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what Is ALL-ED?

We appfoaCh these iss-ues with tbe id'ea that there is no instructional silver bullet
chat will eliminate achievement disparities. Thus, rather than 2 single practice, ALL-
ED encourages teache.rs to erpploy a network of behaviorally, motivationally, and
: ognitiVClY supportive instructional routines into their daily practice so that teach-
ers provide all students with equal and optimal opportunities to learn. Theoretically,
ALL-ED is based in the literatures of student engagement, achievement motivation,
and self-regulated learning (SRL). Corresponding to these theoretical bases, we briefly
review below how ALL-ED promotes behavioral engagement, motivation, and SRL.

Increasing Active Participation

All too often, we see classrooms in which not every student actively partici-
pates in the lessons. Participation and academic learning time—key indicators
of behavioral engagement—have been linked with important educational out-
comes, including dropout rates (Reschley & Christenson, 2012). Finn's (1989)
participation-identification model of student engagement, for example, identifies
behavioral engagement as a key component of student engagement. Engagement
theories, therefore, recognize behavioral engagement (e.g., paying attention to the
teacher, responding to teachers’ questions, completing assignments) as a funda-
mental and necessary component of academic success.

In many classroom settings, behavioral engagement cannot be taken for granted.
Thus, one of the key goals of ALL-ED is to provide teachers with instructional
routines to promote behavioral engagement. Group learning routines (GPLRs)—
one of the hallmarks of the ALL-ED professional development (PD)—were spe-
cifically designed for this purpose.

Common to all ALL-ED GPLRs are two features intended to prevent many of
the common pitfalls of group work: roles and rounds. Similar to the jigsaw group
strategy, we assume that GPLRs is more efficient when each member of the
8roup takes on specific roles to accomplish a common goal and when the suc-
cessful completion of the group work depends on each group member carrying
out their role (see Figure 6.1 below).
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Facilitating Adaptive Motivation

Simply getting students to do the work only gets them so far. In order to sustain
engagement in learning, students must also want to do the work. Indeed, we,
like others (see Eccles & Wang, 2012; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012), generally assume
motivation to be an important precursor to behavioral engagement. Overall, the
collective body of research on achievement motivation demonstrates that when
students feel competent in their abilities, find value in what they are learning, and
perceive their learning environment to be inclusive and supportive, they are more

likely to actively participate in their learning and ultimately achieve academic
success (Maehr & Zusho, 2009).

Promoting Competence

ALL-ED prom : :
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Rigor = Effort + Complexity

S A AN
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FIGURE 6.2 Rigor equation

Middleton & Midgley, 2002). In particular, teachers are taught a practical defini-
don enabling them to measure and adjust the amount of rigor in a learning
task. To provide a concrete tool for teachers, ALL-ED defines rigor through an
equation: Rigor equals effort multiplied by complexity (see Figure 6.2). In this
equation, effort equals the energy needed to sustain focus for the required dura-
tion. Complexity equals the number of parts, ways the parts can fit together, and
type of thinking required to manipulate the parts.

For example, if the task was to create a timeline of six events, then the number
of parts is six, the ways the parts fit together is one, sequential, and the thinking
required may be comparison to determine the order of the events or logical, orga-
nizing the events by actions before results. To increase the rigor of this task, obvi-
ously more events to sort would require more sustained focus time. Rigor could
be increased in other ways, for example, by asking students to order the events by
time and then reorder them in another layout that reveals a theme relevant to the
topic. Another option would be for some students to order the events by time and
others to order the events by time and perspective of people impacted. By under-
standing how to adjust rigor using the same task, teachers are better equipped to
ensure all students experience optimal challenge with given tasks daily.

Promoting Valye

Research on the classroom contextual bases of motivation suggests that students
:m more likely to value those tasks that they find relevant in some way (Blumen-
‘:)hir‘n‘ :’:) 3) Thus, an’othAc.r way ALL-ED helps to promote student motivati(;n .is
mmor}itzu toac}lerf abilities to design relevant tasks. Indeed, research on.ct mic
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elevap, t;;y‘_‘v“’“gdged trqm school may be because of the lack of .cultud y
action pla;\- (Z.usho, l)addxflo, & Garcxa..m press). Thus, ALL-ED PD inc ludes a
€ Cultupy] Hjmg tool (see Figure 6.3) designed to first focus teacher attention on
»experience, and academic strengths that students and teachers bring
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- ensuring that again, all students are ap] ici
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promoting SRL

Research on SRL COHSiSF€nd?’ d.emonstrates that self-regulated learners, or stu-
dents who reflect on their thinking, set appropriate goals and plan for learning,
monitor progress towarq those goals, and adjust or regulate thinking, motivation,
and learning are more likely to achieve academic success (Pintrich, 2000). Self-
regulated learners are those strategic, conscientious students who employ an arse-
nal of cognitive, motivational, and metacognitive strategies and proactively seek
help when needed (Pintrich, 2000).

One of the guiding assumptions of ALL-ED is that SRL is the key to sustained,
personalized learning—teachers will not be able to address the diversity that exists
in the classroom, and students will not be able to learn effectively without being in
the driver’s seat of their own learning. To that end, ALL-ED recruits both students
and teachers to set goals, monitor actions, and evaluate performance on an ongo-
ing basis. Specifically, the ALL-ED PD promotes teachers’ ability to increase SRL
through the use of a variety of formative assessments.

For example, rubrics are a tool used for goal setting, monitoring, and provid-
ing actionable feedback. Rubrics assist students in self-assessment, an important
part of self-regulation, by enabling students to think about the quality of their
work in terms of specific goals, providing a readily available source of feedback
(Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009). In addition to rubrics, ALL-ED PD encourages
teachers to embed SRL processes in routine instructional practices such as ask-
ing students to complete a performance summary after taking a weekly test (see
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ecardless of their proficiency with English, ora] language skills, or knowled f
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Jiscussion’s topic.
Research also demonstrates that ELLs may struggle with self-regulati

(Taboada Barber & Gallagher, 2015). When studying reading inskructiin wi(zﬁ
\ELLs,Taboada Barbar and Gallagher (2015) noted that teacher practices of setting
:10'315 and offering feedback are critical for ELLS, who may not always be aware o%ti

offective strategies in reading. Consistent with this research, in the ALL-ED class-
room, formative assessments such as rubrics

the

: and performance summaries provide
ELLs with clear goals and feedback to improve their performance.

To summarize, the limited body of research on ELLs suggests that these

students face additional challenges in school. Research also demonstrates that

creating an inclusive, supportive, relevant yet academically rigorous classroom
environment could potentially promote their motivation. In what follows, we
present both quantitative and qualitative data on 45 New York City Public School
high school teachers who serve ELLs and attended the ALL-ED PD during the
2013-15 academic years. Our overarching goal is to describe the ALL-ED PD and
its preliminary impact on these teachers’ instructional practices. The quantitative
portion of the study was guided primarily by a quest to document the frequency
of instructional practices related to ALL-ED, as well as to understand what effect,
if any, the ALL-ED PD had on these teachers’ use of the routines. The qualitative
portion of the study provides more detailed accounts of how teachers used ALL-

ED routines with ELLs.
i Method
!
I Description of Participants and Schools
e b The participants in this study were part of a network of 23 high sc.hoo%s located
‘ throughout New York City’s five boroughs. The schools were pl.rlmarﬂ.y Int.er—
k'R National High Schools serving students with low literacy both in their native
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tpically recent immigrants to the United States, representing about 47. coun(;
tmes and 32 different languages. As such, many are new to formal schooling .an
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Description of the ALL-ED Professional Development

The ALL-ED PD consisted of three all-day workshops during the 2013
cchtol yeanThe; PDS content focused on GPLRs, self-regulation, and pl _'14
for specialized instruction. The following year, 201415, the PD w;s divi% a(rin']mg
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5 was offered for 2 days with 1 month in between workshops ;
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P g ]

I gedto StUdfnt‘S" life experiﬁfnce.s. GPLRs were assessed using a five-item scale
L @@= 71, e.g., “When working in groups, there are established routines for stu-
dents tO follow sc? 'that everyone knows what to do™), measuring the extent to
| hich teachers utilized GPLRs r.elated to ALL-ED. Access was measured through
hree items (& = .57, e.g., "] adjust my lesson plans to meet the needs of high-
schieving students and low-achieving students simultaneously”), focused on the
extent O which the teacher differentiated their lesson to meet the needs of all
learners. Structured choice, in turn (three items, o = .60, e.g.,"I ask all students to
help me decide which activities are best for them”) focused on a teacher’s empha-
sis on providing students with learning options. The measure of mastery-oriented
instructional practices was adapted from the PALS and assessed the extent to
which a teacher focused on using instructional practices that emphasized growth
and improvement (three items, @ = .76, e.g.,“I ask all students to help me decide
which activities are best for them”). Finally, teacher efficacy was adapted from the

Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, Short Form (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-

Hoy, 2001) and was assessed through an eight-item scale (@ = .85, e.g., “How

much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level of individual stu-

i v U e e

dents?”). Data were analyzed using correlational methods.

Qualitative Methods and Analyses

Following the PD, three case studies were conducted to understand how the rou-
tines from the ALL-ED PD were used with ELLs. Data collected for the three case
studies included seven classroom observations, curriculum materials, transcripts of
conversations with teachers and students, and reflective memos. A grounded theory
dpproach was used for coding data, generating a theoretical explanation through
constant coding “grounded” in the data examined (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Results

Quantitatiye Results

As mentioned earlier, the major goal of the quantitative portion.cfthﬁ i Wﬂ i
t;DdOCument the instructional practices of the teachers attending ‘”h"’w
- Table 6.1 displays the means and standard deviations of the various instr ort
1 :Og“lm Practices related to the ALL-ED PD for the WWWW ﬂ
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- daj] 'OYemu-thcmmuthawchatde ;
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A n of choice, followe:
B v e
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TABLE 6.1 Descriptive R ALL-ED 1 ALL-ED 2
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3.88 Ny 3.84 - 3
Rigor ‘6'08 70 3.10 . ;’-%7 38
-~ i 55 e (
SRL 3 49 88 % 2 29 o 93
Relevance % & 75 2.94 71 3.54 71
S 3,06 72 3.91 78 4.05 54
pANE . 87 3.00 55
S ( ‘\ red Choice 277 79 2.64 ’ 3 D?
tructu 100 79 3.99 .82 4.31 70
Mastery 1 23%
! ) 5 3.85 .62 4.23 42
Efficacy 3.97 .59
Note. * p < .05.

To assess the impact of the PD, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was conducted whereby the instructional routines and teacher efficacy were
entered as dependent variables, and group (ALL-ED 1 and ALL-ED 2) was entered
as the independent variable. The overall multivariate test for group was found
to be statistically significant, F(8, 36) = 2.42, p = .03. Closer examination of the
univariate tests revealed a significant main effect of group for GPLRs, as well as
for teacher efficacy. In both cases, those teachers who attended ALL-ED 2 (i.e,
h?d more experience with ALL-ED instructional routines) reported, on average,
higher levels of use of GPLRs and more teacher efficacy (see Table 6.1).

Qualitative Results
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round in a circle at.their table. The teacbers described the process like the
B of sanding up dominos, and when one is pushed, each falls one after the other
L Tpestudent each took turns each completing the same task, and if someone had.
, different answer then Fhe o stopped to talk about whether there could be
0 COTTECE anSWers Or if something was wrong. At the end of the Domino Share
a reporter from the group sharec.i out an answer representing the discussion of thc,
aroup. Other group members listened to these responses, identifying contribu-
;ionS of vocabulary words, explanations, illustrations, and examples that increased
the quality of a correct answer.

After 5 months, the result of the Domino Share was total student engagement. As
one science teacher reported,“Students put pressure on each other to complete the
problem independently before sharing with the group. Students don’t want their
friends to think that they didn't try to solve the problem.” Another science teacher
reported that “students bring questions to the group and get them answered much
faster than if I took questions one by one.” The routine helped students recog-
nize their growth, “At first, I did not understand, but by the time we participated
more . .. 1 saw people transform the way they report the problem ... now I like
it Teachers confirmed student comments, noting that the benefits for “language

game

development are big because some students who did not speak before are talking
now, they are all communicating . . . they don’t have any time to say, 'l am not talk-
ing today. They have to. They have to use the vocabulary and [listen for] it.”

The routine has changed the purpose of teacher-to-student interactions. Prior
to the Domino Share, at the beginning of class the teachers always asked students
to open their notebooks and start the assignment. Now, teachers spend time with
each group asking and answering questions, often focused on challenging student
thinking. Rarely are teachers managing behavior; instead, everyone is discussing
the lesson’s topic. The procedure ran smoothly within the first month of school,
solving the problem of engagement at the beginning of class and enabling teach-
€15 to learn more about their students while ensuring rigorous thinking for ELLs.

Second Case Study: Novice Math Teacher

The second case study involved observing a novice-level math teacher over
2 years. The math teacher participated in both the ALL-ED 1 and ALL-ED 2
PDs ang received coaching on a monthly basis from one of the researchers. The
tacher created his own GPLRs and successfully implemented the routine three
UIes per week with all of his classes. He reflected on how ELLs become inde-
Pendent when, routine, practice, and expectations are clear:

We have students who arrive with little English and we ke 't.o make&t -
* they can participate and discuss. [GPLRs] take 2 Me{pm@ﬂﬂ |
:’}?u <+ - Set-up structures and a time ﬁmmi‘ b S | i
¥ are doing the work without someone asking
Organized firse and the rest will take care dw Som
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ify a progression of expectations for participation from novice
To further clarify a p ssions, the teacher implementeq

- : iteria for discu

uality criteria for
astery and establish q ' : 3l
S n:) . <o that students could self-assess their progress 1n the group discussiop
a rubric so

R . 1ino as well as measure the quality of thejr
«kills of speaking, listening, and thinking L e ke g
connections, vocabulary, and welagieyFlun BEEC P L
discussion expected outcomes . . . 1€ 1S for students an eye
2 . :ndicati they are heading toward.”
opener providing a simple tool, indicative of W}}‘erﬁ_‘ 4 e g d
Classroom observations revealed that when “triad stations” were formed, the
energy in the room increased dramatically. Students confirmed this feeling with
enthusiastic responses when asked to describe how GPLRs work in their class-
room. For example, one student stated, “[When teachers] are explaining some-
thing, we are tired, but when we do [group discussion routines], the hard work
becomes easier. When we get in teams, [I want to] say something good for my
team.” Another recognized that “when [ write, I just copy; when I listen, I remem-
ber more. " When asked about their perceptions of the benefits of GPLRs for ELL;,
percep
students agreed with one student who stated,“I learned . . . how not to be scared
about what I am presenting. It gives me confidence.” Students agreed that GPLRs
are “awesome, when we move into triad stations, the routine is not boring.”

responses
a checklist of group

Third Case Study: Experienced Math Teacher

A seconc%, experienced math teacher was observed regularly over the past 2 years.
Sbe was nnmediate'Iy able to integrate group-learning routines into her practice
o b, e o e AU EEE

e o PR o througb G?LRS,“smdents are helping each other
::re” e & thewr own teachers, which is more powerful than having me lec-
how. GPLRnsl::zmewed’ her students confirmed the teacher’s observations of
example commOI:)\;er ELLs and helps students value their own diversity. Fof
eVer}’boc’iy has the sanemeS . represented in student statements such as, “not
classmates explain TT?pablhty; more people understand much better when
they are capable Of"’I.\. d(;,S]_ makes you know your classmates better and what
port. For example stu(ril ¢ 1t1.0n31 common benefit of GPLRs included peer s4P”
edge. But now, I cion’t f,nts 51d, “If T am absent then I can't get the missed kn?W'
my;:ends teach me quiacvkel;8 80 to the teacher ... with [daily group discussi" b

¢ experie

problems a}s) the}r'l i)i((i:::x'aecc? : reported making changes in the GPLRs © Sojv;
and those with greater Englig

S
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colunteer ing to be the reporter more often than girls. The teacher describe

; : d
b changed the routine to address this problem: o
ey '

This time I said I will choose the reporters and everyone got tense. [ saw th
seriousness they put into it. I picked the students who do not sp.eak ofteri
and they did fabulous. Sometimes I let them pick and sometimes say I will
choose or I let a student from another group, choose a reporter in a differ-
ent group .. . they like it, you can see the pride in their eyes.

Students confirmed the success of this solution, saying, “If we don’t know who

the group’s reporter will be then everyone has to be prepared.” The teacher sum-
marized her reasoning for using GPLRs on a daily basis, often two or three times
in a 60-minute period. She reflected, I use GPLRS to “let students be in charge of
their own learning. They are hands on and participating. I am feeding them and
transmitting knowledge, but they are in charge of their own learning. I learned
everything from them. We learn from each other.”

During the second year, GPLRs were observed on every classroom visit. The
purpose of the GPLRs varied to achieve a specific instructional goal. For example,
the researcher observed students struggling with independent practice following
a direct-instruction mini-lesson. Many students had not started the problems and
appeared confused. She asked those students who were finished and who could
explain how they solved the problems to stand with their notebooks around the
room. Then she assigned two students to each group leader. The group leader
answered questions until both listeners could explain how to solve the problems.
The teacher reported that everyone came in the next day with the assignment
completed. This teacher reported using GPLRs to resolve issues of academic
diV@rSity such as confusion or lack of understanding, differences in background
knowledge and experiences, ability to know and use vocabulary, and knowledge
due to absences from school.

Discussion

Overall, the results of the quantitative portion of the study indicated that although
®€achers do not necessarily implement ALL-ED instructional routines every day,
With increasing exposure to the ALL-ED PD, they are more likely to report greater
e of GPLRs and teaching efficacy. Qualitative data confirmed that teachers
ere able o implement GPLR's and some SRL after participating in the ALL’I?D

I.)' Implementation patterns such as the need to take time to practice the routine

:::jh, *tudents and to vary the routine to solve problems in student engagement
4ccountabilj
Table 6.
oppunumt

ty were common among all teachers. :
2 illustrates how ALL-ED routines enabled teachers to provi

ies that specifically addressed the learning needs of ELLs.

de regular




