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Abstract

Background and purpose: In the UK, a Foundation Year is a preparatory year taken before an
undergraduate degree, designed to support students who may not yet meet standard entry
requirements. Research shows that Foundation Year students are less likely to graduate than direct-
entry undergraduates and often report lower confidence in linguistic and academic skills. This project
investigated whether an intervention focused on training and structured practice could strengthen
Foundation Year students’ use of educational dialogue.

Aims: The aim of the project was to support students’ use of educational dialogue through a)
developing a Toolkit for Educational Dialogue, b) providing pair discussion sessions over the course of
an academic year.

Design and methodology: The study used an experimental approach across three FY disciplines at six
institutions. Data included pre and post recordings of discussions, and semi-structured interviews
with Foundation Year students and staff. The pre- and post-recording transcripts were analysed using
six codes from the (Scheme for Educational Dialogue Analysis) SEDA and Toolkit for Systematic
Educational Dialogue Analysis scheme (T-SEDA) and the interview transcripts were analysed using
thematic analysis.

Findings: The findings revealed that students who participated in the intervention groups used a)
more dialogic moves and b) a greater range of dialogic moves. Findings also highlighted disciplinary
differences in the use of dialogic moves. Qualitative data revealed awareness of the importance of
educational dialogue and awareness of the use of dialogic moves in peer discussions.

Conclusions, originality, value and implications: This study highlights the value of an intervention in
training students (and teachers) in using educational dialogue in peer discussions. The implications for
practice are two-fold: one is to incorporate training in educational dialogue in the Foundation Year
curriculum and two, to be cognizant of training Foundation Year students in disciplinary appropriate
dialogue, as well as raising awareness of all dialogic moves for interdisciplinary interaction.
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Context

The study was conducted across six higher education institutions in England, representing a range
of university types. Two were members of the Russell Group, a network of research-intensive
universities comparable to the Ivy League in the United States or the Group of Eight in Australia. Two
were post-92 universities, institutions that gained university status after 1992 (many of which were
formerly polytechnics) and are typically more teaching-focused and professionally oriented. The
remaining two were so-called plate glass universities, founded in the 1960s as part of a major expansion
of UK higher education, often characterised by their modern campuses and balanced emphasis on
teaching and research.

Participants included Foundation Year (FY) students and FY course leaders. Students and FY leaders
were drawn from three FY disciplines — Engineering, Biological Sciences and Psychology. Foundation
Year is sometimes referred to as Level 3 and were developed to provide access to Higher Education
(HE) through widening participation (Sanders & Daly, 2013; Wint, 2023). Many students enrolling on FY
programmes come from minority ethnic and low-income backgrounds, are older, and have completed
vocational qualifications such as BTECs (UK Government Department for Education, 2023). FY
programmes are one way to encourage these students to enter HE, an alternative to the Access to
Higher Education Diploma offered through further education providers.

The larger funded project aimed to examine the relationship between use of educational dialogue
and self-efficacy, belongingness and FY learning outcomes which we will briefly discuss below to
provide context. However, in this report we focus on the exploration of how students used educational

dialogue in their disciplinary contexts and the feedback from students and teachers on the intervention.

Motivation, focus and questions

Despite the significant increase in the numbers of FY students (UK Government Department for
Education, 2023), nearly a ten-fold increase in the last decade, the number of FY students moving into
undergraduate programmes (undergraduate) is low (Office for Students, 2019). For example, in
2020/21, 74% of FY students continue into their first year compared to 91% of undergraduate students
who progress into their second year (UK Government Department for Education, 2023). Thus, despite
the success of these programmes in widening participation in HE, and the clear student appetite for
them, students completing a FY are less likely to gain a degree outcome than their direct-entry peers.

The importance of the larger project, therefore, lies in its ability to increase the retention and
progression of FY students. As observed, FY students, compared to their direct entry peers,
demonstrate lower levels of progression. One reason is due to a lack of confidence and knowledge of

academic skills, in particular oral language skills (Baker & Heron, 2023; Klinger & Murray, 2012).
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Concerns around Generative Al have resulted in an advocacy for more oral assessment (Sotiriadou et
al, 2024) and there is increasing pressure on students to perform through oral language skills (Heron,
2019). Educational dialogue is classroom talk in which students build on each other's ideas, challenge
each other and use evidence-informed reasoning. FY students can be excluded from opportunities to
learn through engaging in educational dialogue (Baker & Heron, 2023), potentially impacting on
university achievement. This disadvantage has implications for retention and progression and the
widening attainment gaps. If we do not address lower levels of oral language skills, FY students will
remain at a disadvantage. Thus, we need to improve FY students’ high-quality educational dialogue to

increase retention and progression from FY programmes to first-year undergraduate.

The objectives of the project were to:

a) Develop a Toolkit for Educational Dialogue (TED)

b) Develop students’ use of educational dialogue in pair work learning.

c) Evaluate the teaching materials based on FY teachers’ and students’ perspectives.

d) Contribute to an understanding of how dyads (pairs) in HE FY use educational dialogue in their

disciplinary learning.
The study aimed to answer the following two research questions:

1. Can training students increase the amount of educational dialogue dyads use?

2. How do FY teachers and students evaluate the training and the teaching materials?

Inquiry plan and activities

Context and participants

A total of 339 participants completed the initial survey, with 255 consenting to be recorded. This
resulted in 128 recorded conversations during the first round of discussions. For the final discussion,
95 participants completed the survey, and 79 participants consented to recording.

Table 1 presents the distribution of participants among universities, programmes, and control vs.
intervention groups for the first round, while Table 2 shows the corresponding distribution for the final

round.



Table 1: Participants' Distribution First Round of Surveys and Recordings

University Program Group Surveys Recordings

Psychology Intervention 36 13
Kent

Biology Control 3 1

Engineering Control 40 13
Kingston

Biology Intervention 50 21

Engineering Control N/A N/A
Queen Mary

Biology Intervention 10 6

Biology Control 5 2
Sheffield

Psychology Intervention 6 3
Sheffield Hallam Psychology Control 11 5

Engineering Intervention 135 44
Surrey

Psychology Control 43 20
Totals 339 128

Table 2: Participants' Distribution Final Round of Surveys and Recordings

University Program Group Surveys Recordings

Psychology Intervention 9 9
Kent

Biology Control 0 0

Engineering Control 6 6
Kingston

Biology Intervention 8 6

Engineering Control N/A N/A
Queen Mary

Biology Intervention 4 4

Biology Control 2 2
Sheffield

Psychology Intervention 4 4
Sheffield Hallam Psychology Control 2 2

Engineering Intervention 40 30
Surrey

Psychology Control 20 16
Totals 95 79




This study employed a control intervention experimental design, involving 11 Foundation Year (FY)
programmes across six UK universities. Five programmes formed the intervention group, while six
served as control group. To ensure balance across institutions and disciplines, each participating
university contributed one intervention group and one control group. The allocation was arranged so
that intervention and control groups were equally distributed across the three subject areas (Biology,
Psychology, and Engineering).

A convenience sampling method was used, targeting students already participating in Foundation
Year tutorials across the selected institutions. Participation was optional and conducted during regular
class sessions to maximise accessibility. All enrolled students were invited, with no additional inclusion
or exclusion criteria applied beyond their registration in the relevant disciplinary module. This approach
was chosen to capture naturally occurring peer dialogue within real-world classroom environments
across multiple university settings.

Note that the project was due to end November 2025. However, due to low numbers in the post-
intervention stage (n=79 as outlined in Table 2 above), the decision was taken to extend the project
until November 2026 to include a further cohort of participants. This will increase the post-intervention
number of participants for us to be able to make claims about self-efficacy, belonging and progression.

This report therefore focuses on changes in the use of educational dialogue.

Intervention

The intervention involved training students in using educational dialogue. The sessions were
facilitated by lead pedagogic coordinators (PCs) at each institution. One of the project’s principal
investigators, who is also an author on this report, taught one of the intervention groups. The
intervention was delivered through a range of materials which formed a pilot Teaching Educational
Dialogue toolkit (TED — see links below in Supplementary Resources section). Both intervention and
control group students participated in a total of 10 peer discussions over the course of the academic
year. Each discussion was structured by a series of multiple- choice questions based on the specific
disciplines. The questions served as both review and preparation for future teaching sessions.

A PowerPoint presentation and a workbook were developed for training purposes (See Appendix
A). The PowerPoint presentation introduced participants to the concept of educational dialogue, its
significance, and its role in academic discussions. It also included examples of effective and ineffective
discussions within an academic context. The workbook provided background information about the
project and included activities designed to enhance educational dialogue practices. These activities
introduced students to ground rules for effective academic discussions, the dialogic codes they needed

to practice, and self-evaluation criteria to help them assess the quality of their discussions.



To ensure clarity and ethical separation, all participants were informed that the intervention
activities formed part of a Nuffield-funded research project on educational dialogue, rather than being
assessed elements of their Foundation Year course. Students were also assured that participation was
voluntary. While the discussion topics were aligned with relevant course content, they were explicitly

framed as research activities. All groups were debriefed at the end of the intervention.

Scratch cards

Artefacts, in the form of scratch cards (multiple choice questions), were fundamental to the
research design. Artefacts can provide a clear purpose for dialogue and ‘made the learning histories
and trajectories more visible’ (Hennessy et al, 2021, p. 19). Following the design principles of Epstein,
Epstein, & Brosvic (2001), scratch cards were created for Biology, Psychology, and Engineering. Before
their development, information was gathered on the curriculum content covered at each university and
within each course to ensure relevance. However, since the activity focused on developing dialogic skills
rather than assessing knowledge, prior exposure to the topics on the scratch cards was not required.
Each scratch card contained 10 multiple-choice questions, each with four answer options, alongside a

corresponding answer key explaining why each option was correct or incorrect.

Semi-structured interviews

Two separate sets of interview questions were developed: one for Foundation Year students and
another for Foundation Year leads. Each set consisted of three overarching questions, further divided
into more specific prompts to facilitate discussion. The questions were structured to encourage
reflection on participants' perceptions of the training, their evaluation of its effectiveness, and its

broader impact beyond the discussion sessions (See Appendices B and C).

Recordings of discussion / transcripts

A total of 10 discussion sessions took place over an academic year. The first and final discussions
were recorded and later transcribed using Descript software or Way With Words transcription services,
with transcripts reviewed for accuracy. The analysis focused on dialogic moves, individual segments of
classroom talk characterised by their communicative purpose (Hennessy et al., 2020). These moves
were identified and coded using a coding framework adapted from SEDA (Hennessy et al., 2016) and T-
SEDA (T-SEDA Collective, 2021), focusing on key interactional features such as reasoning, elaboration,

and coordination (Table 3 — See Appendix B for a fuller explanation of the codes).



Table 3: Codes used for analysis

Invite Elaboration or Reasoning R Make Reasoning Explicit
E Express or invite ideas B Build on ideas
P Position —take a stance C Connect ideas to wider context

Three coders independently coded the entire dataset after establishing inter-rater reliability.
Cohen’s kappa coefficients were calculated across coder pairs for each individual code, as well as for
the overall coding agreement:

Table 4: Inter-rater reliability

Coder Pair Total Build Connect Express Invite Positioning Reasoning
R1 & R2 0.82 0.80 0.90 0.78 0.80 0.88 0.77
R1 & R3 0.75 0.76 0.84 0.53 0.74 0.80 0.78
R2 & R3 0.77 0.78 0.90 0.60 0.90 0.80 0.83

A range of quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted on the surveys and interview
transcripts. Mixed-design Analysis of Variance (Mixed-design ANOVA) models examined the impact of
the intervention on educational dialogue, self-efficacy, and belonging. Additionally, semi-structured
interviews provided qualitative insights into students’ perceptions of the training and its broader
impact.

The transcripts were analysed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2019). Following
familiarisation with the data, two transcripts (one from a student and one from a teacher) were coded
independently. The researchers then met to compare codes, identify recurrent topics, and collate these
into an initial set of themes. This coding framework was subsequently applied to the remaining
transcripts, with themes refined iteratively as new data were considered. Coding and collation were

carried out in Excel, enabling systematic comparison across participants.

Ethical considerations and relationships

The study was conducted following British Educational Research Association (BERA) guidelines and
in accordance with our institutional ethical procedures. We obtained Full Ethical Opinion (FEQ) from
the researchers’ university and all participating universities. All participating Foundation Leads and
students were provided with Participant Information Sheets prior to the study. Those who agreed to

participate provided consent for us to record, transcribe, and code their dyadic conversations. For



interviews, participants provided written consent. All participants provided a unique code for
themselves which we used to match pre and post surveys and recordings. Participants could remove
their data for up to 2 weeks after we obtain data. The research was registered on the Open Science
Framework website where we will deposit all materials at the conclusion of the study.

As part of the requirements of the Nuffield Foundation we convened an Advisory Group who
provided further evaluation and monitoring of the project. The Advisory Board comprised scholars in

educational dialogue, FY students and a representative from Universities UK (UUK).

Findings

Peer discussion transcripts: quantitative results

One of the first noticeable changes between the initial and final transcripts was a significant
difference in speaking time progression between the control and intervention groups. A mixed ANOVA
revealed a statistically significant interaction effect between time and group (F(1, 77) = 19.53, p < .001,
n?=.202).

Table 5: Summary of Results

Type Initial Final

Mean SD Mean SD
Control 19.81 8.4 18.8 8.61
Intervention 20.51 9.17 29.98 11.97

Post-hoc analysis indicated that students in the intervention group not only showed a greater
increase in speaking time over the course of the study, but also spoke significantly more than the
control group during the final recording: t(77) = -4.25, p < .001, d = 0.96 (large effect), 95% Cl [-16.42,
-5.94].

Recognising that increased speaking time may indicate higher engagement or improved discourse
quality, we examined dialogic code usage, both in terms of raw frequency and proportion per minute,
to account for variability in total speaking time. Additionally, the data were winsorised to meet
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) assumptions regarding distributional normality.

Analysis of raw code frequencies revealed several significant time x group interactions, indicating
that the intervention led to meaningful shifts in specific dialogic behaviours—particularly in the use of

Connect, Positioning, Reasoning, and overall Educational Dialogue codes:



e Connect: While usage declined in the control group, the intervention group maintained stable
use, resulting in a significant interaction: F(1, 77) = 23.88, p < .001, n? = .389.

e Positioning: The intervention group showed a marked increase in this code, whereas the
control group remained stable: F(1, 77) = 10.91, p =.001, n? = .204.

e Reasoning: Use of this code increased in the intervention group (F(1, 77) = 8.66, p = .004, n? =
.319), but not in the control group.

e Total Educational Dialogic Codes: A significant overall increase in the frequency of all targeted

dialogic codes was observed in the intervention group: F(1, 77) =9.28, p = .003, n% = .281.

Interestingly, when accounting for speaking time (i.e. analysing code use proportionally per
minute), the only statistically significant time x group interaction observed was in the use of the Connect
code. Specifically, the control group showed a significant decline in the proportional use of Connect,

while the intervention group maintained relatively stable usage.

Peer discussion transcripts: qualitative results and disciplinary differences
In general, disciplinary differences were observed in the way students used educational dialogue.
For example, Engineering tended to use Build move more and across long stretches of turns. For

example, in the example below the two Engineering students build on each other’s ideas in a chain:

Extract A

1. A:Soit’s...I'm going to use metres, so you've got metres, kilo, mega, giga, tera, peta. And then
going downward, it’s micro. (E)

2. B: [Unclear] massive. (B)

3. A: No, it can be (P)... Yes. No, it’s tiny. It’s milli, micro, nano, femto. And it’s divided by a
thousand, so divided by a thousand, divided by a thousand, divided by a thousand, times a
thousand, times a thousand. It's going up. Because mega would be a thousand. Times a
thousand. Thousand...(B)

4. B: Should we put them all in their standard form and then we times them together? Or is
that...(B)

5. A: That's what I’'m thinking, yes (P). Should we just do one times a thousand? Times 1,0007?
Which is just a million switched to 1 times 10 to the 6. Giga, which would be just one up from
that, times a thousand. Which would be one, two, three, four,

6. five, six, seven [inaudible]. One, two, three, four, five, six, seven... Nine. 1 times 10 to the 9.
And then micro would be 1 times 10 to the -3. And (B)

7. B: Femto. (B)



8. A: That’s from... It’s times to the -3, so -6. And then femto, which is -3, -6, -9. [Inaudible]. Then

we just times it all together. 6 plus 9 plus -6, -12, -3. So it’s just [inaudible]. Yes. Oh, no.(B)
In contrast, however, Psychology students used the Build move over fewer turns:

Extract B

1. A:lthink that's very true, because of your frontal lobe and your...

2. B: Temporal.

3. A: Your temporal. And with your eyes, as well. That’s where you get the...
4. B:They light up.
5

A: No. What's it called? With your eyes, how you’ve got left and right.

Differences in the length of turns where the Build code was used appear to have influenced its
overall frequency. Specifically, students in the engineering group demonstrated a significantly higher
rate of Build code use per minute compared to those in both biology and psychology. It is important to
note that these disciplinary quantitative differences were observed in the initial transcripts only. Due
to limitations in sample size, disciplinary comparisons could not be reliably conducted for the final
recordings.

Qualitative differences were also viewed across disciplines in the linguistic indicators used to mark
the different dialogic moves. For example, although Inviting reasoning (I) was less common in the data,
where participants did use this dialogic move, the linguistic markers to invite reasoning differed across

the disciplines.
Psychology students used the linguistic marker ‘why’. For example:

Extract C
1. A: Ilike this. I like B.
2. B: Why?
3. A:Because it's acknowledging the fact that both hemispheres have the different functions. But
it's not saying that, unless you're a split-brain patient, it's not saying that you exclusively only

use one side.

However in Engineering, students sometimes used ‘how’ to invite reasoning, as below. This linguistic

marker was only seen in the Engineering data. The two examples below highlight this use of language.
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Extract D
1. A:Yes. Also could be A.
2. B: Howcome?
3. A: Because if we know V.
Extract E
1. A:Yes, | know itis.
2. B:So how would it both [overtalking]?

3. A: Butit’s not a physical quantity, is it?

Interviews: Feedback on the intervention

Feedback on the intervention was mainly positive. FY leads appreciated the format and flexibility
of the training and resources while also noting how the training had had a positive effect on their
students’ dialogic skills. On the other hand, FY students talked about finding their voice and relational

aspects.
For example, the FY lead below comments on the observable change in students’ use of academic

language. The FY lead below refers to this as professional language:

“I don't know, [name of colleague] feels the same way | felt the conversation started to
become much more professional in nature .... actually pausing, listening to someone else,
which is exactly obviously what we want”.

FY students talked about finding their voice as a result of the intervention. For example, a student
below describes the differences in their interaction between the beginning and end of the academic

year:

“Towards the start, | think when trying to get an answer, | feel like we all maybe weren't as
honest and we were a bit more like hidden back. Like when we were getting to know people,
it was should be like, oh, | think it's this. And it's like the other person would be, oh yeah, |
agree with you. And it's like we'd just trying to be nice to each other and be like, yeah, | agree
with you. Like even if we don't, but | found that. If | look back on it now, that once we started
going through it, it did also just kind of help my decision making in the long run because
rather than at the start just picking an answer and being like, yeah, | think it's that without
really thinking about it. As | got towards the end ones, that's when | really started having the
good discussions with my friends because that's when we properly started having the debates
about answers and that's it just kind of really made me think a lot deeper compared to what |
did at the start”.
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A further key theme was the relational aspect of using educational dialogue in peer discussions.
The student below discusses how they learned about their peers through both the peer discussions but

importantly for this project, through their thought processes:

“It was a nice way to get to know people and start making connections. So that was the main
thing. | found it quite social to start and then going through it as a journey. It then as you then
start making your friendships and towards like recently the last couple that we did [peer
discussions], and we would chat with our friends, it kind of let us learn a lot about each other
because we get to see each of these different thought processes”.

A further comment relates to a developing awareness of the importance of educational dialogue
in both an academic and professional context:

“For me personally, I'm a computer science student, so | know that when | go into work

and let's say |, | write a piece of code, I'll be asked to explain it to a group of at least 10, 20
people. And if |, if my communication skills aren't up to bar with theirs, |, it wouldn't matter if,
I've written the best piece of code ever, if | can't explain how | did things and why I've

done things a certain way”.

Challenges

We experienced a number of challenges during the project. Firstly, some of the cohorts who had
originally agreed to participate in the project had to withdraw for logistical and institutional constraints.
Secondly, the FY leads noted a decrease in the attendance for lectures and seminars during the second
semester. This is reflected in the low numbers of students at the final discussion session. As a result,
the numbers for the final recording and post surveys are low (n=86). Due to the low numbers for the
post-recording and post-surveys, our data sample was not sufficient to make claims with respect to the
relationship between the use of educational dialogue and FY learning outcomes, retention and
progression from Level 3 to Level 4. However, it was sufficient to make claims with respect to changes
in educational dialogue use. A further challenge was the scope of the project which meant the research
team had to allow for a certain amount of flexibility in the individual teaching sessions at each site.
Pedagogic coordinators took responsibility for ensuring the operationalisation of the project but each

site experienced its own logistical and practical challenges.

Changes to practice

As mentioned in the introduction, the project was due to finish in November 2025 but will continue
as a no-cost extension until November 2026. As a result, a formal dissemination cannot yet take place.
However, we have already observed a number of changes to practice. These are reported changes

based on feedback from FY leads and teachers.
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Firstly, whilst still a draft, the Toolkit and accompanying resources have been embraced by some
FY leads in the partnering institutions to use with the 2025-2026 intake of FY students. At one of the
partner institutions the PCs and FY leads presented the project and materials to colleagues across the
institution. A member of the research team presented the project to a FY network and received interest
in the resources. It is difficult to say at this point if any changes have been implemented by colleagues
in the sector, but we have developed a dedicated website with opportunities for feedback, input and
statements of impact (see Supplementary Resources section below). In the researchers’ institution,
peer discussions based on the scratch cards will be a part of the curriculum in 25-26 to support

students’ use of educational dialogue.

Reflective evaluation on the process

One of the most insightful aspects of this research has been the coding of the discussion transcripts
from both groups (intervention and control) both before and after the intervention. What is clear is
that directed training can support the development of dialogic moves and a range of moves. Even for
the control groups, the opportunity to exchange ideas and discuss content was a basis for using
academic language. Foundation year leads and students in the intervention groups reflected on the
growth of confidence and the opportunity to find their academic voice. Interestingly also, was the
evidence of metalinguistic awareness of the intervention group, further supporting claims about the

power of educational dialogue at cognitive and meta-cognitive levels.

Next steps

As mentioned above, we will continue to collect data from the research team’s institution in the
academic year 2025-2026. This will provide more robust numbers to make claims on quantitative
results of the project.

Next steps include further dissemination to FY networks, sixth form colleges for those who are
thinking of FY and to share the project across level 4. The findings from the project will be useful for
colleagues across the sector at all levels of HE. We believe that whilst FY students have particular needs
in terms of linguistic capital, all students, regardless of level, can benefit from using educational

dialogue for academic needs as well as an important graduate attribute.

Supplementary resources

We created a set of resources for students and teachers in Foundation Years: Educational Dialogue

for Improving Foundation Year Student Outcomes. The resources are not limited to Foundation Years

however, and colleagues teaching in all levels at university may find the resources useful.
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https://www.surrey.ac.uk/research-projects/educational-dialogue-improving-foundation-year-student-outcomes
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The aim of the student Toolkit is to introduce students to the concept of educational dialogue, and
through a series of activities move from recognition to production of dialogic moves. The self-
assessment can be used after an interactive session, and the talk stems can be available to students
during the interactive sessions. The teacher version includes the materials as presented in the student
Toolkit with additional suggestions and guidelines.

The pitch for students’ PowerPoint slides can be used for a range of purposes, such as to encourage
student participation in interactive sessions, to introduce to the idea of educational dialogue to
colleagues and to spread awareness of the importance of educational dialogue.

The question banks are available for Foundation Year students in the disciplines of Engineering,
Biological Sciences and Psychology. Whilst there are not questions for other disciplines, teachers can

use the available resources to see the format of the activity.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Links

Links and resources / Toolkit:

https://www.surrey.ac.uk/research-projects/educational-dialogue-improving-foundation-year-

student-outcomes

Project link:

https://www.surrey.ac.uk/research-projects/educational-dialogue-improving-foundation-year-

student-outcomes

Appendix B: Final coding scheme

elaborate, or speculate
on ideas, encouraging

we do Y/if we choose Y?
13: Ask for elaboration or clarification.

Code Description Linguistic markers

Invite Elaboration or | I11: Ask for explanation or justification. E.g. | Why?, reasons?, what’s your
Reasoning Why?, Why do you think that is correct? | reasoning? Would you X?
Invites participants to | I12: Invite possibility thinking or prediction. | How? How can...?

explain, justify, | E.g., what do you think would happen if

Encourages
participants to build on,
clarify, or elaborate on
their own or others'
contributions to
advance the dialogue.

E.g., Adding on what X said, | think...

B2: Explain or justify another's
contribution. E.g., So what you're saying
is that...,

B3: Speculate or predict on the basis of
another's contribution. E.g., based on
what you said then think C is the correct
answer

B4: Clarify/elaborate own contribution.
E.g., | meant that.... What | meant was...
B5: Building on what is being read /
building on the text. E.g So what this
means is..., oh! So this is like X., In other
words, this is...

deeper thinking and | E.g., What do you mean?
reasoning.

R Make Reasoning | R1: Explain or justify own contribution. | Because, what | mean s,
Explicit E.g., because if...then, | would have thought
Involves  participants | R2: Speculate or predict.
making their reasoning
clear through
explanation,
justification,
speculation, or
prediction.

B Build on Ideas | B1: Build on/clarify others' contributions. | Yes, and; Yes, but; so; what

this/you mean is; but also;
finishing someone’s sentence

16




E Express or Invite Ideas
Participants state their
belief and encourage
other participants to
build on their
contribution,

contribute to advance
the dialogue.

El: Invite opinions/beliefs/ideas.
What do you think?, right?

E2: Make other relevant contribution.
E.3: Make a statement that is relevant to
the question that is not building on
anything previously said or stated by the
text.

Eg.,

What are you thought on..?;
Thoughts?; | think [when it's
expressing an idea, not
choosing an option]; | believe, |
feel,

P Positioning and
Coordination

Focuses on participants
taking a stance,
comparing, evaluating
synthesizing ideas, or
coordinating

perspectives within the

P1: Synthesise ideas. E.g., So, to sum up,
we think..., so, combining what you said
with this, the answer would be

P2: Compare/evaluate alternative views.
E.g., So, between A and B which one....
P3: Propose resolution. E.g., we agree is C
then.

P4: Acknowledge shift in position. E.g., |

[letters of the answers];
(dis)agree; Okay, Yeah, you're
right, I'm guessing, | see what
you mean, which one, | think
it's B; it's not B

Makes connections to
prior knowledge, or
wider contexts, linking
the current dialogue to
broader learning
trajectories

saw that in class.

dialogue. used to think it was X but now | see it
could be Y
P5: Challenge viewpoint. E.g., | disagree, |
don’t think so,
P6: State (dis)agreement. E.g., | agree
with that.
P7: Take a stand, adopt a position. E.g., |
think it’s C.

C Connect C1: Refer back. E.g.,, Remember that we | remember, back to, we saw

this, we did this in A-level, this
was in a lecture; it’s like ...

Appendix C: Interview questions for Foundation Year Students

Interview Protocol

Introduction Thank you for your time today. | anticipate the interview lasting around 45 minutes. | will

be recording the interview through Teams. After the interview we will check the transcript, remove any

identifying information and then we delete the recording. If you would like to withdraw from the study

and withdraw your data from this interview, you are free to do so. You will need to let us know through

email up until 14 days after the date of this interview.

The content of this interview will remain confidential and all identifying information will be deleted. If

you would like to stop this interview at any time please let me know and we can either take a break, or

we can stop. If you do not want to answer the question, please let me know and | will ask a different

question.
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Do you have any questions before we start?

Indicative interview questions for FY students

1. Please could you reflect on the training you received on educational dialogue (prompt with the

materials and resources).

What was your experience of the training?
How useful did you find it?
Can you give examples of any part of the training that was particularly helpful? How and

why was it helpful.

2. Please can you reflect on the pair work discussions.

What were your experiences of the discussions?
How did you interact with your partner?

How did you agree on the answers?

What was the process of agreeing and disagreeing?

Did you notice how you communicated with your partner?

3. Please can you reflect on the discussions over the period of the academic year.

Have you noticed any changes in the way you carry out the discussions, or the way you
reach an answer?

Have you noticed any changes in the ways you interact, or your partner interacts with you?

4. What have you noticed about the language you use in the discussions?

Appendix D: Interview questions for Foundation Year Leads

Interview Protocol

Introduction: Thank you for your time today. | anticipate the interview lasting around 45 minutes. | will

be recording the interview through Teams. After the interview we will check the transcript, remove any

identifying information and then we delete the recording. If you would like to withdraw from the study

and withdraw your data from this interview, you are free to do so. You will need to let us know through

email up until 14 days after the date of this interview.

The content of this interview will remain confidential and all identifying information will be deleted. If

you would like to stop this interview at any time please let me know and we can either take a break, or

we can stop. If you do not want to answer the question, please let me know and | will ask a different

question.

Do you have any questions before we start?
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Indicative interview questions for FY leads

1.

Please could you reflect on the training you received on educational dialogue (prompt with the

materials and resources).

What was your experience of the training?
How useful did you find it?
Can you give examples of any part of the training that was particularly helpful? How and

why was it helpful?

Please can you reflect on your students’ discussions and interactive activities in your modules

over the last year.

What have you noticed about their interaction? How do students interact with each other?
How do they communicate with each other?

Have you noticed any changes in the way students carry out the discussions, or the way
they interact with you, other students, or other staff?

Have you noticed anything about the students’ use of language in discussions, or in their
academic speaking?

How might any changes be linked to the students’ training and the regular discussion

sessions?

This project has focused on developing students’ educational dialogue. What are your thoughts

on the role of educational dialogue in student learning?
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