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Abstract

For English*lzearners (ELs) in-K2 classrooms, a focus on how language varies in its forms and
meanings can help them engage in the disciplinary discourses that enable tlamliotle
language and centent. Systemic functional linguistics (SFL) is a theory of tentha offers
promisirg ways-of talking about language in support of disciplinary learning. SFL’s meaning-
based metalanguage offers analytical tools for making sense of text, but itstaesofip
complex.systems in language is not readily accessible to teachers and stideatsicle offers

a case study-ef.how a Desigased Research (DBR) process yielded research findings,
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materials, and instructional theory over a thyear project to develop SHhased approaches to
engaging ELs in talk about language.

In this study, conducted in an urban school district in the midwestern U.S., we worked
collaboratively with teachers and literacy coaches at six schools ghiphoportions of ELs,
supporting.them in using SFL metalanguage to talk about language and meaning as thegl/ engag
in gradeappropriate literacy activities; reading and responding to texts and writing subject
specifictarguments. In this analysis, we share both what we have learned about the
implementation‘of SFL pedagogies and the affordances of DBR methodology for learning to

apply a camplex theory to support ELs.

I ntroduction

For English Learners (ELS) in-K2 classrooms, who encounter new ways of using
language as they move from grade to grade and subject to subject, a focus on how language
varies in its forms&nd meanings can help them engage in the disciplinary discourses that enable
them to learn*hoth language and content. In fasgarch is increasingly calling for all teachers
to develop'knewledge about language to support subjetficlanguage development. Bunch
(2013, p."30Y), for example, argues that teachers need “knowledge of language directlyorelated t
disciplinaryteaching and learning and situated in the particular (and multiple) contexts in which
teaching and learning take plac&His knowlelge has been referred toldsracy pedagogical
content knowledgé_ove, 2010)pedagogical language knowled¢fgunch, 2013), or
disciplinaryslinguistic knowledgéTurkan de Oliveira, Lee, & Phelps, 2014). Turkan et al. point
to systemicsfunctional lingstics (SFL) as a theory of language that offers promising ways of
talking about language in support of disciplinary learn8fl offers a linguistic perspectivbat
connects language and meaning in social colktadtiday, 1978 Halliday & Matthiessen2014)
and describes. variation in language in wingg acknowledgéhe challenges of different
disciplines(Schleppegrell, 2004).

SFEL’smeaningbasedunctional grammapffers an array of analytical tools fengaging
in disciplinary,meaning-making. Recent research in primary and secandssyooms has
demonstrated that empoweriteachers and students with a metalanguage, a language for talking
about language, can support students' disciplinary learninigagdage developmerithere are
powerfulillustrative examples in science (Fa&gNei, 2010, history e Oliveira, 20102011;
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Schleppegrel& de Oliveirg 2006), and English Language Arts (Gebhard, Harman, & Seger,
2007;Moore & Schleppegrell2014 for a review, see SchleppegrélD17).However, these

tools have not become readily available to most teachers working with Englisledse@ths),

as SFL's description of complex systems in language calls for study and adaptation for
pedagogical.purposéisat teachers have little time for. That means that theory to guide the ways
SFL approaches are developed and applied in classrooms is still needed.

DesignBased ReseardDBR) (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012; Brown, 1992¢Kenney &
Reeves2012)offers tools angrocessethat support the development of instructional theory.
DBR offers a systematic wayf operationalizing higievel theories, such as SFL, and
supportingscresslisciplinary research that engages teachers and students in collaborative
research. lt'supports the iteratikevelgpment ofdomain specific instructional theo(giSessa &
Cobb, 2004) in‘authentic classroom contexts; in this project, enalditmjevaluate the ways
SFL theory and tools can be usecttiectivelyengageEnglish learners in disciplinary learning
We offer a.case study analysis of how a DBR research process yieddactlefindings,
materials, anduinstructional theory owethreeyear projecto develop SFtbased approaches to
engaging ELsuin talk about languagesupport disciplinary learning

In‘theLanguage & Meaning Projectonducted in an urban school district in the
midwestern”U.S we worked collaboratively with teacheiand literacy coachest six schools
with high proportions of ELs, supporting them in us8fl. metalanguage to talk about language
and meanin@s they egaged in gradeppropriate literacy activitieseading and respondirg
textsandwriting,subjectspecificargumentsWe began with a theory of change and design
principles that«drew on previous research, and used those principles to desigasaatidt
observeeachers’ enactmentecognize shortcomings and rettwrour principles to revaluate
andfurtherdevelop them. This article thus reports simultaneously on the DBR processes we
engaged in.and,the namstructionaltheory we developed about productive w8y canbe
used to support students’ engagement in sujgetific literacy pretices Our goal is to share
both what we"have learned about the implementation of SFL pedagogies and the affordances of

DBR methodelogy for learning to apply a complex theory to support ELSs.

Studying a DBR project
This narrative case study account (Brown, 1992; Yin, 2009) of our DBR prtvaess
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the development of SFL tools for English Languages f£ELA) that supported students to read
gradelevel narrativaexts and write thesidriven character analyses. Our research questions for
this narrative inquiryare

1. In what ways did DBR processes support the systegmtelopment and

revision of instructional approaches guided by 8Mhat were the critical
events in that process?

2 Whatdomainspecific instructional theorlgas our DBR process yielded for

understanding how SFL constructs can support students’ reading and writing in
ELA?

To eonstruct thaccountas described belowelevant datdrom our study were
identified and a chronologicabsedescription(Yin, 2009) was written ttell the story of the
curriculum development, focusing on key episodeswieaéfurther analged Finally, tools
from narrative inquiry(Webster & Mertova, 20Qhelped us narrow evidence and refine the

analysis.

Research context and project overview

We-conducted our project amschool districtvhere a majority of students speak Arabic
at home_ and many are identified as ELs of varying leldEsapresented hereome from the
first two years of the project, when many of the key design decisions were made.dne/&s
worked in‘ene school, engaging with eight classroom teachers (200 children in grades 2-5) and
two instructional coaches. Wigtroduced SFL concepts and examples of how those constructs
could be usedto talk about meaning in t&ktese educatogzarticipated in eight fulday, on-
site workshops, held approximately once per month, in wlietollaboratively designed
activitiesthat engaged students with texts from grile! curricula This work helped us better
understand.how SFL could be made relevant to ELA instruction, as we report below.

In the second year, we collaborated with teachers and coaches from four additional
sdhools (21participants from 12 classrooms serving approximately 300 studeais)els
attended a*fivgay orientation prior to the start of school, and then five day-long workshops
throughout the year in which researchers presented SFL concepts and modeled units of
instruction that had been piloted in a subset of classrooms. These units drew oreSgag®
students in talking about meaning in curricular texts or to sugipartwriting. Between
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workshops, teachers implemented these lessons (whichvidergaped and observed), collected
student work, and completed teacher logs in which they reflected on their expaNeraiso
conducted focus group interviews with teachers. In the final year of research,s20artas
teachers and 13 coaches implemeénkeinstructional units, with further refinemenis,20

classrooms.across five schools (serving approximately 500 studlents).

Data and analysis

DBRinvolves iterative cycles of exploring and investigating, followed by design and
construction, and then evaluation and reflection (Collins, Joseph, & Bielaczyc, 2abk).1
displays dataseollected in phaseegrploring and investigatinglesigning and constructingnd
evaluating'and‘reflectings we developed and implemented each unit of instruction in one of
these iterative cycle§o answepurfirst research questiomje systematically examined these
datato report on how and why SFL was used and how and why its use changed ovAs tivee.
engaged in. this retrospective analysigleation we hadonducted through the DBR process
helpedus identifyevents and documentation (e.g., observation logs, reflective mérmabsjere

central to the'wag/our approach evolved.

Resear ch.phase Data collected and analyzed

Explore & Investigate | interviews with literacy coachgsior to projectresearchers’

analyses of curricular texts; published researath notes

Design & @onstruct professional developmentaterials (slides, handouts,

activities for teachersgurricular materials

Evaluate & Reflect observation logs, video of classroom lessons & transcripts
student writing, teachers’ logs, analysis of student writing,
focus group interviews with teacherssearchers’ reflective

memaos

Table 1. Primary data sour ces corresponding to resear ch phases

Our analysis hathreestagessummarized in Table 2ne of the challenges of DBR is

managing and learning from massive amounts of daiajt&dly, the first author created an

! For reports on aspects of this project distussed here, s&ehleppegre]l2016;Palincsar & Schleppegre?014).
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index of all events angkblevant data sourcgsoting their relevance and significance to the
curriculum development andentifying artifacts and questions to explore furtféis initial
inventorywas reviewed by other research team menioetgvelop notes, clarifying comments,
and insights regarding tensions or patterns in the data and to allova@ieinterpretations to
emege.

In the second stage of analysi® develogda case descriptioifYin, 2009) of the
curriculum development (Moore, 2014glling the story of its evolution. For example, a
classroonrobserver’s indication that something was going well or poorly often poirgedds i
that became foci of discussion in the research group and led to changes in the agy@oach.
explored what+followed from such discussions anchged in deeper analysis to consider how
those moments had shaped changes. We identified episodes of classroom talk that had been
flagged in the observation logs as being either particularly productive or unprodiibtge.
episodes were analyzed to identify themes or tensions that had surfaced ait giffients in the
project. The case description was redundant by design, often including multiplelexafthe
same themes=or tensions. We tlgeneratd preliminary theoretical propositioms responsea
our research guestion&.preliminary proposition developed as we reviewedfiostr years data
for example, washatproviding teachers and students with gespecific stage labels would
support students' argument writjrgpropositionthatwas later refined in response to data
collecied through our DBR process.

In thethird stageof analysis, we usetbols from narrative inquiry (Webster & Mertova,
2009)to identify.critical evens, episodes and moments that had “impact and profound effect”
that brought-“radical change” (Webster & Mertova, 2009, p. 77); in this case, change in our
thinking that revealed “a change of understanding or worldview” (p. 73) that further shaped our
work. The identification ofike eventsillustrating or repeating thexperierme of critical events,
confirmed.or.broadened our understanding of ideas that surfaced in critical €viiatsl.
events werghen analyzed usingxplanation buildindYin, 2009) to understand how thatical
eventsmighissupport or challenge ppreliminarypropositions and help us revise them to
answer ourresearch questioAs important part of this process was to consider and discuss
alternative interpretation®ur examination ahe development of the entire research project
yielded 20 cttical events that met the above criteria. For this analysis, which focuses on the ELA

portion of our work, sevearitical events were relevant
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Stagel Stage 2 Stage 3

- Createan index ofall events | - Developa case narrativef | - Identify and reanalyze
anddata sources project activities critical andlike events
- Identify datascentrato - Identify episodes that relevant taRQs
understandingow the work | informed major decisions and - Engage in explanatien
evolved analyze them to identify building process, considering
- Review the'data to confirm | themes or tensions that how events identified support
centrality for constructing a | emergé or challenge theoretical
case narrative - Generateoreliminary propositions

theoretical propositions - Revisetheoretical

(answers) to our RQs propositiongn response to

analysis

Table 2: Summary of data analysisfor narrativeinquiry

SFL is a complex theory of language social semiotic. It offers a functional grammar that
connects'meaning with language forms, recognizing three metafunctions of language that a
always simultaneously realized as we speak and write. We altergsent experiengcenact a
relationship vith a reader or listengrandshape a message in ways that relate it to what has
come before and what is neWhe ways thesieleational, interpersonakndtextualmeanings are
presenteddn language are described in the SFL grammar, but the grammatical descriptions come
in linguistic'terms thabave beerlaborated for and by linguists. Our purpose, as researchers
knowledgeable about SFL and committed to enabling teachers to use it in ways that would help
them meet theirinstructional goals, was to study how we could ‘translateh®bty into useful
constructs.ferpedagogical purposeshe level of the classroofhe DBRprocess enabled us to
report speecificways the DBR procesgported us in adapting constructs from a complex
linguistic theory for ELAclassrooms with children learning English. We report those findings

below.

Findings

Overview
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In this sectionywe showhow DBR supported the developmentS#L-informed
instructional approaches (RQ 1) through thearyd researchased design principléisat
offeredoperational, evaluative criterfar analyzing projectiata That analysis led us to revise
the design principlesndcome to newinderstandingbout theuseof SFL theoryin discipline
specific pedagogies that suppkitts’ engagement in rich literacy practices in ELA. We present
three claims about how the DBR process supported ug dsscribe and analyzeitical events

that make"the“evolution of the new instructional theory explicit.

Claim1. Theory-and researctbased design principles offered operational, evaluative criteria
for design.and«development

DBR‘begins by identifying a problem and drawing on research to propose an intervention
that is theoretically grounde@onnecting the probie to research that informs the issue results
in a theory of change that clearly articulates how the proposed project could lbaddex
posited tohave a positive impact on the problem. Our theory of change argued that, if teachers
developedrknewledge about language and used it to encourage students’ meaningful focus on
language in reading, speaking and writing, they would support ELs’ language development and
grade levellearningiVe drewon Gibbons (2006)Gersten Baker, Shanahan, Linan-Thompson,
Collins, &S¢€arcella(2007), and éllez and Waxman (2006), among others, to support the need
for explicit talk and interaction about language and productive use of new langueie ks
develop academic English. Furthermore, this research indicateedbhers need to develop a
knowledgesbase to support such work.

To that*end, we drew on SFL as a theory of language that offers an explicit metalanguage
for talking about language in meaningful ways (Schleppegrell, 20h8)metalanguage
provides systematic ways of recognizing meaningrammatical choices at wordsentence-,
and textleveland relating those meanings to social context (Halliday, 1985). From a
pedagogical perspectivefanctional approach puts meaning first and considers attention to
grammar ag“means to an end” (Halliday, 1985, p. xiMetalanguage based &fL's
functional grammacan be a todior analyzing howanguage functions arfdr helpng teachers
engage with students to expldrow, and why, the text meanvhat it doesand evaluate “why
the text is, or is not, an effective text for its own purposes” (Halliday, 1985, p. xv). &fiegui
scholars have demonstratib@ power of SFL’s functional grammar fdeconstruachg the
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language of schooling (Christie Berewianka, 208; Schleppegrell, 200Martin & Rose,

2008) in ways that help learners see how English “wof®sr'’goal wago further contribute to

the translation o8FL theory and its powerful analytical tools into accessible pedagogical tools
for engaging English learners in language learning and disciplinary meaning-making.

We operationalized our theory of change through design principlesstadiished
evaluative dteria for assessingurinnovationsln DBR, theprinciples themselves aadso then
evaluated“andrefined as the work progresses through design &unlesitial desigmprinciples
were

Principle 1: Support explicit, meaningful attention to language.

Principle 2: Develop teachers’ explicit knowledge about language.

Prineiple 3: Support meaningful interaction between students and teachers.

We theorized that by using SFL to develop teachers’ knowledge about language, and then
supporting them in using the metalanguage to interact with their students in waystiltht w
meaningfully attend to language forms and meanigfswould engage in the kind of talk
about language relevant to subject area learning that would stipprortngrade level workWe
used theseprinciples to develop and evaluate our first attempts to design SFitesuippér

activities:

Critical Event 1: Too much explicitness, narrow meaning-making

We began our work with teachers by introducing the SFL ndliahsentences and
clauses can'be broken into meaningful constityeetsrred to aparticipants, processes,
circumstaneesandconnectorsWe believed this would offer a foundation of metalanguage for
close analysis of texts across subject ardéeen applying these tools to narrative texts, we
focusedon, thediiferent types oprocesseshat clauses can represetbing processethat
presentctions. (Heran); beingprocessethat presentlescriptions or defitions (He is tall);
sensingorocesses that presdaelings or thoughtsSheliked musig; andsayingprocessethat
present speech (Hmid,“Let’s go!”) (Martin & Rose, 2003). Tracking on a character and her or
his processes,caupport literal understanding of story events alsdoffer opportunities for
making inferences about characteeactions andnotivations(Williams, 2000).

Using the notiorof processedeachers and researchersptannedessongo engage the
children in analysis activéswith stories from their curriculunThe SFL metalanguage served
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as a tool for close reading, its ultimate purplosmg to support deep understanding that would
prepare students for a class discussion about the stayyjpicallesson, he class first read the
story interactively, stopping to focus on vockoy, or torelate the text to their own lives or
other texts Then,the teacher introduced the metalanguageratesses of different typasd
asked students to work collaboratively to identify the procabksg¢a character in the story
engaged in, working first in small groups and tekaing their findings, leading to a whale
class conversation about the text as a whole.

As'we'observed in classroomge recognized ways thtte activitiesdid notfully align
with our principlesA critical eventfrom a 8" grade classroorifiustratesa patten of enactment
uncovereds;byssystematic evaluation of our work usiiregdesign principlesStudents hackad
and discusseda Bambaby Gary Soto (1990), the story of Manuel, a boy who volunteers to
perform a dance at his school’s talent show conltegtreparing the lesson, researchers and
teachersecognizedhat Manuel'deelings weramainly represented isensing processesiich as
“He wantedapplause as loud as a thunderstdriRecognizing thisresearchers and teachers
planned adesson that asked studeniddntify thesensing processéisatpresentedManuel’s
feelings at'important parts of the story

Students worked ismallgroupsfor the taskin Episode 1theyencountethe sentence
thatdescribes Manuel'siotivationfor participating in the talent showe yearned for the
limelight. A researcheobserving the lesson stops by to check in with the small group and
answer students’ questions.

Episode 1:
1. “Rayna Should | writeyearned?Should | writeyearnedn here?
Khalil: I don’t think yearneds one.
Alia; He was worried that ... a feeling? Yeah, worried!
Khalil: Where is it?
Rayna: Yeah, yealyearnedjs asensingHe felt surprised. Yeah, he was surprised

a bk N

about something.

6. 'ResearchefThat’s jhearingworried] a goodsensing wordisn’t it?

*Transcription conventions: Student names are pseudoiNanstive text quoted in dialogue i@/ics; functional
metalanguaganderlined Stressed words in CAPS. Elided matemialrked as [...]. Pauses one second or less
indicated by ‘,’ longer pauses by ‘. . .". Incomprehensible tadikked by xxxx. Text in [brackets] denotes
overlapping speech. Interrupted speech marked by long-gash,
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Rayna: Oh, yeah. What is that? Whagesrned?
8. ResearcherOh, are you talking about the wordarned?
Khalil: Yeah.
10._ ResearcherThat's a good sensing wotdo. Do you know, what's another word for
yearned?
11..Rayna Amazed.
12 “Alia® Flabbergasted.
13.7ResearcherAh, no. Not quite. Tgearnfor something is to want something badly.
14 Alia; Wanted.
15. ,ResearcheHeyearnedHe really, really hoped. He wanted.

Notes in tle observation logs commentedthe interactive nature of the activiiyrinciple 3)
and thathe teacher and studentsre using explicit linguistic metalanguad®inciple 2). But
further analysis identified misalignment to Principle 1: supporting exphdtaeaningful
attention terlanguage

As Episodel illustrates, tie activity’sprocessocus prompted students to pay particular
attention‘tgyearned While they were correct in identifying it asseansing procesandthe
discussiomeleared ugheir misunderstanding (turns 3 and 5) of the vgongeaning absent in
this exchange is conversation about what Manuel was yedarifthe limelight), and what this
tells us about ManueWe saw that the activity aflentifying sensingorocessegept the focus on
word meaningut did not connect to the overall context of exploring Manuel’s emotioas. W
also observedsthat characters’ feelings were often presented in other kinds of processes, such as
processes aloing(e.g., at one point Manushivers with fegy; but theactivity excluded those
important eanings. Observation logs for other lessons in this development sgctieatified
similar shortcomings to our approagbarticularly inmeeting the demands of Principle 1. This
led us to furtheconsidemwhat we meant bgxplicit, meaningful attention to languages we
recognizedsthat justelping students learn word meanimlysd not meet our goals.

We often saw new words come into focus and be used enthusiastically by the students
furthermorethe search for different sensing processes did protheteoticing and focused
attention that gpports language learnin§chleppegrell2013).1t introduced new vocabulary to
students in this regard, addressing the common need for contextualized, meaningiulbvpca
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instruction with contentdowever, students often need additional vocabularyuabn that
would support them to make inferences about character attitudes, a limitatiovetwanted to
addressRelatedly the time used for these activities and the nedddas onELA disciplinary
goals meant we had to find ways of making the SFL metalanguage more relevant to the
curriculum.The lessonshowed us thatexamining the attitudes of characters as they progress
through storiesvasappropriateas teachers agreed thavking closely at characters, how they
feel and'how'they changeas central téheir ELA objectives The evaluave criteria established
by the design principles enabled us to identify challenges to be addressed indtdationg of

the work.

Critical Event 21nadequatsupport for studentsirgument writing

After thefirst round of activiés focused on readinteachers and administrators
requestecdditionalsupportfor persuasive writin@cross subject areak acconmodate that
request, we r@w on Derewianka (1990) to offer a gengratposefor persuasion, and also some
functionalstages We defined the purpose: “To take a position on some issue and justify it” (p.
75), and identifiedtagesasposition or claimevidenceandanalysisWe expected these
functionaltermswvould enable students tdentify evidence fomakingclaimsaboutcharactes
in their writing (Principe 1). Wesupported students interactingto discuss their developing
argumens, providing a rich context for the exchange of ideas (Priedp

Again, a pattern emerged in our evaluations of the lessons and student preduets
identified critical and likeevents through our analysis of student interactions and writing in
multiple classroms An illustrativeevent comes froma group of fourttgrade studentwhowere
discussing San Souci’s (1998) st@gndrillon: A Caribbean Cinderella heywerelooking for
evidenceaboutwhether the main character should have changed her appearance in order to
escape her difficult situatiomhe observation log noteHat thelesson supported students in
connecting.evidence with analysilegging the following exchangas substantive. Each student
hadidentified@a point of textual evidence (quotes from the stonyailics) that they were

defending:

Episode 2:
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1. Fatima: (reading)But | am stronglf she is really strong, she doesn’t care
whether Paul likes her or not. Just go and find somebody else.

Laila: (reading)She worked all day.

Amir:_ And she never says no to anything.

Eatima Give her a break for God’s sake!

Laila: (reading)Her hands werdlistered and red.

@ 0k~ WD

Fatima Give her a break, she needs some rest. Thiftb@&odmothdr she

should change.

The small groupstructureand clarity of purposereated a context in which students interaated
meaningfulways (Principle 3)ffering interesting and insightful evaluations of the characters.
Fatima and Amir both offered comments that waiecal of Cendrillon’s need for a Prince
Charming to rescue hesaying that she should have stood up to the Godmother and her abusive
ways(lines\1 and 3)Laila and Fatimathen, recognized that Cendrillon had legatereasons to
escape: Laila=affered up two pieces of evidence about the physical toll of thiesjtaad

Fatima offeredwup a fiery, sharp defense of the character. This excerpt (and others) were also
evaluatedspositively in regard to Principle 1, as the context of the debate activity itself (an
evaluativesprompt), as well atage labels supported students in being explicit about establishing
opinions and wieldingelevant evidence

However, observations of multiple lessandicated thastudents did not offer much
analysis orelaborated reasoningonnecting their claimand evidence. Episodeifan example.
Only Fatimasindturn 1),explicitly linksthe evidence she presents back to the claha.other
studentsare onpoint, offering either a clairar evidence, but they dwt explicitly link these or
offer anelaboratedationale—a key feature of analysis.

We.recognized thabur materials and approach didt sufficiently suppdrteacherso
explicitly articulate what analysis in the context of responding to narrative tegiar materials
had defined-analyses: “Point(s}o support position or claim, tyingason/evidence to
position/claim,.answering ‘So what&bout the evidenceThis was insufficienguidancefor
teacherdo explainwhat was expectedometeacherprovidedexamples of analysisut none
gave explicit directionWe had not suppoedteacherdo beexplicit about how to meaningfully
analyze evidencdn this way, we failed to provide adequate support for developmesaciidrs'
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linguistic knowledge (Bnciple 2).

Our assessment of student writing corroborated the patterns in grgailmdata
students often provided relevant evidence for a clesdied claim, but they generally had
difficulty providing elaborated analysis. For exampleeradiscussingdear Mr. Henshaw,

Cleary and.Zelinski’§1983) story of a boy, Leigh, who writes a journal while dealing with his
parents’ divorce, B grade students respatto this prompt:Does writing help or hurt Leigh?
Provide“evidence and explain your reasons Whystafa’sresponse, belovglaims thatLeigh’s
writing had helped him because it was a way to express his feelings. Mustafa’s sypoirges$t
analysiselaborated on evidence frdmeigh'’s journal entry describbg a landscape on a sunny

day:

My first reason is when Leigh wrote the grove was puitet] and peaceful and
because the sun was shining, | stood there a long time. It hellps him because he
fells,happy and kepps his mind off his dad. When he thinks about his dad it makes

himssads

Here Mustafa interpretd how Leigh was feeling antbnnected it tdis claim saying that
writing was“a welcome distraction fromissing his dad. But his othattempts at analyzg

evidence were less successful

My second reason is [Berry] said that hedikto eat at Leighs househat made

him'realhappy. It was also something nice he said.

This attempt at analysis does not relate the evidence to thetbkimriting helped Leigh.
While thiswas.a challengingrompt,we saw similar issuesven when thevriting task was more
straightforwardinstead of analyzing, students often merely reported deieels from the story
as selfevident support of their claim8n analysisof studentsiriting thatcompaedresponses
to theLaBambatext andDear Mr. Hensiaw (O’Hallaron, 2014 helped usievelopmore
nuanced understanding of analysis that shaped our future work, as we reporReddded to

our second principle, this critical event exemplifies an issue that our DBR process surfaced in
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other tasks as weltonsideringall of the ways teachers need to be able to be explicit about

language in order to support students.

Critical Event 3:Making linquistic knowledge meaningful

Critical,event3 emergedrom our year on@nalysis of activitiefocused on thavays
authors infuse attitudesto texts.We had introducedeachers to concepts from SFliagpraisal
framework(Martin & White, 2005) which offersanalytic toolsand metalanguader
negotiatingattittdespresented in textJeachers learned to assdsspolarity of attitudes ére
theypositive, negativer neutral?) andtheforce of those attitudesAre theyturned up
(intensified)orturneddown(softened)?). Consider the following two sentences:

1. The girl laughed when her father tickled her.
2. Every evening, the bubbly baby cackled when her daddy tickled her.

In the secondssentendbge baby’s positive attitude igirned upthrough thedoing process

“ cackled andby saying this happersery eveningAn example oturning downthe girl’s
positive respons@ould beshe only laughed a littlaVe confirmedthe value of this
metalanguage in our classroom observations, buttarestingchallenge emerged a 4th grade
lesson focused on revising student writing.

We sawthatturning upandturning downlanguage might not always peesented in
meaningfulways During the task, the students were to look closely at a model text provided by
the teachemand identify places to revise the writing, focusing closely onestituthe text.
However, he teacher equated highdynotionalwriting with good writing, and only encouraged
the students taurn upattitudes This becam@roblematicin a group discussion of Amarida
essay. Her.hero wémer fatherand she had writtethat sometimewhen her dad got mad his
face turred red./In a small group, the students tumded up that phrase to: “when my dad gets
furious, hs.face turns red as fire.’h€ teacher, listening to the small group conversation,

intervened:

Episode 3:
1. Ms. Sadir | have a question. What is this paper about?
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Sabreenlt’s about, like, when you have a dad.
Ms. Sadir No, no. What was this essay about?
Abudulla Turning upwords.

Ms. Sadir No. Ok, who, wrote about their hero?

o 0k~ W N

SabreenAmanda.

16."‘Ms:"Sadir If a girl is talking about her hero, who happens to be her dad, do you think
she'would describe him aemetimes getting FURIOUS, or sometimes just getting
ANGRY?
17.,Ss=Angry.
18."Ms¢Sadir Why? Why would they rather ... Hamad.
19. Hamad She’s describing her dad, who's her hero. If it's her hero, why would
he be furious? You can’t]
20.\Ms. Sadir [you mean, if someone is your hero, you don't think they
become, FURIOUS, because is furious a good characteristic to have? | mean,
yourcould, | mean sometimes | get furious, it doesn’t mean I'm a bad person,
but | just want you guys to keep in MIND this girl is writing about her dad
who happens to be her hero. And that is very important to keep in mind when

you are thinking about word choice.

In line 4 we'see the problem: the lessondsabout “turning up wordsTheteacher reorients
students tortha@uthor's purpos@erhapsecognizingshe hadnistakenly encouragiturning up
attitudesas an exercise without considerihg purpose of the textt lines 16-20shehelps
studentseethatturning upthe dad’s anger was counter to the authgoal

This critical evenhelped us better understand a key point about Principha®it isnot
just the linguistic knowledggself, or the understanding of SFL concepts, Hraimportant for
teachersandsstudent® develop Instead, teacherseed to understand why they are using the
metalanguage, how danbe used to talk about meaning, and how to té@aohways thasupport
students to achieve curricular godlbe language features atiek meanirgs they presenteed to
bealigned withthe writing task—its genre and its purposeand the metalanguage needs to

enable docus on meaninthathelpsstudents considalternativeways of achiewg writing
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goals. This event underscored for us that our work needed to stggumbrérsdeeper
understanding of how and wiparticularlinguistic tools araised, and not just engatgachersn

using thetools

Claim 2: Patterns in classroom data informed the revision of design principles andticnal

approach

As 'we'worked to identifpatternsn our data and generate explanatory theories about the
critical eventswe came to aimportant insightin presening teachers with SFL metalanguage
and havingsthem use it to analyze texts, we had organized our framework around language
features. This made teachiS§L the driving force—thg@rimary content—ef our approach.
While teachers'were interested in the insights gaged through the language analysis,saw
that it was unlikely they would continue to use the approach on their own without having it mor
clearly linked toand situated withimich content learning. We were confronted with the need to
reconsider-how weould focusattentionon language invays that bettesupporéd broader ELA

goals.

Critical Event4: Systematic exploration of research and theory to foreground purpose in reading

and writing
The.composition of our research team, includilagsroom educators and literacy

researchersTas,wels systemic functional linguists, enabled us to draw on a range of theoretical
perspectives.:and work in transdisciplinary ways. This was especially helpful éffourto

make the purpose titeracy practicesnore explicit in our work. Specificallyat the end of year
one,wereturned to researdb consider additional perspectives on reading comprehension and
disciplinary.literacy. We drewnKintsch’s (1998 construction-integration model of text
comprehensigiparticularly his concept of situation model helped usattendto what we meant

by “meaningful” attention to languagee&dersieed to construct mental modelsadéxt in

order to makenferencessuitable to their reading purpoges discussed in critical event #1yro
lessondhad beeronly partially successful in supporting students to construct the situation model
presented by the texBy foregrounahg identification of process types as a means of recognizing
characters’ feelingsve had expected studentsriakejudgments about chacterswithout
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explicitly supporting that moveNithout foregrounding and supporting the overall purpose of the
work the activitiesdid not fully addres€LA goals.

We also returned to researchdisciplinary literacy(Moje, 2008 Christie &
Derewianka2008 to foreground social purposandhabits of mind important to successful
participation.in ELA. Among forms of participatiom ELA is thewriting of genres central to the
subject areaand we focused on makiegncrete the larger goals obde genreand the literacy
practices necessary for student succeBs. offers a genre theory that is wellited to a
disciplinary‘approach to learning, as it positions genrg®akdriven social activities (Martin &
Rose, 2008)and SFL sholars have dorsubstantial work in articulating the social purposes and
patterned struetures of common forms of writing in scliGbristie and Derewianka, 28).
Thisreturn'to theory in thinking about how we were supporting reading and writing helped us
betterarticulae what “analysis’is in ELA genresand identify linguistic metalanguagfeat is
well-matchedo the skills and habits of mind the&insupport studentsuccessfuteading and

writing, as\we describe below

Critical Event5i’Revising design ginciples toforeground disciplinary practices

Inlight of thesecumulative formative evaluations and insights about the overall
framework for our approach, we returned to andvaluated our design principles, considering
how we could revise them to focus us moxplieitly on supporting the goals of ELA through
our work.We're-formulated thalesign principles thighlight, in further development and
evaluation;:the’'ways the SFL metalanguage could serve the teachers’ conteatrang boals.
This decision was a turning point in dDBR processwith newly formulateddesign principles

making the new_focus prominent:

Principle 1: Support explicit, meaningful attention to the language of the tagtnss
read and writén service of achieving specific disciplinary goals of the
curriculum.

Principle2: Develop teachers’ explicit knowledge about langdageurposes of

supporting curricular learning.
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Principle 3: Support interaction between students and teachers to stiamdatepport
studens’ meaningful language use disciplinary learning

As we moved forward in our work, we kept this disciplinary focus in the foreground, and
set about to.mak8FL explicitly relevant to enabling teachers to achieve tBe# goals.This
decision led toa new stagee{plorationandinvestigatiornto inform the structure and trajectory
of our work'in"year two. We began this work by choosing a genre specific to the subjéoatrea
would offerepportunities for analyzing narrative teikte character analysigenre described by
Christie and Derewianka (28) asks students to explain how a character changed and why, or to
evaluate ascharacter’s words or actions for a particular puyrpftea to engage in discussion of
ethical orsocial'issuesWe analyzed multiple narrative texts, including some written by
members of the research team, as well as the writing students had done, to identify the language
features that are functional for achieving the purposes of the character analysis genre so that we
could focuson these tanore explicitly support the analysis of literary texts. Throughgeise
analysis, wedentified some specific functions of “analysis” in the genre: it often needed t
interpretevidencepresented about characters’ atlidg and 2.evaluate the character light of
that evidenceWe thus incorporated two nestage labeldnterpretationandevaluation,into our
materialsydescribed in more detail.

We alsosaw waysthat thelinguistic metalanguage could explicitly support students in
reading toidentify evidence famnalytical writing.The concepts and metalanguage from the
appraisalframework(positive/negative; turned up/doyvoould support students in two ways: by
attendng tosthe strength of characters’ feelings and by modulating their own claimslaout t
characters. Themetalanguagef process typesouldalso help reademnake inferences about and
interpret attitudes implied icharactersactions thedoing processethat we had not earlier
made a focus.of attentiprGuided by the overall purposela#lping students find patterns in the
language used.to describe, analyze, and evaluate character attitudes when reading, as well as to
present claims andiscuss evidenc&henwriting about the charactewe drew on this
metalanguage.in new ways as we moved forward

The revised principles informdte design of the secongar ELA curriculumand
enabled us to propose new instructional tles@merging from our DBR process that helped us
better see how SFL could become useful to and usali#¢ Ayeacherof ELs.
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Claim 3. Revised principles amtiplementation iradditional instructional contexts supported

development of instructional theowyr fthe use of SFIn ELA

Critical Event6: Developng instructional theory fousing SFL to analyze characters

In the"second year of the projeate saw thathe revised approaciesulted inclassroom
work that was better aligned with our design principBetailedevidence of this is presented in
Moore and Schleppegrell (2014). Among the findirggsdents and teachers alike used the
functional metalanguage to make important meaning of text, going beyond thé&ewelrd-
emphasis we notead earlier iterationsThe application of tools from tregpraisal framework,
designed espedcially for talking about attitudes, proved produd@®azheroftenasked
guestions about the strength of characters’ attitudes usingetlidamguage gsositive/negative
andturn up/downand supported attention to the author's purpose in the texts studeniheead.
focus onprocess types was more productive as we contrasted thelaiagandsaying
‘showed’ characters’ attitudes and helped students see how they could express these ‘shown’
attitudes irbeingor sensingprocesses that ‘tell’ how the characters teethey interpreted them
(seeMoore & Schleppegrell2014). Furthermore, students acted out some of the doing processes
that showed emotiorsleading to more extended student contributions about what the characters
were feeling, why, and how the language informed their iddesapproach struck a balance in
regard to being,both explicit and meanindfiinciple 1) and the extended turns (and dramatic
performances)‘bett@romoedstudent interaatin (Principle 3.

These developments emerged wheachers demonstrated clgarposedor use of the
metalanguag® achieve ELAgoals. Episode ¥ an exampldérom Ms. Sadir's 4th grade
classroomwith.a different group of studeniis yeartwo of our project. StudenteadOfelia
Dumas Lachtman's stoBepita Talks7wice/Pepita Habla Dos Vecds.the story, Pepita
becomedrustrated with having to translate for her neighbarsl tries speaking only English.

Her experieneesltimately help her discover how necessary and wonderful it is for her to speak
two languagesAs they read and prepared to write, students considered these quéstiom
Pepita’s feelings about speaking two languages change throughout the story? Does she handle

the situations well?
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Studentsngaged in language analysis and convensaboutepita'schanging
emotiongn the story In the beginningPepita's growing frustration with having to translate is

presentedn an abstract grammaticakrticipanta grumble

Pepita did what Mr. Hobbs asked. But deep inside of her a grumble began.

As Pepita’sfrustration develops, so does the language gfthrb/e.At first she helped her
neighborswithout a grumbleBut then, agrumble begasthe next instance grew and then

grew largerThings came to a head when translating makemissran opportunity to teach a

new trick te her,puppy, Lobo. When she finds that her brother has already taught Lohakthe tri
Pepita'sgrumble grew so big it explodad small groups, students considered how the author
presents these differeamotionsusing the metalanguage to analyze the polarity and strength of
her emotions, and discussing wRgpitawas feeling that way. In a full class discussion, the
students shared their discoveries, their interpretations, and their ratitmakeacher scribed
students' gontributions on the white boastthey share®he arranged them on a continuum that
allowed for'students taecord andrackon language representingw Pepita’s feelings were

becominguincreasingly negative.

Episode Four demonstrates the teacher's flexible and purposeful use of the megal&mgua

paused the students' sharing to step back and consider the character's changing feelings.
1. Ms.'Sadir What's happening here? Let’s just stop for a moment before we continue.
What's happeimg with how Pepita is feeling? Mad?

2. Malak: She's getting like more mad and she's getting not okay with it ...

Teacher engages students in a discussion about Pepita's feelings, and théyiafearavords
suggestedito characterize her feelings.

12.Ms. Sadir  What's happening as we're moving along in the story? [Is she

getting]
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13. Student 2: [Her grumble is
growing.]

14.Ms. Sadir Her grumble is growing, ok?

15. Student 3: Her feelingsare turning up

16.Ms. Sadir Her feelingsare turning p. What kind of feelings are turning upiegative

or positive feeling®

17. Multiple'students: Negative
18. Ms."Sadir Negativefeelings are definitelyurning up Very good.

The studentssuse metalanguage to support thelesiribenow Pepita’s frustration ipresented,
(turns 13, 15) andmplified (“turned up negative feelings”). Their responses are specific and
textfocused, as the teacher's move to step back and consider the character's changes across the
text offersa clearpurpose for talk about language. Beyond supporting analysis of individual
examples, the metalanguage also sistpdents see a pattern in how the character’s feelings
were changingi(and why)—the central purpose of the discu3si@ilexible, purposeful use of
the linguistic metalanguage offered us positive evidence that our second prvasgbeing
applied effectively.tiwasn’t just the linguistic knowledge that wadocus; instead, the
linguistic.ametalanguage wased for specific instructional purposés engagestudentsn a
focused conversation about Pepita’s changing feelings about her life as a multpiergoa in
the U.S Likewise, thismore purposeful focus on vocabulagdressethe limitations discussed
above, asthattitude line supported students'dontext vocabulary development. For example,
by considering multiple synonyms for "mad" or "frustrated," students focused closely on
connotations and subtle shades of meaning of wanetsenting charact@rattitudes.

Critical EventZ::Supportingargument writingvith specific genre stages and related activities

A disciplinaryapproach to supporting students’ argument writing likewise produced
more positivesresultdVe offered more precise labétssupport students' analysisabels
specific to the character analysis gemealysis was broken downto two stepsinterpreing
feelingsandevaluation.The purpose ahterpreting feelingsvas presented alling what the
authorshowsin the story, with referenceo the process types they might user(sing, beingto
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tell the feelings that werghownin doing processed.he purpose oévaluationwaspresented as
“making a careful judgment of the charagteising verbsuch as shows$ and ‘demonstrates”
to help link evidence back eoclaim.

Here weoffer anillustrative exampléfrom Malak, in Ms. Sadir's class, of tasgument
writing our werk supported ithe character analysis ta@ee alsdvioore, 2014;Moore, under
review).

Inithe=“Pepita Taks Twice” Pepita was a girl who spoke two languages: English and Spanish.
Pepipita would help translate for people.

In the beginning Pepita was ferious because she kept on helping everyone & she didn’t have
time to/teach her dog Lobo. After Pepita helped Migeul'sniibhen she went to her yard she saw
Jaumsteaching Lobo, “that the grumble grew so big it expoded.” Pepita felt outraged because she
didn’t.teaeh Lobo. Pepita handles the situation well. This shows Pepita wants tehavwentiime
to teach'Lobo, becauskeshelped alot and she nver gets time to teach Lobo.

At'therend Pepita was relived because Lobo was safe when she spoke two languages. Before
Lobo was about to get hit by the car in the street, Pepita called Lobo, Lobo dentetRepita
shut the gate fimly and hugged Lobo.” As Pepita shut the gate, she hugged Lobo, she felt so
excited. Lobo was safe. This shows that Pepita did the right thing because when shw®poke t
languages she saved Lobo’s life.

| found out that Pepita is a good person and thuekéectly.

Malak's, response is representative of the overall class set in a number cdnhys
suggests strong alignment of the approach with our design prindiigts the claims that he
offers at the start of his body paragrapbtablish clearelevan stances about the charactand
he, in turnpffers relevant evidence for eadthe classs wellwas largely successful at both
features of the writingn 35 of 42completebody paragraphs, students offered a strong claim
and relevant textual evidendddgore, under review)Malak’s response was successful in ways
the previoug/ear’s attempts at character analysese not. After presenting quoted evidence
(“the grumble grew so big it exploded”), he interprets the feefipgpita felt outraged because

she didn’t teach Lobo.” bte thathis use of “outrag€dis an interpretation acéxplodedhat

% The student’s response was hamitten. Here itis transcribed with the student’s original
spelling, grammar, and punctuation preserved.
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aligns well with the amplified attitudes implied in the language of the tagticating that the
application of the functional metalanguage in the reatbngsed lessonsaspurposeful
(Principle 2) and translated to students writing.

Malak also offes successful and elaborated evaluations of Pefsftar writing “Pepita
handles the,situation wéllperhaps counter to expectatiaefendingPepita’s outburste
offers up elaborated reasonirig:his shows Pepita wants to have her own time to teach Lobo,
because she"helped alot and she nver gets time to teach Lobo.” He successfully defends Pepita’s
right to be"angry in this momerthat she gives a lot and should be able to have her own time
with her pup Analysis of the class setvealed thatearly allstudents (41 of 42) offered
accurate interpretations of Pepita’s attitudes, and more than half (22) of the paragraphs offered
elalorated evaluations (Moore, under review).

Students’ responses across classes demonstrated a better alignment with our design
principles. The disciplinspecificnature of the writing suppomace expectationfor analysis in
thecharacter analysigenreexplicit—while still giving students freedom to develop their own
ideas andexpress thdlrinciple 1).We also noted that teacheliaguistic knowledge enabled
them to engage students in conversations about how the different stages of thelatenael
depend on.one another (seehleppegrell & Moore2018for a detailed exampleThese positive
evaluations*otheinstructionthus enabled us to develop and refine instructional thethiaes
offer specific ways SFL casupport students’ meaningaking in ELA,as presentenh Table 3

Summary
We have described how and why our application of SFL in the context of ELA changed

as we engaged in the stages and cycles of our design project, how our analysis provided data f
observing.the relationship between theory and practice and how the interactiotwaf the
contributed.to.their mutual development. The design principles made prior resehtibhan
level theories usable by establishing specific goals and criteria foraénglour approach in
both formative and more formal ways.

The"narrative inquiry we have presented here helped us understand that the changes in
direction we had made during the project were prompted by issues in implementation that related

both to the ways we had conceptualized the SFL theory and the ways the pedagogical context
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interacted with the theoryable 3offers an overview o§omewaystheDBR process helped us

strengthen théheoreticakontributions of the SFL metalanguage in our instructional contexts.

Initial theoretical proposition 1. Identifying sensing processes in narrative texts would sup

students’ understanding of charasteamotions

Evidence/evaluations | Critical Event 1 (and like events)pproach supported explicit,
meaningful discussion of vocabulary, but the instructional purpose

narrow or sometimes lost

Critical Event 3 (and like events)ools fromthe appraisal framework
werewell-suited for discussing attitudes in text, keachers needed

supportfor making this focus meaningful in the disciplinary task

Revised theor etical proposition 1. Usingappraisal metalanguageositive, negative; turned
up/down)would.support students’ close attention to character attitudes in narrative fecus
on processitypesouldhelp students recognize whienplied attitudegpresentedn doing or

saying processes) need to be interpreted in being or sgmecEsses.

Evidence/evaluations | Critical Event6 (and like events)Approach supported students in
analyzing andnterpretingthe ways authors presesftaracter attitudes

in narratives

Initial thegretical proposition 2: A genre-specific writing scaffold would support students’

argument Writingacross content areas

Evidence/evaluations | Critical Event 2(and like eent9: The generic argumestaffold
(claim, evidence, analysidid notoffer enough specificity about what
“analysis” was. Students’ “analysis” oftenstated the claim rather

than offering arelaborated rationale.

Revised theoretical proposition 2: Discipline-specific support is needed to write arguments
ELA (beingmore explicit about what “analysis” means in a character an&lysmgroducing
stages ofnterpretationandEvaluationof evidence)

Evidence/evaluations | Critical Event7 (and likeevent$. Studentavrote elaboratednalysis of

textual evidencand evaluated characters in a variety of ways.

Table 3. Evolution and supporting data for instructional theory.
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Discussion

We have shown through this case study that the DBR process helped us establish that
SFL metalanguage could align well with ELA goals, enabling teachers and stiodititsabout
meaning in.text in service of character analysis and writing of literargmesgexts. SFL
concepts opolarity andforce helped students analyze attitudes; furthermore, connecting the
notion ofprocess typet the ELA metalanguage show/tellhelped students recognize and
interpret attitudes, including implied attitudes. Depgghg more detailed guidance for writing
particularphases of the character analysis g@m@rpret/evaluateinade the notion cdnalysis
explicit and aecessible to ELs in the primary grades as they read and responded to characters in
literature, and tezhers provided explicit, stage-based support that highlighted the natural
constraints and choices inherent in the gekiaofe 2014).

Through this analysis we have demonstrated that DBR offers valuable processes for
enabling highlevel theories such as Efo be made usable. Our theory of change enabled us to
start with whatwe knew from prior research and the design principles opeiatidvehat the
theory suggested, serving as a basis for development and evaluation in local contexts as we
moved througliterative cycles of exploration in particular classrooms. The records of practice
we createdhelped us develop conjectures about why and/or how specific instructional practices
were working or not, moving toward domain-specific explanatory theories about howo8laL ¢
be used to.support Eldisciplinary literacy in ELA. We were able to recognize misalignment
between ourigeals and the design principles (i.e., teaching SFL was not our goal; owasgmoal w
have the SELemetalanguage and understanding about language serve the larger pedaglsgica
in our instructional context) and change our direction to address them.

The DBR process supported us in not just evaluating what we had designed, but also in
revisiting and. reevaluating our design principles. As we have shown, our principledtiallyin
formulated, kept us focused on making data-driven, principled decisions in attemptsoeeimpr
the intervention. However, after our first year, they also helped us recognizeantgerisions
in our work»and we determined that the principles needed revision to foreground the importance
of disciplinespecific curricular goals, positioning SFL as a tool rather than the content or

ultimate goal of our intervention. Throughout this process, our analysis of practicaedentif
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additional theoretical pepectives that helped us make our work relevant to the ELA context and
informed the revision of the design principles.

The study presented here offers methods for researchers and teachers lookihgrto fur
leverage SFL to support students' language antkat learningThe specific instructional
theories spegific to ELA instruction, though relatively local, can be tried amedeifn other
contexts. Some of the products from this research praigztoffer concret8FL-informed tools
for use bothn"ELA and science classroomgd@ore & Schleppegrell, 2014; Symons, 2017), in
service of'eommon curricular goals. We also are working to make our scholadyctes®re
accessible in practiondéacing publications as welMoore & Schleppegrelin press.

Additionally, the design principles presented here offer a starting point for other
researchers‘and teachers looking to modify different SFL constructs foowreinstructional
goals. But these principles themselaes also in need of adaptation and development. Other
theoretical frameworks and research bases could improve both the principles and the
instructional products. For example, a design principle informed by culturally-sogtaini
pedagogiegParis &Alim, 2017) could further strengthen the produymesented here and inform
the ways theysmight be adapted for students with different cultural backgrounds. In addition,
there arevlikely other insights from research that could further strengthen this work; for example,
a critical literacy lengFreire,2000) could support students to not only participate in disciplinary
discourses, bub do so while addressing social issuaportantto them. The primary
contribution this paper makes is not in the specific discoveries about how §kt beiused to
support students' learning, but rather in detasiystematic processes of learning across

academic expertisendfrom the students and &ehersvho collaborated in this work.

Conclusion

We_ have shown how desidrased research helped us situate an approach informed by
SFL in service.of specific content goals in ELA and helped us understand the dkfedsnof
knowledge.deachers and students need in order to engage in spjatt practices that
support leaming language and content. We have illustrated some challenges of this work,
including the potential for a language focus to be disconnected from meaning, tasfbtsi to
others who are exploring SFL as a way of supporting talk about meaning in service of
disciplinary learning. As our work progressed, and as we found more explicit connections
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between the SFL metalanguage and curricular goals, we were able to drawhaothént more
targeted, purposeful ways, and our revised conceptions about how to make SFL usable led to
more powerful and frequent examples of teachers and students using SFL metalanguage to f

on the language in narrative texts to support broader conversations about the imporesbthem

the stories..Both SFL and DBR are especially suited to transdisciplinary work, where researchers
from different perspectives collaborat€oming to these conclusions was supported by the
different'lenses'we brought to theoject as researchers, pointing to the need for linguists,

literacy researchers, and experienced teachers to work together to proptes aighevel

theories relevant to instructional practice.
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