peer dialogue is a rare feature of classroom talk. While students may sit in groups, they rarely talk together as a group (Galton et al, 1999; Alexander, 2001; Baines, Blatchford & Kutnick, 2003), and their uncertainties about how to talk in collaboration (Mercer & Littleton, 2007) may manifest in talk perceived as subversive and disruptive. Perhaps inhibiting peer dialogues, classroom talk is commonly characterised by teacher-fronted discourse (Nystrand, 1997; Alexander, 2005; Lefstein. 2010) and interactional patterns (see Myhill, 2006 for discussion of the IRF) which can adversely affect the ways in which students use talk to explore understanding (Fisher & Larkin, 2008; Black & Varley, 2008). 
Yet, by drawing attention to the influential role of teachers’ talk, research reiterates the significant potential of teachers to activate dialogic pedagogies (Barnes, 1976; Nystrand, 1997; Wells, 1999; Rojas-Drummond & Mercer, 2004; Gillies & Boyle, 2006; Alexander, 2008; Edwards-Groves & Hoare, 2012; Lefstein & Snell, 2014). Students play a more active role in classrooms where teachers use interactions which are dynamic, collective, reciprocal, supportive, cumulative and purposeful (Alexander, 2008). Moreover, teachers who use discourse to exemplify the dialogic principle (Alexander, 2008: 53) may encourage the creation of ‘communities of enquiry’ (Mercer, 2000) which promote and value productive classroom talk. 
But while there is a large body of research which focuses on the relationship between teacher discourse and student participation, only more recently has specific attention been given to how teachers’ discourse can support and shape the dialogue between peers working in collaboration  (Webb, 2009; Gillies, 2014). Focusing on this, this paper examines the role of one teacher’s discourse in the implementation of an intervention designed to support the development of collaborative talk in the secondary (L1) English classroom. 
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
2.1 The intervention 
2.1.1 Productive peer dialogues
Peer dialogue is valuable because it can support the internalization of different means of reasoning and argumentation (Rogoff, 1990). There are several characterizations of educationally ‘potent’ (Alexander, 2008) peer dialogue: in the UK, building on the seminal work of Barnes & Todd (1977), Mercer et al (see Mercer & Littleton, 2007) describe the value of ‘exploratory talk’, during which students engage critically and constructively with each other’s ideas, making knowledge publicly accountable and reasoning ‘visible’ (Mercer, 1995: 369). Alexander also reports how peers in ‘dialogic interaction’ listen carefully, encourage participation, build on contributions and strive to reach common understanding (2008: 43). Similar descriptions have emerged from research on ‘cooperative talk’ in Australia (Gillies, 2007), while in the US, ‘accountable talk’ emphasises the use of evidence and justification (Michaels, O’Connor & Resnick, 2008; Cazden, 2001) and ‘transactive’ talk (Azmitia & Montgomery, 1993) encourages speakers to build on each other’s reasoning.  
Common to these models of productive peer dialogue is that shared understandings and new knowledge are constructed in the process. However, the important process of striving for shared understandings and (perhaps later) agreement is increasingly emphasised (Howe, 2010; Lefstein, 2010; Littleton & Mercer, 2013). As Lefstein puts it, ‘the significance of dialogue as a means of learning lies not only in the quality of its offspring, but also in the very participation in the process’ (2010: 175). Furthermore, if cognitive growth occurs from the ‘elaboration and justifications of certain positions’ (Brown & Palincsar, 1989: 408) then striving for understanding must involve the serious consideration of alternative perspectives (Pollack & Ben-David Kolikant, 2012). This process depends on the continuation of difference, highlighting the tensions between the convergent and divergent forces in dialogue (Lefstein, 2010: 177), and indicating that ‘convergence’ may be an incomplete metaphor for productive peer dialogues (Pollack & Ben-David Kolikant, 2012). 
2.1.2 Developing a framework for the teaching of collaborative talk
Drawing on the research above, and influenced by Halliday (2003), this study conceptualised ‘collaborative talk’ as the dialogic interplay of three forms of language use: participating, understanding and managing (Newman, 2016). These three strands aim to capture the ways in which speakers manage the “ongoing personification of ‘I’ and ‘you” (Halliday, 2003: 414-415), recognising that the tension ‘between two forms of openness, to the Other and to oneself’ maintains dialogue and enables greater understanding (Lefstein, 2010: 176). 
Encouraging ‘dialogic openness’ (ibid: 176), the first strand, participating, describes speakers’ active contribution to the joint consideration and development of ideas, while the second strand emphasises active listening which requires speakers to monitor and demonstrate their understanding. The third strand, managing, captures how speakers manage their position on a continuum between ‘I’ and ‘you’, between difference and synthesis. In particular, managing talk might be considered a metacognitive skill, particularly important for the constructive consideration of difference: it describes how speakers maintain a critical stance, monitor and regulate participation to steer the content and direction of the talk towards an end goal (Newman, 2016; Middup, Coughlan & Johnson, 2010; Egan & Bailey, 1999). 
This conceptualisation informed a framework for collaborative talk (table 1) which was used as a pedagogical tool to support intervention tasks. In each lesson, using the framework, student groups analysed authentic and dramatized episodes of transcribed or recorded collaborative talk.  Thematically linked to these activities, students then engaged in collaborative talk tasks and subsequent self-evaluation. The intervention therefore emphasised collaborative metatalk about the processes and language of collaborative talk. The framework was utilised to stimulate this metatalk, and support students in making explicit connections between the form and function of utterances. Therefore, in order to support the development of collaborative talk, this intervention harnessed the problematic nature of dialogue as the object of talk itself (see Newman, 2016 for extended discussion of the framework and intervention). 
	
	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
2.2 The teacher’s role
2.2.1 Scaffolding the development of collaborative talk
The wider study from which this paper is drawn examined how, supported by the intervention described above, students’ collaborative and meta-talk developed. However, in doing so, it recognized the significant role of the teacher: the teacher introduces tasks and facilitates transitions, explains concepts and elicits responses. And because ‘teaching is not mere facilitation but intervention’ (Alexander, 2008: 13), students’ learning may rely on the way in which teachers use talk to extend understanding. In fact, the development of productive collaborative talk may rely on teachers’ deliberate use of a range of interactional strategies which scaffold students’ collaboration and learning (Rojas-Drummond & Mercer, 2004). 
Scaffolding, a term first coined by Bruner (1975) and commonly associated with Vygotsky’s ‘Zone of Proximal Development’ (1978), describes the process by which an adult uses language to assist a child in carrying out a task beyond the child’s capability (Stone, 1998). Teachers can utilize interactional exchanges to scaffold the ‘internalization’ or ‘appropriation’ of new skills or perspectives (van de Pol, Volman & Beishuizen, 2010). Therefore, interactional exchanges may be used to extend understanding of, and model, collaborative talk, scaffolding students’ appropriation of its language and expectations. 
Although Vygotsky did not specify the particular form of interactions within the ZPD (1978; Stone, 1998), interactions characterized as dialogic may be particularly effective in advancing understanding (Mercer, 1995; Nystrand, 1997; Alexander, 2008). In dialogic interaction, teachers use oral techniques like recapitulation, repetition and reformulation to extend and build on students’ understanding (Mercer, 2000). Teachers use questions, the ‘building blocks of dialogue’, to elicit thoughtful answers and provoke further questions (Alexander, 2008: 42). Pressing students for explanations encourages students to clarify their explanations, justify their reasoning and problem-solving strategies and correct misconceptions (Webb et al, 2008; 2009). Therefore, by probing students’ thinking and eliciting reasoned and elaborated responses (Mercer, 1995; Nystrand, 1997; Webb, 2009), the teacher can support and extend students’ understanding of the expectations of collaborative talk, while modelling interactional behaviours which may be appropriated by students working in groups.  
Teachers’ questioning strategies may be particularly helpful in developing dialogues amongst peers (Webb, Nemer & Ing, 2006; Webb, 2009). Webb et al, in a study which focused on collaborative conversations in mathematics, found that the extent to which teachers asked students to elaborate on their problem-solving strategies strongly corresponded to the nature and extent of student explanations during peer dialogue (Webb et al, 2008; Webb et al, 2009). Focusing on problem-solving, also in the mathematics classroom, Rojas-Drummond and Mercer (2004) indicated that children who were most successful in using exploratory talk to solve problems were taught by teachers who were particularly effective in their use of question and answer sequences. While in a study that targeted teachers’ use of specific communication skills to challenge children’s thinking and scaffold learning, Gillies et al (Gillies, 2004; Gillies & Boyle, 2006; Gillies & Haynes, 2011) found that discourse which challenged perspectives, asked cognitive and metacognitive questions, and scaffolded learning, had a particular influence on students’ capacity for answering and asking questions during group discussion. 
Alexander argues that the ‘dialogic principle is more effectively promoted if it is also exemplified’ (2008: 53). Therefore, using extending and qualifying responses, considered the ‘staples of collaborative dialogue’ (Barnes & Todd, 1977: 33), may be particularly important if students appropriate the types of discourse modelled by their teachers (ibid; Gillies & Boyle, 2006). 
However, the success of this scaffolding process may be mediated by the extent to which teachers make explicit the connections between the form and function of utterances. The scaffolding process may be advanced further by ‘metatalk’. In the intervention described above (section 2.2), metatalk encouraged teachers and students to draw explicit links between the expectations of collaborative talk and how these ‘sound’ in dialogue, or ‘appear’ in transcripts. In the context of an intervention which focuses explicitly on the development of collaborative talk, this process may support understanding of ‘the relationship between meaning, forms and function in a highly context-sensitive situation’ (Swain, 1998: 68), and may prompt students to ‘notice’ their linguistic strengths and problems (Schleppegrell, 2013). 
2.2.2 Appropriating the language and expectations of collaborative talk 
Though interactional exchanges may support the appropriation or internalisation of new skills and perspectives, less is understood about how this ‘transfer’ of knowledge from teacher to learner is achieved. How does modelling collaborative talk ensure its appropriation by students? What enables this influence? And if appropriated, do students apply and maintain its language and ethos in dialogue independent of the teacher? 
Drawing on Rommetveit (1979) to consider the ‘mechanisms’ of scaffolding, Stone (1998) argues that ‘prolepsis’ is a particularly significant communicative move in adult-child interaction because it requires the adult to presuppose some as yet un-provided information, challenging the child to construct a new set of assumptions. Through prolepsis, the adult supports appropriation by pulling the child into a new perspective on the situation at hand (ibid). But significantly, Rommetveit (1979) argued that the likelihood that the child will appropriate this new perspective is increased in situations characterised by what he termed ‘mutual trust’. This suggests that speakers must respect each other in order to achieve the ‘intersubjectivity’ (ibid) which may advance the potential of prolepsis to support the appropriation of new skills or perspectives. As well as respect and trust, Stone (1998) also argues that the value teachers place on a learning activity will also affect this intersubjective engagement. Stone concludes, therefore, that interpersonal, as well as communicative factors, mediate the success of scaffolding. 
While examining how the teacher’s interactional exchanges scaffold the development of collaborative talk, this paper will also consider the possibility that students’ appropriation of the teacher’s talk, their acceptance of her interpersonal expectations, and integration into a ‘community of enquiry’ relies on intersubjective engagement between teacher and student, contributing to understandings of why dialogic instruction stimulates learning.
3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Intervention teachers and classes 
The intervention consisted of a 10 lesson Scheme of Work taught over a 3 week period. It took 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 scheme was taught by two English teachers in two co-educational comprehensive secondary schools in the South West of England: by Abigail in Bayside College and Vicky in Spring Lane College (not their real names). Issues of access and the scarcity of talk-related research at secondary level (Higham, Brindley & van de Pol, 2014) justified the use of a sample of convenience. Abigail taught a top set year 10 class (14-15 years old) of 32 girls, while Vicky taught a year 9 class (13-14 years old) of 28 mixed ability and mixed gender students. Beyond a specified age range, the study’s overarching focus on the development of the group unit in the naturalistic classroom precluded the need for other shared characteristics. 
3.2 Consent 
After drawing up a Memorandum of Understanding with schools and securing teachers’ written consent, a presentation about the project and its aims was delivered to each participating class. Written consent was obtained from all students and a parent or guardian. On completion, students were presented with a certificate and letter of appreciation in recognition of their participation in the project. 
3.3 Data collection 
To maintain the dynamic nature of classroom interaction, the research design emphasised the collection of audio and video data throughout, capturing lessons in their entirety. To enable a temporal examination of students’ talk (Mercer, 2008), students were arranged in groups of 4 prior to implementation and remained in these groups for the duration. Audio and video recordings (later synchronised) captured multiple perspectives of classroom talk: whole class teacher-led discussion, teachers’ asides with groups, groups’ talk independent of the teacher, and so forth. To complement this core set of data, students’ written work was captured in individual booklets. Before implementation, teachers were asked to respond, in writing, to a series of questions about their teaching approaches and experience, informing later analysis. 
3.4 Data analysis
Interpretations were drawn through several layers of analysis which sought to align the multiple perspectives described above. This was an iterative process: interpretations were drawn from a multi-dimensional analysis which involved continuous reflection.  
Firstly, a temporal analysis established the time each teacher committed to three structural components of each lesson: task-setting, students’ independent collaborative talk, and self-evaluation. Three broad codes were generated inductively to signal how teachers used talk during these periods:  procedural, transmissive or exploratory. Procedural turns provided instructions or procedures for the completion of tasks. Transmissive turns provided information or knowledge, usually to support completion of the subsequent task or remind students of expectations for collaborative talk. Exploratory turns captured ‘dialogic’ strategies intended to elicit and extend students’ responses, such as questions and reformulations (Mercer, 2000; Alexander, 2008). 
	Code
	Example turn

	Procedural
	‘The page that’s relevant today is page 12’


	Transmissive
	‘It’s not enough to talk, to join in a bit… you’ve actually got to be extremely active (and) extremely supportive of each other…’

‘You’ve got to be prepared to draw out other people’s opinion.’

	Exploratory
	‘Can we get first impressions?’

‘…how could they have done that?’ 

‘So, collaborative talk, what might that mean?’ 


    Table 2: Examples of coded turns
Video data of student groups were also analysed in layers. Firstly, the entire data set was observed and a qualitative description written of each group in each lesson, creating an ‘intervention narrative’. Qualitative descriptions were written in a table which divided the lesson into 3 main parts: teachers’ task setting; students’ independent tasks; teacher-led reflection. 

Secondly, on the basis of audio quality, 5 groups from each class were selected for coding. Codes were ‘mapped’ across the intervention, using the same table format described above. This approach aimed to retain the shared, sequential and contextual aspects of talk (Silverman, 1993), enabling the identification and temporal investigation of themes and patterns across a large data set. Students’ talk was coded first deductively, using the broad codes: participating [P], understanding [U] and managing [M].  Recognising that talk resists neat categorisation, qualitative notes were written alongside codes to describe interactions or note ambiguities. Sub-codes were later devised inductively to signal the specific form of turns positioned under the broad [P, U, M] codes. An additional layer of coding and subsequent transcribing examined ‘chains’ of dialogue: sequence, context and relationship of students’ turns. This level of analysis focused on the cohesion of speakers’ contributions, making it possible to identify periods of what have been described elsewhere as ‘divergent’ or ‘collaborative’ talk (Newman, 2016).

3.5 Trustworthiness 
Codes were assigned to turns so did not capture their length or ‘quality’. Although the analysis included a consideration of code frequencies, this study acknowledges that there is little value in counting decontextualized codes.  As Barnes and Todd argue, it is more useful to trace the language patterns by which a group reshapes the content of its thinking (1977: 9). As well as facilitating the organisation of a large data set, the mapping and coding process described above was used to enable the identification of potential themes, questions, and proposals for further investigation. This paper presents code frequencies to justify its focus on the discourse of one intervention teacher and to position the transcribed episodes which follow against the large ‘backdrop’ of analysis described.  While this study does not seek generalities, it recognizes that ‘uniqueness of context does not entail uniqueness in every respect’ (Pring, 2000: 119); its multi-dimensional approach to analysis intended to strengthen trustworthiness and reliability, and therefore the broader theoretical and pedagogical implications of its findings.  
4. FINDINGS 
As a basis for proposing that teachers’ discourse may shape students’ independent collaborative talk, findings from the coding analysis are presented briefly in section 1. This will show how one of the two project teachers utilised ‘exploratory’ talk more frequently, and how, over the duration of the intervention, students in her class also engaged in talk more characteristic of the framework for collaborative talk. 
Examining these findings in more depth in section 4.2, the qualitative data will illustrate: how this teacher used talk during whole class discussion to scaffold understanding of the expectations of collaborative talk; how explicit metatalk strengthened these exploratory dialogues; and, how this teacher’s instruction, supported by interventional materials, may have shaped the development of students’ independent collaborative dialogue over time, and therefore, their capacity to support the learning of their peers. 
4.1 Coding analysis
4.1.1 Teachers’ Talk
A temporal analysis of the 3 structural components of each lesson revealed that: Abigail dedicated more time to explaining tasks than Vicky (11, 7.5 minutes on average per lesson, respectively); students in both classes were allowed approximately the same time to talk independently (31-33 minutes); and, Vicky facilitated students’ reflection and evaluation of their talk more than Abigail (12.5, 8.5 minutes respectively).
	Three stages of the lesson:
	Description:
	Abigail

Bayside College

	Vicky

Spring Lane College

	1. Task setting
	The teacher explained the task to be completed.
	
11 mins 
	
7.5 mins

	2. Independent collaborative talk
	Student groups engaged in independent collaborative tasks.
	
33 mins
	
31 mins

	3. Self-evaluation
	The teacher supported students in reflecting on and evaluating their independent collaborative talk. 
	
8.5 mins
	
12.5 mins


   Table 3: The total time dedicated by each teacher to the 3 structural components of the lesson
This analysis indicates a difference in the time teachers dedicated to task setting and self-evaluation, while the data below provides an insight into how teachers utilised talk during these periods, and during students’ independent collaborative talk. 
In particular, an analysis of teachers’ turns revealed a stark contrast in the frequency of teachers’ exploratory turns during periods of independent collaborative talk (Abigail, 30; Vicky, 60) and self-evaluation (Abigail, 47; Vicky, 107). In total throughout the intervention, 41.5% of Abigail’s turns and 69% of Vicky’s turns were coded as exploratory. 
	Lesson stage
	Exploratory turns

	
	Bayside College
Abigail
	Spring Lane College
Vicky 

	1. Task-setting
	3
	5

	2. Students’ independent collaborative talk
	30
	60

	3. Reflection 
	47
	107

	Total % exploratory turns 
	(80/193 coded turns)
41.5%
	(172/248 coded turns)
69%


     Table 4: The total frequency of teachers’ turns coded as exploratory
A lack of exploratory turns during task-setting, to which Abigail dedicated more time, indicates that this stage of the lesson was less exploratory and more ‘procedural’ or ‘transmissive’, largely representing the setting up of the task where clarity and directness were important. During independent collaborative talk, Vicky used more exploratory turns than Abigail, possibly intervening to ask questions or prompt explanations. Vicky also used more exploratory turns during self-evaluation, to which she dedicated more time, possibly challenging students’ evaluative comments. Frequent exploratory turns may also indicate chains of interaction between teacher and students or joint lines of enquiry, possibly created by ‘uptake’ moves which reformulate, challenge, or develop a response and integrate it into the wider dialogue.   
4.1.2. Students’ talk
Students in Spring Lane College initiated more turns described as participating (1407), understanding (676) and managing (374) than students in Bayside College (1177, 475, 293, respectively) over the duration of the unit (table 3). 
	Codes
	Students in Bayside College
Teacher: Abigail
	Students in Spring Lane College
Teacher: Vicky

	Participating
	1177
	1407

	Understanding
	475
	676

	Managing
	293
	374

	Total coded turns
	1945
	2457


        Table 5: The frequency of students’ turns codes as participating, understanding, managing
While Bayside College students did not necessarily talk less, this analysis of frequency suggests that their turns were coded less frequently as serving to participate, understand or manage. Inductive coding subsequently revealed that students in Bayside College initiated more ‘off-task’ turns (121) than students in Spring Lane College (79), possibly corroborating the finding that students in Spring Lane College managed their talk more effectively. The inductive analysis suggested that, like Vicky, Spring Lane College students utilised interactions which may be characterised as dialogic: they initiated questions, requested explanations, encouraged peers’ participation and challenged obstacles more frequently than their peers in Bayside College. This overview of the coding frequencies indicates patterns which suggest that Vicky is both modelling and enabling her students to engage in more exploratory talk. 
4.2 Vicky talks with her students
4.2.1 Vicky’s self -report
At the time of the project, Vicky was in her fourth year of teaching and had recently been appointed Key Stage 4 coordinator.
‘I really think I was born to be a teacher…It’s a wonderful profession and I’m lucky to be in it…
I have become a top-heavy teacher lately – perhaps reflecting where my skills are. I teach 3 GCSE classes and all of the A-Level…I am a ‘firm but fair’ teacher. I am passionate, funny, hard-working, caring…I go the extra mile for the pupils and make the relationships with them the most important aspect of my practice. I am well-liked by the pupils as I show my personality…I value the development of pupils in terms of all-roundedness. I hate number crunching and I think that education is troubled in many ways…Life is based on relationships and I will strive to help develop them personally for the rest of my career. I obviously want them to do well in English, but this is not my main drive.’  
 Written by Vicky prior to implementation  






The statement above shows the importance Vicky placed on forging positive relationships with her students. Her comments suggest that she prioritised supporting students in developing relationships for ‘life’, something considered perhaps ‘beyond’ English. These concerns may shape Vicky’s talk, resulting in reciprocal dialogues which demonstrate her genuine interest in students’ views. 
4.2.2 Using talk to extend understanding and model collaborative dialogue 
Episodes 1 and 2 in this section demonstrate how Vicky used talk to extend understanding and model productive interaction. The data below is drawn from lesson 1 in order to exemplify the discourse and relationships already established between Vicky and her students at the start of the intervention. 
Episode 1: Lesson 1
Vicky initiates a discussion about collaborative talk by referring to an oil rig engineer’s description of the benefits of collaboration. 
Teacher:	...Ok, so what is this unit about Miss Lane? (Charlotte)…Miss Lane, loving it in the back since she got moved to the front...(laughter) 
Charlotte:			I don’t know…
Teacher:			Any ideas? 
Charlotte: 			No
Teacher:	Is it about the price of cheese? Is it about shopping? Is it about football? Is it about X Factor? No?
Teacher:			Johnny, can you read this out?
Johnny:	In an emergency situation, you might be a one person survivor…but you’ve got a team brain
Teacher:                        	Thank you. Any ideas? Miss Lane?
Charlotte:                               When you’re like in an emergency situation there might 
be one person who thinks of the way out but when   you’re in a team you’ve all got to think of something, you’ve all got to like work together 

In this episode, Vicky uses a series of questions to elicit a response from Charlotte. Though questions such as ‘what is this unit about?’ and ‘any ideas?’ are unstructured, they encourage Charlotte to hypothesize and venture a response. Vicky avoids giving an answer and grounds subsequent discussion in Charlotte’s answer. The ease with which Vicky and Charlotte interact is apparent, enabling a more reciprocal exchange: Vicky teasingly calls Charlotte ‘Miss Lane’ and alludes to her being moved ‘to the front’ for behavioural reasons, while Charlotte is happy to say that she doesn’t know the answer to Vicky’s question. While Vicky’s perseverance in eliciting a response is indicative of her expectations for students’ participation, the discourse structures she uses may act as a model of the talk she promotes.  
Episode 2: Lesson 1
Vicky explores students’ understanding of the terms ‘collaboration’ and ‘collaborative talk’.
Teacher:	What is collaboration and collaborative talk?  Does anyone know before we start (answering a series of questions) what collaboration means? Go on…
Ryan:	Isn’t it when things come together, to collaborate with each other… 
Teacher:	…to collaborate, very good. So, yeah, coming together…So, collaborative talk, what might that mean? 
Jordan:		To talk together…
Teacher:	To talk together…what might happen in it Nicky?
Nicky:		Like, if you, like talk together you get more than one idea…
Teacher:	Who’s listening over here? 
Will:		I was, miss
Teacher:	What did she say?
Will:		About listening
Teacher: 	Epic fail (laughter)…Nicky made a really great point and you didn’t hear
Will:		I was just getting my pen out
Teacher:	I know, but you didn’t need to get it out then did you
Richard:	You get to an answer quicker
Teacher: 	You get to an answer quicker. These are all great ideas…so I’m just going to leave it like that, just in case anyone goes ‘collaboration’…so we understand it…I mean there’s a great song, not sung by me but ‘Stop, collaborate and listen’...love that little number. Anyone know that little number?
Several:	Yeah

Vicky uses questions and uptake to chain students’ ideas together, developing their understanding of ‘collaboration’ and ‘collaborative talk’. Again, Vicky avoids providing explanations or definitions but grounds discussion in students’ words. For instance, Vicky adopts and emphasises Ryan’s word ‘together’, which is then appropriated by Jordan as he builds on Ryan’s explanation of collaboration. Vicky builds on and extends this by asking Nicky what happens in collaborative talk. Nicky’s response, ‘(if you) talk together you get more than one idea’, resonates with the response given by Charlotte earlier in the lesson (episode 1). Vicky makes explicit her expectations for students’ participation through her aside with Will. It is then Richard who initiates a return to the topic, again suggesting that students in this class interject confidently, perhaps indicating a ‘dialogic ethos’. This episode shows how Vicky facilitates dialogue and supports shared understanding by encouraging the repetition and appropriation of words. Even students who do not participate may benefit from Vicky’s requests for explanations. Vicky’s final turn and reference to the song, ‘Stop, collaborate and listen’, is indicative of Vicky’s humour and shows that ‘off-task’ talk can be an engaging tool in a teacher’s repertoire. 
Episodes 1 and 2 have shown how Vicky extends understanding by asking questions, probing responses and chaining students’ interactions into lines of enquiry, all features considered ‘dialogic’. In doing so, she models the discourse structures she seeks to promote in collaborative talk. 
4.2.3 Appropriating the language and expectations of collaborative talk
Students’ written reflections (episode 3) and an excerpt of student groups’ independent collaborative talk (episode 4) show how the dialogues above may have shaped students’ understandings and their talk during lesson 1.
Episode 3: Lesson 1
In this first lesson, students went on to answer a short series of questions, one of which was: what are the benefits of collaboration? Responses written by Johnny, Nicky, Charlotte and Oscar, all of whom interacted with the teacher in the preceding whole-class discussion (episodes 1 & 2), are presented below. 
	What are the benefits of collaboration?

	Johnny: to have more chemistry between the group and to be more confident when 
Speaking

	Charlotte: you get to talk together with other people and listen/use their ideas as well as your own

	Nicky: If you collaborate with someone you can get to the answer quicker and 
get better ideas because there is more than one brain

	Oscar: You get to the answer quicker and get to find different answers or ideas


 
In their written responses, Charlotte and Nicky reformulate their earlier interactions with Vicky (see episodes 1 & 2). Johnny and Oscar’s responses also resonate with suggestions made during the preceding discussion, though Johnny’s final point ‘to be more confident when speaking’ provides a private insight. It is possible that explanations developed in whole class discussion informed students’ written responses. 
Episode 4: Lesson 1
During the same written task shown above, Lola and Tom support Will in describing what the word ‘collaboration’ means. 
Lola: 		Will?
Will:		What, I don’t know it
Lola:		Just read the question, what does it say?
Will:	Describe what you think the word collaboration means, but I don’t know
Tom: 		Think of musical collaborations
Lola:		Yeah, think about…
Teacher:	What did we just talk about?
Will:		When people pair up?
Teacher:	Yeah! Good, go, brilliant…
Lola:	And you could write, like, an example, like in music when two artists go together and make a big song

Here, it appears that the discussion shown in episodes 1 and 2 did not benefit Will’s understanding. However, using extending questions, Lola and Tom support Will in constructing his own response. Like the teacher, Lola does not accept Will’s initial uncertainty and asks him to reread the question as a means of recapitulation. Tom then stimulates Will’s thinking by suggesting he consider musical collaborations. It would have been interesting to have seen how this discussion developed had Vicky not intervened; though, even after Vicky has moved away, Lola consolidates the exchange by reformulating and extending Tom’s earlier prompt. 
Episode 3 and 4 suggest that the discussion featured in episodes 1 and 2 supported several students’ understanding of the meaning of ‘collaboration’ and ‘collaborative talk’. In episode 4, the possibility that, during collaboration, Lola and Tom appropriated the teacher’s way of talking to support Will’s understanding is also highlighted. 
4.2.4 Using talk analysis tasks to scaffold understanding of collaborative talk
As described in section 3, the intervention involved talk analysis activities which encouraged teachers and students to talk explicitly about collaborative dialogue. Drawing on the framework for collaborative talk, episodes 5 (lesson 3) and 6 (lesson 4) show how Vicky not only facilitated discussion about ‘understanding’ and ‘managing’, but simultaneously modelled it in her interactions. To trace and exemplify the influence of whole class discussion on students’ independent collaborative talk, the episodes below, and in section 4.2.5, have been selected deliberately because they include members of the same group featured in earlier episodes: Charlotte, Oscar, Johnny and Nicky. 
Episode 5: Lesson 3
Vicky elicits feedback after a whole class reading of a transcribed episode of authentic unproductive collaborative talk. The transcript featured a discussion between students attempting to organise a prom. 
Teacher: 	Can we get first impressions?
Ryan:	It really wasn’t very good collaborative talk because they didn’t keep on task or didn’t focus
Teacher: 	So they didn’t keep on task…so let’s think, hmm…negatively, so it was hard to manage the talk, to make sure goals are met….Evie?
Evie:	They only like…if someone else did that, spent that much time they could do more than one thing, like sort more than one thing out ‘cause they only did, the kind of venue, they could have sorted out bands and stuff
Teacher: 	So they really weren’t managing the talk were they, it was really poor management because you’re right: they were only thinking about one venue. Charlotte?
Charlotte:	This is a question: why were they quacking? (the boys featured in the transcript quack like ducks)
Teacher: 	Umm…because boys are silly, “quack quack quack quack quack…” Just sitting there doing that…It’s amazing what you see in here. Will? 
Will: 	But how did they go completely off-task? Because they stayed on task, they just went “quack quack”
Teacher: 	Do you think that quacking is on-task?
Will: 		No, but they were on task for most of it, they done most of it
Teacher: 	Well that’s a fair point. You can discuss that in your group. But I think I’m going to build on Evie’s point and say actually, you are right in a way but don’t you think they should have achieved more? Lola?
Lola:	They kept repeating the same question and they were all, like, ignoring it…
Teacher:	…yes, there was a lot of ignoring…
Lola:	…yes, and then they were saying, do you want to do this and then saying, no ‘cause you want to do it 

Drawing on the framework for collaborative talk, Vicky develops students’ responses by attaching and emphasising the words ‘manage’ and ‘managing’, utilising language from the collaborative talk framework to support students in articulating more precisely the form and expectations of collaborative talk.   She also models the principles she espouses by ‘managing’ and ‘understanding’ students’ responses. Instead of dismissing or correcting Will’s suggestion that speakers in the transcript were not ‘off-task’, Vicky asks a follow-up question to elicit and understand his full idea. By accepting and exploring Will’s challenge, Vicky reinforces the validity of students’ questions. While Vicky respects his argument, she chooses to ‘build on’ Evie’s point, presenting a counter-challenge which Lola develops. By explicitly ‘building on’ Evie’s response, Vicky models discourse structures which can be used to manage arguments and develop counter-arguments. 
Episode 6: Lesson 4

Vicky elicits feedback after students have watched a clip from ‘The Apprentice’.
Teacher:	…Charlotte, what did you guys see?
Charlotte:	They weren’t willing to compromise, they had an idea but because it was his idea, they didn’t want to go with it
Teacher:	Which is like, yes, I’ve made a decision and…we’ll go with what I’ve decided
Charlotte:	Yeah. They could have just like put it in to one, and sort of compromised around some other ideas but they didn’t
Teacher:	Brilliant. So what should they have done, Lauren, in order to make sure that every member of the team was involved in that decision? 
Lauren:	They could have…they could have all agreed on one thing
Teacher:	Good, and how could they have done that, darling?
Lauren:	…each say something and then choose one
Teacher:	Maybe, yeah.  And Jordan, what were you going to say? 
Jordan:	They could, like, all meet up and discuss it with each other and their ideas
Teacher:	I think that there needed to be more communication. Evie?
Evie:	Um, when we talked about the lack of communication thing, we said that if they were all together then they…I think it was because they were two separate groups and on the phone…if they were all, like together then they would have compromised and talked through their ideas
Teacher:	That’s a really good point…has anyone sent a text message that’s been taken the wrong way?
All:		Yes!

Though posed to Charlotte, Vicky’s opening question, ‘what did you guys see?’ expects a response representative of the group, reinforcing their collective responsibility.  In a series of turns, Vicky reformulates Charlotte’s response, which she then develops further. Building on this, Vicky directs a question at Lauren; Vicky probes Lauren’s response by asking ‘how’ they might have come to an agreement. Vicky consolidates by linking Evie’s comment with an example, which appears to resonate with the experience of the class. Vicky’s turns, again, model ways in which students might elicit and explore different perspectives. Her questions ‘orchestrate’ the discussion, allowing opportunities for students to vocalise, develop and connect their ideas, encouraging shared understanding between students. 
4.2.5 Shaping the development of independent collaborative talk  
The qualitative data also revealed how groups’ independent collaborative talk changed over the duration of the intervention. In lesson 1 (episode 7 below), it is apparent that the understanding Charlotte and her peers espouse in discussion and in writing (episodes 1, 2 & 3) is not indicative of their ability to engage productively in collaborative talk. However, by lesson 6 (episode 8), this group engages more collaboratively, understanding and managing their talk more explicitly and effectively, having possibly appropriated an understanding of the language and expectations of collaborative talk through talk analysis tasks. 
 Episode 7: Lesson 1
The task featured below is the first collaborative task of the teaching unit; it requires participants to rank in order of importance items which would be useful in a plane crash. 
Oscar:	(Talking over 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?
Nicky:		Right, so there’s a plane crash…
Oscar:	…I mean only in a presidential plane a pilot’s allowed to carry a gun
Nicky:	I don’t think that half a bottle of whiskey is going to be any help…
Oscar:		…it’s very important. Yes it will
Charlotte:	It might be for…
Nicky:	5 large chocolate bars. You can get energy from chocolate bars so if you’re like stranded
Oscar:	Yeah I know but the whiskey’s quite important because whiskey burns
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..?
Oscar:		No
Charlotte: 	No 
Nicky:		What would you use that for then?
Charlotte:	A small axe you could like murder, go round going ‘ra!’

In this episode, Oscar presents an obstacle to progress, and though Johnny is present, he is silent throughout, perhaps indicative of a lack of confidence (see episode 3 for his written comment). Oscar asserts his suggestions, listing one after the other, preventing interjections from his peers. Nicky tries to reengage the group but Oscar perseveres with answering his own question. It is Nicky who either provides or prompts reasoning for the suggestions made. In this episode, students’ talk is not characteristic of the collaborative talk the teacher promotes and is therefore unsuccessful in supporting the group’s achievement of a shared goal. 
Episode 8: Lesson 6
Students have watched a clip from the film, Ghostbusters. They are discussing whether the talk observed was an example of effective collaborative talk and are highlighting evidence in the transcript.  
Johnny: 	Right, so, yeah…
Charlotte: 	Alright, we have to talk about 
Johnny: 	Right, so how do they share their
Charlotte: 	Ok
Johnny: 	What? 
Charlotte: 	They showed respect for each other
Johnny: 	They listened to each other’s ideas like when that man said don’t cross the beams
Charlotte: 	Yeah
Oscar: 		They was being obedient
Charlotte: 	Yeah, they were doing what they were told
Johnny: 	What?
Oscar: 		You tell a dog to sit, it sits, that’s obedient
Johnny: 	I don’t understand…so it listens?
Oscar:		…yeah, listen and obey…without doing anything
Charlotte: 	Yeah
Johnny: 	They all tried to catch the ghost
           Charlotte:         Yeah, they all participated. None of them were standing    
                                    around…

Johnny:           What about ‘don’t cross the beams’
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

Charlotte: 	What about ‘they nod obediently’. But then again that’s not very collaborative talk because it means…
Oscar: 	Yeah, like collaborative talk…this guy is saying ‘don’t cross the beams’, instead of going ok, they’d go why?
Charlotte: 	Yeah…so I’ll highlight ‘why not?’ 
Oscar: 	            So highlight ‘don’t cross the beams’ and ‘why not?’

In contrast to lesson 1, this episode shows how the group not only express improved understanding of collaborative talk, they adhere to its principles in their own talk, and use this talk to support the understanding of their peers. In contrast to episode 7 (lesson 1) above, Johnny contributes frequently. Firstly, Johnny and Charlotte initiate the discussion, managing the direction and content of their talk. In the turns which follow, students seek understanding: Johnny expresses his confusion over the word ‘obedient’, even seeking clarification in his second question: ‘so it listens?’ This time, Oscar contributes productively, responding to Johnny’s confusion with an explanation. 
In referring to ‘collaborative talk’ explicitly, students’ incorporate vocabulary which supports their analyses and participation: ‘respect’, ‘listening’, ‘asking’, and finding out ‘why?’ In particular, Charlotte appropriates the term ‘participated’ from Vicky and the framework for collaborative talk. Charlotte attaches this to Johnny’s suggestion, developing his response. Oscar and Charlotte then build on Johnny’s reference to ‘don’t cross the beams’, suggesting rather astutely, that compliance is not a feature of collaborative talk and that questioning for understanding is.
5. DISCUSSION 
Recognizing that teachers use a repertoire of classroom talk for a range of purposes (Alexander, 2008), the frequency analysis presented in section 4.1 did not seek to label either project teacher as ‘dialogic’ or ‘transmissive’; instead, it aimed to establish whether they utilized the talk advocated by the intervention. This basic analysis of the form and frequency of teachers’ turns revealed that one teacher, Vicky,  used more talk characterised as ‘exploratory’ than Abigail. Qualitative analysis corroborated the finding that Vicky was particularly interactive during periods of independent collaborative talk and self-evaluation. It was surmised that Vicky’s exploratory dialogues may have supported understanding of the expectations of collaborative talk, and potentially its appropriation by students, a basis on which this teacher’s discourse was investigated in more depth. 

5.1 Advancing the dialogic 
In her self-report (section 4.2.1), Vicky reveals the importance she places on positive relationships with her students, something which is at the heart of a supportive, collaborative culture (Lefstein & Snell, 2014): ‘(I) make the relationships with them the most important aspect of my practice’. Perhaps to reinforce these relationships, Vicky is both authoritative and informal in her interactions with students. In episode 1, Vicky uses humour, alluding teasingly to ‘Miss Lane’s’ recent misbehavior, and describing Will’s failure to listen as an ‘epic fail’.  She ‘connects’ with students and reveals her ‘identity’ by relating lesson content to her experiences outside of the classroom, perhaps a vehicle for constructing solidarity between teacher and students (ibid).  In episode 2, for example, Vicky refers to a song which she ‘loves’, and in episode 6, alludes to her experience of miscommunication. Also mitigating teacher-student roles, Vicky uses affectionate terms for reassurance and encouragement: for example, Vicky encourages Lauren’s response (episode 6) by balancing the authority implied in her probing question, ‘how…?’ with the affectionate term, ‘darling’. While Vicky may have intended her interactions to fulfil affective purposes, the dialogic and pedagogical potential of her discourse is also apparent. 

Demonstrating a dialogic repertoire, Vicky carefully integrates teacher-led discourse and peer group interaction (Rojas-Drummond & Mercer, 2004). In fact, the basic frequency analysis presented in section 4.1 is limited because it divides the ‘transmissive’ from the ‘exploratory’: in the transcript data, it is possible to see how Vicky utilizes transmissive turns alongside exploratory ones. Transmissive turns may include explanations of concepts, a feature of ‘authoritative’ talk. Teachers’ talk can operate on a continuum between dialogic and authoritative (Scott, Mortimer & Aguiar, 2006), and may feature the deliberate interplay of different types of talk according to different learning purposes (Myhill & Newman, forthcoming). For example, observable here, teachers may utilize the IRF sequence (see Myhill, 2006) to develop open discussion (Littleton & Howe, 2010). 

Vicky’s talk enables her to maintain, yet soften, her authority, encouraging students’ participation in egalitarian classroom dialogues. She does this by creating a classroom climate where students are eager to contribute and challenge ideas. Dialogues which challenge, reformulate, connect and develop students’ ideas, serve to validate students as important sources of knowledge (Nystrand, 1997). By encouraging students to initiate ideas and contribute to the verbal agenda (Hardman & Abd-Kadir, 2010), Vicky advances the dialogic potential of students’ talk, and therefore, the potential for learning.  
5.2 Scaffolding collaborative talk 
Vicky extends this established discourse, using interactional exchanges to scaffold students’ understanding of the expectations of collaborative talk. In episode 1, Vicky guides Charlotte in the construction of an explanation of ‘collaboration’. In this and subsequent episodes, she chains students’ responses together, using them as ‘building blocks’ to develop responses and extend understanding (Mercer, 2000).  She draws different perspectives into the dialogue to challenge thinking, encouraging students to listen and look to each other for understandings which may be jointly developed (ibid). Vicky’s interactions show how talk characterised as ‘dialogic’ advances understanding (Mercer, 195; Nystrand, 1997; Alexander, 2008) and may constitute the communicative mechanism in the scaffolding process (Stone, 1998). 
Vicky’s scaffolded interactions supported the understanding expressed by students in episodes 1, 2 and 8. However, the findings, and particularly episode 7, suggest that ‘knowing’ the expectations of collaborative talk is not necessarily indicative of a capacity to engage in it productively. But not only does Vicky develop students’ knowledge about collaborative talk, she models its discourse structures. As noted in section 2, by using extending and qualifying responses, the ‘staples of collaborative dialogue’ (Barnes & Todd, 1977: 33), Vicky exemplifies the dialogic principle underpinning collaborative talk. Significantly, students may appropriate this language, strengthening their ability to reason together in groups (ibid).
However, while teacher modelling may support the transfer of a language for collaborative talk, the extent to which teachers make explicit links between this language and the expectations they represent may affect the depth of its appropriation. For example, in episodes 1 and 2, while the expectations of collaborative talk are realized in Vicky’s dialogue, the nature of the task does not require these links to be made as explicitly as the talk analysis tasks featured in episodes 5 and 6. In episode 5, Vicky places emphasis on the words, manage and managing, attaching students’ explanation to terms featured in the framework for collaborative talk. In episode 6, Vicky also emphasizes the phrase build on, modelling discourse structures for counter-arguments, for example. In the same episode, Vicky presses Lauren to articulate a hypothetical contribution, to clarify how speakers might compromise. Will and Charlotte in episode 5 also prompt a clarifying discussion about the meaning and form of ‘off-task talk’, often associated with irrelevant or disruptive student talk. While the language of collaborative talk could have been discussed more explicitly, Vicky’s discourse aims to draw attention to the structures and words she uses in relation to the expectations they imply. 
As described in section 2, the intervention was designed deliberately to encourage metatalk about the framework for collaborative talk. Vicky uses metatalk to scaffold the transition from knowing expectations to appropriating its language by incorporating and emphasizing words and discourse structures drawn from the framework for collaborative talk, and connecting them to the expectations they convey. The episodes discussed above highlight this potential for ‘metatalk’ to ‘close the gap’ between the expectations of talk and how these sound in dialogue. The progression from tasks which focused on students’ existing knowledge (episodes 1 & 2), to tasks which encouraged explicit metatalk about collaborative talk enabled teachers to scaffold understanding over time, supporting the temporal development of students’ talk, apparent amongst students in episode 8. 
5.3 The communicative and interpersonal process of scaffolding 
The ‘scaffolds removed’, episode 8 illustrates how students, through the appropriation of collaborative talk, developed in their capacity to support the learning of their peers. Vicky’s discourse, therefore, sheds light on how ‘experienced members of communities act as discourse guides, guiding children into ways of using language for thinking collectively’ (Mercer, 2000: 170).
For Vicky, this appears to be a communicative and an interpersonal process (Stone, 1998). Like Rommetveit (1979) and Stone (1998), Bruner’s first use of the term scaffolding (1975) points to the need for interpersonal engagement to advance the appropriation of language. In this oft-cited paper, Bruner explores how joint activity and attention between mother and infant supports the development of the formal structures of language, examining the transition from pre-linguistic to linguistic communication. The interpersonal connection between mother and infant presents an image of scaffolding which shows the mother acting upon the desire of the infant to achieve an intended outcome, an intention which originated with the child (ibid). This emotional, interpersonal and instinctive connection between infant and caregiver may in fact prepare the way for language (Hobson, 2002). 
But unlike the mother-infant context from which Bruner’s first use of the term scaffolding emerged, Vicky, in her classroom, achieves interpersonal engagement and ‘mutual trust’ (Rommetveit, 1979) to advance the appropriation of collaborative talk and scaffold the creation of a ‘community of enquiry’. Significantly, dialogic instruction which validates students as important sources of knowledge may be the mechanism through which Vicky engages students in the lesson and in their learning (Nystrand & Gamoran 1990; Nystrand, 1997). This ‘engagement’ may represent the intersubjectivity required to advance the appropriation of skills through scaffolding (Stone, 1998), perhaps explaining the child’s willingness, in the right circumstances, to follow the adult who ‘marches ahead’ (Vygotsky, 1978).  
6. CONCLUSION
Through the examination of one teacher’s discourse, this paper illustrates how a teacher can extend understanding of collaborative talk, and support its appropriation, through talk and metatalk which is informed by the framework. It points to the communicative and interpersonal dimensions of this scaffolding process, and how this can support students’ capacity for learning and teaching itself. And significantly, it contributes to understandings of why dialogic instruction stimulates learning.  
Developing collaborative classrooms more broadly requires teachers who, like Vicky, regard learning as a social and communicative process (Mercer, 2000). Efficacy ‘in classroom interaction practices is the core dimension of practice that binds together all other practices, enlivening curriculum, pedagogy, management and discipline’; yet classroom interaction remains a taken-for-granted and under examined dimension of teacher education (Edwards-Groves & Hoare, 2012: 83). Explicit teacher professional development which develops classroom interaction and theoretical understanding is necessary to ensure teachers’ capacity to create ‘communities of enquiry’ in which students take a shared, active role in the development of their own understanding (Mercer, 2000: 161; Wells, 1999). 
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