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This file contains the editable reflective cycle of inquiry and the main coding and rating templates from the T-SEDA toolkit: 


Part D: Self-audit for teachers
Part E: Reflective cycle of inquiry template and worked example
2A: Coding a transcript
2B: Time-sampling coding for groupwork
2C: Checklist for individuals in groups  
2D: Rating group dialogue using codes
2E: Whole class participation overview rating scale
2F: Student participation and ground rules rating scales
2G: Group work assessments by learners and educators: Group work self-assessment and Group work observation rating scale
2H: Dialogic Teaching Questionnaire for learners and educators



Part D: Self-audit for teachers

	Self-Audit: Supporting development of dialogue in teaching and learning 
Reflect on learning and teaching in your setting and rate each statement using: (1) rarely  (2) sometimes  (3) usually

	In my teaching, do I… ?
	My rating
	In our setting/classroom, do learners and I…
	My rating

	●     value learners’ talk and plan for it to take place in groups and whole-class situations
●     ensure that everyone participates sometimes in classroom dialogue, including myself
●     take account of learners’ individual needs and interests when developing dialogue
●     encourage learners to be responsible for their own learning (individually and collectively)
●     invite learners to elaborate and build on their own and others’ ideas
●     invite learners to give a reason for their ideas and opinions
●     invite learners to ask each other questions about their ideas
●     support learners in a range of ways to enable them to share their ideas, views and feelings
●     build on learners’ contributions to advance the dialogue using my own subject knowledge and understanding 
●     take risks and experiment by trying out new dialogic teaching approaches
●     listen to learners, give feedback and respond in a constructive way
	 
	●     create an inclusive conversation
●     trust and listen to each other
●     express a range of views
●     challenge each other respectfully
●     explain our reasoning clearly
●     have the willingness to sometimes change our minds
●     sometimes come to agreement
●     help each other to understand things in a new way
●     build new knowledge together
●     extend and refine what we already know
●     continue a dialogue over time, from lesson to lesson
●     realise what we still need or want to learn and how we might do it
	 


Part E: Reflective cycle of inquiry


Focus & Questions
Identifying points of interest 
and possible goals
Narrowing down focus and inquiry questions, linking to T-SEDA
Planning the inquiry and 
choosing methods and tools
Considering the findings and reflecting 
on what they might mean
Conducting the inquiry 
and gathering evidence
Developing practice 
based on the findings
Considering how the whole 
process has worked
Plans & Methods
Data Engagement
Interpretation
Action Plan
Review & Reflect
Interests & Aims

Here is an example of a completed inquiry cycle

Reflective Cycle of Inquiry									Name: Julia Monks

Focus & Questions
Interests & Aims
Data Engagement
When I try to encourage children of different levels to work together, the higher attaining child tends to just tell those that are struggling the answer.
Are students building on ideas?
Do all students contribute?  
Are quiet students engaged?
Are ideas respectfully challenged?
Are ideas built upon?
Observe children working in mixed  attainment pairs using tools 2A and 2C   to identify participation and quality of dialogue.
Children rarely building on ideas, 
HA  children explaining or stating answers. Very little participation from LA  children,  all led by HA  children, either performative or engaging  minimally.
Transcribe and code short episodes, identifying and counting examples of 
each code.
Create ground rules together. 
Talk about how dialogue can help all learners. Introduce sentence stems. Develop meta-awareness of benefits  of dialogue.
Substantial improvement in quantity and quality of dialogue - explaining reasoning and building on ideas. 
Does this impact on learning? 
Would the results be different for similarly attaining pairs?
Interpretation
Plans & Methods
Review & Reflect
Action Plan


Coding templates
2A: Template for coding a transcript

You can use this template to apply T-SEDA codes to individual speakers’ turns.

Guidance notes: 
· Create a transcript from your video or audio recording in a table like the one below, adding as many rows as you need. Each “turn” row should include a speaker’s contribution before the next person speaks. You may prefer to work in Microsoft Word, or Excel, or similar.
· Numbering the turns makes them easily identifiable
· You can choose one or two codes from the coding scheme to look for, or use many, depending on what the focus of your inquiry. (Note that working with a lot of categories is more challenging at first).
· Read the transcript carefully and record the relevant category next to each turn.
· It is important to note that some turns, maybe even most turns, will be left uncoded because none of the categories applies. This is to be expected, even in high-quality dialogue. T-SEDA only codes the most explicit dialogic contributions.
· Some speakers’ turns might have more than one code applied to them. You can use two or three columns to list the observed categories.
· You could also add a Comments category to each row or at the bottom of the sheet to record your thoughts about how the dialogue is unfolding.

	Nº
	Speaker
	Turn
	Code(s) 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




2B: Time-sampling coding for groupwork

‘Time sampling’ is a common technique used by researchers; it simply means sampling events at regular time intervals during an episode or whole lesson, rather than recording all the time. So, you don’t note down everything, but it will give you a general picture of what is going on. It also reduces the demand of live coding as your observation windows are short.

Guidance notes: 
· Write the names of the learners in the group you are focusing on in the table below (add columns as needed)
· Observations have an ‘active’ and a ‘resting’ phase. Each active phase is the time window when you note down the codes that you hear
· You can decide how long you want the observation window to be, but they should be short to make sure that the observation isn’t too demanding; e.g., each window could be 1 minute: 40 seconds for close observation and simultaneous coding and 20 seconds for resting
· Tick the relevant coding box if the student uses that code during the observation window
· Instead of ticking, you could choose to tally each time the student uses the code, but be aware this is harder to do
· Use the comments box below to add any further relevant information not captured by the time-sampling coding
· You could choose to video the interaction as a ‘back up’ to watch later

	Time
Window
	Teacher present
	Student 1:
[Name]
	Student 2:
[Name]
	Student 3:
[Name]
	Student 4:
[Name]

	
	
	CH
	B
	CH
	B
	CH
	B
	CH
	B

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Comments: Please use this space to record any other insightful observations or anything that seemed to influence the discussion.

 
2C: Checklist for individuals in groups

This checklist can be used in two ways. Firstly, it can serve as a summary of 2B: you can record the results of students from multiple groups in this checklist, adding a rating of overall participation. Secondly, if it isn’t possible for you to carry out time sampling, you can use this instead: observing dialogue and ticking when you hear the categories you are interested in (in this example, B and CH). Again, you can give each student an overall rating.

Checklists of this type can’t capture everything, but they’re not designed to. However, it’s a manageable way of paying closer attention to students’ dialogue and identifying trends over time. This checklist can be repeated if the activity or the group changes.


Guidance notes:
· You can choose one or two categories that you’re interested in
· Tick the boxes if you hear those codes in a student’s dialogue at any point in their discussion contributions
· If a student participates a lot in the discussion, then they will have an overall rating of (3); a medium amount of participation would be (2), and low participation would be a rating of (1)

	Students’ Names
	CH
	B
	Rating of overall participation

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	






2D: Rating group dialogue using codes 

This group rating tool is slightly different from 2B and 2C because it does not rate individual students’ contributions, but the nature of dialogue in the group as a whole. You can select different categories of dialogue to focus on (in this case Coordination of Ideas and Agreement (CA) and Connect (C). As with 2B, this group rating can be used at the end of each groupwork activity (and repeated if the activity or the group changes).
It also provides a context for judging individual student participation (e.g. if the whole group is not building well on each other’s ideas then it is harder for one student to opt out than in a group where ‘building on’ is well-established). 

Guidance notes:
· Use a three-point rating scale for the frequency of each dialogue category within the conversation as a whole: 1 = low, 2 = medium, 3 = high. This is not an absolute scale, it depends on your judgment about what is typical in your setting
· Use the ‘Comments’ column to add any relevant information to the rating, such as whether the results are typical, or if they show progress
· You could repeat this to see if groups change their dialogue patterns or types over time
· You could use another tool afterwards for more systematic exploration (e.g. 2B or 2C)

	Dialogue Code
	Rating  (1-3)
	Comments

	CA

	
	

	C

	
	




2E: Whole-class participation rating scale 

[bookmark: _fs49fckatjhb]This whole-class rating scale extends 2D to focus on whole-class talk. It is designed to support reflection on student participation in whole-class interaction. It allows you to understand more about how students are taking part in dialogue. You can focus on different aspects of student participation  such as the length of contributions and how often students are taking  part. You can do this during different types of whole-class activities to build up a bigger picture of dialogue in your learning setting. 

Guidance
· Choose one or two categories that you want to focus on
· Decide which types of activity and lesson phase you want to focus your observations on, such as lesson introductions, whole-class discussions, or lesson conclusions / plenaries and list these in the first column (add/delete rows as needed) 
· Use the following rating scale: 5 = all the time/as many students as possible, 4 = most of the time/most of the students, 
3 = some of the time/some of the students, 2 = occasionally/a few of the students, 1 = never/none of the students
	Activity type
	Category
	How often are students doing this?
	How many students are taking part in this?
	Are these contributions extended or short?

	1)
	(B)

	
	
	

	
	(CH)
	
	
	

	2)
	(B)

	
	
	

	
	(CH)
	
	
	




2F:  Student participation and ground rules rating
This is another tool with which you can measure student participation.  It also offers a way of assessing whether or not ground rules are being used, if applicable.
· This tool can be used across whole lessons or for different activities
· You could use it in your own classroom or when observing a colleague
· Read through the descriptors for each category and decide which best applies to the lesson you have just observed

	
Dimension
	0
Not evident
	1
Teacher-led
	2
Teacher-led with student involvement

	
Student participation
	Public exchanges in whole-class situation or group work consist in teacher questioning and succinct students' contributions 
or 
Students don't have opportunities to discuss their ideas publicly
	Students express their ideas publicly at length in whole-class situation and group work, but they don't engage with each other’s ideas 
	Multiple students express their ideas publicly at length in whole-class situation and group work 
AND
In doing so, they engage with each other’s ideas, for example by referring back to their contributions, challenging or building on them (e.g. ‘It’s a bit like what Shootle said but….’, ‘Sam had such a great idea, look [demonstrates]’). This includes spontaneous or teacher-prompted participation

	Ground rules
	No explicit focus on ground rules for dialogue or dialogic practices is apparent
	The teacher introduces, models or reminds students of target dialogic practices, e.g. ground rules to be followed, inclusive turn taking. 
	Teacher and students or students themselves negotiate target dialogic practices, e.g. ground rules, perhaps along with reminders / modelling 
It may also include students being given or taking responsibility for managing the dialogue, as well as students being involved in evaluating effectiveness of dialogic practices 


	                                                                                                                                                         	           			              	                                                                                                           



                          	 


2G:  Group work assessments by learners and educators

Groupwork Self-Assessment

This template is for a group of learners to rate their own dialogue. It can help learners to understand more about their own participation in dialogue and repeating the assessment can help them make groupwork more effective over time. It can also help you to understand what students are thinking about their own dialogue. You might find that you have different perceptions of their dialogue and group work than they do.

Guidance notes:
· The rating scale is: 1 = Not true; 2 = Partly true and 3 = Very true
· Learners can either complete one per group or one each. This can be interesting as different group members might have very different perceptions and this can lead to good discussion

 
 Group name(s):

	Criteria
	Rating

	G1 –  Everyone in the group was involved
	 

	G2 –  We worked together as a single group and didn’t split up
	 

	G3 –  Most or all of our talk was about the task we were doing
	 

	G4 -  We shared our own ideas and built on each other's
	

	G5 - We listened carefully when others were speaking and took on board what they were saying
	

	G6 – We enjoyed working together in a group
	 

	G7 – When we made suggestions or agreed/disagreed with others, we gave reasons
	 

	G8 – We challenged or commented on each other’s ideas in a respectful and constructive way
	 

	G9 – If there was disagreement, we tried to reach agreement or find a compromise 
	 

	G10 – Our discussions and disagreements helped us learn from each other  
	 





Groupwork observation rating scale


This scale can be used by adults to rate the quality of groupwork when observing it. High ratings on these criteria have been shown to be strongly related to learning outcomes.

Guidance notes:
· The rating scale is: 1 = Not true; 2 = Partly true and 3 = Very true


Group name(s):


	Criteria
	Rating

	G1 – All learners were involved in the group work interactions
	

	G2 – Groups did not split into sub-groups
	

	G3 – There was a significant amount of on-task talk between learners
	

	G4 – Learners showed a positive attitude towards working together 
	

	G5 - Group interaction involved sharing and building on each other’s ideas
	

	G6 – Group interaction involved justified reasoning
	

	G7 – Group interaction involved constructive evaluation of each other’s ideas
	

	G8 – Learners tried to reach consensus or compromise when they disagreed
	

	G9 – Group work involved productive discussion and/or conflict
	

	G10 – Group work roles were not detrimental to learners’ group working
	



2H: Dialogic Teaching Questionnaire (DTQ) for learners and educators 



(1) Teacher (self) rating of a lesson
(2) Student rating of a lesson 
(3) Teacher’s self-rating of general practice


Alexander Gröschner, Sara Hennessy, Ruth Kershner, Mathias Dehne, & Elisa Calcagni (2021).
University of Jena
University of Cambridge
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(1) Dialogic Teaching Questionnaire – Teacher (self) rating of a lesson

This questionnaire will help you (or a colleague or external observer) to analyse your teaching within a lesson, considering three important domains of dialogic teaching: creating an Openness for Dialogue (A - Items 1-4), inviting Students’ Contributions (B - Items 5-8) and fostering Dialogic Participation (C - Items 9-15). You can also give your students the Student version (validated with students aged 13 to 18) to gather their opinions.  You could then discuss both perspectives with your class. How do your and their observations of dialogic teaching and learning during the lesson compare?  

	Consider the following statements with regard to the lesson just taught, and mark your level of agreement from (1) “completely disagree” to (6) “completely agree”. 
In this lesson, I / the teacher...
	(1)
Completely disagree
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
Completely agree

	                                                                                    A. Openness for Dialogue

	1. offered time for questions so that students could understand the learning objective(s).
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	2. allowed enough time for students to contribute at length.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	3. posed open questions and waited for students to respond.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	4. listened appreciatively to students and responded in a constructive way, including giving formative feedback. 
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	Aggregated rating Dimension A: Openness for Dialogue (add up your ratings)
	                                                / 24

	B. Inviting Students’ Contributions

	5. invited students to share their ideas, views, thoughts, interests or feelings.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	6. invited students to elaborate and build on their own and others’ ideas. 
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	7. invited students to justify their ideas and opinions explicitly, including giving extended explanations, offering arguments, counter-arguments and/or evidence.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	8. invited students to respectfully challenge, question and critically evaluate each other’s ideas.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	Aggregated rating B. Inviting Students’ Contributions (add up your ratings)
	                                                / 24

	Dimension C: Dialogic Participation

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	9. emphasised the importance of purposeful dialogue for my students’ learning (e.g. by commenting on how students can collaboratively solve a problem by talking productively, or through reflection about the dialogue at the end of a lesson).
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	10. created an atmosphere of trust, so students felt comfortable enough to take risks or try something new.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	11. engaged students in both jointly creating and using ground rules for talk.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	12. built in productive dialogue across the different phases of the lesson.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	13. invited students to reflect on the quality and success of the dialogue.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	14. invited students to show they are listening carefully to others’ contributions.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	15. explicitly encouraged students to ask their own questions.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	Aggregated rating C. Dialogic Participation (add up your ratings)
	                                                / 42




(2) Dialogic Teaching Questionnaire – Student rating of a lesson[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Please consider that this version was validated with students aged 13 to 18.] 


How did you experience today’s lesson? Please report in this questionnaire your perception of the lesson and indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements. 

	Consider the following statements with regard to the lesson you just had, and mark your level of agreement from (1) “completely disagree” to (6) “completely agree”. 

In this lesson, the teacher...
	(1)
Completely disagree
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
Completely agree

	1. offered time for questions so that we could understand the learning objective(s).
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	2. allowed enough time for us to contribute at length.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	3. posed open questions and waited for us to respond.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	4. listened appreciatively to us and responded in a constructive way, including giving us formative feedback. 
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	5. invited us to share our ideas, views, thoughts, interests or feelings.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	6. invited us to elaborate and build on our own and others’ ideas. 
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	7. invited us to justify our ideas and opinions explicitly.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	8. invited us to respectfully challenge, question and critically evaluate each other’s ideas.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□






	In this lesson, the teacher...
	(1)
Completely disagree
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
Completely agree

	9. emphasised the importance of purposeful dialogue for our learning (e.g. by commenting on how we can collaboratively solve a problem by talking productively, or through reflection about the dialogue at the end of a lesson).
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	10. created an atmosphere of trust, so we could feel comfortable enough to take risks or try something new.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	11. engaged us in both jointly creating and using ground rules for talk.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	12. included productive dialogue across the different phases of the lesson.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	13. invited us to reflect on the quality and success of the dialogue.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	14. invited us to show we are listening carefully to our classmates’ contributions.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	15. explicitly encouraged us to ask questions.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□





(3) Dialogic Teaching Questionnaire - Teacher’s self-rating of general practice

This questionnaire will help you analyse your teaching considering three important domains of dialogic teaching: creating an Openness for Dialogue (A - Items 1-5), inviting Students’ Contributions (B - Items 6-9) and fostering Dialogic Participation (C - Items 10-18). 
	Consider the following statements with regard to your practice and mark your level of agreement from (1) “completely disagree” to (6) “completely agree”. 
In my teaching, I...
	(1)
Completely disagree
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
Completely agree

	                                                                                        A. Openness for Dialogue

	1. build purposeful conversations as part of my lessons through my lesson planning.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	2. offer time for questions so that students can understand the learning objective(s).
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	3. allow enough time for students to contribute at length.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	4. pose open questions and wait for students to respond.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	5. listen appreciatively to students and respond in a constructive way, including giving formative feedback. 
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	Aggregated rating Dimension A: Openness for Dialogue (add up your ratings)
	                                                / 30

	B. Inviting Students’ Contributions

	6. invite students to share their ideas, views, thoughts, interests or feelings.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	7. invite students to elaborate and build on their own and others’ ideas. 
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	8. invite students to justify their ideas and opinions explicitly, including giving extended explanations, offering arguments, counter-arguments and/or evidence.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	9. invite students to respectfully challenge, question and critically evaluate each other’s ideas.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	Aggregated rating B. Inviting Students’ Contributions (add up your ratings)
	                                                / 24

	Dimension C: Dialogic Participation

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	10. emphasise the importance of purposeful dialogue for my students’ learning (e.g. by commenting on how students can collaboratively solve a problem by talking productively, or through reflection about the dialogue at the end of a lesson).
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	11. demonstrate openness to change my mind when students bring in new ideas or arguments. 
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	12. create an atmosphere of trust, so students feel comfortable enough to take risks or try something new.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	13. engage students in both jointly creating and using ground rules for talk.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	14. include productive dialogue across the different phases of the lesson.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	15. develop dialogue cumulatively over time by continuing a discussion across lessons
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	16. invite students to reflect on the quality and success of the dialogue.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	17. invite students to show they are listening carefully to others’ contributions.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	18. explicitly encourage students to ask their own questions.
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□
	□

	Aggregated rating C. Dialogic Participation (add up your ratings)
	                                                / 54
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