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Abstract

Observations of Pedagogical Excellence of Teaching Across Nations (OPETAN) is a mixed
methods observation study of 31 content teachers, most nominated for their excellence in
teaching multilingual students in Germany, Finland, the US, and England. The study relied on an
observation rubric that operationalizes seven Enduring Principles of Learning grounded in
critical sociocultural theory and pedagogy. Findings revealed excellent teachers emphasize
complex thinking, language use, and modeling. Teacher use of small groups, contextualization,
and equity-focused practices were areas of potential growth. International research holds promise
for understanding and improving K-12 content teaching and teacher education for teachers of
multilingual learners.
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Introduction

Despite the differing sociopolitical, historical, cultural, and linguistic contexts of various
nations (for instance, the nations in this study: Germany, Finland, the US, and England), a
common challenge exists. Increasing numbers of students are attending school in a language of
instruction that they are still learning (students we call “multilingual”), and the schools and
teachers supporting them may have little preparation or support to advance multilingual student
success (Alisaari et al., 2019; Becker-Mrotzek et al., 2012, Lucas, 2011; Murphy & Unthia,
2015; Wernicke et al., 2021).

In addition to this internationally shared problem, Faltis and Valdés (2016) argued that
there is little empirical evidence to suggest how to best prepare general education teachers (e.g.
grade level math and science content teachers') of multilingual learners? (see also Takanishi &
Le Menestrel, 2017). Despite the generally small field of existing research on effective practice
in general education classrooms for multilingual students, there is a very promising line of
research that has shown, over time and in multiple US contexts, evidence of producing strong
academic outcomes for multilingual students in general education content classrooms (e.g.,
Doherty & Hilberg, 2007; Estrada, 2005; Tharp et al., 2000; Teemant, 2014; Teemant, 2015;
Teemant & Hausman, 2013; Teemant et al., 2014). Organized around seven Enduring Principles

of Learning?®, this research has already produced a validated and reliable observation tool for the

! These teachers are referred to in varying ways across the national contexts of this study including primary school
classroom teachers, secondary and upper-secondary school content/subject teachers, etc.

2 Depending on context, these multilingual students may be referred to as “English Language Learners” or “German
as a second language learners.” We use the term “multilingual” to refer to students to emphasize their existence as
students who navigate two or more languages daily.

3 Until recently, what we are calling the Enduring Principles for Learning have been known as the Standards for
Effective Pedagogy. We are using the term Enduring Principles for Learning because we feel it more accurately
represents the nature of the tools utilized in this study.



US context (Teemant et al., 2014). Some work with these principles has occurred outside of the
US as well (Wyatt et al., 2012) indicating its suitability for our use in this study.

This study examines quality instructional practices, as operationalized by the Enduring
Principles of Learning (Teemant et al., 2014), across four different nations: Germany, Finland,
the US, and England. A mixed methods design was deployed drawing from complementary
quantitative and qualitative data of teaching practices. In this study, a classroom observation
rubric for the Enduring Principles of Learning was implemented to evaluate instructional quality
among content teachers of multilingual learners. Concurrently, qualitative observation notes of
teaching interactions were also collected in each classroom. This complementary data collection
makes rubric scores visible as vignettes of teaching practices, strengthening understanding of
quality content area teaching of multilingual learners across the four nations. Our research
questions (RQ) were:

RQ1: What does quality instruction in linguistically diverse content classrooms in

four different nations look like for multilingual learners?

RQ2: What similarities and differences in quality instruction exist in content

classrooms for multilingual learners in four different nations?

Theoretical Framework

This study of teacher pedagogy for multilingual learners rests at the conceptual
intersection of theory and research in (a) language learning; (b) learning theory; and (c) critical
social theory. In this section, the theoretical perspectives and pedagogical practices underpinning
this study are described.

Theoretical Perspectives



There are a variety of theoretical perspectives that suggest what content teachers of
multilingual learners should know and be able to do. First, knowledgeable teachers of
multilingual learners understand emergent language development as a complex, incremental, and
nonlinear social and cognitive process (e.g., Ellis, 2015; Larsen-Freeman, 1991; Spolsky, 1989).
Teachers need to create learning opportunities that expand student language proficiencies for a
range of tasks and contexts. Second, teachers of multilingual learners should understand
learning, and in particular, the important contributions of Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural
theory, which viewed language, thinking, and emotion as inseparable in the learning process
(Smagorinsky, 2013). Sociocultural theory rests on four assumptions: knowledge is cultural
understanding and competent participation in discourse communities; learning is a social
process; teaching is assisting; and learning leads development through situated performance that
is dynamic, episodic, and continuing (Teemant et al., 2004). For Vygotsky, learning is a
language-based as well as culturally and historically situated process that is active on three
levels: for the student, the teacher, and the interactional space between the teacher and student
(Vygotsky, 1997). The work of Mercer (2019), Skidmore and Murakami (2016), and Wells
(1999), for example, explore the pedagogical practices and challenges of implementing
sociocultural theory in education as dialogic interactions between teacher and students, or
students with students, in various ways of grouping and dialoging with students.

The third knowledge base for teaching multilingual students takes up critical social
theory (e.g., Freire, 1994; Gottesman, 2016) to deepen understandings of how social, cultural,
historical, political, racial, economic, and gender differences impact learning expectations,
opportunities, and outcomes for multilingual learners as members of marginalized and

minoritized groups. Scholars, such as Duncan-Andrade and Morrell (2008), Freire (1994),



Giroux (1988), Moll, Amanti, Neff and Gonzalez (1992), argue that teachers who connect school
knowledge to students’ lives and communities outside the classroom acknowledge and affirm
students. More importantly, such teachers challenge, and prepare students themselves to
challenge the societal forces that minoritize multilingual students and produce educational
inequities (Alim et al., 2020). Taken together, critical sociocultural theoretical perspectives
(Freire, 1994; Vygotsky, 1978) support teachers of multilingual students to simultaneously and
productively focus on equity through language, learning, and learners in context.
Pedagogical Practices

As pedagogical practice, this study operationalizes critical sociocultural theory as
classroom practices using seven Enduring Principles of Learning originally called the “Standards
for Effective Pedagogy” (Tharp, 2006; Tharp et al., 2000; Teemant et al., 2014). The seven
pedagogical practices are: (1) Joint Productive Activity (JPA) where students and teachers co-
construct learning products together; (2) Language and Literacy Development (LLD) where
students are actively engaged in language and literacy practices; (3) Contextualization (CTX)
where school learning is deliberately connected to students’ lives outside of school; (4)
Challenging Activities (CA) where students are provided performance expectations along with
feedback and assistance to achieve those expectations; (5) Instructional Conversation (IC) where
students and teachers engage in dialogic learning; (6) Critical Stance (CS) where instruction
empowers students to transform inequities in and outside the classroom through democratic
participation and civic engagement within one’s sphere of influence; and (7) Modeling (M)
where students are allowed to develop competence through observation before being required to
perform. These principles of learning value collaboration, co-construction of knowledge,

activation and development of background knowledge, sustained language and literacy use,



cognitively demanding activities, modeling, multiple perspectives and community engagement,
equity, and dialogic interactions in various small group configurations. Each principle when
enacted at its highest level is rich with teacher assistance and feedback.

The principles have been studied individually and as connected practices (e.g., Doherty &
Hilberg, 2007; Teemant et al., 2013; Saunders, 1999; Saunders & Goldberg, 1999). In
combination, use of the principles has been associated with statistically significant positive
student academic achievement for monolingual speakers of English as well as for multilingual
students learning English (in both content areas and English language development) (Teemant,
2014; Teemant et al., 2013; Doherty & Hilberg, 2007; Doherty et al., 2002). Further, Estrada
(2005) and Estrada and Imhoff (1999) linked small group reading instruction guided by the
principles to reading achievement. Critical Stance, in particular, is positively correlated to gains
on multiple types of standardized language arts achievement tests by both monolingual and
multilingual speakers of English. In fact, Critical Stance has been demonstrated to be a stronger
predictor of achievement than level of higher order thinking (Teemant et al., 2013, 2014, 2021).

In summary, we operationalized critical sociocultural theoretical perspectives as
pedagogy in this study through the Enduring Principles of Learning. We use a validated and
reliable observation tool called the Standards Performance Continuum Plus or SPC Plus*
(Doherty et al., 2002; Tharp, 2006; Teemant et al., 2014). We argue that these Enduring
Principles, individually and collectively, operationalize teachers’ potential and simultaneous
focus on equity, language, learning, and learners in situated contexts. With this rationale, we
collected data on teachers with a reputation as quality teachers of multilingual students using the

SPC Plus as our data collection protocol in four nations.

4 See Appendix A.



Four National Contexts

Each nation in our study is grappling with the complexities of educating children who
arrive at school needing to learn the language of instruction. The context varies, as described
below, from nation to nation in terms of histories, policies, and approaches to educating
multilingual learners and their teachers, although the need for differentiated and supportive
pedagogy for multilingual learners is a consistent theme in every national context.

Germany

In 2017, 19.3 million or 23.6% of inhabitants of Germany had a migrant background
(Statistisches Bundesamt [German Federal Statistical Office], 2018). This means that a person
has immigrated to Germany since 1949, was born a foreigner in Germany, or was born in
Germany with at least one parent who immigrated to Germany or was born a foreigner in
Germany (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2018). In Lower Saxony, where we collected data for this
study, 27.2% of its 8 million inhabitants under age 25 have a migrant background
(Niederséchsischer Landtag, 2007).

Germany has a federal system with 16 states (Bundeslander) which are responsible for
education. Therefore, teacher education policies as well as the policies and practices concerning
how to teach multilingual learners can vary widely across Germany. Even though
recommendations for preparing teachers for multilingual learners started in the 1970s (Baumann,
2017), it was only in 2009 that some federal states implemented mandatory modules for teacher
preparation (e.g., in North Rhine-Westphalia, Berlin, and Hamburg). Since 2014 a national
enactment regulates topics like language support, home language facilitation, and linguistically
and culturally responsive teaching (Kultusministerium [Ministry of Education and the Arts],

2014). Hence, every university teacher education program offers varying amounts of courses and



content to support teachers in learning to work with multilingual students (Baumann, 2017;
Berkel-Otto et al., 2021). For Lower Saxony, preparing teachers to work with multilingual
learners is not expansively established in teacher education although a 1998 school law
emphasizes the right of every student to be supported in learning German (Niedersachsisches
Schulgesetz [School law of Lower Saxony], 1998).
Finland

In 2016, Finland implemented a new core curriculum for basic and upper secondary
education. One of its characteristics is that it responds strongly to the increase of linguistic
diversity in schools. In Finland, the number of students with minoritized linguistic backgrounds
grew significantly during the 1990s and has continued to grow exponentially each year. Finnish
and Swedish are both national languages in Finland, and there are also some other languages
(e.g., Sami, Romany, Karelian, Finnish Sign Language, etc.) that have various levels and forms
of recognition and status. Currently, 7% of the population uses languages other than Finnish and
Swedish (Official Statistics of Finland (OSF), 2019.) In basic and upper secondary, the number
of multilingual learners ranges from 0 to 70 percent. In response to this increased diversity, the
current curriculum reform introduced new perspectives, such as linguistically and culturally
responsive teaching. For example, every teacher is to take into account the challenges that
academic language in different school subjects poses for learners. It also states that all students
should be able to use their whole linguistic repertoire as a resource for learning (National
Agency for Education, 2014, 2015).
United States

Dating back to the 1970s, the US had landmark civil rights cases advance access to

bilingual education and more equitable educational practices (e.g., Lau v. Nichols, 1974).



However, until the passage of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2001, most multilingual students
were taught in substantially segregated spaces with other multilingual learners. With the passage
of NCLB, multilingual students were expected to show high levels of English proficiency on
standardized tests very quickly. This motivated many schools and districts to change their
programs of support for multilingual students and increased the number of multilingual learners
being taught in general education classrooms. However, the under-preparation of general
education content teachers to work with multilingual learners has long been documented (e.g.
Lucas & Grinberg, 2008; Deng et al., 2020) despite efforts to ameliorate concerns (Deng et al.,
2020; Freeman & Freeman, 2014). Overall, multilingual students who are labeled “English
learners” and thus are at the early stages of developing English proficiency make up nearly 10%
of the total student population in public schools (~4.9 million students total). Different US states
have different laws and rules around teacher preparation and licensure requirements to work with
multilingual students. Different states also have different populations of multilingual students in
terms of size, race, language, etc.
England

In England, the number of students in school whose home language is not English has
increased significantly in recent years; this is because of both planned migration from within the
EU, for example, and forced migration from other parts of the world. Currently more than 20%
of children in primary schools (ages 4 — 11) and over 16% of pupils in secondary schools
(between 11 and 18) speak a language other than English at home (Department for Education
and Skills (DfES), 2021). It is important to note that England’s language-landscape is super-
diverse (Vertovec, 2007) with a long history of admitting multilingual children into classrooms.

In London alone, more than 360 languages are spoken.



England has a national curriculum that is mandatory in most state-run schools. Teachers
observed for this study were teaching using the National Curriculum for England (DfES, 2013).
This is notable for the extra level of detail devoted to the teaching of English as compared to
other subjects, and the absence of any guidance, or mandatory expectations, specific to the
teaching of multilingual learners. The reading and writing programs of study contain very
specific learning objectives for the teaching of phonics, spelling, grammar, and punctuation.
These are assessed by high-stakes national testing at ages 6, 7, and 11 years, and these tests are
designed for English dominant speakers. This creates some tensions for teachers of multilingual
learners who are likely to under-attain unless they have been at school since the normal school
starting age of five (DfES, 2019). Indeed, teachers report their under-preparation for teaching
multilingual learners and cite lack of training as causal at least in part for student under
attainment (Flynn & Curdt-Christiansen, 2018). That said, research shows us that, despite limited
available funding for training teachers of multilingual learners (Strand et al., 2015), there are
teachers who are linguistically responsive and who make a difference with their language-rich
pedagogy (Flynn, 2019).

Methodology

This descriptive one-phase mixed methods study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007)
undertook observations of 31 teachers in four different nations—Finland, Germany, the US, and
England—to examine quality of instruction for multilingual learners. Quantitative and qualitative
data were gathered simultaneously and examined to understand the similarities and differences
across nations for quality teaching of multilingual students. The complementary data sets allow
for quantitative observation data from a rubric to be expanded and validated with qualitative data

in interpretation to reveal patterns and practices.
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Participants

Table 1 provides descriptive information regarding our study participants by country,
student ages, content area, and percentage of multilingual students in the classroom. Teacher
participants were observed teaching in multiple content areas (language arts, social
studies/history, mathematics, and physical education) and grade levels for children between the
ages of 5-15. In some school settings, just one teacher was observed. In other settings, several
teachers were observed. Multilingual students represented 5% to 100% of the students in
observed classes.

Teachers were considered for participation if they taught in a school with a student
population of at least 10% multilingual learners and were general education content teachers.
Most of the teachers observed (84%) were recommended by school leaders, peers, or teacher
educators working in partnership with their schools as having a reputation for strong practice
supporting multilingual students. While we acknowledge that “recommendations” of quality or
excellence across different contexts will vary considerably, we attempted to control for this to
some extent by the rigor involved in preparing the research team to undertake classroom
observations (see below).

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
Research Team Preparation

As a large team of international researchers, the local host researcher for each national
site ensured all Institutional Review Board (IRB) and ethics procedures were followed for data
collection and recruitment of participants. Members of our team came from each of the four
nations in the study. Most team members observed in their own nation as well as at least one

other nation. The entire multilingual and multicultural team participated in extensive online, as
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well as in-person, preparation to ensure consistency in scoring practices using the observation
protocol (see Appendix A). The lead author observed in all four nations across all 31
observations, ensuring inter-rater reliability and consistency with our data collection and
interpretation. No observation ever had fewer than two team members present with at least one
of those members a local researcher grounded in the cultural, linguistic, and sociopolitical
context. After each observation, time was taken to debrief and collectively agree upon the
observation scores.

Data Sources

Data collection included observation scores using the SPC Plus and extensive fieldnotes.
The fieldnotes ensured local language, culture, and educational practices would be taken into
account. The SPC Plus captured implementation of the Seven Enduring Principles of Learning.
(See Appendix A). The continuum is expressed on a 5-point scale, where 0 = Not Observed, 1 =
Emerging, 2 = Developing, 3 = Enacting (the target for individual principles), and 4 =
Integrating (indicating simultaneous use of 3 or more principles at the Enacting level in a single
activity). The continuum captures behavioristic/teacher-centered (0 to 1), cognitivist (2), and
critical sociocultural (3 to 4) teaching. At the integrating level, the rubric describes instruction
that is rich with collaboration, language and literacy use, contextualization, modeling, higher
order thinking, and teacher-student and student-student dialogue as well as taking action to
equitably initiate change from within students’ sphere of influence. At the highest integrating
level, students receive meaningful assistance and feedback from more knowledgeable others as

understandings are co-constructed products.

There is an important rule for scoring called the 3 x 3 rule. This rule states that if at least

three principles of learning are rated at the enacting level (3) for an activity, then each enacting
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score for that activity is raised to the integrating level (4). Each activity during instruction is
scored individually, and then the highest score for each principle across all of the activities
during an observation were used to create an overall score for the lesson. In this study an
“activity” was determined collectively by the observers in our immediate post observation
debriefs. With a total score of 28 points possible, four value ranges determine fidelity of
implementation: (a) emerging < 7.50; (b) developing = 7.50 — 12.49; (c) enacting= 12.50 —
17.49; and (d) integrating= 17.50 — 28.00. Tests of the reliability and validity of the SPC Plus

rubric are reported in Doherty et al. (2002) and Teemant, et al, (2014).
Data Analysis

For this descriptive study, qualitative and quantitative data analyses were carried out to
create pattern profiles and vignettes of teaching for each nation in which teachers were observed.
For the SPC Plus data, scores for individual principles of learning were listed and the total score,
means, and modes were calculated for each teacher observed by nation. Patterns of use for the
seven Enduring Principles of Learning are highlighted to exemplify the trends observed in the
scores. The qualitative fieldnotes from one site-specific observation were then used to create
descriptive vignettes of teaching to capture the nature of instruction in the classrooms of general
education teachers considered effective teachers for multilingual learners. Validity was
established by drawing implications from both the qualitative and quantitative data (Creswell &

Plano Clark, 2007).

Results
Across our observations, we found important patterns to illustrate witnessed teaching

among teachers identified for their quality in teaching multilingual learners. The following
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describes and illustrates these patterns first by nation, then with analysis of the patterns we found
looking across nations.
Germany

We conducted five observations in German schools in Lower Saxony during
August of 2017. We visited these schools during the second week of the school year. Because
teachers were still setting up their routines and expectations with students, this did not turn out to
be an optimal time to observe. Despite this limitation, we still witnessed and documented high
quality pedagogical practices, most commonly around Joint Productive Activity and Challenging
Activities. Table 2 presents the individual ratings and group means and modes for teachers
observed in Germany.

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

German Pattern. Teachers were most consistently observed using two principles of
learning at the developing level (2): Joint Productive Activity (JPA) and Challenging Activities
(CA). For JPA, this means students were collaborating in each classroom. For Challenging
Activities, both the mean and the mode were at the developing level (2 out of 4 possible). On the
rubric, this means teachers designed and enacted “challenging activities that connect
instructional elements to academic content or advance student understanding to more complex
levels” (Appendix A). The combination of JPA and CA created conditions for authentic language
use for multilingual students during collaboration and co-constructed content development with
peers and teachers around cognitively challenging tasks. German teachers used the remaining
principles of learning at the emerging or behavioristic level, being more teacher-centered during

this early period of the school year. Nevertheless, the mean for total score puts these teachers at
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the developing level (7.50-12.49) overall with their pairing of collaboration (JPA) with complex
thinking (CA). The brief vignette below illustrates this pattern in practice.

German Classroom Vignette: JPA and CA. During a lesson on alphabetization,
Teacher G-E and her second-grade students congregated at the back of the room on the floor
around an opportunity to “fish.” Students used a fishing pole crafted by the teacher to fish out a
sponge that had a word attached to it. Together the teacher and students talked about each word,
particularly its meaning. Then the student who fished out the word would decide where it should
be positioned against the other words fished out based on alphabetical order. Each time a student
made a decision about where to place a word, the teacher asked the student to explain the
decision. Sometimes through questions posed by the teacher, a student moved their word to a
different positioning. Both the teacher and the students took the time necessary to think through,
discuss, describe, and find confidence in their decisions.

At one point, a multilingual learner fished out a word that had the same first letter as a
word that had already been fished. The student took a guess at where to put it, which was not
correct. When the multilingual student explained her decision saying that her word went before
the existing word because her word had more letters. The teacher complimented the student for
her smart thinking and posed a question, “What would you do if the words had the same number
of letters?” This got the students thinking and discussing. One student suggested that if the first
letter is the same, it’s the second letter that matters. The teacher complimented this thinking and
suggested that the class review the alphabet posted on the wall. After reviewing it, the class
agreed that the new word should be moved. The multilingual student moved the word to the new
location and read both of the words with the same first letter out-loud. The next student fished

out a word that also had the same letter as an existing word in the list. He put the word in the
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correct place in the list. The teacher asked him to explain why he did that. He explained that the
second letter of his word comes before the second letter in the word that was already listed. The
teacher asked the class to review the alphabet on the wall to see if he was right. They reviewed
the alphabet and agreed with his decision.

This vignette illustrates the pattern of strong use of JPA at the developing level (2) and
CA at the enacting level (3). The teacher and students worked together as a whole class around a
shared understanding of alphabetical order (intangible JPA) while putting words in proper order
(tangible JPA). In doing this, the teacher engaged students in using higher order thinking by
putting words in order while providing a rationale for their thinking. In this way, the activity was
cognitively challenging because the teacher set a clear performance standard (i.e., put words in
alphabetical order), and provided students with feedback and assistance to help students meet the
performance standard. In this vignette, we see the teacher encouraging authentic communication
around a challenging topic while using targeted questioning and visual scaffolds to support
higher order thinking. This combination of JPA and CA illustrates the possibilities for learning
when authentic language use and collaborative conceptual development occur simultaneously.
Finland

We conducted eight observations in two different Finnish cities during November 2017.
Table 3 presents the individual ratings and group means and modes for teachers observed in
Finland.

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Finnish Pattern. Teachers were most consistently found implementing the principles of

Challenging Activities (CA), Modeling (M), and Contextualization (CTX) at higher levels than

the other principles of learning. For CA, five of the eight observations (62%) scored at the
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“enacting” level (3). At this level, teachers had designed and enacted activities that required
higher order thinking and set clear performance standards, provided assistance in the process of
learning, and gave feedback that improved student performance. Modeling (M) was observed at
the enacting level (3) in 37% (3 of 8) of our observations. This means the teacher provided “a
model of a completed product that students then make, or models the behaviors, thinking
processes, or procedures necessary for the task, and assists students during practice” (Appendix
A). In another 37% of the observations (3 of 8), we saw enacting levels (3) of CTX , meaning the
teacher intentionally integrated students’ prior knowledge or experience from home, school, or
the community with teaching new academic concepts. On average, these Finnish teachers rated
at the developing level (7.50-12.49) for total score although individual teachers were observed at
all levels: integrating (1), enacting (3), developing (2), and emerging (2).

The strong representation of Challenging Activities in these Finnish classrooms aligns
well with the central role of thinking skills and problem-solving as learning goals in the national
curriculum (Virta & Yli-Panula, 2016; Kairavuori & Sintonen, 2016). Finnish students in
comprehensive school receive overall high scores in problem solving according to a number of
international learning assessments (Niemi, 2016). The aim is putting students to work on a task
instead of a teacher explaining the solution. The mathematics curriculum emphasizes the
importance of pupil’s own thinking and co-operative learning methods. In addition, efforts are
made to develop mathematics education in the primary school that draws on multiplicative
relations in students’ everyday surroundings (McMullen et al. 2019). In early grades. the
manipulatives maybe be countable items from children’s living worlds that contextualize the
challenges for the children. In other words, for mathematics, Finnish language arts, and Finnish

as a second language pedagogy, Challenging Activities integrates the goals of developing
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problem solving skills and support to multilingual learners through the use of modeling, (e.g.,
Rose & Martin, 2012; Shore & Rapatti, 2014; Tainio & Griinthal, 2016) and contextualization.
Below is a brief vignette of early mathematics instruction that illustrates this pattern of teacher
use of complex thinking, modeling, and contextualization at high levels in one activity.

Finnish Classroom Vignette: CA, M and CTX. During a math lesson, Teacher F-B in a
second-grade classroom worked with her students to develop multiplicative reasoning. The
teacher started the lesson explaining, “Today we are making strawberry pie!”” She retrieved four
plastic strawberries from her desk and carried them across the room for all the students to see.
She repeated this three more times while explaining that she was making three total pies. When
she finished carrying the sets of strawberries, she asked the students to talk about what she had
done. She asked specific questions like, “How many strawberries do we have now?” and “How
many times did I go to get more?” As they discussed her actions, she wrote, “4 +4 + 4 =12" on
the board. She then explained that there will be a party and asks for five volunteers to be party
guests. The five volunteers went to the front of the room. Another student became the “host” and
was given the responsibility of distributing cookies to each of the party guests. Each guest was
served three (very real looking) plastic cookies, one at a time. When all of the guests had
received their three cookies, the teacher asked the host, “How many times did you give out
cookies?” and then asked the class to think about how many cookies they had. As they discuss,
the teacher wrote “3 + 3 + 3 +3 + 3 = 15” on the board. The teacher commented as she wrote
how it’s a long calculation. The teacher and the students engage in multiple variations of these
activities, working together to count students’ fingers and legs as well as using images to count
dogs’ legs, ladybugs, and birds. Students participated by providing body parts to count,

illustrated the counting process with body motions, or followed along by counting felt chips on
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their desks. Each task led to a formula on the board that illustrates the foundation of
multiplicative reasoning and was contextualized to everyday items. Each iteration contained
strong modeling by the teacher and provided for students to engage in challenging activities.
Towards the end of the class, students had the opportunity to work independently to do similar
activities in their textbooks (counting bunnies, teddy bears, etc.).

This vignette illustrates how the teacher co-constructed student understanding in a whole
class setting, collaborating with students to develop understandings of multiplicative reasoning
(intangible product), which was cognitively challenging, while using manipulative and equations
to contextualize and model their talk. As a whole class activity, there was less opportunity for
student language use or discussion for multilingual learners in the classroom. However, as a
deeply contextualized lesson that was cognitively challenging and heavily modeled conceptually
and linguistically, it exemplified an excellent content development opportunity for multilingual
learners without being reliant on students’ language knowledge.

United States

We collected data in 10 classrooms in a large metropolitan area in the midwestern US in
April 2018. Table 4 presents the individual ratings and group means and modes for teachers
observed in the US.

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

US Pattern. Across the 10 observations, US teachers used Language and Literacy
Development (LLD), Joint Productive Activity (JPA), and Challenging Activities (CA) in
combination at higher levels than the other principles of learning. Language and Literacy
Development was used by 70% of the teachers at the enacting (3) and integrating (4) levels—the

highest levels. Achieving the integrating level means that a teacher is using at least three
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principles of learning at the enacting level (3s) in a single activity, which allows the enacting
principles to become integrating ratings (i.e., 4s). Some level of collaborative work (JPA) was
observed in 90% of the classes, with 50% of the observations being rated at the developing level.
This means students were most commonly working together independent of the teacher in small
groups or with the teacher in a whole class setting developing shared conceptual understandings
as a class. For 80% of the observations, teachers simultaneously used cognitively challenging
tasks. For 40% of the observations, teachers reached the enacting level for promoting complex
thinking by setting clear expectations for performance while offering feedback and assistance to
students in the process of their learning. The total score mean for US teachers placed them at the
enacting level (12.50 — 17.49) of the rubric.

The US emphasis on language and literacy development and challenging tasks is not
surprising, given the federally required annual testing for reading and writing development for all
students. A common practice in US literacy classrooms is “guided reading” where a teacher
works with a small group of students at their literacy level to provide direct instruction. This
practice can at times be JPA at the enacting level if the teacher engages collaboratively with
students to explore ideas and concepts rather than just offers direct instruction. However, guided
reading may not be JPA—it is dependent on the actual joint production that is taking place. Yet,
the common use of teacher-led small groups (like in guided reading) also creates the context for
more use of small group activities where students are seated and/or collaborate independent of
the teacher. The vignette below illustrates this pattern of high language use (LLD) combined
with collaborative (JPA) and challenging (CA) activity.

US Classroom Vignette: LLD, JPA, and CA. Teacher US — G taught a 5" grade class

with 58% of the class multilingual. We observed the class during English Language Arts where
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students were organized into groups of three and engaging in “book clubs.” The teacher held
“Café” discussions with one group at a time. Café discussions focus on Comprehension,
Accuracy, Fluency and Expanding vocabulary. As the teacher worked with one group at a time,
her engagement with the students was almost entirely to pose questions. For instance, she asked
one group, “What are some clues in that sentence that will help you know what tone to use?” She
also asked after reading aloud a passage with that same group of students, “How can I go back
now that I understand what the message is, how can I give it more emotion?” The teacher
simultaneously elicited collaboration and language and literacy use by asking questions and
providing feedback or assistance against expectations for success.

While the teacher was collaborating with one group, the other student groups were
dispersed around the room working on their book clubs. Students in each book club had
responsibilities to ensure the success of the book club. In fact, students either had already written
lesson plans for their roles in the book club or were proactively writing them. Each group of
students had selected their own text to read together and had divided up the responsibilities for a
successful book club. Groups were in different phases with their book club, but all book clubs
had a clear standard to work towards and received regular feedback and assistance from the
teacher to meet that standard. During our observation every student in the class was reading,
writing, or discussing their book club work with their peers and/or the teacher. The class was full
of activity with each student and group of students working at their own pace but engaged and
making progress towards a shared goal.

This vignette illustrates how the teacher expertly combined collaboration (JPA) to
scaffold and support students to engage in high level language use (LLD) and thinking (CA). Her

strategic collaboration with students allowed for multi-tasking activity around book club learning
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goals as well as a rich diversity in process, product, and outcome for students. The class had
developed a strong shared understanding of what a quality book club looked like and received
regular and beneficial feedback and assistance from the teacher in reaching expectations. The
clear performance expectations for the book club created the context and impetus for students to
read, write, speak, and think together.
England

We observed eight expert teachers’ practices in London and the southeast of England in
May 2018. Table 5 presents the individual ratings and group means and modes for teachers
observed in England.

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

English Pattern. Teachers in England enacted Language and Literacy Development
(LLD), Challenging Activities (CA) and Modeling (M) at the highest or integrating level (4 of 4
possible). They also implemented the remaining four principles at the developing level (2 or 4
possible) most often. The majority of classes observed were focused on English Language Arts,
but, even in classes where the subject content was not English, the development of language and
literacy was foregrounded in practice. This is reflective of a curriculum emphasis on the learning
of English through various policy initiatives in the past twenty years (e.g., DfES, 2007; Primary
National Strategy, 2006) and by high stakes testing in English (Anderson et al., 2016). Despite
reservations about the singular emphasis on learning technical aspects of English, there are
positive benefits for multilingual learners who are in the hands of skilled teachers. We noted: an
emphasis on the explicit teaching of content vocabulary related to the learning objectives;
activities that generated student language use; and activities where language use directly

supported literacy development. In the highest rated classrooms, practice was dialogic and
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student-led, resulting in sustained periods of student talk. In other cases, the stipulation in
England’s framework (Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills
(OFSTED), 2019) to accommodate learners’ needs to ensure progress was on display. For
example, teachers differentiated phonics teaching for English proficiency with grouping
strategies; used questioning and insisted on students providing rationales for their thinking in
developing inference and deduction skills for reading comprehension; used wait time to
encourage students to think about and expand their responses to texts; and used a range of media
to model, scaffold, and make visual and tangible teacher expectations.

English Classroom Vignette: LLD, CA & M. Teacher E - B taught a class of 9-10-
year-olds with 79% multilingual learners, in a school in East London located close to the River
Thames. We observed one of a sequence of history lessons on Victorian London. The focus for
this unit of work was that students would learn about the dilemma for the Prime Minister,
Benjamin Disraeli, of tackling the stench (The Big Stink) of pollution from the River Thames.
The teacher’s intention was that students would enact his conversations with the engineer Joseph
Bazalgette in preparation for producing a comic-strip representing their dialogue. As is common
practice in English classrooms, this lesson was to the whole class and was delivered through a
mix of teacher modelling and student tasks.

The teacher did very little “telling” of the history and relied on students’ “finding out” in
response to her question-led delivery. She asked a range of questions which drew on students’
prior knowledge to take their thinking forward. For example, she asked, “Was the River Thames
always this polluted?” and “Why had things got so bad by 1858?”” She gave the class time for
reflection in talk pairs before they came back to her with extended answers from which she

required a forensic level of accuracy. The children had sustained opportunities to talk in pairs

23



using a range of media such as Google Classroom and images from political satirists of the time.
They used these to support factual accuracy in their role play.

Extensive time was given to oral rehearsal through the role play before the comic strip
was produced. Moreover, role play was supported with vocabulary lists appropriate to the era
and the event: ‘By golly’, by jove’, ‘good gracious’, stink, unpleasant, odor, repellant,
grotesque, vile, odious, nauseating. The moves between student pairs giving feedback and her
teacher’s dialogic practice ensured that students were thoroughly and actively engaged in their
learning throughout the lesson.

This lesson was enriched by high-quality modelling. The children’s imaginations were
stimulated by their teacher’s use of a tank of brown water that had various unpleasant things
floating in it in order to give the children a visual replication of the Thames in its vile state of
pollution. The use of props, and plenty of activation of children’s prior knowledge, meant that
their learning was scaffolded in multiple ways.

This vignette illustrates how challenging activities (CA), language and literacy
development (LLD), and modeling (M) combined to support both the conceptual and linguistic
development of students. The use of contextualization (CTX) supported student engagement by
reaching back into history while leveraging their own community knowledge and experiences.
Students accomplished the learning goal of the lesson through supported, question-driven
independent inquiry, teacher-guided modeling, and an explicit focus on content vocabulary and
sustained language use by students.

Mixed Methods Discussion and Implication
When the mixed methods data are examined together, this study offers empirical

evidence that moves our field forward in identifying quality teaching across various contexts and
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offers implications for theory, research, and professional learning in ways that position teachers
and teacher educators to understand and then develop their abilities to create exemplary learning
environments for multilingual students in content classrooms.
Patterns of Quality Teaching Across Nations

Across the four national contexts, there are strong similarities and nuanced differences in
teachers’ use of the Enduring Principles of Learning. Table 6 provides the percentage of teachers
rated at each level of implementation for each of the seven principles of learning. In addition, we
combine the percentages at the enacting and integrating or highest levels to understand high level
use of the principles of learning.

INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

Similarities. Several observations are noteworthy when examining data by principle of
learning and level of implementation. First, excellent teachers of multilingual learners in content
classrooms are committed to engaging students in complex thinking as represented by 84% of
teachers using Challenging Activities (CA, which includes levels 2-4). This means going beyond
the “whats” to the “hows” and “whys” of student thinking in analyzing, evaluating, synthesizing,
and having students provide rationales and elaboration of information. While complex thinking
was concentrated at the developing level (32%), a majority of teachers (52%) were rated at the
highest levels when enacting and integrating levels are combined. This commitment to complex
thinking and challenging activities runs counter to watering down content or focusing merely on
skill development for students with emerging language proficiencies.

Second, a commitment to students’ use of language was observed at the highest
concentration at the integrating level (32%) but represented 51% of observations when the

enacting and integrating levels of Language and Literacy Development (LLD) are combined.
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This means that teachers intentionally planned for sustained language expression (at least 10
minutes) while providing assistance through questioning, rephrasing, or modeling. It is worth
noting, that no teachers in this study of quality teaching implemented at the “Not Observed”
level for this principle, which is defined as instruction dominated by teacher talk.

Third, content teachers of multilingual students make extensive use of Modeling at the
highest level on the rubric, being implemented at the integrating level (29%) and when combined
with the enacting level, reaching 45%. This means that teachers not only provide models of
behaviors, products, procedures, or thinking processes as part of their teaching, they also
frequently assist students as they practice the very modeled expectations.

Fourth, teachers make use of collaborative small group work but rarely become full
participants with student groups. For example, the use of Joint Productive Activity (JPA)
occurred most often at the developing level (61%), where students either work in small groups
independent of the teacher or in a whole class setting with the teacher. Only 26% of teachers
became full participants in use of teacher-led small groups (levels 3 & 4). The Instructional
Conversation (IC) was enacted by teachers at the emerging level (48%), which means talking to
students about non-academic topics, responding in comfortable ways, or questioning to elicit
student talk. The 29% at the developing level for the instructional conversation suggests teachers
are much more likely to float from group to group to question or elicit responses. This falls short
of the enacting/integrating aims of having a teacher intentionally becoming a full participant with
a group to work dialogically to assess and then tailor their assistance to students in the learning
process toward an academic goal.

Fifth, content teachers identified for their quality as teachers of multilingual students are

using Contextualization and Critical Stance as principles of learning to the least impact. For
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Contextualization (CTX), teachers implemented most often at the emerging (42%) or developing
(32%) levels, suggesting these teachers were most likely to connect activities by unit themes,
make comments to connect students’ ideas to the academic concepts being taught, or make ad
hoc or incidental connections to students lives outside the classroom. Only 13% of teachers’
lessons intentionally used students’ knowledge or experience as starting points for learning new
content. In a similarly way, Critical Stance was predominately implemented at the emerging
(58%) or developing (39%) levels. This means the use of multiple modalities and sources of
information, or the valuing of multilingualism were common. There was some limited use of
original, open-ended products or tasks requiring complex thinking or reflecting on issues from
multiple perspectives at the developing level. There were no examples of teachers engaging
students in taking action to transform inequities within students’ spheres of influence using
content knowledge.

In summary, quality teaching of multilingual learners in content classes is marked by
high levels of Challenging Activities (52%), Language and Literacy Development (51%), and
Modeling (45%). Most strikingly, each of the four nation patterns of implementation featured use
of Challenging Activities. Joint Productive Activity (26%) and Contextualization (26%) were
also evidenced in teaching, but much less often at the highest levels. Overall, these patterns
across nations illustrate five strong existing practices in terms of critical sociocultural pedagogies
as defined by the Enduring Principles of learning. It is also important to note how the Principles
interact with one another and in combination create stronger pedagogical practices for
multilingual students. For example, Teachers in Finland, US, and England shared national
patterns featuring simultaneous use of three principles of learning in the design of activities,

which is one aim of the Enduring Principles of Learning pedagogy at higher levels. Finally,
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Instructional Conversation (3%) and Critical Stance (0%) were not revealed as markers for
quality teaching in the classrooms we observed; however, we feel that dialogic teaching (IC) and
teaching to transform inequities (CS) represent meaningful areas of potential focus and future
growth among content teachers of multilingual learners.

Nuanced Differences. Each of the four nations in this study also demonstrated
differences in the combinations of principles of learning they used. These patterns of difference
may well be tied to educational policies in these nations. For example, high stakes testing in the
US and England may be influencing a greater focus on Language and Literacy Development
(e.g., Primary National Strategy, 2006; Ravitch, 2010). The Finnish and English patterns
uniquely featured high use of Modeling, which are artifacts of teacher education expectations
(e.g., OSF, 2019; Tainio & Grinthal, 2016). Uniquely, only Finnish teachers featured
Contextualization at the developing level in its dominant pattern of implementation. As
demonstrated in the vignette, this happened most often in the use of examples or questioning that
brought in students’ familiar experiences or knowledge. While much more research is needed to
understand the impetus behind differences observed across these four nations, the differences do
point to important potential for more rigorous and ongoing international collaboration around
how use of the Enduring Principles of Learning, in what combinations, make the most difference
for multilingual student linguistic and conceptual development.

Implications

The results of this study offer three important implications for teacher educators and
teachers working with multilingual learners. First, we suggest that our study illustrates the
enduring nature of the critical sociocultural Principles for Learning. We argue that they truly do

endure across varying linguistic, cultural, curricular, political, and national boundaries and that
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this relevance creates meaningful teaching and learning possibilities for multilingual students
and their teachers. Second, we suggest that this study illustrates the value and possibility of
focusing on excellence while also highlighting important opportunities for growth. Third, we
argue that this research is worthy of both replication and expansion for the way that the Enduring
Principles can ground collaborative research and practice across varied contexts. The following
is an expansion of each of these three considerations.

For practice, initial teacher preparation and in-service professional development across
international contexts can benefit from use of the Enduring Principles as a meaningful
operationalization of critical sociocultural pedagogy for content teachers of multilingual students
across varying cultural, linguistic, and national contexts. Grounded in a strong foundation of
critical sociocultural theory and research, the Enduring Principles of Learning can be enacted
with flexibility while providing consistent operationalizations of these important principles for
learning. As a meaningful tool for teacher learning, the Enduring Principles of Learning provide
a framework for pedagogical practices that can span from pre-service education throughout a
teacher’s entire career. As we documented with our use of the observation rubric, much quality
teaching already exists and should be acknowledged as strong critical sociocultural pedagogical
practices. We have illustrated the value in using a flexible instrument that can capture such
quality in varied contexts while also providing useful directions in where to go next for
improving practices. Our work also illustrates the value of the Enduring Principles in being able
to see, compare, and discuss practices across varying cultural and linguistic contexts.

One clear direction of potential growth is towards using more frequent and tailored small
group work with the teacher as collaborator (JPA) or in dialogic conversation (IC) with students.

The research in the US has illustrated the strong benefits of these practices for multilingual
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students learning (Saunders, 1999; Saunders & Goldenberg, 1999). Further, the use of Critical
Stance (CS) was entirely unobserved at the highest levels of implementation in our dataset. Due
to the growing international focus on equity movements like the Black Lives Matter movement
and decolonization approaches, this is a positive and suggested area of focus for teachers and
teacher educators concerned with the education of multilingual students. As mentioned above,
research in the US suggests that high and consistent levels of Critical Stance led to strong
learning outcomes for students while also working meaningfully to transform issues of inequity
(Teemant & Hausman, 2013; Teemant et al., 2017, 2014, 2021).

We recommend that teacher educators and teachers consider the goals they have for
students in their classrooms from an equity perspective. Research suggests that pluralist
approaches that complexly offer opportunities for acculturation are most supportive of
multilingual student learning and engagement (Birman & Addae, 2015; Garcia et al., 2016)
rather than approaches that focus on assimilationism. The Enduring Principles of Learning
should be taught and engaged with from an equity perspective that creates the context for the
expansive diversity that multilingual students bring to the classroom to be productive and
sustained through pluralist democratic practices (Alim et al., 2020). This is an area of
opportunity and growth, it appears, across all the national contexts where we observed. It is also
an area where important and meaningful questions can be asked, such as: In what ways can or
cannot teaching language and literacy at cognitively demanding levels be separated from critical
stance? How does critical stance surface in teacher education programs?

Empirically, broader use of the Enduring Principles of Learning creates ongoing and
wide-spread international possibilities for collaborative research and teaching. Because the

observation rubric itself is flexible—grounded in broad critical sociocultural principles of
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learning and not behaviorist/technocratic micro practices and interactions—it can be employed
across contexts. Before we conducted this study, we did not know if this operationalization of the
principles would work well across our diverse educational contexts. Now, we can confidently
claim that it did. This has implications for linking disparate spaces and contexts through
principle-grounded research and practice. At a minimum, our research suggests the value in
expanding and replicating such international collaborative research with extensions into
multinational teacher education practices to inform the ongoing development of teachers who
successfully educate multilingual students, especially in content classrooms.
Conclusions

Across each national-level dataset, patterns of quality teaching emerged as well as
opportunities for growth. While there are limited claims we should make regarding national level
education or teacher preparation practices, our research still suggests a picture of shared
excellence is occurring across our four nations, with interesting pattern differences. This study
also illustrates the value of the observation protocol we used and its ability to be used across four
national contexts and to capture quality teaching and areas of growth that have the potential to
richly inform teacher education and professional learning. The use of Critical Stance, in
particular, underscores the need for greater work around equity, honoring students’ realities
outside the classroom in service of content learning. Additionally, as a first international study of
its kind focused on individual teachers’ practices (rather than the entire school or even national
context), this study provides a variety of paths forward for our research team and others to
consider in understanding excellence in multilingual education. Future studies that expand the
number, length, and time span of observations are recommended. Nevertheless, this study

enhances a hitherto limited evidence base for teaching multilingual learners in content
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classrooms with examples of quality teaching, showing both the complexity and opportunity we

have in our work preparing content teachers to work well with multilingual students in national

and international contexts.
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Table 1

Participants by Nation, Grade, Content-Area, and Percentage of Multilingual Students

Nation Local Student’s Content Area % of
Grade Age Multilingual
Students
Germany — Data Collected August 2017
Teacher G-A 3T 8-9 English 10%
Teacher G-B 2™ 7-8 Physical Education 5%
Teacher G-C 2™ 7-8 German Language Arts (GLA)  22%
Teacher G-D 2™ 7-8 Social Studies 5%
Teacher G-E  2M 7-8 GLA 12%
Finland — Data Collected November 2017
Teacher F-A 6" 12-13 Math 35%
Teacher F-B 2™ 8-9 Math 54%
Teacher F-C 5 11-12 Math 18%
Teacher F - D 1% 7-8 Finnish Language Arts (FLA)  19%
Teacher F - E 1% 7-8 FLA 78%
Teacher F - F 1% 7-8 FLA 60%
Teacher F - G 5t 11-12 FLA 64%
Teacher F-H 6™ FLA & History 16%
US — Data Collected April 2018
Teacher US-A 4" 9-10 Math 58%
Teacher US-B 1% 6-7 English Language Arts (ELA)  76%
Teacher US-C 3 8-9 ELA 41%
Teacher US-D 2™ 7-8 ELA 35%
Teacher US-E 6" 11-12 ELA 27%
Teacher US-F 4" 9-10 ELA 29%
Teacher US-G 5" 10-11 ELA 58%
Teacher US-H 9" 14-15 ELA 5%
Teacher US-1 7" 12-13 Social Studies 9%
Teacher US-J 4" 9-10 ELA 10%
England — Data Collected May 2018

Teacher E - A Reception 4-5 Phonics/ELA 79%
Teacher E - B Year 5 9-10 History 79%
Teacher E - C Year 5 9-10 Reading 19%
Teacher E-D Year 2 6-7 ELA 50%
Teacher E - E Year 4 8-9 ELA 80%
Teacher E - F Year 3 7-7 ELA 80%
Teacher E -G Reception 4-5 ELA 100%
Teacher E-H Year 6 10-11 ELA 100%
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Table 2

Enduring Principles Individual Ratings with Group Means & Modes in Germany

Teacher JPA LLD CTX CA IC CS M Total Level Mean
G-A 2 1 1 2 1 1 3 11 2 Developing 1.57
G-B 2 1 2 1 1 0 0 7 1 Emerging 1.00
G-C 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 12 2 Developing 1.71
G-D 2 1 1 2 1 1 0 8 2 Developing 1.14
G-E 2 2 1 3 1 1 3 13 3 Enacting 1.86
Mean 200 140 140 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.40 10.20 2 Developing

Mode 2 1 1 2 1 1 0/3




Table 3

Enduring Principles Individual Ratings with Group Means & Modes in Finland

Teacher JPA LLD CTX CA IC CS M Total Level Mean Mode
F-A 2 2 3 3 0 1 2 13 3 Enacting 1.86 2
F-B 2 1 4 4 0 1 4 16 3 Enacting 2.29 4
F-C 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 1 Emerging 1.00 1
F-D 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 10 2 Developing 1.43 1
F-E 4 4 1 4 2 1 4 20 4 Integrating  2.86 4
F-F 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4 1 Emerging  0.57 1
F-G 2 1 2 3 2 1 3 14 3 Enacting 2.00 2
F-H 2 2 3 2 0 2 1 12 2 Developing 1.71 2
Mean 1.75 175 200 250 0.75 113 213 12.00 2 Developing

Mode 2 1 1 3 0 1 1
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Table 4

Enduring Principles Individual Ratings with Group Means & Modes in the US

Teacher JPA LLD CTX CA IC CS M Total Level Mean Mode
US-A 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 9 2 Developing 129 1
Uus-B 3 3 1 2 2 1 2 14 3 Enacting 200 2
us-c 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 14 3 Enacting 200 2
us-b 2 2 1 3 1 1 3 13 3 Enacting 186 1
US-E 2 3 3 3 1 1 3 16 3 Enacting 229 3
US-F 2 3 2 2 0 1 1 11 2 Developing 157 2
Us-G 4 4 4 4 2 2 0 20 4 Integrating 2.86 4
US-H 1 4 1 4 1 1 4 16 3 Enacting 229 1
usS-1I 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 8 2 Developing 114 1
usS-1J 4 4 3 2 4 2 0 19 4 Integrating 2.71 4
Means 250 2.80 200 240 140 1. 1.70 13.00 3 Enacting

Mode 2 3 1,2 2 1 1 1
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Table 5

Enduring Principles Individual Ratings with Group Means & Modes in England

Teacher JPA LLD CTX CA IC CS M Total Level Mean
E-A 2 4 4 4 1 2 4 21 Integrating 3.00
E-B 2 4 4 4 1 2 4 21 Integrating 3.00
E-C 2 4 1 4 1 2 4 18 Integrating 2.57
E-D 3 3 2 2 2 2 0 14 Enacting 2.00
E-E 2 4 2 4 1 2 4 19 Integrating 2.71
E-F 4 4 1 3 2 2 4 20 Integrating 2.86
E-G 3 3 2 2 2 2 0 14 Enacting 2.00
E-H 2 4 2 4 2 2 4 20 Integrating 2.86
Mean 25 375 225 338 15 2 3 18.38 Integrating

Mode 2 4 2 4 1,2 2 4




Table 6

Percentage of Ratings by Level of Implementation Across Individual Principles

Rating Level JFA  LLD CTX CA IC CS M
0 Not Observed 3% 0% 0% 3% 19% 3% 19%
1 Emerging 10% 29%  42% 13% 48% 58%  26%
2 Developing 61% 19% 32% 32% 29% 39% 10%
3 Enacting 13% 19% 13% 23% 0% 0% 16%
4 Integrating 13% 32% 13% 29% 3% 0% 29%
3&4Combined 26% 51% 26% 52% 3% 0% 45%

47



Appendix A

Definition:

NOT OBSERVED

2 P Vs
observed.

Observation tool Utilized in OPETAN Study: Adapted Standards Performance Continuum Plus

STANDARDS PERFORMANCE CONTINUUM PLUS (SPC Plus)
A Rubric for Observing Classroom Enactments of the Enduring Principles of Learning as Critical Sociocultural Pedagogical Practices
[Adapted from the following sources: Teemant, Leland, and Berghoff, (201:)1; Doherty, Hilberg, Epaloose, and Tharp (2002)2 ; and Tharp (2006)3]

EMERGING
nore elernents of the principle
are enacted.

DEVELOPING
he teac, esighs ard enacls activities
that demonstrate a partial enactment of the
principle.

assists in activities that
demonstrate a complele enactment
afthe principle

INTEGRATING
g TaActs,
L ssists In activities that
demonsirate skillful
ntegration of multiple
principles sirmultaneously.

Joint Productive
Activity
Teacher and Students
Producing Together

Students work
independently of one
another.

Students are seated with a partner or
group, AND (a) collaborate” or assist
one another, OR (b) are instructed in
how to work in groups, OR (c)
contribute individual work, not requiring
collaboration, to a joint product’.

The teacher and students collaborate on a
joint product in a whole-class setting, OR.
students collaborate on a joint product in
pairs or small groups.

The teacher and a small group of
students collaborate on a joint
product. (Teacher does not float.)

The teacher designs, enacts,
and collaborates in joint
productive activities that
dem onstrate skillful
integration” of multiple
principles simultancously.

Language & Literacy
Development
Developing Language
and Literacy Across
the Curriculum

Instruction is
dominated by teacher
talk.

(a) The teacher explicitly models
appropriate language; OR (b) students
engage in brief, repetitive, or drill-like
reading, writing, or speaking activities;
OR (c) students engage in social talk
while working.

The teacher provides structured
opportunities for academic language
development in sustained” reading, writing
or speaking activities. (Sustained means at
least 10 minutes. If it is a whole class
arrangement, then more than 50% of the
students are participating. No turn taking.)

The teacher designs and enacts
instructional activities that generate
language expression and
development of ‘content
vocabulary,”” AND assists” student
language use oy literacy
development through questioning,
rephrasing, or modeling. (Teacher
can float.)

The teacher designs, enacts,
and assists in language
development activities that
demonstrate skillful
integration of multiple
principles simultaneously.

Contextualization
Meking Meaning
Connecting School to
Stuedents’ Lives

New information is
presented in an
abstract, disconnected
manner.

The teacher (a) includes some aspect of
students’ everyday experience in
instruction, OR (b) connects classroom
activities by theme or builds on the
current unit of instruction, OR (e)
includes parents or community members
in activities or instruction, OR (d)
connects student comments to content
concepts.

The teacher makes incidental” connections
between students’ prior
experience/knowled go from home, school,
or community and the new
activity/academic concepts.

The teacher integrates” the new
activity/academic concepts with
students’ prior knowled ge from
home, school, or community to
connect everyday and schooled
concepts. (Teacher does not have to
be present. This can be about activity
design.)

The teacher designs, enacts,
and assists in contextualized
activities that dem onstrate
skillful integration of
multiple prineciples
simultancously.

Challenging Activities rely on The teacher (a) accommodates students” ‘The teacher designs and enacts ‘The teacher designs and enacts The teacher designs, enacts,
Activities repetition, recall, or varied ability levels, OR (b) sets and ‘challenging activities™ that connect challenging activities with clear and assists in challenging
Teaching Complex duplication to produce| presents quality standards” for student instructional elements to academic content | standards/expectations and activities
hinking factual or procedural performance, OR (¢) provides students OR advance student understanding to more performance feedback, AND assists* that demonstrate skillful
information. with feedback on their performance complex levels. the development of more com plex integration of multiple
thinking. (I'eacher can float.) principles simultancously.
Instructional Lecture or whole- ‘With individuals or small groups of The teacher converses with a small group The teacher designs and enacts an The teacher designs, enacts,
Conversation class instruction students, the teacher (a) responds in of students on an academic topic AND instructional conversation” (IC) with and assists in instructional
Teaching Through predominates. ways that are com fortable for students, elicits student talk with questioning, a clear academic goal®; listens conversations that demonstrate
Conversation OR (b) uses questioning, listening or listening, rephrasing, or modeling skillful integration of multiple

rephrasing to elicit student talk, OR (¢)
converses on a nonacademic topic.

carefully to assess and assist student
understanding; AND questions
students on their vicws”,_jndgm ents,
or rationales. Student talk occurs at
higher rates than teacher talk. (No
floating.)

principles simultaneously.

Critical Stance
Teaching to Transform

Instruction reflects
appropriate content-

The teacher designs instruction using
variety, which ineludes a) multiple

Using variety, the teacher designs
instruction that positions students to

The teacher designs or facilitates
instruction that consciously

The teacher designs, enacts,
and assists in critical stance

Tnequities area standards. sources of information; OR b) values generate new knowledge! resulting in a) engages leamers in a) interrogating | activities that demonstrato
:f;:J“g?{csﬁ;:;lr:i':lr’lethl"rz'lfr’ﬁ‘;:ﬁﬁ?: SR original contributions, products, or conventional wisdom and practices; g‘;‘l‘t?”l:;“‘:i%‘:in ?E"s of
mod:?lli:nes 8 ] P expertise OR b) students® questioning and AND b) reflection upon s1mu1[t)an£ouslyp

. reflecting on issues from multiple ramifications of such practices; )
perspectives AND c¢) actively seeks to transform
inequities within their scope of
influence within the classroom and
larger community.
Modeling Students begin The teacher, or student, models The teacher provides a model of a he teacher provides a model of a The teacher designs, enacts,
Learnin, working immediately | behaviors, thinking processes, or com pleted product that students then make,| completed product that students then | and assists in modeling

Through Qbservation

following a verbal
explanation.

procedures, but does not provide an
opportunity for students to practice.

or models the behaviors, thinking
processes, or procedures necessary for the
task.

make, or models the behaviors,
thinking processes, or procedures
necessary for the task, and assists
students during practice.

activities that dem onstrate
skillful integration of
multiple principles
simultancously.

1 Teemnant, A., Leland, C., & Berghoff, B. (2014, April). Development and validation of a measure of Critical Stance for instructional coaching. Teaching and Teacher Fducation, 39, 136-147. Retrieved from http://
dx.doi.org/10. 1016/ tate.2013.11.008.
2 Doherty, R. W., Hilberg, R. 8., Epaloose, G., & Tharp, R. G. (2002). Standards Performance Contirurn: Development and validation of a measure of effective pedagogy. Journal of Educational Research, 96(2), 78-89.
3 Tharp, R.G. (20006). Four hundred years of evidence: Culture, pedagogy, and Native America. Jowrnal of American Indiarn Enducaiton 45(2), 6-25.
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