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Teachers frequently repeat students' words and in doing so they are doing a wide variety of actions. In the mathematics education literature different names are given and distinctions made to the different types and forms of repetitions. This has led to ambiguity in the meaning and use of terms like revoicing, yet the distinctions made have important consequences for the negotiation of knowledge in mathematics classroom interaction. In this paper two examples are offered to illustrate one such distinction focusing specifically on the use of revoicing in the mathematics education literature, considering specifically the influence these distinctions have on epistemic rights and responsibilities within the interaction.

Introduction

When teachers repeat students' words they could be doing a wide variety of actions. This repetition is also referred to by many different names in the literature, sometimes synonymously, sometimes drawing distinctions based on the form or the function of the repetition. These terms include for example: repeating, rephrasing, reuttering, reporting, recasting, reformulating, revoicing, rebroadcasting, repairing, and restating. These different terms often reflect the theoretical framing of the research study and are now often used without definition or explanation. Yet the differences between these terms are important when considering the function and role of repetitions in interaction in the management of epistemic access, rights, and responsibilities. In this paper I will offer some illustrations of a few of the distinctions made with a particular focus on revoicing as used by a range of authors within mathematics education, and the impact these distinctions have on the negotiation of knowledge in the mathematics classroom.

Revoicing

O'Connor and Michaels have defined revoicing as "at a minimum, this revoicing involves the teacher repeating or rephrasing some part of the student's utterance, and then opening up the next turn for the student to (tacitly or explicitly) agree or disagree with the teacher's revoicing" (2019, p. 167) building on their initial identification of this teacher move in their 1993 paper [START_REF] O'connor | Aligning academic task and participation status through revoicing: Analysis of a classroom discourse strategy[END_REF]. They describe revoicing as involving the teacher drawing an inference from the student's contribution, offering the student and other students the opportunity to validate or challenge this inference. They describe a range of interactional structures of revoicing including the use of discourse markers such as 'so' and turns returning to the students in contrast to the common IRE structure, but the emphasis is on the students' rights to accept or reject the inferences, and thus evaluate them.

Many researchers now use the term revoicing in their own analyses of classroom interactions, without definition or explanation (e.g., [START_REF] Takker | Knowledge demands in teaching decimal numbers[END_REF][START_REF] Walshaw | Understanding mathematical development through Vygotsky[END_REF] suggesting that it has now become an accepted term within the field, but often to describe moves that only include some of the features originally described by [START_REF] O'connor | Aligning academic task and participation status through revoicing: Analysis of a classroom discourse strategy[END_REF]. The term is also being used synonymously with repeating, reuttering, rephrasing, reporting or reformulating [START_REF] Forman | You're going to want to find out which and prove it[END_REF][START_REF] Franke | Eliciting Student Thinking in Elementary School Mathematics Classrooms[END_REF], recasting [START_REF] Gardner | Analysing interactions in childhood: Insights from conversation analysis[END_REF][START_REF] Moschkovich | Academic literacy in mathematics for English Learners[END_REF], marking and rebroadcasting [START_REF] Wilson | Investigating teaching in conceptually oriented mathematics classrooms characterized by African American student success[END_REF]), repairing (da Ponte & Quaresma, 2016;[START_REF] Hintz | Complex listening: Supporting students to listen as mathematical sense-makers[END_REF], restating [START_REF] Herbel-Eisenmann | Muddying the clear waters": Teachers' take-up of the linguistic idea of revoicing[END_REF] and building on or expanding [START_REF] Forman | You're going to want to find out which and prove it[END_REF][START_REF] O'connor | Supporting teachers in taking up productive talk moves: The long road to professional learning at scale[END_REF], as well as encompassing reformulations that involve moving from one named language to another [START_REF] Enyedy | Revoicing in a multilingual classroom[END_REF]. Some authors (and teachers (Herbel-Eisenmann et al., 2009)) make a distinction between repeating or reformulating and revoicing [START_REF] O'connor | Supporting teachers in taking up productive talk moves: The long road to professional learning at scale[END_REF][START_REF] Walkington | Collaborative gesture as a case of extended mathematical cognition[END_REF] whilst others do not [START_REF] Barwell | Patterns of attention in the interaction of a primary school mathematics student with English as an additional language[END_REF][START_REF] Da Ponte | Teachers' professional practice conducting mathematical discussions[END_REF].

This multiplicity and ambiguity in use can be explained by the different theoretical perspectives and constructs these researchers are drawing upon, including Goffman's notion of reported speech [START_REF] Forman | You're going to want to find out which and prove it[END_REF][START_REF] Goffman | Forms of Talk[END_REF][START_REF] Krummheuer | Argumentation and participation in the primary mathematics classroom. Two episodes and related theoretical abductions[END_REF], Stubb's notion of meta-commenting developed by [START_REF] Pimm | Speaking mathematically: Communication in mathematics classrooms[END_REF], the notion of positioning as described within positioning theory [START_REF] Harré | Positioning theory: Moral contexts of intentional action[END_REF][START_REF] Herbel-Eisenmann | Positioning in mathematics education: revelations on an imported theory[END_REF] and the notion of voices from Bakhtin [START_REF] Bakhtin | The dialogic imagination: Four essays[END_REF][START_REF] Barwell | Patterns of attention in the interaction of a primary school mathematics student with English as an additional language[END_REF]. It can also be explained by the fact that when a teacher repeats what a student has said, they can do so in many different ways and achieve many different actions with this move. However, what is important is to consider the implication of these differences on students' learning and experiences of mathematics.

One way to look at revoicing is to focus on the form of the teachers' repetition of a student's contribution. What is said is often not an exact repeat of the student's contribution. Teachers can select, delete, paraphrase, and otherwise transform what the student said. The repetition can also include other discursive features such as the use of discourse markers like 'so', and direct or indirect references to the student whose contribution is being considered e.g., by using their name or using personal pronouns like 'you' combined with a laminating verb such as 'think' or 'said' [START_REF] Herbel-Eisenmann | Muddying the clear waters": Teachers' take-up of the linguistic idea of revoicing[END_REF][START_REF] O'connor | Aligning academic task and participation status through revoicing: Analysis of a classroom discourse strategy[END_REF]. Each of these features can alter the epistemic access, rights, and responsibilities within the interaction.

Many definitions or descriptions also consider the function or purpose of revoicing. Many of these include some way of foregrounding or drawing attention to some aspect of the student's original utterance. These include enabling the idea to be heard [START_REF] Hintz | Complex listening: Supporting students to listen as mathematical sense-makers[END_REF] or appreciated by the rest of the class (O'Connor & Michaels, 2019), summarising or amplifying the idea [START_REF] Hintz | Complex listening: Supporting students to listen as mathematical sense-makers[END_REF], supporting mathematical practices such as abstracting, generalising or attending to precision [START_REF] Enyedy | Revoicing in a multilingual classroom[END_REF][START_REF] Moschkovich | Academic literacy in mathematics for English Learners[END_REF] and supporting the use of mathematical language [START_REF] Battey | The interconnectedness of relational and content dimensions of quality instruction: Supportive teacher-student relationships in urban elementary mathematics classrooms[END_REF][START_REF] Moschkovich | Academic literacy in mathematics for English Learners[END_REF]. Other functions relate to the positioning and ownership of the mathematics under discussion and include giving students credit for the idea (O'Connor & Michaels, 2019), acknowledging a student's idea [START_REF] Hintz | Complex listening: Supporting students to listen as mathematical sense-makers[END_REF], attributing authorship [START_REF] Enyedy | Revoicing in a multilingual classroom[END_REF], competence or ownership [START_REF] Battey | The interconnectedness of relational and content dimensions of quality instruction: Supportive teacher-student relationships in urban elementary mathematics classrooms[END_REF], asking other students to agree or disagree with an idea [START_REF] O'connor | Supporting teachers in taking up productive talk moves: The long road to professional learning at scale[END_REF], positioning in relation to other students' ideas or in relation to the academic task being undertaken [START_REF] Enyedy | Revoicing in a multilingual classroom[END_REF][START_REF] O'connor | Aligning academic task and participation status through revoicing: Analysis of a classroom discourse strategy[END_REF], facilitating student debate [START_REF] Enyedy | Revoicing in a multilingual classroom[END_REF], as well as positioning in relation to accepted mathematics or sociomathematical norms [START_REF] Alibali | Managing common ground in the classroom: teachers use gestures to support students' contributions to classroom discourse[END_REF][START_REF] Enyedy | Revoicing in a multilingual classroom[END_REF]. Other descriptions include focusing on misunderstandings, creating a sense of engagement, giving teachers more time to think or make decisions about what to do next [START_REF] O'connor | Supporting teachers in taking up productive talk moves: The long road to professional learning at scale[END_REF], or establishing the role of contributing to the construction of knowledge within the classroom [START_REF] Forman | Orchestrating the multiple voices and inscriptions of a mathematics classroom[END_REF] and maintaining and demonstrating common ground [START_REF] Alibali | Managing common ground in the classroom: teachers use gestures to support students' contributions to classroom discourse[END_REF]).

Yet the key structural feature emphasised by O' Connor andMichaels (1993, 2019) is that the teacher's reformulation (or repetition, recasting, etc.) is followed by the opportunity for the student to accept, affirm, reject, refute, deny, or clarify the teacher's interpretation as evident in their reformulation. Only a few of the examples offered in subsequent literature illustrate this aspect (e.g., [START_REF] Heyd-Metzuyanim | From ritual to explorative participation in discourse-rich instructional practices: A case study of teacher learning through professional development[END_REF][START_REF] Ingram | Experiences of problem solving in whole class interactions[END_REF][START_REF] Moschkovich | Academic literacy in mathematics for English Learners[END_REF]. This diversity in use of the term leads to the question of whether some of the distinctions being made matter with respect to the negotiation of knowledge in mathematics classrooms.

Interactional management of knowledge

In this paper an Ethnomethodological Conversation Analysis (EMCA) approach is taken to examine the negotiation of epistemic status, rights, and responsibilities where teachers repeat students' words in mathematics lessons. From this perspective, the negotiation of epistemic issues is made visible in interactions between teachers and students. For example, Hellerman (2003) and [START_REF] Macbeth | The relevance of repair for classroom correction[END_REF] used EMCA to show how the prosody and modifications of teachers' repetitions of students' answers to questions influenced how this repetition was treated in the interaction as accepting the student's answer or as rejecting the answer.

EMCA examines how actions such as eliciting or access to knowledge are managed in interaction [START_REF] Heritage | The epistemic engine: Sequence organization and territories of knowledge[END_REF][START_REF] Heritage | Epistemics in conversation[END_REF][START_REF] Ingram | Epistemic management in mathematics classroom interactions: Student claims of not knowing or not understanding[END_REF][START_REF] Ingram | Patterns in mathematics classroom interactions: A conversation analytic approach[END_REF]. Epistemic asymmetry can be considered to be a defining property of classrooms [START_REF] Solem | Displaying knowledge through interrogatives in student-initiated sequences[END_REF], with teachers usually asking questions to which they already know the answer and also evaluating students' responses to these questions. The analysis below draws on Stivers et al.'s (2011) three dimensions of epistemic management: epistemic access, epistemic primacy (or rights) and epistemic responsibility. Epistemic access refers to who has access to the information. Epistemic primacy refers to who has the rights to tell, inform, assert, or assess something, and these can vary between classrooms depending upon the norms of interaction within them. Epistemic responsibilities can also vary between classrooms and refer to what information participants have the rights or obligations to know.

In the first example the lesson is focused on linear sequences. The students have been asked to find the twelfth term of a sequence that begins 5, 9, 13, 17, 12, …. u:m:= 187 Tanya: =no, we agreed there was actually forty-nine sticks.

In this first extract we can see two partial repeats of Stevie's answer by the teacher Tanya. The first of these in turn 182 repeats only a small part of what Stevie said in turn 181 and uses a designedly incomplete utterance [START_REF] Koshik | A conversation analytic study of yes/no questions which convey reversed polarity assertions[END_REF] which Stevie completes in turn 183. Whilst Tanya's turn is a partial repeat and includes the initial inference marker 'so', it does not invite Stevie to agree or disagree with the repetition, rather it invites Stevie to add the missing part of this repetition. This repetition shows that Tanya has heard what Stevie said, but not necessarily that Tanya has understood in that there is no interpretation or inference drawn as part of this turn [START_REF] Sacks | Lectures on conversation[END_REF][START_REF] Ingram | Epistemic management in mathematics classroom interactions: Student claims of not knowing or not understanding[END_REF]. However, the ownership of the contribution remains with Stevie.

The next repetition in turn 184 is doing something different. The twenty-eight is repeated but additional details are added by Tanya including that she has understood Stevie as saying that the answer is twenty-eight and connecting this 'answer' to the original question by adding the qualifier 'sticks'. The inclusion of 'you think' means that the ownership of this answer again remains with Stevie, however the addition of 'do you' at the end, as well as the prosody of the turn, indicates that there is a problem with this answer. The lengthy pause and Stevie's hesitation following this turn show that Stevie also treats there as being a problem. Whilst the 'you think' attributes the answer to Stevie, this problematisation brings into play the teacher's expertise and knowledge to make an evaluation of this answer, even though there is no explicit evaluation. The negative evaluation is then made explicit in turn 70, where the use of 'we agreed' attributes the knowledge that the answer is 49 sticks to the whole class.

In the first example turn 184 has many of the structural features of revoicing described by O'Connor and Michaels (1993) and can also be described as summarising, enabling the rest of the class to hear what Stevie has said, acknowledging his contribution and giving him authorship of what is being said, and positions Stevie in relation to the academic task. Yet in turn 187 the teacher closes down the potential to build on, facilitate a student debate, or offer the opportunity for other students to agree or disagree with Stevie's turn. So, whilst turn 184 shares many of these structural features, its actions within the interaction itself treat the students' contribution as problematic, rather than as an idea to be used and argued with in a way that gives students some agency over the mathematics. It does not give Stevie 'a voice' in the ongoing interaction. Later in the interaction it turns out that Steve's contribution answers one of the questions the class has been working on, but is the answer to how many more sticks are needed (28), rather than how many sticks in total are needed (49).

Example 2

In this example the students are analysing a mechanics problem in a revision lesson focusing on moments, where a simple diagram is drawn on the board. The students have already suggested that the question is about taking moments and the teacher is now asking where the students should take moments about. In turn 457 Tess reformulates Sam's suggestion in a more complete, and mathematically appropriate way within the context of this task and this classroom. The turn includes the discourse marker 'so', but the next turn is not offered back to Sam to affirm or deny that they are suggesting that moments should be taken about A. Instead, Tess invites another student to comment on that suggestion. In turn 459, Tess reformulates again into a more mathematically appropriate way and in a way that is consistent with her reformulation in turn 457, again using the discourse marker 'so', but this time she returns to the turn to Skylar to affirm her interpretation (turn 460). Sian then offers an argument for why they should take moments about point A. Tess then prompts for a justification for why Sian would not choose Skylar's suggestion of about point B, which Sasha gives, before adding additional reasons to Sian's argument, using the discourse marker 'so' and the pronoun 'you'. Tess ends this turn by returning the turn to Sasha to affirm or deny whether they agree with Sian.

In this second example none of the teacher's turns have all of the structural features of revoicing described by O'Connor and Michaels (1993) but do have many of the functions such as supporting mathematical argumentation, supporting the use of mathematical language, giving students credit for ideas and attributing authorship and ownership, and asking other students to agree or disagree with the idea being revoiced. The teacher also positions students in relation to other students' ideas and in relation to the academic task being undertaken, as well as positioning in relation to accepted mathematics.

Conclusion

The precise features of teacher repeats of students' words influence the negotiation of epistemic rights and responsibilities within the interaction. Revoicing is different from rephrasing, repeating or reformulating in the epistemic roles and responsibilities teachers and students have. With revoicing the responsibility for the knowledge in interaction remains with the student(s), but also the students have the right and the responsibility to evaluate the knowledge that is being repeated. This is in contrast to rephrasing, repeating or reformulations where the teacher takes on this role and responsibility. There are consequently important differences between revoicing and other terms which have consequences for the status and negotiation of knowledge in mathematics interaction.

Data

The extracts used in this paper are taken from a corpus of videos of secondary mathematics lessons that were naturally occurring. The lessons were recorded by the teachers themselves and shared with the author who transcribed the whole-class interactions using Jefferson transcription (1984) (simplified to adhere to the publication guidelines).

Analysis

In this paper two examples are offered of interactions where the teacher has repeated students' words. Each of these examples shares some of the structural features of revoicing but not all, and these similarities and differences have interactional implications for the negotiation for epistemic access, rights, and responsibilities.