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WHERE’S THE GRAPPLE? LESSON
PLANNING IN THE AGE OF “I DO, WE DO,
YOU DO”
Paul Skilton-Sylvester
West Chester University of Pennsylvania
Abstract This study documents the findings of a curriculum inquiry group composed of student teachers
working with a faculty facilitator to plan and implement lessons that do not use the popular “I do, we
do, you do” lesson planning format. The group’s action research was intentionally framed around what
kinds of lessons we would not plan in order to leave open the possibilities for what our instruction could
look like. This paper documents 1) the alternative praxis of dialogic teaching developed by our student
teachers, 2) the obstacles to implementing dialogic lessons, and 3) the openings for doing so.

Keywords: teacher action research, lesson planning, pre-service teachers, dialogic pedagogy

Introduction
As a professor of teacher education, I realized that there was a problem when a student
teacher asked me after class, “How do you teach a lesson that isn’t ‘I do, we do, you do?” She
was referring to a popular lesson format in which the teacher models the skill (“I do”), then the
teacher performs the skill with the students (“we do”), and then the students perform the skill
on their own or in groups (“you do”)—a format also known as the gradual release of
responsibility (GRR) (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Fisher & Frey, 2008a, 2008b).
In the current educational climate that often equates learning with the acquisition of discrete
skills (Wexler, 2019), GRR has become the default form of instruction in many classrooms. In my
survey of undergraduate K-8 student teachers at our university (n=80), 88% said that their
cooperating teachers use GRR either multiple times per day or a few times per day. One
cooperating teacher explained to me, “‘I do, we do, you do’ is how we do lessons. That comes
from the principal—it’s the only kind of lessons we do.”
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As an indication of GRR’s prevalence beyond my university’s student teacher placements, the
format is at the heart of Madeline Hunter’s widely used model of lesson planning, the central
method advocated in the widely read Teach Like a Champion 2.0 (Lemov, 2015), and an
important part of both the reading workshop and writer’s workshop (Burkins & Croft, 2010;
Calkins, 2005; Calkins & Mermelstein, 2006; Calkins & Tolan, 2010).
Like any teaching format, GRR comes with both affordances and limitations. Because GRR
involves the teacher demonstrating, GRR is typically used for teaching skills as opposed to
content. These skills may be simple (using capital letters for proper nouns) or more complex
(using detail in writing to support an argument). While GRR is well suited for teaching discrete
skills, it is less suited for fostering critical reflection, creativity, innovation, or non-routine
problem-solving skills (Phillips & Wong, 2012; Munter et al., 2015) (An exception can be found
in Calkins, 2005, an instructional series that shows how GRR can be used to introduce the novel
challenges involved in writing). The problem for teacher educators and novice teachers arises
when student teachers’ preparation is overwhelmingly focused on planning lessons that use the
GRR format at the exclusion of other approaches. Lave and Wenger’s work (1991) looking at
apprenticeships found that newcomers become members of a community of practice through
legitimate peripheral participation—performing activities that are related but peripheral to
their mentor’s work. My observation of student teachers’ lessons and my survey of the
prevalence of GRR format in their mentor teachers’ lessons led me to believe that many
student teachers were not embedded in communities of practice that supported developing
lessons that used other formats such as dialogic lessons.
To address this problem, I initiated a curriculum inquiry-group of student teachers to conduct
action research regarding how to plan and implement lessons that did not follow the GRR
structure. (For early work in the development of action research see Corey 1953; Lewin, 1948;
Whyte & Hamilton, 1964). I deliberately framed the purpose of the group around what kinds of
lessons we would not plan in order to leave open the question of those that we would plan. Our
work was exploratory in nature. The purpose of this paper is to document the development and
implementation of alternatives to GRR within the context of teacher preparation.
In the curriculum inquiry group, student teachers and I planned and implemented lessons that
did not fit the prevailing GRR format. Guiding my research were three questions: 1) What are
the emergent structures of lessons when student teachers plan and implement lessons that are
alternatives to GRR? 2) What are the obstacles to planning and implementing dialogic lessons
by student teachers? 3) Where are the opportunities for student teachers to plan and
implement dialogic lessons?
Literature Review
The lessons that we, as an inquiry group, planned and implemented are best described in the
literature as dialogic instruction (Bakhtin, 1981, 1986; Nystrand, 2006). The term dialogic
instruction is used in the literature in a number of ways, but here I will use it to mean
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instruction in which the teacher and students use collaborative inquiry to co-construct
knowledge. My central finding from the review of this literature is that the endeavor of
deciding which format for instruction is most effective—GRR or dialogic—misses the point: the
two are predicated on differing assumptions with fundamentally different goals.
Gradual release of responsibility. In the scholarly and professional literatures, few empirical
studies use the terms “I do, we do, you do” or the “gradual release of responsibility.” There are
also few studies problematizing these constructs or pointing out their limitations (for examples
of exceptions see Phillips & Wong, 2012; Wall, 2014). The majority of what has been written is
focused on reading instruction, advocating for their use and guiding readers in their
implementation (e.g., Martella & Marchand-Martella, 2015; Beed et al., 1991).
Some authors (Van de Pol et al., 2010) have suggested that GRR is, in effect, a form of
scaffolding—a term associated with Vygotsky’s socio-cultural theory of learning (1978) that
references the field of construction to describe the temporary support by the teacher to enable
the student to reach a higher goal (Wood et al., 1976). Others hold that the description of GRR
as scaffolding is a misapplication of the term (Daniel et al., 2016; Pea, 2004; Poehner & Lantolf,
2010; Puntambekar & Hübscher, 2005; Stone 1993). This view says that the teacher-initiated,
directive strategy of GRR diverges from the historical meaning of scaffolding as a more organic
interaction based on reciprocity and fine-tuned to the student’s moment to moment
understandings.
The best empirical support for GRR can be found in the literature on explicit instruction. This
term includes the key elements of GRR—demonstration, guided practice, and independent
work—but also includes a number of other practices supported by empirical studies: beginning
the lesson with a short review, presenting material in a series of small steps, asking a large
number of questions, checking the response of all students, and so on (Rosenshine, 2012).
Support for explicit instruction comes in a range of subject areas including math (e.g.,
Kroesbergen et al., 2004), phonemically based decoding skills (Ryder et al., 2008), reading
comprehension skills (Van Keer, 2004), and social/emotional learning (Ashdown & Bernard,
2012).
Asserting that explicit instruction “works” raises the question, “Works towards what?” Two of
its strongest advocates, Archer and Hughes (2010), make the case that explicit instruction is:
absolutely necessary for teaching content that students could not otherwise discover.
For example, without explicit input, how would an individual discover the sound
associated with a letter, the quantity associated with a number, the steps in an efficient
math algorithm, the order of operations, the process for sounding out words, the
construction of a persuasive essay, the elements in scientific inquiry, or a spelling rule
for dropping the final e? (p. vii)
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Archer and Hughes (2010) go on to say that explicit instruction is also important “when
discovery may be inaccurate, inadequate, incomplete, or inefficient.” Here they give the
example of students developing note-taking skills without being told how to do it best (p. vii).
Dialogic instruction. Dialogic instruction, in contrast to explicit instruction/GRR, does not give
priority to students getting the correct answer or learning the one best way in the least amount
of time. Rather, dialogic instruction gives priority to students co-constructing knowledge with
each other and with the teacher, through a process of struggling with complex problems.
Typically, it is assumed that there are multiple ways to solve complex problems, and making
errors is viewed as an important part of the learning process.
There is well-developed literature on dialogic instruction, both regarding how to do it (e.g.,
Alvermann & Coomeyras, 1994; Lightner & Wilkinson, 2017), its theoretical underpinnings (e.g.,
Bakhtin, 1981, 1986a, 1986b; McKeown et al., 2009; Rosenblatt, 1994; Wegerif, 2011), and its
empirical support (e.g., Applebee et al., 2003; Gamoran & Nystrand, 1991; Fisher et al., 2013).
There are also a number of supportive reviews of the literature on dialogic instruction (e.g.,
Bakker et al., 2015; Murphy et al., 2009; Nystrand, 2006). What the existing studies do not do is
to identify either the obstacles or areas of possibility for implementing dialogic pedagogy in
actual classrooms.
From the field of mathematics education, Jo Boaler is currently leading the charge for dialogic
instruction, or, using her term, “investigative math.” In her widely read work, Mathematical
Mindsets (2016), Boaler cites research on the plasticity of brains to make the case that
struggling with complex problems leads to deeper, longer-lasting learning. She shows increased
activity on brain scans for those whose growth mindset gives them a willingness to risk making
errors (Boaler, 2016, referencing Dweck, 2008). She cites findings that increased brain synapses
are actually associated with making a mistake (Moser et al., 2011, cited in Boaler, 2016, p. 11).
She goes on to say that the willingness to keep going when work is hard fosters what Angela
Duckworth has called “grit” (2009).
Boaler’s work is supported by Heibert and Stigler’s 2004 study using extensive videos of
classrooms to compare the math instruction in the United States to high performing Asian
countries. Here the authors found that, while teachers in the United States presented both
problems designed for “practicing skills” and those for “making connections,” in contrast to
their counterparts in Japan and Hong Kong, the U.S. teachers “almost always stepped in and did
the work for the students or ignored the conceptual aspect of the problem when discussing it.”
They write that “U.S. students almost never got the chance (less than 1% of the time) to explore
mathematical relationships while solving these problems (p. 12).” In short, U.S. teachers tend to
minimize opportunities for students to grapple with challenges.
A third way: “A time for telling.” There is, however, a third way. Schwartz & Branford (1998)
looked at three instructional formats. In the first, students were told the significance of some
data. In the second, students were asked what the significance was. In the third, a hybrid,
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students had to figure out what they thought the significance was and then they were told the
generally accepted view. It was the third method that was found to be most effective. This third
way includes both the benefits of productive struggle and of explicit instruction, addressing
students’ misconceptions and sharing what others have deemed the correct or most efficient
solution. There is, the authors say, “a time for telling.” (Schwartz & Branford, 1998, p. 475).
Schwartz & Branford’s study (1998) points to the fact that, while a strong contrast can be drawn
between the two idealized types, GRR and dialogic, in reality, many lessons contain elements of
both: A lesson might begin with a dialogic task and then lead into a GRR lesson. A lesson might
start with a GRR format and end up with a dialogic task that reached beyond what was
modeled. A lesson might use a GRR format to demonstrate solving a complex, multi-stage
problem that is analogous with the one that students grapple with in the independent practice
that follows. Ultimately, while idealized versions of GRR and dialectic pedagogies serve well as a
heuristic for analyzing lessons, the reality of what happens in classrooms is more varied,
complex, and fluid.
Methodology
The curriculum inquiry-group. The curriculum inquiry group met for one hour per week over
the course of 10 weeks each semester. The student teachers taking part were in teacher
education early grades (K-4) and middle grades (4-8) programs at West Chester University of
Pennsylvania. All student teachers were working in neighborhood-based public schools. The
number of students in the three cohorts ranged from 4 to 12, with an average of 8 students.
Twenty-three students in all participated. For simplicity’s sake, I will refer to the work of “the
group” rather than “the three groups.”
At the center of our work was the collaborative planning of one student teacher’s lesson per
week. A student teacher would present an objective that they would soon teach and would tell
us about their classroom context including the opportunities and constraints to implementing a
non-GRR lesson. We, as a group, would then ask clarifying questions and brainstorm ideas for
the lesson. The following week, our session would begin with the same student reporting on
the implementation of their lesson and its results. Following this, other participants reported on
dialogic lessons that they had taught, or obstacles they faced in doing so.
Other activities of the group were presentations by student teachers regarding other dialogic
formats they had encountered in their schools (e.g., anchor tasks, student-organized learning
experiences, number talk, genius hour…), video chat sessions with teachers who had been
implementing dialogic formats, sessions for unpacking the practical implications of theoretical
frameworks, and the investigation of generative technology tools (e.g., Google Earth).
Recruitment of participants. Participants in the curriculum inquiry group were volunteers who
were undergraduate student teachers working in classrooms ranging from kindergarten to
eighth grade in neighborhood-based public schools. The student teachers were recruited from
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the field seminar that I taught and from nominations by the instructors of a literacy field course
that students took prior to student teaching.
As an indicator of the social class of the student teachers’ schools, if one divides their schools
into four quartiles based on the percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunches, 65%
were in the first or poorest income quartile; 13% were in the second quartile; 4% were in the
third quartile; and 17% were in the fourth, or most affluent, quartile.
Data sources. The data I collected for this work included a survey of student teachers about the
prevalence of GRR in their mentor teachers’ practices, transcripts from our inquiry group
sessions, debriefing notes after my observations of lessons from the students, and transcripts
of exit interviews of student teacher participants.
Analysis of data. I analyzed my data inductively, beginning with transcripts of our inquiry-group
sessions and exit interviews, looking for repeated instances of ideas, practices, and overarching
principles (Erickson, 1990). I triangulated these data with summaries of my observations of
lessons which I tallied by type. I used thematic coding to analyze these data (Saldaña, 2015).
Results and Discussion
Research question #1: What are the emergent structures of lessons that student teachers plan
and implement as alternatives to GRR?
Two key themes emerged from the data regarding the emergent structures in the lessons that
student teachers planned: finding ways for students to grapple with problems and extending
the time that students spent doing so.
Grappling with problems. We came to see the process of students grappling with a problem or
challenge as of paramount importance in our instruction (Boaler, 2016; Heibert & Stigler, 2004).
As our group evolved, when student teachers presented a topic they needed to teach, we all
began to ask: “Where’s the grapple?” Inquiry group members commonly structured their
lessons in reverse of the GRR format, asking their elementary students to work on a problem or
challenge before any discussion. This dialogic format—which engaged students in grappling
with problems—was used in 26 of the 62 lessons that I observed by inquiry group participants.
A GRR format was used in 22 of the lessons and a hybrid of the two was used in 14 of the
lessons.
Extending time spent grappling. As time went on, we became aware of how much of what
happens in schools is meant to minimize the time students grapple with a problem; often,
elementary students receive a problem or question and it is a matter of seconds before they
complete it or ask for assistance from their teacher. In contrast, in the lessons planned in the
inquiry group, student teachers worked to increase the amount of time between when their
students were given a challenge and the time that they resolved it. Similarly, student teachers
worked to increase the depth and duration of students’ reflections after working on a problem
or challenge (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Extending students’ time “grappling”
Tasks typically seen in student teachers’ classrooms:
Student
receives
the
challenge

Student
completes
the challenge

“Grapple Problems:”
Student
receives the
challenge

Student
completes the
challenge

Students engage in a
teacher led
reflection/discussion

Time
From the dual themes of grappling with problems and extending the time to do so, an overarching structure emerged in the lessons that student teachers in the inquiry group ended up
teaching (for a similar approach developed by the Gates Foundation see Phillips & Wong, 2012):
•

•

•

The teacher gives students a challenge. The challenge might be one or more of the
following: solving a problem, answering a question, doing research, analyzing an
experience, analyzing an artifact (such as a photo), or looking for rules that allow them
to move from a concrete expression to an abstract one.
Students grapple with the challenge. Students are told that they should work on the
problem individually (or with peers) without receiving assistance from the teacher.
Typically, there are low stakes for completion of the challenge. Often the challenge has
more than one possible answer and/or more than one way to solve the challenge.
Students reflect and discuss their work and their process: Students come together with
the teacher to make sense of their work and make their thinking visible. The teacher
highlights multiple ways to solve the challenge. Emphasis is more on understanding the
process than getting a correct answer.

Ideally, assessment of dialogic lessons also includes systematic data collection, during and after,
the lesson. Frankly, this did not happen as much as it should have in my student teachers’
lessons. While student teachers commonly circulated to see how students were approaching
the tasks, in only a few cases did I see student teachers systematically writing notes about
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students’ work. While I often suggested that students do this sort of data collection, I was
clearly not sufficiently persuasive.
With a distillation of a lesson structure such as this, there is, of course, the danger of formulaic
implementation. Ultimately, in dialogic practice—like any other practice—what is important is
not so much what the teacher does, but what the teacher and student do together. Lesson
structure is in service of the reciprocal meaning-making that happens within the struggle for
understanding.
Below are examples of lessons implemented by student teachers in the inquiry group:
•

•

•

•

•

A student teacher in a first-grade classroom gave students flashlights and a variety of
objects that were opaque, semi-transparent, and transparent. She asked the students to
use those materials to find out what makes a shadow. To start, she gave students a
picture of a dog with spots and asked the students to draw what a shadow of a spotted
dog would look like. Nearly all students drew spots on their shadow. After a period of
experimentation, students reflected on, and discussed, their answers.
In an eighth-grade class, a student teacher posted artwork around the periphery of the
room depicting life in the antebellum South and North and then asked groups to
circulate with a T-chart and write what they noticed in the paintings and their ideas
about the significance of the paintings.
In a second-grade class, students completed math story problems. The teacher then
took photos of their work and, using the SeeSaw app on a tablet, asked each student to
do a voice-over explaining their work. The student teacher then led students as a class in
a discussion of a few students’ explanations. The student teacher made students’
photos of their work and their explanations available to parents through a password
protected site.
In a seventh-grade class, the student teacher asked students to find the perimeter of
two-dimensional shapes and to then create formulas that reflect the strategies they
came up with. The student teacher then led a discussion comparing students’ formulas
to the commonly used ones.
As part of a unit on the five senses, kindergarteners were asked to shut their eyes and
draw a picture on white board slates. Afterwards, the teacher led the students in a
discussion of their experience and the challenges they might face if blind.

Research question #2: What are the obstacles to planning and implementing dialogic lessons by
student teachers?
Interestingly, by far the most cited obstacle to implementing grapple problems was their
elementary students’ push-back because of the tasks’ difficulty (Table 1). Student teachers
reported that students were often unfamiliar with the experience of sustained uncertainty. Six
times, student teachers reported instances when a student or students cried when presented
these problems:
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[One of my students] immediately started crying because I was making him grapple.
He’s not used to it. He’s used to things being written out for him and copying…Very
structured. He thrives in that, but he also needs to learn to grapple with things in life.
And so it made me realize that I need to do it more because he needs it—little
experiences of it—but obviously throwing him in that situation was not it. I needed to
work up to it.

In five instances it was the very classrooms in which students first resisted where the student
teachers reported that their charges had come to love the more challenging work. So, for
example, a student teacher working in a first-grade classroom where students had been
resistant to grapple problems later reported that students started cheering whenever she told
them that they were about to have “Ms. K’s math.” A girl in her class, who previously had had
particularly low skills and low engagement, began to write her own story problems during
recess.
It is notable that with all the talk about resistance from students who were not used to
grappling with problems, I, myself, did not see student resistance in any of the 26 dialogic
lessons I observed, nor did it come up in any of my post-lesson debrief conversations. One
hypothesis about why student teachers were reporting student resistance in inquiry group
discussions when it was not coming up in the lessons I observed was that the student teachers
may not have been inviting me to observe lessons if they anticipated student push-back.
Table 1: Obstacles to implementing dialogic lessons
Obstacles to implementing dialogic
lessons—

# of occurrences
in inquiry group
sessions

# of occurrences # of occurrences
in exit interviews in post-lesson
debriefs

“Students aren’t used to it…It’s not
what’s usually done in our
classroom.”

28

12

0

“Having to keep up…There’s not
enough time…There’s pressure to
use the most efficient method”

19

7

0

Having to use a textbook or
curriculum that does not ask
students to grapple with problems

9

6

4
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Classroom management challenges
came up when students grapple
with problems

3

2

5

Mentor teacher did not want to do
grapple problems

3

0

3

Logistical challenges (e.g., large
class size)

1

1

0
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As a sub-category of the next most frequently cited obstacle regarding “having to keep up,”
there were six times in our conversations when the pressure of preparing for standardized tests
came up. While this number might seem small relative to some of the other categories, this
frequency gains importance by the fact that only one student teacher was in a grade and a
subject (eighth grade math) in which students take standardized tests, meaning that the press
for test preparation was shared across other non-tested grades and subject areas.
The third most commonly cited obstacle to teaching dialogic lessons was having to use a
textbook or curriculum that did not ask students to grapple with problems. This was mentioned
nine times in our inquiry group, six times in exit interviews, and four times in my debrief with
students following my observations of their lessons. Exceptions to this trend were instances
where students took “challenge questions” from the end of a chapter in a textbook and used
them as grapple problems at the beginning of the unit. This was reported four times in our
inquiry group and observed three times in lessons.
Research question #3: Where are the opportunities for student teachers to plan and implement
dialogic lessons?
Overwhelmingly, student teachers found the most opportunities for implementing dialogic
lessons in mathematics (Table 2) with this being commented upon fourteen times in the inquiry
group transcripts, six times in exit interviews, and was observed five times in lessons. Science
was the next area where students found opportunities for dialogic teaching. Reading, writing,
and spelling were rarely mentioned by students or observed by me as opportunities for dialogic
teaching. This fits with the overwhelming focus on language arts in what is written about GRR.
Student teachers also found that textbooks could provide material that could be turned into
grapple problems. Often the problems suited for this use appeared at the end of a unit but
could be used when beginning that unit.
Students also mentioned having more “wiggle room” to do this kind of teaching in grades
where standardized tests are not administered.
Greasing the wheels for teaching dialogic lessons was elementary students’ excitement for
doing the work. While I observed many lessons that were successful in one way or another, in
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12 of the 26 dialogic lessons that I observed, students had especially high levels of engagement
(an admittedly subjective judgement). In a classroom where a student teacher had been
struggling with disengaged and disobedient students, I watched her teach her first dialogic
lesson and saw 100% of the students focused on their work and engaged in the task. It’s worth
noting that during this engaged work, the mentor teacher showed her personal reliance on GRR
by whispering to me, “I don’t know what she’s doing—she hasn’t modeled this for them yet!” In
another example, I observed students excitedly create skyscrapers that they would test on an
earthquake simulator. One girl told me, “I have so many great ideas—I’m finally getting a
chance to use them!”
Table 2: Opportunities for implementing dialogic lessons
Evidence of where the student
teachers found opportunities for
implementing dialogic lessons—

# of occurrences in
inquiry group
sessions

# of
occurrences
in exit
interviews

# of times
observed in
a lesson

Math instruction

14

6

5

Science instruction

6

6

9

Social studies instruction

3

5

8

Reading

2

4

8

Using problems provided at the end
of chapters in textbooks as “grapple
problems” at the beginning of units

3

1

3

Working with groups of higher skilled
students

2

0

1

In grade levels for which the
standardized test is not administered

2

0

2

Writing instruction

1

0

0

Spelling instruction

1

0

0

When parents do not know what is
going on

1

0

0
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Conclusion
Our research addresses three under-developed areas of the literature: 1) the lack of studies
that problematize the use of GRR, 2) the lack of empirical data on the obstacles to
implementing dialogic pedagogy in actual classrooms, and 3) the lack of data on the possibilities
for doing so. In this way, the findings of this paper provide guidance for student teachers,
teachers, and teacher educators on implementing dialogic teaching as an alternative to the GRR
lesson structure. Our work illustrates both dialogic teaching in the elementary classroom and
dialogic teaching in teacher education through the inquiry group.
The gradual release of responsibility is designed to ease students into success, maximizing the
chances that they will work out the correct answer or understand the most efficient way of
solving the problem. While GRR can be used to teach both simple and complex skills, what it
does not do as well is to create conditions for students to grapple with challenges.
In the work of our curriculum inquiry group, the praxis we developed did the opposite of easing
students into success. As we “rediscovered” existing dialogic instructional formats, the overarching point became clear: what matters most in our lessons—and what is so profoundly
lacking from the schools our student teachers were working in—is for students to grapple with
complex challenges over extended periods of time.
In our work, we created a community of practice that typically did not exist in student teachers’
classroom placements. We grappled with the challenge of planning dialogic lessons in
classrooms where the press for “coverage” militated against it and where students commonly
pushed back when they did not have quick success.
The challenges and opportunities for implementing dialogic instruction suggest a few strategies
for practitioners: to overcome the obstacle of students’ opposition to dialogic teaching,
teachers and student teachers should explicitly tell their charges that the problem or challenge
they are about to take on may likely be different than what they are used to, that it will require
them to struggle to figure it out, that they will not be given help, and that while this struggle
may feel uncomfortable, there will be no penalties for not getting the right answer.
To address the press for “coverage” and preparation for tests, teachers and student teachers
should integrate both GRR, with its emphasis on efficiency, and dialogic models, with their
emphasis on non-routine problem solving. However—in both cases—they should avoid
stepping in and quickly solving the problem for students. To maximize the use of time,
instruction in content should be done simultaneously with instruction in skills—something that
happens remarkably infrequently in many schools.
While teachers and student teachers may find mathematics as the most readily available
opening for dialogic teaching, they should fight the culture that is common to many schools
that ignores the potential for this work in other subject areas. Instead, they should reference
students’ success with productive struggle in math when asking students to grapple with
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problems in other subject areas. In math and in other subject areas, they should look for
opportunities to adapt assignments from textbooks into “grapple problems.”
In implementing dialogic teaching, teachers should heed the findings summarized in the title of
Schwartz and Brandford’s study (1998), that “there is a time for telling”—that is, after students
have grappled with a problem, there is a place for the teacher to share the solution or solutions
that other scholars have come to.
Schwartz and Branford’s study (1998) is also applicable to teacher educators who wish to
replicate this study: while student teachers stand to benefit from grappling with planning
lessons that do not use the GRR structure, there is a “time for telling” them about the findings
of our inquiry group.
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