Table 1. Percentage of students (n=131) advocating culling as a solution pre and post-discussion 

	
	Pre-test view
	Post-test view

	Cull rabbits 
	22%
	34%

	Cull elephants
	13%
	24%


Table 2. Factors present in all high quality discussions

	
	Group 1

(elephants)


	Group 3

(elephants)


	Group 5

(puffins)


	Group 10

(elephants)


	Group 11

(puffins)


	Mean % of students  in high quality groups
	Mean % of students in the other 19 groups

	Number of students ‘very interested’ in wildlife
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	30%
	17%

	Number of pre-test level 4 or 5 personal reasoners
	3
	3
	2
	1
	3
	52%
	20%

	Number of promoters of reflection
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	56%
	37%

	Number of contributors of science content knowledge
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	48%
	32%

	Number of information vigilant students
	2
	3
	2
	3
	4
	61%
	48%

	Number of identifiable leaders
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7

	Number of multiple rebuttals
	3
	3
	7
	4
	4
	4.2
	2.3


Table 3. Features not showing a pattern among the high quality discussion groups 

	
	Group 1

(elephants)
	Group 3

(elephants)
	Group 5

(puffins)
	Group 10

(elephants)
	Group 11

(puffins)

	Main focus of discussion
	Practical concerns (fence construction)
	Education of local people
	Ecological considerations
	Economic considerations (ivory trade)
	Ecological considerations

	Time spent off-task
	21%
	4%
	7%
	8%
	9%

	Total number of long utterances
	6
	9
	7
	8
	2

	Number of oral contributions made in the discussion*
	Male 48

Male 35

Male27

Male14


	Female 28

Male 23

Male 22

Female 14

Female 5


	Female 45

Male 41

Female 36

Male 19


	Female 44

Female 24

Male 23

Male 17


	Female 34

Male 28

Male 23

Male 10

Male 10

Female 8

	Final group decision made
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no


Note:* an ‘oral contribution’ in this case was arbitrarily considered to be an instance where someone led the conversation by contributing at least a three-word phrase or sentence.
