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Abstract 

 
In this research, it is aimed to investigate in depth the thoughts and practices of primary teachers regarding the practice of 
dialogical teaching. This research is designed as a phenomenological. Within the scope of the study, the researcher examined 
the conditions under which the experiences of dialogic teaching in the learning-teaching process are realised, focusing on the 
phenomenon of dialogical teaching. Research data are gathered through interviews and observations. 11 primary teachers 
participated in the interviews as well as with the observations in the classroom of four teachers. In the analysis of the 
interview data, Moustakas data analysis technique is used. The findings of the interviews show that teachers care about 
interaction and try to regulate the learning environment accordingly. On the contrary, the findings obtained from the 
observations do not support the interviews. It is observed that the learning environment is monologue rather than dialogic. 
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1. Introduction 

Changing values and paradigms lay the groundwork for revolutionary new quests in educational 
understanding (Demirel, 2016; Genc, 2017). Due to this change, new trends in the direction of 
education and teaching activities and in practice are noteworthy in order to meet the expectations 
and needs of today’s children (Ates & Haspolat, 2017; Gurdogan, Goz & Bozkurt, 2014; Serbest, 2016). 
In particular, the deepening of constructivism theory, which is the theory of learning and meaning 
formation, contributed to the emergence of new teaching approaches aimed at raising individuals’ 
questioning skills (Akinoglu, 2012; Kurt, 2016; Reznitskaya, 2012). 

Dialogic teaching refers to a process in which all stakeholders in the classroom participate in the 
learning activity, co-supervise the activities, feedback is made and high-level thinking skills are 
demonstrated through open-ended questions (Reznitskaya, 2012). It also provides information about 
the cognitive capacity of the student (Alexander, 2006), because the basis of dialogic teaching is based 
on the link between speech and thought (Renshaw, 2004). Dialogic teaching is similar in this respect to 
social constructivist learning theory (Lyle, 2008; Renshaw, 2004; Reznitskaya, 2012). Vygotsky (1968), 
the founder of social constructivism, believes that learning is a social activity and that the connections 
between learners reinforce learning. According to this view, learners acquire new knowledge by 
teaching and sharing with peers (Ozden, 2009). Similar to social constructivism, which advocates that 
learners should communicate with each other, dialogic teaching also focuses on the relationship 
between speech and thought (Renshaw, 2004), because language is seen as the most powerful means 
of communication and acquiring knowledge using mental skills (Mercer & Dawes, 2001). 

In the classroom where the dialogue is being taught, teachers and students act together in the 
production and evaluation of new interpretations to assess the world, themselves and each other in a 
more comprehensive way (Burbules, 1993). In contrast to the monologic teaching approach, the 
‘teacher has the right knowledge’ situation is left to the ‘teacher and the student to search for truth 
together’ (Bakhtin, 1984). In this approach, students show their thoughts in detail (Alexander, 2008; 
Reznitskaya, 2012; Wegerif, 2006). This teaching approach also requires discussion and dialogue 
(Kennewell, Tanner, Jones & Beauchamp, 2008). Students are often asked to reflect on the ‘Why’ and 
‘How?’ questions frequently asked in the dialogological teaching approach (Reznitskaya, 2012). In this 
way, learners obtain feedback on their own knowledge by evaluating both the process and the 
product (Burbules, 1993). Thus, learning becomes more effective and meaningful (Reznitskaya, 2012). 
Due to this information, it is understood that dialogic instruction encourages interaction using 
language in order to improve the quality of the learning-teaching process. 

Despite the fact that there are many studies that demonstrate the benefits of dialogic teaching 
(Mercer & Littleton, 2007; Reznitskaya et al., 2009; Soter et al., 2008), the information obtained from 
the literature suggests that the students rarely have a dialogic teaching experience (Alexander, 2008; 
Galton, 2007; Nystrand, Wu, Gamoran, Zeiser & Long, 2003; Reznitskaya, 2012; Smith, Hardman, Wall 
& Mroz, 2004). This is known to be due to the difficulty of teachers to evaluate themselves 
systematically in terms of classroom practices (Adler, Rougle, Kaiser, & Caughlan, 2003; Smith, et al., 
2004). Based on this information, it is understood that teachers need more opportunities to evaluate 
themselves and make teaching more dialogical. 

It has been observed that studies on dialogic language teaching (Bakhtin, 2004; Boyd & Markarian, 
2011; Chow, McBride-Chang, Cheung & Chow, 2006; Doyle & Bramwell, 2006; Maher, 2012; 
Reznitskaya, 2012; Reznitskaya & Gregory, 2013; Rogers, Marshall & Tyson, 2006) have been carried 
out in a small number of dialogic science teaching (Duschl & Osborne, 2002; Mercer, Dawes & 
Staarman, 2009; Scott, Mortimer & Aguiar, 2006) and dialogic maths teaching (Bakker, Smit & 
Wegerif, 2015; Hodgen, 2007) in the international scene. In Turkey, it is understood that the work on 
dialogic teaching is quite limited (Akis, 2012; Ates, Dogmeci, Guray & Gursoy, 2016; Baykal, 2014; 
Genc-Kumtepe & Sen-Ersoy, 2015; Kanadli & Saglam, 2012; Ozsoy & Kilinc, 2017; Ucak 2014). For 
example, Ozsoy and Kilinc (2017) applied the principles of dialogic teaching as well as argumentation 
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in the teaching of sociolinguistic subjects in science classes to fifth grade students. Kanadli and Saglam 
(2012) study shows that two science and technology teachers study classroom practices in terms of 
authoritarian and dialogical discourses. Similarly, it seems that Baykal (2014) also handled the analysis 
of classroom communication and interaction of teachers of science and technology lessons in terms of 
authoritarian and dialogical discussions. Demirbag (2017) examined the types of authoritarian and 
dialogical discourse in the General Physics Laboratory II course of pre-service science teachers. Akis 
(2012) revealed the expectations and beliefs of science and technology teachers who use 
authoritarian or dialogical discourse about teacher-student roles. In addition, Ates et al. (2016) 
analyses of in-class studies in Turkish and Social Studies courses have examined whether dialogues in 
the learning-teaching process are dialogical. Also, Genc-Kumtepe and Sen-Ersoy (2015) examined the 
situation of associate students' dialogue in English classes in their studies to determine the use of 
teaching dialects in the distance education environment. From this information, the studies in Turkey 
on dialogic teaching are often understood which focuses on science and science teachers. There are a 
limited number of studies on Turkish course (Ates et al., 2016). Moreover, when all these studies are 
evaluated in terms of their results, it is understood that in the science courses or in the other courses, 
mostly dialogic teaching does not take place. The information obtained is thought to be important in 
terms of making the learning process more effective and meaningful, aiming at educating students 
who can give feedback in their own learning process. In this study, which evaluates teachers' teaching 
activities in terms of dialogical teaching principles, not only the classroom learning environment was 
observed but also the opinions of the teachers about their own practices were also included in the 
process. 

It is examined how primary school teachers use dialogic teaching in Turkish course in their class for 
the first time in Turkey. Thus, the teaching activities of classroom teachers in Turkish course were 
evaluated in terms of dialogic teaching principles and teachers' thoughts about this topic were 
determined through their own expressions. When international literature is examined, it is 
understood that studies on dialogic teaching often involve empirical studies and, together with this, 
focus on student views. However, it is understood that there are no studies in which teachers' 
opinions about themselves about the classroom learning environment are supported by observation 
data. It is thought that the research will contribute to the national and international literature. It is 
evaluated teachers' interest in the use of dialogical approach in their subsequent implementation of 
the evaluation of teaching activities in terms of teaching principles. However, it is thought that the 
researcher will shed light on the fact that it is an in-depth study of classroom practices in dialogic 
teaching. 

In this respect, it is aimed to investigate the fourth grade Turkish course in terms of dialogical 
teaching in this research. When the curriculum of the Turkish lesson is examined, it is seen that the 
activities in the first three classes of primary school were designed to improve the reading-writing 
skills, while the fourth grade students are encouraged to think about high-level thinking. It was 
considered that this study should be considered as more appropriate for the fourth grade Turkish 
curriculum because dialogic teaching is related to thinking skills. The research questions are as follows: 

- How do primary school teachers describe their teaching practices in Turkish course? 
- What are the experiences of dialogic teaching in the fourth grade Turkish course in primary 

school? 

2. Method 

In this research, it is aimed to investigate in depth the thoughts and practices of primary teachers 
regarding the practice of dialogical teaching. Depending on this, it has been decided the qualitative 
research methodology, which enables teachers to acquire in-depth knowledge in order to learn 
their views and understand their practices (Creswell, 2007). This research is designed as a 
phenomenological. Within the scope of the study, the researcher examined the conditions under 
which the experiences of dialogic teaching in the learning-teaching process are realised, focusing on 
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the phenomenon of dialogical teaching. Thus, it is expected that teachers and students in the 
learning-teaching process will have a comprehensive knowledge of how the questions shape their 
teaching. 

2.1. Participants 

In this study, 11 primary school teachers, including five female and six male, participated in the 
interviews. According to Creswell (2007), all of the participants selected in phenomenological studies 
should have experience with the phenomenon. Based on this, it is thought that all of the teachers' 
experiences in this research related to dialogic teaching will be related to the professional experience. 
Also, when studying literature, it is seen that students’ questions like ‘why’ or ‘how’ related to dialogic 
teaching are asked more in the last years of primary school in terms of their developmental 
characteristics. Due to fact that criterion sampling is used for purposeful sampling methods in 
determining the participants, the teachers' years of professional experience and the grade level they 
are studying are taken as criteria. It has been determined that the teachers have 15 years and more 
professional experience and they are studying fourth grade students. Observations are made in the 
class of four volunteer teachers attending the interviews. 

2.2. Data collecting 

Although this study is phenomenological and the primary data collection tool is interviews with 
teachers, observations are made in some of the interviewed classroom teachers in order to increase 
the reliability of the data (Ersoy, 2016). Information on the structuring of the interview and 
observation form is as follows 

2.2.1. Teacher interview form 
Interviews are held with classroom teachers to determine their knowledge and awareness about 

the practices of the classroom teaching in the Turkish courses. In this direction, first, a pool of 
questions about the dialogic teaching has been prepared. Then, the questions in the prepared 
question pool are presented to the experts of the field of primary education department to be 
evaluated in terms of relevance to the topic, number of questions, meaning and clarity. After the 
feedbacks from the experts, the interview form is given to the two primary teachers in order to get  
the opinion of the target group and they are asked to examine it in terms of meaning and clarity. After 
the feedback of the field expert and the target group, the semi-structured interview form is ready for 
implementation. 

2.2.2. Observation form 
An observation form is developed to evaluate the learning environment in terms of dialogic 

teaching principles. The scope of the observation form is determined by the dialogic teaching 
principles that Reznitskaya (2012) has identified. In this direction, the items in the interview form are 
discussed in the context of daily conversation, learning to speak, teaching to talk and classroom 
arrangement. Following the presentation of the first version in the form of observation, the experts of 
the field are consulted in order to evaluate them in terms of suitability to the subject. After the 
feedbacks from the experts, the interview form is prepared to apply. 

The data were collected during the spring semester of 2017–2018 academic year among the fourth 
grade teachers who worked in the various primary schools in Marmara region after the completion of 
the necessary permissions from the Provincial Directorate of National Education. Participation in the 
research is based on the volunteerism of the teachers. 
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2.3. Data analysing 

In the analysis of the interview data, Moustakas (1994) data analysis technique is used. In this 
direction, first, important expressions of teachers were determined in terms of dialogic teaching. 
Then, meaning clusters are formed by grouping expressions with similar characteristics. Finally, 
structural representations of what participants experienced and what they experienced in terms of 
dialogic teaching are combined (Ersoy, 2016). In this context, expressions that are important in terms 
of dialogic teaching are identified. Similar expressions are then put together to form meaning clusters, 
and finally, meaning clusters are combined to revealed categories. In the analysis of observational 
data, a deductive approach was followed. Findings obtained within teacher interviews are supported 
with the help of observations. 

3. Results 

In this part of the study, findings are presented that reached from observations and teacher 
interviews. 

3.1. Findings from teacher interviews 

In this part of the research, findings obtained from the experiences of primary school teachers in 
the field of dialogic teaching are presented. In this context, it is understood that findings from primary 
school teachers' experiences in dialogic teaching are gathered in two main categories (Figure 1). 

 
 

Figure 1. Experiences of primary school teachers in dialogic teaching 

3.2. Importance of interaction 

When the opinions of classroom teachers regarding the interaction of students with teachers and 
other students in the learning process are considered, it is seen that they attach importance to 
encourage students to value communication. For example, Teacher 1, Teacher 5 and Teacher 7 
expressed that they interacted with Turkish course while Teacher 4 and Teacher 6 emphasised the 
relationship between communication, learning and achievement. Primary school teachers’ expressions 
on dialogic teaching are as follow: 

Dialogic Teaching 

in Turkish Courses

Importance of 
Interaction

Communication Encouragement

Organization of 
Learning Environment

Role of Teacher Role of Students 
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- Already our programme is an interactive programme, that is, a programme in which children can 
express themselves. We are also working on the same lesson by talking to them with activities, but 
we are paying attention to what we do while paying attention to each other, so we pay much 
attention to listening to each other (Teacher 1) 

- All our lessons are interactive ... I just want to raise people who are questioning, questioning the 
surroundings and questioning your friend or even me (Teacher 5) 

- Interaction now has to be good at interaction, and how well they are communicating with me and 
with their friends will be so successful in the lessons (Teacher 4) 

 

When examined teachers’ expressions in the context of interaction, it seems that all of the teachers 
are concerned about the interaction of the learning environment. For example, Teacher 1 stated that 
the Turkish curriculum allows interaction and allows students to express themselves. In addition, the 
Teacher 5 stated that he wanted to train questioning students, so that the courses were interactively 
processed. Teacher 4 also emphasised the importance of having a student interact with his/her friends 
and teacher. These explanations point out that the opinions of the teachers regarding the interactive 
processing of Turkish courses are positive. 

Two important concepts draw attention when examined the data about the interaction in Turkish 
courses closely. These are communication and encouragement. When examining the data, it is 
understood that primary teachers are interested in communicating and making efforts to encourage 
their students to learn. For example, Teacher 3 said that body language is important, while teacher 9 
states that it uses ‘self’ language. Teacher 4 stated that it is necessary to know the special needs of 
children and behave accordingly. When teachers are asked what kind of work they were doing to 
guide the students to the lesson, the teacher said that they encouraged them to teach them with the 
help of some interesting questions. Teacher 8 stated that he preferred applications that would attract 
attention. Teachers' opinions on communication and encouragement are as follows:  

- mmm...this is you. I have the language of the event or it. I usually like this. I want to do this instead 
of doing like this, or would you like to do it like this. This would be better if you would prefer to use 
the language (Teacher 9) 

- I try to talk to them at all times by touching, taking help from body language, and gesture when 
they do not attend classes or when they are distracted. I try to repeat them in that way 
(Teacher 3). 

- I am especially aware of their individual situations. I am different according to him. Some ask 
difficult questions, some already raise their fingers and actively participate. I try to help those who 
do not participate (Teacher 4). 

- We ask them to participate in the lessons by asking various questions about the lesson, asking 
questions about their areas of interest and asking them to participate in the lesson (Teacher 10). 

- I am trying to attract the curiosity of the learners. I am trying to arouse the curiosity of the 
students. For example, if there is something about Turkish, I am curious. I wonder if anyone who 
has written a letter to me, I read the letter in Turkish, I try to attract my curiosity and then I go to 
learning. It becomes difficult to learn without motivation (Teacher 8). 

 

Considering teachers’ expressions on communication, it is understood that there are elements that 
they consider important in terms of communication in the classroom environment. For example, 
Teacher 9 stated that instead of telling the children what they wanted to do, they were questioned 
and encouraged to try to find answer on their own. It is understood that Teacher 3 tried to organise 
communication within the classroom by using expressions specific to body language such as gesture 
and mimic. It is seen that the teachers try to attract students to the lesson from the expressions about 
encouraging the students to teach the lesson. For example, Teacher 4 stated that each child asked 
questions from students’ individual characteristics and Teacher 10 asked questions according to 
students’ interests. It is understood that Teacher 8 encourages lessons with interesting applications 
instead of asking questions. 
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3.3. Organisation of learning environment 

It is understood that the teachers’ pay attention to various aspects when they examine the opinions 
of the teachers on the organisation of the learning environment for the dialogical processing of the 
Turkish course. For example, Teacher 10 defines learning environments as teacher-centred, Teacher 3 
defines as student-centred and Teacher 6 defines as book-centred. Teacher views on the organisation 
of the learning environment are as follows:  

- In the learning environment, we want to define students and self-centred students who want to say 
this, but unfortunately, it is a lie to say that teacher-centred education system, unfortunately, is 
such a smart book that teacher-centred teacher now knows that we are on smart boards ... book 
centred ... we cannot use the creativity of the student to create our own creativity, that is to say, to 
play that part of the story, we can do it in a very limited number of parts. (Teacher 6) 

- Learning environment mmm have also seen a somewhat such mischievous children in the 
classroom that will do such a thing as I try to make as many of the students as possible the 
environment mmm is quiet environment as much as possible in class environment, for this reason 
thinks that the second role of the teacher in the learning environment is important, in terms of not 
boiling the important lesson of such children’s pupils are silent, so that the more the third class 
students control, the better the learning will be (Teacher 10) 

- Student-centred, now the education system is also going to be the student-centred. Yes, I am 
reading or writing to be an example to them at first, but I usually read them as they are judges at 
their work. I have activities on the smart board they are doing themselves. I‘m just a guide to 
them, so we are always student centred (Student 3) 

 

When the expressions of the teachers are examined, it seems that the Teacher 6 stated that 
textbooks limit the creativity of the learners and they do not allow enough dialogue to be established. 
Therefore, it is seen that the courses are done more book-centric rather than teacher or student 
centred. Teacher 10 has pointed out a teacher-centred learning environment by emphasising that it is 
important for students to listen to the teacher in a quiet manner. Contrary to these expressions, 
Teacher 3 stated that the education system is student-centred, and therefore they are learner-
centred. In the organisation of the learning environment, it is understood that all of the teachers 
attach importance to the questions of the students. For example, the Teacher 5 stated that it is 
necessary to question the child who does not ask questions and in this way, Teacher 10 stated that the 
questioning of the child will open the horizon. Teachers' expressions on this subject are as follows: 

- We need to question the child who does not care, ask what he wants. We also answer as many as 
we can, of course, we must give it anyway, if you cannot reach the child who does not already ask 
for it to reach (Teacher 5) 

- The more questions our students ask, the more questions we can ask. We have already answered 
many questions. The better the question, the better the opportunity for the child to open the 
window of exploration to do his research to increase his knowledge and skill by asking his own 
questions (Teacher 10) 

 

Teachers’ expressions seem to value students' questions during the learning-teaching process. The 
Teacher 5 stated that it would be difficult to understand and reach the child who did not ask 
questions, and the questions asked by the student directed him/her. Teacher 10 also stated that 
asking questions to increase the child’s knowledge and skills is a positive situation. From the 
information given by the teachers, it is understood that the questions of the students are important in 
the learning environment. In this respect, two elements are emerging while organising the learning 
environment. These are the questions the teacher asks the student and the questions the teacher asks 
the teacher and other friends. These questions play the role of the teacher and the student in the 
learning environment. The vast majority of the teachers who participated in the research expressed 
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their preference to ask open-ended questions to their students. However, just a teacher said that he 
asked closed-ended questions. Teachers' expressions are as follows: 

- I often ask my pupils to think more about what they think, what is more interesting, what can be a 
different approach to approaching from different windows, that is to say, looking at different angles 
from one thing to another (Teacher 2). 

- We often ask open-ended questions in the classroom, and we want to have the ability to express 
oneself. We try to see if the children can communicate a thought or not, while others can 
communicate with the correct word or vocabulary when using a sentence, or try to see if the main 
idea we are evaluating it is conveyed (Teacher 8). 

- We do not ask open-ended questions because there is a certain limit in the subject of Turkish 
speaking lesson. Because of the limitedness of our subjects, there are certain patterns in the 
fashion of Turkish language. I am asking 5n1k questions in the subject, so I try to ask them very 
simply (Teacher 6). 

 

It is understood that teachers prefer to ask open-ended questions in order to give their students 
the ability to express themselves and to think. He stated that they all preferred open-ended questions, 
except for a teacher who participated in the research. Teacher 2 stated that he asked open-ended 
questions for children to look at events from different windows. Teacher 8 stated that he used open-
ended questions to give his students the ability to express themselves. However, contrary to the 
other, Teacher 6 stated that the questions to be asked should be open-ended, but he stated that the 
Turkish course is limited in this subject and does not allow going out of certain patterns, so he cannot 
go beyond 5N1K questions. Although teachers prefer open-ended questions, it is understood that 
students are more likely to ask questions at the level of knowledge. For example, Teacher 2 and 
Teacher 7 stated that the students asked questions about the lesson, while Teacher 6 asked them to 
ask creative questions. Teachers' expressions on this subject are as follows:  

- In Turkish class, they usually ask questions about the words they do not know their meaning or they 
try to close their explanations by asking me what they cannot find in their dictionaries (Teacher 2). 

- My students are asking me what kind of question they are asking me, that is, they may be a word 
they may not have heard first. There may be a definition and there is no limitation in the eagerness 
and willingness to learn all kinds of questions. Such a questionnaire can be asked as long as 
everyone knows their role in the class (Teacher 7). 

- Our students actually ask very creative questions, although they are not related to the subject, they 
actually relate it to a place in the world of imagination. For example, I can remember my head as a 
candy girl now I have a piece of text: I ask very beautiful questions from them but they restrict the 
texts very much. The activities are so bad that we are so restricted that the activities were always as 
knowledgeable as we remembered in universities. I guess the information level is at the lowest 
level (Teacher 6). 

 

It is understood that the statements of the teachers often ask questions at the level of knowledge 
on the subjects that are being studied. Teacher 7 stated that students were asking words that they did 
not know much about. Similarly, Teacher 2 stated that there was no limitation of the question, but 
stated that the students were asking for the meaning of a new word of hearing. Contrary to these 
expressions of Teacher 2 and Teacher 7, Teacher 6 stated that children generally ask creative 
questions but Turkish language course restricts students. 

3.4. Findings from observations 

Observations were made in order to evaluate the Turkish courses in a dialogical way by daily 
conversation, learning to speak, teaching to talk and taking into account classroom organisation. The 
most positive point that can be taken in observations is determined as five and the most negative 
point is 1. In this respect, the level of realisation of dialogic teaching has been graded from 1 to 5. 
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Observations were made in the classes of Teacher 3, Teacher 4, Teacher 7 and Teacher 10 where 
interviews were conducted. Thus, four primary school teachers were observed. Findings related to the 
observations are shown in Table 2. 

Table 1. Dialogic evaluation criteria 

 T3 T4 T7 T10 

D
ai

ly
 

co
n

ve
rs

at
io

n
 1. Operational speech is being made. 2 4 4 4 

2. Explanatory speech is being made. 3 3 4 3 
3. Questions expressing the question are being set up. 3 4 4 3 
4. Talking to research is being done. 3 4 4 1 
5. Meaningful conversations are being made. 3 4 4 3 
6. Speaking about evaluation. 2 3 4 3 

Le
ar

n
in

g 
to

 s
p

ea
k 

7. The students are telling themselves. 3 4 5 2 
8. The students are explaining their thoughts. 3 4 5 2 
9. Students can analyse. 1 2 3 1 
10. Students can make predictions. 3 3 4 1 
11. Students can imagine. 1 2 4 2 
12. Students are doing research. 2 1 3 1 
13. Students can assess. 1 1 3 1 
14. Students can discuss. 1 1 3 1 
15. Students can defend their views. 1 1 3 1 
16. There may be cases where the students are right. 1 1 2 1 
17. Students can ask questions. 2 3 4 4 
18. The students are listening. 2 4 4 4 
19. Students think about what they hear. 2 4 4 1 
20. Students are given time to think. 3 4 4 1 
21. Alternative aspects are respected. 1 1 4 1 

Te
ac

h
in

g 
to

 t
al

k 

22. The teacher leads the students. 3 3 4 4 
23. The teacher asks questions about recall. 4 4 3 4 
24. Teacher gives children information about the content. 3 4 3 4 
25. Teacher gives information students and makes explanations. 3 4 4 4 
26. Discussions are being held. 1 1 3 2 
27. Discussions are being held with questions. 1 1 2 1 
28. The teacher gives feedback to the students. 3 4 4 3 
29. Lessons are in interaction. 2 3 3 2 

C
la

ss
ro

o
m

 

ar
ra

n
ge

m
en

t 30. All classes are taught. 4 4 4 3 
31. Teacher-centred group work is being done. 1 1 1 1 
32. Student-centred group work is being done. 1 1 1 1 
33. Teachers and students can work individually. 1 1 1 1 
34. Students can work one-by-one with other students. 1 1 1 1 

 

In the course of Turkish lessons, it is observed that daily conversations were positive in terms of 
dialogic teaching when the findings were examined within the scope of the observations examined in 
terms of the teaching principles of the classroom in the classroom learning environment. This 
indicates that there are operational, meaningful and explanatory speeches in order to realise dialogue 
in Turkish courses. Especially, it is understood that the observations made in the classes of Teacher 4 
and Teacher 7 made speeches about research and evaluation. 

When findings on the learning to talk category are examined, it is understood that there is less talk 
in the classroom about discussing, analysing, evaluating, self-advocating and respecting alternative 
ideas. For example, in the class of Teacher 3, it is observed that the students answered the questions 
asked by the teacher rather than only asking the meaning of the unknown words to the teacher. When 
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the speeches in the class of Teacher 4 are closely examined, it is seen that Teacher 4 gives an 
opportunity to students to analyse, imagine, estimate and evaluate by asking questions such as ‘What 
does your friend mean?’, ‘Do you know where to learn?’ and ‘What do you want to tell here?’. Unlike 
Teacher 4, Teacher 10 seems to ask questions such as ‘What is this bald synonym?’, ‘How to use it in 
sentence’ and ‘What is the name of the houses on the terrace?’ 

When examining the data on the teaching to talk category, it is understood that the teachers are 
directed by the students and asked more questions about reminders; the teacher encourages students 
to speak. However, there is less attention to discussion and interaction in the lessons. For example, 
Teacher 3 asked pupils questions such as ‘What is a national park?’, ‘Did you ever see a national 
park?’, and Teacher 10 often asked ‘What is it?’. 

When the classroom arrangement category is examined, it is seen that all of the teachers 
encourage all the students in the class to participate in the class. However, it is understood that 
neither teacher nor student-centred group studies have been conducted. In addition, no situation 
concerning the individual work of teachers and students has been observed. 

4. Conclusion, discussion and suggestions 

In this part of the research, the findings obtained from observations and interviews were discussed 
together. As a result of teacher interviews, two main categories emerged as the importance of 
interaction and organisation of the learning environment. Observations were also examined in four 
categories as daily conversation, learning to speak, teaching to talk and classroom arrangement. Since 
the data on the categories covered in the observation form both fall under the category of interaction 
importance and organisation of the learning environment, research is not discussed under the 
categories but on the whole. In this respect, it is understood from the interviews that the primary 
teachers pay attention to encourage the students’ value communications when their views on the 
interaction of the students in the Turkish learning process are examined. However, in observations, it 
is seen that classroom interaction is weak. This situation indicates that although teachers believe in 
the importance of interaction, practice also creates a different situation. However, dialogic teaching 
provides an interaction that provides cognitive stimuli and broadens the boundaries of consciousness 
(Fisher, 2007). Therefore, it is expected that an effective teaching process will have dialogic features 
(Reznitskaya, 2012). Teacher gives an importance to students’ all kinds of ideas in the classes in which 
the dialogic teaching is applied (Kanadli & Saglam, 2012). Such a learning environment plays a role in 
the development of high-level thinking skills (Ates et al., 2016). Because interaction is important for 
children to acquire basic mental skills of their own culture (Meiers, 2009), it is thought that classroom 
interaction is important in increasing the quality of teaching. 

It is understood that teachers prefer to ask open-ended questions to their students because of the 
importance of the students expressing themselves in the statements of the teachers participating in 
the research. However, when the observations are evaluated in general, it is noteworthy that the 
teachers often ask the children the questions in the teachers’ guidebook. Nevertheless, it is 
understood that a class of passive recipients is involved in the use of the lecture technique in the class, 
thus responding to the teacher’s questions. While the teacher supports the students in sharing the 
ideas in the dialogological learning environment, the students also learn to compare different aspects 
(Scott et al., 2006). Because dialogic teaching encourages students to realise the importance of 
information (Arnett, 1992), the dialogic classes are common, mutual, supportive, cumulative and 
purposeful (Alexander, 2006). In this direction, it is expected that teachers and students in dialogic 
classes should be able to engage in exploratory discussions, ask questions based on cooperation and 
inquiry, and allow for possible corrections (Fisher, 2007). Taking into account the findings of this 
research, it appears that the teacher is in the forefront in the organisation of the learning 
environment. This indicates that the learning environment is teacher-centred. Considering the 
constructivism theory that plays an important role in the organisation of teaching programs in Turkey 
(Board of Education, 2015) and also located at the source of the dialogic teaching, it is seen that the 
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student-centred learning environment is suggested (Vygotsky, 1978). In this direction, it is understood 
that findings obtained as a result of observations are not compatible with both constructivist approach 
and dialogic teaching. It is understood that this finding is in parallel with similar studies in the field. For 
example, Dag (2016) stated that physical conditions of the class in Turkey were not designed according 
to the constructivist approach; therefore, this negatively affected students’ interaction with each 
other. Similarly, Ates et al. (2016) emphasise that traditional classes that give importance to 
theoretical knowledge rather than practice limit the use of dialogic learning. Within the scope of this 
research, it is seen that the learning environment in Turkish classes is more monologue. As stated 
above, the researchers indicate that this situation arises from the fact that the teachers are not able to 
evaluate their own practices (Adler, et al., 2003; Smith, et al., 2004). Findings from this study also 
indicate that teachers cannot evaluate themselves effectively. Teachers' expressions in interviews 
indicate that they support dialogic teaching, whereas in observations it is observed that the learning 
environment is monologue. Therefore, it is considered that teacher and teacher candidates should be 
supported in this issue in order to make the learning-teaching process become dialogical. Because 
students’ question types are shaped and developed according to the teacher’s questions (Akyol, 
Yildirim, Ates & Cetinkaya, 2013; Gursoy, Guray, & Dogmeci, 2016), it is recommended to take into 
account the teacher profile, which leads students to ask for dialogic questions both in in-service 
training and teacher training. Thus, it is thought that the quality of the learning-teaching process will 
increase and the questions may be more dialogical. 
 

 

References 
 

Adler, M., Rougle, E., Kaiser, E. & Caughlan, S. (2003). Closing the gap between concept and practice: toward 
more dialogic discussion in the language arts classroom. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 47(4), 
312–322. 

Akinoglu, O. (2012). Ogretim ilke ve yontemleri. In S. Tan (ed.) Teaching principles and methods. Ankara, Turkey: 
Pegem Yayıncilik. 

Akis, A. (2012). Authoritarian and dialogical teachers? expectations and beliefs about their own and students? 
roles (Unpublished master thesis). Gaziantep Universitesi, Gaziantep, Turkey. 

Akyol, H., Yildirim, K., Ates, S. & Cetinkaya, C. (2013). Anlamaya yonelik ne tur sorular soruyoruz [What questions 
do we ask for understanding]. Mersin Universitesi Egitim Fakultesi Dergisi, 9(1), 41–56. 

Alexander, R. J. (2006). Toward dialogic teaching: rethinking classroom talk. Dialogos. 
Alexander, R. (2008). Essays on pedagogy. New York, NY: Routledge. 
Arnett, R. C. (1992). Dialogic education: conversation about ideas and between persons. Carbondale and 

Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois Univesity Press. 
Ates, S., Dogmeci, Y., Guray, E. & Gursoy, F.F. (2016). An analysis of speeches of classroom inside: is it dialogic or 

monologic? Ahi Evran Universitesi Kırsehir Egitim Fakultesi Dergisi, 17(2), 603–625. 
Ates, B. & Haspolat, N. K. (2017). Egitim bilimine giris In Kagan & S. Yalcin (ed). Introduction to education. Ankara, 

Turkey: Pegem Yayincilik. 
Bakhtin, M. M. (1984). Problems of dostoevsky’s poetics (Vol. 8). Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota. 
Bakhtin, M. M. (2004). Dialogic origin and dialogic pedagogy of grammar: stylistics in teaching Russian language 

in secondary school. Journal of Russian & East European Psychology, 42(6), 12–49. doi: 10.1080/ 
10610405.2004.11059233 

Bakker, A., Smit, J. & Wegerif, R. (2015). Scaffolding and dialogic teaching in mathematics education: 
introduction and review. ZDM Mathematics Education, 47, 1047–1065. 

Baykal, B. (2014). The analysis of classroom communications and interactions of science and technology teachers: 
dialogic and authoritative discourses (Unpublished master thesis). Nigde Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri 
Enstitusu, Nigde, Turkey. 

Board of Education (2015). Turkce Dersi Ogretim Programlari 1–8. Siniflar [Turkish Curriculum for 1–8 Graders]. 
Boyd, M. P. & Markarian, W. C. (2011). Dialogic teaching: talk in service of a dialogic stance. Language and 

Education, 25, 515–534. doi: 10.1080/09500782.2011.597861 



Esen-Aygun, H. (2019). Dialogic teaching in Turkish courses: What the teachers say and what they do? Cypriot Journal of Educational 
Sciences. 14(1), 111-123.  

 

122 

Burbules, N. (1993). Dialogue in teaching: theory and practice. New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 
Chow, B. W. Y., McBride-Chang, C., Cheung, H. & Chow, C. S. L. (2008). Dialogic reading and morphology training 

in Chinese children: effects on language and literacy. Developmental Psychology, 44(1), 233–244. 
Retrieved from http://psycnet.apa.org/buy/2007-19851-024   

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitive inquiry & research design (2nd ed.). Sage Publications. 
Dag, N. (2016). Consideration on class communication and state of togetherness in class within the framework of 

constructivism. Journal of Kirsehir Education Faculty, 17(2), 315–328. 
Demirel, O. (2016). Egitimde yeni yonelimler [New trends in education]. Ankara, Turkey: Pegem Yayincilik. 
Doyle, B. G. & Bramwell, W. (2006). Promoting emergent literacy and social–emotional learning through dialogic 

reading. The Reading Teacher, 59(6), 554–564. doi: 10.1598/RT.59.6.5 
Duschl, R. A. & Osborne, J. (2002). Supporting and promoting argumentation discourse in science education. 

Studies in Science Education, 38, 39–72. doi: 10.1080/03057260208560187 
Ersoy, A. F. (2016). Fenomoloji [Phenomenology]. In A. Saban & A. Ersoy (eds.) Egitimde Nitel Arastirma 

Desenleri. Ankara, Turkey: Ani Yayincilik. 
Fisher, R. (2007). Dialogic teaching: developing thinking and metacognition through philosophical discussion, 

Early Child Development and Care, 177(6–7), 615–631. doi: 10.1080/03004430701378985 
Galton, M. J. (2007). Learning and teaching in the primary classroom. London, UK: Sage. 
Genc, S. Z. (2017). Degisen degerler ve yeni egitim paradigmasi [Changing values and new educational 

paradigm]. Ankara, Turkey: Pegem Yayincilik. 
Genc-Kumtepe, E. & Sen-Ersoy, N. (2015). Instructional dialogue in distance english education. Retrived from 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/39923665/Uzaktan_Ingilizce_Ogretiminde_Ogreti
m_Diyalogu_Kullanimi.pdf?AWSAccessKeyId=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y53UL3A&Expires=1531127102&Signatur
e=3X%2FPPcaNw9m8Yoo3tgQZPI6rvDA%3D&response-content-
disposition=inline%3B%20filename%3DUzaktan_Ingilizce_Ogretiminde_Ogretim_Di.pdf 

Gurdogan-Bayir, O., Goz N. L. & Bozkurt M. (2014). Sinif ogretmeni adaylarına gore sosyal bilgiler dersinde 
kuresel vatandaslik [Global citizenship in social studies class according to primary teachers]. Egitim 
Bilimleri Arastirmalari Dergisi, 4(2), 145–162. 

Hodgen, J. (2007). Formative assessment: tools for transforming school mathematics towards a dialogic practice. 
The European Society for Research in Mathematics, 5, 1886–1895. 

Kanadli, S. & Saglam, Y. (2012). Ogretmenlerin ogretmen-ogrenci rollerine yonelik inanclarinin otoriter ve diyalojik 
soylevlere etkisi [The influence of teachers' beliefs towards teacher-student roles on authoritarian and 
dialogical statements]. Retrieved from, http://kongre.nigde.edu.tr/xufbmek/dosyalar/ 
tam_metin/pdf/2279-25_05_2012-17_01_07.pdf.  

Kennewell, S., Tanner, H., Jones, S. & Beauchamp, G. (2008). Analysing the use of interactive technology to 
implement interactive teaching. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 24(1), 61–73. doi: 10.1111/ 
j.1365-2729.2007.00244.x 

Kurt, M. (2016). Ogrenme-ogretme kuramları ve uygulamadaki yansimalari [Learning-teaching theories and their 
implications in practice]. G. Ekici (ed.). Ankara, Turkey: Pegem Yayincilik. 

Lyle, S. (2008). Dialogic teaching: discussing theoretical contexts and reviewing evidence from classroom 
practice. Language and Education, 22, 222–240. doi: 10.1080/09500780802152499 

Maher, D. (2012). Teaching literacy in primary schools using an interactive whole-class technology: facilitating 
student-to-student whole-class dialogic interactions. Technology, Pedagogy and Education,  
21(1), 137–152. doi: 10.1080/1475939X.2012.659888 

Meiers, M. (2009). Talking to learn: dialogue in the classroom. Australian Council for Educational Research 
[ACER]. Retrieved from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/44296274_Talking_to_learn_  
Dialogue_in_the_classroom  

Mercer, N. & Dawes, L. (2001). Dialogues for teaching and learning. F. Banks, A. S. Mayes (Eds.), Early 
professional development for teachers, David Fulton in Association with the Open University, London, UK. 

Mercer, N., Dawes, L. & Staarman, J. K. (2009). Dialogic teaching in the primary science classroom. Language and 
Education, 23(4), 353–369. doi: 10.1080/09500780902954273 

http://psycnet.apa.org/buy/2007-19851-024
http://psycnet.apa.org/buy/2007-19851-024
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/44296274_Talking_to_learn_
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/44296274_Talking_to_learn_


Esen-Aygun, H. (2019). Dialogic teaching in Turkish courses: What the teachers say and what they do? Cypriot Journal of Educational 
Sciences. 14(1), 111-123.  

 

123 

Mercer, N. & Littleton, K. (2007). Dialogue and the development of children’s thinking: a socio-cultural approach. 
London, UK: Routledge. 

Nystrand, M., Wu, L., Gamoran, A., Zeiser, S. & Long, D. A. (2003). Questions in time: investigating the structure 
and dynamics of unfolding classroom discourse. Discourse Processes, 35(2), 135–198. doi: 10.1207/ 
S15326950DP3502_3 

Ozden, Y. (2009). Ogrenme ve ogretme [Learning and teaching]. Ankara, Turkey: Pegem Yayincilik. 
Ozsoy, T. & Kilinc, A. (2017). The 5th grade students’ opinions about ssı-based science education (feskok 

pedagogy). Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakultesi Dergisi, 30(2), 909–925. doi: 10.19171/uefad.369252 
Renshaw, P. D. (2004). Dialogic learning teaching and instruction. In J. van der Linden, P. Renshaw (eds.) Dialogic 

learning. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer. 
Reznitskaya, A. (2012). Dialogic teaching: rethinking language use during literature discussions. The Reading 

Teacher, 65(7), 446–456. doi: 10.1002/TRTR.01066 
Reznitskaya, A. & Gregory, M. (2013). Student thought and classroom language: examining the mechanisms  

of change in dialogic teaching. Educational Psychologist, 48(2), 114–133. doi: 10.1080/00461520. 
2013.775898 

Reznitskaya, A., Kuo, L., Clark, A., Miller, B., Jadallah, M., Anderson, R.C. & Nguyen‐Jahiel, K. (2009). Collaborative 
reasoning: a dialogic approach to group discussions. Cambridge Journal of Education, 39, 29–48. doi: 
10.1080/03057640802701952 

Rogers, T., Marshall, E. & Tyson, C. A. (2006). Dialogic narratives of literacy, teaching, and schooling: preparing 
literacy teachers for diverse settings. Reading Research Quarterly, 41(2), 202–224. doi: 10.1598/ 
RRQ.41.2.3 

Scott, P. H., Mortimer, E. F. & Aguiar, O. G. (2006). The tension between authoritative and dialogic discourse: a 
fundamental characteristic of meaning making interactions in high school science lessons. Science 
Education, 90(4), 605–631. doi: 10.1002/sce.20131 

Serbest, F. (2016). Egitimde paradigma kaymasi ve medya [Paradigm shift in education and media]. Ankara, 
Turkey: Pegem Yayincilik. 

Smith, F., Hardman, F., Wall, K. & Mroz, M. (2004). Interactive whole class teaching in the National  
Literacy and Numeracy Strategies. British Educational Research Journal, 30(3), 395–411. doi: 10.1080/ 
01411920410001689706 

Soter, A., Wilkinson, I. A., Murphy, P. K., Rudge, L., Reninger, K. & Edwards, M. (2008). What the discourse tells 
us: talk and indicators of high-level comprehension. International Journal of Educational Research,  
47(6), 372–391. doi: 10.1016/j.ijer.2009.01.001 

Ucak, E. (2014). Communicative approach types used by preservice teachers' in science teaching (Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation). Denizli, Turkey: Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitusu. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1968). Thought and language (newly revised, translated, and edited by Alex Kozulin). Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press. Retrieved from http://s-f-walker.org.uk/pubsebooks/pdfs/Vygotsky_Thought_and_Language.pdf  

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: the development of higher psychological processes (M. Cole, V. John-
Steiner & E. Souberman, Eds.). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. Retrieved from 
https://books.google.com.tr/books?id=RxjjUefze_oC&printsec=frontcover&hl=tr&source=gbs_ge_summ
ary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false    

Wegerif, R. (2006). Dialogic education: what is it and why do we need it? Education Review, 19(2), 58–66. 

https://books.google.com.tr/books?id=RxjjUefze_oC&printsec=frontcover&hl=tr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.com.tr/books?id=RxjjUefze_oC&printsec=frontcover&hl=tr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.com.tr/books?id=RxjjUefze_oC&printsec=frontcover&hl=tr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.com.tr/books?id=RxjjUefze_oC&printsec=frontcover&hl=tr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false

