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The purpose of this study is to explore the effect of responsive teaching on students’ productive
argumentation practice. The participating students predicted the results of an activity to measure in which
location on the body (the head, spine, or back of the hand) they would feel a cellphone’s vibrations
faster. They then engaged in the activity and built an argument to justify it. We interviewed the teacher
to understand her thoughts regarding what was expected in the class. We also recorded and transcribed
the class and the interview, for use in the analysis of the students’ epistemological framing and the
teacher’s responsive practice in small group argumentation. We discovered that the teacher intervened
in the groups with questions that elicited students’ thoughts as starting points for her responsive practice.
Her eliciting questions led the students to talk about their ideas, supporting their engagement in the
argumentation. The teacher’s understanding of the argumentation lesson and her behavior to understand
the students’ ideas reflected her productive framing, which led her to elicit students’ ideas and to support
their active interaction during the small-group argumentation. She presented rebuttals against students’
ideas, engaging in the argumentation as another participant, not as an evaluator. This supported the equality
of intellectual authority in the group and showed students how to engage in the argumentation, supporting
students’ productive framing. As a result of these responsive teaching practices, the students shifted their
epistemological framing, resulting in productive argumentation practice. The results of this study will
contribute to developing teachers’ responsive teaching strategies to support students’ productive framing
in science classrooms.
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Table 1. Epistemological resources activated in small group argumentation and their categories (Lee, 2016)
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Table 4. Teacher intervention discourse in small group 1 argumentation
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Table 5. Students’ predictions on the sensing, support cards they used, and grounds for their prediction in small group 2
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Table 6. Teacher intervention discourse in small group 2 argumentation
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