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ABSTRACT
The study was conducted as part of a project to integrate reflective inquiry around dialogic 
teaching practices into university courses for teachers of Vocational and Professional 
Education and Training (VPET) in Switzerland. The initiative employed a toolkit for this 
purpose known as T-SEDA. The study explored the challenges, need for support, and mutual 
roles related to lecturers’ involvement in practitioner-led inquiry. A design-based research 
approach was implemented in two phases linked to in-service courses: the first with five 
teachers of different subjects, the second with 13 teachers of General Culture. The course 
monitoring tools (interviews, surveys, teachers’ artifacts, and the researcher’s logbook) 
generated data on the lecturer’s facilitation and the teachers’ learning experiences. Support 
needs were identified, materials were developed, and the importance of face-to-face 
supervision was recognized, especially for an initial dialogic activity to begin observation 
of practice. The findings highlighted a shift from the traditional lecturer role of trainer to  
a facilitator role, an increase in perceived agency on the part of VPET teachers, and the 
overall feasibility of integrating the T-SEDA approach into university-based courses for VPET 
teachers. The research resulted in the design of new courses, allowing for individualized and 
self-directed teacher professional development in the context of highly standardized VPET 
requirement frameworks. It has implications for the enhancement of a reflective approach 
in the professional development of VPET teachers, showing possible strategies and tools for 
balancing external guidance – mainly for the design of dialogic activities – and teacher 
autonomy when defining the focus of inquiry and interpreting collected data.
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Introduction

This paper contributes to the ongoing discussion on the role of facilitators 
in teachers’ professional development (TPD) by focusing on the type of 
facilitation provided by vocational education lecturers of general pedagogy 
– henceforth pedagogy lecturers1 – to help teachers engage in reflective inquiry 
on their professional practices. It explores the specific goals, tools, and 
methods of facilitation offered by pedagogy lecturers within professional 
teacher education programs delivered by a university-level institution that  
is specifically designed for vocational school teachers in their initial and 
continuing education. The curricular focus is on an important aspect of 
teacher competence: the fostering of dialogic teaching, which involves 
developing dialogue with and among students as a tool for learning. The 
paper addresses the challenges of facilitating dialogic teaching and learning 
in vocational education, including any potential tensions related to the 
curriculum-driven commitments of pedagogy lecturers.
	 The study was conducted in the context of teacher training in the 
Vocational and Professional Education and Training (VPET) sector in 
Switzerland. Within the framework of upper secondary education programs, 
this sector covers more than two-thirds of students graduating from 
compulsory schooling. It comprises Vocational Education and Training tracks 
at the upper secondary level (ISCED 3–4 and 3–5) and, at the tertiary level, 
the Professional Education and Training programs for higher degrees in the 
profession (federal diploma of higher education on ISCED 6 and advanced 
federal diploma of higher education on ISCED 7) as well as the colleges for 
higher education (ISCED 6)2. 

1	 With the term “pedagogy lecturers” we identify people who work in the professional 
development of teachers, providing basic pedagogical and didactic training, without any 
specific reference to the key features and needs related to the teaching of a specific discipline 
— such as subject experts — and without being part of the professional community of 
teachers, as are, for example, expert teachers who act as tutors to new teachers in schools. 

2	 The UNESCO International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) indicates 
levels of education in an international comparison (UNESCO, 2012). Swiss educational 
system and related classifications are indicated here: https://infogram.com/swiss-
education-system-1ho16vo3rxzz84n (27.03.2025).
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	 Teaching in VPET settings as well as in other contexts requires the ability 
to manage relationships with pupils, to define such relationships as an 
interactive process, and to encourage and guide discussions and reflections 
on learning outcomes and processes3. The quality of teacher-pupil relationships 
and the effectiveness of learning are closely related to the quality of discursive 
interactions taking place in the classroom, both between pupils and teachers 
and among peers. This awareness has been rooted in educational theory  
based on Vygotsky’s studies about the effects of verbal and social interactions 
on the development of individual cognitive functions (Mercer, 2008; 
Pontecorvo, 1993; Vygotsky, 1978).
	 VPET has traditionally focused on producing well-informed professionals 
who are able to make sound decisions in routine and non-routine situations 
(Cheetham & Chivers, 1998; Schoen, 1983; Winch, 2022). In today’s fast-
changing professional landscape and the face of global challenges, innova- 
tion is paramount, making the mere replication of procedures insufficient 
(Lotz-Sisitka et al., 2024; Plata & Addimando, 2023). This context calls for 
pedagogical approaches that encourage students to argue and explain, 
fostering the ability to think critically and adapt to evolving situations.  
The project on which this article is based stems from the belief that dialogic 
teaching can contribute to preparing students for workplace settings, as it 
has been shown to enhance critical reflection, innovation, and decision-
making skills (Alexander, 2019; Mercer et al., 1999; Rojas-Drummond et al., 
2006; Teo, 2019; Wegerif, 2013). There is, however, currently limited research 
on the facilitation role of pedagogy lecturers in this aspect of vocational 
education.

3	 The above-mentioned competences are included in the competence profile identified as 
a result of a process carried out at the national level in Switzerland to define the 
competence profiles of VPET teachers, with a view to defining the basis of professional 
development offerings for them (Profili di competenza dei responsabili della formazione 
professionale, SFUVET, 2019) and related to the federal syllabi for the different profiles 
of teachers and trainers defined by the State and the State Secretariat for Education, 
Research and Innovation (SERI www.sbfi.admin.ch), the agency of the Federal 
Department of Economic Affairs, Education and Research (EAER) that deals with the 
strategic management of VPET.
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	 Educational research over the last 50 years, starting from the seminal 
work from Sinclair and Coultard (1975), has produced several models for 
making classroom interactions more dialogic and productive, including 
Dialogically Organized Instruction (Nystrand et al., 1997), Dialogic Teaching 
(Alexander, 2006), Thinking Together (Mercer & Littleton, 2007), and Accountable 
Talk (Michaels et al., 2008) frameworks. However, everyday experiences in 
the classroom highlight how difficult it is in practice to develop dialogue in 
everyday classroom talk. Research likewise shows that implementing a dialogic 
approach is demanding and complex: teachers must simultaneously manage 
intelligibility, coherence, student motivation, equity, and time, increase student 
skills for dialogue, reasoning, and critique (Park et al., 2017), and develop a 
new mindset (a “dialogic stance”) that values and takes up student ideas  
(Wells & Arauz, 2006). While this general challenge is well-recognized, much 
of the research has focused on the subject learning of younger students  
in school contexts. This points to the need to understand how to provide 
targeted support to teachers for bridging the gap between research and 
practice within the less-researched area of vocational and professional 
education. The limited development of research on dialogue in VPET settings 
may be partially explained by the high degree of standardization that 
characterizes these teaching contexts, where competence frameworks and 
prescribed learning objectives can limit the perceived flexibility for adopting 
dialogic approaches. It is therefore important to understand how to support 
VPET teachers in learning and adopting such approaches, by means of 
professional development initiatives specifically designed for them.
 

1 Pedagogic education for vocational school teachers 

VPET teachers’ professional development (TPD) addresses needs that are 
partly common across various educational systems, but it also has distinct 
features reflecting the unique characteristics of VPET pedagogy.
	 Historically, the orientations and pedagogy of vocational education in 
Switzerland differ from those of general education at corresponding levels, 
as the original apprenticeship model – based on the alternation between 
school and the workplace – requires specific and integrated pedagogical 
approaches, with the school-based component being only one part of 
vocational training. Due to the political, social, and economic importance of 
vocational education, it is specifically regulated by a federal law. The Vocational 
and Professional Education and Training Act, enacted by the Federal Assembly 
of the Confederation, defines the framework for VPET and outlines specific 
guidelines for teacher training in this sector, specifying requirements and 
objectives for teachers (Swiss Confederation, 2002).

FACILITATING REFLECTIVE INQUIRIES INTO DIALOGIC PRACTICES ...



180

	 The main orientations and the general structure of VPET professional 
education can be summarized in four main points:

a)	 Differentiated training programs are established for the different 
typologies of training context and of subjects taught (vocational 
knowledge teachers, baccalaureate subject teachers, general education 
teachers, inter-company course trainers).

b)	 Teacher training programs should develop competences in order to 
enable teachers to best articulate the relationship between theory and 
practice, work and learning, and combining subject matter expertise 
with vocational pedagogy (SBFI, 2025) in their classes.

c)	 The training model is additive and takes place parallel to professional 
practice (in-service), unlike for teachers at other educational levels who 
typically attend training following a pre-service model (Keller et al., 
2019). This principle must aim to develop the capacity for practicing 
vocational teachers to integrate the practice and theory they teach to 
their students. In essence, the teachers – now students themselves – 
experience a model of alternating between academic/theoretical 
training and workplace experience, just as their own students will.

	 In-service and additive programs represent a professional development 
approach inspired by multidimensional models that conceptualize 
teaching expertise as dynamic and result ing from continuous 
interrelationships between previous experiences, training, applications 
in practice, and the related reflection on these experiences, as well as 
reconsideration of prior habits and knowledge (Darling-Hammond, 
2017; Raduan & Na, 2020).

d)	 The training of VPET professionals is provided by tertiary institutions 
in Switzerland, such as universities of teacher education or of applied 
sciences.

A relevant position among training providers is filled by the Swiss Federal 
University for Vocational Education and Training (SFUVET; www.sfuvet.
swiss) established by the Confederation (Swiss Confederation, 2002, Art. 48) 
as a national expert institution for VPET operating under the Federal 
Department of Economic Affairs, Education and Research (EAER). Its 
strategic goals are defined by the Federal Council, as the VPET is managed 
on a national level.
	 In this institutional context, SFUVET devises centralized and structured 
curricula, following the logic of a federal qualifying institution. At the same 
time, SFUVET strives, as much as possible, to address the strong need for 
individualization in TPD pathways, including differentiation and recognition 
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of personal experience. Indeed, while pedagogical knowledge is framed  
at the national level through a unified competence profile, it is also applied 
to a wide range of professional trajectories and must be integrated into  
well-consolidated professional cultures (Boldrini & Wütrich, 2022). This is 
particularly important given that many VPET teachers are recruited directly 
from the workplace and possess strong professional identities formed in their 
original fields (Keller et al., 2019). Their experiences of professional 
development are therefore likely to vary. More specifically, in terms of 
education for the different categories of teachers in the vocational sector, 
SFUVET places high importance on some pedagogical orientations (Boldrini 
& Wüthrich, 2022): 

1. 	Practice- and competence-oriented training, 
2. 	Integration of pedagogical content knowledge with situation-based 

knowledge, 
3. 	Strengthening the potential of the in-service training model, 
4. 	Situation-based instructional approach, 
5. 	Reflective orientation of training, 
6. 	Personalization of training, 
7. 	 Integration and reciprocity between continuing and initial training, 
8. 	Strengthening the identity and ethical components of teacher training, 
9. 	Orientation towards developments and changes in the job market and 

society.

Implementing these principles has led to the idea of continuous TPD  
(Day & Sachs, 2004; Sawyer, 2001) and to a collaborative and situated 
perspective (Derri et al., 2015), which focuses on the responsibility of 
individual teachers in directing their own development process within a given 
curriculum. Connecting individual professional development with the given 
curriculum is likely to require facilitation by lecturers supporting both 
elements, with reciprocal roles and responsibilities for the teachers involved. 
	 One SFUVET project undertaken in this context in the Italian-speaking 
region of Switzerland aimed to align more standardized training contents 
given by the institutional framework with the individual learning needs 
(Gencel & Saracaloglu, 2018), thus integrating, within the qualifying and 
continuous education, programs centered on the concept of practitioner 
inquiry (Gregson, 2020). When teachers engage in inquiry in their own 
practice, several of the above-mentioned pedagogical principles can be 
operationalized consistently, such as the centrality of reflection on professional 
practice – thus emphasizing the in-service teacher training model – the 
personalized development of training, the integration of initial and continuing 
education, and the importance of an instructional approach based on real 
professional situations and practice (Ghisla et al., 2022). In addition, 
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practitioner research potentially reinforces agency (albeit with some intrinsic 
tensions; Dyson, 2020), focuses on the specific learning needs identified by 
teachers, and seems well suited to overcome the perception, often reported 
by student teachers, of top-down training detached from the reality of daily 
practice (Manfra, 2019) and of TPD programs not involving teachers in the 
choice of the content and goals, or not taking teacher needs into account in 
design while, on the contrary, teachers show a high level of ownership of 
their learning and prefer self-directed learning (Louws et al., 2017).
	 In this context, pedagogy lecturers are not called to simply transmit 
knowledge but rather to act as facilitators, supporting the development of 
pedagogical knowledge in teachers’ professional cultures. While facilitation 
has been explored with reference to collaboration between practitioners  
and researchers, as in the framework of action research (e.g., Lambirth et al., 
2019), it has received far less attention in the design of regular, certified  
TPD courses, such as those offered in university settings. This is despite its 
acknowledged central role in promoting professional learning (Avalos, 2011), 
especially in situated approaches to TPD that adopt constructivist orienta- 
tions in course design and focus on the needs and experiences of educators 
( Jenlink & Kinnuncan-Welsch, 2001). Even in research-based professional 
development initiatives, tensions can emerge due to the differing perspectives 
and agendas of teachers and researchers (Lefstein & Snell, 2011) and to the 
need of renegotiating role-relationships (LePage et al., 2001). Likewise, in 
certified courses bound by centralized requirements – as is the case in 
SFUVET’s programs – facilitation demands a careful calibration of the 
lecturer’s guidance. This is necessary to ensure support of both the desired 
teacher autonomy and the conditions for achieving the required learning 
credits.
	 Against this background, we investigated the role of the pedagogy lecturer 
as a facilitator within a formal teacher education course that implemented a 
specific form of practitioner research – namely, an approach internationally 
known as T-SEDA (T-SEDA Collective, 2023), which supports teachers in 
conducting inquiries into dialogic teaching, in order to consolidate their skills 
in this area while purposefully addressing a professional concern as the focus 
for their inquiries (Calcagni et al., 2023; Hennessy et al., 2021).
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2 The T-SEDA approach

The necessary scope and characteristics of a TPD program to effectively 
develop teachers’ dialogic teaching skills have been debated (Osborne et al., 
2013; Sedova et al., 2016), as have the reasons why improving the quality of 
dialogue for learning seems difficult (Hofmann & Ruthven, 2018; Michaels 
& O’Connor, 2015). TPD initiatives have included the use of classroom videos 
in action research settings to enhance teachers’ ability to recognize and foster 
effective dialogue (Alexander, 2018; Lefstein & Snell, 2013). One benefit of 
video-based confrontation is that it helps teachers move beyond intuitive 
impressions basing their assessment of interaction on observation; teachers 
can be guided to identify qualitative indicators of dialogue in talk. Close 
observation of interactions unveils discursive routines – shaped by a complex, 
though usually unconscious, normative framework (Hofmann & Ruthven, 
2018) – and makes it possible to identify moments in plenary or group 
discussions where alternative developments in the dialogue could be envisaged. 
The challenge lies in facilitating the accessibility of analytical approaches to 
teachers while ensuring their adaptability for use in various settings, taking 
into account teachers’ profiles and their time investment.
	 The Toolkit for Systematic Educational Dialogue Analysis or T-SEDA 
(T-SEDA Collective, 2023) capitalizes on the long tradition of research on 
dialogic teaching carried out by the Cambridge Educational Dialogue Research 
group, conceptually connected to a larger network of studies researching and 
analyzing classroom dialogue conducted by scholars all over the world (for 
reviews, see: Asterhan et al., 2020; Kim & Wilkinson, 2019), including 
Switzerland (e.g., Mok et al., 2022, on dialogic teaching in mathematics).  
It is simultaneously strongly rooted in research and practice-oriented, 
providing tools to conduct reflective inquiries into dialogic practices using 
systematic classroom observation (Hennessy et al., 2016, 2020). It has been 
used by practitioners across educational phases and countries (Calcagni et al., 
2023), but mainly at school and higher education levels rather than specifically 
in vocational education contexts. 
	 The approach includes a coding system for analyzing educational dialogue 
and supports teachers in conducting systematic investigations aimed at 
recognizing, evaluating, and enhancing the dialogic components of classroom 
interaction in their own settings (Figure 1). This involves formulating personal 
objectives for enhancing the dialogue, designing plenary discussions and/or 
collaborative peer activities, conducting and collecting observational data 
using the provided tools and templates, analyzing the dialogue that has taken 
place, and reviewing teaching strategies (Figure 2).
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Figure 1 
T-SEDA toolkit contents

Figure 2 
Reflective inquiry cycle
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T-SEDA has been translated into 10 different languages to date and used flexibly 
to support teachers’ reflective inquiries across different countries and educational 
phases. An Italian version was developed for this study (Cao et al., 2025). 
	 The conditions of its scalability and the specific needs for facilitation and 
teacher support have been systematically investigated (Calcagni et al., 2023; 
Hennessy et al., 2021); T-SEDA has been found to increase teachers’ agency 
by prompting them to set personal development goals, adapt tools to their 
needs, and use the tools autonomously. By extending the application of 
T-SEDA to VPET teacher education within certified university programs, 
this study opens up reflections on how facilitation can mediate between 
standardized curricular frameworks and the personalization of professional 
development, especially in relation to the reciprocal roles of teachers and 
pedagogy lecturers in undertaking reflective inquiries into dialogue.

3 Aims of the study

The overall aim of the study was to investigate how reflective inquiry into 
dialogic practices – using T-SEDA – can be integrated into the pedagogical 
education of vocational school teachers as an approach to developing dialogic 
teaching. We explored whether it was possible to integrate the notion and 
practices of reflective inquiry into a university course for VPET teachers and 
to identify the implications for lecturer facilitation. We formulated these 
research questions:

1. 	 In the context of a reflective inquiry into dialogic teaching, how do 
VPET teachers and VPET pedagogy lecturers experience their 
reciprocal roles?

2. 	How much support is needed and what kinds of facilitation are effective 
at the various stages of reflective inquiry by a VPET pedagogy lecturer?

3. 	What tools, technological and non-technological, can support the 
facilitation of reflective inquiry?

4 Methodology

The project’s methodological framework is Design-Based Research (DBR). 
This approach is widely used in learning sciences (Brown, 1992; Collins, 1992; 
Wang & Hannafin, 2005) as well as in the T-SEDA approach (Hennessy et 
al., 2021) and aims to improve educational practices through recursive phases 
of design and generalization. It involves collaboration between researchers 
and practitioners during the development and implementation of research 
phases.
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	 According to the DBR approach, the project involved an initial design 
phase aimed at creating a new professional development course and a 
subsequent investigation conducted in collaboration with the target 
participants, namely the vocational school teachers participating in the course. 
Two research phases were carried out, and assessment tools were identified 
for each data collection stage; the second research phase was informed by the 
findings from the first phase, which made it possible to reorient the course 
design and to refine the research questions (Figure 3). The project is presented 
and discussed here with reference to a specific dimension of it, focusing on 
questions, data, and results related to the facilitation issue.

 Figure 3 
Research design

4.1 Research context
This study explores innovative TPD programs within the context of the 
existing training offer of SFUVET, which adopts a lifelong learning 
perspective, supporting teachers at different stages of their careers. SFUVET 
provides courses with varying degrees of formality in terms of formal 
requirements, ranging from flexible continuous professional development 
programs to structured, credit-bearing courses that fulfill federal qualification 
standards. In this context, two different courses were designed as part of the 
research project, corresponding to the first and second research phase.  
In accordance with the available options and considering the responsibilities 
of the teacher-researcher to the SFUVET audience, it seemed appropriate  
to begin the first research phase in a less formal and more flexible setting  
(a standard continuing education course) and then scale up the trial with an 
innovative TPD course, in a context where formal learning assessments were 
conducted and where, therefore, some potential critical issues related to the 
process of self-directed reflective inquiry could occur. This approach allowed 
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us to gather valuable insights into the feasibility of transferring the T-SEDA 
approach to TPD settings for VPET teachers, before implementing it in a 
more structured environment.
	 Course 1 was delivered within the context of continuous teacher training 
programs (5 meetings, 15 hours of in-person lessons, individual work defined 
on the basis of personal needs and availability, no final exam, no ECTS assigned). 
Course 2 was integrated into the qualifying curriculum for teachers (60 ECTS); 
specifically, it was offered to fulfill the federal requirements of a course intended 
to develop the competency of classroom communication for in-service teachers 
of General Culture4 (3 ECTS as workload, 32 hours of in-presence lessons, 58 
hours of individual work, formal exam at the end of the course). 

4.2 Research participants
The research participants were school teachers working at the upper secondary 
level of education. The first research phase intentionally involved a small 
number of participants, with the goal of expanding the group in the second 
phase. Participant selection followed criteria recommended by previous 
research, which suggested facilitating peer support by selecting individuals 
who share a similar teaching context and pursuing a whole school approach 
(Hennessy et al., 2021). To meet this criterion, the course was held on site at 
a host school, in collaboration with the school director, to promote internal 
participation and lay the foundations for the further development of dialogic 
practices within the school. Three local participants enrolled, together with 
three external teachers, one of whom withdrew after the first session. While 
the group was initially planned to be heterogeneous in terms of the subjects 
taught, it turned out to be more diverse than expected regarding teaching 
experience. Due to the voluntary nature of participation, the group spanned 
three participants with less than 5 years of teaching experience and two 
participants with more than 20 years of teaching experience.
	 In the second research phase, although the participants came from different 
vocational schools, they all taught General Culture, mainly within a dual 
education system alternating between work and school. The group consisted 

4	 General Culture is a fundamental component of VPET curricula in Switzerland for students 
following upper secondary level curricula without a vocational baccalaureate. The subject 
covers two principal learning areas: “Language and Communication” and “Society”. These 
areas encompass a range of topics, referring to different fields of study (culture, law, ecology, 
economics, ethics, identity and socialization, politics, and technology). Typically comprising 
120 hours of lessons per school year, the subject is designed to cultivate essential 
competences for personal and professional life, facilitating student integration into society 
and the working environment alongside their specific vocational training.
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of 14 individuals, one of whom followed a personalized distance-learning 
program due to health reasons. Another participant attended the course but 
did not take the final exam, as he was not officially enrolled.
	 The group was heterogeneous in terms of the teachers’ educational 
backgrounds (including literature, law, economics, art). None of them – with 
the exception of the teacher who was not formally enrolled – had any previous 
pedagogical training; all were in their first year at SFUVET. In terms of age, 
the group was relatively homogeneous, with a preponderance of participants 
between 35 and 40 years old, with about 5 years of teaching experience.
	 Participating teachers can be considered as co-researchers in the project 
for two reasons. First, participants were each engaged in a reflective cycle of 
inquiry, which formed the core of their professional development. Specifically, 
they were guided to observe and reflect on student behavior and on their own 
instructional choices, in order to identify development goals aimed at fostering 
a more dialogic form of teaching. Second, their subjective learning experiences 
and meta-reflection on the learning process – both formally investigated – 
were considered valuable data for addressing the project’s research questions 
and for redesigning the educational offer, with the aim of better tailoring it 
to the specific needs of vocational school teachers. 
	 The first author of this paper, Chiara Piccini, designed and conducted the 
two research phases, also serving as pedagogy lecturer during the trial courses. 
The three co-authors contributed in complementary roles: Sara Hennessy and 
Ruth Kershner, developers of the T-SEDA approach, provided guidance on 
its implementation; Elena Boldrini, head of regional degree programs at 
SFUVET, oversaw its integration into the university curriculum. The author 
team collaborated in the interpretation of findings and in identifying future 
research directions.
	 Chiara Piccini’s dual role as both a lecturer who taught the courses under 
study and a researcher who designed, collected, and analyzed the data, required 
attention to the potential conflicts that could be generated. This tension was 
managed in two ways. First, the project benefited from the input of the other 
researchers involved in the design and interpretation of the results, thereby 
ensuring an inter-subjective dimension. Second, it was essential to ensure 
that the research needs did not become a source of discomfort for the teachers, 
who were required to fulfill the dual role of students in the courses and 
research participants5. 

5	 This led, for example, to the planning of Course 1 being modified during its development 
to include additional pedagogical content as requested by participants and not originally 
planned. It also led to the exam requirement for Course 2 being kept to a minimum, 
limiting the expectation to a single completed cycle of inquiry.
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4.3 Design of Course 1
The course provided during the first research phase was modeled on previously 
tested workshops developed by the T-SEDA team and with consideration for 
the common pathway of learning through T-SEDA inquiry (Figure 4).

Figure 4 
Expected learning path for Course 1

Course 1 consisted of five sessions, each lasting three hours, spread over a 
period of six months. In response to the needs of the host school, the course 
was designed to focus on a specific subset of dialogic activities: peer dialogue 
within group work6. This focus allowed for a preselection of T-SEDA resources 
to be introduced in the course, guiding reflective inquiries toward peer 
dialogue. This approach was deemed appropriate for the first research phase, 
as it helped keep the scope of discussions and reflections more manageable.

6	 In the host school, teamwork was particularly emphasized in classroom practices, and 
the director encouraged teachers to support students in collaborative work.

15 
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	 The first session was structured to provide an initial introduction to  
educational dialogue, reflect on the relationship between dialogic practices and 
group work, and present the T-SEDA approach and accompanying materials.
	 Following this session, teachers were invited to engage in a reflective 
inquiry. Specifically, each teacher was asked to:

•	 Identify their objectives related to educational dialogue;
•	 Observe and analyze what occurred during their own lessons using 

T-SEDA-adapted tools;
•	 Identify areas of their teaching practices that could be improved;
•	 Share their insights, planned interventions, and new teaching experiences 

with other course participants.

According to the initial design of Course 1, teachers were expected to complete 
2 or 3 cycles of reflective inquiry. Adjustments to the initial course plan 
became necessary based on the emerging needs of the participants. Specifically, 
the pedagogy lecturer offered input on collaborative lesson design in each 
session, complementing the time allocated for discussing teaching practices. 
Other forms of support provided by the pedagogy lecturer during this research 
phase included the distribution of reflective sheets and the option for 
participants to request individual consultations. These consultations could 
take the form of live classroom observations of teaching practices or one-
on-one consultations.

4.4 Design of Course 2
The course design for the second research phase was informed by the findings 
from the first phase. One of the key decisions that emerged from the first 
phase was to establish that, for the exam it was enough to complete one cycle 
of reflective inquiry, involving the design, observation, and interpretation of 
a dialogic activity. Additionally, a substantial amount of time was dedicated 
to the design of the dialogic activities that teachers would observe for their 
exam, ensuring that this task was supported both during the course and 
through individual coaching.
	 This decision was based on the challenges encountered in the first trial, 
where it was noted that participants often proposed activities that were not 
conducive to fostering educational dialogue. To address this and to equip 
teachers with the tools to initiate and independently continue their reflective 
inquiries into dialogic practices, several forms of support were implemented, 
including:

•	 A glossary to aid in the understanding of fundamental concepts and 
dialogic practices.

•	 Pre-structured reflective sheets with guiding questions to facilitate the 
reflection process.
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•	 Regular one-on-one consultations with the pedagogy lecturer to assist 
in designing the first activity, which would serve as the foundation for 
systematic observation and the subsequent reflective inquiry.

•	 More realistic simulations to test the use of T-SEDA tools for 
systematically observing group discussions.

•	 Peer group discussions to support the interpretation of results and 
further planning.

Based on the initial experience, it was hypothesized that the peer exchange, 
which was not found to be particularly useful in the initial stages of the 
surveys, might be more productive in the data interpretation stage, and that 
teachers might instead be supported individually in the design stages of the 
first dialogic activity, providing input and advice.
 

4.5 Data sources and analysis
Data deriving from diverse sources (Table 1), including the pedagogy lecturer’s 
logbook, group discussions, surveys, and teachers’ artifacts, were collected 
during the two research phases. The data collected and analyzed in the first 
phase were intended to provide information on how to adapt the T-SEDA 
approach to the SFUVET educational context, with a view to the more 
formalized course to be offered in the second phase. To ensure a structured 
analysis, the processing of discursive data followed a Directed Content 
Analysis approach (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005), partially including an inductive 
dimension. The content analysis was guided by a set of key assumptions that 
were formulated by comparing research-based evidence on the T-SEDA 
approach with the challenges and needs encountered by the first author in 
her professional practice with VPET teachers:

•	 Reflective inquiries could reshape the reciprocal roles of teachers and 
pedagogy lecturers by enabling a clearer focus on teachers’ specific 
learning needs and by reinforcing teacher agency.

•	 Reflective inquiries on dialogic practices can foster teacher competence 
in the area of communication.

•	 A pedagogy lecturer’s design choices as well as contextual conditions 
may hinder the transferability and viability of reflective inquiries on 
dialogic practices in VPET settings.

These assumptions shaped the selection of probe questions and initial coding 
strategy for qualitative data collected through the monitoring tools. The use 
of open-ended questions and the broad formulations of the initial codes 
allowed an inductive component to be maintained. The cross-analysis of 
artifacts evidencing factual elements of TPD made it possible to balance the 
risk of bias arising from positive assumptions about the effectiveness of 
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inquiries on dialogic practices in developing teachers’ communicative 
competence (assumption potentially induced in the research participants by 
the lecturer-researcher discourses and questions).

Table 1 
Data collected and analyzed during the two research phases

Data sources RQs 
primarily 
addressed

Type of information Analysis

Group discussions RQ 1, 2, 3 Teachers’ perceptions Content analysis 

Surveys RQ 1, 2, 3 Teachers’ perceptions Content analysis and 
quantitative analysis

Pedagogy lecturer’s 
logbook

RQ 1, 2, 3 Pedagogy lecturer’s 
perceptions

Content analysis

Teachers’ artifacts
(written and 
spoken)

RQ 2, 3 Teachers’ learning 
with reference to 
course goals

Qualitative analysis based on 
an assessment grid, triangu- 
lation with group discussion, 
logbook, and survey data 
concerning facilitation

4.5.1 Logbook
The purpose of the logbook was to capture a detailed narrative of the 
perceptions collected over the two research phases by the pedagogy lecturer 
who had designed the courses. The logbook was written with the pre-
determined intent to track what was helping and what was hindering teachers’ 
learning, from the point of view of the lecturer writing the logbook.
The analysis followed these steps:

•	 Discursive data were coded by the first author (the pedagogy lecturer 
who designed and conducted the two research phases). Two broad 
codes – helping and hindering – were used for the initial identification 
of relevant excerpts.

•	 Relevant excerpts were presented and discussed within the authors’ team.
•	 The first author identified more specific codes that were used to refine 

the logbook analysis and to prepare the questions for group discussions, 
intended to elicit participants’ perspectives.
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4.5.2 Group discussions
Group discussions were conducted at the end of each research phase to explore 
teacher perceptions in relation to the learning experience and to the different 
choices made by the pedagogy lecturer during the design and implementation 
of the two courses. The procedure followed these steps:

•	 A pre-structured list of questions (Piccini, 2025) was prepared based 
on previous research and taking into account the findings from the 
analysis of the lecturer’s logbook. More general and broad questions 
were included to allow for additional insights and unexpected accounts 
from the teachers’ experiences. 

•	 The recorded oral discussion was reviewed by the first author, and key 
information was extracted on the basis of an initial set of codes 
(perceived relevance and benefits, perceived learning gains, difficulties 
encountered, main constraints and obstacles, main strengths of the 
course, usefulness of interaction with the lecturer and with colleagues).

•	 Findings were presented and discussed within the authors’ team.
•	 On the basis of the inter-subjective interpretation, part of the speech 

was transcribed by the first author to elicit and explore concepts – the 
main ones being awareness, transfer, freedom, control, support, 
exchange, discovery, self-confidence, empowerment – that seemed 
relevant to the research questions. 

4.5.3 Survey
As with the group discussions, the surveys were presented at the end of  
each research phase. A standard survey model was used; this is required at 
SFUVET to measure the quality of teaching and participant satisfaction  
(see survey models for the first phase and the second phase; Piccini 2025). 
The survey captured detailed metrics, including Likert-scale ratings and 
open-ended responses, on participants’ satisfaction with the course structure, 
perceived transferability of learning, and overall professional development. 
Key information in relation to the research questions was derived specifically 
from survey items concerning the quality of the course materials, the 
effectiveness of the advice and support received from the lecturer, the 
perceived self-efficacy of learning progress against stated course objectives, 
the ease of transfer to participants’ own teaching contexts, and from additional 
insights provided by the teachers in the open spaces left in the questionnaire 
for supplementary comments. The quantitative analysis of the 187 anonymous 
questionnaires provided a more precise understanding of participant 
experiences that has been triangulated with the lecturer’s perspectives 
captured by the logbook and with the assessment of learning goals based on 
the analysis of teachers’ artifacts.
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4.5.4 Artifacts
Teachers’ artifacts provide an account of the reflective inquiries conducted 
in their classrooms. The artifacts included documents describing activity 
designs, reflective sheets, and – in the second research phase – the oral 
presentations held in the context of the formal exam, supported by written 
accounts. These artifacts were evaluated through an assessment grid focused 
on evaluating key competences, including the capacity to identify developmental 
goals in dialogic teaching, design dialogue activities, select and use T-SEDA 
tools to collect data, interpret results, and set new developmental goals to 
promote dialogue in their classes. In the second research phase, the assessment 
grid was formalized (Table 2) and officially included in the assessment 
procedure, involving an external examiner, a SFUVET pedagogy lecturer 
who was not part of the research team. 
	 In the first and second research phases, the learning findings were 
triangulated with data from the other sources (lecturer and participant 
accounts of their experience) and contributed to the interpretation of 
information about the perceived effectiveness of the support provided by the 
pedagogy lecturer during the course.

7	 The survey was completed by all participants who followed the two courses, five in the 
first phase and 13 in the second phase. One teacher in the second phase, who followed 
a personalized distance-learning program, did not complete the questionnaire.
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Table 2 
Grid used to formally assess learning during the second research phase

No. Criteria Indicators

1 Understanding  
of relevant 
communicative 
dynamics in a 
classroom context

The teacher identifies a communicative dynamic related  
to their own class; explains it by referring to appropriate 
contextual information and using the concepts learned 
during the course correctly.

In relation to the identified dynamic, a development goal 
– compatible with the framework of the educational 
dialogue – is declared, arguing its relevance with regard to 
the effectiveness of learning and the quality of 
relationships.

2 Ability to recognize 
quality elements of 
classroom dialogue

The presentation shows how the teacher observed a 
dialogic activity, formulating guiding questions consistent 
with the stated goal and appropriately selecting one  
or two codes from the T-SEDA model.

The data collected through observation were interpreted 
in the light of previously formulated questions.

3 Ability to monitor 
one’s own and others’ 
communicative 
behavior based on an 
observation tool.

The observation of what happened in the class made use 
of a specific tool, taken from the T-SEDA collection.

The tool was used correctly.

4 Ability to identify 
development measures 
useful for improving 
dialogic practices  
in the classroom.

The presentation includes development measures which 
are relevant to the observation results and consistent  
with the principles of dialogic teaching explained during 
the course.

The proposed measures seem realistically feasible in their 
own teaching context.

5 Reflective attitude 
towards one’s own 
teaching practice.

Reflection shows awareness of the interdependence 
between the teacher’s didactic actions and the 
communicative dynamics found in the classroom.

Reflection, starting from the observation experience, 
expands to more general elements of learning developed 
during the course.

6 Ability to formalize 
reflections and 
verbalize learning.

Choices made, data collected, interpretations, and possible 
developments are explained.

Appropriate technical language is used.
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5 Findings

RQ1: In the context of a reflective inquiry into dialogic teaching, how 
do VPET teachers and VPET pedagogy lecturers experience their 
reciprocal roles?
With respect to RQ1, the first and second research phases provided different 
information. The logbook accompanying the first course recorded a repeated 
perception by the pedagogy lecturer that it was “as if I had to conduct their 
reflective inquiries myself”; the notes from the second phase capture the 
lecturer’s amazement at the enthusiasm and proactivity with which participants 
progressed through the stages of inquiry, far exceeding expectations. Group 
discussion and surveys helped clarify the subjective perceptions noted by the 
pedagogy lecturer in her logbook. 
	 In the survey, a perception emerged among participants that mirrored  
the lecturer’s impression of an active and autonomous engagement: all 13 
participants gave a positive assessment of the transferability of the skills and 
resources developed in the module to their own professional work in schools 
(average score of 5.69 out of 6); the practical approach to teaching was 
appreciated (average score 5.53). The analysis of the open questions allowed 
for a deeper understanding of this evaluation: all 13 participants completed 
the optional section of the questionnaire asking about the most valued 
elements of the course; in this section, the opportunity to experience and 
apply the learning was mentioned six times, and the quality of support received 
was mentioned seven times.

I most appreciated the opportunity to be able to work in the classroom and to have constant 
comparisons with the lecturer on the practices implemented and the interpretation of the results 
collected.

More sporadic, but nonetheless relevant to the reflection on the lecturer-
teacher relationship, were the teachers’ perceptions of autonomy and freedom 
in experimentation (“Possibility to independently and relatively freely  
conduct the analysis of dialogue practice, without the stress of external 
monitoring”), of being connected to an international research context 
(“innovative content, the research context”), of gaining professional awa- 
reness through conducting the reflective inquiry (“The awareness that  
I have been able to mature about my difficulties (related to the topic of 
communication) in my daily practice”), and of developing professional 
competence (“the expansion of my capabilities to observe communication 
dynamics and the acquisition of tools and strategies to deal with the critical 
issues observed”). Overall, the surveys suggest an increased sense of agency 
on the teachers’ part and a connotation of the pedagogy lecturer as a useful 
person to support their own development process, as a bearer of expertise 
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and as a mediator of research contexts. The analysis of group discussions 
further helped to interpret these findings by providing more nuanced insights 
into the different dimensions of teachers’ perceived agency and professional 
development.
	 For example, one participant described increased awareness as the ability 
to recognize and implement communicative actions in what previously seemed 
an indistinct and unremarkable set of interactions.

As for the students, the fact of giving basic rules helps to give a scaffold, to me the cycle of 
inquiry gave a scaffold to see how to build communication, I saw it as a mishmash, something 
shapeless, I didn’t think there could be a methodolog y to try to build things; knowing that it 
exists has made me less anxious.

Two other participants described, with different images, the sense of increased 
empowerment that comes from understanding the interdependence between 
their own choices and the communicative behavior of the students.

I agree with what he said about structuring the activities we propose, for me it was very useful 
and I’m still working on it, for the interpretation of what happens, of what we do, sometimes 
in some situations there is the tendency to say, yes, I wanted to do this and I did it, that’s the 
end of it, so I find the interpretation very interesting, which is then functional for subsequent 
planning.

For me, when I think about the reflective inquiry cycle, the aspect of being able to intervene 
with the precision of a surgeon is key. I used to give lessons where sometimes at the end you felt 
that something didn’t work very well, but you came away with somewhat fuzz y ideas. Instead, 
this approach allows me to have much more precise control and then I can intervene in a targeted 
way.

Complementing this strengthened role, the participants described the added 
value of being accompanied by a pedagogy lecturer who was “very well 
informed and passionate about sharing her knowledge with us to help us 
improve our practice,” especially facilitating the mediation between academic 
networks and professional settings. 

RQ2: How much support is needed and what kinds of facilitation are 
effective at the various stages of reflective inquiry by a VPET pedagogy 
lecturer?
The findings indicate that facilitation needs vary significantly across different 
phases of the inquiry process. In the first phase, learning progress appeared 
to be most closely associated with the initial stages of reflective inquiry – 
specifically, the identification of personal development goals and the selection 
of appropriate T-SEDA tools for systematic observation. However, teachers 
encountered challenges when it came to data collection and interpretation. 
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Based on findings from the first phase, the pedagogy lecturer decided to 
allocate time and support in the second phase for participants to design a 
potentially dialogic activity after defining the objectives and before data 
collection. Of the 13 course participants, 12 found this decision to be very 
useful, as noted during the consultations and more systematically in the group 
discussion at the end of the course. Interestingly, however, one teacher 
preferred to follow a different approach, where he first recorded classroom 
talk – without spending time reflecting on the activity design beforehand – 
and then used this baseline recording as a stimulus to set objectives before 
proceeding with the reflective inquiry. Additionally, some participants shifted 
the focus of their inquiries while working on the transcripts of recorded talk. 
These observations were noted in the logbook as relevant information for 
future TPD design, with the intention of remaining flexible and open to 
participants’ preferred entry points into reflective inquiry:

Paolo left saying that the most useful thing is to start collecting data and just forget about the 
planning sheet.8 Perhaps in his case, the classic T-SEDA pathway that suggests starting rather 
quickly with an initial observation, is best. However, it is important to be clear about what 
you want to observe. Maria had already asked me in a plenary session, and Pietro also asked 
me – later during an individual coaching session – “can I do the activity first and then decide 
what to observe?” I replied to Maria: “No, because what you’re going to observe determines 
the design choices you make.” I was convinced and everyone was very convinced, including 
Maria. But when Pietro told me this in the context of his interview, talking about working 
on transcriptions, I realized that there can be more than one entry point.9

Since all participants used the T-SEDA tools to observe dialogue in their 
classrooms in the second research phase, the logbook content offered valuable 
insights into the specific support provided by the pedagogy lecturer during 
the phase in which course participants analyzed the discursive data they 
collected. For those conducting live observations of the dialogue, the support 
was focused on organizing the results in preparation for their interpretation. 
Participants who recorded and transcribed classroom dialogue benefited from 
more detailed guidance for coding the interactions. The codes that raised the 
most questions were carefully noted by the pedagogy lecturer, in order to 

8	 Reference is made to one of the pre-structured models designed by the pedagogy lecturer 
to support reflection during the different phases of the inquiry.

9	 For privacy reasons, the names of the teachers mentioned in this excerpt from the lecturer 
logbook have been replaced with pseudonyms. The text of the excerpt has been slightly 
modified to improve readability, as it is taken from a logbook consisting of notes of inner 
thoughts.
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provide more targeted examples in future courses. Overall, the support received 
was perceived as adequate, as reflected in survey responses: the average score 
for the survey item dedicated to this aspect was 5.76 on a 6-point scale. Analysis 
of verbal feedback highlighted key strengths of the provided facilitation: the 
lecturer’s expertise, her connection to a research community, the structured 
and longitudinal nature of the guidance, and her availability – both through 
planned interventions and on-demand assistance via email exchanges.
	 The decision to emphasize peer collaboration during the data interpretation 
phase proved effective, as perceived by the pedagogy lecturer – whose logbook 
entries document this perception – and confirmed by participants’ subjective 
experiences. Participants valued this structured interaction, as evidenced by 
survey responses, where the average score for the effectiveness of peer 
exchange was 5.69/6, and by verbal feedback:

For me it was very important, especially for the interpretation of the data, because the person 
who listens to the activity that you have proposed can give you a different point of view or a 
different kind of interpretation that you might not be able to grasp because you might be 
immersed in the activity and you are oriented towards a certain kind of thing that you want 
to see, so for me it was very useful. 

The perceived usefulness of both the support provided by the pedagogy 
lecturer and of peer discussion was substantiated in participants’ ability to 
engage in critical reflection. During the oral exam presentations, all participants 
demonstrated the capacity to question their teaching decisions based on the 
collected data. However, some challenges emerged for some of them in the 
qualitative analysis of how productive the dialogue was for learning, suggesting 
a need for more targeted support in this area.

RQ3: What tools, technological and non-technological, can support 
facilitation of reflective inquiry?
The study highlighted the effectiveness of both structured and flexible tools 
in supporting teachers’ reflective inquiry, while also identifying additional 
instruments that could be made available to better address the specific needs 
of vocational training.
	 Both group discussions and surveys gathered positive feedback regarding 
the usefulness of pre-structured reflection sheets with guiding questions, as 
well as the glossary developed to support the course. The pedagogy lecturer’s 
observations during the course, documented in the logbook, along with the 
analysis of completed sheets, also highlighted the different ways in which 
participants used these resources, some throughout the subsequent phases 
of dialogic activities’ design, while others only in the initial phase of defining 
interests, after which the content of their sheets became obsolete as they 
continued planning without updating them.
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The sheets were important, especially at the beginning; at least we had immediate feedback, 
and we had the initial questions, then when we started... but I don’t see a problem with the 
fact that it becomes obsolete. 

I did an activity straight away and then I put the sheet aside. It’s not like this sheet was so 
binding; if someone needed more structure they could follow it. At a certain point I put it aside.

The T-SEDA toolkit was appreciated in the group discussions as a practical 
and customizable tool tailored to individual needs. This was confirmed by 
the pedagogy lecturer’s observations and the analysis of participants’ exam 
submissions, which showed that some course participants had adapted the 
selected tools to align them with lesson contents and learning goals.
	 In the group discussion and the survey, participants suggested that future 
iterations of the course should include more audio and video examples of 
high-quality dialogic interactions in Italian, specifically within the context of 
vocational education.
	 Overall, the study highlighted:

•	 a shift in the pedagogy lecturer’s experience from a traditional trainer 
role to a facilitator role (RQ1);

•	 an increase in perceived agency on the part of the VPET teachers 
(RQ1);

•	 efficacy of the decision to actively support the initial design of dialogic 
activities (RQ2);

•	 appreciation by course participants of the significant amount of 
individual guidance included in the course (RQ2);

•	 differentiated support needs for different phases of the investigation: 
greater need at the beginning, less later (RQ2);

•	 differentiated need for support according to the T-SEDA tools chosen: 
greater need for support during the interpretation phase for those who 
transcribe dialogue than for those who use live coding, especially for 
those who intend to identify certain codes that were found to be less 
easy to distinguish in the transcripts (RQ2);

•	 efficacy of design choices aimed at structuring peer-to-peer confrontation 
by including it primarily in the phases of interpretation and identification 
of new actions (RQ2); 

•	 efficacy of pre-structured reflective sheets with guiding questions to 
facilitate the reflection process (RQ3);

•	 efficacy of the course glossary to facilitate the understanding of 
conceptual aspects of dialogic teaching (RQ3);

•	 need for additional tools to better support T-SEDA use in VPET 
settings (RQ3).
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6 Discussion of findings

Facilitation played an important role in the TPD initiatives under discussion, 
reflecting its recognized centrality in other contexts where teacher education 
adopts situated and constructivist approaches (Avalos, 2011; Jenlink & 
Kinnuncan-Welsch, 2001). The pedagogy lecturer’s facilitation primarily 
focused on supporting VPET teachers in mediating and transferring new 
practices to their professional contexts, particularly by helping them design 
dialogic activities, use T-SEDA tools effectively, and benefit from peer 
interactions when interpreting collected data. 
	 While studies on collaboration between teachers and researchers in action 
research contexts have highlighted the potential for tensions related to role 
negotiation (Lefstein & Snell, 2011; LePage et al., 2001), such dynamics did 
not emerge in our study. The issue of roles was not marked by struggles over 
authority or responsibilities. On the contrary, social roles remained clearly 
defined, especially in the second research phase, where the certification 
framework made it explicit that the pedagogy lecturer would formally assess 
the learning outcomes. Nonetheless, participants reported a sense of agency 
and expressed appreciation for the opportunity to engage in a TPD initiative 
anchored in research contexts yet at a distance10. 
	 While the strong perception of the relevance and usefulness of the proposed 
approach was mentioned by teachers in both research phases, the dimension 
of agency (Dyson, 2020) and the perception of being able to lead one’s own 
professional development—a reported finding in other studies on teacher 
inquiry, including on the use of T-SEDA (Calcagni et al., 2023)—emerged as 
a particularly persistent experience in the second research phase, where it was 
also accompanied by the effective capacity of teachers to conduct a full round 
of reflective inquiry. The observation of an enhanced sense of agency is a 
notable finding when considering the standardized requirements of SFUVET 
in the context of a certified module targeting specific objectives and contents 
and, more broadly, the characteristics of pedagogical education for VPET 
teachers. In this context, the pedagogy lecturer’s facilitative role appeared to 
be defined by the ability to clearly link the framework of external requirements 
and aims with the individual objectives of reflective inquiry derived from it, 
thus promoting teachers’ ability to select suitable methods and pathways to 
achieve the module standards and to select learning domains within their 
practices, compared to mid- and late-career teachers (Louws et al., 2017). 

10	 As mentioned earlier, this balance was made possible by careful attention to the dual role 
of the first author, who cast herself as the participants’ pedagogy lecturer while also 
monitoring the intervention and adopting a reflective stance as a researcher.
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	 Furthermore, the difficulty of finding time to invest in the inquiry, which 
hindered the completion of reflective inquiries in the first phase and has been 
previously identified as a factor contributing to attrition in other studies 
(Hennessy et al., 2021; Park et al., 2017), was observed to have a significantly 
diminished impact in the second research phase. This was evidenced by the 
absence of any reports pertaining to this issue in the group discussions or 
the survey responses.
	 The positive results in terms of teachers’ experience and learning can be 
partly related to the framework conditions. For example, with reference to 
time investments, it can be hypothesized that working in the context of a 
course with certification made it easier for teachers to scale their investments, 
as equal minimum demands can be made of everyone.
	 Perceptions of activities aimed at facilitating peer collaboration appear to 
be influenced both by design choices and by contextual conditions. In 
particular, the teachers’ group in the second research phase was especially 
cohesive as it constituted teachers who teach the same subject and also have 
opportunities for exchange outside SFUVET courses. This likely contributed 
to the participants’ positive experience of collaborative tasks and would 
suggest the importance of introducing the T-SEDA approach into professional 
communities, like the whole school approaches mentioned in other studies 
(Hennessy et al., 2021).
	 Similarly, the activities aimed at promoting collaboration between peers 
were designed with specific times and objectives. In the initial design of 
dialogic activities, group exchanges were kept to a minimum in order to 
privilege individual work and supervision. Conversely, structured data sessions 
were organized during subsequent phases of inquiry to support interpretation 
and replanning. The perceived effectiveness of these choices can be interpreted 
considering teachers’ need for accountability when conducting inquiries 
(Hennessy et al., 2021)—especially in view of an individual exam certification 
—and the specifics of individual needs to design dialogue activities. 
	 Although the conditions of higher effectiveness in the second research 
phase cannot lead to generalizable principles due to the limited nature of the 
study, our findings are compatible with the results of other studies, according 
to which—in general terms—more support is needed in secondary school 
than in primary school settings, because dialogic approaches are less common 
(and research is scarce too), ostensibly due to pressure on teachers to  
prepare students for high-stakes assessments (Higham et al., 2014). In addition, 
the findings seem to point to some characteristics of facilitation by pedagogy 
teachers in the context of university-based VPET TPD (Figure 5) that differ 
from what has been observed in previous studies (Hennessy et al., 2021).
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Figure 5 
Revised diagram of facilitators’ scaffolding role (adapted from Hennessy et al., 2021)

Figure 5 presents a revised conceptualization of the facilitator’s scaffolding 
role, adapted from Hennessy et al. (2021), reflecting the differentiated and 
phase-specific nature of support needed in VPET settings. This change in 
the facilitation model may be specifically related to the VPET context, where 
designing dialogic activities can be challenging due to the fast pace of 
training, the numerous technical learning objectives, and the practices and 
expectations that often differ greatly from the framework of dialogic 
teaching. However, we believe it suggests a method of supporting reflective 
inquiry that can also be applied to other settings to encourage educational 
dialogue. As previous studies have pointed out, using student ideas effectively 
for learning seems to be a highly challenging aspect of developing dialogic 
teaching, while increasing participation seems easier to achieve (Hofmann 
& Ruthven, 2018). We believe this depends heavily on teachers’ ability to 
reflect on the function of dialogue for learning, the type of contributions 
expected, and the amount and type of scaffolding to provide students during 
the lesson planning stage.
	 Our findings suggest that practitioner inquiry, as implemented through 
the T-SEDA approach, is a viable tool for developing dialogic competence 
in VPET teacher education. However, the research indicates that successfully 
integrating such an approach requires time, targeted facilitation, and structured 
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peer exchange. The importance of illustrative materials also emerged, an 
aspect that is not yet sufficiently developed for dialogic practices in VPET 
settings but has been recognized in other studies as essential for the success 
of professional development proposals focused on teachers’ dialogic 
competence, together with the structuring of a TPD path that includes 
progressive and well-defined development phases (Osborne et al., 2013; Sedova 
et al., 2016).

7 Conclusion

While the findings point to the need for more support to promote dialogic 
teaching in VPET contexts, they also suggest more generally that reflective 
inquiry, with targeted facilitation, can play a beneficial role in enabling teachers 
to manage their multiple needs and commitments. In this study, the inquiry 
process enabled participants to take ownership of externally defined goals  
by selecting and exploring aspects of classroom dialogue that were personally 
relevant to their practice. In doing so, they combined a logic of formal quali- 
fication with one of self-directed professional development. The opportunity 
to personalize and contextualize learning within a standardized formal 
program highlights the added value of reflective inquiry on dialogue in 
university-based TPD for VPET teachers. It builds on teachers’ active pro- 
fessional interests and acknowledges the importance of understanding their 
experiences of lecturers’ approaches to facilitation.
	 The research yielded the design of a series of novel TPD courses for  
VPET teachers. These courses consider the necessity of making professional 
learning increasingly individualized, reflective, and self-directed, while 
simultaneously ensuring the appropriate degree of support, robust conceptual 
frameworks, and operational tools to guide reflection on action and embed 
newly developed approaches into practice. These courses are currently in the 
process of development, and further research will be conducted to monitor 
their implementation.
	 The findings of this study, along with more isolated suggestions included 
in group discussions and surveys, will be taken into account during the design 
of subsequent TPD initiatives with the aim of enhancing dialogue in VPET 
settings. Additionally, the intention is to provide local examples of relevant 
dialogic moves in VPET classes (via audio, video, transcripts) and develop 
the T-SEDA coding scheme. This will be done by evaluating the possibility 
of adding a code to highlight silence and by enriching the list of examples 
with specific keywords for VPET subjects. 
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	 Furthermore, to address the difficulty observed among teachers in 
undertaking the qualitative evaluation of how productive dialogue was for 
learning, graphic organizers could be developed to visualize the elaboration 
of ideas through discussion.
	 Finally, given that the present study focused on teacher experiences and 
learning and not on student improvement, it will be crucial to work with 
teachers who are already familiar with the educational dialogue approach and 
ready to assess students’ dialogic skills development.

8 Ethical considerations

The research has been conducted with respect for ethical protocols in force 
in the authors’ affiliated institutions. The teachers who conducted the 
reflective inquiries fully adhered to all data protection regulations concerning 
their students. Audio and video recordings were made only after obtaining 
signed consent forms allowing their use for training and research purposes. 
Anyone wishing to access the data corpus used in the different phases of the 
study for research purposes should contact the authors, specifically: chiara.
piccini@suffp.swiss.
	 The technical process of writing the paper has been partially supported 
by artificial intelligence (AI) tools, to improve clarity in sections written by 
non-native English-speaking authors. All content, research, interpretation, 
and conclusions presented are entirely the authors’ own.

Acknowledgments

The authors express their gratitude to the VPET teachers who participated 
in this study through their involvement in the TPD offerings that were the 
focus of investigation. Their invaluable contributions, reflecting on their 
learning experiences and sharing their insights, have greatly enriched the 
ongoing discourse within the community of scholars and practitioners 
working on educational dialogue. Furthermore, gratitude is extended to 
Roberto Gatti from SFUVET, who participated in the assessment of the 
artifacts produced for the exam in the context of the second research phase, 
and to the anonymous reviewers who provided helpful feedback on an earlier 
draft.

FACILITATING REFLECTIVE INQUIRIES INTO DIALOGIC PRACTICES ...

mailto:chiara.piccini@suffp.ch
mailto:chiara.piccini@suffp.ch


206

References

Alexander, R. (2006). Education as dialogue: Moral and pedagogical choices for a runaway world. Hong 
Kong Institute of Education.

Alexander, R. (2018). Developing dialogic teaching: Genesis, process, trial. Research papers in 
Education, 33(5), 561–598. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2018.1481140

Alexander, R. (2019). Whose discourse? Dialogic pedagogy for a post-truth world. Dialogic 
Pedagog y: An International Online Journal, 7. 
https://doi.org/10.5195/dpj.2019.268

Asterhan, C. S., Howe, C., Lefstein, A., Matusov, E., & Reznitskaya, A. (2020). Controversies 
and consensus in research on dialogic teaching and learning. Dialogic Pedagog y: A Journal for 
Studies of Dialogic Education, 8. 
https://doi.org/10.5195/dpj.2020.312

Avalos, B. (2011). Teacher professional development in Teaching and Teacher Education over 
ten years. Teaching and Teacher Education, 27(1), 10–20. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.08.007

Boldrini, E., & Wüthrich, E. A. (2022). A situation-based model for Swiss VPET teacher and 
trainers’ education: Main orientations and structure. In F. Bünning, G. Spöttl, & H. Stolte 
(Eds.), Technical and vocational teacher education and training in international and development co-operation: 
Issues, concerns and prospects (Vol. 34, pp. 393–412). Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-6474-8_24 

Brown, A. L. (1992). Design experiments: Theoretical and methodological challenges in creating 
complex interventions in classroom settings. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 2(2), 141–178. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls0202_2

Calcagni, E., Ahmed, F., Trigo Clapés, A. L., Kershner, R., & Hennessy, S. (2023). Developing 
dialogic classroom practices through supporting professional agency: Teachers’ experiences 
of using the T-SEDA practitioner-led inquiry approach. Teaching and Teacher Education, 126, 
104067. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2023.104067

Cao, L., Kershner, R., & Hennessy, S. (2025). Understanding the linguistic, conceptual, cultural, 
and professional considerations in the translation and localisation of teacher professional 
learning resources about educational dialogue. Language and Education, 39(4), 797–820. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2025.2475046

Cheetham, G., & Chivers, G. (1998). The reflective (and competent) practitioner: a model of 
professional competence which seeks to harmonise the reflective practitioner and competence-
based approaches. European Journal of Training and Development, 22(7), 267–276. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090599810230678

Collins, A. (1992). Towards a design science of education. In E. Scanlon & T. O’Shea (Eds.), 
New directions in educational technolog y (pp. 15–22). Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-77750-9_2

Darling-Hammond, L. (2017). Teacher education around the world: What can we learn from 
international practice? European Journal of Teacher Education, 40(3), 291–309. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2017.1315399 

CHIARA PICCINI, ELENA BOLDRINI, SARA HENNESSY, RUTH KERSHNER

https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2018.1481140
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2018.1481140
https://doi.org/10.5195/dpj.2019.268
https://doi.org/10.5195/dpj.2019.268
https://doi.org/10.5195/dpj.2020.312
https://doi.org/10.5195/dpj.2020.312
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-6474-8_24
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-6474-8_24
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-6474-8_24
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls0202_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls0202_2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2023.104067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2023.104067
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2025.2475046
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2025.2475046
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090599810230678
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090599810230678
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-77750-9_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-77750-9_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2017.1315399
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2017.1315399


207

Day, C., & Sachs, J. (2004). Professionalism, performativity, and empowerment: Discourses in 
the politics, policies and purposes of continuing professional development. In C. Day & J. 
Sachs (Eds.), International handbook on the continuing professional development of teachers (pp. 3–33). 
Open University Press.

Derri, V., Vasiliadou, O., & Kioumourtzoglou, E. (2015). The effects of a short-term professional 
development program on physical education teachers’ behaviour and students’ engagement 
in learning. European Journal of Teacher Education, 38(2), 234–262. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2014.947024 

Dyson, L. (2020). Walking on a tightrope: Agency and accountability in practitioner inquiry in 
New Zealand secondary schools. Teaching and Teacher Education, 93, 103075. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103075

Gencel, I. E., & Saracaloglu, A. S. (2018). The effect of layered curriculum on reflective thinking 
and on self-directed learning readiness of prospective teachers. International Journal of Progressive 
Education, 14(1), 8–20. 
https://doi.org/10.29329/ijpe.2018.129.2 

Ghisla, G., Boldrini, E., Gremion, C., Merlini, F., & Wüthrich, E. (Eds.). (2022). Didaktik und 
Situationen: Ansätze und Erfahrungen für die Berufsbildung. Hep Verlag.

Gregson, M. (2020). In practice: The importance of practitioner research in vocational education. 
Education Sciences, 10(3), 79. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10030079

Hennessy, S., Rojas-Drummond, S., Higham, R., Márquez, A. M., Maine, F., Ríos, R. M., 
García‑Carrión, R., Torreblanca, O., & Barrera, M. J. (2016). Developing a coding scheme 
for analysing classroom dialogue across educational contexts. Learning, Culture and Social 
Interaction, 9, 16–44. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2015.12.001

Hennessy, S., Howe, C., Mercer, N., & Vrikki, M. (2020). Coding classroom dialogue: 
Methodological considerations for researchers. Learning, Culture and Social Interaction, 25, 
100404. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2020.100404

Hennessy, S., Kershner, R., Calcagni, E., & Ahmed, F. (2021). Supporting practitioner-led 
inquiry into classroom dialogue with a research-informed professional learning resource: A 
design-based approach. Review of Education, 9(3), e3269. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3269

Higham, R. J. E., Brindley, S., & van De Pol, J. (2014). Shifting the primary focus: Assessing 
the case for dialogic education in secondary classrooms. Language and Education, 28(1), 86–99. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2013.771655 

Hofmann, R., & Ruthven, K. (2018). Operational, interpersonal, discussional and ideational 
dimensions of classroom norms for dialogic practice in school mathematics. British Educational 
Research Journal, 44(3), 496–514. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3444

Hsieh, H. F., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qualitative 
Health Research, 15(9), 1277–1288. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687

FACILITATING REFLECTIVE INQUIRIES INTO DIALOGIC PRACTICES ...

https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2014.947024
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2014.947024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103075
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103075
https://doi.org/10.29329/ijpe.2018.129.2
https://doi.org/10.29329/ijpe.2018.129.2
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10030079
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10030079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2015.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2015.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2020.100404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2020.100404
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.326
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3444
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3444
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687


208

Jenlink, P. M., & Kinnucan-Welsch, K. (2001). Case stories of facilitating professional 
development. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(6), 705–724. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00025-7

Keller, A., Zirkle, C., & Barabasch, A. (2019). Focal points of VET teacher training a comparison 
of VET teacher education in the USA and Switzerland. Compare: A Journal of Comparative and 
International Education, 51(6), 843–861. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057925.2019.1682519 

Kim, M.-Y., & Wilkinson, I. A. G. (2019). What is dialogic teaching? Constructing, deconstructing, 
and reconstructing a pedagogy of classroom talk. Learning, Culture and Social Interaction, 21, 
70–86. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.02.003

Lambirth, A., Cabral, A., McDonald, R., Philpott, C., Brett, A., & Magaji, A. (2019). Teacher-
led professional development through a model of action research, collaboration and 
facilitation. Professional Development in Education, 47(5), 815–833. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2019.1685565

Lefstein, A., & Snell, J. (2011). Professional vision and the politics of teacher learning. Teaching 
and Teacher Education, 27(3), 505–514. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.10.004

Lefstein, A., & Snell, J. (2013). Better than best practice: Developing teaching and learning through dialogue. 
Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315884516

LePage, P., Boudreau, S., Maier, S., Robinson, J., & Cox, H. (2001). Exploring the complexities 
of the relationship between K-12 and college faculty in a nontraditional professional 
development program. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(2), 195–211. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(00)00051-2

Lotz-Sisitka, H., McGrath, S., & Ramsarup, P. (2024). Oil, transport, water and food: a political-
economy-ecology lens on VET in a climate changing world. Journal of Vocational Education & 
Training, 76(2), 281–306. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2024.2320910

Louws, M. L., Meirink, J. A., van Veen, K., & van Driel, J. H. (2017). Teachers’ self-directed 
learning and teaching experience: What, how, and why teachers want to learn. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 66, 171–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.04.004

Manfra, M. M. (2019). Action research and systematic, intentional change in teaching practice. 
Review of Research in Education, 43(1), 163–196. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18821

Mercer, N., Wegerif, R., & Dawes, L. (1999). Children’s talk and the development of reasoning 
in the classroom. British Educational Research Journal, 25(1), 95–111. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192990250107

Mercer, N., & Littleton, K. (2007). Dialogue and the development of children’s thinking: A sociocultural 
approach. Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203946657

Mercer, N. (2008). Talk and the development of reasoning and understanding. Human Development, 
51(1), 90–100. 
https://doi.org/10.1159/000113158

CHIARA PICCINI, ELENA BOLDRINI, SARA HENNESSY, RUTH KERSHNER

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00025-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00025-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057925.2019.1682519
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057925.2019.1682519
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2019.1685565
https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2019.1685565
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.10.004
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315884516
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315884516
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(00)00051-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(00)00051-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2024.2320910
https://doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2024.2320910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18821
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18821
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192990250107
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192990250107
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203946657
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203946657
https://doi.org/10.1159/000113158
https://doi.org/10.1159/000113158


209

Michaels, S., O’Connor, C., & Resnick, L. B. (2008). Deliberative discourse idealized and 
realized: Accountable talk in the classroom and in civic life. Studies in Philosophy and Education, 
27, 283–297. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11217-007-9071-1

Michaels, S., & O’Connor, C. (2015). Conceptualizing talk moves as tools: Professional 
development approaches for academically productive discussion. Socializing intelligence 
through talk and dialogue. In L. B. Resnick, C. S. C. Asterhan, & S. N. Clarke (Eds.), Socializing 
intelligence through academic talk and dialogue (pp. 347–362). American Educational Research 
Association. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/978-0-935302-43-1_27

Mok, S. Y., Hämmerle, C. S., Rüede, C., & Staub, F. C. (2022). How do professional development 
programs on comparing solution methods and classroom discourse affect students’ 
achievement in mathematics? The mediating role of students’ subject matter justifications. 
Learning and Instruction, 82, 101668. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2022.101668

Nystrand, M., Gamoran, A., Kachur, R., & Prendergast, C. (1997). Opening dialogue (Vol. 37). 
Teachers College Press. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/417942

Osborne, J., Simon, S., Christodoulou, A., Howell-Richardson, C., & Richardson, K. (2013). 
Learning to argue: A study of four schools and their attempt to develop the use of 
argumentation as a common instructional practice and its impact on students. Journal of 
Research in Science Teaching, 50(3), 315–347. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21073

Park, J., Michaels, S., Affolter, R., & O’Connor, C. (2017). Traditions, research, and practice 
supporting academically productive classroom discourse. Oxford Research Encyclopedia of 
Education. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.21

Piccini, C. (2025). Materials for Facilitating Reflective Inquiries: Group Discussion Protocols and Survey 
Models (Version V2) [Data set]. Harvard Dataverse.  
https://doi.org/doi:10.7910/DVN/RULEPV

Plata, A., & Addimando, L. (2023). La formazione professionale e i nuovi bisogni di competenza del mercato 
del lavoro. Centro competenze innovazione e ricerca sui sistemi educativi. 
https://m4.ti.ch/fileadmin/DECS/DS/documenti/pubblicazioni/ricerca_educativa/2023_
La_formazione_professionale_e_i_nuovi_bisogni_sul_mercato_del_lavoro.pdf

Pontecorvo, C. (1993). Forms of discourse and shared thinking. Cognition and Instruction, 11(3/4), 
189–196. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.1993.9649019

Raduan, N. A., & Na, S. I. (2020). An integrative review of the models for teacher expertise 
and career development. European Journal of Teacher Education, 43(3), 428–451. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2020.1728740

Rojas-Drummond, S. M., Mazón, N., Fernández, M., & Wegerif, R. (2006). Explicit reasoning, 
creativity and co-construction in primary school children’s collaborative activities. Journal of 
Thinking Skills and Creativity, 1(2), 84–94. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2006.06.001

FACILITATING REFLECTIVE INQUIRIES INTO DIALOGIC PRACTICES ...

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11217-007-9071-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11217-007-9071-1
https://doi.org/10.3102/978-0-935302-43-1_27
https://doi.org/10.3102/978-0-935302-43-1_27
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2022.101668
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2022.101668
https://doi.org/10.2307/417942
https://doi.org/10.2307/417942
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21073
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21073
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.21
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.21
https://doi.org/doi:10.7910/DVN/RULEPV
https://doi.org/doi:10.7910/DVN/RULEPV
https://m4.ti.ch/fileadmin/DECS/DS/documenti/pubblicazioni/ricerca_educativa/2023_La_formazione_professionale_e_i_nuovi_bisogni_sul_mercato_del_lavoro.pdf
https://m4.ti.ch/fileadmin/DECS/DS/documenti/pubblicazioni/ricerca_educativa/2023_La_formazione_professionale_e_i_nuovi_bisogni_sul_mercato_del_lavoro.pdf
https://m4.ti.ch/fileadmin/DECS/DS/documenti/pubblicazioni/ricerca_educativa/2023_La_formazione_professionale_e_i_nuovi_bisogni_sul_mercato_del_lavoro.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.1993.9649019
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.1993.9649019
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2020.1728740
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2020.1728740


210

Sawyer, R. D. (2001). Teacher decision-making as a fulcrum for teacher development: Exploring 
structures of growth. Teacher Development, 5(1), 57–72. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13664539700200133 

Schön, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. Basic Books. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315237473

Sedova, K., Sedlacek, M., & Svaricek, R. (2016). Teacher professional development as a means 
of transforming student classroom talk. Teaching and Teacher Education, 57(1), 14–25. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.03.005

SBFI. (2025). Rahmenlehrpläne für Berufsbildungsverantwortliche. Staatssekretariat für Bildung, 
Forschung und Innovation. 
https://www.zh.ch/content/dam/zhweb/bilder-dokumente/themen/bildung/berufslehre/
informationen-fuer-betriebe/rahmenlehrplaene_berufsbildungsverantwortliche.pdf

SFUVET. (2019). Profili di competenza dei responsabili della formazione professionale. SFUVET. 
https://www.sfuvet.swiss/sites/default/files/i_descrittivimoduli_cfp_13.10.2019.pdf

Sinclair, J., & Coulthard, M. (1975). Towards an analysis of discourse. Oxford University Press.

Swiss Confederation. (2002). Vocational and professional education and training act (VPETA), SR 
412.10. 
https://www.fedlex.admin.ch/eli/cc/2003/674/en

Teo, P. (2019). Teaching for the 21st century: A case for dialogic pedagogy. Learning, Culture and 
Social Interaction, 21, 170–178. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.03.009

T-SEDA Collective. (2023). Toolkit for systematic educational dialogue analysis (T-SEDA): A resource 
for inquiry into practice. v.9. University of Cambridge. 
http://bit.ly/T-SEDA

UNESCO. (2012). International standard classification of education. ISCED 2011. UNESCO Institute 
for Statistics. 
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264228368-en

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: Development of higher psychological processes. Harvard University 
Press.

Wang, F., & Hannafin, M. J. (2005). Design-based research and technology-enhanced learning 
environments. Educational Technolog y Research and Development, 53(4), 5–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504682

Wegerif, R. (2013). Dialogic: Education for the Internet Age. Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203111222

Wells, G., & Arauz, R. M. (2006). Dialogue in the classroom. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 
15(3), 379–428. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls1503_3

Winch, C. (2022). Forming and exercising professional judgement. Journal of Vocational Education 
& Training, 74(1), 12–30. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2020.1860117

CHIARA PICCINI, ELENA BOLDRINI, SARA HENNESSY, RUTH KERSHNER

https://doi.org/10.1080/13664530100200156
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315237473
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315237473
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.03.005
https://www.sbfi.admin.ch/dam/sbfi/de/dokumente/rahmenlehrplaeneberufsbildungs-verantwortliche.pdf.download.pdf/rahmenlehrplaeneberufsbildungs-verantwortliche.pdf
https://www.fedlex.admin.ch/eli/cc/2003/594/en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.03.009
http://bit.ly/T-SEDA
http://bit.ly/T-SEDA
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264228368-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264228368-en
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504682
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504682
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203111222
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203111222
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls1503_3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327809jls1503_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2020.1860117
https://doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2020.1860117

	_heading=h.gjdgxs

