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(%% Abstract])

TR ) (Quality Talks > fif§ QT) EAEBIEEIR S
EHE_JU?E S B A B R AR B T LRI R85 RE DY/ NS
s PR T o SN B [0 AR SR A 4 B A 1 S ek E’JE—%‘ e
E%LA%%#%Z—EI  BMCR — BB - W LIE R R E
BB > BAERENESEA TR - B EEEE > HiE
E’\?EF"?I It SR AR BN 8K/ NE > B—(E

BT 2 BEHE I IEIRE - ARSI NN R E
% FERRE E AR o AT BT ARG HEE - BEAE
2L R RS AR S R R S T B BB R AT -

Quality Talks has been proven to be a group discussion approach
that helps improving student’s reading comprehension and enhancing
critical thinking. However, cultural and language differences in
context might influence the discussion and interaction in class. In most
Asian countries, teachers are deemed as the main role in teaching
knowledge. Students are accustomed to passive learning. They are
less likely to actively asking questions. Sometimes students worry
about teacher or peer’s judgment and are timid to ask questions
in class. Moreover, most of the learning significantly relies on the
textbook in Taiwan. There is a fixed schedule for each curriculum
and examinations are applied to evaluate the learning achievement.
Therefore, how to embed Quality Talk in the current education system,
how to conduct Quality Talk in the classroom, and the acceptance and
learning achievement of students who go through Quality Talk, are
the research topics that worth studying. This research applied action
research. The research subjects were the students in Chinese Language
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Class. Through the cyclic process of planning, action, observation,
and reflection, the research aimed to develop the framework of
Quality Talk in Chinese Language Class and learned the change of the

question level and critical capacity among students.
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= Bl

FRIFREERE I T AIRZ T (Bt RigeREESEN
hnEE R > A — EREfE TR RE T (FHAEFEE > 2003 ;5 Block, Parris,
Read, Whiteley & Cleveland, 2009) ; “NiEAERIZ E et (Classroom
Talk ) #30 F 2 o] DASY 58 22 A Rl S pE ) BB B O N BB 22 07 A 2 —

( Alvermann, O’Brien, & Dillon, 1990; Barnes, 1992; Langer, 1995;
Mercer, 2000) » AT A [EAY S 56 75 =0T 2 2R 09 2238 et A B A 15
(Soter et al., 2008 ) -

e aR e TR ey et em 7 =0 F T Bl 5| & - 22 AR (O] FE - AT HF
f&i | (Initiation-Response-Evaluation, IRE) #5 Z{ ( Chinn, Anderson, &
Waggoner, 2001) 5 & B[ FH AT S0 s i L A R 5 1% S 22 A 2 ] o 0K 22
AE[OIFE - FELL GG A AR - IRE M5 E sREE R v R AR R
T (O] FE A A o8 A HL R BRI RE ) 5 AT B2 AR R mpE =
B3 DARIES AL W 4 (E 5% - IRE X sE 2R AR B0 - A RO IERY
HIF (Nystrand, 1997) ~ "PR b ZERHERE 5 ZAME ZET A T EE
BT AU B HERE Y - B2 AR B AR AR (RN k= (D] FE T Bl #53EN
REFEOE TS o RIS Rl EBERHHAZ M R S 81T 5
PR 7 PRI AT A B A SO A T S O g A R
EZEAHFE (Allington, 2001) -

FH—rEE A T B4 EEAY/NHET E (group
discussion ) 55w 1/ NAH B B G A B DU B B EERRHIAEE -
TH AU ~ R EREERI (Rogoft, 1990 ) #EoA(LERARRE ST © EIH = RIE
HNET > BB ERES PR ESE 5 B - A EF R - B
i A2 LA EF RIS (Nystrand, Wu, Gamoran, Zeiser, & Long,
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2003; Higham, Brindley, & Van De Pol, 2014 ) - FF %028 RaR =T 3
B EEIE 08/ N R B S B 0 IR T R B Ytk g MR B S
(Alvermann et al., 1996; McKeown, Beck, & Sandora, 1996; Nystrand, 1997;
Wheelock, 2000; Mercer, 2000; Reznitskaya & Anderson, 2002) » 55w HY
RO HEEEEAGDIRASBIEY » EHICEERZER ] (Reznitskaya,
Kuo, Glina, & Anderson, 2009; Gillies, 2004 ) - ZAjfi—f&HYERE & 1
R m m E YRR (Nystrand et al,, 2003) - &/ NHE Em /D E
BN > Sa RSN - BENEBEITARE - S5
smHYERA] ~ SEELSHESS ~ AR BRSNS (OoiRE - 1997) -
PRIt > ELFEARERY B RS DURBI 2 A T 8 - 5| B2 A 5w R B 3G
A AR B IRET (Webb, 1982) -

FH Murphy AT SERI04EEX ( Murphy, Wilkinson, Soter, Hennessey,
& Alexander, 2009 ) §4i 2518 DA By T/ INHE s AR A 2 BB RN
L BEIAR S B/ N BT e R B A R I B2 A A SR YRR B
SEAERRERE T (Hi DERR A WU S B X B RE SRS E -
Rt > ZEREREE RES wmEEREL | (Quality Talk, QT) » IFHE
BNHRE T - FES AR AR TR EER  CHERERS
o N AR EE B Ry TR R A R sE T A - BB RE ) - FENEEEE
7% (Murphy, Firetto, Wei, Li, & Croninger, 2016; Li et al., 2016; Davies &
Meissel, 2016) -

TR RNV TR B — R R - BT EEA
SAECIEMONER - RILEET R ZEBEEE N FEH = HEE - R —H
B RY/NEM > MIER B RE N P E RS AR &
BV A 5 ] DASE 22 4 el sl At R P R B[O FE RV BE T 7 B4R 2
S EEGERIVAEE ? B 2 EERSTHIRE - BBV NEEER—
FRErsC L 6 BRERTEREE: » AUFTER AR, (2017) PRV TEER
B AR ER - EEILT B/ NEETEE - B H R THES A i
AR BBHVEI G R RS R A - IRIAARERTE - HEEH
BRSNS T o AR SN A SR B TS 3T AW
FEENEBRE S B AR SR 2 A n g K EER T mBR
HIRETHGHE  SRIEUBEHRESMBEEZER » DERHEN
P RRE R 2 25 -
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Al ~ Xkt

— B =58 HEEmIEE

TEE BN R AT - 25 2 EeVAE & E R
WA Ry B SR o 7 an B (Piager) FHAZE MERA T [F 05 O B 23
MM N B BERY 5228 (Light, Littleton, Mercer, & Joiner, 1994) » {HE
BANMENZENENSEEE - )9/ &3 % A7 O 8 S fg
Z MRS o FZ oo BERY R 485 > U1 Doise ~ Mugny £ Perret-Clermont

(1975) DAt & sl RIE2E (socio-cognitive conflict) & » & am % E N
A Rt NEVAEE B EH GEE IR EE A G HAE =
KRR S > EEE AR WARERUEA P HERIEE - 1
R AEZEAER - S EHEE P EIEEEREN T - (H1R oo
Bk (Neo-Piagetians ) i ARRHFEZEHEEAEAVEEE (ralks) - R sk

(language ) (/5 FseZ ik EZEWTFEE G2 - FF2L 5T ERET & TE Q0T 3G HE(E A
HYELE R - Al 2B [E] I O B & F R AR A AR s 2 -

Hermiris (LS. Vygousky ) HlEm=Z BN HEAEE » MIFEIEEY - &
= TR E AR T EHEEEE) (joint activity) » {HAI
Wells (1994) FRE » ZIkAEZ BTN R4S TEZE HailaFg
Il > MFEESE  HERERIEIF ST G (ZEmEE L) s E
YR (5 (BRARELERAL ) HUBHSE - Wik A ZEER R -

Barnes 81 Todd (1978) Ry¥EHEEIFFTHISCER » HIFEiMES
EBNES LGRS RIS RIS o 924 B B AT RERGHIRS i (negotiable
commodity ) ZR[OIfAREE T ORI » AT A BAMERINVEEEE T
B [E] (B 5 ambes > AN S AT  IEROVETamEL RS o B T E)
WL EE B BESwB HESGERE - A MR AR #i e
TR MHRBARIER AW A S 0 E ~ BURLVEND A AR AL - sE At
HFIRABARFIHE A BAAYE 5E © FLAD Bruner (1985) 2% —{EEHHE
MYEE (more competent peer) > T DLEFEEEHFEHEEZE (scaffolding )
AR BNEEE o Fletcher (1985) iR » 2 EH A\ fR iR B EERY 2812
o DS RN A S AR - A AHA - ERENVEER > MY
PR o A 28 P B S TS 0 S B T A AR 2 BE G M I e R R

90 FEASE B ELBION 32 F1% K7 si 2RV 2 B/ NH S PR AHRH
W58 (Howe, 1993; Light, Littleton, Mercer, & Joiner, 1994) - {H 2% #%
HMEANZE R > IFEEEIE - AU ZREBEFEENE
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B (AR TER > FREER T » BEEZEE M EARE - Light
Bl Glachan (1985) {FF4FERHZ A A2 T 8 E S E i L MRV AE
71 B e EBME A B R FIRY RS R A

Hoyles ~ Healy B Pozzie (1992) FI|FH B =5 8 i3 5% ¥ /N 7% £ 771

sl P S EE AN SR - TR RS TS ~ W d RETamay/ N
4 FAEGBINHERERS - B DO TR E e ORI TEN T 6 0 5K
BILEESERIFEEE S o IWMEREEIE » IR R T3
FAHRINEE —RE TEHREEEEY ) (VT HZEEE (Zone of
Proximal Development, ZPD) &gl ; 8K HY » 5E JIHLAHEY & (EE1E
ELIFETRAH 2 E T % B AIEREE AV —E T/F - ARENEE
1R AR H B 0T SRES g S i (Messer, Joiner, Loveridge,
Light, & Littleton, 1993 )

TR E RN EAR A SR AR EEEER AR - I

B HEE A A I PR B s B R B o (BRSNS R A
RHATE 28 R/ BB R0 B2 A S 2 = il vy F R R Bt Y R Rl

(Barners, 1992) - tHEHEZEMITER IAER 4= W2 = HER A A H AR
PA[E BB AR - Bl - AR AR R s S B g RIE S
RARE S aR g 5 B0 AR B S i Ry e H T DARFR IERES 05 &
IV B A 30 Ryl HEE R E0UR G LS WU EE (Maybin, Edwards,
& Mercer, 1988) ©

Mercer (1996) i 22 i 93 #7 SLANT (Spoken Language and New

Technology ) FtE&EH/NEARFENA - Zats L EEMR MU LIERKS
B2 B EE o DU B 5E A s BV SRR A 8 o Mercer i
RN B AT B Ry NI = AURS -

1. Fim M ¥EE (disputational talk) @ 55 F SEM A B AR FFH
i > NIRRT AT > NARBE S - AAEREEY
s A S g IR AR -

2. ZFEMEHEE (cumulative talk) @ 5 FHIEM ANYEREZ BT
TEI HIFAEAIPERYELRE -

3. BRRMEEEE (exploratory talk )+ 35 M AGwEA A FEIRE -
HEETTAHEAE - (B RS AE S - IR - s E R
el A e MRS

Rl R 23R =N E AV RS B BRI A EE

2B NBHHY B o Mercer #E—21 8 17 = {[#58 M Eml

L. R HVEREE )7 20U R E Y+ g M BB
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2. RPE ML I B S e LR E Y S TRRA (4
3. IFEAR 2 B E R R A BRI S BRI 2 -
HRAGTEFEE NI R Mercer 2 st ik o HoA% T 20 20 2 S EEAH B
BZEHIESRE - Bl [E ST i - B2 AT SRR ~ PRI RIE Y
UL A EREERE - sfenE R h e R gRE ] - 11
g EhEiE AL BB - TS SR e th & R R R 22
( Wilkinson, Soter, & Murphy, 2010; Davies & Meissel, 2016)

— - REFIWHAEABRERNE

=GB R Ry ISR SO ~ PRIE SR 7 EERASE © Reninger (2007)
fath = B2 (high-level comprehension ) 75 B4 /7l < BEEEHTT -
BFEEABEA Z 456 - BIEECRE - EIFrFaaE - BE
8~ BAREMRIVEE ST o Reninger YA Resnick (1987) FEFRZ S
P&z FE 2% (high-order thinking ) FH{EL » Resnick $& H 85 15 g R Yy B fid 45
TR E R B I A R M - A R i T 2 BB
W kg - &5 BRTIl - S EICGEM R RIS MERERE - SaEE A
BHVAEREAAER 2 e ) - BRI R R

DUNHET s SRR BRI B2 A A IR 208 - H & BN EIVET &
B > EHEEHERWAZER] o Shen (2005) R 11 {#H LIF SRS — 58
SZ (English as a Second Language, ESL ) AJE24 B ¥af5 » (i T #E25E

(Instructional Conversations) ~ " =@ | (Book Club) ~ " E[ |

(Literature Circles ) = e 78 FHJ 5+ & {f2 £ el 55 2R g Y A BRI 5 ST
1&az AT (Meta-Analysis ) 58 28 FH 5 i b 22 el ol R BB A Y B a4
1 SR RENEREEREE > gEE R ENRER 0" EEE
TSR ) (A BB - i " PR ) AR mEE S8

Soter (2007 ) FEGREFHIT - R R HEH G M /BB ET A
HYE BT - ST/ NEE G o] (2 S B i FE T BRAR - BT 5T o
FAITE B am A RUEST - 20 - METL A 3 S N AR Ol SR Ay 2 -
HEER R ENSOR ~ IEMBIREME ~ B RSk 1rbE (5
{EECCIEITA] ) %5 = Soter 70 5y & BEEE 5 | HE A S [E] F H 5wl - A6
BTN S ENEES - FEEHEfZ LR T RIRE |, BLEEE > o DUEE
Ba4E—b BB H Bl - RSO 24 FERA - 7EFF
MR IER T - B4 HRE EE WA ARl 5 5 BT ERHI=0:
[CIfE (41 %F ~ RIBE TS  [E4E T EES Mol - 24/ [0 fE
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FE AN K2 FIRNEERIZRHEE L E B (Soter et al,
2006) -

Soter Z N (2008 ) 4H Bl Y b/ 5T B % o A 1 A 28 F 5+ s DA {12 #E
MR BIE 7L > BIERE NG - DEXREILZEHS (Junior Great
Books shared Inquiry) ~ B %E1E# (Questioning the Author) ~ & {EH#E
! (Collaborative Reasoning ) ~ JKk #t 5o #ff 5 & (Paideia Seminars) -
5d, F #7 £ (Philosophy for Children) ~ 3 # & - 2 & % 55 (Grand
Conversations ) DA SCEERE o DUBTT ZFRafgksZ iy 7t > 08k =4
RESLAFEREY 36 BaTam N » $RAH B 2003 SR AR EIIRIER 77
STEmAES o et R A aw el s 2R T DU A2 A B R R ~ = g G
figg ~ PE IRV (O] FEECHE A B[O E - JRE ST s R Y 58 o M B AR A G
I3t~ BRANEIFE o SEIREUR - Ll AR S A HAH A (Soter et al,
2008 ) -

HE — 25 BT S S R 15 g CER i 619 A BE SRR (Mercer, 1996, 2002
Nystrand, 1997; Webb, 1991 ) > Soter ¢ A (2008 ) =& [&E] 77 M1 /& 5 &
PN AIE HE T I8 B g Y = SR FE B S - &R & o ke B ik
NAES w7 7A% > A =THEEN S B CEREE B - SRAZRE

(Authentic Questions, AQ ) ~ f#FEM:355E (Elaborated Explanation, EE )
BAERZEBKEE (Exploratory Talk, ET) « SRAIAIRREZ A FrEERY " IEHE |
B SRR A DRBUERS » BSCANE TN - BN - HEE
feam o MR A O AR - PR E Bl EEBEERITE
BALFNEEERME - BEA ARV EGERHE BEE - SRR
SRR AR ST al LSS - BAEREL » X RE R 4R T 0
/B RE It FEmIEFE (Soter et al,, 2008) -

Murphy ~ Wilkinson ~ Soter * Hennessey £ Alexander (2009 ) #&AHF
RS AU ST St & R M B B A 2 EES U T4R
Gt DUNEAE BT S - BIZRAN AR - ARG REEAE
G Ed (a2 AR B B R ARAR TS > DAy Bre am B B i S i e s
DAUBAHBHAV S BRAGHE © 4E 53R - ZaM S H Lo B sl A A Bk
WA FECR AR RS B AN - REER R 24 TE2 B T E %
HIRIRE ~ STamE AT > &R LN BRI MRE ST o WTFTHEHGT
s iE I 2R > 458 2008 SEAVIST » 4 B AR RlOZR T B e am 1102
% (discourse elements) » i 57 Ay REEEA (Question Event, QE) Eil[H]
JiE (Response) —¥H o

R S ey T RE AL O] FE AT AR 52 R Ry A T GBS, (Sites
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of interactions) » HUR¥IEEE " HWEEHEIT 2 G E)E M, (Nystrand et
al., 2003 ) o [AIPE— A2 ) 2 R B9 S TH G B B 0] & (Nystrand,
2006) R B—(d A EA - A BB B S EURE B S
AKAENEEEXR - PlEswmbmELE TEEEHE ) " XEF
1949 FEEE (TS 7 | B fE— i — 20V B M AR Ry R A 2 ] R
(Test Question, TQ)  FEETEEEIHERREE 4 S URAY A LB M
J@x o EEATHREM " R(TEIREME - ) BB > giFE TR
By VIREE ) WNEELH) > #E g i il o e i —0
SRR BAE I EME - AR R R
FrAURTRE (Analysis Question, AQ ) » EFTATHEARRE Ty - B2 HERT T 38
RN EEEBEERRMOTE? | TIREEGEFI R E ST ?
[ FE & AR B & AR SR E RIS &S sm iV ER 99 R R ( Generalized
Question, GQ ) » BUREA: ELHFERANEME 2 B g E2AFNCRR
TR N B B T 2 n RE AT R B [0 FERS -
I Pl E 28 R MM B - Z5 4 (Speculated Question, SQ) 5 7t
=B EEA A 2R T - BRA -~ HEEmEE T BREIN S g
Mg (High-Level Thinking, HLT ) ffEEM:; MEs B4 H BB
RV ERE - RS R sz B RE (Affective Question, Af) 5 BiJE [ el
HECRSHESNE - W1 " B2 A NEE > A8E RN E-E
E? o RIS s R RE (Connection Question, CQ)  °

FERET o ERANCIEAEE - BEAEE > ARENKERE
BRI (Webb, 1982) ; fEfRfEH fZ L 2B E AV EIES > 5l
fEREE LU AEERENS - ENEEim - THEESNER &
[T AE R S H % (Bargh & Schual, 1980) © [RIHETam - S BlE GmiE AL
(B fEAN S E~NHE A G E R RERAIEN - RS e EER] - &
F& 0 1~ FE4Hf#ERE (Elaborated Explanation, EE) @ NZEZHE & 2/ —(#
SEERE AL - A W (EEm B RS IR IR em il S 2 BEEP R
R REEHERE  (RBLEAS Z2HEY  BURSEBANE A\ Gl sEsg
REJT 3 2~ PRRMESGE (Exploratory Talk, ET) * EEGEHIHARE R, -
OAEBRECE Ty el Y 280 B2 RER R SRR ERKE - =k
a5 [ME T CRSCEEE A8 H SimB R AR A
AR ESFH 51 o PRER M A ERL HEF M RS - 3 - BREMERK
&t (Cumulative Talk, CT) : BEERZRMESGERE - BIEMEDGEE /924
55 BEHEDL > BARNEEN )T X — RIS & 0 &)
PRELAZ LEAE S EAEE -
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PRECAHIREEE g o - RIS aT am o8 - 78 RIFHVET s 30 A
AEE R > BEEE RS « smtey Bt AL I A 58
(Murphy et al, 2016) & Ehl%E T HEHETS 2 > MEEATNEES BRIRE
STamEL AT » M DR EEEEREHIINIY - E2EESHAE
TGEE R SEmiF Al A SO ~ ME YT REAFEER  #EE
TR R > AT HEFIME S - BER AR HETEL - BT
1] DL EEEEA)ET (Wilkinson, Soter, & Murphy, 2010) ©

— MEET Em B AR A R S MU B2 A Y R g X (EREDLIEL
BlESZ ~ BCREERE R HETTIR AR > Gh= BURE H L5 H BEAE RS
& o TR Gmte et ZERs > FEHES - B AT AR EE
HR PR R A0 E 2 RIS - IR AN B RS E—F
Bz Eh B[O BT - T RRER AR ANl SR R IS IR SR
DU R 2 BUERRRRY -

= FERASAEREAR

HATCAZ RS B > REERE/NE ~ hE R
o e T RE M ERE AU « Murphy 52 A (2016) B & S IHREH G
JEF RS » S HETamiEE o] DUE 422 A4 B A AL AL I M B 75T am
A B em AR RIS A e R B E S » nI DR S AREE R
A NG ST R AR g AL A B4 - TR AN R R A MR =
i ae DA - B4 T DUBGMRERE - B IE R RS amaE
i o

Li % A (2016) 73 B3 PY ~ 7 E 4R 22 A0 B it 26 R 5 o ~ Bl s AT
1% % (‘Think before reading, think While reading, think After reading,
TWA) ~ flfEEESRZE (Hybrid) =fERIEZEER, - Bz
A Bl sE PR R A I S b R 4 s 2 > R Th B A A T R SR
HETEm o ERBUTORG SRR S am iV RS B A R M ~ TLFER
B4 i g UG g B M R > ST U A SR A R RE R S A A R
B3 AR SRARBHERRE T - R BB A Y R R B O FE fg 3y 2R A 0 55—
JTTH > AR A SR = B i % P BB A 3R RE BRI GE

PrRifC BB AN » BB EINRE R s B R M g~ s 8
Davies Bl Meissel (2016) 7% = Firét 5 i BL v [ i 5B 22 A i iy 224
Bt e e o BaLE B dH B IR 4H 22 AR BERE SR A am B B R R ST
ZABER > SRR > B S E AR N EE N SRR
ABEHEE R B LI G - [FFF A B B E RIS S ERL
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GEFIIEIES - BIAEMY - Bl & EATE N2 E R R Em BN
R—BISCEAFSOEFGAE - BRI S - BN R e B 2 4
AL H Samat LR FEE S > R R EREEB(ETE (TR - Tt
55 2020) - FFGRTARTZEEER -

2 - fgeast

—  WRTTE

AWFEERH E 873 7% (discourse analysis ) S [E/ NS4RS B
HEER AR a i as o DI AR R AR 1S W DART G &5
EEERHNFEENMBEENEL - BNt g R > S8OhE
B amNEat - HFETE) > =B o HEHEPE 8
SPEmAEAE o HEEE LS H LA (Stubbs, 1983) o SyHTHEEAZS ]
M fifp 2 U AR R (Gee, 2005) > B4 » 0ol 5 [ B2 B A S
R 2 B BRI Go so B2 B8R R ? B4R T HEEH ?
BEAEURE R (7] 2 o TEEEIHST ~ EREISE ~ UL R E A

( Green, Weade, & Graham, 1988) -

TEFITMTEAL (Unit of Analysis) Z#EfTE KTV E LZME » A
WU S e e 2 2 ME S« BRI 4 MR e B E
HIFERA [l FESE SR Ry 1k BUFs—{E 3 T BE AL » AEERA Soter FE A (2006 )
0y TR R AR, o HEEAENE RN A T T -

RERFTE MRS S am e 2 A T am 2 P0H] ~ B EBRRE - DA fE
BA NIRRT RS S L EE R A RSB E R EER

(2011) " EIEmElAISE RS - BEUATHSUIERMAELL TR
TR A B iE sm BRI B/ NP AR A 7 BB SRR » R G ER
W REET BB A R U S E S ZENE -
H SRS Bk aI s =8y - BER0 Ry B AR PR -
BRI AT B IR B Ry B B R ER S = IR
BE DURFRES - BARRMAE ST - BEGRE ) - HSEaRE 73k /U -
RGREEB N A RIS — ~ FESwEEME - ARG R AR
=7 (Likert scale) %5t » R NIE—2(M4 Cronbach’ s a {H /A 0.92 >
BTrHERIFEE -

\
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— - HARER

AFEAZ AL TR B NN TR ATEER A R oe i 5 - 24427 A >
Hp B4 14 N 2413 A - ZREBAD T BEAEARELE
W B mBERE > FFIEHEERE - ERUITtmE - Atz
DIEHIEE R RAEE -

= TR

(—) %M % (Pilot Study)

TF 5 B 5 DA B 07 Fif i K 22 (8] 5 5 a2 PR L D — AR 4R B2 AR Ry
% £ T RESENEERES ) SRR ETRER R > MU REIT
DU g P e @ 2RI - WAREIET - Skt 2 B -
BRI BRI TR - (€SB - B E SR wIHA
T REISOR N AR 2 BEE 0 NI 4RISAC st B B B & 2 2 MF1E -
AN R KRS 2 (EE > RISEFAR T REwmimEFMm, > WHE=
AL ERISE RIS - N —BURAIHEE = EIAG &m AU 3L3% -
(=) REFHREREAR

AT R —EBAF - 0y = F PSR - SF—IRAEFR - BFEER
FEARE] ~ BEFIEN > FFRL 10-15 S s sk VR aRAE A SRR A o - oy 5 4 >
40 5-6 A\ > DAAGER R ST am 0V E o R R BB [ (0] R 71 - BRAZ
T FT B B A DRSS ~ S8k R A B R F 2 RS T3
BEL B AES  SMEEA B AERRE MR T R
BN SRR RERR WK A RE R TR B M EAAS
TERBEE AR T RORER , AEIS S (RIS b B hFEmEEn
AR R B I o] e i RE = 4 DA B2 A 3 e ) 7 B Y T8
e RO A AL 8 8 o] BPR R AR s R R R e (e R B > R —
WERFEIF AR K2 LR AR > BEEZ A eEn TE, - #
il b P B B2 AR 2 HH 2 Te R RE G 187 L AE i AL e > DA e R st AR e R
1, PRECREEME - 55— 71 - SEESRIR BRI/ N D e sl 7 =0 (Rl
H—4 i > HAAEE ) 528 RiFslmoyItak - 1t 4 TEMERE
BT RE R AR E R 2 R o] fE - FEmR R T8 - 2P R
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Introduction

Group discussions are pervasive instructional practices in contemporary
classrooms (Johnson & Johnson, 1998; Murphy, 2017). The prevailing
instructional perspective is that such discussions promote enhanced learning,
social engagement, and accountability (Slavin, 1991). Effective questions
and answers during discussions provides students having more opportunities
to share their thoughts and challenge each other to reach high-level thinking
(Mercer & Littleton, 2007). On the other hand, disagreements, and the
resulting debates, provide students opportunities to think critically.
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Quality Talk(QT) is a method of group discussion that works by
conducting a comprehensive discourse analysis of transcripts from
different discussion approaches . By highlighting a number of discourse
elements, QT can serve as proximal indices of critical thinking and high-
level comprehension in classroom discussions. QT has been proven to be a
discussion approach that helps improving student’s reading comprehension
and enhancing critical thinking in different researches in several western
countries. However, cultural and language differences in context might
influence the discussion and interaction in class. In most Asian countries,
teachers are deemed as the main role in teaching knowledge. Students
are accustomed to passive learning and less likely to actively asking
questions. Sometimes students worry about teacher or peer’s judgment
and are timid to ask questions in class. Moreover, in Taiwan, most of the
learning significantly relies on the textbook. There is a fixed schedule for
each curriculum and examinations are applied to evaluate the learning
achievement. Therefore, how to embed QT in the current education system,
how to conduct QT in the classroom, and the acceptance and learning
achievement of students who go through Quality Talk, are the research
topics that worth studying.

Research Design and Implementation

This research applied discourse analysis and questionnaires as research
methods. The research subjects were 27 sixth grades students in Chinese
Language Class. Through two times the cyclic process of planning, action,
observation, and reflection in a year, the research aimed to develop the
framework of QT in Chinese Language Class and learned the change of the
question level and critical capacity among students.

In discourse analysis, questions and responses in the QT discussion
were classified as Question Events (QE) and Response. Different types of
QE represent corresponding conversations, which in turn show the different
comprehension levels that the students have of the text. All coders were
trained using a detailed discourse coding manual adapted from Soter et al.
(2008) and Wilkinson et al. (2010), which included definitions and examples
of QEs indicative of higher-level thinking comprehension.
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Table 1
Summary of Question Events and Responses
Question Event Code Definition

Test Question TQ An inauthentic question that presupposes
one correct answer.

Authentic Question AQ One for which the person does not know the
answer or is genuinely interested in knowing
how others will answer.

Uptake Question uUT Follow-up questions about the content of the
previous person's speakings.

High-Level Thinking HLT A question that leads to generalization (GQ),

Question analysis (Ay) or speculation (SQ). A question
can be judged to be a high-level thinking
question if it elicits new information, rather
than old information, or if it cannot be
answered through routine application of
prior knowledge

Analysis Question Ay A question can lead student to find the
reason. “Why” is usually occurred in
conversation.

Generalized Question  Ge A question that make students summarize
the information or common principles from
text.

Speculation Question  SQ A question can induce different possibilities.
Such as “Whatif ... ”

Supportive Question SP

Affective Question Af  Afelicit connections between a student’s life
experience and the text.

Connection Question Cn Cn elicit connections between two or more
textual materials.

Elaborated Explanation

EE Thinking is explained in some detail through

extension, building on an idea step by step.
A claim and reasons and/or evidence are
stated.
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Cumulative talk

CT Co-reasoning where students build
positively, but uncritically, on what others
have said over several turns; does not
include an element of challenge.

Exploratory talk ET Co-reasoning where students build and
share knowledge over several turns;
evaluate evidence; consider options; think
collectively. There is usually an element of
challenge.

Note. Adapted from“Developing a model of Quality Talk about literary text” by
Wilkinson, Soter., & Murphy, (2010). In McKeown, M. G., & Kucan, L. (Eds.).
Bringing Reading Research to Life. 142-169. New York: Guilford Press.

The questionnaire is divided into three parts, including the cognition:
students’ self-recognition of understanding of the texts and asking questions;
affection: whether students are willing to share, listen, and think in
discussion; and skills: students’ ability to ask questions and provide evidence
to support their points. There are 8 items in the questionnaire along with the
five-point Likert scale. The internal consistency of the scale is 0.92.

Results

In the first round, short dialogs appeared in discussions, such as "What
size of the shoes in the article" "Simple, size 25". Some students imitated
teacher’s commanding tone, or asking test-oriented questions, and even
acted as teachers to check whether the answers were correct. Students
repeated recitations of the course/text content appear in the dialogue.
Combined with the statistics of the first round of QEs, the highest number
of occurrences is TQ (average 12.2 times), which showed that students
intuitively asked questions that emphasizing memory knowledge in the
initial stage of trying to actively discuss.
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Figure 1. Avg. of QE in discussion

After the implementation of QT on second round, excepted for the
decrease number of TQ, other categories had increased. Students had
made significant progress in their ability to analyze(Ay), summarize(Ge),
and speculate(SQ) on textbook. The response pattern has also changed
significantly. In the first round, only a few group members responded briefly,
that there was no EE, ET and CT appeared in discussion.

After the teacher revised the teaching, the three types of responses had
increased significantly in the second round. Students had learned to use
evidence to explain their opinions (35 times EE). Sometimes students come
up with critical and constructive ideas (4 times ETs), or established positive
and non-critical viewpoints together (8 times CTs).

Table 2
Numbers of Response in round 2 discussion
EE ET CT
1* Time 4 0 1
2" Time 5 1 1
3" Time 8 0 2
4" Time 5 0 1
5" Time 9 1 1
6" Time 10 2 2
Total 42 4 8
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Through the result of questionnaire data, 100% of the students believed
that the discussion made them understand the text better on second round.
In terms of skills, 95% of students said they learned to express their ideas,
an increase from 75% in the previous round; 63% of students believed that
questioning would cause their classmates to participate into dialogue, which
was an increase from 58% in the first round. On the whole, except that the
willingness to share with classmates is slightly reduced by the regrouping,
students have positive growth in cognition, affection, and skills for QT.

Conclusion

This study is the first research conducted a long-term QT for one
academic year. From question-and-answer discourses, students gradually
developed a high-level thinking of the text with analysis, induction and
speculation, and the response content was also richer. QT promotes students’
willingness to actively engage in discussion and stimulates different thinking
and critical thinking. Students not only answer the teacher's standard
answers, but jointly explore knowledge, actively dialogue with each other,
clarify doubts, and seek answers by themselves. The research team also
found that as students learned to think and reason about texts through
argumentation, teachers gradually released their responsibilities.

After QT, students improved text comprehension, promoted cooperative
learning, and showed that good discussion can increase interest in reading
and discussion, and become a teaching method that promoted learning
motivation and effectiveness. In summary, after the implementation of QT,
students improved reading comprehension and cooperative learning. Quality
discussion can increase interest in reading discussion and become a teaching
method that promotes learning motivation and effectiveness.
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