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This presentation reports on a study examining teachers’ use of questions to facilitate reasoning when interacting with students working in groups according to the teaching approach Thinking Classroom. Teacher-student interaction is recognised as a central component of effective mathematics teaching with opportunities to access students’ reasoning, making visible the ways in which learners interpret and construct mathematical ideas (Walshaw & Anthony, 2008). Classroom interaction is also associated with students’ cognitive development (Zhang & Cao, 2022), however not all classroom talk is equally productive; it is the quality and structure that determines its educational value (Walshaw & Anthony, 2008).
Reasoning is a central goal of mathematics education, contributing to students’ deeper understanding and conceptual development (Hiebert, 2003).  Teachers’ questions are crucial, as well-designed questions can prompt students to articulate their thinking and make connections (Boaler & Brodie, 2004). Different types of questions vary in their cognitive demands and impact on reasoning (DeJarnette et al., 2020). Ultimately, teacher–student interaction enables questioning that fosters reasoning and can “greatly enhance the development of their [the students] mathematical thinking” (Walshaw & Anthony, 2008, p. 535). 
The teaching approach Thinking Classroom (Liljedahl, 2016) consists of 14 practices aimed at creating a student-centred environment with a focus on students’ own thinking. The first three practices are considered foundational, as they quickly shift classroom norms and should be implemented together. These are: (1) using tasks that are accessible but not routinely and require thinking rather than imitation; (2) randomly assigning students to groups of up to three that change regularly; and (3) students solve tasks standing at whiteboards, or other erasable vertical surfaces. These first three practices are relatively easy to implement and can bypass the normative behaviours of both students and teachers (Liljedahl, 2016). 
The analysis drew on 44 recordings of students working in groups, with durations ranging from 31 to 55 minutes. These recordings yielded more than 150 transcribed teacher–student interactions. The research question, ‘How do teachers facilitate the students’ mathematical reasoning in the context of Thinking Classroom?’ guided the analysis. Every teacher question concerning mathematics was labelled using Boaler and Brodie’s (2004) categories. Utterances that functioned as questions were also included, for example “Let’s hear,” and “Tell me,” both urging the students to describe their work. The category in focus was probing (to encourage the students to explain their thinking) which I viewed as one way to facilitate reasoning. The preliminary results show that about 15 % of the questions were probing, for example: “Why did you choose thirteen?”, “What was your strategy?” and “Because?”. Not every probing question led to reasoning among the students and since an interaction never is one-sided the next step of the analysis will focus on the students’ responses. 
The analysis of the data revealed an unexpected pattern, many opportunities for reasoning were left unexplored. Instead, the focus often shifted towards obtaining the correct answer with the correct method and moving quickly to the next task, as in: 
Teacher:	How much [money] did you get?
Student: 	Twenty-three, thirty-three… forty-one, fifty
Teacher:	Good, now [next part of the task]. 
This raises an important issue: if the students are to develop mathematical reasoning, they must be given the opportunity to practice it. 
It is suggested that implementing the first three practices of Thinking Classroom can substantially shift students’ thinking and influence teachers’ behaviour. In this material, the same patterns regarding teachers’ questions as previously reported (e.g. Boaler & Broadie, 2004) can be observed. This raises a critical question: if teachers’ approaches to questions remain unchanged, how can the students’ long term reasoning practices be expected to evolve? 
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