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A reconstructive analysis of subject-specific teaching
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Abstract

This article argues that the relationship between subject-related and social participation is of paramount
importance for inclusion-oriented subject teaching research. Firstly, subject teaching is understood as a social
practice that is characterised by a specific complexity of the temporal, social and subject-related dimensions of
teaching. Secondly, it is assumed that enabling and hindering subject-related and social participation in the
practice of teaching is one of the most central analytical attitudes of inclusion-oriented subject teaching research.
This is exemplified by empirical analyses of grammar lessons using the methodology of the documentary method.
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1 Introduction

Breidenstein (2008, 2021), among others, has theorised that a perspective on teaching as a
social practice can generate new insights into subject didactic questions. In this article, we
follow this line of reasoning, with a particular focus on the practice of grammar teaching using
a two-pronged approach. On the one hand we employ the methodology of the praxeological
sociology of knowledge (cf. Bohnsack, 2018; Mannheim, 1982) and in so doing connect to
established studies on subject teaching (cf. Martens & Asbrand, 2022; Gresch & Martens,
2019; Tesch, 2018). On the other hand, we refer to the discourse of classroom research in the
context of inclusion and exclusion (cf. Sturm et al., 2023) in order to integrate questions of
social and subject-related participation (cf. Ainscow, 2021).

For this purpose, we consider the combination of a pedagogical and a subject-specific
perspective to be extremely beneficial: without subject-specific knowledge, it is almost
impossible to adequately understand classroom interactions and, in particular, the practices
of teaching and acquiring subject-related knowledge. From a school pedagogical perspective,
however, it is equally relevant to understand teaching as a social practice of the teachers and
pupils involved in the lesson (cf. Martens & Asbrand, 2022; Breidenstein, 2023). This means
that, in addition to questions of subject-specificity, dimensions of social participation also
become relevant. This applies in particular to inclusive teaching (cf. Schiirer & van Ophuysen,
2021). Moreover, as our own research has shown, it is especially beneficial for the discourse
on inclusive teaching to approach inclusion and exclusion on a performative level of teaching
and thus also to gain praxeologically informed insights into barriers and possibilities of social
and subject participation (cf. Hackbarth & Miiller, 2021; Sturm et al., 2023).

Grammar teaching is not only important for us because it offers a particularly good
opportunity to combine methodological and theoretical questions about the relationship
between implicit and explicit knowledge. At the same time, grammar teaching in Germany is
an area about which there are relatively few findings and reflections in relation to the practice
of inclusive teaching (cf. Hackbarth & Miller, 2021). If we follow the educational policy
requirements, then grammar lessons aim to transmit linguistically reflective knowledge
through language comparison and analysis as well as the assignment and application of
linguistic categories (cf. KMK, 2005). This competence of language awareness (cf. Wildemann
& Bien-Miller, 2023) is central to participation in education (cf. also the discourse on academic
language: e.g. Gogolin, 2009). However, grammar lessons tend to be somewhat unpopular
among pupils as well as teachers. On the one hand, this seems to be due to the often very
deductive way in which grammar is taught. On the other hand, studies have shown that
trainees as well as teachers do not feel well prepared for school grammar instruction (llosvay,
2012; Topalovi¢ & Dinschede, 2014; Miller & Geyer, 2020). Despite the obvious need for
more research in this area, there are few studies that have examined grammar lessons with
respect to inclusive education.

In the paper, we will pursue the following research questions by means of reconstructively
analysing an example of a grammar lesson in a formally inclusive primary school:

1) What practices of teaching grammatical knowledge can be reconstructed?

2) How do pupils deal with these practices of teaching?

3) What conclusions can be drawn from the empirically generated connection between mediation
and acquisition for the didactics of inclusive subject teaching?
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The article is structured as follows: In order to introduce the perspective of qualitative-
reconstructive classroom research pursued here, methodological and object-theoretical
considerations on teaching as a social practice are presented (section 2). Since reference to
the discourse on grammar instruction is important for the classification of the results, a brief
description of the current discussion on grammar instruction is given in section 3. This is
followed by an empirical analysis of the social practice of teaching grammatical knowledge
(section 4). Finally, the results are related to subject didactic considerations on the linguistic
transmission of specialised language knowledge, thus sharpening the relevance of this
research perspective for subject didactic research (section 5).

2 Methodological implications: Teaching and learning as a social
practice

If teaching is understood as a social practice, it is important to adequately consider aspects of
the complexity of this social practice in research (cf. Asbrand & Martens, 2018; Breidenstein,
2023). Many different people are usually involved in the teaching process. They interact with
each other, independently or in relation to each other. Several interactions take place at the
same time, e.g. parallel group work on the same topic. At the same time, however, there are
also completely different interactions that do not necessarily relate to each other. When
analysing simultaneous interactions, it is also important to note that these often take place in
connection with certain artefacts in subject lessons. For this reason, a video-based approach
is particularly suitable for capturing this complexity of interactions visually and auditorily (cf.
Sturm et al., 2023; Asbrand & Martens, 2018; Martens & Asbrand, 2022; Wagner-Willi, 2012).
The documentary method was chosen to analyse the video-based data. With its reconstructive
approach, this is particularly suitable for empirically mapping the complexity and action level
of the social practice of teaching (cf. Martens & Asbrand, 2022; Bonnet, 2020).

The focus of reconstructive research is on the process of generating meaning in the practice
of teaching (cf. Breidenstein, 2021), which implies distancing oneself from normative, didactic
and theoretical presuppositions. The aim of the analysis is to approach the perspective of the
actors and the logic of teaching practice in its everyday realisation in a methodically controlled
manner. This methodologically guided turn to the logic of practice and to the perspective of
the actors is connected with an abductive interest in knowledge (cf. Bohnsack, 2012, 2018).
With its focus on implicit knowledge, this methodological approach is suitable for both the
analysis of subject-specific teaching and learning (cf. Hackbarth & Mehlem, 2019; Martens &
Asbrand, 2022; Hackbarth et al., 2022a) and the reflection of inclusion and exclusion in
classroom practice (cf. Hackbarth, 2017; Sturm et al., 2023).

3 Excursus: grammar teaching

The history of grammar instruction is characterized by a controversy about the relationship
between the form and function of language (cf. Ossner, 2015, p.25). Different approaches
have developed that focused either on forms or on meaning of grammar (e.g., Ellis, 2009;
Williams, 2005). One solution to this controversy can be found in the concept of language
awareness, which presents a rationale for grammar didactics and methodology of grammar
teaching that has been well established in the discourse (cf. Ossner 2015, p. 25). Language
awareness can be understood with Andresen and Funke (2003, p. 439) as the ability to
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distance oneself from the content aspects of language and turn to the formal properties of
language (cf. also Gornik, 2015; Wildemann et al., 2020; Wildemann & Bien-Miller, 2023).
Central to grammar instruction is not only the development and expansion of metalinguistic
implicit skills of language awareness, but also explicit declarative rule knowledge (cf. Binanzer
& Langlotz, 2018). For years, however, school-based grammar instruction has been criticized
for being primarily characterized by forms of explicit rule teaching, and that independent,
conscious reflection on language takes place far too rarely (cf. Bredel, 2013). In addition, it is
criticized that this kind of knowledge transfer presupposes that the pupils have already
mastered the grammatical knowledge to be taught at the level of implicit knowledge (cf.
Bredel, 2013). If pupils do not yet have the required implicit knowledge, this leads to a
restriction of participation in subject learning and educational processes (cf. Geyer & Miiller,
2024; Hackbarth & Miiller, 2021; see also Topalovi¢ & Michalak, 2012). At the same time,
teaching that clearly builds on explicit grammatical rule knowledge requires that pupils know
the relevant technical terms needed to analyse and describe linguistic structures (e.g., verbs,
pronouns, past tense) and relate them to implicit knowledge. Due to the fact that in inclusive
learning groups there are children who have neither the implicitly presupposed knowledge
nor the explicit knowledge of grammatical structures classroom research must take an interest
in the relation between implicit and explicit knowledge and the related barriers to subject and
social participation in the practices of teaching.

4 Empirical data
4.1 Context

The empirical examples and analyses presented below are part of the interdisciplinary study
"Expertise in Interactions. Teaching and learning in the Context of Inclusion and Exclusion" (cf.
Hackbarth et al., 2022b). This study aims to lay bare the connections between teaching and
learning of (written) language knowledge and skills as well as the possibilities and barriers of
social participation in classroom practice. By means of video-based analyses of lessons, an
empirically grounded type and theory building of an inclusive language didactics is aimed at.

As part of the study, coherent teaching units on grammatical topics were videotaped at three
different schools over a period of around five days per teaching unit. For this purpose, three
fixed cameras and one handheld camera were used. A coherent teaching unit (consisting of
several lessons) was observed in order to get an adequate view of the introduction,
construction and completion of the teaching and acquisition of grammatical knowledge.
Additional recording devices were used to capture the pupils' group conversations. In
addition, all materials relevant to the interactions were photographed. For the documentary
method, the case comparison forms the basis of the analysis. Subject lessons in which
grammar was taught were selected for the case comparison. It was also important for the case
selection that pupils with special educational needs (SEND) were also taught in the learning
groups. Finally, grammar lessons were videotaped at a formally inclusive elementary school
and at two special needs schools (with a focus on hearing, physical-motor development and
learning support).

The learning group presented is a formally inclusive primary school class with 19 pupils. The
pupils are around 9 years old, four pupils have SEND. For 13 pupils German is their first
language; the other pupils grew up in a multilingual environment and acquired German in the
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context of dual first language acquisition or as an early second language. In addition to the
class teacher Ms Roth (all names are anonymous), the class team includes a special needs
teacher, a school social worker and a school assistant. For the series of lessons on the topic of
tenses presented below, there are recordings of 5 days (with one double lesson each) spread
over a period of 14 days. All thematically relevant lessons (including the group work phases)
were recorded on video and transcribed. The worksheets and work results used were also
photographed.

For the planning and implementation of the lesson series, the class teacher adapted the
material "Tenses - simply fabulous" (Fink, 2018), which aims at introducing, recognising and
using the tenses past tense, present, future and perfect of the German language (ibid.). The
lesson is based on a story about two children who travel to different "time islands" on the ship
"Tempus". At the beginning of the lesson, there is a letter to the class inviting the class to
participate in the adventures (to discover the different islands, which in turn represent the
different tenses). The lessons are characterised by a homologous structure: The learning
group receives the letter in which the protagonists each report on a new adventure. The letter
is discussed with the group. This is followed by group work in which a worksheet is worked on
together. Finally, the respective tenses are practised in a plenary situation, usually with the
help of a pronoun-cube and verb cards (see Fig. 1).

§

Fig. 1: Photogram of the plenary situation with pronoun cube and word cards
4.2 Empirical analyses
4.2.1 An adventure story as a frame for working on the task

The lesson series starts with the following scene. The narrative frame is built up in a plenary
discussion about the medium of the letter and the props. Similar to what is shown in Figure 1,
the introduction to the topic takes place in a sitting-circle order typical for primary schools in
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Germany. All children in this learning group sit in a circle, there are no separating learning
settings. This gives all students the opportunity to participate in the following interactions.’

L: °So wer war denn ganz leise (.) heute und hat schén gearbeitet, ihr habt alle so schén
gearbeitet °gell® (2) Lisa dann schau doch mal rein ((h&lt einen schwarzen Beutel in ihren
Hadnden, h&lt ihn kurz auf))

Lisa: ((Geht nach vorne, holt etwas aus dem Beutel))

L: (2) was ist denn das?

Lisa: Ein Brief?

L: Mhm. dann leg ihn mal hin,

Lisa: ((Legt den Brief auf den Boden und setzt sich wieder hin))
Me: ((melden sich))

L: Wer mochte denn mal vorlesen was auf dem Brief draufsteht?
(1. Tag, 1. Stunde: 8:02 - 8:21)

Teacher: °So who was very quiet (.) today and worked beautifully, you all worked so beautifully
°okay® (2) Lisa then takes a look ((holds a black bag in her hands, holds it open for a moment))
Lisa: ((Goes forward, takes something out of the bag))

Teacher: (2) what is this?

Lisa: A letter?

Teacher: Mhm. Then put it down,

Lisa: ((Puts the letter on the floor and sits down again))
Teacher: Who would like to read out what is written on the letter?
(1st day, 1lst hour: 8:02 - 8:21)

In this scene, ‘being quiet’ and ‘working beautiful’ are marked as positively framed behaviours
or norms. By answering the leading question, all pupils are addressed by the teacher as
exemplary. This indicates the teacher's orientation towards involving all pupils and creating a
calm and appreciative atmosphere. Furthermore, the teacher builds up a tense atmosphere
in close connection with everyday materials (such as the letter) and opens the new topic in
this way. It becomes clear in the way that the subject of the lesson is not explicitly called up
as a subject matter. Rather, the way the objects are presented (they are hidden in a bag and
gradually brought out) and the materials are arranged all around refer to a materialisation and
at the same time an implicit mode of focusing on subject matter. Through the elaborately
designed staging of the lesson subject, school pedagogical concepts of child-friendly primary
school education become visible. These can be distinguished from science-oriented subject
teaching, which is more typical of secondary school teaching, by comparing cases (cf. Kater-
Wettstadt, 2018).

L: Und an wen ist der Brief?

Carla: An die Klasse drei a [Adresse der Schule]
Gerrit: [Postleitzahl der Schule]

L: Genau; dann Samuel?

Samuel: Was will der von uns?

Me: ((lachen))

L: (Ja) was weiB ich. schau mal rein

(1. Tag, 1l.Stunde: 9:34 - 9:51)

Teacher: And to whom is the letter?

Carla: To class three a [school address].
Gerrit: [postcode of the school].

Teacher: Exactly; then Samuel?

Samuel: What does he want from us?

Me: ((laughing))

Teacher: (Yes) what do I know. have a look
(1st day, 1lst lesson: 9:34 - 9:51)

1 Thisis worth mentioning at this point, as comparisons of cases from other primary schools indicate that pupils
with SEND are taught separately from the group. This in turn obviously restricts the opportunities for social
participation.
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By addressing the letter to the learning group, the pupils are involved as important actors.
Samuel asks: "What does he want from us?" and thus half-jokingly responds to the teacher's
staging. The teacher responds to this question with a joyful laugh that illustrates the focus on
creating a friendly and exciting atmosphere. She answers this question vaguely and delegates
the answer to the pupils, which means that pupils should read the letter aloud. Furthermore,
the request "have a look" documents that here the subject matter is first to be discovered and
that the teaching of subject matter content will thus take place in an implicit mode, via
engagement with the objects. The children are asked to discover the subject matter on their
own. This suggests a closeness to the concept of discovery learning. The fact that she has not
used any technical terms up to this point points to an implicit mode of teaching subject-related
knowledge. At the same time, it becomes visible that this teaching method runs smoothly for
both the pupils and the teacher, which shows how habituated pupils and teacher are to this
mode of instruction.

The letter then read out by Samuel provides the narrative framework for the task that then
follows, which is to be done in group work. The task, which is designed in the style of an
adventure narrative, is primarily framed as an exciting and joyful journey of discovery. In this
type of staging, a programmatic orientation towards the children's lifeworld becomes clear,
which at the same time aims at engaging the pupils emotionally. However, the story itself is
not the subject of the lesson. It merely forms the framework for the pupils' activities. They
have to acquire the subject-related knowledge themselves with the help of the tasks, the
materials and the peer group in a self-directed learning mode. It is noteworthy, however, that
this type of task does not address any of the pupils as particularly capable or less capable (cf.
among others Sturm, 2018; Merl, 2021). The opportunity to complete the task is initially open
to all pupils. This points to the potential for social participation that is routinely established
here in the social practice of teaching.

Although it is clear that the children seem to be familiar with this way of preparing content
and are able to engage with this form of teaching, there is some irritation with regard to the
understanding of the tasks.

4.2.2 Irritation in task comprehension

L: ihr dirft herausfinden zu welchen Inseln reist der zu welchen Inseln gehen Tim und Emma; und
wo reisen wir hin. [..]

Domingo: Wie soll man das denn wie soll man das denn herausfinden?

L: Tja ihr seid am Forschen. Sprachforscher. schaut die Listen nach. guckt ihr habt doch auch
(.) so kleine Schiffchen (.) die geben euch einen Tipp; ich schau sie mit euch noch nicht an.
denn ihr sollt das ja in euren Gruppen herausfinden (.)

(1. Tag, 1l.Stunde: 17:09 - 19:55)

Teacher: You may find out to which islands Tim and Emma are going; and where we are going. [...]
Domingo: How are you supposed to find out how are you supposed to find out?

Teacher: Well, you are researching. Language researchers. look up the lists. you also have (..)
little ships (..) that give you a hint; I won't look at them with you yet. because you are
supposed to find out in your groups (..)

(Day 1, Hour 1: 17:09 - 19:55)

The way in which the tasks are set shows that the teacher is orientated towards a co-
constructive and cooperative mode of acquiring specialist knowledge. To this end, she
organises the lessons in such a way that the pupils come together in groups and receive
learning aids (such as lists and tip cards), which they then use to complete the tasks
independently. This demonstrates the teacher's focus on learning by self-discovery. There are
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no individualised tasks here that would address certain pupils as being particularly fast or
particularly in need of help. The teacher explicitly addresses all the pupils as “language
researchers”. Analogous to other analyses, all children are addressed as potentially equally
capable researchers. This is remarkable for the reflection on opportunities for social
participation, as no distinctions are made with regard to the different work tasks and abilities
of the children (cf. for examples of constructions of difference in inclusive learning groups:
Sturm 2018).

However, Domino's question then points out that the way the task is set creates a
comprehension problem. This shows a lack of correspondence between the task expectation,
the mode of knowledge acquisition and the implicit knowledge of the pupil. This also becomes
very clear in the group work, where the pupils are primarily concerned with working together
to understand the task itself.

Gina: Wie soll man das denn rausfinden, wenn man das gar nicht kennt?
L: Du kannst das rausfinden. ihr kennt sogar schon eine.

Andrea: Frau Roth, warst du in Griechenland?

Gerrit: Nein, ich kenn keine.

L: Doch [..]

Gerrit: Ich kenn keine. [..]

L: Schaut euch mal die, die ganzen Karten an.

Andrea: Schi:ffe.
Gerrit: Ach so. man soll sich die Schiffe angucken. wer. (.) ach so aus den Buchstaben. kommt
ein (.) raus? ein Wort? aber das ist ja dann schwer;

L: ((steht auf, fragende Geste mit den Handen, geht vom Tisch))
(1. Tag, 2. Stunde, Gruppenarbeit: 27:29 - 27:55)

Gina: How are you supposed to find that out if you don't know it?

Teacher: You can find out. you even know one already.

Andrea: Mrs. Roth, have you been to Greece?

Gerrit: No, I don't know any.

Teacher: But [...]

Gerrit: I don't know any. [...]

Teacher: Look at the, at all the maps.

Andrea: Ships.

Gerrit: I see. You're supposed to look at the ships. who. (..) ah so from the letters. comes
out a (.)? a word? but that's difficult;

Teacher: ((stands up, questioning gesture with the hands, walks away from the table))
(1st day, 2nd lesson, group work: 27:29 - 27:55)

In this group work, the children try to understand the task framed as an adventure journey.
Gina asks how you can find out something you don't know. On the one hand, this poses a
difficulty for the further processing of the task and, on the other hand, it points to the potential
of teaching to enable new experiences. They try to solve the problem and oscillate between
interpretations that refer to real experiences (e.g. an actual island trip) and to experiences in
class (putting letters together to form solution words). However, they do not help with regard
to the development of the subject content. The pupils ask the teacher for help and make it
clear once again that they do not understand the task in this way. The teacher continues to
hold back, referring again and again to the material as a source of knowledge and thus
repeatedly making it clear that the children have to acquire the knowledge themselves.
Analogously to the first scene, the orientation towards learning through discovery is also
evident here. For the teacher, this teaching mode goes hand in hand with her attempt to
convey grammatical knowledge within the framework of an adventure story. She holds back
with subject-related explanations and hopes that the pupils will be able to acquire the
technical knowledge themselves by working on the task together.
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4.2.3 The delegation of the transmission of subject knowledge to the material

In the teaching materials - in contrast to the teacher's restraint in terms of subject language -
subject-related markings of the tenses are fixed in written language. Thus, terms such as
"verbs" or "past" are used on the tip cards. However, these terms are not taken up, explained
or differentiated in the lesson discussion and must therefore be self-explanatory in the written
form used. As the excerpts from the analyses of the group work show, however, they are not
self-explanatory for the pupils; they already fail to understand the task and thus, above all, to
decode the narrative framing of the adventure story (cf. Hackbarth & Miiller, 2021).

The form of delegation of subject-related knowledge to the teaching material thus not only
creates a barrier to the learning process, but at the same time raises questions about the
'mediability’ of the material. The task is to assign the sentences from the story read aloud and
depicted on the image of a sail of the ship Tempus to the tense islands. The sentences are
formed in different tenses. There is no recognisable system in the selection of sentence
constructions that would, for example, differentiate the task. On the one hand, the task is
differentiated using the tip cards. For example, a tip card promises that the words listed below
can help. The Latin terms for the tenses present, past, present perfect and future are listed.
Below this is the explanation that there are 4 tenses. This again documents the teacher's focus
on technical aspects of the language but it is only visible in the written form. When speaking,
she consistently restrains herself from using technical language, as already explained. Thus,
the transmission of technical knowledge is explicitly delegated to the material. The pupils are
called upon to develop implicit and explicit grammatical knowledge on their own. This
presupposes that the material is sufficiently suitable to represent the subject content in such
a way that it can be acquired by the pupils with their respective different learning
requirements. The pupils must have language-reflective abilities to focus on the segmentation
of the sentences with an analytical approach. They need to be able to recognise the verbs as
markers of the tenses, in order to then assign them to the islands with the Latin names of the
tenses. This requires both implicit and explicit knowledge of the tenses. Only those pupils who
already have the knowledge marked as relevant and are not dependent on a systematised
teaching of sentence analysis and tense assignment can therefore participate in this form of
teaching technical language knowledge. This is problematic for subject teaching in the context
of inclusive learning conditions. However, in line with the above analysis of the options of
social participation, the routine of group work established here offers a further possibility of
differentiation, which is particularly interesting in the context of inclusive learning groups.

In the alternation of plenary phases and group work established here and the required mode
of appropriation of discovery learning, the peers become the relevant others who can have
the subject knowledge relevant to the task processing. In addition to the tip cards, the format
of cooperation among the pupils offers an option for social as well as subject-specific
participation (cf. Hackbarth & Mehlem, 2019).

4.2.4 Summary

In the following, the results of the analyses presented will be summarised and reflected upon
with regard to the questions formulated at the beginning.

The question of what practices of teaching grammatical knowledge can be reconstructed can
be answered with reference to the analyses presented here with a practice of technical
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language restraint on the part of the teacher. The communication of subject knowledge is
consistently delegated to the material and thus to the register of writing. This delegation
points to the teacher's orientation towards the concept of discovering learning. The teacher
acts linguistically primarily as a moderator who marks incorrect answers as requiring
correction, refers non-verbally to memory and tip cards and thus again to the medium of
writing. It also becomes clear that she refrains from differentiating and addressing pupils who
are in need of support. It turns out that the teacher addresses her pupils directly, especially
when she wants to regulate the social order of the lessons.

Another feature of the teaching of subject-related knowledge is that the lessons are primarily
integrated into the action framework of an adventure story. The tasks are formulated
linguistically in the style of an adventure story, creating a plot in the mode of a fiction. Thus,
the acquisition of grammatical knowledge is framed as an adventure trip, a journey to
different islands. The plot itself, however, consists of pupils cutting out sentence cards
disguised as ships and assigning them to tenses, which in turn are referred to as islands. Since
at the same time neither the topic of tenses nor the technical terms necessary for the tasks
are explicitly addressed and framed in subject-related language, the pupils are called upon to
acquire the explicit knowledge on their own from their engagement with the material. In this
case, however, this presupposes that they have implicit knowledge of the concept of the
tenses relevant in German. They should also be able to recognise markers for the tenses from
the sentences. These are, for example, adverbial determination of time such as “yesterday”
or “tomorrow” or the prefixes and suffixes of verbs.

The second question asked how the pupils deal with this teaching practice. It becomes clear
in the analyses that the pupils are able to connect to the lifeworld orientation of the teaching
offer to some extent. However, the requirement to decode the subject matter from the
adventure story creates difficulties. This can possibly also be explained by the fact that the
linguistic material itself does not show any systematic approval and thus provides little
guidance as to how they can independently develop the knowledge from the confrontation
with the material. It becomes clear in the analysis that the pupils demand explanations from
the teacher, but the teacher rejects them in line with the programme of discovery learning.
As shown in other publications, the pupils only succeed in developing the task cooperatively
through the format of group work or peer interactions (cf. Hackbarth & Miiller, 2021). This
also makes it clear that primarily pupils who already have the knowledge to be imparted can
participate in this form of discovery learning. Pupils who do not have the knowledge marked
as relevant are called upon to acquire this knowledge indirectly, through the example of their
fellow pupils. In this way, the transmission is not only delegated to the material, as described
above, but also to the classmates.

With regard to the third question which asked what conclusions can be drawn from the
empirically generated connection between mediation and acquisition for the didactics of
inclusive subject teaching, we can conclude: The pupils in this lesson are asked to acquire the
subject knowledge indirectly from their engagement with the material. However, in order to
understand and apply the rules of tense marking, they need to be able to speak consciously,
this means that they have to speak in a linguistically reflective way. This also means that they
must be able to distance themselves from the content of the language and to analyse linguistic
structures. The lack of direct teaching of linguistic knowledge thus potentially disadvantages
pupils who do not have the presupposed subject knowledge. This is potentially exacerbated
by the dominance of the written language reconstructed here. Especially since the language
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material does not show any systematisation that would simplify rule recognition. But even if
pupils have the knowledge, e.g. to correctly determine tenses, they are only able to cope with
the task by performing the action (here the assignment task). The didactic function of teaching
and explaining terms and contexts within the group work can thus not be expected from
primary school pupils. These findings should be taken into account, especially in view of the
knowledge of pupils' different experiences with regard to the school knowledge to be
imparted and the dominant language used in school. It can be assumed that even an
organisation of teaching that places children front and centre and is oriented towards social
participation, which is characterised at the level of the social order by an atmosphere of
friendliness and receptiveness, will in turn disadvantage the pupils in particular who are most
dependent on the linguistic mediation offer with regard to subject participation.

5 Conclusion

The reconstructive perspective on subject teaching pursued here presents an approach that
provides insights into both the logic of teaching as social practice and the constitution of
subject knowledge in the classroom. In this way, the complexity, sequentiality and
synchronicity of teaching as a social practice are methodologically taken into account (cf.
Martens & Asbrand, 2022). On the other hand, this reconstructive research approach can
empirically show how and where barriers and options of participation are generated in the
practice of subject teaching. These findings are particularly significant for the discourse on
inclusion-oriented subject didactics.

Exemplarily, it was shown via the presented lesson analyses that the social practice of teaching
is characterised by an atmosphere of friendliness and an orientation towards social
participation. The focus on social participation becomes clear in the practice of teaching and
is demonstrated performatively by the fact that all children are addressed. All tasks and the
additional material are made available to all children without addressing specific children as
special. Although we know from the description that four children are entitled to SEND, it is
not obvious in the group which children these are. This demonstrates that all children have an
equal opportunity to participate in social interactions. It is also clear from the fact that many
tasks have to be completed cooperatively. Peer interactions and social participation in the
peer group are given a great deal of space. At the same time, there are regular phases in which
all pupils are addressed as a group via sitting circles. This form of teaching represents a
contrast to other sequences in our study, in which not all children can participate equally at
the level of social interaction (cf. Ludwig, 2024). However, it is also clear in other studies that
children with SEND in particular are addressed as less able and positioned as such in the
classroom (cf. Merl, 2021; Sturm, 2018). These children then have fewer opportunities for
participation at the level of social interactions.

At the same time, this approach to teaching, characterised by indirect knowledge transfer,
serves as a counterpoint to the often criticised method of explicit grammar instruction (cf.
chapter 1). The school pedagogical concept of discovery learning seems to fit very well with
the orientation towards a differentiation-sensitive lesson design, a non-discriminatory
differentiation of pupils. At the same time, disadvantages for subject-specific participation
become visible in the mode of subject-language restraint and the delegation of mediation to
the material. Technical language markings, explanations and modelling are indispensable for
a technically appropriate acquisition of knowledge, even in the context of discovery learning.
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This is especially true for content that is constitutively dependent on language as a medium
of language reflection (cf. Ahrenholz et al., 2018) and in particular for pupils who are
dependent on direct instruction (cf. on this also the discussion on direct and strategic
instruction, including Mehring, 2010; Lopez et al., 2017).

For an inclusion-oriented professionalisation, these analyses make it even more clear that it is
necessary to sensitise teachers to subject-specific language competences in relation to the
material to be taught and the ability to modulate this knowledge in the complex classroom
interactions. A teaching programme of discovery learning incl. the associated teaching
materials is — apart from the subject-specific linguistic framing and systematisation of the
material — particularly dependent on a selection of language materials and forms of action
that match the teaching programme and enable all pupils to acquire the necessary subject
knowledge. This is conceivable, for example, through systematised linguistic offers and
strategies that call for conjectures, checks and subsequent rule formulations.

Furthermore, the explanations on grammar teaching (cf. chapter 1) show that an essential
approach of grammar teaching or language reflection is the linking with everyday language
experiences. Whether the selected teaching material with the adventure trip to the "time
islands" represents an adequate everyday language experience is questionable not only from
a didactic but also from an empirical point of view (cf. chapter 3). Furthermore, it is hardly
conceivable without a systematic and technical language-oriented framing and modelling of
the interactions in class to tie in with the pupils' language experiences. This is especially true
for the topic of language reflection.

The analyses presented here thus sharpen the critique of the written nature of the teaching
of linguistic knowledge and at the same time strengthen the importance of language for the
teaching of subject knowledge (cf. Ahrenholz et al., 2018). This, in turn, presupposes subject-
specific explanatory and mediating competences among teachers, which cannot be
compensated for by concepts of discovery and cooperative learning and must be the subject
of teacher education.
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