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This article addresses the increasingly critical is-
sue of how educators can reconcile stan-
dards-driven accountability imperatives with the
growing need to address the individual strengths
and needs of diverse learners. It argues that not
only are these 2 issues reconcilable, it is impera-
tive that educators attend to them simultaneously
and consistently if continuous improvement is to
occur in schools and districts. The authors re-
spond to three essential questions at the heart of
these issues: How can we address required con-
tent and grade-level perforinance standards while
remaining responsive to individual students? Can
differentiation and standards coexist? How do we
maintain standards without standardization?
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ONE OF THE MQST VEXING issues facina con.
ternl-:ox-m'y oducators inyolyes the seem
inbly co-nrotin& h'nrbarnﬁvos of n\oatina high-
stakop ncc0untnbility standards ywhile nddrossing
the indiyidual noeeds and htl‘onathn of diyerse
loarnors, In light of thase dornnnd,-i’ a sot of assen_
tial ciuastions has ornor&od as schoolx and districts
attompt to address 8-«:\Vin5 I)ublic_gnd pgovern-
mantal__doemands for incronsing loyels of aggro-
pate and d;snaarogalod studont achioyomant ro_
sults in tho faco of viborous and cha]longin&

contont and porformance standards;
r

o Hoy can teachoers address rocluired contont and
grado-la\ml [:orfornnnnco standards ywhile re.
xnain;ng rosl:onsivo to indiyidual studoents?

o (Can difforentiation and standards coaxist?

o How do teachers maintain standards yithout

standardization?

Axs aducators confront thaesae con\rating l:riori_
tian, thoy are facina the neod for a kind of détente
botyeoen standards and acc0untnbility yoersus tha
nocaﬁnity of addn‘ossin& the d}voraity of studoents’
indiyidual stronsths and naeads, The urgancy for
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ostablihh;ne this balance ovncrso,-.' from a varioty of
troubling trends outcnd;na,? in [)urt’ fronm ,-;clxool
districts’ and educators’ responson to Ne (Child
Lott Raohind (NCLD. 2002) ]ogi.slution_ In :ngny
"95;‘)""1 ~tato and district offorts to moot the
NCLR continuous learovon\ent targots haye ro_
sulted in a \mrioty of instructional Fracticoe- at odds
with yhat educational research confirms are ro_
clu;rox'nont,\' for lnrovnol;ng 8onu;no ,-tudont onbuﬁo_
mont, undor:‘tunding, and lor\g&tudinnl achioyemant
progross. Such countorlm-oducﬁ\m l.ﬁl'ucticors ing
clude: (a) ovcos.-ivoly broad or oyerloadad yrittan
curricula that fail to articulate ywhat is core or os.
sential for door undarstand;ng among all laarnors;
(b) aducators’ Percortions that thoy must coyoer oy.
ory mandated standard yithin this "rnilo_wida,
inch_cloala” curr;culun‘n? in case it nlalsoul’;i ©on a
high-stnkos accountnbility tasty (c) ona.niza.fits.
all yorkshoot-basacl tcﬂcl'l;ng actiyities that modael
tost cluo»\ﬁon.s and familiarizoe studoents \V;(h toﬁt;na
fomiot.\" fracluont]y ;ntowul:l;ug tho true l:roco.ss.
of lonvning" and (d) ndol:-tion of a roductionist,
“tuaching to tho text” c\larroach to boost scores on
standardized assepsmaents.,

’l'-c;nicnlly’ tho ;noffoctivono,‘;s of such l;..uc_
tices— and tho nacossity for a morse indiyidualized
or differentiated alalaroach to taacl—ning and learn_
;ng__;.s confirnioad l:o“,'orfu“y by tho very stan,
dardizod tast data that gave birth to thom, A Wash-
ington POS[ annlyni.s of vucontly-rub“»hod rosults
from tho Dmarnn\ For Intornational Studont As_

sessmont ﬁuggohtod that:

Aumaerican higl: school studants haye a poorer mas.
tory of baxic math concapts than thgir countarparts in
most othor londing industrializad nations .., , Thore
are many thoorios on “:hy U.S. studaents la& behind
thoir roo-‘r- abroad in math, T’hoy rango from tha
toachor leortuga to a lack of suffﬁcionﬂy cha"onging
math coursop to an oyoer_roliance on facile standard.

izod tasts ., (Dobb:y, 2004’ PP Al AB)

Similar conclusions haye boeoen ow[:u-oe.sed in
a vcu-ioty of othar ann]ysos of international odu.
Schmidt,
McKnight, and Raizan’s (1996) and Stiglor and
Hiobort’s (1999) conclusions roaardina irnl)lica_

cational ass@sNIMants,

;nclud:ng

tions of the Third International Science and

Mathamatics Study (TlMSS), Tlﬁoso’ and rnnny
othor, authors roinforced the nocossity of aduca.
tors’ ornl)hus;z;n& the fo“owing I)t'ncticoy‘i: (G)
identification of a Buuruntood and reliable cora
curriculum that lao.-;os. r;gorous__but t;mo_.«ons;_
tive—~tandards for all ]oarnor.%', (b) ongoing uso
of a feodbnck_ndjustrnont process that omlal\n_
sizen both formatiye and summatiye assessmeonts
that lﬂrov;do a conxrloto and balancad ]—:ortrs\;t of
how ;‘1d1\7;<ll|a1 ﬁtudol’t.‘v oare lﬁl'ogi'ossilﬁg ;n rola-
tion.«hir to nccountability ,-;tl.\rn:h:un-ds'7 (c) I>rovi_
swon of a sulslaortod curriculum (i.o,, l:o:atl:oolrw7
~oftyare, I:rofess;onal dovololomont) that alloys
teachors to indiyidualize instruction to moot
data.confirmad studant ,\;u'onbtlu., ;ntoro.st:;, and
loarning noods within tima limits and schedulex
ayailable to thom; and (d) conxistent use of
tuaching and loarnin& stvutogha.-a that engago stu.
dont ;ntorost’ l:rornoto students’ sonse of rolo.
yance and authont;city? and n"ow? “lhoro arrro_
I:ri:.\to, for difforentiation of contont, prosess, and
l:roduct.

nou!-‘.‘%ufh"&ly, o 50"\':“0 b“lanco l’o‘wgon 0:{‘.'—
cational standards and indiyidualized al)rt'oacho.--
to touching and lnnrning is both Poﬁﬁ;hlo and nec.
opnary. We contend that standards_based educa.
tion and differentiated instruction (DI) not on]y
can coo.v,;st" but must function togathar as tyo
sidax of tha same accountability coin, In this arti_
cle, e describo how a back\vard-dosian l:lannina
framgwork (w188;ns E3 MCT;BHQT 1998) can bao
alignod whh tha Pr;ncil')lo;-c of DI (Tom“nson,
1999) to formi the armaturo or infrastructure for
buildins a cdtonto batyeen high_stnkns account.
ab;l;ty taxt;ng e\c.tond;ng from the Fubl;c demand
for rigorous standards and the very ronl naad to ad.
dross the indiyidual noeods and stron&ths of the
loarnor. We invostignto tho throo essential ques-
tions I:-o,~eod at tho boﬁ;nning of this article by con_
s(cloring tho connoactions botyeen backyard.de.
nign r»l ann;ng and DI and their shared im[:licntio:u;a
for an;swarinb thase quo.-at;on.-a. Morve srociﬂcal]y,
we .-.yntl-os;zo roloyant rescarch, reyiew a
tluroo-stn&o backyyard dosign curriculum rlnnnins
prosess for nddress;ng contant standards, and ox._
amine instructional and assessment l:ract;cos that
can enhance lonrnins for all studants yithin aca.

dornically diyerse clagsrooms,
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Theory and Research Connections

The arl:roach we adyocate recommaend: that
rtudents l:ml*tic;[:ato in an aducation that addresses
rigoruu.s content while hunor;nﬁ differences in
loarnors’ I:l'ior knoWlodso, ;ntaro:its’ and l:rof'o-‘rod
lonrn;ng stylos, nackwurcl do&ign and DI also nl;sn
thomzualyes with the theorotical undorlainn;nas of
cogn;ﬁvo P 'chology (p-'urn.‘-ford’ ot al, 2001)
and roxoarch Endin&s from student achioyemant
stud;oﬁ’ “:h;ch sularort tha Fol]o“:;ng oro-‘at;nb

l:«ing:iplu,x tor affactiye instructional clo.—dbn;

1. Human boin&h conxstruct l‘nouninb’ rathor
than rocoiv;ng it I:n,\.s;valy,

2. Lo:\rn;ng must ba 8uidad by 501\0!'0];20(’
Frincirlos to bo \vidoly al.al::licnhlo and appre-
[)l'in(e for diyerse l»o[:ulations.

3. Eulaarts first sook to dovolor an understand_
ing of I:roblen'm, and this process ofton in.
volyes d\inking in torms of core concepts or
big ideas,

4. Roexoarch on oxl.soﬂi.-o suagost.s that sa\nI)crﬁ_
cial coyerago of many tol:ics in tho domain
may bo a Poor way to l\oll: studonts dovolor
pubjoct-rﬂattov cot'nl:atonc;os.

5. Fooedback is fundamantal to lom-nin&’ but
foodback oﬂ:oﬂ.un:tig.-. are limitod in many
classrooms,

6. Many assessmaonts  moasuro cnly Frol:o.-‘i-
tional (fnctual) knowloclgo and noyer ask

whothox‘ Sttldant,‘& klio\v \,vl‘lon1 w]iol'o and

b
Why to use that kno‘vloclgo.

7. Evory rorson loarns and nchh)vo» in difforont
ways.

8. The brain ix a xuryiyal organ that must ba an.

8a8°d lﬁy its lourn;ng enyironment rathec than

threoatened or nagntod by it,

The processos of backyard dosign and DI roin.

forco theso rosearch_ba~od 5u;doline.‘.7

confi rnﬁna

tho r»o\vorful connoction  betyyeen students®
nch;ovomont’ and an education that focuses on
tonch;ng for undor{stand;ng us;ng tho I;‘-incil:-la.«. of
difforantiation, Thoe bonafit: of this anuso are on.
l:cc;ully ayident in research studies ;n\rolvina
schools and disteicts ro]:ro:sont;ng student d;vor-

s;ty, ;nclud;ng tho FolIO\Ving: (a) achioyomant
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studion conducted in Chicago public schools
{Smith, Lea, & Newmann, 2()(1); (b) the National
Assassmont of Educational D-'ogros» (20()2):. (C)
tho instructional study accon\[anny;na the TIMSS
(Stiﬁlor & Hicbort, 1099); and (d) Robort
Marzane’s What works in schools: Translating re-

search into action (2003)-
C()l’l'\b:f\o(:l3 thoso stud;os .‘G\.ll’]’ol‘t foul’ kcy I)l';fl_

c;l>|o,-a for difforontiatac alalaroncl'-os to dolincntlna
lom-ning outcomaos, assose-;ng and o\rnluating stug
dent achioyement, and deﬁignina and Qn'-I:lon'-ont-
inB tanch;ng and lc;\rnina actiyitiox that reinforce

stucent undorstandin& of cora curriculum content;

1. Curriculum standards neoed to be unrnckod
to idontify concortual or&unizors, that is’ tho big
idoa,s‘ that studonts should comao to understand and
royisit mull;lalo timos du-'ing tho course of thair ocl
ucation, Failure to do so can rosultin a fraannontod
currmiculum of decontextual fncts and skill.-:. forc-
in& toachors into a coyerago ﬂl:l:roncln to toncluina
and lon-'n;ng that almost inovitnbly rosults in a fail_
ure to maximize student achieyemaont,

2, Students laarn bast ywhon thoy aro onaagod
in lnurlr-onoful’ nctive’ and in:]uiry_clrivon toaclﬁng
and loarnine activ;tiors, rathor than I"“"";V" yaria.
tions of didactic instruction, The mora laarnars are
situatod at tho contor of thair oyn loarning process,
tho 5roatol' tho axtant of thoir undorstﬂnding and
l'nastovy of desirad outcomos,

3. Assensmonts should roclui:-o students® dom_
onstrations of tlndcrstandh\87 not ju&t raocall of in_
formation or formulaic lnodo];n&. Undotstand;nﬁ
is bost royealed tl\rough n\ultiI:lo forms of undor.
stand;n&, ;ncludh'ug roal_yorld nlarlicaﬁonr-, v,
Flanaﬁonr& involvina tho counstruction of claims
and arBurnonts :iuI:I:orted with av;doncoi analysir«
of [:arf»rectivos associated yith ﬁian;ﬁcant debatas
and controyersial }s;suos; ou.rrons;ons of en-llanthy,
with studonts oncoura&od to ywalk in the shoos of
othors; and self_rofloction, in\,:olv;ng students’
ga-o“/ina abi]ity to roﬂoct! royizxo, rothink, and
rofine,

4. Effactiye instruction accommodatas diffor.
oncas in loarnaers® readiness |ovol(,‘a)’ ;nkorasls’ and
lon‘-ning l:--oﬂlgs‘ Thias Fr;nc;rlay \Vh;ch liox at tho
hoart of tho Tomlinson (1999) model of Dl, ro.

cluil'o.s oducators to Flaco the learnor at tho cantar
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of the touchina_]aarning process. Thorefore, re.
"'l’°‘”’;V° tonching demands clina:1o.-tic and ongo_
;“5 arxesnmaeants of studont lavogrgs,s n rolat;onshilz
to -*ocluired contont and rorfonnanco standards,
Throu&h this process, toachors docrease skills and
kno“:lad&o 5913:-7 as “u)" as accommodate ind;v;d_
ual studoents’ demonstrated .\‘h’anaths’ ln(ora.-,ts’

and lﬂot'.-:onal laur‘n;nﬁ 8()0'5.

Planning With Both Content
and Learners in Mind

To act on thase rr;nc;lplo,\s’ we propore the use
of a thrao-sta&o curriculum dosian process for
Flnnning assassmant and instruction (Wig&in,\ &

McTislso’ l998), A ono_page dosign ta--nl:late

Understanding by Dexign

(Fiburo l) disrlnyn the dos;an olomeonts and tho
corra,\I:ondin& r.»lnnning cluostion.s for aducators to
considor, (McTighe & Wiggins, 2004)

In tho naxt section, yeo evamine tho use of tho
backward-design process to onhancae aducators’

rlunn;ng \v;th contont and learnoers in mind,

Stage One—Desired Results

In Stage One, we identify dosired results, Ex.
tablishod 8onl.s such ax content standards ([:lacod
in Rov (J of the Tannlalato) sorye as a focal I:uoint for
tonching all studants, Thae big ideas that e want
stuclents to comae to undarstand (Rov U), and their
con\rnn;on essential cluoﬂt;ons (‘Rov (2), rrovide

intolloctual richnoss and Prolnoto transfor of laarn_

ppe . EnieLey mugun—

Estahlished Goalis):
o What relevant goals co.p . Camtent Standanbs Counse or Prazras Obrectines, Learming
Outcoates e VWil s design address®

Understanding(sy:
What are the “ig wlean™?
What specilic understandings abow
them are desired”
What misunderstandings are
predictable?

Miviferies witf ko

Performance Taskis):

* Through what suthenne pertornance
tuskesy will students demomstsate the
dessred understanding

o By what cisteria will “performances
of understamding” be pdged?

Learning Activitics:

Q 1 Exsential Questionssi:

o What hev knowledge and skills will students acquire as & result of this unit !
o What should they exentuadly be able to di ac i resuft of such knowledge and skill

o What learmg expericaces and instruction will enable students to achieve
the desired results” How will the design -
W belp the students ki whore the it is roinyg and what is eapected? Help the weacher
hnaw wlicre tie students fe conung trom iprior Knes fedge, interostss?
Ho hosh al] studonts amd hold iheir isterest”!
L g students. belp them eapetence the Ry kleas, snd explore the saac?
R = provide uppostumues (o cethink wid 1os ¢ their undeistandings snd wauk
= sk students o ovatinas their Work 2ad it impliations
b= I asdored paisonzlizedi to the ditlerent necds otusests, abilitres of legnars
) = b orzamzed te mUGnize Inal Stk sosancd Cugtrenient as well as effective feanmny

» What prevocative guestions will
foster inquary. understanding. and
transser of fearning?

Stwtents will be abic o,

o

Other Evidence:

¢ Threugh what other evidence ey
GUIZZES, Tests, academie prompls,
obsenations. homework, journals,
cte wall students demonstrate
acliesement of the desired resulis!?

¢ How will students reflect upon
and selt~assess their learning?

Y

NS ASCD and Grane Wiz & Ly M Tiehe

= gure 1

2|

Dc.sian toxnlalnta.
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;na, Liko the contant r-‘tandnrd.‘e' dosirad undar.
,\tnnding.« and cluo.st;on.s should romain a constant
targot, ;rroxrocﬁvo of differonces in student:’
backgrounr.l lcn0wlodao’ intarosts, and Preforrod
]oarn;n& modalitiox, In othor \vordr-', tha 535 ideas
and assential cluost;on:- l.srovido tha concertual I:ﬂ_
lars that anchor the yarious d'n:c;l:-l;nos.

Toachaer: do not nrbhrur;ly amond thoxe conco[»_
tual orgnn;zors basod on yhom ll'\ay are Ionch;na,'
Alllaarnors should invontigato, ox I:loru, and debato
thoso b;g idoas and recurrant un:vor.-al cluo.‘;t;on.\
At the samo timo, the nature and noods of laarnars
should claurly influence hoyw educators taach incli_
V;dual loarnors and groulas of studonts to addross
and engage in ;nclu;ry into thoeso idou~ and ques-
tions, In this instanco, thorofore, ddtenta conxints of
u.‘i;ng tho samao conca[)tunl ov&gnizenw to l:l-ing un;ty
and coharance to studoents® oxc[:or;oncas with the
curriculum tl‘lay are study;ng. S;n-nlltnnoouesly,
toachors can bo roslaon,-'.ivo to diyerse learnars by
dii—'{-‘oronﬁnt;ng tha dol:tlx of content thoy oxrloro!
tho assessmaonts throu&l‘l Whicl’l thoy doemonstrato
thaoir ovo]ving undorstandingﬁ’ and the instruc.
tional sh'ntoﬁ;os usad to Promolo thix process.

Moro r-laac;ﬂc k‘now]odgo and skill ol.sjoctiva,-:
(Rox’o.-a K and S) are linked to thoe desired stan.
dards and undorstgnd;ngr-_yo( someo difforontia_
tion may well be needod hare also, Rocause stuo
donts tyr;cnlly vary in thaie I:riar knowledge and
=kill lovol,-c_loavticularly at tho boginning of a
coursa of .-‘ludy’ gl'ad;n& [)oriod, un;t’ or lospon__
l‘or~1>on5;vo toachors should tnv&ot thoir instruction
to address ﬁianiﬁcnnl Bor= in knowlodgo and
skills, Such -’osl:onsivonoﬁ,s ‘Fo“ow,-. from o{"focﬁvo
d;agno:;l;c assessments that rayeal if such prerey-
uisites evist \V;th;n each loarnar, Wl-non roadiness
loyols are urrrorriuto’ such procenses ax tioring,
curriculum Cornract;ng? and contars can bo usad to

oxtand and refine tho loarning of students alrondy

hav;ng :-gcluisito kno“;lodgo and =kills, If gop~ ©F
doficiencies are prorent, howeyer, instructors can
aliminate or sase such gop thv@uah a vuviuty of in
structional ;ntol'\lonl;onx, ;nclud;na indiyidual
coach;na and tutor:als? r-mall-g--ouln instruct;on,
and peer coach;nB actiyitior, Thus’ thore 15 a I)II.\CO
for sonr-it;vity to student noods in Stuao Ono‘, with_
out comrromis;ng thae oxtablishod standards or the

;ntoar;ty of ﬁubjact areas,
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Stage Two—Assessment Evidence

The lO&ic of backyard da.-ian dictates that oyi.
dence deriyes from oestabliched 50915. In Stneo
Two, teachers are asked to think lika assopsors to
dotormine thoe assessmeonts that will [:roviclo tho
oyidencae for thoe idontifiad knowlod&o, »k;llx, and
undorstandings in Stage One. We haye found it
fruitful to evamineg the yoerbs in the contant stan_
dard and bonchmark statemaents, because thoy sug-
gost tho nature of the needed ayidonce.

For ounmrlo: a standard that uses yerbs such as
“knoy or “;dontif'y" irnFlios that an clsjcctivo tost
could I:rov;do an nlzlarorriato moasura, uowovor, a
standard that oxpocts students to aI:r,\ly’ nnnlyzo’ or
oxrln;n_to thouglitfu"y uso thoir knowlod&o and
skill_demands differont mothods for yari fying
student achieyemoent, Sin\ilarly’ when onae consid.
ors tho big ideas teachers ywant students to under_
stand, ono needs to concurrontly consider the ayi.
doenco that will shoy, that students t.ruly undorstand
thom, In this rogard, Wiggins and McTighe (1998)
I)rolao.-od that ul\dol‘stnnd;ng is best reyealed
within real_yorld tasks and l:rojoct:e throubh yari.
ous facets—_yyhoen learners can cxplain, interpret,
apply, shift perspective, display empathy, and re-
flectively self-ussess. In othor words, oducators
noad to match the arxsessmont maasures yith the
509].‘».

Roth backyard dosign and DI on-nlahnsiza the
power and signiﬂcancc of culrninating rorfor.
mance assessmaont tasks and l:ro‘iocts. S]"’c;ﬂ‘:““yg
such “:-oslaoctful taskx" alloy students to ongago in
indolaondont doci,&lon_n'\gk;r\&, rroblarn "°1\";“8y
in\,-o.stisation, ourorimontul lnciuh-y’ creatiye ox.
I:ros.:.ion’ and rolatod forms of l\i&hor_ordor think_
in5 processor. Ry on&asinb in roal_yorld taskx and
Frojocts’ students learn to becoma ;ncmn,-;inaly in.
dolaondont and solf_gwl:rom.ivo tl-u-oush a Vm-ioty of
madia and modalitios, Itis also yithin tho contoxt of
work on such --os.laoctf'ul tasks that students can bo
moxst ncﬁ\loly inyolyad in -‘nakina dacisions about
l>roduct, prosess, and l:rosontntion of final results,
In offact, tho loast standardized, and therefore most
difforontiatad, type of formal arxessmeont inyolyoes
tha use of such cxron_andod P.;r{-‘ormanco tasks,
Given arrrorrinta ortions, choices, and 8uidanco,

students are mora l;koly to demonstrate and oxpross
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thair loa-nina ) W'uy.« that cnl:imﬁzg on thoir
:itrongths and intarosts,

Thae l:-nck“mvcl_cloxign prosess rocommonds
that [:orforn\nnco.‘- of undovstnnding bo tramod us_
;i'lﬁ tl‘a Focltl.ll"o,\ fi\l&&os'od by tho aCrOl'lyn'l
“G.R.AS.DS In other \Vordx, authontic tasks
should include: (n) a raal yorld Gonl', (Ls) a moean_
insful Rolo for tho r-tudont:. (c) authontic (er simu.
latad) raal yorld t\udionco(s); (d) a contevtualized
Situation that inyolyoes realyyorld al:-lalicnﬁon§ (o)
studont-gonoratod culnﬁnatin& DProducts and Dor_
For-nancos; and (F) consensus_driyen loorforlnnnco
Standards (critor%a) for judging success, Dorfor_
manco tasks havine thoso foaturos r-rov§do moan_
inaful ]oarn;r\g turgot.‘- for ]oarnorﬁ’ yorthy rorfor-
mance 50915 for toaching’ and the kind of ayidence
noodod to assoss true undol‘standing.

/\lthouah the nooded ayidence, in Bonornl7 i
dotermined hy tho dasired rosults, the Furliculnrs
of an assessmont can, nonatholess, bo tailored to
accommodate thoe unlcluono.s.s of students, Con.
sider a science standard that calls for a basic un_
do-stnnding of lifo cyclo.-». Evyidence of this undor.
stnnd;ng could boe obtainod lsy hnving studants
oxlzlain the concolﬁt and offer an illustratiye exam,
Flc. Such ayidonce could be collectod in Wn-iﬁng’
but such a rocluivon\ont would be inurrrorrﬂato for
an EQL ~tudent \yith limitad skills in yyritton En&-
lish, Indood’ hor d“‘ﬁculty in o\z]aro,x.-;ng horsolf in
“,vriting could yiald tho incorroct inforenco that she
doos not understand lifo Cyclos. u°W°V°"y if sho is
offorad ﬂaxibility with tha rosponse n\oclo, such ag
onrlainina ovnlly or V;"‘“““}G we will obtain a
more yalid measure of hor undor.&t:\nd;nb.

It is ;ml>crtant to noto that, althou&h teachors
may offor student:. ol.-.tions to shoyw what thoy
knoyw and can do, thcy will use the xamo criteria in
judaina tho respenso, In the ru-oviou,s ovan\]:]o’ a
student’s a\'I:Iunmiun of life cyclo‘.x must be accu.
rato, thorcushy and include an nrrl-orviuto illustra.
tiye ouamrlo, voanvcllo.\s of yhothor the studant ro_
.-sl:ondod orully’ vi.sually! or in wriling. In othoer
Word.‘a, tho critoria ara deriyed l:n-inuu-ily from the
contont 8091’ not the rorponsa modo, If one yaries
the fundamontal c¢riteria for diffarant students,
thon ono can no lonbor claim to bo stan.
davds.based and critorion_referencad, Of course,

Foa.‘.il:-ility must bo considered, Toachars ill naad

to find tho I:ractical balance l:o;nt batyyeon com.

Flotcly

standardizad, oneg size fits n”, maasures, Nonotlac_

loxs, ywo bolioye that classroom asxessmonts can
indooad ke rosl:ons;\lo to stucdents” differances and
still rrovido what ix needad__reliable information
about ~tudant locu-nina_

1n nddition! tho mora nct;voly tho loarnor is in,
volyed in undo\'stgnding and ulslalyina the ayalua_
tion cr;taria’ tha 5rantor his or hor internalization
and ownar.-.hil:- of those criterin will ba, Tha pre-
casros of backyyard dosiBn ancl D1, thoroforo’ oni
I:l-\n.-izo tho nead for students to bo continuou:.ly
inyolyed in yarious tyI:os of solf_reflaction and
self.assar~mont, Lass formalized actiyitias can in_
cludo roflactiye journalx’ think loss’ and such in.
taractiye refloction actiyitios as the listen_think_
Ioair_,shawa process. Mora formalizad arrroacl\o:.
can include peer conching and poor response team
actiyition, sach of yhich inyolye students® al:l:lica-
tion of oyaluation critoria ovl:rcssod in tho form

of scori ng rul:n';cs’

nnalyt;c Su;dos, or chacklists,
The more students ar»laly tho oyaluation criteria
throush these informal and formal processes, the
more tl\oy intornalize thoam and ;ntoﬁrato thom in_

to ];fo]onb mtallactual d;sro,-cit'lcnﬁ and habits of

mind,

Stage Three—The Learning Plan
(W.H.E.R.E.T.O.)

F;nally, in Stn&e Threa ona dcvololas a toacl‘uina
and loavning [:-lan to l\qlla students achieye tho da.
sirad vosults of Staao One and ocluiI: thom for thoir
l:orforn\nncof- of undorhtand;ng in Stneo Twe. In
Staao Tln-oo’ -‘osronsiva_nnd diffarontiatad
tanching flouriches ax ona considors tha varioty in
raadino.-..w-’ intorasts and l:--oforrod lonrn;nb modali_
tias of tho students,

Wheon doveloring a l:lan for lanrning’ we pro-
pore that teachars consider a sot of r.w;nc'llalo:s’ am,
boddoed in tha acronym "W.U_E.Q,E,T,O,” Thosa
l:rinc;rblo.- l:rovido the laluorvint for instructional
dasibn in Stago Throo. Its dosign l)vincilslos roing
force -~350--0us cora standards for all learnoers, and
ensure r:ensiﬁv;ty to theo un;cluo stronaths and
noeod: of oyery student, We haye framoed aach of
tho W‘”,E,D,E,T.O. Frincirlos in the form of
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cluestions to consider, It should boe noted that the
dasign cluost'ton,- for aach lattor ara I:o:v‘od to on,
courago tho teachor to conridar the l:ol'.-;laoc(;vo of
tho learnoer, ywho should alwayr-' ba at tho hoart of

thae toachi nE_lont'ninb laroco.‘-.-.,

W = How will I help learners know: Where
are we going? Why we are going there? In
what ways they will be evaluated as we nmove
through this instructional episode?

Roreurch confirms that laarnars are more likoly
to succeed whoen thoy undorstand theo loarn;n&
&onls and se0 thoam as n‘\oan;ngful and I:orsonn]ly
roloyant, Marzano (2004) and othors :-‘uggo,\:tocl
that students nmust own the lonrn;ng 80511» for
which they are rosl>ons;blo, and demonstrate
5“°\V;“5 carac;ty to articulate the connectivity of
what thoy learn to their yworld boyond tho clans_
room, Tha “W" roaminds tonchars to c]cnvly con,
municate the 6oulr- and halls students soo thair ralo.
yoance., In addition, learners nood to knoyw the
concomitant [:orforrnanco ovroctation:- and as_
re@ssmonts throubh which thoy \v;" domonstrate
tl’\o;l‘ ]oﬂrn;ng HBO tl‘oy hg\fo cleul‘ lonl’";l’& tas otﬁ
and the basis for lnonitor;na thoir progrens toward

thom,

H = How will I hook and engage the learn-
ers? In what ways will I help them connect
desired learning to their experiences and
interests?

As brain researchers (0.8., Ca;no L Co;no,

1991) haye remindad us, students arve conr‘-’tnntly

1
downxhiftina into loyer brainyaya statex, Instruc.
tors, thorefore, munst engage and hook ~tudont in.
torast lsy u.-in& ur_l'n-ont anﬁci[:atcn-y ~ot actiyities
that stinmulate studonts” ;nxuginuﬁon,\ andl onguaa
thoir hoarts and minds, Evan\rlos of offactiye
hooks includo lm-ovecx-\t;vo ossontial cluasﬁons,
:nys(orios or countar.intuitiye ov I:u.)rianca;-', contro_
yoersial ;.ssuo.s,’ authontic rrol.ﬁlo:ns and Cha"on&os,
emotional encountors, and humor, Qne must be
rn;ndfu]’ of courra, of :natching thoe hook with the
contont and the age and asr.[:orlonco of tho studonts,

anothor area in ywhich diffarantiation can bo

addrosxsad,
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E = How will I equip learners through expe-
rience-based learning activities to succeed
in mastering identified standards? How will
I encourage them to assume an active role in
their own learning process?

Rocause students construct rnoanin& and attach
all now loa--ning to Pro\rious ceﬁnitivo schama
(Vyao(sky, |934/1986), classroonas that promete
higl\ loyels of standards lnastory o-'nl:rl'nas;zo oxpa_
riential lonrn;na actiyitios that are both multi_sen.
nory and sensitiye to the rango of lonrning stylos
and intol]i&oncos l:ror-ant within the studaent PopY-
lation, Tho more actiye tha laarnar in the |om-n;n5

arocess, the highor his or hor achiayamant of un_
r & Vv

b
dor&tandin&, In turn, this aI:l:roach ensuros a far
lniahor layel of standards mastol'y than traditional
locture and skill_dsill forms of inxtruction,
Teachars should solact an al:l:rol:r;uto balance of
constructiyist loarnin& ovror;ancan, structured ac.
l{v;t;os, and direct instruction for holrin& studoents
nCﬁuiro tho dosired kno“ﬂodgo, skill, and under.
e.tandinﬁ_ In m:lclhior:7 instructors can l:lan to oc]uil:
studantx for thoir cul-ninatina Forfovrnnnco tasks,

in tho samao way that offactiye coaches pPrepare

thair toam mombors for tho game.

R = How will I encourage the learners to re-
visit, reflect, revise, and refine their thinking
and learning process? How will I support
their self-monitoring as they learn?

Ore of tha most Frocluondy oyerlookad aspocts
of tho tonching and lom-n;ng prosess ix tha nocos.
s;ty of holring students become nalf.eyaluatiye
and molf_ro&uluﬁns, assantial compononts of an of_
f‘oct;voly diffarentiated instructional program.
Students need to becomeoe mora than mochanical
nrrliom- of Frodigostod mformation and mechani_
cal skills, ln.-t.;nd, ;ndiv;dunl learnars assumao ro-
,s]aon.-.-il:-ility for rovisiting and ravi.-;inﬁ thoir think,_
;ng ﬂ'id loﬂl‘l’l;l\g F"ocqhscs’ ”Qﬁhﬂloins ﬁnd
rofo--rning thoir concluhions’ judalnonts, and per-
cor;t;ons as t]'\ey intarnalize now loarn;na,

Foy learners dovalola a corn]:lota undorstand._
;ng of abstract icdeas on tha first ancountor, Qver
timo, loarnars dovolol: and dool)on thoir undeor.

standinb by tl'\;nking and rcth;nkinb‘ by ox;u-n;n;n&
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ideas from a difforant laoint of yview, by ov aln;n;ng
undorlying as.‘-’uxnl::t;ons’ and by raco;ving food._
back and ro\;;.sing, Jurst as the r.lual;ty of wr;ting
bonofits from the iteratiye provess of dl'ufﬁnb and
l'ovi.\in&, so do undorstnndinbs bocomo more ma.
ture, Thao “R° encouragas teachors to build in ~uch

olalaortunitieﬁ._by <|o.<-;8n,

E = How will [ promote students’ self-evalu-
ation and reflection throughout the instruc-
tional episode?

Qre irnI:»ortant aspoct of bocon—n;ng a confidont
and carablo loarnor lios in tho ca]:achy to sot
80:;]5»’ monitor onos own ])rog\'or-r.’ solf_a»sow-, and
ndju,-it as naoded, Teachars sul>l:or1 thoso compo.
toncion by oxroct;n&, and Frovid;ng orro-‘tun;tios?
for studants to rogulcu-ly solf_asxass, A natural \V“y
of Prcn\oﬁng student xolf asxsessmant and rofloc.
tion ix realized throubh tho l—:osin& and ;nvor-l;ga_

tion of cluost;on,-c such as the Following:

What do you roolly undoerstand about
'.) Whnt is still confus;ng?

UQW could you ;ml-.u‘ovo 4 What

would you do difforontly novt timo?

What are you most rroud of? What are you

most disalalno; ntod in?

What are your N(l‘ol\&tl\s in

? What
are your daeficiencies in b
How doox your I:rofox-rud |oarn;n8 ,-etylo

influonce ?

How doaes ywhat you’vo loarned connoct to

othor loamingse‘?

Hoyw has ywhat you’vo loarnod changod your
think;na?

How will you make ure of yhat you’vg

loarnad?

T = How will I tailor the learning activities
and my teaching to address the different
readiness levels, learning profiles, and in-
terests of my students?

As Tomlinson (1999) hax articulatod consis,

tontly in hor framoyork, hollﬁng all loarners

veach t'oﬂu;rod standards must ;novitﬂbly inyolye
thoe tn;lor;ng or difforont;nt;ng of toach;ng and
]oarn;ng ovryurioncas, Thoxo tn;loring nlalﬂronchoh
can diffarentiate contaent focus, process ro&iuiro_
maonts, and ond I)x'cducts doI:ond;na on students’
idontified neods and stronath.\ (;,o.’ roadinoess lov_
als), as ywoll ax key elamonts of thaeir indiyidual
loarn;ng l:roﬂlos (0.5.’ n\oclality l:wofaroncos,’
lourn;na stylaf-’) and intarasts, The rango and di_
\lors;ty nc(;vitios

Tomlinson’s maodoel are ax yaried in scope and da.

of lom-ning subgeatod in
sign as the rango of studont readiness loyols, in_
torasts, and lourn;ng Froﬁles. Hore are o;sht of
tho many l:n'uct;col stratogios suggostod by
Tomlinson for tailoving toach;ng and loarnins ac.
tiyitios to mavimize student achioyaemant, l:su'tic_
ulnrly students’ demonstration of tho rrav;ously
citad six facots of undore»tnnding: (a) laaming
contorsy (l:\) I‘:orsonn“zod agondas" (c) small_
Brovp acdviﬁos; (d) indol:vondont stucliosy (o)
tiorad actiyition; (f) lonrn;ng contracts; (5) com._

ract:ngi and (h) cheica boards,

O = How will the learning experiences be
organized to move from initial construction
of meaning and modeling of required knowl-
edge and skills toward increasing levels of
understanding and independent applica-
tion? What sequence will work best for my
students?

l:innlly? ~tudonts’ achieyemeaent of daar under.
s!z\nd;ns of roclu;rod standards necessitates caro.
fu]ly ovannizocl lauruing ou.rorioncon. Traditional
instruction ty[ﬁc ally folloyys a linsar moquenco that
builds from discrote facts and skills toyard more
abstract concopts and processes. Altl\ough this ap-

l;roach n'lay work in soma circumstances ;nﬁiahts

H
about loarnina from co&nitivo Fsychology chall
lonao this Bu;]d;ng block QI:I:roach. Rathor than
havina students master all the basics before an.
5;\53118 in more authontic arl:licntion’ offoctiye
toachars (Sdalor £ Hioboﬂ’ 1999) immorso thoir
studonts in monningful and chqllangina tasks and
Iarolsloms, It i~ throuah contoxtualizad Brnl:l:ling
with ideas and processas that learners come to soo
the naod for theo hGS;CS.’ ax well as the In.rgor pur-

pere that thoy ~arye. Undorstandina dovolors and
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doorens l:-y attornl:bt;na to usoe know]ad&o in nmoan,
;ngful \vays’ not throu&h docontaextualized drill
and l:n-ncﬁco, Insteuctional :.\F[:roncha,c such a=
I:-rol:lon\_ba,sod |oarnin&? process writing’ Seocratic
Sominar’ tho fiye [ in science (Evl:loro, E(]uir’
Ex[;o..ionco,‘ Evyaluate, Evrro.-s.s), and yweb quents,
royerso tho conyentional "laurt_tc_whola" so.
quenco in fayor of mora holistic a‘cl:orioncos that
roclu;re students to construct rnoan;ng for thom_
salyes, The “O" raminds taachaers to caroful]y con,
sidor requenca as thoy dacide thoe best means of
x—anching tho dasired results yith the diyerse grevp

of loarnors thoy serye.

Concluding Thoughts

Tho controllina ideas of tho lhruo-.sta&o back.
ward dosian prosess alian with the kcy tonots of
DI, Tomlinson and McTiaha ('-n Fross) concurrad
that oyery student doxeryes a rigorous aducation
nli&nod with contont and I:orforrnanco standards
that I:ro--noto undorstanding, In both framo\vorlc.«’
curriculum l:lanning rocluiros dotoruh;nin& tha big
ideax, controll;nb ll‘lol\‘loS! and concol:tual orpa.
nizors that bring n\onnlng and coheronca to stu.
donts® lonrning oxroriancas. Those tyo ap-
Proaclao.\ urnI:hasiza ongo;ng axsosxmaont and
rolated faodback udju.-trnont within the teach.
in&_loarnina prosess. In both f--u-nowox-ks’ as.
sessmont and instruction are inoytr;c«.\bly linkad,
with onaoing modifications in classroom group-
ing rract;cos (;nclud;nb Wlﬁo]o_grour ;n;stvuction!
small BToUP; and indiyidualized act;viﬁa.s) macde
based on tho instructor’s continual n\on;tor;n&
and --osloond;n& to studoents’ cvlavo.-.w;d strenaths
and neads,

An additional connoection botyeen backyard
dox.iﬁn and DI caentaers on a sharad commitiment to
what Tomlinson (1999) labalod rosroctful work,
For studaents to achieoye aonuino success in both ac.
ademic and real_life »ottingﬁ, t]ﬂoy must achiaye
door undorhu\nding of what thay arc ;etuclying and
damonstrato a culaacity for indiyidual croutivity’
so]F_evrrons;on, and critical think;ng. Qasroc(ﬂﬂ
taskr:, which Parallol backyard do.sign’s olh13|\as;.'~
on l:orfo--n-\nnce tasks and culnﬁinating larojaclr«:

(a) considor the readinans loyel of aach studont, (b)
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Aul:oct all student: to demonstrate continuous
5-~0\vth, (c) offer all studants the olalao:-tunity to ow.
F]oro ;rnlnortant ideas and skills at oscalatin& ratos
of d;mculty and l:roﬂcioncy’ and (d) offor all
laarners DFI}OPQU‘\;!;OS to on&oﬁo in tasks that are
oclually int«:wc;»‘-liﬂ&7 oqu nlly in-\roﬂ.ant’ and oclually
ongng;n& (Ton\l;n,-eon, 1999)

A riyor neads banks to floy., Rackyard do.-'ian
I:rovﬁdos the structure to s-L‘I:Iaon't ﬂou;bn;ty in
tench;nb and stoss;ng’ to honor the intogrity of
contont  yhile ro&looctins the ;ndQ‘:;duality of
laarnar:, What can ye conclude, thorefors, about
the Fotont;al for détonto botyeon standardx_driyen
accountab;“tv initiatiyes and the neod for diffor.
antiation to- accommodate ;nd;v;dual studaent
htrongths, ‘lntox‘osth’ and naads? We ond by roturn.
;ng to wharae we l:-ogan’ br;oﬂy suvnnuu-izing our
own conclusions about our article’s threo assontial

cluorat;on,'i:

Y uow can teachaers addross n-ocluirod contant and
5rnclo-|ovol [:arformanco standards while re.

ma;n;ng POSFOl1~'~;VO to ;ndividunl students?

All laarnars should bo hold to tha samae riborous
standards, Evory studant, in fact, should dem.
onstrate longitud;nul progress toyward Bonuinoly
undurstnnd;ng what ho or she is loo‘-ning yia siv
facots of undorstandina (oxrlnnnﬁon’ ol::lolication,
intarlavotation, I"‘"”["“Ct;\"'y °‘“1""l’yy and solf_
know]od&o). UOwovcr, the l:aﬂnway each studant
takos toyard achiuv;ng undur.ﬂandin& and related
standards martery must inyolye o difforentiated
a[)lm-onch to contant, process, and I:l'Oduct basad
on assessment and analysis of oyery studont’s

raadinass lovol.s? loarn;ng l:roﬂlos, and intorosts,
o (Can difforentiation and standards cooxist?

We maintain our assertion that standards and
difforentiation not only can coovh.t’ thoy nust coo
oxist if sichools and dictricts are to achioye the con_
tinuous inilm-ovornont targats ;mI:o,xod on tham l.-sy
NCLD (2002). In libht of tha g-owhxa divorsity of
our studant Polpulat;nrm’ itis ;n\roraﬁvo that all od.
ucators rocaeiye the ]:n'ofos-sionnl dovolormont thoy
nood to achioye the Followingz (a) undor:etnnd;na

of thair state and district contant standards and ro.
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lated instructional irn]alicaticn:-‘; (b) l:roﬂc;qucy in
do,-i&ning and inxl:»lo-'nonting a balancoed and com.
lorohonsivo nlararonch to nm-or».--.ing student Prog-
rans, chluding d?agno,-t;c foadback concorn;ng
studonts’ roadiness loyoels and relatod intoryontions
to maximize indiyidual students’ progres~ toyyard
standard: mastory; and (<) tho nbility to dosign and
irnlplen-lont a \,'ar:oty of roscarch_baxod instruc.
tional strnto&ios and interyentiona that yill mawi_
mizoe student achioyemont ywhile uccomthodaﬁn&
studonts’ indiyidual lonrn;ng l.sroﬁlgs and I:orhonal

lonrnina 8oal.s.

e Hoy do we maintain standards yithout

standardization?

We contond that aducational roform --ucluiror-' a
rrocoss of roV;sit;ng and kno“:;na tho [:Iaco for the
first timo among oducators, Nigh_»takos account.
ab;lity moasures tied to rigovous academic ~tan_
dards are not just a l:a.-.--'ing fad, Thoy ara I:m't of
the lifoblood of toacl\inb and lonrning in tho 21st
s:untury. At the samae t;n'-o, standards do not in'-I>ly
ona.sizo.fits.all standardization of Fn-ofgssicnal
I:I'acl;co. Drofassional dcvo]or:nont, as well as
classroom toaching and loﬂvn;ng, must bo flovible
and rosr,on.-ivo to moot thoe noads of tho cliontala
toachaors sorye, W]-xol rnay work for cortain loarn,
ors, may not ba \hat othar learnees roclu'wo to suc.
cood, Toachors must continuou,-.ly royisit what
(l:oy are dcﬂng and hoy thoy are do;ng it to onsure
that ayory leoarnaer mavimizes hisx or hor l)otontial.
Twonty-ﬁrs-t contury loanain& conimunitios are not
factories built on nhaenab’ly-“no lm-incilalaa: Thoy
aro Flncos. whorae sharad 8oalx aroe mot Iay indiyidu.
als and toams: \V°"k;“5 togotho-o to caritulizo on the
talants and strongths of eyery mombor of that

cornn\unity.

Note

1. In cases in ywhich Indiyidualizod Education Plans
haye baen dovol-:v[’od for oucol:tional students, than
the l)nrticulnr aonl:- of thaoir [)lan are addad to, or

substitutod for, tho contont standards,
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