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Brief

Heterogeneity between Difference, Individuality
and Universalism: Insights on Heterogeneity
from Central Europe

Dr. Jiirgen Budde

Europa-Universitét Flensburg, Germany

In central Europe, there is a growing demand for school education
to align with pupil diversity. While this demand is associated with the
hope of reducing educational inequality and providing better individual
support, it overlooks the fact that schools are also committed to a
universalist perspective, which fosters community and democracy. A
one-sided focus on difference or individuality is therefore inadequate,

and must be replaced by a more complex view.

Ethnographic studies also indicate that the expectations
for successfully addressing difference are not fully met; instead,
intersectional inequalities are perpetuated in educational practices and
institutions. This is significantly influenced by the educational merit
principle, which involves labeling, stereotyping, and individualizing

attributions of responsibility.
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Design and Implementation of the National Aims
for Finnish Teacher Education during the Years
20162022

Dr. Jari Lavonen
University of Helsinki, Finland

The chapter outlines the Finnish Teacher Education Forum’s plan,
analysis, and reflections on national aims for teacher education. The
forum, composed of 70 experts from universities, schools, and other
stakeholders, discussed research and international policies through web-
based brainstorming. In 2016, the forum set three strategic aims for
teacher education: a solid knowledge base, innovative competencies, and
expertise development for teachers and schools. They also established
six guidelines and funded 45 collaborative pilot projects involving
multiple universities and education providers. These projects, through
national and local meetings, advanced the strategic aims and supported

teacher educators’ professional learning.
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Thriving in a Multimodal World: The Essential
Role of Multiliteracies in Empowering Every
Child

Dr. Alexius Chia Ti Yong
Nanyang Technological University, Singapore

Within the overarching conference theme of "Empowering Every
Child, Each According to Ability: Visions and Strategies for Quality
Education," this abstract delves into the pivotal role of multiliteracies
in shaping modern educational paradigms. In an era defined by rapid
technological advancement and digital interconnectedness, the concept
of literacy has transcended traditional boundaries, encompassing not
only linguistic proficiency but also fluency in visual, spatial, gestural

and audio modes.

Central to this discussion is the recognition that every child
possesses unique abilities and learning styles. Multiliterate education
seeks to empower students by providing them with the tools and
opportunities to leverage their individual strengths in diverse
communication modalities. By embracing multiliteracies, educators can
create inclusive learning environments that cater to the diverse needs
and abilities of every student, thereby fostering a culture of equity and

excellence.

This presentation advocates for a paradigm shift in pedagogical
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practices, where educators serve as facilitators of learning rather than
disseminators of information. By integrating multimodal elements into
lesson plans and leveraging digital platforms, educators can engage
students in dynamic and interactive learning experiences that promote

creativity, critical thinking, and collaboration.

The presentation emphasizes the critical role of teacher professional
development in navigating the multiliterate landscape. Educators
must undergo continuous training and support to seamlessly integrate
multimodal texts into their instructional practices. This necessitates
fostering a culture of lifelong learning and a proactive approach to

adapting to the evolving needs of students in an ever-changing world.

In sum, this presentation advocates for a more holistic approach to
education that bridges the gap between students' multimodal worlds and
the traditional more school environments. By embracing multiliteracies
and equipping educators with the necessary tools and strategies, we
can create learning environments that seamlessly integrate diverse
communication modalities. This approach fosters the development of
21st-century skills and prepares students for success in an interconnected

and complex global society.
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Teaching Students to Drive Their Own
Learning

Dr. Douglas Fisher
San Diego State University, USA

Many educators have grappled with challenges related to student
self-regulation, often wondering how to encourage students to become
more proactive in their learning journey. This session offers educators
insights and techniques to not just expect self-regulation, but to
actively teach and cultivate it. This session focuses on empowering
students to take charge of their learning by understanding their current
level of knowledge and setting methods to guide students in selective
appropriate tools for tracking and monitoring their progress towards
their goals, fostering a sense of ownership and accountability in their

learning experience.



MEEAEEBHIRYAEESS




2024 HE B KBRS 158HEEBE

Invited Speeches

Heterogeneity between Difference, Individuality
and Universalism: Insights on Heterogeneity
from Central Europe

Dr. Jirgen Budde
Europa-Universitit Flensburg, Germany

1. Introduction: Heterogeneity as a theoretical concept

Heterogeneity is a difficult phenomenon to define. Broadly
speaking, it can be assumed that almost every human perception
— whether of facts, people, artifacts, emotions, or other things —
involves making comparisons of various quality and quantity. In
the Enlightenment tradition of Central Europe’s bourgeois modern
societies, this process of comparison is how differences are marked
and homologies established; it is what gives the world order and
structure. Beginning with Kant (1784), this marking of differences can
be understood as an epistemological principle — one that underlies not
only the perception of social practice, but also the ability to act in and
of itself. Distinctions and categorizations simplify the complexity of
social reality, turning ambiguity into order, which is what makes action

possible in the first place. Thus, heterogeneity in the sense of ‘creating
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differences’ appears to be a general anthropological phenomenon.
Human recognition, action, or perception is always realized on the basis

of distinctions.'

In recent years, the terms ‘heterogeneity’ and ‘diversity’ have
increasingly been referenced within educational science and school
pedagogy research (Govaris & Kaldi, 2010). The hope is that diversity
will be acknowledged, inequality reduced, and learning outcomes
improved. On the other hand, heterogeneity stands for the reproduction
of inequality in and through education. Concepts of heterogeneity are
based on supra-individual differences. These usually refer to socio-
cultural categories such as gender, ethnicity, social milieu, or disability,
as well as their intersectional overlaps. These socio-cultural categories
of difference play an important role in the socialization of individuals
and the dynamics of social inequality. However, differences related to
individual abilities, which are primarily understood as personal talents,
are also discussed. Since the term heterogeneity is as complex as it is
theoretically underdetermined, it is also referred to as a fuzzy concept
or container term. Therefore, the following pages first seek to define

the term in historical context (chapter 2), relate it to school discourses

" In recent years, this view has been radically questioned from a post-humanist
perspective and its character identified as a colonial figure of thought of the global
North (Barad 2007; Braidotti 2019). This criticism is followed here in terms of
content; accordingly, the text places Central European figures of thought at the
center of the presentation without claiming global validity.
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(chapter 3), and to further developed in relation to performance
regulation (chapter 4). Using exemplary empirical analyses, a diffusion
of the performance regulation in the context of heterogeneity will then

be elaborated (chapter 5) and a conclusion drawn (chapter 6).

2. Heterogeneity in the antinomic field of tension between
difference, universality and individuality

Heterogeneity must be viewed as a social construct. What is
considered heterogeneous at any given time derives from social
negotiation processes. In ethnomethodology, this is known as "doing
differences" (Fenstermaker & West, 2001), which emphasizes the
socially constructed nature of differences in practice. Since heterogeneity
is fundamentally understood as a process and not a natural fact (##;
Budde, 2012b), it can only exist in relation to homogeneity. Both
concepts arise from processes of perception and comparison, which
are based on implicit or explicit standards or references. Heterogeneity
and homogeneity operate as complementary and simultaneous
effects. While heterogeneity describes the differences between two
facts, people, artifacts, emotions, or other things vis-a-vis a specific
criterion, homogeneity describes the equality of compared aspects.
This comparative process gives rise to sameness and difference, each
charged with specific meanings and valuations. Perceptions as to what
constitutes heterogeneity or homogeneity in schools vary, depending

on the cultural, historical, and/or field-specific context. If these contexts
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change, then ideas about and practices of dealing with heterogeneity

also change.

It should also be noted that constructions of heterogeneity in the
school context are permeated by power relations and reproduce social
inequalities. These constructions lead to the social positioning of
pupils; thus, heterogeneity itself cannot be described in a value-neutral
way as egalitarian difference but must always be analyzed in relation
to the field of power. Difference or equality is linked to hierarchizing
valuations. If we ignore these references to power relations, we risk
simplistically equating heterogeneity with ‘diversity’ or ‘colorfulness’
and thus juxtaposing differences in a purely additive way. This is
why it is questionable to think that heterogeneity can be adequately
addressed solely by using ‘a different approach’ — for example, through
open teaching methods or by changing teachers’ attitudes. This risk is
particularly strong when the handling of heterogeneity has extremely

positive connotations and is normatively underpinned.

To adequately address heterogeneity in schools while
acknowledging its socially constructed nature, one could view the
concept of heterogeneity as an antinomic field of tension between
difference, universality, and individuality. Each pole in this contradictory
relationship presents both risks and opportunities (see Fig. 1). First
and foremost, schools as institutions are obliged to uphold universalist
ideas of equality. The universalist idea of a ‘school for all’ — as a

democratic achievement that does not differentiate on the basis of ‘status

10
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and dignity’ — is grounded in such ideals of equality. Especially when
socio-cultural categories of difference are disregarded, the general
education system programmatically aims to treat everyone equally.
Without this inclusive claim, the school system could not be legitimized
at all. However, universalization can also lead to exclusion through
homogenization and can establish exclusionary norms. These norms are
stabilized via a dichotomous and largely implicit differentiation between
'norm-conforming' and 'norm-deviating' pupils — a differentiation based
on ableist, heteronormative, or middle-class-centered orientations.
Accordingly, addressing difference in educational contexts can help
facilitate the consideration of socio-cultural categories of difference
through group-specific offerings (such as gender-based or anti-
racist pedagogy or inclusive education; Sheets, 2009). In this sense,
recognizing difference can enable differentiation (Juvonen, Kogachi
& Graham, 2018). However, there is also the risk of an exclusionary
hierarchical categorization. Differences are always addressed via labels,
which themselves work to solidify the very categories that underlie
the social exclusion. This issue is described in gender research as the
problem of reification or, in inclusion research, as the “dilemma of
difference” (Norwich, 2008), since the underlying problem remains
unresolved. In addition, recognizing and promoting the individuality of
children and young people is a fundamental principle of pedagogical
practice. Individualized teaching is viewed as the gold standard didactic

approach to heterogeneity and individual appreciation. However, recent

11
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studies have shown that, because it requires strong self-direction skills,
individualization can not only exacerbate inequality, but may also lead
to 1solation or overwhelm. Moreover, the emphasis on individualization
implies not only a strengthening of personal responsibility, but can also
pressure students to continually improve themselves, which can run

counter to efforts to foster a sense of community.

differentiation
Difference

categorization

. e T 11 .
individual appreciation equality

Individuality Universalization

isolation and self-

T ) nizatio
optimisation homogenization

Figure 1: Opportunities and risks in dealing with heterogeneity

12
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3. Heterogeneity in school discourse

Especially in Germany, where ten-year-old pupils are placed
into different types of schools early on, based on their academic
performance, schools were long seen primarily as institutions that
homogenize and reproduce inequality. The prevailing teacher-centered
educational approach was also criticized (Tillmann, 2008). However,
heterogeneity now appears to be establishing itself as a discursive-
normative orientation framework in several Central European countries
(Gogolin, 2011). Although today’s “discourse of heterogeneity”” (Budde,
2012a) in school pedagogy points to a significant surge in the term’s
usage, pupil heterogeneity has been a central topic of modern schools
in Germany since the 19th century. Early German-speaking educators,
such as Herbart with his “diversity of minds” (Herbart, 1962 [1810])
or Trapp with his idea of the “middle heads” (Trapp, 1977), already
recognized pupil diversity and suggested that teaching be tailored to
accommodate pupil variety. This diversity of pupils was seen either
as a particular problem or a specific challenge. Reform pedagogy,
since the beginning of the 20th century, can also be interpreted as an
attempt to counter the homogenizing tendencies of traditional book-
based schooling with an individualized teaching variant that better
accommodates pupil diversity. Differences should not be misunderstood
as mere personal characteristics of individuals and thus attributed solely
to them, or culturalized. This is because schools play a role in creating

heterogeneity and are by no means neutral in the face of difference.

13
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Here are just a few of the most relevant examples on the basis of which

differences are constructed in schools.

» Organizational variations and differences are fundamental
characteristics of modern schools. With different types of
schools, grade levels, subjects, teaching choreographies, learning
groups, and subject-specific teachers, school is a horizontally and
vertically differentiated organization that creates differences and

thus processes heterogeneity.

* Migration and refugee movements (in the 1960s from southern
Europe as so-called 'guest workers', from Vietnam as so-called
‘contract workers’, and since the 2000s from war and crisis
regions like Afghanistan, Syria, or currently Ukraine) have also
changed the composition of the student body in schools across
Central Europe. Migration has been dealt with primarily through
special educational measures: what used to be 'foreigner classes'
are now 'welcome classes', which in both cases means the same
thing: separate education for pupils with a migration background.
At the same time, the dominance of German as academic

language is maintained.

* Differences can also be created through the pedagogical and
didactic organization of school lessons. Open teaching formats
in the form of differentiation, individualization, digitalization,

and cooperative and self-directed learning are highlighted

14
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as contemporary didactics that better accommodate pupil
diversity. The teacher-centered classroom discussion is no
longer the dominant form of teaching. On the one hand, didactic
arrangements are used to create differences between pupils.
On the other, self-direction is established as a differentiation
criterion. This is because the ability to learn independently has
been proven to be an important resource that can help educators
differentiate between fast and slow learners, for example. In
individualized lessons, subject-specific requirements are overlaid

by the criterion of processing time.

» With regard to heterogeneity, the reproduction of social inequality
has been one of the major challenges faced by modern schools
for decades. Thus, the German school system’s internationally
above-average, inequality-reinforcing effects have been evident
since the publication of the first PISA results (OECD, 2021).
Critics argue that schools represent a specifically bourgeois
institution that disadvantages children from lower socio-
economic backgrounds. They also highlight issues such as
“institutional discrimination” (Gomolla & Radtke, 2009),
the hidden curriculum related to gender stereotypes, and
discrimination against students based on socio-cultural categories
of difference. These findings are part of a long tradition that
points to the central role of school as an important institution that

produces and legitimizes a society structured according to social

15
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milieus. Bourdieu's (1983) concept of cultural capital highlights
the significant role education plays in social positioning. He
distinguishes between the various forms through which education
is acquired, such as institutionalized degrees, educational goods,
and specific educational attitudes, emphasizing the special

importance of differentiation through school degrees.

« However, perceptions of difference are also produced at the level
of teachers’ attitudes school degrees. However, perceptions of
differences are also produced at the level of teachers’ attitudes
(Budde, 2013). For example, many teachers view ethnicity or a
migration background as a sign of lower academic performance.
Students with migration background are often constructed in
binary terms as outsiders who cannot live up to the school’s
ideals of rationality and performance, based on these ascribed
characteristics. Similarly, evaluations of social behavior also
reveal different attitudes. Thus, boys are more likely to be
identified as troublemakers, while girls are more often given
positive and classroom-compliant attributions (Budde, Scholand
& Faulstich-Wieland, 2008; Han, 2021). In inclusive education,
on the other hand, the professionals involved (re)construct
differences between pupils with and without special educational
needs (Blasse et al. 2019). How teachers address the topic of
LGBTIQ is also shaped by traditional and stereotypical attitudes
(Kleiner, 2015; Shen, 2016).

16
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However, categories of difference do not exist in isolation; they
are intertwined. The concept of intersectionality helps to capture
theoretically the interplay of various categories of difference. Since
the 1980s, intersectionality has been used to describe the overlap of
social difference categories and the resultant positioning. Introduced
by Crenshaw (1989) into the American feminist movement,
intersectionality describes overlapping and interlocking discriminations
(particularly racism, classism, and sexism). For example, Black women
and working-class women experience different social, gender, and legal
exclusions than do middle-class white women. Intersectionality is not
only understood as a theoretical concept, but also a "way to design and
conduct studies" (Agosto & Roland, 2018, p. 279). It can be translated
as an intersection. The term combines the clarity of the intersection
metaphor with the abstraction of an open concept. This complexity
challenges educational practice to address the culmination of different

lines of difference without, however, reifying them.

However, the normative basis of schools is also transforming in
relation to heterogeneity. After all, modern schools have a normative
duty to enable social inclusion and reduce inequalities (Liu & Huang,
2022; Wu-Tien, 2007). These goals are enshrined in school laws and
addressed through support programs. With the widespread global
ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities, the demand for an “inclusive education system at
all levels” (United Nations, 2006, Article 24) has once again become

17
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the focus of educational institutions, as there is a legally binding
obligation to address differences in an inclusive manner. In this context,
heterogeneity is no longer (or at least no longer exclusively) viewed
as a problem, but is increasingly seen as an opportunity. Differences
are viewed positively and, increasingly, as a productive resource. This
overall view, broadly referred to as “heterogeneity orientation” (Budde,
2015) can be described as the current paradigm of modern schooling in
democratic societies. With regard to such things as equal opportunity,
cultures of recognition, or educational reform, this opens up new
possibilities. However, it also presents challenges that can undermine

the basis of school as a universalist institution.

4. School performance regulation as a central point of reference
for modern schools under conditions of social difference

It has become evident that heterogeneity is constructed in
the classroom. The merit principle plays a central role in shaping
heterogeneity within schools. This paper looks at the underlying social
order of difference through which educators and the educational system
seek to regulate the academic performance (and the behavior) of pupils
and bring it into a particular normative order — henceforth referred to
as ‘performance regulation’. The meritocratic promise of equal pay for
equal performance independently of the person is a fundamental pillar
upon which the modern school system is legitimized. This meritocratic

principle promises (supposedly) ‘fair’ inclusion in the meritocracy and

18
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legitimizes differences based on different performance levels.

Differences in pupil performance create distinctions. In this
respect, performance differentiation represents an explicit function of
schools, since they serve the so-called allocation mandate. In other
words, schools are tasked with positioning students for professional
careers and measure their performance differently to achieve this.
After all, schools not only serve to educate individuals or facilitate
social integration; they also lay the groundwork for pupils’ social and
professional positions. In theory, this is done exclusively based on the
individual (and therefore fundamentally different) abilities of each
pupil. Consequently, schools must produce differences in performance
in and through their organizational forms, as otherwise they would no
fail to fulfil their mission of preparing graduates with different levels of
success for a functionally differentiated society. An expression of this
meritocratic orientation is the current global tendency to apply uniform
benchmarks to competencies through the formulation of standards,
central examinations, school rankings, comparative work, and similar
measures.” The functionality of school performance assessments is also
central to the organization and maintenance of teaching. Thus, school

performance regulations have a key function in the understanding of

* Standardization and a focus on heterogeneity are contradictory, as standardization
promotes normalization. However, measures that promote comparison only become
necessary because a supposed homogeneity can no longer be taken for granted and
expected.

19
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school regulation processes.

Like heterogeneity, performance should be understood as a
construct. According to Bernstein (1990), the concept of performance
can be theorized by analytically distinguishing between instructional
and regulatory discourse. The production of performance is fed by
both subject-specific learning and pedagogical action, so that school
performance can be described as a conglomerate of behavioral and
knowledge regulations (Kolbe, Reh, Fritzsche & Rabenstein, 2008).
This can be analytically refined by differentiating between a) activities
of subject-specific knowledge, b) knowledge-related behavior, and c)
preparatory, performance-related routines (Budde, Rifler, Blasse &
GeBner, 2022). ‘Subject-specific knowledge’ emerges via the negotiation
between school-based and non-school-based knowledge (a). This
means that in terms of content, school-relevant knowledge is marked
and differentiated from school-irrelevant knowledge. Likewise, which
knowledge-related behaviors are considered appropriate or inappropriate
for school is negotiated situationally (b). These negotiated behaviors
become visible in educational practices such as discipline or praise.
Distinct from this are ‘performance-related routine activities,” which
represent a kind of preparatory activity that must be done to ensure one’s
readiness to perform (c). This refers, for example, to a specific physical
posture that signals attentiveness towards the lesson, or the preparation
of school materials. All three aspects are embedded in the production

of performance, resulting in combined regulations of knowledge and

20
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behavior that, jointly, comprise classroom performance regulations.

The increasing differentiation and individualization of teaching
promote an individualized understanding of performance. This leads
to a “shift in performance” (Rabenstein, Idel & Ricken, 2015 : 242;
Ball, 2010) and thus in what is “expected, shown and assessed” (ibid.:
254). Instead of focusing on subject-specific knowledge, the emphasis
shifts to presentation: what can be recognized as a performance, and
by whom, thus becomes decentralized and pluralized. In this way, the
meritocratic principle of a performance-oriented society and the demand

that diversity be recognized stand in paradoxical relation to one another.

Following Bernstein (1990) and Bourdieu and Passeron (1971)
a central thesis of this text is that performance regulations represent
a central ‘control switch’ for the construction of heterogeneity in
schools and the transmission of inequality. They are differentiated by
social milieu and manifest themselves as a ‘problem of fit.” Successful
alignment between student performance and the school performance
system can be explained by the students’ academic abilities. More
important, however, are the implicit behavioral expectations and rules.
Pupil alignment has to do with the family’s educational leanings and
the learning and behavioral concepts acquired there. Children from
educationally privileged middle-class backgrounds are considered
more adept at recognizing performance norms than those from so-
called educationally disadvantaged homes. Thus, school as a bourgeois

institution is more accessible to children from the former milieus than

21
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to those from socially disadvantaged backgrounds. The crucial point
is that the school is directly involved in this construction of difference
through its specific performance regulations. After all, such regulations
are by no means neutral or universally valid; rather, they favor
students with a higher degree of alignment. Thus, performance-based
constructions of difference are not independent of social inequality,
even though precisely this relationship is often seen as a legitimate
basis for socio-cultural differentiation due to assumed individual or
natural (performance) differences. This is why associating performance
with socio-cultural categories of difference usually remains implicit. In
this context, intersectionality-informed socio-cultural differences like
gender, disability, and class, as well as performance-oriented differences
like willingness to try, diligence, and interest (which are considered

individual personality traits) play a significant role.

5 Empirical perspectives: Performance-related differentiation
through a star system

Thus, the antinomic tension field between difference, universality
and individuality holds special significance when it comes to analyzing
how schools handle heterogeneity. The pages below illustrate this
via empirical-ethnographic methods, paying special attention to
performance norms in so-called inclusive education. To understand
how heterogeneity is produced and processed in the relationality

of difference, individuality, and universality in schools, it looks at

22
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empirical data on performance practices from ethnographic classroom
observations, collected during ongoing teaching studies in the context
of social heterogeneity. The analyzed performance regulations focus
on subject-specific knowledge. Knowledge-related behavior plays a
minimal role in the protocol excerpts, and performance-related routines

play no role at all.

The analyzed material comes from a focused lesson
observation in an 8th grade German class at a comprehensive school
(Gemeinschaftsschule) in northern Germany. There were 24 students
in total, five of whom had special educational needs. The topic of the
lesson was ‘summarizing short stories.” The material was analyzed
using the coding method from grounded theory methodology (Strauss
& Corbin, 1996), and is particularly interesting because it shows
how differentiations of performance norms are represented. How the
differentiated performance requirements are organized merits special
note. Here, the common horizon of expectations that might be expected
under the meritocratic principle of schools is suspended in favor of
plural performance norms, in which heterogeneity emerges through

different individual and universalistic performance activities.

5.1 Difference-related performance activities

The performance regulations in the empirical material can be
immediately identified. These regulations resemble the performance

differentiation commonly found in German state reform schools since

23
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the 1980s, and reflect the organizational structure of a multi-tiered

secondary school system.

An excerpt from a German lesson illustrates how difference is
created. The pupils work on an assignment (writing a summary of a
short story) tailored to different performance levels as a form of internal
differentiation. The various performance groups are marked with a star

symbol (*), referred to verbally in the school as ‘starrie’:

After the content of the short story has been explained,
the teacher now gives the assignment. The students are to
write a summary, the rest is homework. Ms. Meier writes
the assignments on the board.:

* = Form paragraphs & think about headings; write
down key points

** = The same as * and additionally write an
introduction

Forderschiiler = sort and stick on text sections

[...] At the end of the lesson, Ms. Meier announces the
homework again and wishes the students a nice weekend.
All the students pack up their things, while the door is
opened and other students come into the classroom.
These are the students who are doing the *** tasks.

The class receives a homework assignment that initially targets

three distinct groups, for which differentiated performance expectations

24
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are marked with a symbol. The trivializing term “staries” suggests a
masking of the seriousness and relevance of the performance-based
differentiation. The one-star and two-star students are given the same
work assignment on the same story, but the two-star group must also
write an introduction. Although the expected skills are also similar — both
groups must write — there is a difference in the scope and complexity
of the writing process. Thus, the “Forderschiiler” (“pupils with special
educational needs”), a term specific to the field used here to denote the
third group, are required to sequence and paste together sections of text
in a material-practical order. No writing skills are necessary for this
task, but understanding and organizing the content are still important.
While the one- and two-star students are symbolically marked by the
star symbol in a quantifying ranking, and differentiated in accordance to
each pupil’s performance level, the “special educational needs students”
are labeled via a different terminology. They are distinguished by the
absence of stars and the assignment of a special status. Conceivably,
one could also subdivide them into one, two and three stars without any
status-based linguistic differentiation. However, the differentiation is
made through a separate status designation, whereby the need for special
support serves as the label, marking and solidifying the difference vis-
a-vis those who have no need for a special educational support status.
At the same time, this status and the difference are linked to academic

performance and substantive achievement.

The differentiation takes on a special twist at the end of the lesson
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when a fourth group, the actual three-star students, enters the room. This
particularly high-performing group is taught concurrently to the others,
but with different content and in a different location. Here, the internal
differentiation is accompanied by external differentiation. Unlike typical
observations in ‘inclusive’ classrooms, where ‘special educational needs
pupils’ are excluded spatially or didactically — as frequently happens in
the ‘inclusive schooling of children with and without special educational
needs,” here the (Budde, Blasse & Johannsen, 2016) — it is the highest-
performing pupils level who are separated, while the remaining pupils
are grouped together in a spatially stable group. Further observations
in the classroom show that this three-star group is taught separately
not only in German, but also in mathematics and English, each by a
dedicated teacher. In these three subjects, the star-group assignments
remain stable for one whole semester. The teacher discusses their
placement with the pupils, who then “place themselves” individually,
as the school puts it. Pupils with special educational needs, however,
are excluded from this ‘free choice’ and flexibility because their status
is determined via a bureaucratic assessment process. At the level of the
individual school class, this results in stable groups that reproduce the

traditional four-tier school system.

In a protocol from the subsequent German lesson focused on
reviewing homework, this differentiated order of student performance
becomes visible at the level of content. Here, the use of the correct

technical language becomes the decisive criterion for the assignment to
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one- or two-star students:

Nele reads her summary aloud. After reading, there is
feedback from other pupils with tips and suggestions for
improvement. Marie thinks it was good that she wrote
in the "now form." Ms. Meier asks the whole class what
the "now form" is called. Lukas calls out to the class and
says "present tense." Ms. Meier says that it is perfectly
okay for the "one-star" to say 'now form,' but that present
tense is the keyword for it.

Marie's feedback on Nele's summary is openly used by the
teacher to discuss differentiated language expectations with the
class. While Marie talks about “now form,” Lukas interjects with the
correct technical term when prompted.” Thus, the academic language
requirements vary by group. While the two-star students are geared
towards academic language, the one-star students are relieved of these
expectations. This creates the opportunity for participation, even if the
precise academic terms are not available. At the same time, however,
it encourages a ‘downward’ regulation of performance expectations.
Strikingly, no attention is paid to pupils with special educational needs
throughout the homework check. They are neither asked to present their

homework, nor are they shown which language is appropriate for ‘their

* This same heckling can be analyzed as a difference in knowledge-related behavior
in comparison with the heckling of other students in other situations and the
disciplinary practices of teachers.
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group.’

In addition to their differentiation via academic language, the four
performance groups are also differentiated in terms of their expected
levels of independence, as shown in the 'summarizing short stories'

assignment:

After the assignments have been distributed, the one-
star assignment is first discussed in plenary. For the one-
star assignment, Ms. Meier goes through the class work
very carefully. She describes the task in great detail. This
takes almost 10 minutes.

The two-star assignment is then discussed. However, Ms.
Meier only discusses one task. She says that all the tasks
are self-explanatory.

She then moves on to the special educational needs
students. Their work is also about short stories, but their
story is different from that of the one and two stars.

Before the students start writing, the tasks for the one-star group
are discussed in great detail. By contrast, the tasks for the two-star
group are labeled as “self-explanatory,” revealing different expectations
with regard to linguistic competence and knowledge-related behavioral
expectations. The assistance provided is differentiated. One-star students
are given clear support and clear task descriptions, with the tasks
explained to them in detail. Two-star students, on the other hand, are

expected to be able to complete the tasks independently. No further
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assistance is provided, making their expected level of independence
a key performance criterion. The difference between the star groups,
who work on the same short story, and the “special educational needs
students,” who are asked to work on a different story, is maintained
throughout. Furthermore, the separation of high-achieving students is
also clearly reproduced here, as the three-star group is not also present

in the testing situation; rather, they take the test in another room.

Differentiation into different groups also firmly establishes
differences, thereby constructing heterogeneity. The use of varying
performance requirements emerges as a central feature of group
formation, which simultaneously solidifies these groups. As seen with
the special educational needs pupils, the criterion of performance
is intersectionally intertwined with other categories of difference,

establishing different performance systems the classroom

5.2 Individual performance activities

Up to this point, we have seen an unsurprising, yet highly
differentiated reproduction of the multi-tier school system at the level of
the individual classroom. However, the described lessons contain some
sequences in which individuality becomes visible. While the “special
educational needs pupils” as a group due to special education labeling,
and the three-star pupils remain separated by being in a different room,
there is a unidirectional corridor of fluctuation between the one- and

two-star pupils. In other words, the two-star students not only get to
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‘choose for themselves’ to which star group they will belong each
semester, but they (and explicitly only this group) are also allowed to
‘choose for themselves’ at which level of difficulty they want to work on

the class assignment:

Now the teacher says that the students can decide for
themselves whether they want to write the two-star
assignment, or whether they want to switch to the one-
star assignment. It is not possible to switch from the one-

star to the two-star class assignment.

A student asks the person sitting next to him if he is also
doing the two-star task. The person sitting next to him
raises his shoulders briefly and leaves this uncommented.
Nils also asks Lukas which class test he is doing. Lukas
says that he will read through it at his leisure and then
decide.

The pupils assign themselves to the tasks. There are five remedial

pupils; seven pupils do the one-star task and two do the two-star task.

The assignment to the desired subject group is a topic of
conversation among some of the pupils. This indicates that the group
assignment is actually perceived as an individual choice in the situation,
even though this freedom is naturally limited. Students are also allowed
to revise their decision afterwards. Thus, the order of performance is
not universally determined for everyone; rather, individual freedom of

choice is explicitly built into the lesson. However, this only applies to
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two-star students and their option to switch to the less demanding one-
star group. This measure helps to prevent experiences of failure by
giving students the chance to switch to a lower difficulty level. At the
same time, the previously mentioned leveling down is repeated: ‘Don't
risk too much’ or ‘don't make overly taxing decisions’ is the implicit

meceSsage.

5.3 Universalist performance activities

The aspect of universality emerges as the greatest challenge in
the empirical analysis, because the common point of reference for the
German lessons examined here remains unclear. Certainly there are
formal characteristics that create common ground, such as the fact that
pupils write a class assignment in the same time slot under the same
group name (8a), take on specific actor positions (teacher, pupils), and
have a ‘common subject matter’ (short story). Yet numerous disruptions
undermine this communal orientation, such as spatial separation, the
differentiation between academic and non-academic language use,
varying task requirements and degrees of freedom. The subject-specific
performance system, which as a meritocratic principle is generally
considered to satisfy universalist demands, diffuses. Thus, a ‘core of the
school’ becomes decentralized — but this can be seen less as a movement
towards a broad understanding of heterogeneity than a dissolution of
community in favor of a parceled-out classroom operating within its

smallest common space. For while school theory performance would be
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expected to invoke a fundamentally universalistic reference system, the
actual lessons themselves offer few opportunities to identify general and

universalistic perspectives.

Finally, this can be seen in the assessment criteria for the German
class assignment. There are various assessment schemes, each of which
can be found at the end of the German assignment. The perspective
focuses on individual performance (individuality) in relation to
differentiated scaling (difference) and in relation to a description of the

performance in the form of a grade, which is valid for all (universality).

For the one-star students, the individual score, that score in relation
to the possible total of 55 points, and the resulting grade (see Fig. 1) are

shown.

In total, you have reached out of a possible 55 points.

This corresponds to the following grade:

Fig. 1: Assessment criteria for one-star assignment (transcript)

* Accordingly, there is criticism from a reform pedagogical perspective that such
an understanding of performance stands in the way of differentiation and ultimately
has a homogenizing effect (e.g. the contributions in Beutel and Beutel 2010). In a
meritocratic sense, the numerical grades used here in the assessments of class work
are intended to express the universalism of performance assessment, as they bring
the principle of 'equal pay for equal work' into a (seemingly objective) standardized
scale.
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For the two-star students, there is also a key that shows the score
in relation to the grading scale and the percentages achieved. The result
is a differentiated relation of the individual performance and the overall
grade range (see Fig. 2). The highest score is 61. Additionally, there is
a differentiation for pupils with reading and spelling difficulties (LRS),

with a maximum score of 55.

Points  Grade Points  Grade
61-56 1 55-51 1
55-49 2 50-45 2
48-41 3 44-37 3
40-31 4 36-28 4
30-18 5 27-17 5
17-0 6 16-0 6

Fig. 2: Assessment criteria for two-star assignment (transcript)

The data for the three-star students is formally identical to that for
the other groups, but the scoring scheme does not match that for two-star
students. The highest score here is 67. This is an isolated categorization
that does not allow for any direct comparison with the other groups.
Here, too, there is a separate assessment key for pupils with reading and

spelling difficulties, with a maximum score of 57
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Points  Grade Points  Grade
67-62 1 57-52 1
61-54 2 51-46 2
53-45 3 45-38 3
44-34 4 37-29 4
33-20 5 28-17 5
19-0 6 16-0 6

Fig. 3: Assessment criteria for three-star assignment (transcript)

Instead of a universal grading principle that represents academic
performance within a scale, the homogenizing effects of which have
been widely described and criticized, one finds here considerable
differentiation. Five different assessment grids, which represent different
logics and cannot be directly related to each other, are used.’ A score
of 51 points, for example, can lead to various grades between 1 and 3.
However, the distribution of grades relative to the respective percentages
remains the same for two- and three-star students; only for one-star
students is this reference missing. There is no assessment scheme for

pupils with special educational needs. In addition, the ranges vary

> Following on from the finding of 'independence’, the different assessment grids are
also associated with a certain attribution of competence to the pupils : Pupils
with special educational needs do not receive a grid with their work and thus no
orientation for the awarding of points, one-star pupils do not have an itemized
overview, while two- and three-star pupils are told very clearly which assessment is
associated with which number of points.
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depending on the grade: for example, six points for grade 1, eight points
for grade 2, and eleven points for grade 4. The criteria vary depending
on the pre-assigned performance group, making the use of a universal
performance framework unfeasible. At the same time, the numerical

principle of number grades is maintained.

6. Conclusion

Starting from the antinomic tension field of difference, universality,
and individuality, the processing of heterogeneity is gaining salience
in educational research on schools. Using the example of performance
regulations, the presented analyses can be summarized as follows: In
the described tension field, a performance-based, categorizing order of
difference is dominant. This social order reproduces a four-tier school
system, maintaining impermeability at the ‘top’ (three stars) and ‘bottom’
(“special educational needs pupils/ “Forderschiiler*innen”) as well as a
certain corridor of flexibility ‘in the middle’ (one and two stars). In terms
of individuality, there are decision-making opportunities concerning
pupils’ level of expectations and individual scope for handling
knowledge-related behavior. However, this is of little significance
in the analyzed lessons. The focus is on group-based differentiation.

Universality, on the other hand, remains undefined and nearly invisible.

Overall, performance orders in heterogeneous school classes can
be seen to be produced along the lines of individuality, difference,

and universality. Consequently, the order of differentiation and the
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order of performance are closely interwoven. From the perspective of
heterogeneity theory, difference intrudes into the traditional relationship
between individuality and universality, thereby multiplying performance
regulation — thus also multiplying inequalities. Heterogeneity is not a
categorical prerequisite (in the sense of being a permanent ‘characteristic’
of pupils), but a relational and constructed network. Inclusion in one
group can go hand in hand with exclusion from another. This is not
an implicit, ‘hidden’ effect in the analyzed example, as an unintended
pedagogical by-product of it, so to say; rather, it is systematically
and explicitly made visible through the classification of different
performance groups. This not only undermines communal social

orientation, but also shared performance expectations.

As an important condition of educational practice, heterogeneity
is also constructed through pedagogical practices in subject-specific
lessons. While an increased consideration of heterogeneity could offer
opportunities to effectively address it, what is particularly evident are
the stabilizations achieved through performance regulation. However,
a stronger focus on pupil heterogeneity offers fewer perspectives; on
the contrary, such an approach may actually reinforce stereotypes. It
seems more sensible to suspend the current standardized concept of
performance, rather than diffuse it by expanding performance regulation.
The idea of meritocracy, which is prevalent in modern Central
European societies, has shown itself to be not only of limited practical

applicability, but also inappropriate for addressing heterogeneity.
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Introduction

Improving teacher education often involves planning and
implementing professional standards, strategies, development projects,
or reform programs (Panda, 2019). However, engaging teacher
educators and stakedolders in these initiatives is challenging, (Révai,
2018). Strategies are often developed by small expert groups without
adequate implementation planning (Beach et al., 2014). Adoption relies
on learning and knowledge creation processes, involving individual,
group, and collective levels (Nonaka et al., 2006). This aligns with
sociocultural learning theories, viewing adoption as social learning that
links individual learning with community practices (Maier & Schmidt,
2015).

In February 2016, the Ministry of Education and Culture (MEC)
established the Finnish Teacher Education Forum (FTEF) to develop
the national teacher education strategy, the Finnish Development
Programme for Teachers’ Pre- and In-service Education (TEDP). The

forum was tasked with identifying key competences and actions to
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improve teacher education and supporting implementation through

funding pilot projects and organizing workshops and seminars.

The TEDP is similar to professional standards for teachers,
teacher standards and teacher education standards from the point of
view of communicating national aims for teacher education. They all
emphasise the improvement of the quality of teacher education and
teachers’ professionalism (Panda, 2019). In the Finnish decentralised
education system, teachers are educated at universities, which have high
autonomy in the planning of the teacher education programs. There is
no accreditation or state level evaluation of student teachers or teachers.
Therefore, it is challenging to implement national level strategies to
autonomous universities. We focus in this chapter on the outcomes
and characteristics of the pilot projects and how they guided teacher
educators in local-level development work and professional learning

related to the new strategic aims.

The TEDP, like various professional and teacher standards,
communicates national aims for improving teacher education quality
and professionalism (Panda, 2019). In Finland’s decentralized
system, universities autonomously design teacher education programs
without state accreditation or evaluation, making national strategy

implementation challenging.

This chapter analyses the planning process of the TEDP, and the
implemention of the TEDP through pilot projects and their impact
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on local-level development and professional learning among teacher
educators. However, the teacher education context and theoretical
background for the startegy work, including implementation, will be first
shortly analysed. The implementation and adoption of teacher education
strategies is considered here as teacher educators’ professional learning
(Nonaka et al., 2006; Maier & Schmidt, 2015).

Research on planning and implementing teacher education
strategies

Implementing national teacher education strategies like TEDP
is challenging (Russel & Martin, 2010). It is common to evaluate the
graduating teachers through performance assessments or accreditation
aligned with the strategies (Call, 2018). However, the adoption
of the strategy by teacher educators through professional learning
is often overlooked (Bourke et al., 2018). Researchers suggest
collaborative projects, activities, or communities of practice as effective
implementation methods (Kitchen & Figg, 2011; Patton & Parker,
2017). Such collaborations foster dialogue among teacher educators,
stakeholders, and schools, aiding in understanding necessary teacher
competences (Révai, 2018). The characteristics of strategy work,
including implementaion, is described and discussed in research
literature. For example, Darling-Hammond (1999) emphasises the
participation of teacher educators in the planning and implementation of

teacher education policy aims (cf., Pedaste et al., 2019)
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Teacher educators, driven by an intrinsic desire to learn, typically
engage in both formal and informal learning with colleagues and student
teachers (Ping et al., 2020). Czerniawski et al. (2018) found that in
Europe, teacher educators value research activities, personal reading,
informal discussions, and opportunities to develop pedagogy. Ping
et al. (2020) revealed that teacher educators prefer learning through
academic research, traditional academic activities, collaborative efforts,
professional development programs, and reflective practices. Contextual
learning through real-life problem-solving is also crucial, as it highlights
the context-specific nature of professional knowledge (Rasku-Puttonen
et al., 2004). In more detail, activities supporting professional learning
are often contextual and involve formal and informal collaborations
among teacher educators (Ping et al., 2020; Czerniawski et al., 2018).
These activities involve planning, working, and reflecting with
colleagues. Teacher educators actively regulate their own learning by
setting goals, self-assessing, and reflecting. Collaboration enhances
their understanding of teaching and learning (Luft & Hewson, 2014;
Kitchen & Figg, 2011). Reflection during collaboration fosters shared
learning from experiences (Hiebert et al., 2002). Garet et al. (2001)
stress that professional learning should align with program aims and be
coherent with local contexts. Formal activities like research projects or

development programs are goal-oriented and aim for concrete outcomes.
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Finnish Education Context

Since the 1990s, quality in Finnish decentralised education system
has been promoted through long-term planning and gradual changes.
Moreover collaboration has been emphasised in the design of national
guidelines like framework curricula and education strategies (Holappa,
2007). Finnish teacher quality focuses on school-level, cultural, and

policy factors, not just individual competence (Miiller et al., 2010).

Primary teacher education has been at the master’s level for 45
years, and secondary for over 100 years. Master’s theses help bridge
theory and practice, enhancing teaching and planning. Finnish teacher
educators must have a PhD and dedicate half their work hours to
research (Eklund, 2018).

Finnish Development Programme for Teachers’ Pre- and In-
service Education (TEDP)

The Finnish government (2016-2020) initiated the TEDP as part
of its education key actions (MEC, 2016). The TEDP was designed
by 70 experts from universities, the MEC, and partner associations,
the TEDP aimed for collaborative planning and implementation,
similar to Estonia's approach (Pedaste et al., 2019). During the first
year of the project, research on teacher education was analyzed, and
national brainstorming sessions and multiple regional and nationwide
meetings were held (Lavonen et al., 2020). The TEDP established three

strategic competence goals for teachers' pre- and in-service education
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and professional learning, applicable to all teacher levels, from early
childhood to upper secondary (Torrance & Forde, 2017). According to
the TEDP, Finnish teachers should

1.*“have a professional knowledge base, such as deep knowledge in
the subject matter and pedagogy; knowledge about learning,
engagement and diversity among learners; collaboration and

interaction as well as digital and research skills;

2.be able to generate novel ideas and educational innovations
while, for example, constructing the local curriculum and

planning inclusive education;

3.have the willingness and the competencies required for professional
learning and the development of their schools’ operations and

environments”. (Lavonen et al., 2020)

Furthermore, the TEDP introduced six strategic action guidelines
which emphasise, for example, collaboration in the cumulative
development of the competences of teachers. Training programmes and
teaching/learning practices should be planned according to research
outcomes, and student teachers should learn research skills (Lavonen et
al., 2020).

The TEDP was implemented through research-oriented pilot
projects, national seminars, workshops, and local meetings from 2017
to 2020, funded with 27 million euros (MEC, 2016). The first call for
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proposals was in late 2016 and the second in 2017, focusing on TEDP’s
aims, pre- and in-service teacher education collaboration, and research
orientation. Pilot project directors and expert group members met
quarterly to present project progress and share feedback. Universities
coordinated at least one pilot project each, with two universities of
applied sciences managing two projects. In total, 129 of 456 possible
municipalities participated as partners. Consequently, the pilot projects
connect individual learning to the common practices and collaborative

learning in the context of strategic aims.

Evaluation of the Implementation of the TEDP

The pilot project directors and participants were asked to evaluate
the characteristics of the pilot projects by a survey, including open and
closed questions (in detail Lavonen et al., 2021). The questionnaires
were designed in spring 2018 based on the call for pilot projects and
the literature review related to teacher educators’ professional learning.
First, a Likert-type instrument (1 = the aim of the TEDP has not at all
been achieved ... 4 = the aim has been achieved very well) asked the
pilot project leaders to evaluate how well the aims of the TEDP, in the
context of the pilot project, had been achieved. Altogether, 24 different
aims were available for evaluation, but respondents were instructed
to evaluate only those aims that were relevant to the pilot project. The
second set of questions asked the pilot project directors and the project

participants to evaluate how the characteristics of the activities in the
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pilot project were supportive for the achievement of the TEDP aims
with a Likert scale instrument (1 = not at all successful ... 4 = very
successful in supporting the achievement of the TEDP aims). The items
were designed based on the literature review on teacher educators’
professional learning. The open questions guided the project directors to
analyse the project aims and how the project activities supported teacher
educators’ in achieving the TEDP aims or supported the professional

learning of teacher educators.

The data were collected in summer 2018. Therefore, the data
collection occurred 1.5 years after the publishing of the TEDP and start
of the pilot projects. Altogether there were 125 standard pages, or 36 267
words, in the data related to the open answers. The open answers were
analyzed using theory-driven content analysis. This method classifies
units into categories based on shared meanings (Elo & Kyngis, 2008).
The main categories, derived from research on teacher educators’
professional learning, focus on goal-oriented, active, and collaborative
learning processes, along with evaluation and reflection. The analysis
also considers the real education context and research orientation to
support learning, emphasizing local and national collaboration. After
defining the main categories, a pilot coding process was conducted to
refine them. A total of 2,097 coding units were identified, with some
sentences unrelated to professional learning. These units were then
categorized into 20 subcategories based on project leaders' answers
(Schwarz, 2015).
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According to the questionnaire data, the implementation was
considered to take place through teacher educators’ professional
learning. The pilot project directors evaluated the extent to which
their projects achieved the TEDP aims. They found that 20 of the 24
aims were met well, with an average rating over 2.5 on a four-point
scale. The projects made significant progress in developing teaching
competencies; enhancing student teachers’ research skills; generating
ideas for teaching; selecting students for teacher education; fostering
collaboration and networking; supporting student-centered approaches;

and improving learning environments.

Directors rated the research-oriented and interactive nature of
the projects positively (average over 3). Four aims, related to teacher
education structure, program descriptions, digital tools, and pedagogical
leadership, were rated between 2 and 2.5 as only satisfactory. Overall,
the projects effectively supported TEDP aims and teacher educators’
learning. Evaluations from both directors (N=31) and partners (N=500—

670) on the projects’ characteristics are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Evaluation of the characteristics of the pilot project activities by the partners
(N=500-670) and the directors of the project (N=31).

Characteristics of the pilot project activities which were Partner Director

supportive for the achievement of the TEDP aims M SD. M SD. U »
There has been interaction among the project members 3.52 73 3.72 46 9973 231
We have been working collaboratively 3.46 75 3.72 46 9336 .081
The previous knowledge and skills of the partners have ~ 3.35 .83 3.33 71 9709 581
been taken into account

Our work has been research based 3.29 .87 3.78 42 7335 .001
We have been working in authentic situations 3.17 .94 3.17 .89 9178 .879
Partners have been active in the pilot project 3.08 95 3.31 73 9541 .269
Partners have been networking in their own institutes 296 1.07 3.23 72 8553  .360
Partners have been guided to reflect on their learning 2.95 98 3.21 .68 7563 286
during the pilot project

Partners have been networking with experts 2.86 1.03 2.92 1 9112 .964
Partners have been active in evaluating the progress 236 1.18 3.03 0.82 5707 .002
Partners have been active in setting aims 223 1.28 3.19  0.79 4648 0.00

For a third view considering the characteristics of the activities
of the pilot projects supportive for implementation, we analysed the
project directors’ (NDirector = 31) answers to the five open questions,
as described earlier, using the main categories introduced above. The
identified subcategories in the inductive coding and their frequencies are

presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. The subcategories used in the inductive coding of the answers of the pilot
project leaders (NDirector = 31) and examples of original answers (TE = teacher

educators)
Main category Subcategory f
Goal orientation - setting of pilot project aims 84
- progress according to original aims 53
- progress according to new aims 19
Active working and learning - active co-planning 73
- active learning 93
- conference participation 40
Collaboration - internatio-nal collabora-tion 53
- national collaboration 90
- local collaboration 40
- collabora-tion through digital tools 153
Reflection - self-evaluation 12
- reflection 8
- reflection based on data 32
- quality work 2
Contextualising - designing an outcome 165
- designing learning material 35
- designing the programme 31
Research orientation - clarifying of needs 48
- design is based on research 128
- international research collaboration 19
Discussion

This chapter examines the characteristics of the pilot projects and
how they supported TEDP’s goals and teacher educators' professional
learning, because the implementation of the strategy happens through
professional learning and practices, as Bourke et al. (2018) Nonaka
et al. (2006) and Maier and Schmidt (2015) have argued. In general,
implementing a strategy in teacher education and engaging teacher

educators in this process is challenging (Beach et al., 2014; Révai,
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2018). However, pilot project directors reported that 20 of 24 TEDP
aims were achieved well or very well, with high marks for interaction,
research-based activities, and strategic actions. However, there were
challenges in applying outcomes to teacher education courses, with three

aims rated as only satisfactory due to the early stage of implementation.

Directors and partners felt eight of the eleven characteristics of
the pilot projects were very supportive for achieving TEDP aims, with
an average rating over 2.9 on a 14 scale (Table 2). The work was seen
as contextual and guided by research-based, interactive, and reflective
practices, aligning with recommendations for professional learning
(Rasku-Puttonen et al., 2004; Czerniawski et al., 2018). Both groups
agreed on the research orientation and networking aspects, though
directors rated these higher than partners. The pilot projects were
praised for their real-world applications and their success in achieving
TEDP aims. Overall, the pilot project characteristics supported
teacher educators’ learning and implementation of new practices,
with evaluations averaging between 2.9 and 3.8 (Czerniawski et al.,
2018; Kitchen & Figg, 2011). Two key supportive characteristics of
professional learning in the pilot project were rated as satisfactory
by partners (average 2.2 to 2.4). Partners felt excluded from setting
project goals and evaluating progress, highlighting the need for better

involvement in future projects.

Table 2 shows that pilot project leaders frequently mentioned
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collaboration (336 times) at national (90), international (53), and
local levels (40), especially through digital tools (153). Social media,
learning management systems, and collaborative digital media (61)
were preferred over traditional email (11). Directors and partners agreed
that the project was interactive and collaborative (average >3, Table
1). Directors emphasized contextualization (231 times) through model
design (165), learning materials (35), and program renewal (31), which
partners also recognized as crucial. Research orientation (128), active
learning (93), co-planning (73), and participation (40) were important
characteristics for both directors and partners. Leaders discussed setting
or resetting aims 156 times, but partners felt excluded from this process.
Partners also reported low involvement in self-evaluation, which aligns
with the low mentions of self-evaluation by leaders (12 times). Despite
this, the survey showed that reflection on learning was well-supported.
This reflects similar findings to Czerniawski et al. (2018) and Ping et al.
(2020), who highlighted learning through collaborative activities and

reflective practices.

Project directors viewed research orientation as a major success
in the pilot projects, while partners rated it as average. Czerniawski et
al. (2018) and Ping et al. (2020) also found that research engagement is
crucial for teacher educators’ professional learning. Traditional academic
activities, such as research and conferences, support this learning (Cao et

al., 2021; Diery et al., 2020). The survey and open answers suggest that
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the TEPD pilot projects provided a supportive environment for teacher
educators’ autonomous learning and strategic collaboration (Kitchen
& Figg, 2011). Effective collaboration across universities and with
education stakeholders supports professional growth (Maier & Schmidt,
2015). However, project partners felt excluded from goal setting
and progress evaluation, unlike the directors. Future projects should
emphasize joint goal setting and evaluation for better professional

learning outcomes.

It could be concluded that supporting teacher educators’
professional learning, rather than using control measures, was effective
for implementing TEDP, especially in a decentralized education system.
Decentralization allows for local collaboration and adaptation, but also
poses challenges for strategy implementation. Our study shows that the
TEDP’s approach—through national and local meetings and funded
pilot projects—supported teacher educators' professional learning.
However, our findings are limited to directors’ self-assessments, and
further research is needed on learning outcomes and program changes.
This study highlights the importance of engaging teacher educators in

professional learning within a decentralized education system.

In developing a national teacher education strategy, we found
that creating a consensus requires time and a large expert group. Our
strategy involved 70 experts from all universities and engaged various

stakeholders, including education providers and teacher unions (Lavonen
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et al., 2020). Based on our implementation experience, we suggest the

following:

» Engage stakeholders like education providers in the strategy’s

implementation.

* Provide sustainable resources and fund pilot projects. We
financed 45 projects with €27 million from 2017-2019.

* Organize research-oriented pilot projects to support professional
learning, collaboration, and dissemination of outcomes. Key
elements included goal orientation, active learning, and reflection
(see Table 1).

» Encourage large, collaborative proposals involving universities
and education providers. Our projects included all universities

and 25% of municipalities.

Our approach aligns with OECD recommendations (Burns &
Koster, 2016) and supports continuous quality assurance through
collaboration and national meetings. Piloting was essential for teacher
educators’ professional learning and strategy dissemination (Kitchen &
Figg, 2011; Maier & Schmidt, 2015).
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Thriving in a Multimodal World: The Essential
Role of Multiliteracies in Empowering Every
Child

Dr. Alexius Chia Ti Yong
Nanyang Technological University, Singapore

Professor Huang Kun-huei, President of the Prof. Huang Kun-huei
Education Foundation,

Members of the Organizing Committee,

Fellow Conference Presenters & Participants,

Ladies and gentlemen.

I'm deeply humbled and grateful for the invitation to speak with
you today. It's a privilege to address this distinguished gathering
and share my thoughts with you. Thank you for your kindness and

generosity.

Introduction

My presentation is titled ‘Thriving in a Multimodal World: The
Essential Role of Multiliteracies in Empowering Every Child.” Within
the overarching conference theme of ‘Empowering Every Child, Each
According to Ability: Visions and Strategies for Quality Education,’ I am
honored to be here today to discuss a topic that is becoming increasingly

important in education: multiliteracies and the multimodal world and the

61



MEEAEEBHIRYAEESS

role they play in shaping teaching and learning in the 21st century.

We live in a time of profound change, driven largely by
advancements in technology. The ways in which we communicate, learn,
play and engage with the world are evolving rapidly. As educators, it is
our responsibility to prepare our students for this dynamic landscape.
But how do we do this? How do we ensure that our students are
equipped to thrive in a world that is so different from the one many of us

grew up in?

Part of the answer lies in the concept of multiliteracies. No longer
is literacy confined to the ability to read and write text on a page
(Cope & Kalantzis, 2005). Literacy today encompasses a wide range
of skills and competencies, including the ability to understand, create
and communicate through multiple modes—be they linguistic, visual,
spatial, gestural and auditory modes (Anstey & Bull, 2018; Chia &
Chan, 2017). This expanded understanding of literacy is what we refer
to as multiliteracies, and it is essential for empowering every child to

succeed in the 21st century.

During this presentation, I will explain the concepts of
multiliteracies and multimodality, explore their implications for
education and offer practical strategies for integrating these ideas into
our teaching practices. Along the way, I will also consider the unique
characteristics of Gen Z and Gen Alpha learners, and how we can tailor

our educational approaches to meet their needs.
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Understanding Multiliteracies and Multimodality

Let us begin by defining two key concepts: multiliteracies and

multimodality.

The term 'multiliteracies' was introduced by the New London
Group in 1996, a collective of scholars who recognized that traditional
notions of literacy were no longer sufficient in a rapidly changing
world. They argued that literacy should encompass more than just the
ability to read and write print text. Instead, literacy should include the
ability to engage with a wide range of communication forms—texts that
integrate different languages, cultural contexts and multiple modes of

communication. Freebody and Luke (1990) defined multiliteracies as:

The flexible and sustainable mastery of a repertoire of practices
with the texts of traditional and new communications technologies

via spoken, print and multimedia.

Let me further unpack this definition for you.

« flexible: To be Positive and strategically responsive to changing

literacies

* sustainable mastery: Able to sustain mastery i.e. to have developed

the ability to reformulate current knowledge or access and learn

new literate practices

* repertoire of practices: To possess a range of knowledge, skills

and strategies to use when appropriate
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* traditional communications technologies: Able to use traditional

communications technologies: paper and live (face-to-face

encounters)

* new communications technologies: Able to use new communications

technologies: digital-electronic (using multiple modes, often

simultaneously)
(Freebody & Luke, 1990)
The concept of multiliteracies encompasses:
* Multimodal literacy: Understanding and using multiple modes of
communication, such as text, image, sound, and gesture.

 Multilingual literacy: Ability to communicate in multiple languages

and dialects.

* Multicultural literacy: Understanding and navigating diverse

cultural contexts and perspectives.

* Critical literacy: Analyzing and critiquing power relationships

and social inequalities in communication.

* Digital literacy: Navigating and creating meaning in digital

environments.

(Stordy, 2015)

In today’s digital age, the concept of multiliteracies is not just
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relevant—it is essential. The way we communicate has evolved far
beyond traditional print. We now engage with texts that blend words,
images, sounds and gestures, creating rich, multimodal experiences.
Whether navigating multilingual environments, interpreting cultural
nuances or critically analyzing digital content, these diverse forms
of communication require us to draw on a complex set of literacies.
From creating multimedia presentations to understanding the cultural
context of a meme or critically evaluating information on social media,
the literacies needed today are expansive and interconnected. This
shift demands that we, as educators, broaden our approach to teaching
literacy, ensuring that our students are equipped to thrive in a world

where communication is dynamic, diverse and multifaceted.

This brings us to the concept of 'multimodality." Multimodality
refers to the use of multiple modes, or channels, to communicate. In
a multimodal text, different modes—such as text, image, sound, and
gesture—work together to create meaning. For example, a news website
might combine written articles with videos, infographics and hyperlinks
to convey information. Each of these elements adds a layer of meaning
and understanding the message requires the ability to interpret all of

them in conjunction.

The shift towards a multimodal world has profound implications
for education. If we continue to focus solely on traditional literacy skills,
we risk leaving our students ill-equipped for the demands of modern

life. We need to broaden our approach to literacy instruction to include

65



MEEAEEBHIRYAEESS

multimodal texts and to teach students how to create and interpret these
texts effectively (Anstey & Bull, 2018; Chia & Chan, 2017).

The Impact of Multimodality on Learning

Now that we have a clearer understanding of multiliteracies
and multimodality, let us explore their impact on learning. When we
incorporate multiple modes into our teaching, we engage students on
different levels—some might say that we’re making learning more

meaningful and accessible to learners who might learn differently.

First, multimodality enhances engagement. Traditional teaching
methods, which rely heavily on text-based materials, can sometimes fail
to capture students’ attention. However, when we use a combination of
text, images, video and interactive elements, we create a more dynamic
learning experience. For example, a lesson on the solar system that
includes not just written descriptions, but also videos, diagrams and
interactive simulations, is likely to be more engaging for students. This
kind of multimodal approach helps to maintain students’ interest and

motivates them to learn.

Second, multimodality promotes accessibility. Not all students
learn in the same way. Some may struggle with reading but excel in
visual or auditory processing. By incorporating multiple modes of
communication, we can make content more accessible to a wider
range of learners, including those with disabilities or different learning

preferences. For instance, a student who finds it difficult to understand a
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complex scientific concept through text alone might grasp it more easily

through a video demonstration or a hands-on experiment.

Third, engaging with multimodal texts helps to develop critical
thinking skills. Multimodal texts are complex; they require students to
analyze how different modes work together to convey meaning. This
kind of analysis fosters critical thinking by encouraging students to
consider not just what a text says, but how it says it. For example, when
analyzing a news story, students might consider how the combination
of written text, images and video clips influences the viewer's

understanding and perception of the event.

Finally, multimodal learning fosters creativity. When students
are given the opportunity to express their ideas using different
modes—whether through digital storytelling, video production or
graphic design—they are encouraged to think creatively. They learn
to experiment with different forms of communication and to find new
and innovative ways to express their ideas. This not only helps them
to develop a wide range of skills but also boosts their confidence as

learners and creators.

Profile of Our Learners: Gen Z and Gen Alpha

To effectively integrate multiliteracies and multimodality into
our teaching practices, it is essential to understand the learners we are

educating today—namely, the Gen Z and Gen Alpha.
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Gen Z, also known as the 'digital natives,' were born between 1997
and 2012. Today, these would be our high schools to university todays.
The Gen Z have never known a world without the internet, smartphones
and social media. They are accustomed to accessing information quickly
and navigating digital spaces with ease. For Gen Z, visual and interactive
content is a natural part of their everyday lives. They prefer learning
experiences that are personalized, collaborative and tech-driven. They
are also highly proficient at multitasking, often engaging with multiple
modes of information simultaneously (Dolot, 2018; Seemiller & Grace,
2015, 2017; Schwieger & Ladwig, 2018).

Gen Alpha refers to those born from 2013 onwards. These would
be our elementary school children. This generation is the first to be
born entirely in the 21st century, into a world even more saturated with
technology than that of their Gen Z predecessors. Gen Alpha students
are growing up with artificial intelligence, virtual reality and other
advanced technologies as part of their everyday experiences. They are
highly visual learners who prefer interactive and hands-on learning
experiences. Like Gen Z, they are comfortable navigating multiple
modes of communication and expect their learning experiences to be
engaging and relevant to their lives (Fernando & Premadasa, 2024;
McCrindle, 2021).

Understanding these generational traits is crucial for designing

educational experiences that resonate with our students. Both Gen Z
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and Gen Alpha are accustomed to interacting with multimodal texts
daily, unfortunately, many schools and universities are slow to catch
up. As such, they are forced to live in two realities— the reality of
school and the reality outside of school. We should try to bridge this gap
where more aspects of school reflect the realities of their digital lives.
If we want to engage these learners effectively, we should consider
incorporate the tools, technologies and modes of communication that

they are familiar with.

Integrating Multimodality and Multiliteracies in Education

So, how can we integrate multimodality and multiliteracies into our
teaching practices? Here are some strategies that can help us to create
more engaging, relevant, and effective learning experiences for our
students.

First, consider incorporating digital tools into our classrooms.
There are countless digital platforms and tools available that allow
students to create and analyze multimodal texts. These might include
video editing software, graphic design tools, or even social media
platforms. For example, we could have students create a digital story
that incorporates text, images and sound. Or we might ask them to
design an infographic that visually represents a complex concept. By
using these tools, students can develop a wide range of literacies while

also expressing their creativity.

Second, adopt a project-based learning approach that encourages
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students to engage with multiple modes of communication. Project-
based learning allows students to work on extended tasks that require
them to use different modes to create a final product. For example,
students could work in groups to produce a short documentary film on a
topic they are studying in class. This project would require them to write
a script, film and edit video, add sound and music, and create visual
effects—all of which involve different literacies. Project-based learning
not only helps students develop their multiliteracy skills but also fosters

collaboration, problem-solving and critical thinking.

Third, design interactive lessons that integrate various modes of
communication. This might involve combining text with images, videos
and interactive activities in our teaching materials. For example, rather
than simply assigning a reading, you could create a lesson that includes
a short video introduction, followed by a reading assignment and then an
interactive quiz or discussion activity. By providing content in multiple
modes, we can help students to understand the material more deeply and

from different perspectives.

Finally, it is important to consider how we assess students’
multimodal literacies. Traditional assessments often focus solely on
reading and writing skills, but to truly embrace multiliteracies, we need
to develop assessment strategies that recognize and value students’
abilities to communicate through multiple modes. This might involve
evaluating students’ ability to create and interpret multimodal texts or

using digital portfolios to showcase their work across different modes.
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For example, rather than having students write a traditional essay,
you could ask them to create a digital presentation that combines text,
images and video. By assessing students’ multimodal work, we can gain
a more comprehensive understanding of their abilities and support their

development as literate individuals in a multimodal world.

Teacher Professional Development

Implementing these strategies requires that teachers themselves
are well-versed in multiliteracies and multimodality. This is where
professional development comes in. Teachers need ongoing training
to keep up with the rapidly changing digital landscape. This includes
learning how to use new digital tools, understanding how to create and
analyze multimodal texts and developing strategies for integrating these

concepts into their teaching.

Professional development should also be collaborative. Teachers
can learn a great deal from sharing experiences and strategies with their
peers. This could take the form of workshops, peer mentoring or online
professional learning communities. By working together, teachers can
develop a shared understanding of multiliteracies and multimodality and

support each other in implementing these ideas in their classrooms.

Finally, teachers should be encouraged to engage in reflective
practice. This involves regularly reflecting on their teaching
practices, considering how well they’re integrating multiliteracies

and multimodality and identifying areas for improvement. Reflective
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practice helps teachers to stay current with best practices and to

continually refine their approach to teaching in a multimodal world.

Conclusion

In sum, thriving in a multimodal world requires us to expand our
understanding of literacy to include multiple modes of communication.
By embracing multiliteracies and integrating multimodality into our
teaching practices, we can empower every child to succeed in the 21st

century.

We’ve explored the importance of understanding our learners,
particularly Gen Z and Gen Alpha, and how their characteristics
inform our educational strategies. We’ve also looked at practical ways
to integrate multimodality and multiliteracies into the classroom and

discussed the importance of professional development for teachers.

As we move forward, let us all commit to creating learning
environments that are inclusive, engaging and reflective of the diverse
and dynamic world our students inhabit. We have a responsibility to
prepare our students not just to survive, but to thrive in a world that is

increasingly complex and unpredictable.

Thank you very much for your attention.
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Teaching Students to Drive Their Own
Learning

Dr. Douglas Fisher
San Diego State University, USA

The educational field made a major leap forward when John Hattie
introduced the Visible Learning database in 2009. He developed an
innovative approach to examine effect sizes across thousands of meta-
analyses, which are studies of studies that yield a common measure of
impact called an effect size. By comparing aggregate effect sizes, Hattie
can confidently share what works best to accelerate students’ learning.
Hattie notes that 95% of what teachers do works if the expected growth
is zero. Yes, just about any actions educators take in the classroom

improves students’ learning above zero.

But that’s not our goal. Our goal is to ensure that students’ progress
a full year for each year they are in the classroom. Applying the “one
year growth for one year of school” criteria to most of the influences in
the database changes the conversation. In fact, there are significantly
fewer actions and strategies that have the impact we’re looking for. But
some do. It turns out that making home visits doesn’t really impact
students’ learning much, but something like classroom discussion does.
Hattie produced a list of influences on achievement that we can all use

to make informed decisions. If the effect size exceeds .40, the summary
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of research evidence indicates that it is an above average influence and

likely to accelerate learning.

The database continues to grow as new meta-analyses are added
to the corpus of evidence (www.visiblelearningmetax.com). There are
over 2100 meta’s now, comprised of 350,000,000 students worldwide
inform our knowledge about these more than 400 influences. Among
the most electrifying dimensions of Visible Learning is the outsized
influence students play in their own learning. It is a notion long
expressed in education: student ownership of learning functions as an
accelerant. What the Visible Learning work has demonstrated without

question is that our efforts should be directed at making this happen.

Student ownership of learning is commonly referred to as self-
regulation. These are a constellation of habits and dispositions that
include both cognitive and emotional skills. Hattie originally referred
to these students as “assessment-capable visible learners” (ACVL)
because they assess themselves (not just waiting passively for others
to give them feedback). Because they can do so, they are able to gauge
their progress, seek help as needed, and teach others. Our work with
John Hattie had yielded six dispositions of learners that form the core of
assessment capability (Fisher et al., 2023):

* Know their current level of understanding

» Understand where they’re going and have the confidence to take

on the challenge
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* Select tools to guide their learning

Seek feedback and recognize that errors are opportunities to learn
* Monitor progress and adjust their learning
» Recognize their learning and teach others

We believe that students can and should become their own teachers.
And we believe that teachers have a profound role in helping students
accomplish that. When students own their learning and begin to teach
themselves, we say that they are visible learners or students who drive

their own learning.

Of course, students don’t show up at the classroom door already
knowing how to drive their own learning. The conditions that make
learning visible to students are created with intention by teachers. These
classrooms are noticeably different from others because of the presence

of a crucial factor: Goal setting.

A Goal Setting Environment

Goals drive much of what we do every day, from morning routines
to housekeeping tasks to completing work assignments. But students
too often rely on their teachers to determine goals for them. Yet the
evidence is that goal setting has a strong influence on learning, at a 0.50
effect size. Goals for learning might be daily, weekly, or at the unit level.
They have less to do about grades (“I want to get an A in algebra”),

and more about the learning (“I want to learn how to use algebraic
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thinking.””). And consider what they need to know to set useful goals for
themselves—an understanding of their present level of performance,
and a clear vision of the destination. Classrooms should be rich in goal
setting by discussing success criteria, then asking students how they will
know they are successful. Their answers are the start of the goal setting

Pprocess.

That said, personal records (PRs) can be great goals, and have the
bonus of being motivating, too. Invite your students to set a new PR on
a reading fluency assessment, writing assignment, or problem-solving
task. Challenge them to reach a new personal best in the number of
pages they read in a week. Propose a new number of words per minute
students write in a timed power writing exercises. Then encourage
students to track their own progress so they can see the gains they
are making. Meet with students individually to look together at their
progress toward larger goals and discuss with them what it will take for

them to reach it.

Once students are surrounded by goals, goals they believe that they
can attain with some effort and support from teachers, the remaining
six factors help students to drive their learning. In doing so, they self-

regulate their learning and develop agency.

Student Agency

Student agency is multidimensional and fostered by approaches to

instruction, task design, motivation, assessment, and the development
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of study habits. These are also key for transfer of learning, which is
the ability to apply knowledge and strategies under new conditions
(National Research Council, 2012). Research on student agency
in schools identified eight dimensions: self-efficacy, pursuit of
interest, perseverance of effort, locus of control, mastery orientation,
metacognition, self-regulation, and future orientation (Zeiser et al.,
2018).

Self-efficacy. The belief that one can achieve goals is fundamental
to student agency, as it is with adults. The four sources of self-efficacy
are having mastery experiences, seeing models, benefiting from social
persuasion and encouragement, and knowing how to manage the
physiological responses (Bandura, 1982). A child who possesses a
higher level of self-efficacy believes that they can reach goals. Self-
efficacy, with an effect size of 0.71, reliably holds the potential to

accelerate learning.

Pursuit of interest. Think of this as a consistency of passion for a
topic. We’ve seen the determination of students to learn everything there
1s to know about something that has seized their interest: coding, the
Titanic disaster, geocaching, ice skating. They pursue their interests by
reading books, talking with others about it, practice, and searching for
new challenges that will build their skills. An important aspect of this
is that they stick with some interests for a period of time and don’t lose
interest quickly (Pefia & Duckworth, 2018).
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Perseverance of effort. Hand-in-hand with interest is the
willingness to continue on when something becomes more difficult.
A student’s persistence and concentration of effort to finish tasks has
the potential to accelerate learning, with an effect size of 0.54. A
student with a higher degree of persistence understands that setbacks
can happen but is willing to see a project or task through to the end.
Importantly, perseverance of effort can’t be fostered when the tasks
are not challenging. Unfortunately, this happens too often with some
advanced students who skate through their years of schooling, only to
discover that when they reach college they don’t have the wherewithal

or the resiliency to confront challenge.

Locus of control. The key word is “control”—to what extent
does a learner believe that they are an influencer in the successful
completion of the task? The location, or locus, of control speaks to
where they attribute success and failure. A person with a strong internal
locus of control places a higher value on their own skills and effort,
while those with an external locus of control focus on the difficulty
of the project or what other people’s skill levels are. In truth, locus
of control is on a continuum, rather than an internal/external binary.
Learners can also attribute luck or an authority, such as the teacher, in
explaining their success. A learner who says, “the teacher doesn’t like
me, that’s why I got a bad grade” is attributing failure to an external
authority figure. “I got lucky on that exam, so that’s why a got a good

grade” is attributing success to luck. An internal locus of control is
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associated with higher levels of achievement (Shepherd et al., 2006).

Mastery orientation. Goals drive all of us, but there is also the
motivation for those goals. The beliefs we have about the goal orient
us onto a path. The goals of students can fall broadly into two paths:
a mastery orientation or a performance orientation (Pintrich, 2003).
Students with a mastery orientation understand that what they are
learning benefits them. They understand that learning a topic in one class
will benefit them in another. As well, the judge their own performance
in terms of what they have learned, not in comparison to others. A
student with a mastery orientation says, “I want to learn English so 1
can speak to people in other countries.” Students with a performance
orientation have goals, too, but they may be tied more closely to the
amount of effort required and their standing with others. A student with
a performance orientation may say, “I want to pass English class” or
“I want to get an A in this class so I can move up in the class ranking.”
A student with a deep motivation and approach seeks mastery and is
willing to invest a higher degree of effort. That kind of motivation has

an effect size of 0.57 and can accelerate learning.

Metacognition. Often described as “thinking about thinking,”
metacognition develops in the first years of schooling and continues
across a lifetime. You’ll notice this happening with the five-year-old
that checks the picture on a puzzle box lid to complete it. Metacognitive
strategies are embedded in instruction. We teach early readers to monitor

their understanding so that when they lose meaning in a text they go
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back to re-read. We teach older students to take notes and use them as
part of their studying. A student with a higher degree of metacognition
will notice what is confusing, ask questions, and mentally summarize

what they are learning.

Self-regulation. Closely related to metacognition is the self-
regulation needed to learn. A student with a higher degree of self-
regulation can reset their attention during class when they notice they’re
thinking instead about a video game. Self-regulation plays an important
role in practice and studying. For instance, being organized, keeping
track of assignments, and setting aside time for study are all essential
skills.

Future orientation. Perceptions of what constitutes the future
are definitely going to vary with age. Young children may consider the
future to be lunchtime. But a goal of schooling is to help students see
that the learning they do today is grounded not only in their current
context, but also in their investment in their own future aspirations.
Early grades social studies curriculum includes study of different
occupations and community roles, and lots of schools host Career Days
so that children can ask questions about how the firefighter decided on
that professional field. Middle and high school efforts include helping
students develop resumes and introducing academic and extracurricular
efforts that will burnish their post-secondary applications. Students
with a future orientation are able to equate their school efforts and

experiences as a foundation for adult aspirations.
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Teaching Students to Drive Their Learning

With the goal of developing self-regulated learners and students
who have high levels of agency, teachers need to ask themselves several
questions to determine their next steps. In doing so, they can modify the
experiences in the classroom to ensure that students have opportunities

to practice and develop skills in driving their own learning.

Do students know their current level of understanding?

Students need lots of opportunities to self-assess in order to figure
out where they currently are in their learning. At the beginning of a
unit of instruction, teachers can provide students with an ungraded
pre-assessment and discuss the results. Link daily learning intentions
and success criteria to chances to gauge themselves, such as using an
exit ticket at the end of the lesson. And build their ability to accurately
estimate task difficulty by asking them to predict the amount of time

they’ll need to complete it.

Unfortunately, in some classrooms, well-meaning teachers avoid
informing students about their current level of understanding because
they think students will be embarrassed. We’re not saying that teachers
should broadcast students’ performance levels on the PA system, but
rather that they should confer with students and ensure that students
understand the difference between their current level of mastery and the

goal.
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But this will not work if students fail to see errors as learning
opportunities. When students feel embarrassed, shame, or humiliation
for making errors, they hide their misunderstandings or check-out of the
learning. Thus, it is important to clearly communicate that we all make

errors and that, when we do, it’s a chance to learn.

Do students know where they are going and are they confident
to take on the challenge of learning?

If students are to understand their current performance and where
they are going along the learning journey, their teachers must provide
clarity. Every day, in every lesson, students should know what they are
supposed to be learning and what learning would look like. Students
should not have to infer what they are learning; they should be told.
And they should be invited to identify their own learning targets, in
collaboration with their teachers. Teacher clarity is an accelerator of
students’ learning with an effect size of .85, and we should be thinking
about that as we create the environments in which students learn. As
part of teacher clarity, it’s important that students know what they are
learning (learning intentions) and what success looks like (success
criteria) (Fisher et al., 2024).

Motivation is a key dimension of learning. When we are interested
in learning about something, it greatly increases the likelihood that
you’ll be able to do so. A student who drives their own learning
understands that challenge is necessary on the road to mastery. When

they face a temporary setback, they are nonetheless resilient. Much has
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been said about growth mindset. But Dweck (2016) herself warns of
the danger of communicating a “false growth mindset.” It’s not a state
of being; it is a coping skill. Children who rarely face a challenge are
failure-deficient and don’t develop coping skills. Ask them, “How could
I make this more challenging for you?” When faced with a challenge,
ask students who are stuck, “What could you try next?” When they
aren’t satisfied with their results, ask them “What can you practice to get
better?”” Our positive responses build a mindset that equates challenge
with growth.

Motivation requires that students accept the fact that learning is
hard. Learning is challenging for all of us. But if it’s too challenging,
we get frustrated and quit. If it’s not challenging enough, we get
bored and quit. As Hattie notes, there is a sweet spot that he calls the
Goldilocks challenge; not too hard and not too boring! The effect size
of the Goldilocks challenge is .74.

Importantly, challenge does not simply mean difficult. There
is a difference between a complex task and a difficult task. A difficult
task requires additional time and work whereas complex task involves
thinking, background knowledge, many steps, and perhaps action.
Clearly 9 more math problems does not automatically increase the
complexity, but it does increase the difficulty. Nine strategically chosen
math problems could increase the complexity. Students are looking for

more challenging tasks, but not more work.
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In part, students accept the challenge for learning when they
have experienced success. Simple said, success is motivating. When
students have experienced success, they are more likely to accept the
challenge of additional learning. Think about all the video games that
people play. We don’t start the game at level 50. But we don’t stay at
level 1 either. Players experience some early success and then the game
makes it a bit harder. We accept the challenge and keep at it until we
achieve that success again. And so it goes, and many people find video

games so much fun.

Do students select learning tools?

No homeowner goes to the garage, picks up a hammer, and then
walks around the house looking for something to fix with a hammer. But
too often we give students tools and then ask them to solve a problem
with it. Students who drive their own learning choose tools based on
the problem they seek to resolve. Build choice into classroom practice
so that students can learn how to learn. This means teaching them
study and practice strategies, then allowing them to choose what works
best for them. As part of these choices, ask students to reflect on their

selection.

There should be a link between teaching and learning. Of course,
we recognize that sometimes that link is broken. But ideally, the tools
that are used for teaching impact students’ learning. And if we want

students to become their own teachers, we will need to allow them
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opportunities to select tools that work for them. We did not say that
teachers should provide an endless list of tools, but rather than teachers
can provide students some choices in the selection of tools that will help

their learning.

Let’s take graphic organizers as a simple example. At the start
of the year, teachers might introduce students to a range of types of
visual graphic tools. For example, there may ways to visually represent
comparing and contrasting. When students have been taught these
ways, they can then have opportunities to select from those tools when
the time comes. Of course, they may make a bad choice and then have
an opportunity to learn more about the strategic selections of learning

tools.

Study skills is another area in which there are many choices. There
are a lot of right ways to study, and probably some wrong ways. The
effect size of study skills is .59. In fact, study skills have three parts that

combine to create the effect size noted above.

* Cognitive skills. There are a number of effective approaches
to studying, including taking and reviewing notes, summarizing
information, reviewing vocabulary terms, and annotating a text.

* Metacognitive skills. In addition to the cognitive skills, students

should be taught to plan and monitor their studying, set goals,
engage in self-questioning, and recognize when they should use

specific cognitive skills.
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+ Affective skills. Beyond metacognitive skills, students need to

develop motivation, agency, and self-concept if they are to

integrate study skills as a habit.

Students can be provided choices in terms of their study habits
once they understand the options that are available. As students make
choice, they are developing their skills and become assessment-capable,
visible learners. And they are much more likely to teach themselves in
the future as a result.

How do students seek feedback?

There are three sources of feedback: teacher, peers, and self.
Unfortunately, the first source is used too often. To the exclusion of the
other two. Teachers who want their students to drive their own learning
set up regular peer-response sessions so that students can ask questions
about each other’s work. We aren’t expecting students to edit each
other’s work but rather to ask questions about it. These peer-response
sessions build their ability to critically analyze their own work, too.

That’s where feedback to self occurs.

Feedback works when it is received. That’s logical, right? Have
you ever given someone feedback and noticed, by the look on their face,
that the feedback was not getting through? When that happens, not
much change is likely. Our learners are the same. The feedback has to

be received if it is to work. And when it is received, good things can
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happen in terms of students’ learning.

The question, then, is how to ensure that feedback is received. The
likelihood of feedback being received increases when the learner asks
for it. Have you ever asked for feedback from someone? If you were
authentic, and the feedback was constructive, you probably learned
from the experience. Both of these two conditions are important. First,
the request has to be authentic and second, the feedback needs to be

constructive.

So, teaching students how to solicit feedback rather than wait
passively for it is an important aspect of self-regulation and student
agency. In some classrooms, students simply turn over a card. One
side of the card says “working” and the other side says, “feedback
needed.” In addition, we need to teach students to ask the questions to
get the feedback they need. It’s more than “can you help me” or “I don't
understand this.” Instead, it’s learning to ask the right question that will

move learning forward.

How do students monitor their progress?

Monitoring one’s progress provides motivation to do more and
to try something new. Help students set incremental learning goals for
themselves so they can see their progress, not just outcomes. A goal that
reads, “I want to get an A in Biology” is less useful for doing so than a

goal that reads, “I want to be able to answer all the chapter 7 questions
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correctly when I study.” The goal setting process should include
incremental stages to achieve larger goals such as a course grade. Be
sure to provide students with opportunities to set and monitor their

goals.

There are all kinds of systems that help students to monitor their
progress. The success criteria communicate the final destination.
But how will students know the stopping points along the way? In
other words, how will they know if they are on the right path toward
proficiency? If the success criteria are shared as “I can” statements,
such as “I can identify the phases of the moon,” students can be asked to
provide evidence of their learning by changing the ’I can” statement to
a “Can I” question, such as: Can I identify the phases of the moon? This
example is fairly literal, but consider the success criteria “I can monitor
my emotional response when learning gets hard.” How might students

monitor their success toward that criterion?

Self-assessment tools can be very useful in helping students
monitor their progress. In addition, self-assessment tools provide
students an opportunity to reflect on their learning, building some
metacognitive skills in the process. It may be that you want to add a
self-assessment tool for each chunk of learning that students need to do.

They could even use this as a checklist as the learning progresses.

Do students teach others?
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There is a saying that “to teach is to learn twice.” Students who
have opportunities to teach others benefit greatly from the experience.
Teachers who understand the value of self-regulation, student agency,
and teaching students to drive their own learning create a robust peer
learning system in the classroom such that students can teach one
another. Peer tutoring has a strong evidence base for bolstering academic
performance, especially in reading and mathematics (e.g., Bowman-
Perrott et al., 2013). Dyads or triads of students meet together to master
academic content. But the evidence on social outcomes is equally strong
(Bowman-Perrott et al., 2014). Communication skills, positive behavior,
and social skills can increase using peer tutoring. Both cross-age and
within-class peer tutoring has a significant impact on student learning
with an effect size of .58. There are a number of models for peer

tutoring and we’ll examine a few of them.

Same-Age Peer Tutoring. A higher-performing peer is matched
with a lower performing classmate to learn content the tutee has not
yet mastered. The arrangement does not need to be performed as a
whole class model, and in fact is sometimes accomplished during small
group rotations while other students meet with the teacher or work
independently. A popular version of same-age tutoring is paired reading.
The selected book is chosen to stretch the tutee’s reading skills. A
passage is read aloud by the tutor, who serves as the model, then is read
aloud again by the tutee. The pair then discuss the meaning of the text

using questions prepared by the teacher.
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Reciprocal Peer Tutoring. Students are heterogeneously paired,
with each member serving simultaneously as both tutor and tutee
to support their collective success. This collaborative learning task
charges them with synthesizing content, preparing tasks, and asking
questions to elicit answers and explanations. For example, students read
a passage from the textbook. The tutor asks questions about the passage
to the tutee, who must locate the information. The tutor writes down
the questions and the answers. The pair then reads the next passage
using reversed roles. Once the assigned passages have been read and

discussed, they review the questions they compiled for further practice.

Class-wide Peer Tutoring (CWPT). The entire class engages in
this competitive form of peer tutoring simultaneously. Students work in
pairs to practice skills or concepts they have already been taught. Each
member of the team takes turns being the tutor and tutee. The tutor
asks questions prepared in advance by the teacher of and assesses the
accuracy of their partner’s answers. Correct responses earn two points.
Partially answered or incorrect responses earn one point, after the
corrected response is repeated orally and in writing three times. Then
the roles switch and the new questions are asked. Pairs tally their points

to determine the winning team of the day.

Teach-Back. Students are assigned a skill or concept that has been
previously taught and develop a short lesson to teach it back to a peer.

These lessons can be recorded and viewed digitally or enacted in real
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time. As one example, students were assigned a range of mathematical
tasks to demonstrate how fractions are represented in different ways.
Students developed charts to explain the representation they chose (e.g.,
groups of objects, a number line, shapes in a tangram) then used their

chart as a display to teach a partner.

Cross-Age Peer Tutoring. Older students serve as tutors and are
paired with younger ones. The content being taught it developmentally
appropriate for the tutee. The tutor explains the concept or skill, models
positive behavior, and asks questions to encourage the thinking of

younger students. reading, writing, and learning skills.

Conclusion

As committed as we are to the education of our students, we do
them a disservice if they don’t leave us with the dispositions they need
to drive their won learning. The goal of education and schooling is not
simply to fill their minds with facts and skills, but rather to develop
dispositions. The goal is for students to drive their own learning, teach
themselves, and to take responsibility for their development. As you

talk with students, listen for evidence of these dispositions.
* “I know where I’'m going.”
* “I have the tools I need.”
* “I gauge my progress.”

e “I know what’s next.”

93



MEEAEEBHIRYAEESS

e “I know what to do when I don’t know what to do.”
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R R A T e A SR MR R BT & -
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REEMEA T SRR E RS B e B R R AT E R & AR E -
SRR o 3% amiE AR B KEE ~ R A FREF AR 70
LB R BRI TR T IR I PR ECR - 2016
R S AATE R EROE T KRS B - BRE AV AR AR -
BIETRE /T AR B2 Y B a8 R > B HIE T NEfRE A # 0 f
BN T8 s P KEFIE S RSN 45 (EETEsiia = - E8E
=I5 BB S S AR Ty R df e s HEE) T SRES B AR > WS R E RS
BIEEEEEY -

WEATE RS 5 W A FORE R E B i - SRS - 3Es
= EERE (Panda, 2019) - ZA[T > BANTERT B LIEEIFE
B A S BLE S e B A PRER I (Révai, 2018) o SRESHEE /)N
BB S/ NHAIE - 9BV E AR E] (Beach et al,, 2014) -
PR S RIS A R E R AR A AR > B R E A - B RISERS
J& M (Nonaka et al., 2006) - 75 Bt & (REEE MG —2 > K TR
F o R B2 B B BB SR+ & 223 (Maier &
Schmidt, 2015 ) -
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HNEARGHLEE "N Bt EZT - 8 EREAE
ARSI | B EERARS T 2ot iER s
SRR A 0 o FERH PR HE D FIEL B IR HIRHC - SEAE
DR EAGRER T EH SRR - MEEEEEARIERE > BEE
A~ 22~ FEFIE SR ARG -

ERET SV e e e SR 4 1 B A R R AE T FIERE
I o ZIUHEEAE 5 A BB RMSEE T EMME - BT
YR T A P SRR E A MBS > fEMEoREREAVRE )] - BIEHHES
Ttk 0 BE LIFE A DIAE — (AR B SEREE - e &
SRR SRAIRE ST - I L AT Sy STk

AEREEA R E R HEER - l3E LEER AR EN
(efEA A ERRAVERRE - BER S HEE TR AGESTEL
MG - 208 TIFE 1] LIRS A S BN 4 ghiy 2548
B o REIMRHERNE ST ~ ALHIESHIGGIE -

AT R SR T S S R AE B B 2 T e U R S A
0 o F8 TAEE WA RHENEIFS RS > A RERF S BRESTAR
R SPIMMVBEERST - EREEEASEENUE - I
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PREUEES 1 B 5 AR A A F T H SRy i S B2 A4 AN S (kY
K

B REBEERMEEENAE L DMaste%
TRRE [ FLER AT A SRR 2 IR 7E0E » I M8 PRI 26 e sl Fy
%ZQIT’E%%@M\%E’JIEJD R - PR DLANS g R &
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AT HE LA eSS I B A B TR s AH BR AV PRE
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£—8 fh F REM A —EERTE

REMEEEREERAIES - ER LR (LN
—FEANBRN —— w2 EE - A X~ BREHEY) ——
AV R SRR N EHIEREE - A2 T ENE E PR R AL G HIRGE Eae
B E(E AR R A PR 22 BB T R HRT T
FRRPAGERE - TERETE (1784) Filn  FoRZER A IR fy—
e R ——EMESEHE G BRI AAALE - tZ1TERE
FIRERE - ZERARRI b T 1L IR E AR - R R
B EETEIEAATRE - NIE - " A ER ) B EAREN
P — M m iy N JHERR S - NIERYREAT ~ TTE SRS B A
7= RAVELEE EEIRAY -

MATAER o EFEEREME R A EEIAE T T RUSIESE - R BT
2IkIETAVE R EAEF S (Barad 2007; Braidotti 2019) < ANEHEEEH
%ng VA ASCEHRECEAR A BN AEEN L (AR EA 2K

R -
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AR > T EEM M T BN EmE AR E R
BB EEM Rt # 5 [ (Govaris & Kaldi, 2010) -
HESHEMENEEMEREIT N EERERED » B4 EE
FWEELE - B—J7H » EEMEAEREHHEBITEHIARF
EWNEAE - ZEMEAM S EREN EEEEZ £ (supra-individual
differences) - 12 £/ et & SRR > BIAOMER] - TEIE - e
IR DR EMACEES - Bt g bz BIVERITE
& A8t LAt g R ER B RE TR B EE E A - A > B
& ABEST (T R (d A CKER ) MHREAEYZ R iiaTsm o iR

CEEM ) —SEIEE R W H A EE R L oREEE o Rt B
T Ry SR IE S Bt G 245 - (RIE - PR E AeslE e R s B &
EFZ S (F28) - HHEERGRIBEER (53 5FE) »
G E— S BRI EHIR (R (F 45E) -« (EHRPIMEERES
M > RSB M = P RIAHETIES (55 5 ) WiSHsEm

(F6E) -

F_E EEM - ERMMERMZENFEE
B EE M

SRR By R SR - (o 4 TR 1

BHEYAVE B g ais cERIE AT SR A T

7= B | (doing differences) ( Fenstermaker & West, 2001) - E 54

S E R RN E NS - AR EEMEERA E R R —
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[EBAZTT R (6 E 2R B (4% 5 Budde, 2012b) > PRI AR
AP VRt - S O 26 1 A B L e e »
AR RN SR R RS - BB R TR
FIRE A - BEMRL T AR - A - A T8I - (5
S R R S R A3 5 - T [V M e T ELe 7
PN - (BB T RS RR RS » A
ERTEFREE - S R R s R B A A % & R A
B > BUSCAE ~ RS / B S B - Ay B
AL > TR R R VLA A AR B e -

TS R S i B R 2 B T
WP TGRS o S T B G
B S RBE LMEE T R s P R S R TV
U A HE TR GAE T S0 - S5 BB P S BB A Y B4R L -
AT 0 L TR IR TP T B S i B
FIR TSR, B TS, GRS
B o SRR B R EEBE T TRENTTE o B
BT AR S T RE S B A R BB R R
SRR - o5 BB A B LA R R 1 2 20 LA S
RS > SRR -

BT R AR A B IR FIR R e Y
A AT DL B MR 2 B A~ MR A (R > B
SRR AATE TroE, - ISR B b 1 A T A
Mol (HUB 1) - 55 0 ERIE B EHA BT W 1 T BT
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EHS o T 2RER ) (school for all) FyE i F I ——1FR—
TR T RIS | AR E RN R IR —— BN EHE
SEEEA - R E e SRR E R R — R E 2
F T AR FEHGFEEA - W HEEEAMEN TR » 2L
fe AR B EENE < A R Lt Al e i [ A (b AR FEfL A
A AT REEETTHRM MR A - iE R A T RS, T IREEAR
& B N o ENIIRRIRE FREamE s KB Er——iE
MEE AN IE I T2 - BUREPEBE R - KL - f#
RBEERE AR DU BN E e R e Re R AR (fil
B MR B R T RV A @ & 205 5 Sheets, 2009 ) KA
A RIS EERR SR - [CERERE L3R =R
HEhRZEAE (Juvonen, Kogachi & Graham, 2018) - ZA[f » 1%
TEBRAPERE g o R b - 2= SRR A AR a Lokt - FEEb
REFRERE T RESGEGHERRVER o 22 R MR 7E R
AR AR CRTRE - SER G E PR f T =R

(dilemma of difference) (Norwich, 2008 ) - [A| B FRE A & AT A< g
e BEAN - AEFIAI(E HE R E A DA E RS R AR B ERH AR
JRAT o B AL AR R B MEAE A E N = SRR
% o ZRIM 0 BTV TERRAA - FHMEL AL TR 0 RHY B FRFE EAE
71 EMEFIEIAFE - BAREE IS RIS © 1A

sEFEE b EESREIRE A EE - BEarE24 A ERA E
o B PARPE R RRAY RS S A
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1 S U MR Bl e

Differentiation 7= 5(f
Difference 752

differentiation

Difference

categorization 738

categorization

|
( individual appreciation \ ( equality \

Individuality Universalization

isolation and self-
optimisation

homogenization

Individual appreciation {[# j1JHH i Equality F5%

Individuality {fE#S4: universalization 3% & {1

Isolation and self-optimisation I\ 17715 F{E{  homogenization [E'E1{L

F=E SEXGRMIEEE
R IOBIT - RIS R SRS 5
SR ALY BB - RMALIA - SRR By (B (LRI P

APEAHERE - BTV S T A2 2HERE (Tillmann,
2008 ) ° ZATMN - FEMEIRAE DL IEAE 2% o BRI 5 e T R —
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Tl s A AR B E [ A (Gogolin, 2011) - {FEE S S F ST
iy T OE S M sf alt | (discourse of heterogeneity) (Budde, 2012a)

FKHZ AR E8E Y - (HE 19 LR » 2488
—H R AREREN RO TE - BENEERER - fluiE
H T EE S EEE | (diversity of minds) HY Herbart ( Herbart » 1962
[1810]) Sgfty "G | (middle heads) ##41%) Trapp ( Trapp,
1977) » CASRTEREI2 AR RRNE - WIERBEES R ER
A ZERIE T B S EH] o 24N SR VEAR B R f— R 2 Y [
B SRR — AR E RV PRER - B 20 HEC g IRV E 20
A AT DAY R K ik e 75 268 B S0 th 208 B 22 2 S R PR Y8 A AL 2L
BT ESE AR E N EE LS o R TERZ LR
Ry AR AR B e E &R A - =g s bk
(culturalized) - J& /2 BT RGBT T ESHHIER - I HAE
A ZE R E AN ZPILHY o DUN RE— L 1R+ - SRR
PRI AR A A

o (HERAE R RUEIR RV EA R - ERCE A R -
Fefo BHE - HEGEDE - R/ NEARER H e - 2
R (s AN ge 2= S BRVAHER - ERE AR - (el
HIEEME -

- BERMERBH) (20 4 60 AR HFEEAYATE ' 2 1L,
KEBFEATEE " EETI o PURE 2000 FACRIRAK B E
FAIEHNEAYEER - AP E T~ R s R S S )
B T PR U NE R ARG R AL » B R
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FEFIR B AR g - ARy T AN AT ) BRAEEE Rk
T TEANE o EMEETSEREE—E  HBERE
mINEAETT O RIAE - FR > SR FREE SN EE
AL 5 DASERT -

o EERIERV AR NIZ R AR AR m] DUE AR 2 52 - L - (i
ME ~ Bz b ~ GFRE FEEER AR B
W GREE y B A A e B A 2 R R & U E o DLET By
FOHVERE S SR A e TENRE A - —hH » HEL
HE AR AR 2 FR LS 22 5 o S5— 5 1A » [ 02 [m) f e
TR R AE - E R BT EARE R — 1
HEER  fJUEPEE LIEEE RS EE RIS
BHE - TR LRI - R I R AR sk 5 R e 2R
HYZEK

o BEPNEEME - (e EENER - E R AR
ARIFIERHY T 22 kE 2 —  [RIL - FHES—1{7) PISA 45535 41bH
46 (OECD, 2021) - {EEERHG 2881 55 RAT IR P55
FH—H &SRB IK - #EerEadhy » BRARE T —
TEFFIRE B PGSR i SO SR RAY S E A -
BN T T B B | (institutional discrimination)
(Gomolla & Radtke, 2009) ~ B4 5 2 EI S AHRBAAY B A
ariE DA RN G AL R B A A A R - iEthdt
BERADIREG N —E0 7 » HEBURERE Ry BB RAEHY
ZOIIeE » BEL TIREH SRR &I E 2 &%
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& © Bourdieu (1983) WYL EAM @M I B 5L E
FEALFRVEZE AT - @ TESRENSED 0 fld
FIEACHEAL ~ A E E MR ENRBEREE » 15855
BRI T A RALAYE M

« NI HEENE AT ESN BT SRR AR -
FAIM B2 BV R A ZE 4B X BETHY RR S 2 2K (Budde,
2013) o A0 > FFE AR IR RS K5 S R 2R AR
ERIESR - BN ESe K E  BAABRS=IVEERE
RN AT R AR AT VA - [E6E
Hit g BIRHETE RO A EEE - Kt > BZEF
AIREM RS Ry e W B A5 = T 20 A w46 T A8 HL ST
SR AUERIR (Budde, Scholand & Faulstich-Wieland, 2008;
Han, 2021) < 55—J5H » FEREEE H > HEAEEA L (F
) EMERARAE R RIS ERARE BT RINEE 2
AYZ=HL (Blasse et al., 2019) - ZERA{r272& LGBTIQ t57
FHEGEAZIRFEEHY522E (Kleiner, 2015; Shen, 2016) -

MM > A EPEANEA B IILAFAER » EFTE S E Y -
A& 1 (intersectionality) HYRE & 73 B S 16 B G b fif Hie 5 i 7 B
MBI EE) - B 20 g 80 FALIAK @it —EH Az 4l
&7 S Y BB DR ER R E AR Y E AL » 28k Crenshaw

(1989) S ASEEZCHEED) - fmal 1 B8 HAH L BIBERYIEAR (45
RlERES ~ BEREFTAMERIEAR) - G20 B L
Pl 2 R B o EE P Al A ZCHEARED - &K TR EIRY RS ~ PRI
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AR - RN EY R A —EES > AR T8
SFUETIHZEAY T, (Agosto & Roland, 2018, p.279) ° & LA
o AT EREE o 15 {E A4 R AT A5 BE b A AL RO A Y S
SO - EEEEEH A R THkEL - FORBEEE
RESfd AN [EIE A TS - BN RERH AR -

FRTI » BRI AR i AL et B =2 B MR T B - B AR
BERA I EL g B AN DA EENRE R L (Liu & Huang,
2022; Wu-Tien, 2007 ) - 7= H M 5 ASBROAEN 28 7
FREH - [EE (HEBEBEAREFAL) E2EkEENNEZ
fitf > B T BREEEER R (FEE] > 2006 4F 5 55 24 &)
HIFE KRR R B S W RE RV FE L » A E LR & T = oy Il
HEAERNRINER - ffEfMys b ZEEAF (3E)
N FFFEM ) B Bs— (BT » TRk A — (e - =
YRR E S o AF B KBS g R Ay —fAE E RN o S
RS BE e T A By T BB MEHA | (heterogeneity orientation)

(Budde, 2015) - DL R EH IR AR E Y E Fildi#H -
EE RS E R E NS SR T HTHY A REM: -
IR B AR T HkEL > TTRE e R A Ryl m T SRR Y
E’% o

FNE BERRBMEFATEEEMRMG TIRAERE
REVRCZEES

REAE > BEMEERE FEEE - FEFEAERIE SR
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HRHY FE MRS R A O IE A o ASCEIRFY B AE R & 2 Rk
Fp o B8 TIFE MR 2 9slE B 18 s i 2= FACH S S AR Ay B2 58
pds (R R - MR HA AR AR B —— DU TR R T 3R
AL, o BLE SRR [E TR TR B IR SRS &
EABHIEEASI M - IEEDEFERERSE () T A (fair) SR
AR Z > WEERARIRIR KA EZR AL -

B FRIAMAERIEN 7 AR - e E - REAERNR TE
PEHVHAMERRRE - N R eI R ATERY 2B N B B - fve)ehas
SERHMES R R AT AR E A > LA [E Y7 = E
MERRUEHRE— HRE - #5  SRMEARSEEASeE
EER S - MRS ERT S SR BE T AREE - {8 R
E#E o B REERAREA (RIERALZAE) HI5E
FIASERHY » INIE - SR A HAH G 2P 8 18 H AR & =
rEARIAER  BRIEMstEAE T > BRThRE S EAYTLE
i BA AR /KPH SRR - ST Dh AR E m AYHGHR 2 & Al
IS EBHEREAE - IR E S SRR - BT
TERFCLENE > $TAE JT PRI —HYERZE - B R YIRS
RBERSHEANGERF L BRI - (NITL » SRR AR S R B
SRR BT B AR (EA -

P BRI B MR IENY - R LR EREIL - 2R - (e EELEY
i Z BT ARG > SR Ry e Y [FVE PR B8 Ry e B AT & 2N TH Y]
iy -
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BB VA RIEZ AR —TE45H - 1RPZ Bernstein
(1990) HYEREL > FIFAYRE S T DUZE 28 53 M7 16 o3 2 R i 21
R EmAL - FREAVE A E R E SRR E M2 TR L [E )
HY > PRI m] DA 200 Ry 1T R FIAIEEAR AV 4R 88 (Kolbe,
Reh, Fritzsche & Rabenstein, 2008 ) - 2 A LLiEMBI&E 5y a) 5 EE
FREEIERAEED ~ b) HIGAHRETT MR o) 2B ~ BLFRIAHRER AV BIFE
T 4{E (Budde, RiBler, Blasse & Gefner, 2022) - 4§
TEERIAIE | 2 A A HIER A I ER A A58 < AT Tk s 1 ALY

(a) - EEMREFLENSE L BERIHRR 15 BLER L 0 B A3 AT
A& ST o [EIRE - UL AIERAHRA AV T Mo i il Ryl S BN i 2
5 BRI ERENE T (b) - EEHETREREE
ES P EMGARE  PIABGRCEGESE - BlL A EIRYE T BRI RARY
HEEE , - BERER—TEATERAVEREE) - DR —(E A5
TFRATHYERE S (¢) - Pl - B e R HFRIZ S E Mk Y 2
RV R E B RE RS - & — (B A Ha AFIREEES
MRS T RIS T RV & #E » LA TERERIME -

B H 2 7= AL E R LAE 2 T B A (8 5 LB A
15 AR T FIHAYEESEE | (shift in performance) (Rabenstein, Idel &
Ricken, 2015: 242; Ball, 2010) - f¢im&Ez " FEHA ~ SERAIEEE |
Hyggss ([F] L 254) - EBEAFHBTRE SRR - S E
MBI - (FEER] DL nl 2R3 - DURHHEEARER A - (eI 415
STHRIZ AL © B 0 RGNS F RIFIRSE 251
HYZEREUE AL T — 1y &R -
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% Bernstein (1990 ) LKz Bourdieu & Passeron (1971) 7 1% >
RIHI—E o LambhE - R EEER TEREE R A
FERERY RO TERIRER o FIRHEN G FEREm A E
AL TIE RS  (problem of fit) ZREHIR < A - HEHEAERE
ST R AR R« B2 AR Ry — SR B S RN 2B 7] DA AE AL
ISV ERENTT ISR - KB 2B RN ERE ST =
HIZ T #ae MLk B el i S 9 REEN T = iR
FAdd o AL B R B PSS Rs - LEP s R B & 558 e 5
% B G2 R A R — RGN T - B e RE B E A
HeFRIAMUE B2 T EE AR ERE - 25 HERESEN
=R HEGERA Y s K - RS B AR m — SRR A -
RISt > BRI 2 R BT Rt g A R IEEH
PERERE A E A (FR) 282 SHEEGE SR g sUh
2= RN AR o SRl R TR Bt & S b B HAs
FEACGH R MR o EEMEE T MR~ BRI AR e &k
Ut E bR - UREREM - g (Wl hEmEAAN
FREFE ) FREE AN AZREEEEEFR -

FhHE

o

SR BREENETRMKRIEHE
RUER(E

PRI » FEAATEECA AR B LS 250  HiE A

R P IETR DB BRI % - U T BB R

SR T BB RIS RS PRI - BT
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Mg p A RV~ (ERSMEAIS R PRI B R A0 A A A B
M EFRN g ZE S = N IR E TR 5T P UEERY
NEESREB R P RA TR - oMTeFRR AR HIE R
FFEERIVAHIEE - BIHIERAHRR OV T R AR Rk TR iy s By A R
/N T BRI AR B A R AR AR 0 (R A &

S FTHIARAR HEE RS —Frér & £ (Gemeinschaftsschule)
JUFSRIEEDERY FEREER L - S5 24 K B4E » Hip 5 XF%
WHEEFRK - EERNTER AR ECERE , - BRLERR
w5272 (Strauss & Corbin, 1996) FEV4RHEE T =0T 31 FAlH
B RAAERER T RERENZE RSN 23 - ZR(RITK
HISHSS T FUEBRADER - EiEE - BRINEEAT I seiEHY
AR E R ko B2 B2 e R - H
EE A [EI I AR A A P R B S B A 2 3

5.1 ZESHRARRI S
BB R R B A o] AT RIERA - 12 Se R AU 1980
FRURIER A SRR BRI ZR > KT Z g
NN REER g
FEEEERIE AV SRR A T 7 SR AT ALY - B SE ST R
FIRBUKERNERE (FAERHRENRHE) - (FRNTEAZRCAE
2o AFERBVNAFA ESE (%) - FEE P s R T 22 | (starrie):
ERRER AT ONFE 0 KRG EEE . F4 4
BAREE - FIT mf]&{rfﬁ-— o Meier * L &2 4 F BT

-

JT'E“‘%Z
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F=A AR ET Y iR BT £ 8
**—;,"—:*#BP\;,,B;}”‘# IBH
Forderschiiler = ¥+ < F ¥R 4 i (7 £ B & pL F
[...] #A2i & pF » Meier X fF i =x 7 i (T% » ik g
Tr“%%hﬁ e o ”'“F’ﬁ 5‘?4 "”5‘1'{#’“&3‘3\3 PR B
§4i<5ﬁ¢ KJ— ’L+IF']\*** ]Ijg.mé‘_’—l °

IR R EEE vt = (R ERVEES - X7 IR
T EREANREIAE - T 22 | SR EGE R E T
FIARAL 2 BACHY B MR AIAERA M - — R4 2B AR E—
{Ef s Lok ERESE » (B BB A NHE —RNE
" W 4H 22 AR IR BE D — — R B MBS — —(H 55 (E i
TR E BRI AT Z 2 o [Nk > " Forderschiiler ; (" Ff3
B ) FEANFERE = FERREM ERIEF SR
BT EATHE ARG E—#E - BIREB AT ESERAE - (H3EfF
FIAHER A BB EE - — 24N - 2424 F stk HAE
ST REEER » WARB A B AR RIS ETIE Sy T TR
g | QSN [E A Hae TR - IR EE ISR 2
N H R T T R R AV HAL o TTDAAR M o FRAPIH OT AR A A5
B—24H :Eéﬂﬁzaiﬁ s TG B AR R RE S 2R -
PRI > B AR BRI S el E R E IR » BB ERTE
%ﬁ%i‘iﬁfﬁ%%ﬁ *?T]I E [E] T B R TR R R B SR
S AR ZE SR o [ERF > S TR F 7 SR ELE A B e R
RCELE 2] o
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SRR T 0 E VU - BIEIERY = B4 A SR
jE A B R TR RAVEET - S (R I e Ay NAH B At )N
HFEFBEZ A (HNEARE » B AE - S8 > AE e
PEEIMEL - B TR ETE ) (inclusive) SRE HPHY SLATEIZOAN[E] -
"HRRBE T KEAE RS FHER SN —— BT A
B ARRA B R K AENR GRS ) P&E R4 54 (Budde,
Blasse & Johannsen, 2016 ) — FEIH T/ NH A WL 53 FE » HER
HYE2 A Al E — (8 22 F [ e H RS HR 74l o DB ZER [ 4%
B = BB A ANME R DERE R AR - B sEE A [F
BN ER 12 = MTERHEERY 2 B sH BRI A S - SLANELER
SRR M LR - NRIIRERAVEE - BAEMER] " 4EH
T 4 (place themselves) = 2R » FrIRAE T K E LB AT 218
" EHEERE ) MEEMSN - R MR A E TR S R
RIETERT » AE(E I DIk Tl b - iEE 2 T R ES UK
G EENIN
TEPE e DA B 26 Ry EE B ERESRIEAZ o B4 RIS
TR LA EANS G SN S A - /e (0 R
FloeE = i — B A B B AH B A (F SEH Y AR
Nele « B9 34 et 2 o Baff6 > R 84 g 0w
AR L fortigs® & o Marie 305 4 2 Tnow form | (3R
Al ) B IF{dF o Meier 2FF R 23T & T A | ¢
© - o Lukas & > FLI e #2300 TR A5 | o Meier
L4, T-ke®4  vouw ¥ Tnowform; »
M present tense | 1 ¥ k45 -
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Marie ¥} Nele 4845 H7 (0] 5 1 2 Bl A B FH AR B = B a2 4L
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