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ABSTRACT Improving students’ outcomes from schooling requires schools 
to be learning organisations, where both students and teachers are engaged 
in learning. As such, knowledge and talk about pedagogy need to be at the 
core of the professional culture of schools. This article argues that this will 
require the valuing of teachers’ work, that is, their pedagogical practices, to 
be a central focus of educational policy. Dangers are associated with this 
argument in terms of understating the impacts of poverty, lack of funding to 
disadvantaged schools and other social factors such as the pressures of 
globalisation upon students’ educational opportunities. Hence, while 
acknowledging the importance of pedagogy to students’ outcomes, the 
article contextualises the argument through a recognition of the policy and 
structural conditions that work against the valuing of teachers and their 
work. It then conceptualises how, within this context, a focus on pedagogies 
can make a difference to students’ academic and social outcomes from 
schooling. This conceptualisation utilises the productive pedagogies model 
of classroom practice, developed in a large Australian study of school 
reform, as an example of the forms of pedagogical practices that support 
students’ achievement of academic and social outcomes. It is argued that 
such pedagogical practices ought to be a concern of teachers, school 
administrators, education systems and local communities interested in 
schools as learning organisations. 

Introduction 

If you can read this, thank a teacher. (Brisbane car sticker) 
 
If you can read this, then I’ve lost my caravan. (A subsequent Brisbane 
car sticker) 
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This article is concerned with understanding the contextual pressures on 
teachers’ work in contemporary educational policy, educational systems 
and within schools. More specifically, the focus is upon pedagogy, a 
concept used to stress the interrelated aspects of teaching and learning. 
In so doing the article takes up what Jon Nixon and Jane Martin (1997) 
have called ‘teaching as learning’ to refer to the learning of teachers 
necessary for schools to become learning organisations (Young, 1998). 
The failure of schools to become learning organisations, Michael Young 
suggests (1998, p. 178), is related to their failure to recognise the social 
conditions of learning. As he puts it: ‘although schools ... specialise in the 
learning of their students, they are invariably not learning organisations 
themselves in the sense of maximising the opportunities for their staff, 
teachers and non-teachers, to learn’. The article argues the need to put 
knowledge and talk about pedagogy at the core of the professional 
cultures of schools, while at the same time recognising the policy and 
structural conditions that work against this placement.[1] 

Throughout this article we utilise the concept of productive 
pedagogies, which developed out of a large commissioned research 
project funded by Education Queensland from1998 to 2000 (Lingard et al, 
2001). The study, known as the Queensland School Reform Longitudinal 
Study (QSRLS), identified twenty classroom practices that support 
enhanced student outcomes of both an academic and a social kind. This 
was done by analysis of the literature and structured observations in 
almost one thousand Queensland primary and secondary classrooms. 
The concept of productive pedagogies thus developed out of the research 
in both conceptual and empirical terms. Additionally, the study was 
concerned with ascertaining what features of school organisational 
capacity (Newmann & Associates, 1996) encourage the pervasive practice 
of such pedagogies, and what external supports from the various 
systemic levels encourage a particular professional learning community 
of teachers, which in turn encourages productive pedagogies (Louis et al, 
1996). 

Although the research was conducted during a period of enhanced 
school-based management in the Queensland state system of schooling 
(Lingard et al, 2002), this research was not a study of the implementation 
of school-based management within a traditionally bureaucratic state 
system of schooling. Rather, the study explored the ways in which 
student performance could be enhanced through assessment and 
pedagogical practices, and identified the kinds of school and systemic 
supports and structures necessary to initiate and sustain such practices. 
Hence the QSRLS research involved a backward mapping from a set of 
desired outcomes through a consideration of teaching and assessment 
practices, through issues of school organisational capacity, and finally to 
matters relating to systemic supports. The findings of the study suggest 
that in order to improve student outcomes from schooling through 



TEACHERS AND PRODUCTIVE PEDAGOGIES 

401 

improved classroom practices, there is a need to value teachers, their 
knowledge and ongoing learning (see Darling-Hammond, 2000) as central 
to a school’s organisational capacity, as well as being a central rationale 
for systemic infrastructural support for schools (see Fullan, 2001). The 
final report found independent yet positive effects of professional 
development for teachers of an internal school-focused kind and of an 
external type upon the quality of classroom practices (Lingard et al, 2001, 
chapter 4). 

In what follows, teachers’ work is contextualised against 
contemporary educational policies and broader social change. This 
description shows how teachers have been the absent presence in much 
recent educational policy. Teachers have been the objects, rather than 
the subjects, of policy (Ball, 1997; Mahony & Hextall, 2000), just as the 
teacher is the absent presence in the second car sticker quoted. The 
QSRLS is then situated against the school effectiveness and authentic 
pedagogy research. In contrast to the school effectiveness research (at 
least in its earliest manifestations), this article argues the centrality of 
teachers to student outcomes, while recognising the constraints imposed 
by contexts. We argue the need to enhance whole-school effects through 
the building of a school learning community. The productive pedagogies 
model builds upon the authentic pedagogy research in extending 
considerations to social as well as intellectual outcomes of schooling.  

We elaborate and explain the concept of productive pedagogies 
developed out of the QSRLS, utilising conceptual and empirical work from 
the classroom observation element of the study. We then briefly consider 
how the notion of productive pedagogies might be utilised to achieve 
quality outcomes that are cognisant of issues facing students in 
contemporary western societies. This argument acknowledges that 
bringing teachers back as the subjects of educational policy can be 
dangerous, particularly if this detracts from the need for continued 
systemic intervention in the form of redistributive funding and supportive 
policies (Lingard et al, 2000). A further danger is that a focus on teachers 
alone fails to acknowledge the limits and possibilities of what schools can 
and cannot achieve, especially in relation to questions of equality of 
educational opportunity and policy and funding considerations (Lingard 
et al, 2000; Apple, 2000). Hence, our core argument is that pedagogy 
should be recentred and that responsibility for its quality and alignment 
with agreed goals for schooling must be shared by teachers, school 
administrators, education systems and local communities. 

We consider here the effects of schooling, in contrast with the 
decontextualised focus of school effectiveness literature (Lauder et al, 
1998; Lingard et al, 1998). This consideration is located within the 
sociology of education, which appears to offer a strong negative thesis 
about the effects of schooling in interrupting the (re)production of 
inequality. In line with the recent argument of Michael Young (1998), we 
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would suggest that the negative thesis needs to be complemented by a 
positive thesis about what schools and teachers can achieve in a global 
context of growing inequality and often more parsimonious funding for 
education and weakened equity agendas. However, as Michael Apple 
(2000) has recently argued, we do not want to overstate what critical and 
effective pedagogy is able to achieve in a time of neo-liberal policy 
framing of schooling. 

The potential of a positive thesis about what teachers and schools 
can achieve was of particular interest to the researchers working on the 
QSRLS. Our other research interests relate to the multiple and shifting 
effects of intersections of gender, race, ethnicity, sexuality and class in 
education. Whilst we share Education Queensland’s stated concern with 
ensuring better learning outcomes (both academic and social) for all 
students, we are also aware of how our research may be interpreted as 
lending support to other policy movements which, we argue, work 
against these equity concerns. For example, the tendency in school 
effectiveness research to blame teachers (Slee et al, 1998) may be 
interpreted to exaggerate what teachers alone can achieve without the 
support of school administrators, adequate resources and policy support 
(see also Thrupp, 1999). Despite this, we speculate that the apparent 
focus on teachers as the way ahead, both educationally and in equity 
terms, may explain why work done in the USA by Newmann & Associates 
(1996) on authentic pedagogy was so attractive to senior bureaucrats in 
Education Queensland, even at a time of conservative government. 
However, support for Newmann’s research occurred at the same time as 
support for school-based management produced a weakening of many 
central equity polices. Hence, the QSRLS may be aligned, by association, 
with this weakening, because the work of Newmann and his colleagues, 
conducted at the Centre for Restructuring and Schools (CORS) in 1996 
was the core theoretical framework of the QSRLS; see Lingard (2001) for 
further discussion of this issue.  

We have attempted to work with this apparent tension by 
capitalising on the opportunity to influence policy and curriculum in 
ways that maintain certain systemic supports and policies that, we 
believe, are still necessary as a means of supporting teachers and 
achieving both better and more equitable outcomes. Furthermore, and as 
was argued in the QSRLS (Lingard et al, 2001), quality of pedagogy is also 
an important equity issue for all students. 

Teachers and Contemporary Educational Policy 

Much has been written in the recent past on how educational policy has 
attempted to control teachers through conceptualising them as ‘mere 
technicians’ and politically as ‘folk devils who require taming’ (Ball, 1997, 
p. 239); see also Mahony & Hextall (2000) for a detailed and telling 
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account of developments for teachers in the United Kingdom. Apart from 
the need to tame them, educational policy and restructuring have been 
done to teachers rather than with them. In the process, their 
professionalism has been denied, and a view of schools as democratic 
communities has also been denied, by granting them choice rather than 
voice (Nixon & Ranson, 1997). Such denials neglect the volume of 
research on the inevitable refractions in policy implementation in top-
down policy approaches (McLaughlin, 1987; Taylor et al, 1997). As 
Stephen Ball so felicitously puts it, ‘the teacher is increasingly an absent 
presence in the discourse of education policy, an object rather than 
subject of discourse’ (1997, p. 241). 

Ball and others (e.g. Smyth, 1998; Seddon, 1997; Reid et al, 1998) 
have shown how teachers’ work has been increasingly redefined by a 
combination of new forms of standardised assessment and 
accountability, as part of the new culture of performativity (Ball, 1997). 
The culture frames the teacher as ‘pedagogical entrepreneur’, 
‘continually having regard to selling the best points of the school, 
promoting image and impression, and generally seeking to maximise the 
school’s market share by ensuring that it ranks high in competitive league 
tables’ (Smyth, 1998, pp. 193-194). Linked to this quasi-market conception 
are new forms of accountability and performativity. As John Smyth (1998, 
p. 193) puts it: ‘A crucial element of this educational commodity 
approach to teachers’ work is the attention to calculable and measurable 
aspects of the work, especially educational outputs, for without that kind 
of information the capacity of the school to successfully promote itself 
will be severely circumscribed’. This redefinition of teachers’ work has 
been about reining in or revoking the ‘licensed autonomy’ of teachers 
associated with the earlier post-war Keynesian educational settlement 
(Dale, 1981; Ozga, 1999). In this article we want to work with an entirely 
different conceptualisation of teachers, while recognising the centrality of 
teachers and their practices to achieving desirable educational outcomes 
(in conjunction with appropriate school and systemic supports). We want 
to place pedagogy at the centre of thinking about contemporary 
educational restructuring and reform. 

The move within the QSRLS to focus on the classroom practices of 
teachers is brought about with a twenty-item classroom observation 
instrument, which recontextualises and expands the Newmann measures 
of authentic pedagogy for Australian education (see below for an 
elaboration). The concept was developed after considering a broad range 
of relevant and cognate literatures, including the sociology of education, 
sociolinguistic ethnographies of classrooms, school effectiveness and 
school improvement literatures, sociocultural and constructivist 
research on pedagogies, as well as work on direct instruction, critical 
literacy and the whole panopoly of critical pedagogies (feminist, 
Indigenous, etc.) 
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This conceptual move has the potential to produce multiple effects, 
for example repositioning teachers as the subjects rather than the 
objects of policy discourse; constructing and promoting a common 
language for describing pedagogy; examining the links between pedagogy 
and student outcomes; and deprivatising the formerly closed and private 
space of the classroom (see Newmann & Associates, 1996). 

We note a tension between what we are proposing and 
contemporary events, such as attempts to rein teachers in. Indeed, the 
possible effects that we have listed may place teachers’ work under 
greater surveillance and scrutiny, because our recentring of pedagogy is 
partly informed by the salience of quality teaching to student outcomes 
identified by school effectiveness studies. It is also compatible with the 
reconstitution of pedagogical relationships associated with new quasi-
market mechanisms and new forms of management associated with the 
previously noted moves towards school restructuring. Hence, our 
conceptual move has legitimacy because it ‘rings true’ with these other 
moves. Whilst we acknowledge that we too are bound up in a discursive 
moment, with associated losses and gains, we claim that our recentring of 
pedagogical knowledge is an attempt to mediate the negative thesis of 
increased surveillance, accountability and responsibility of teachers with 
a positive thesis about the salience of quality teaching for improved 
student learning, the importance of a supportive professional culture to 
the diffusion of productive pedagogies and the role of teachers in the 
production of pedagogical knowledge. 

Although the negative thesis of contemporary educational 
restructuring and policy appears to recognise the centrality (and power 
in a Foucauldian sense) of teachers in the educational enterprise and thus 
seeks to tame them, we argue that the positive thesis reconstitutes 
teachers as producers of knowledge about pedagogy, and therefore 
centrally located within associated and increasingly important power 
networks. In this way, educational restructuring and policy 
simultaneously recognise and mis-recognise the ‘irreducible minimum of 
the pedagogical transaction’ (Dale, 1992). Despite its overwrought 
language, we want to work with Aronowitz & Giroux’s (1991) concept of 
the teacher as ‘public intellectual’; what Ball (1997) calls the ‘postmodern 
teacher’. Aronowitz & Giroux (1991, p. 109) define the teacher as public 
intellectual as follows: 

We believe that teachers need to view themselves as public 
intellectuals who combine conception and implementation, thinking 
and practice, with a political project grounded in the struggle for a 
culture of liberation and justice. 

In working with a concept of the teacher as public intellectual, we 
acknowledge the corollary notion of the teacher as having an increasing 
public responsibility, and thus being increasingly subjected to new forms 
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of accountability as part of the culture of performativity. This positioning 
of the teacher as public intellectual has the potential to support what we 
argue is a necessary recentring of pedagogy, while producing new 
techniques of surveillance and mechanisms of control. An important, 
albeit fine, distinction in our argument is that we propose recentring 
pedagogy, not teachers. Whilst we acknowledge that this has the effect of 
bringing the teacher back into educational discourses, it also disperses 
responsibility for pedagogy and acknowledges that school structures, 
cultures and contexts affect pedagogical practices. 

The notion of ‘public’ in the concept of the teacher as public 
intellectual recognises that pedagogy has become a more public act 
within the culture of schooling and also that pedagogy has become a 
more pervasive practice within a knowledge-based society. On the latter 
issue, Bernstein (2001) has spoken about a ‘Totally Pedagogised Society’ 
and how this has been translated in many contemporary workplaces as 
the concept of lifelong learning. In schools there is a breaking of the 
silence about pedagogy that has persisted, despite vociferous public and 
policy talk about curriculum and assessment. Again, we acknowledge an 
uneasy alliance between, on the one hand, insights from the theoretical 
work of the sociologists Bernstein and Bourdieu that support the creation 
of a language for professional conversations about pedagogy and, on the 
other hand, increased surveillance of teachers and heightened levels of 
accountability that operate through a common language for talking about, 
measuring and standardising teaching practices.  

Stephen Ball (1999) has written of competing discourses that ‘swarm 
and seethe’ around the contemporary teacher. He suggests one is the 
reconstituted modernist discourse of the ‘authentic teacher’ (in our 
register, a productive pedagogue), the other a manifestation of the 
‘postmodern teacher’. According to Ball, in the UK the latter is framed by 
the culture of performativity and is ‘defined by depthlessness, 
transparency and spectacle’: the teacher as ‘essentially inessential’ (Ball, 
1999). In contrast, our positive thesis is that the enhancement of 
teachers’ professional language is a necessary trapping associated with 
pedagogy’s new status as a disciplinary knowledge and that teachers are 
the legitimate meaning-makers of pedagogical knowledge. We 
conceptualise the language of pedagogy as linking teachers’ work and 
student learning, while mediating the curriculum and assessment and 
thereby placing pedagogy at the centre of educational discourses. 

The notion of ‘intellectual’ in the concept of teacher as public 
intellectual is useful in the sense that it rejects any notion of the teacher 
as mere technician, a view endemic in many contemporary educational 
policy initiatives. Rather, this view sees teachers’ knowledge as central to 
a recentring of pedagogy and the creation of disciplinary structures, such 
as a recognised group of experts, associated with the development of a 
discourse of pedagogy. 
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Given the condition of postmodernity, Ball (1997) has suggested that 
such a redefinition of teachers as public intellectuals requires a 
reconceptualisation of their work and that this means ‘edifying 
conversations, rather than truth-generating epistemological efforts’ 
becoming ‘the staple of teacher development and classroom interaction’ 
(p. 249). This is the position of this article, which also recognises that 
such conversations within the professional cultures in schools require 
changes in educational policies, in schools as organisations, in teacher 
education and in ongoing teacher development. Such conversations also 
demand different professional relationships with school communities and 
are part of what Smyth (1998), after Gayatri Spivak (1988), calls the 
‘enunciative space’ for teachers. This enunciative space ‘is a 
metaphorical shorthand for signifying how schools have successfully 
found “reflective space” within which to engage themselves and their 
communities dialogically around issues of teaching and learning, while 
acknowledging that this occurs in a context of contestation and 
resistance’ (1998, p. 196). All of this is to recognise that teachers (pace 
Seddon, 1997, 1999) are more than simply the objects of policy and that 
they are potentially involved in processes of reprofessionalisation. Such 
reprofessionalisation will diverge from that of the post-war policy 
settlement, given the new conditions under which teachers work. In Ball’s 
(1999) conceptual frame, we are attempting to create a transgressive 
postmodern teacher around the concept of productive pedagogies. Such 
a concept of the teacher is also necessary to the achievement of 
productive pedagogies, as will be demonstrated below. 

Productive Pedagogies: beyond school  
effectiveness and authentic pedagogy research 

Elsewhere we have argued that school effectiveness research sits in a 
synergistic relationship with the technicist and decontextualising modus 
operandi of the managerialist, performative postmodern state in 
education (Lingard et al, 1998). Here the state holds a view which accepts 
that ‘schools can be manipulated as technical systems’ that can make a 
difference in performance terms, rather than in opportunity terms, 
concerns for which have been elided from educational policy discourse in 
many places around the globe as neo-liberalism has become the 
dominant framing discourse. Schools, teachers and students are 
decontextualised and ‘blame’ for success or failure can be attributed to 
these various decontextualised entities. As Ball (1997, p. 244) has noted, 
school effectiveness research has ‘re-centred the school as the focus of 
causation in explanations of student performance and variations in levels 
of achievement’. The school effectiveness research also slides over 
evidence which would suggest that once students’ backgrounds are held 
constant, teacher variation makes a greater contribution to student 
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outcomes than does variation between schools (Ladwig et al, 2000). This 
is where considerations of teacher professional learning communities 
take on real salience in the debate about how good or exemplary 
individual teacher practice can become more widespread in any given 
school. 

School effectiveness research is also attractive to educational 
policy-makers and politicians for similar reasons about accountability for 
student outcomes, as its focus is a one-way (rather than a reciprocal) 
gaze on teachers and schools. Systemic supports are neglected in such an 
equation, as the world becomes more unequal in income terms under the 
neo-liberal takeup of globalisation (Bauman, 1998; Burbules & Torres, 
2000). On this point, Ball (1998, p. 78) has observed: ‘School effectiveness 
is the most asociological of the new educational studies and perhaps for 
that reason the most attractive to politicians, of virtually all persuasions. 
By removing context and complexity school effectiveness renders 
education eminently manageable and malleable’ (see also Slee et al, 
1998). 

School effectiveness research is also symbiotic with the elements of 
the broader culture of performativity, which accompanies the outcomes 
focus of the new managerialism. Performativity reflects an agnosticism 
towards meta-narratives, about which Lyotard (1984) has written in ‘the 
age of delegitimation and its hurried empiricism’ (p. 52). More broadly, 
school effectiveness and its decontextualisations fit with the 
reconfiguring of the social and its elision with the economy and market 
and the related dominance of individualism, about which Nikolas Rose 
(1999) has persuasively written. 

Today a de-differentiation – or reintegration – of educational 
institutions is occurring (Young, 1998), related to the elision of the social 
with the market. Thus there is talk now of the need for lifelong learning 
and for all organisations within the so-called knowledge economy to be 
learning organisations (including, of course, schools). Young (1998) sees 
the adaptation of private-sector modes of management in educational 
systems and schools as another element of such de-differentiation. He 
suggests that some school effectiveness research accepts such de-
differentiation in their idea that schools can and should be held 
accountable in the same way as businesses. Here they work with a 
supposed correspondence between core business and the core 
technologies of teaching and learning (pedagogies) when we are talking of 
schools. The problem here, though, as he asserts, is that that teaching 
and learning technologies are not well understood and agreed upon 
(p. 172). The QSRLS, with the development of the concept of productive 
pedagogies, is attempting to create a language for talking about such 
‘technologies’ and making a realistic assessment of what teachers and 
schools can achieve. 
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As noted already, all of this is occurring while globalisation, often 
read simply and solely as neo-liberalism in framing educational policy 
developments, has seen growth in social inequality and in marginalised 
groups. School effectiveness research, to be effective in this emergent 
context, needs to be concerned with school effects as well as 
effectiveness. We need to understand how the new forms of governance 
in education resulting from the symbiosis of neo-liberalism and the new 
managerialism relate to what we have traditionally called the production 
of inequality, which today might be called the production of social 
exclusion (Popkewitz & Lindblad, 2000). We agree here with Brown et al 
(1997) in their call for a new political arithmetic of educational inequality, 
involving a mix of qualitative and quantitative research approaches, yet 
rejecting empiricist and foundationalist assumptions. We also agree with 
Lauder et al’s (1998) stance in moving beyond the received model of 
school effectiveness towards amore contextualised, nuanced and 
politically sensitive approach, which deals with teachers and schools in a 
realistic fashion about what is possible. 

So far in considering context we have stayed within a sociology of 
education. In the next section on productive pedagogies, we move 
towards a sociology for education. This distinction is useful (Moore, 1996; 
Young, 1998). In The Curriculum of the Future, Young suggest that the 
sociology of education of the 1960s and 1970s failed to recognise that it 
had simultaneously to be ‘critical’ and ‘supportive’ of mass schooling. 
The emphasis upon critique as opposed to the supportive element linked 
to the creation of what we might call the positive thesis meant that ‘the 
transformative possibilities for the sociology of education collapsed into 
forms of political pessimism, cultural oppositionism and relativism’ 
(Young, 1998, p. 174). Young also argues that the sociology of education 
tended to take an intellectualist as opposed to a politicist stance in 
respect to both educational policy and educational practice. This meant 
sociologists of education talked to other sociologists of education rather 
than to educational policy-makers or teachers. 

Teaching and learning were also neglected by sociologists because 
instead of seeing the relationship between the two as social, it was seen 
as psychological. In the contemporary context where, according to 
Young, we are seeing a de-differentiation of educational provision – 
pedagogy is everywhere in the so-called learning or totally pedagogised 
society– we need to revitalise the sociology of education through building 
a sociology of learning. We suggest that we need a sociology of teaching 
and learning, that is, a sociology of pedagogy, which would contribute to 
a sociology of education (see also Morais et al, 2001). Bernstein (2001) 
has argued that a sociology of pedagogy does not stretch far enough into 
macro knowledge-based considerations, and suggested that beyond a 
sociology of pedagogy is required a sociology for the ‘transmission of 
knowledges’ (p. 368) is required. We have framed such considerations as 
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a ‘sociology of pedagogies’ to include pedagogical content knowledge and 
Bernstein’s broader concerns about knowledge and meaning. The next 
section seeks to make such a contribution: pedagogy is more than a mere 
technology. 

Having outlined the context within which educational research is 
currently being conducted in Australia and elsewhere, we turn now to a 
more detailed description of productive pedagogies. 

Conceptualising Productive Pedagogies 

Although the QSRLS was based on the research model of school 
restructuring developed at CORS, it was further developed to take into 
account the distinctive features of Australian schools and Australian 
education. In the CORS study, ‘authentic instruction’ was based upon a 
tripartite model in which learning and teaching were said to be authentic 
when:  

•  learning was focused on the construction of knowledge;  
•  the cognitive work of learning involved disciplined inquiry (this 

entailed building on prior knowledge, striving for in-depth 
understanding, and expressing ideas through elaborated 
communication); and  

•  what was being done held aesthetic, utilitarian, or personal value 
beyond school (Newmann & Associates, 1996, pp. 22-28).  

Researchers in the QSRLS believed that it was necessary to unpack and 
re-contextualise the notion of authentic instruction for the Australian 
study. The emphasis on intellectual outcomes in the American study was 
thus expanded to incorporate the emphasis on social outcomes of 
schooling in Australia. The research team redeveloped Newmann’s 
categories into a broader grid that attempted to encompass factors which 
the Australian (and other) educational research and curriculum 
development suggest make a difference in student achievement. These 
factors include explicit pedagogy, recognising non-dominant cultural 
knowledges and the use of narrative, which influence the outcomes of 
specific groups of students. The new grid also attempts to take into 
consideration the explicit commitment in Australian schools to inclusive 
classroom environments that aim for social participation and active 
citizenship. 

The QSRLS Classroom Observation Manual, developed in 1997, 
codes for a larger range of classroom practices than those identified by 
Newmann & Associates (1996). Hence, whilst recognising the importance 
of the emphasis on construction of knowledge, disciplined inquiry and 
value beyond school in the CORS study, it also sought to explore the 
relationship between other aspects of classroom practice and improved 
student performance outcomes for different groups. 
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The productive pedagogies model thus seeks to provide a lens 
through which educators can see existing teaching practices, with a view 
to reconceptualising them in ways that increase the academic and social 
outcomes for all students. In the QSRLS study, Years 6, 8 and 11 were 
identified as the target years, and English, mathematics, science and 
social science were identified as the focus Key Learning Areas (KLAs). 
Each year, eight case-study schools were visited once during the first half 
of the year, and again in the second half, for about five days. A minimum 
of two classroom observations were conducted with two teachers per 
KLA, per visit, in each year level. In addition, a number of teachers 
outside these parameters who were considered to be teachers who ‘make 
a difference’ were also observed. 

The model consists of twenty elements, all of which are potentially 
observable within any classroom irrespective of subject area or age level. 
These twenty items have been derived from work conducted within a 
wide and diverse range of educational research areas. There has been a 
particular focus on areas that suggest a variety of pedagogical strategies 
and practices for improving the academic and social outcomes of 
students, especially students from traditionally underachieving 
backgrounds. This literature includes work on sociolinguistics (Cazden, 
1992; Freebody, 1993; Luke, 1997); Indigenous education (Harris, 1990; 
Groome, 1995); constructivism (Renshaw, 1998); feminism (Luke & Gore, 
1992; Davies, 1993); sociology of education (Young, 1971) and critical 
pedagogy (Gore, 1993; Giroux, 1993; Giroux & McLaren, 1989; Shor, 1996; 
Boaler, 1998). The twenty items constructed on the basis of this 
literature, and the research question asked by classroom observers 
associated with each item, are as follows: 

1. Higher-order Thinking – Are higher-order thinking and critical analysis 
occurring? 

2. Deep Knowledge – Does the lesson cover operational fields in any 
depth? 

3. Deep Understanding – Do the work and response of students provide 
evidence of depth of understanding of concepts or ideas? 

4. Substantive Conversation – Does classroom talk break out of the 
initiation/response/evaluation pattern and lead to sustained dialogue 
between students, and between teachers and students? 

5. Knowledge Problematic – Are students critiquing and second-guessing 
texts, ideas and knowledge? 

6. Meta-language – Are aspects of language, grammar and technical 
vocabulary being foregrounded? 

7. Knowledge Integration – Does the lesson range across diverse fields? 
8. Background Knowledge – Is there an attempt to connect with students’ 

background knowledge? 
9. Connectedness to the World – Do the lesson and the assigned work 

have any resemblance or connection to real-life contexts? 
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10. Problem-based Curriculum – Is there a focus on identifying and solving 
intellectual and/or real-world problems? 

11. Student Control – Do students have any say in the pace, direction or 
outcomes of the lesson? 

12. Social Support – Is the classroom a socially supportive and positive 
environment? 

13. Engagement – Are students engaged and on task? 
14. Explicit Criteria – Are the criteria for judging student performance 

made explicit? 
15. Self-regulation – Is the direction of student behaviour implicit and self-

regulatory or explicit? 
16. Cultural Knowledges – Are diverse cultural knowledges brought into 

play? 
17. Representation – Are deliberate attempts made to increase the 

participation of students of different backgrounds? 
18. Narrative – Is the style of teaching principally narrative, or is it 

expository? 
19. Group Identity – Does the teaching build a sense of community and 

identity? 
20. Citizenship – Are attempts made to foster active citizenship? 

In using the productive pedagogies model, observers of classrooms asked 
a key question in relation to each element as a means of focusing on this 
aspect of the classroom, and then in response to this question allocated a 
code from 1 to 5 based on the quantity or quality of the element present 
within the class. Two examples will serve to give an insight into how the 
model was used.[2] The first relates to ‘cultural knowledges’ and the 
second to ‘higher-order thinking’. 

In looking for ‘cultural knowledges’ observers were asked to 
consider, ‘To what degree are non-dominant cultural knowledges valued 
in the classroom?’. Within the model, non-dominant cultures are 
considered to be valued when there is an explicit valuing of such things 
as non-dominant cultural beliefs, languages, practices and ways of 
knowing. Thus, valuing all cultural knowledges requires more than one 
culture being present, and given status, within the curriculum. Cultural 
groups are recognised by social characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, 
race, religion, sexualities, economic status, physical abilities and/or 
youth. The valuing of non-dominant cultural groups entails legitimating 
these cultures for all students, through the inclusion, recognition and 
transmission of these cultural knowledges. Curriculum knowledge that is 
constructed and framed within a common set of cultural definitions, 
symbols, values, views and qualities, thereby attributing some higher 
status to it, stands in contrast to this. 

Observers used the five-point scale to determine how much non-
dominant cultural knowledges were valued in the classroom. The code is 
determined as follows: 
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1 = No explicit engagement with or valuing of other than the dominant 
culture in curriculum knowledge transmitted to students. 
2 = Some inclusion of others’ cultures, with weak valuing, through simple 
reference to a particular feature(s) of them or their existence. 
3 = Stronger valuing in curriculum knowledge, by acknowledgment and 
engagement with multiple cultural claims to knowledge, and perhaps 
some activity based on an aspect of this, though still within the 
framework of a dominant culture. 
4 = Others’ cultures explicitly valued in the content through equal 
inclusion and use of the knowledge/perspective of the group, alongside 
the dominant culture. 
5 = Different cultures equally valued in all curriculum knowledge, such 
that the concept of a dominant culture is excluded in both its content and 
form. 

One example which scored highly was a Year 11 modern history class. 
This class was engaging with the controversial issue of ‘the stolen 
generation’, significant in contemporary Australian politics in relation to 
reconciliation between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. The 
term ‘stolen generation’ (Bird, 1998) refers to the practices and impacts 
of policies in Australia that led to the forcible removal of Indigenous 
children from their families during the 1930s through to the 1970s. The 
observed class was largely made up of white, Anglo, middle-class 
students. The coverage of this topic is not mandated within the 
Queensland modern history curriculum. However, the Queensland 
Modern History Syllabus lists a number of thematic units, which need to 
be covered during the course of two years, and one of these units is 
‘Imperialism and Racial Conflicts and Compromises’. The teacher of this 
class situated ‘the stolen generation’ within this unit. He commented that 
he saw understanding the issues around the stolen generation as an 
essential component in the reconciliation process. During the lesson, he 
drew on a number of texts written by Aboriginal people, including the 
Aboriginal singer/songwriter Archie Roach. The students discussed a 
number of these texts and considered why saying ‘sorry’ to Aboriginal 
Australians is an important and controversial issue within contemporary 
Australia. 

Similarly, when classroom observers were looking for ‘higher-order 
thinking’ they were asked to consider: ‘To what extent do students use 
higher-order operations?’. The criteria and measurements were taken 
directly, with some paraphrasing, from the CORS research (see Newman 
et al, 1996, Appendix 2). Higher-order thinking was thus considered to be 
occurring when students manipulated information and ideas in ways that 
transformed their meaning and implications. This transformation was 
apparent when students combined facts and ideas in order to synthesise, 
generalise, explain, hypothesise or arrive at some conclusion or 
interpretation. The manipulation of information and ideas through these 
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processes allowed students to solve problems and discover new (for 
them) meanings and understandings. When students were engaging in the 
construction of knowledge, an element of uncertainty was introduced into 
the teaching process and hence outcomes were not always predictable; 
that is, the teacher was not certain what students would produce. In 
helping students become producers of knowledge, the teacher’s main 
task was therefore to create activities or environments that provided 
them with opportunities to engage in higher-order thinking. 

This was in contrast to ‘lower-order thinking’, which occurred when 
students were simply asked to receive or recite factual information or to 
employ rules and algorithms in repetitive routines. In such instances 
students were given pre-specified knowledge, ranging from simple facts 
and information to more complex concepts. Often this involved 
knowledge being conveyed to students through readings, worksheets, 
lectures or another direct teaching medium. The teaching process was 
thus simply about the transmission of knowledge or engagement in 
procedural routines. Students were in a similar role when they were 
reciting previously acquired knowledge; i.e., responding to test-type 
questions that required recall of pre-specified knowledge. Some complex 
activities also involved reproducing knowledge when students only 
needed to follow pre-specified steps and routines or to employ algorithms 
in a rote fashion. 

The code for higher-order thinking was determined as follows: 

1 = Students are engaged only in lower-order thinking; i.e., they either 
receive, or recite, or participate in routine practice, and in no activities 
during the lesson do students go beyond simple reproduction. 
2 = Students are primarily engaged in lower-order thinking, but at some 
point they perform higher-order thinking as a minor diversion within the 
lesson. 
3 = Students are primarily engaged in routine lower-order thinking for a 
good share of the lesson. There is at least one significant question or 
activity in which some students perform some higher-order thinking. 
4 = Students are engaged in an at least one major activity during the 
lesson in which they perform higher-order thinking, and this activity 
occupies a substantial portion of the lesson and many students are 
engaged in this portion of the lesson. 
5 = Almost all students, almost all of the time, are engaged in higher-order 
thinking. (Newmann & Associates, 1995, p. 87) 

One lesson we observed which scored highly on this element was a Year 
2 early childhood mathematics class. The topic was classification and 
grouping, more specifically set theory. The teacher brought in a range of 
diverse objects and, in groups, students had to categories these 
according to criteria which the students themselves determined. At the 
end of that part of the lesson, the groups rotated around the classroom 
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and each group suggested the bases of other groups’ classifications. The 
teacher then gave hula hoops to each group and asked them to place 
them in an overlapping set fashion. Instructions were given as to what 
was desired, with the request that items in the overlapping or 
intersecting set had to have characteristics in common with each of the 
hoops; that is, the students were experimenting with Venn diagrams. The 
groups did this and again rotated and discussed the bases of the 
classification. The basis of each classification was determined by the 
students: for example, the objects were all yellow, all dirty, or all cubes, 
etc. Students had to articulate reasons and justify their classifications. 
The lesson concluded with the teacher making comments regarding the 
use of symbolic representations in mathematics. 

On the basis of approximately 300 coded observations in the eight 
case-study schools in 1998, initial statistical analyses of Newmann & 
Associates’s (1996) original authentic instruction scales indicated the 
need for a more elaborate, multi-dimensional model of classroom 
practice. This was based upon a confirmatory factor analysis of 
Newmann’s scales, using linear structural relations equation modelling. 
The QSRLS used the LISREL program (Jöreskog, 1973; Bollen, 1989; 
Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996). From the initial statistical analysis of the first 
year’s classroom observation data, it was apparent that one of the four 
items constructed by Newmann & Associates (1996), ‘connectedness to 
the world beyond the classroom’, was better measured as a distinct and 
unique dimension of classroom practice. Two other variables, ‘deep 
knowledge’ and ‘deep understanding’, represent a disaggregation of 
Newmann & Associates’s single variable ‘depth of knowledge and 
understanding’. The individual contribution of the variable 
‘connectedness to the world beyond the classroom’ is approximately half 
that of the other variables; this signified its relatively weak contribution 
to Newmann & Associates’s concept of authentic instruction. This finding 
supports the QSRLS’s initial arguments about the need to understand 
classroom practice as multi-dimensional, in contrast to Newmann’s 
unidimensional concept and the expansion of the QSRLS classroom 
observation scale to include a number of other measurement items (see 
Lingard et al 2001 for more detailed analysis of the data collected during 
the QSRLS research). 

Further statistical analysis of the 300 coded observations from 1998 
was undertaken, using congeneric factor analyses models, to scrutinise 
the underlying factor structure measured by our classroom observation 
manual. From this analysis, a four-dimensional model of classroom 
practice was developed. Each dimension was measured by observed item 
variables, and had a unique subscale composed of items from the QSRLS 
classroom observation manual. Items within each subscale contributed in 
varying, and significant, ways to the same underlying factor or dimension. 
Taken together, these four dimensions constitute what we call 
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‘productive pedagogies’. The four dimensions are: intellectual quality, 
connectedness, supportive classroom environment, and engagement with 
and valuing of difference. 

Table I lists the items within each subscale that contribute to each 
of the four dimensions of productive pedagogies. The table also indicates 
the average code and standard deviation for all of the 975 observations in 
the study. As previously discussed, each item was coded on a five-point 
scale, with 5 indicating that the pedagogical practice was present in high 
levels and sustained, while 1 indicated that the practice was not 
observed. It would be generally agreed that some of these items, such as 
social support, would tend to code high all of the time, while the 
presence of others reflects pedagogical choices such as the use of 
narrative or problem-solving. Even so, the spread of averages within 
intellectual quality and connectedness suggests that these items tended 
to appear in low measure and that, with the exception of representation, 
the items in engagement with and valuing of difference appeared least of 
all. 

There were some classrooms in the QSRLS research where 
productive pedagogies were apparent, and indeed there were some 
schools with many classrooms demonstrating such pedagogical 
practices. However, the findings across the system were consistent with 
the fact that there is little other research evidence indicating the 
successful implementation of any of these dimensions at a school-system 
level. (However, in Queensland there is a current system-wide focus on 
implementing productive pedagogies across the government schooling 
sector.) The QSRLS argued that whilst high levels of all four dimensions 
of productive pedagogies may be both necessary and sufficient for all 
students to perform well in school, there was a substantial research basis 
for believing that not every dimension was equally required for academic 
success for all sociocultural groups.  

For instance, some groups of students with particular forms of 
academic and intellectual capital were able to demonstrate high 
academic outcomes regardless of the intellectual quality present in the 
classrooms they attended. Likewise, some students did not seem to 
require abstract notions covered in class to be connected to the world 
beyond the classroom in order to perform successfully on set assessment 
tasks. However, there were groups of students without such capital, 
whose exposure to intellectual quality work in the classroom that was 
connected to their worlds was necessary for enhanced academic 
outcomes. In other words, while all four dimensions of productive 
pedagogies may be necessary for some students, only one, two or three 
dimensions would be sufficient for other students. However, whilst many 
of the items in, for instance, the engagement with and valuing of 
difference dimension may not be ‘needed’ for improved academic 
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outcomes for currently high-achieving students, we would argue that they 
are necessary in relation to such students’ social outcomes. 
 

Codin
g 
range 
n = 975  

Intellectual 
quality 

(2.27/0.82) 

Connectedness 
(2.07/0.88) 

Supportive 
classroom 

environment 
(3.03/0.69) 

Engagement with 
difference 
(1.94/0.54) 

3.5-5   Student self-
regulation 
(4.04/0.97) 
Engagement 
(3.73/1.02) 
Social 
support 
(3.66/0.96) 

Representation 
(4.04/1.2) 

2.5-3.4 Deep knowledge 
(2.71/1.07) 
Deep 
understanding 
(2.60/1.02) 
Higher-order 
thinking 
(2.56/1.11) 

Background 
knowledge 
(2.62/1.17) 

  

1-2.4 Substantive 
conversation 
(2.27/1.2) 
Meta-language 
(1.75/1.02 
Knowledge as 
problematic 
(1.74/1.06) 

Problem-based 
curriculum 
(2.02/1.31) 
Connectedness 
(1.91/1.10) 
Knowledge 
integration 
(1.76/1.10) 

Explicit 
criteria 
(2.13/1.11) 
Student 
direction 
(1.60/.85) 

Narrative 
(1.95/1.14) 
Cultural 
knowledges 
(1.35/0.80) 
Citizenship 
(1.19/0.58) 
Group identity 
(1.19/0.62) 

 
Table I. Dimensions of productive pedagogies and their item subscales 
(average/standard deviation). 

 
The productive pedagogies model does not suggest that each of the 
twenty elements should be present in every lesson. In many instances the 
professional knowledge and judgement of teachers are required to 
determine the appropriateness of particular elements to particular stages 
in the delivery of units of work. The QSRLS worked with the assumption 
that increased levels of productive pedagogies are necessary to enhance 
the academic and social outcomes of schooling for all students, and 
especially students from traditionally underachieving backgrounds. Thus, 
over the course of every unit of work, students should be expected to 
complete work of high intellectual quality, that is connected to the world 
beyond the classroom; and this should be done in classrooms 
characterised by high levels of social support that strongly recognise 
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difference. For some groups of students, for instance students who ‘do 
school’ well, not all of these dimensions might be as necessary for 
academic success as for those students who do not ‘do school’ well. 

A core concern of the QSRLS was the question of how classroom 
practices (including pedagogies and assessment[3]) affect student 
outcomes. An analysis was conducted to examine the relationship 
between students’ academic and social performance aggregated at the 
school level and measured using the QSRLS student performance 
scale.[4] Table II shows the correlations between mean school-level 
aggregates of the dimensions of productive pedagogies and students’ 
academic and social performance.  
 

Dimension Academic 
performance 

Social 
performance 

Overall intellectual quality     0.59** 0.27 
Overall connectedness   0.40*     0.53** 
Overall supportive practices     0.54**   0.37* 
Overall recognition of 
difference 

0.15   0.40* 

 
Table II. Correlations between productive pedagogies and student outcomes 
aggregated to the school level. 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *correlation is significant at 
the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Despite the small number of cases (a result of aggregation to the school 
level), a significant positive correlation is apparent between intellectual 
quality in the classroom and students’ academic performance. 
Intellectual quality accounts for approximately 35% of the variation in 
students’ academic performance. Furthermore, supportive classroom 
pedagogies are positively correlated with students’ academic 
performance at a similar level to intellectual quality in the classroom. 
Connectedness is also correlated with academic performance but to a 
lesser degree. It accounts for some 16% of the change in students’ 
academic performance. Students’ social performance is most heavily 
correlated with connectedness, followed by engagement with difference, 
and supportive classroom environment. Finally, there was a moderate 
correlation between students’ academic and social performance scores 
(r=0.69, p < 0.01). 

Conclusion 

In the current political and policy context, placing teachers and their 
knowledge at the core of schooling practices and policy is a dangerous 
strategy. Pedagogy is that which teachers have accrued to their 
professional identities and to some extent hold outside the state’s 
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purview. The state has been concerned to articulate and mandate 
curriculum and assessment in particular ways in the current policy 
environment, while not explicitly mandating a particular pedagogy. 
Nonetheless, if we accept Bernstein’s view that curriculum, pedagogy and 
assessment constitute the three message systems of schooling and that 
changes to one affects the workings of the others, the new approaches to 
curriculum and assessment (linked to accountability) affect pedagogy. 
These are ‘thinning out’ the pedagogy rather than broadening it in the 
direction of what we have called productive pedagogies. This thinning 
out conceives of pedagogy as mere technology, rather than being 
concerned with meaning, knowledges and broader social conceptions of 
the purposes of schooling (see Bernstein, 2001, p. 380).  

However, making pedagogies the core of the message systems, or at 
least calling for an alignment between the three, potentially opens up 
pedagogy to its ‘technisation’ by the performative state and potentially 
increases the state’s surveillance of teachers. Indeed, some state systems 
in Australia have indicated that the productive pedagogies model could 
be utilised in the development of performance-based criteria for teachers. 
We reject this usage of productive pedagogies. Nonetheless, it is our 
considered view, on the basis of the QSRLS and other cognate research, 
that pedagogy needs to become the focus of substantive professional 
conversations within schools; edifying conversations, to use Ball’s (1997) 
term. For the QSRLS research team, the concept of productive pedagogies 
provides a vocabulary for teachers to discuss their pedagogies and 
reflect upon them. It does not provide a calculus that can simply be 
layered over existing classroom practices. Instead, the model of 
pedagogies being argued for here acknowledges the need always for the 
mediation of the concept of productive pedagogies by teachers’ 
considered professional readings of their subject matter and their 
students. Productive pedagogies to be successful need to work with 
appropriate pedagogical content knowledge and other significant teacher 
threshold knowledge. 

We are also aware that such an argument could give weight to the 
(mis)perception that teachers and their practices are the problem in 
contemporary education. This has been alluded to already, in the 
recognition that Education Queensland read Newmann & Associates’s 
(1996) research in this way. There are structural reasons for the findings 
of our research in terms of the non-pervasiveness of productive 
pedagogies across Queensland government school classrooms, and many 
relate to the playing-out of the contemporary policy approach and its 
asociological stance. On the latter, school effectiveness research has 
contributed to the now-pervasive policy view that teachers and schools 
are (solely) responsible for student outcomes. Our stance is that schools 
carry some responsibility but not all. Contemporary social policy that 
exacerbates social inequalities renders the school’s role and that of the 
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teacher more difficult in this respect. However, while accepting the 
Bernsteinian aphorism that schools cannot compensate for society, we 
know that classroom practices (and to a lesser extent whole schools) 
have some significant contribution to make. 

The research evidence suggests that once student backgrounds 
(demographic factors, including social class) are held constant, 
individual teacher practices contribute more to the variation in student 
outcomes than whole-school effects. This is a conceptual problem at the 
core of the school effectiveness movement. We accept the findings of 
Newmann & Associates’s (1996) research, particularly that of Louis and 
her colleagues (1996), that the creation of teacher professional learning 
communities inside schools is a positive step towards enhancing whole-
school effects. Such communities have a coherent set of values or 
philosophy, and emphasise collaborative reflection about pedagogy, 
which is effectively deprivatised as a public act. The QSRLS research has 
certainly found that embryonic teacher learning communities have been 
present in schools that have more pervasive practice of productive 
pedagogies. Such learning communities are also associated with 
particular leadership practices within a school, practices that value 
teachers and their pedagogies, support teachers emotionally in their 
difficult work, and disperse leadership across the school (Lingard et al, 
2003).  

However, we stress that there are structural reasons why a lot of the 
teaching in schools does not have the characteristics of productive 
pedagogies. After observing classrooms we interviewed each teacher 
about the lesson they had just taught. We also asked them what would be 
required to ensure that they taught in the most productive ways possible. 
Invariably, they mentioned the need for more time for professional 
discussions with their colleagues, and external policy frames that 
supported and valued their work. They also often mentioned how 
systemic social justice policies and funding arrangements had weakened 
at the very moment that society was becoming more unequal. In these 
conversations, in a backward mapping mode, we could see some of the 
changes required within schools and to external, systemic supports to 
complement the work of teachers. While recognising the centrality of 
teachers to good academic and social outcomes for all students, and to 
achieving equality of opportunity, there are school and system factors 
that contribute to making a difference. In much of today’s educational 
policy and politics the strengthening of the systemic gaze upon teachers 
has failed to acknowledge or even recognise these other factors (see 
Mahony & Hextall, 2000). 

Finally, the QSRLS research and work with productive pedagogies is 
located within a view of history, change and capacity-building which Terri 
Seddon (1999, p. 32) calls ‘the ongoing struggle for alternative futures’, as 
just one element of the ‘creeping counter-practices to neo-liberalism and 
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micro-level democratic experimentalism’. Pierre Bourdieu (1998) in his 
collection of political essays, Acts of Resistance against the New Myths of 
Our Time, has spoken of the multiple tensions in today’s polity, which we 
argue are played out in schooling systems. One of these tensions is 
between the neo-liberal policies pursued by the technocrats of treasury 
and finance departments – the right hand of the state (p. 2) – and those in 
‘the so-called spending ministries’ such as education – the left hand of the 
state (p. 2) – who encounter on a daily basis the social suffering flowing 
from the neo-liberal policy ascendancy. In schooling, teachers’ struggles 
for a different future will perhaps constitute and ‘express the revolt of the 
minor state nobility against the senior state nobility’ (Bourdieu, 1998, 
p. 2) and manifest traces of ‘the social struggles of the past’, as well as 
potentially emergent institutional arrangements and practices. 
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Notes 

[1] This article has been developed out of the Queensland School Reform 
Longitudinal Study (QSRLS). The QSRLS research team consisted of: 
Joanne Ailwood, Mark Bahr, Ros Capeness, David Chant, Jenny Gore, Deb 
Hayes, Jim Ladwig, Bob Lingard, Allan Luke, Martin Mills and Merle Warry. 
The QSRLS was funded by Education Queensland (1997-2001). The views 
expressed in the article are those of the authors and not necessarily those 
of Education Queensland. 

[2] A complete copy of the QSRLS classroom observation manual can be 
found in Lingard et al (2001). 

[3] The QSRLS Assessment Scoring Manual consists of 18 items, grouped into 
the four dimensions of intellectual quality, connectedness, socially 
supportive environment, and recognition of difference (see Lingard et al, 
2001). 

[4] The QSRLS Performance Scale consists of eight elements designed to 
measure student performance. Academic outcomes are measured through 
four elements of productive performance: higher-order thinking, 
problematic knowledge, depth of knowledge and elaborated written 
communication. Social outcomes are measured through three elements of 
productive performance: connectedness to the world beyond the 
classroom, citizenship (responsible and transformative) and cultural 
knowledges (Lingard et al, 2001). 
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