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Summary
Learning to read—amazing as it is to small children and their parents—is one thing. Reading
to learn, explains Susan Goldman of the University of Illinois at Chicago, is quite another.
Are today’s students able to use reading and writing to acquire knowledge, solve problems,
and make decisions in academic, personal, and professional arenas? Do they have the literacy
skills necessary to meet the demands of the twenty-first century? To answer these questions,
Goldman describes the increasingly complex comprehension, reasoning skills, and knowledge
that students need as they progress through school and surveys what researchers and educators
know about how to teach those skills.
Successfully reading to learn requires the ability to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate information from multiple sources, Goldman writes. Effective readers must be able to apply different
knowledge, reading, and reasoning processes to different types of content, from fiction to history and science, to news accounts and user manuals. They must assess sources of information
for relevance, reliability, impartiality, and completeness. And they must connect information
across multiple sources. In short, successful readers must not only use general reading skills but
also pay close attention to discipline-specific processes.
Goldman reviews the evidence on three different instructional approaches to reading to learn:
general comprehension strategies, classroom discussion, and disciplinary content instruction.
She argues that building the literacy skills necessary for U.S. students to read comprehensively
and critically and to learn content in a variety of disciplines should be a primary responsibility
for all of the nation’s teachers. But outside of English, few subject-area teachers are aware of
the need to teach subject-area reading comprehension skills, nor have they had opportunities
to learn them themselves. Building the capacity of all teachers to meet the literacy needs of
today’s students requires long-term investment and commitment from the education community as well as society as a whole.
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he nation’s educational system
is turning out readers who are
ill-prepared for the literacy
demands of the twenty-first
century. The most recent
National Assessment of Educational Progress
report indicates that almost one-third of U.S.
students do not achieve basic levels of reading competency by fourth grade.1 Equally
alarming, high school students’ reading performance shows no improvement from 1971,
with only 38 percent of high school seniors
scoring at or above proficient.2 Indeed,
estimates are that 90 million U.S. adults lack
adequate literacy, with many unable to take
care of their health needs, let alone participate in the contemporary workforce.3 And
the literacy skills needed for the twenty-first
century have themselves increased. To be
literate today means being able to use reading and writing to acquire knowledge, solve
problems, and make decisions in academic,
personal, and professional arenas.
Twenty-first-century literacy poses four major
challenges for students and their teachers.
First, successful readers must learn how
to move beyond what text says to what text
means. Successful learning, problem solving, and decision making at school, at work,
and in personal situations rely on analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation of information
from multiple sources of traditional text as
well as expanded conceptions of text that
include multimodal information sources.4
Second, effective readers must be able to
apply reading and interpretation skills differently depending on subject matter, using
different knowledge, reading, and reasoning processes to interpret Macbeth, analyze
the causes of the Vietnam War, or explain
the advantages of compact fluorescent bulbs
over incandescent ones.5 Third, ongoing
advances in information technology make it
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necessary for readers to be able to navigate
vastly increased amounts of information, both
traditional print-based texts and multimodal
forms including complex visuals and animations.6 Moreover, because the World Wide
Web lacks traditional controls on the quality
of that information, readers and users must
know how to evaluate sites and sources for
relevance, reliability, level of complexity,
impartiality, and completeness.7 Some argue
that the web has introduced “new” literacies.8 In fact, by spotlighting the centrality of
inquiry and problem solving to twenty-firstcentury literacy, the web has raised the bar
on what it means to be literate.9 Fourth, to
analyze, synthesize, and integrate disparate
material, readers must be able to connect
information across multiple sources and
evaluate whether the different sources are
consistent. Successful readers must adopt an
active, critical, questioning stance while reading.10 In so doing they not only use general
reading skills but also pay close attention to
discipline-specific content, reasoning, and
knowledge-production processes.
As yet, only a meager body of research-based
evidence speaks directly to the teaching and
learning challenges posed by these literacy
demands. Much of what researchers and
educators know about successful reading
comprehension comes from small-scale
laboratory- or classroom-based research
(ranging from one or two teachers to twenty
or thirty for each instructional intervention)
on comprehension instruction, including
vocabulary development. Research related
to disciplinary literacies and the use of
online resources is just emerging. As might
be expected for an emerging research
area, more of this work is descriptive
than experimental, but it is nevertheless
instructive. In this article I focus on what
is known about reading to learn content,
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the core educational task from fourth
grade through high school. I describe what
reading to learn content entails, the kinds of
knowledge and conceptual skills it requires,
and three broad types of instructional
approaches aimed at helping students acquire
and gain proficiency at reading to learn. I
also discuss what teachers need to know to
support students in reading to learn.

Beyond Learning to Read
Jeanne Chall pointed out thirty years ago
the sharp distinction between learning to
read and reading to learn.11 Learning to read
involves mastering basic procedural reading
skills that enable readers to recognize written
words, pronounce them correctly, and read
with reasonable fluency (see the articles in
this issue by Nell Duke and Meghan Block
and by Nonie Lesaux).12 Reading to learn
involves moving beyond these procedural
reading skills to acquire information from
text.13 Chall emphasized that many students
do not automatically make the transition from
learning to read to reading to learn. Such students need specific instruction as they move
through school to master more complex texts
and new comprehension tasks. Until students
reach fourth grade, teachers focus most of
their effort on helping them learn to read.
Thereafter, if students are to understand how
to read to learn history, math, science, and
literature, much of reading instruction must
take place in content-area classes.
That the different disciplines have differentiated literacy practices has been recognized
explicitly by the Common Core State
Standards for English Language Arts and
Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science,
and Technical Subjects, developed in 2010 by
the Council of Chief State School Officers
and the National Governors Association and
adopted voluntarily by nearly all the states.14

The reading and writing standards, specifically Standards 7, 8, and 9 for each of these
disciplines, include integration of knowledge
and ideas from multiple texts, along with
considerations of the quality of the claims
and evidence in them. Table 1 provides
descriptions of Standards 7, 8, and 9 for the
Common Core standards at each of three
grade bands. Two aspects of these descriptors
are especially notable. First, within a content
area, the complexity of the task increases. For
example, in literature, seventh graders
compare and contrast a literary piece in its
traditional print form with an audio or video
version; in grades nine and ten, students
analyze the impact of the medium on interpretation; finally in grades eleven and twelve,
students analyze multiple interpretations of
the same work across several media forms.
Second, the descriptions of the standards
differ depending on whether the content area
is literature, history and social studies, or
science and technical subjects. For example,
Standard 8—evaluate the argument in a
text—is not applicable to literature; in history
and science the descriptors are similar until
grades eleven and twelve. For Standard 9,
the descriptors reflect the differences in the
nature of reasoning and evidence across the
disciplines. Furthermore, although the table
does not show this point, students are
expected to apply these skills to texts of
increasing complexity and more varied genres
as they progress from grade four through
grade twelve (Standard 10).
Impressive though they are in raising the
literacy bar, the standards will not by themselves change the practices of content-area
teachers, whose teacher preparation has, for
the most part, focused on content rather than
on the literacy practices of the content area.
At the same time, many adolescents have not
adequately mastered the procedural literacy
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Table 1. Standards 7, 8, and 9 from the Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts
and Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects
Reading standards for literature

Reading standards for literacy in
history and social studies

Reading standards for literacy in science
and technical subjects

Standard 7: Integrate and evaluate content presented in diverse formats and media, including visually and quantitatively, as well as
in words.
Grade 7*: Compare and contrast a written
story, drama, or poem to its audio, filmed,
staged, or multimedia version, analyzing
the effects of techniques unique to each
medium (for example, lighting, sound, color,
or camera focus and angles in a film).

Grades 6–8: Integrate visual
information (for example, in charts,
graphs, photographs, videos, or
maps) with other information in print
and digital texts.

Grades 6–8: Integrate quantitative or technical
information expressed in words in a text with a
version of that information expressed visually
(for example, in flowchart, diagram, model,
graph, or table).

Grades 9–10: Analyze the representation
of a subject or a key scene in two different artistic mediums, including what is
emphasized or absent in each treatment
(for example, Auden’s “Musée des Beaux
Arts” and Bruegel’s Landscape with the Fall
of Icarus).

Grades 9–10: Integrate quantitative
or technical analysis (for example,
charts, research data) with qualitative analysis in print or digital text.

Grades 9–10: Translate quantitative or
technical information expressed in words in
a text into visual form (for example, a table
or chart) and translate information expressed
visually or mathematically (for example, in an
equation) into words.

Grades 11–12: Analyze multiple
interpretations of a story, drama, or poem
(for example, recorded or live production of a
play or recorded novel or poetry), evaluating
how each version interprets the source text.
(Include at least one play by Shakespeare
and one play by an American dramatist.)

Grades 11–12: Integrate and evaluate multiple sources of information presented in diverse formats
and media (for example, visually,
quantitatively, as well as in words) in
order to address a question or solve
a problem.

Grades 11–12: Integrate and evaluate multiple
sources of information presented in diverse
formats and media (for example, quantitative
data, video, multimedia) in order to address a
question or solve a problem.

Standard 8: Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific claims in a text, including the validity of the reasoning as well as the
relevance and sufficiency of the evidence.
Grades 6–8: Not applicable to literature

Grades 6–8: Distinguish among
fact, opinion and reasoned judgment
in a text.

Grades 6–8: Distinguish among facts, reasoned
judgment based on research findings, and
speculation in a text.

Grades 9–10: Not applicable to literature

Grade 9–10: Assess the extent to
which the reasoning and evidence in
a text support the author’s claims.

Grade 9–10: Assess the extent to which the
reasoning and evidence in a text support the
author’s claims or a recommendation for solving a scientific or technical problem.

Grades 11–12: Not applicable to literature

Grade 11–12: Evaluate an author’s
premises, claims, and evidence by
corroborating or challenging them
with other information.

Grades 11–12: Evaluate the hypotheses, data,
analysis, and conclusions in a science or
technical text, verifying the data when possible
and corroborating or challenging conclusions
with other sources of information.

Standard 9: Analyze how two or more texts address similar themes or topics in order to build knowledge or to compare the
approaches the authors take.
Grade 7: Compare and contrast a fictional
portrayal of a time, place, or character and
a historical account of the same period as
a means of understanding how authors of
fiction use or alter history.

Grade 6–8: Analyze the relationship
between a primary and a secondary
source on the same topic.

Grades 6–8: Compare and contrast the information gained from experiments, simulations,
video, or multimedia sources with that gained
from reading a text on the same topic.

Grades 9–10: Analyze how an author draws
on and transforms source material in a
specific work (for example, how Shakespeare
treats a theme or topic from Ovid or the
Bible or how a later author draws on a play
by Shakespeare).

Grades 9–10: Compare and contrast
treatments of the same topic in
several primary and secondary
sources.

Grades 9–10: Compare and contrast findings
presented in a text to those from other sources
(including their own experiments), noting when
the findings support or contradict previous
explanations or accounts.

Grades 11–12: Demonstrate knowledge of
18th-, 19th-, and early 20th-century foundational works of American literature, including
how two or more texts from the same period
treat similar themes or topics.

Grades 11–12: Integrate information from diverse sources, both
primary and secondary, into a coherent understanding of an idea or
event, noting discrepancies among
sources.

Grades 11–12: Synthesize information from
a range of sources (for example, texts, experiments, simulations into a coherent understanding of a process, phenomenon, or concept,
resolving conflicting information when possible.

Source: Council of Chief State School Officers. “The Common Core Standards for English Language Arts and Literacy in History/Social
Studies and Science and Technical Subjects” (2010) (www.corestandards.org), pp. 36–38; 61–62.
*Literature Standard 7 is separately described for each of grades 6, 7, and 8. I reproduced grade 7 here.
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skills of the early grades, and even those who
have mastered them are often ill-equipped
to confront the comprehension challenges of
content-area texts.15 Middle grades and high
school teachers’ primary responsibility has
been to teach the content, de-emphasizing
the literacy practices central to comprehending the content and thereby increasing
the struggles of students who may not have
learned to read adequately in the lower
grades.16 The tension inherent in this situation is exacerbated by the meager resources
(curricular supports or assessments) available
to guide content-area teachers with what
should be their dual emphasis—teaching
disciplinary content and disciplinary literacy.
Because U.S. adolescents have few opportunities to be taught advanced reading comprehension, their lack of progress on national
assessments should not be surprising.17
Nevertheless, some students do successfully
read to learn. In the next section I briefly
review research characterizing the reading
skills of successful students in order to identify the conceptual skills and knowledge that
all readers need.

Successful Comprehension and
Reading to Learn
Much research on comprehension has
focused on students who are reading to
learn from single texts.18 The research
identifies five characteristics of successful
readers; all five involve active engagement.
First, those who are successfully reading
to learn monitor their comprehension
and use a range of strategies when they
realize they do not understand what they
are reading.19 Second, successful readers
are able to explain concepts in the text
and relate different concepts within a text
to each other and to relevant knowledge
they have already acquired.20 Third, they

often generate self-explanations during
reading,21 ask questions that probe the
connections among parts of the text, or seek
explanations.22 Fourth, they use cues to the
logical organization of a text to guide their
comprehension.23 And, finally, they rely on
multiple types of knowledge (for example,
knowledge of words, concepts, sentence
structures, text structures, genres) as they try
to interpret print. By contrast, students who
are weak at comprehension tend to restate
or paraphrase texts, substituting synonyms or
reordering the words, rather than explaining.
Any connections these readers make or
questions they ask tend to be superficial.24
Researchers have learned about successful multiple-source comprehension from
investigating how specialists read in specific
academic disciplines. Literary experts reading
poetry and prose relate what they are reading to other works by the same author and
from the same period. They are sensitive to
multiple interpretations and explore insights
into human experience afforded by the literary work.25 In history and science, experts
routinely engage in selection, analysis, and
synthesis within and across multiple sources
of evidence, yet they enact these processes
differently.26 Chemists, for example, spend
a lot of time mapping back and forth across
different representations of the same information, for example, structural notations
like H2O, molecular models, words, and
equations. Historians, by contrast, first look
at and consider when, why, and by whom a
text was created.27 Interestingly, specialists
reading outside their field of expertise do not
display the same complex processing strategies they use within their field of expertise,28 demonstrating the important role that
content knowledge plays in guiding reading
behavior.29
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Not surprisingly, adolescent students rarely
engage in the disciplinary processing strategies used by experts.30 For most high school
students—excepting only the few who enroll
in Advanced Placement (AP) courses in
history—participating in a research study
may be the first time they are asked to read
more than one source to address a question.
In some high schools, students write “term
papers” that require them to read multiple
sources, but too often the results are annotated bibliographies rather than syntheses
across the sources.

are likely to be needed in a successful
reading-to-learn instructional program.

Promising Instructional
Approaches to Comprehension

The bulk of research on strategy-based
instruction has focused on text-processing
strategies and on making students more
aware of the text per se, including vocabulary,
cues to logical organization (for example,
paragraphing, connector words such as therefore, because, as a result), as well as their
own monitoring of points in need of clarification, and questions about the text. Initially
strategy-based training focused on teaching
individual strategies, but research revealed
that the effects of single-strategy training
tended to be limited to the particular strategy
itself with little impact on reading comprehension more generally.34 That discovery
contributed to a shift toward interventions
that focused on multiple strategies and their
coordination. One of the earliest multiplestrategy interventions, Reciprocal Teaching,
teaches four strategies for processing text,
both narrative and expository: clarification,
questioning, summarization, and predicting.35 Reciprocal Teaching is a small-group
intervention designed to be managed by students after it is introduced through teacher
modeling. Students monitor their reading
to make sure they understand the meaning
of the text (clarification), ask any questions
they have about the content, summarize the
content, and predict what will be next in

Researchers have developed a variety of
promising instructional approaches to reading
to learn and have subjected them to empirical evaluation, mostly with small samples of
teachers and classrooms (fewer than twenty
per comparison). In some cases, the positive effects observed in these studies have
been replicated across several other smallscale studies, increasing confidence in the
impact of the approach. Only a few of these
approaches have yielded experimental evidence of effectiveness, however.31 One reason
for the paucity of evidence is that effective
reading-to-learn instruction has many moving
parts: teaching several different instructional
strategies; teaching how to use those strategies flexibly depending on task, text, and
learning goals; ensuring engagement; and
introducing opportunities for interacting with
peers and teachers about the text.32
In the following sections I review research
on three different approaches to teaching
comprehension. The first is strategy-based
instruction of single or multiple strategies.
The second is discussion-based instruction. The third is disciplinary content-based
instruction. In reality, all three approaches
94
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Strategy-Based Instruction
By far the most common approach to teaching comprehension is to focus explicitly on
teaching strategies to aid comprehension.
The strategy-based approach has had positive
effects in experimental studies and was the
only approach sanctioned in the report issued
by the National Reading Panel, a group of
experts in reading that was convened by the
National Institutes of Health.33
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the text. In an extensive review of research
on the effectiveness of Reciprocal Teaching
with elementary and middle school students,
Barak Rosenshine and Carla Meister concluded that the intervention had positive and
robust effects on reading comprehension
performance on standardized tests.36 Another
multiple-strategy intervention, Students
Achieving Independent Learning (SAIL),
has also been found effective.37 SAIL focuses
on the coordinated use of strategies that
are characteristic of successful readers and
includes many of the same strategies used
in Reciprocal Teaching. It adds an emphasis
on understanding when and why particular
strategies are useful.
Summarization, one of the strategies in
Reciprocal Teaching and SAIL, actually
involves using multiple strategies, especially
when applied to lengthy texts and text sets. A
good summary demonstrates understanding of
the gist or main ideas of the text, selects only
content that is important and relevant to the
purpose or task for which the reading is being
done, and is sufficiently detailed to preserve
the flow of ideas. The challenge for readers
with limited knowledge of the content of the
text is that everything is unfamiliar and seems
important, making it difficult to selectively
include information in the summary.
Summary Street is a web-based intervention
that targets students’ summarization skills by
providing guided practice in writing summaries for passages.38 Summary Street gives
students feedback on the content of their
summaries and asks them to decide how to
adjust the summaries. The feedback uses a
back-end computational process that determines similarity between the student’s
summary and the text being summarized. The
heuristics used to evaluate the written summaries favor those that use the reader’s own
words, contain few redundancies, include the

important main ideas, and are appropriate in
length.39 The feedback provides suggestions
for improving the summary (for example,
include more from paragraph two, less from
paragraph one). Students then decide how to
improve their summaries, resubmit them, and
receive feedback on the new summary.
Revision continues until the summary reaches
predetermined coverage and length constraints. Summary Street’s feedback practices
are consistent with those recommended by
studies of tutors and tutoring, which suggest
that feedback is most useful when it gives the
user some responsibility for determining what
to do next.40
A group of researchers including Donna
Caccamise, Walter and Eileen Kintsch, and
colleagues tested Summary Street with sixththrough ninth-grade students from a variety
of socioeconomic backgrounds across the
state of Colorado. They found that students’
summaries of history and science texts
showed significant improvement in content
coverage (more relevance, less redundancy,
more parts of the text included) compared
with summaries written by students who did
not use the program, with the size of the
effect varying depending on how frequently
students used the intervention.41
Structure Strategy Training, another multiplestrategy approach, teaches readers how to use
paragraphing and signaling cues, such as In
summary, First, Finally, On the other hand,
and The problem is, to figure out the overall
organization of the information they are
reading (for example, whether the text is
presenting a problem and solution or is
comparing and contrasting ideas). Interventions designed to guide the attention of
elementary school students to these features
of text improved their reading comprehension
performance.42 Using a technology-based
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012
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tutor, Bonnie Meyer and several colleagues
were able to adapt future lessons for students
based on their performance on past lessons;
the adaptive version improved reading
comprehension performance on a
standardized reading comprehension test
more than a nonadaptive version.43
Laboratory-based studies have found that
successful readers engage in explanationbased processing while those who are less
successful tend to process on a superficial
level, with a predominance of paraphrases
and less developed explanations.44 Based on
these findings, Danielle McNamara and
several colleagues developed an intervention,
Self-Explanation Reading Training (SERT),
to help students improve comprehension.
SERT teaches students to engage in five
different strategies, each targeting a critical
aspect of the comprehension process.45 The
first strategy, paraphrasing, involves understanding the basic structure and meaning of
the words and sentences in the text—what
the text says. The second, putting it into one’s
own words, makes the content more familiar.
The third, elaborating and predicting, asks
readers to make inferences that connect what
the text says to what they already know or
expect based on common sense and general
reasoning heuristics. The fourth, bridging,
engages readers in understanding how
different concepts and ideas in the text fit
together. It also helps readers achieve more
sentence-to-sentence connections as well as a
more coherent understanding of the overall
text. Finally, comprehension monitoring
orients readers to thinking about what they
do and do not understand and to using the
other strategies to repair problems they
detect. SERT uses explicit, direct instruction
to tell students the purpose and function of
the different kinds of processing strategies.
In tests with high school students reading
96
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science texts, SERT training produced
promising results.46 The intervention has now
been extended into a computer-based
automated intelligent tutoring system,
iSTART (Interactive Strategy Trainer for
Active Reading and Thinking) and is undergoing testing (see the article in this issue by
Gina Biancarosa and Gina Griffiths for more
information).47

Strategy-Based Instruction: Lessons
Learned and Limitations
The research evidence on strategy training
supports three conclusions. First, effective
strategy-based instruction involves teaching
multiple strategies and ways to coordinate
them. Some strategies involve explicit attention to features of texts as cues to important
content and its organization. Other strategies
connect pieces of information within the text.
Yet other strategies build connections to
readers’ pre-existing content knowledge and
expectations regarding additional content.
Second, coordinating multiple strategies
requires students to assess their successes and
failures using particular strategies, whether
they have achieved sufficient understanding,
and what to do if they have not. Third, explicit
teaching of strategies and their coordinated
use is necessary for most students, especially
when they are reading to learn. Students need
opportunities to practice explicitly taught
strategies and get feedback on their performance. Gradually, as students acquire greater
skill in using and coordinating strategies,
externally provided feedback becomes less
necessary.
However, strategy-based instruction has clear
limitations in meeting the many complex
challenges in teaching reading comprehension in content areas. For one, coordinating
multiple strategies is hard work. It requires
that students engage with the texts, often for
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sustained periods of time and multiple readings—something that many students either
do not do at all or do only in cursory ways. A
second challenge relates to the knowledge, or
lack of knowledge, that readers bring to texts.
Strategy-based comprehension instruction
in grades four through twelve typically takes
place in English language arts and is applied
to fictional narratives. Even young readers
typically have a rich supply of knowledge
about many of the events and motivations
that are central to fiction. They can benefit
from strategies that use guided comprehension questions such as: Who are the characters? What is the setting? What happened
first? What happened next? Why was she sad/
mad/happy?48

Strategy-based instruction
has clear limitations in
meeting the many complex
challenges in teaching
reading comprehension in
content areas.
Questions like these, however, do not apply to
informational texts in science or social studies
(nor, in fact, to all literary genres). Alternative
comprehension strategies that are more
generic in nature (find the main idea, identify
the topic sentence, summarize, learn the
words in boldface type) are often introduced
for such texts.49 These strategies can be
helpful in reading textbooks because textbooks often follow conventions that match
these generic strategies. For example, key
vocabulary items are presented in boldface
type; section headers mark new topics; and

the first sentence under the header is often a
good summary of the section. Generic
strategies are difficult to apply, however, to
the authentic texts educators hope students
are reading—newspaper articles, historical
documents, research reports, editorials. These
texts vary in the way information is organized
and in the conventions used to signal more
and less important information, and schoolaged readers are not routinely taught how to
process that information.50 Lacking these
organizational cues to importance, students
do not have the tools they need to be able to
evaluate whether their summary of an
authentic text captures the important ideas.
Generic comprehension strategies are
particularly limited in helping students read
the multiple text forms of variable credibility
they encounter on the web.
Comprehension instruction that focuses only
on generic reading strategies also falls short
because comprehension itself becomes more
complex and expansive as students mature
and progress from grade to grade. Whereas
fourth graders might be asked only to summarize or to define a new word after reading
a science text, eighth graders and high school
students are likely to be asked to make inferences, to identify the author’s point of view,
to evaluate the credibility of claims and conclusions, and to integrate information derived
from several sources.51 Furthermore, eighth
graders are implicitly expected to engage
in different comprehension practices when
reading literature, math, science, and social
studies—often without explicit instruction in
these disciplinary practices.52 For example,
the role of the unexpected is quite different
in literature, history, and science. In literature when unexpected events occur, they are
often the point or message of the story, as
in Aesop’s fable The Lion and the Mouse.53
History, by contrast, is sometimes compared
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with a jigsaw puzzle with pieces missing.
When new “pieces” come to light, they may
not fit in expected ways. The poor fit occasions close reading and re-examination of
the texts using historical reasoning strategies
(who produced the piece? when? for what
purpose?).54 In science, when experiments
or observations run counter to expectations,
new experiments are conducted to replicate
the findings. The result may be new models
and explanatory accounts; sometimes, the
unexpected results are discredited.
Furthermore, curricula in later grades
assume that students have been acquiring
content-area knowledge through reading, as
well as other means, in the earlier grades. As
students progress through school, the reading
challenges become greater as the gap widens
between the conceptual skills and knowledge
students are assumed to bring to reading to
learn and what most students actually bring
to reading-to-learn tasks. As a result, some
students may disengage from reading, learning, and school. To teachers in later grades, it
often appears that past teachers simply failed
to teach students what they needed to know.
In fact, teachers in earlier grades may well
have taught strategies such as summarization,
but not in ways that enable students to use
them in other contexts and for other types of
content learning.

Discussion-Based Instruction:
Building Content Knowledge and
Literacy Practices
The second form of reading-to-learn instruction is based on student discussion. A recent
meta-analysis examined nine discussionbased interventions aimed at improving
student comprehension and learning from
text.55 The interventions focused on varied
types of text (narratives, history, science)
but all shared a dialogic orientation—that
98
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is, all used discussion to explore ideas and
develop understanding.56 The nine interventions are Book Club,57 Collaborative
Reasoning,58 Instructional Conversation,59
Grand Conversation,60 Junior Great Books,61
Literature Circles,62 Paideia Seminar,63
Philosophy for Children,64 and Questioning
the Author.65
The meta-analysis found, not surprisingly,
that most of the interventions increased
student talk and decreased teacher talk.
Although many “were highly effective at
promoting students’ literal and inferential
comprehension,” relatively few were equally
so “at promoting students’ critical thinking,
reasoning, and argumentation about and
around text.”66 Effects were generally stronger in the smaller-scale, nonexperimental
interventions, perhaps reflecting the difficulty
of establishing good classroom discussion at
larger scale. The meta-analysis was limited
in several ways. Some of the instructional
approaches had been evaluated in only one
study, and for them it was not possible to look
for effects on content knowledge. What the
dialogic orientation did accomplish was to
involve students more actively in articulating
meaning in and around text and to enhance
basic comprehension of the meaning of the
text and inferences based on the text.
Classroom discussion is a key feature of
another approach to teaching literature
that was developed and tested by Judith
Langer, Arthur Applebee, and colleagues
with a relatively large sample (approximately
eighty schools) of low- and high-achieving
middle and high school students in English
language arts classes. Langer and colleagues
found that dialogic classroom discussion
was significantly related to performance on
tasks requiring students to adopt interpretive stances in literature.67 They stressed that
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discussion moves students from looking for
“the point” of a story to “exploring the possible” through complex and challenging literary works.68 Engaging adolescent students
in these conversations requires that teachers
set up classroom norms that invite students
to develop their ideas, listen carefully to the
ideas of others, and use multiple perspectives
to enrich interpretation of literary works.
Prompts for discussion are designed to move
students through a series of “stances” toward
text: initial understanding (for example, what
images catch your attention as you read?),
developing ideas and multiple perspectives
(what are you noticing about the ideas?),
learning from the text (what does this story
help you understand about the character’s
culture?), taking a critical stance (what are
you noticing about the style of the text?), and
going beyond (write your own story in the
style of this one).
Cultural Modeling, an approach complementary to Langer’s, was developed by
Carol Lee.69 Its goal is to make students
explicitly aware of how they are processing
text. Cultural Modeling posits that many of
the literary devices that students need to
know to engage critically with literature are
already part of their everyday repertoire.
Students use satire, irony, symbolism, and
other rhetorical devices all the time—but
need to see how these same techniques are
used by writers and thus how they are key to
interpreting literature. If symbolism is central
to a particular text, the designer or teacher
would present a more familiar form—song
lyrics, logos, advertisements—whose symbolism students already understand and have the
students discuss both what the symbol means
and how they know that it is a symbol and
what it means. Consider several stanzas of a
popular song by Katy Perry, “Firework.”70

Do you ever feel like a plastic bag
Drifting through the wind, wanting to
start again?
Do you ever feel, feel so paper thin
Like a house of cards, one blow from
caving in?
Do you ever feel already buried deep?
Six feet under screams, but no one seems
to hear a thing
Do you know that there’s still a chance
for you
’Cause there’s a spark in you?
You just gotta ignite the light and let it
shine
Just own the night like the 4th of July
’Cause baby, you’re a firework
Come on, show ’em what you’re worth
Make ’em go, oh, oh, oh
As you shoot across the sky.

The teacher might ask students what they
make of the song and specifically what they
think is the meaning of “you’re a firework.”
Undoubtedly recognizing that Perry does not
literally mean that a person is a firecracker,
students would provide a range of symbolic
interpretations. Discussing the song enables
them to give voice to the reasoning behind
their interpretations, and making their
reasoning explicit allows them to apply the
same thinking as they approach canonical
texts. The work is enacted through classroom
discussion that is initially led by teachers and
then taken over by students.71
Students in mathematics and science classes
have also experienced discussion-oriented
interventions. Catherine O’Connor and her
colleagues examined the impact of introducing a conceptually based mathematics program paired with the dialogic discourse that
Langer and Lee used in their interventions.
Discussion prompts were appropriate to
mathematics thinking and to the upper
elementary and middle school (grades four
through seven) participants.72 For example,
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teachers encouraged students to provide
multiple answers to a problem, to explain how
they got the answer, and why their method
worked. If different students arrived at the
same answers using different methods,
teachers asked why both methods worked. If
students arrived at different answers, teachers
asked which answers were most reasonable in
terms of the mathematics. Teachers deepened
the mathematics of conversations by revoicing
students’ contributions introducing mathappropriate language (for example, revoicing
“I added four and four and four and four and
four” as “So you multiplied four times five by
adding four five times.”). Over the course of
instruction, students gradually took up these
forms of mathematical reasoning. Such
classroom talk—dubbed “accountable
talk”—stresses that students are accountable
to the subject matter and to their classmates
for their thinking.73 O’Connor and her
colleagues found that students participating in
accountable talk scored higher on standardized achievement tests of reading as well as
math than students who did not engage in
classroom discussions.74
Similar classroom talk has found its way into
science instruction in elementary and middle
school classrooms. Science-specific discourse
norms emphasize practices of science argumentation: recording, measuring, and repeating trials of data collection; noticing patterns
in data; reasoning about data; accepting
disagreements about claims but backing up
claims with data-based evidence; basing
disagreements on data, not on personal
opinion; accepting that the validity of an
answer depends on the evidence used to
support it.75 Discussion-based science instruction also uses different forms of data representation, especially in middle school, as well
as aids for representing arguments and clearly
indicating claims, data, and the reasoning that
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connects data to claims (that is, why that data
set is evidence for that claim). Once these
norms and routines are established, studentgenerated scientific argumentation advances
noticeably.76
At the high school level, classroom discussion
plays a key role in the Reading Apprenticeship
program that integrates biology and literacy.77
Students learn to annotate text (for example,
by underlining key words or writing the main
idea in the margin) and then to talk to each
other about the text using their annotations.
By making their thinking visible in the
annotations, they share not only their interpretations but also the processes by which
they come to these interpretations. Putting
into words both interpretations and interpretive processes contributes to students’
awareness of the strategies they are using and
the characteristics of texts to which they are
responding.
Efficacy data on discussion-based instruction
are scant and difficult to obtain. Researchers
and educators do not yet fully understand
how classroom discussion relates to other
features of effective classrooms—choice of
texts and tasks, instruction in flexible use
of multiple strategies, engagement, and a
classroom ethos that makes students feel safe
posing questions and making thinking visible.
Teachers’ skills in organizing and facilitating discussions are almost surely an important determinant of the efficacy of student
discussion. Less clear is the “minimum” level
of skilled facilitation needed for productive
student discussion.

Disciplinary Content-Based Instruction
To many students today, school tasks and
experiences too often seem purposeless.
History and science are lists of facts to be
memorized, static bodies of information that
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have little bearing on the present and that are
encapsulated in thick textbooks with questions at the end of each chapter.
Disciplinary content instruction—the third
approach to teaching comprehension—
counters such student disengagement by
involving adolescents in authentic literacy
and disciplinary practices. Disciplinary
content instruction embeds reading to learn
in a “need to know” setting, where learning is
authentic and directed toward solving some
problem or answering some question in a
content area that students are actively
addressing. Reading becomes a tool for
knowing. Disciplinary content instruction
engages students in problems and questions
typical of a particular academic discipline and
in the literacy practices through which the
work of the discipline is conducted and
communicated.
Scientists, for example, record their data; look
for patterns in the data; compare previous
explanations, methods, and findings with new
findings (their own and others’); and leave
records of their work for other scientists to
consult. Historians examine accounts of the
past on the basis of when, why, by whom, and
for what purpose an account was created and
where different accounts agree. For them,
discrepancies between accounts of the past
are the “stuff” of historical argument. Literary
critics engage with literary works by exploring
moral and philosophical themes and dilemmas and by examining how various literary
devices and forms (irony, symbolism, or short
story, for example) enable an author to transcend the literal story world. Often students
read simply to find out how problems are
resolved; in a more interpretive mode, they
may gain insight into their own behaviors and
beliefs through the literary world.

Interventions designed to emphasize disciplinary content instruction and the literacy
practices associated with the disciplines are
beginning to demonstrate positive results.
The principles guiding the design of these
interventions are derived from lessons
learned from strategy-based and classroom
discussion-based work as well as from
small-scale classroom-based research studies. These latter studies indicate that welldesigned multiple-source, content-specific
inquiry instruction does indeed provide
students with opportunities to learn the
expanded set of literacies they need in the
twenty-first century. Disciplinary content
instruction exposes students to processes
akin to practices in which disciplinary experts
engage in “doing” their own work; it also
helps students link content with communication.78 Evidence from empirical studies indicates a variety of positive effects on
adolescents.
For example, when adolescent students
construct historical narratives from information found in multiple documents, they
learn to think more critically about what
they read and engage more deeply with the
text sources.79 When elementary students
engage with science content, their skills using
data as evidence and making sense of multiple representations improve.80 And when
students twelve to fifteen years of age learn
to create structured claim-plus-evidence
arguments from multiple sources of scientific
information, they improve their reasoning
and science content knowledge.81 In literature, when adolescents are made aware of
interpretive processes they already use to
understand texts from their everyday worlds
such as rap songs and are shown how they
are relevant to particular literary problems,
many become more successful at interpreting
complex literary works.82
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Figure 1. Sample Item from Advanced Placement Biology Assessment

(a) Using the data at right and the axes provided, draw a
graph showing the effect of temperature change on the
rate of transpiration. Explain the shape of the curve
from 23 degrees to 28 degrees.
(b) Humidity is an environmental factor that affects transpiration rate. Using the axes provided, draw a curve
that illustrates what you predict would be the rate of
transpiration with increasing humidity and constant
temperature. Justify the shape of the curve based on
your prediction.
(c) The curve at right illustrates the rate of transpiration
related to the percent of open stomata on the leaf of
a particular plant. Explain why the curve levels off with
increasing percentage of open stomata per area of leaf.

Transpiration Rate Versus Temperature
Temperature (˚C)

20

23

27

28

Transpiration rate
(mmol/m2 @ sec)

1.5

3

5

4.5

Open Stomata Versus Rate of Transpiration
Relative rate of transpiration

1. Plants lose water from their aboveground surfaces in the process of transpiration. Most of this water is lost from stomata,
microscopic openings in the leaves. Excess water loss can have
a negative effect on the growth, development, and reproduction
of a plant. Severe water loss can be fatal. Environmental factors
have a major impact on the rate of plant transpiration.

20

40

60

80

100

Open stomata (percent)

Source: College Board, AP Biology Course and Exam Description, Effective Fall 2012 (New York: The College Board, 2012).

One important cautionary note regarding
disciplinary content-based instruction is that
students attempt to use their pre-existing
knowledge when interpreting the contentarea material. For example, they may interpret the motives of historical figures in terms
of motives with which they are familiar. Linda
Levstick and Keith Barton recommend using
this strategy to transition third and fourth
graders into the study of history.83 Not
surprisingly such reasoning can sometimes
lead to misconceptions or causal misattributions. For example, Bruce VanSledright
recounts an episode from a fifth-grade
classroom: students were asked to explain the
disappearance of the Roanoke colony. They
reasoned that the colonists starved and,
further, that they starved because the governor ate all their food. VanSledright speculated
that their interpretation was based on a
Disney cartoon depiction of a colonial pioneer
settlement run by a very obese governor.84
Just as experts in specific disciplines use
different literacy practices when they read
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in their areas of specialization, instructional
programs teach students to “read like a scientist” or to “read like a historian” by cultivating
different literacy practices.
Reading Like a Scientist. One distinguishing feature of science practice is the use of
representations and models to analyze situations and solve problems involving biological, chemical, and physical systems. Science
literacy requires being able to translate
among different representational forms to
understand, reason about, and express key
relationships among quantified variables. An
item from the forthcoming College Board
Advanced Placement (AP) test in biology
illustrates these science literacy practices (figure 1).85 It begins with a brief paragraph conveying several general principles related to
how plants lose water, then provides a simple
table that particularizes the relationship using
temperature (an environmental factor) and
water loss expressed as transpiration rate. For
a student who does not already know the content in question, the paragraph provides the
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basic information about the underlying causal
mechanism of water loss. The three questions that follow ask the student to convert
the data in the table into a graph; to predict
and graph the impact of a second variable on
the transpiration rate; and to interpret and
explain the relationship of a third variable
to the transpiration rate. Successful performance on this item would reflect proficiency
at several reasoning practices of science, most
importantly analyzing information in multiple
forms of text, zeroing in on or selecting the
most relevant information for each question,
and synthesizing the information to generate predictions and explanations and support
them with evidence.

would happen if…” questions. Students use
data they collect themselves or find through
close reading of text to prove or disprove
their predictions. The programs vary in the
emphasis they place on explicit instruction
in strategies for reading science information.
Close reading of texts also supports inquiry
by describing mechanisms and processes that
are not “visible.” Students communicate their
thinking in writing and in whole class and
small group oral discussions, often collaborating as they interpret data in light of the
patterns they find and information they read.
Finally, students reflect on how and why their
ideas have changed over the course of their
investigations.

Of many interventions using disciplinary
content instruction in science, five stand out:
Scientist’s Notebook;86 In-Depth Expanded
Applications of Science (IDEAS);87 ConceptOriented Reading Instruction (CORI);88
Seeds of Science/Roots of Reading;89 and
Reading Apprenticeship in Biology.90 The
first four target elementary and middle
school students while the fifth focuses on
high school students. Empirical studies, in
some cases randomized field trials, have
established the efficacy of each for improving
science content and practices as well as
comprehension of science text.91

Reading Like a Historian. Engaged
reading is at the core of history as a discipline. Indeed, a mainstay of the AP test in
history is the document-based question, a
free-response essay task that asks students
to use the documents that the test provides
for them, together with the history they
have already learned, to analyze or explain a
historical event or policy. A sample item from
the College Board’s website is illustrative.

The five programs share a common set of
features, which vary as appropriate for the age
and grade of the students. Learning objectives
are framed in terms of underlying models of
the science constructs, causal relationships,
and mechanisms that explain the scientific
phenomenon in question, like the water loss
example from the AP test. Students work with
data in multiple representations. A starting
point for a science unit is frequently a process
for eliciting students’ conceptions of the phenomenon or their predictions regarding “what

Directions: The following question
requires you to construct a coherent
essay that integrates your interpretation
of Documents A-I and your knowledge
of the period referred to in the question.
High scores will be earned only by essays
that both cite key pieces of evidence
from the documents and draw on outside
knowledge of the period.
1. Analyze the international and domestic
challenges the United States faced between
1968 and 1974, and evaluate how President
Richard Nixon’s administration responded
to them.92

The item provides eight documents, which
include excerpts from Nixon’s speeches and
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inaugural addresses, a political cartoon, a
graph of the consumer price index from 1968
to 1975, correspondence between Nixon and
Ho Chi Minh, an excerpt from a journalist,
and an excerpt from a statement made by a
Nixon strategist. Each document includes
source information such as the author, date,
and place of publication. Essays that rank at
the top of the scoring scale (as listed on the
College Board website) must include a clear
thesis that is developed through analysis and
evaluation of the documents in conjunction
with “substantial and relevant outside
information” about domestic and international challenges. Students must organize the
outside information to make a clear and
compelling case for the thesis, using such
history reasoning strategies as sourcing,
corroboration, and contextualization, and the
close reading of documents that these entail.
Even students who have taken AP history
courses struggle with the AP exam’s requirement that they integrate historical facts into
explanations or arguments that can support a
thesis.93 The AP class requires a dramatic
adjustment in most students’ view of history
—from seeing it as a body of known facts to
seeing it as an inquiry into the past whose
trail of evidence is often incomplete. Such a
“revisioning” requires an equally dramatic
change in the teaching of history—from a
litany of “who, what, where, when” to a
process of piecing together the historical
record to create evidence-based interpretive
arguments.

event.94 Close reading of documents begins
with analysis of their sources and the context
in which they were created and proceeds to
ask whether and what information is consistent or inconsistent across multiple documents. Teacher prompts focus students on
the aims and evidence used by a document
author, on the words and phrases that lead
students to accept the author’s account, and
on information left out of a particular
account.95 Characteristics of source and
context are critical in understanding the
consistencies and inconsistencies across
multiple documents. Teachers typically
provide various ways for students to keep
track of the sources of claims and evidence,
along with their evaluations of that evidence.
Collaborative conversations both in whole
class and small groups enable students to
challenge each other’s thinking, an experience that often brings to light a tendency
toward “presentism”—the imposition of
current norms and values on the actions and
beliefs of actors from the past. To counter
that tendency, instructional programs commonly emphasize the place of the documents,
events, and actors in the economic, cultural,
technological, and political circumstances at
the time of the event in question. These
programs also juxtapose documents with
conflicting information and have students
explore ways to reconcile the accounts, thus
helping to move students away from thinking
that “everyone is entitled to their own
opinion” and toward being able to evaluate
alternative accounts of historical events.96

Instruction that enables students to take such
a dramatically different view of history
stresses multiple perspectives on a historical
event, as reflected in documents written at
different times relative to the event (primary,
secondary, and tertiary documents) and by
individuals with different perspectives on the

Disciplinary Content-Based Instruction:
Lessons Learned
The descriptive and small-scale studies of promising approaches for building
content-based literacy skills share several
design features adapted to specific content
areas: classroom discussion with specific
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instructional routines for fostering disciplinary thinking; inquiry-oriented tasks and texts
that enable students to answer questions
using discipline-specific practices; and tools
that support students’ reading, writing, and
sense-making activities.
Classroom discussion serves several functions, including introducing content in
the younger grades to help establish the
knowledge base that will be necessary once
students have sufficient procedural literacy
skills. Discussion provides a vehicle for
externalizing the habits of mind—thinking
and reasoning processes—characteristic of
specific disciplines, as well as the academic
language associated with them. Teachers can
use particular “language frames” that facilitate conjecturing, engaging in “what would
happen if ” thinking, elaborating and seeking deeper explanations, proposing claims,
offering evidence for claims, and contesting
the claims of others. When student thinking
is externalized, it can become the object of
thought itself, increasing students’ awareness
of what they know and how they know it.
Discussion also provides a window into student thinking that teachers can use to adapt
and plan subsequent instruction.
Classroom discussion does not substitute for
engagement with text, both reading and
writing. Programs with promising results
select carefully the kinds of tasks and texts
they offer students and leave room for
student choice. They offer tasks that highlight
dilemmas, unsolved puzzles, and discrepancies for students to address. They pose
authentic questions that motivate students to
do the hard work of reading and struggling
with seemingly conflicting ideas. Selecting
appropriate texts and tasks requires anticipating the knowledge and conceptual skills
students will need to use the texts to

accomplish the tasks successfully through
close reading and disciplinary reasoning
practices. Merely giving students a question
to answer, some sources to consult, or some
activities to do does not ensure understanding or critical thinking. The kind of reading
and reasoning required depends on how the
question or activity is related to the sources
provided.97
Tools include prompts, note-taking structures,
and graphic organizers that help students
systematize and track the information they
want to communicate as well as their own
thinking. Although educators and researchers
are familiar with how students work with the
particular tools used in the various programs,
they are as yet uncertain how to reduce
gradually the level of support as students
develop proficiency in reading to learn
content. The new technologies of the twentyfirst century also are likely to offer powerful
new tools for content area reading with
understanding.

Implications for Teaching:
Integrating Literacy and Content
Learning
What will it take for American students to
become proficient in the twenty-first-century
literacies? The evidence indicates that
students must become skilled in developmentally appropriate forms of doing history,
mathematics, science, literary analysis, and
the arts. Engaging consistently in reading and
writing like a historian, like a mathematician,
like a scientist will enable students to analyze,
synthesize, evaluate, and make decisions
regarding the validity and trustworthiness of
information. Students must learn how texts
function within a discipline and understand
the inquiry frames and purposes that readers
bring to texts and other artifacts of the
discipline. Most teachers, however, have
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themselves had little exposure to or experience with these literacy practices. To enable
students to master these literacy skills,
teachers must have opportunities to develop
the pedagogical content knowledge that
allows them to integrate content learning and
literacy practices within the discipline. They
must understand how to support the learning
of their students through classroom discussions that foster engagement with content and
text, as well as through use of the discourse
practices specific to the content area, in a
classroom context that stresses thinking and
inquiry.

as remote cameras become more advanced,
virtual classroom visits may also be possible.
But simple exposure to different ways of
teaching and learning are not enough to
support and sustain change. Many reform
projects have identified the need for teacher
networks or learning communities that
support and foster the ongoing learning that
is necessary for sustaining and deepening
instructional improvement.98 Effective
teacher learning communities also depend on
school- and district-level commitment to a
sustained process that builds coherently
toward shared goals.

Professional development that builds the
capacity of teachers to foster this kind of
learning environment requires long-term
investment and commitment. Teachers need
to re-envision reading and writing as tools for
developing subject-matter knowledge as well
as practices inherent in generating new
knowledge. The transformation can be
facilitated by teachers’ being able to see into
other classrooms through videos; increasingly

The literacy demands of the twenty-first
century and beyond raise the bar on what
American students need to achieve. For them
to rise to the challenge, we as a society must
recognize and meet not only their needs but
also those of their teachers. An emerging
knowledge base suggests strongly what needs
to change and how it needs to change. We
need to support educators in making that
change.

1 06

T H E F U T U R E O F C HILDREN

Adolescent Literacy: Learning and Understanding Content

Endnotes
1. National Center for Education Statistics, The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2011, NCES 2012-457
(National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, 2011).
2. National Assessment of Educational Progress, NAEP 2008 Trends in Academic Progress, NCES 2009-479,
prepared by B. D. Rampey, G. S. Dion, and P. L. Donahue (National Center for Education Statistics, U.S.
Department of Education, 2009).
3. National Center for Education and the Economy, Tough Choices or Tough Times, (Washington: 2006);
Nancy Berkman and others, Literacy and Health Outcomes. Evidence Report/Technology Assessment,
AHRQ Publication 04-E007-2 (Rockville, Md.: Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, January
2004); Mark Kutner and others, The Health Literacy of America’s Adults: Results From the 2003 National
Assessment of Adult Literacy, NCES 2006-483 (National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department
of Education, 2006) (http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2006/2006483.pdf).
4. Susan R. Goldman and others, “Literacies for Learning: A Multiple Source Comprehension Illustration,”
in Developmental Cognitive Science Goes to School, edited by Nancy L. Stein and Stephen Raudenbush
(New York: Routledge, 2011), pp. 30–44; Timothy Shanahan and Cynthia Shanahan, “Teaching Disciplinary
Literacy to Adolescents: Rethinking Content-Area Literacy,” Harvard Educational Review 78 (2008):
40–59.
5. Elizabeth B. Moje, “Foregrounding the Disciplines in Secondary Literacy Teaching and Learning: A Call
for Change,” Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy 52 (2008): 96–107.
6. Gunther Kress, Literacy in the New Media Age (London: Routledge, 2003); Kimberly A. Lawless and P. G.
Schrader, “Where Do We Go Now? Understanding Research on Navigation in Complex Digital Worlds,”
in Handbook of Research on New Literacies, edited by Julie Coiro and others (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, 2008), pp. 267–96; Jay Lemke, “Multiplying Meaning: Visual and Verbal Semiotics in
Scientific Text,” in Reading Science: Critical and Functional Perspectives on Discourse of Science, edited by
J. R. Martin and Robert Veel (New York: Routledge, 1998), pp. 87–113; New London Group, “A Pedagogy
of Multiliteracies: Designing Social Futures,” Harvard Educational Review 66 (1996): 60–92.
7. Julie Coiro and others, eds. Handbook of Research on New Literacies (see note 6); Susan R. Goldman,
“Cognitive Aspects of Constructing Meaning Through and Across Multiple Texts,” in Uses of Intertextuality
in Classroom and Educational Research, edited by Nora Shuart-Faris and David Bloome (Greenwich,
Conn.: Information Age Publishing, 2004), pp. 313–47; Louis Gomez and Kimberley Gomez, “Preparing
Young Learners for the 21st Century: Reading and Writing to Learn in Science,” Occasional Paper Series
(Minority Student Achievement Network, University of Wisconsin-Madison, January 2007); Shenglan
Zhang and Nell K. Duke, “The Impact of Instruction in the WWWDOT Framework on Students’
Disposition and Ability to Evaluate Web Sites as Sources of Information,” Elementary School Journal 112
(2011): 132–54.
8. Colin Lankshear and Michele Knobel, New Literacies: Changing Knowledge and Classroom Learning
(Philadelphia: Open University Press, 2003); Donald J. Leu Jr., “The New Literacies: Research on Reading
Instruction with the Internet and Other Digital Technologies,” in What Research Has to Say about
Reading Instruction, edited by Alan E. Farstrup and S. Jay Samuels (Newark, Del.: International Reading
Association, 2002), pp. 310–37.
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

107

Susan R. Goldman

9. Goldman, “Cognitive Aspects of Constructing Meaning Through and Across Multiple Texts” (see note 7);
Susan R. Goldman, “Reading and the Web: Broadening the Need for Complex Comprehension,” in
Reading at a Crossroads? Disjunctures and Continuities in Current Conceptions and Practices, edited by
Rand J. Spiro and others (New York: Routledge, in press); Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD), Literacy in the Information Age: Final Report of the International Adult Literacy
Survey, (Paris: 2000); Marlene Scardamalia and Carl Bereiter, “Adaptation and Understanding: A Case for
New Cultures of Schooling,” in International Perspectives on the Design of Technology-Supported Learning
Environments, edited by Stella Vosniadou and others (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996),
pp. 149–63.
10. Goldman and others, “Literacies for Learning” (see note 4).
11. Jeanne S. Chall, Stages of Reading Development (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1983).
12. Nell Duke and Meghan Block, “Improving Reading in the Primary Grades,” Future of Children 22, no. 2
(2012); Nonie Lesaux, “Reading and Reading Instruction for Children from Low-Income and Non-EnglishSpeaking Households,” Future of Children 22, no. 2 (2012).
13. Chall, Stages of Reading Development (see note 11); Jeanne S. Chall and Vicki A. Jacobs, “The Classic
Study on Poor Children’s Fourth Grade Slump,” American Educator 27 (2003): 14–15.
14. Council of Chief State School Officers. “The Common Core Standards for English Language Arts
and Literacy in History/Social Studies and Science and Technical Subjects,” Washington (2010)
(www.corestandards.org).
15. Carol D. Lee and Anika Spratley, Reading in the Disciplines: The Challenges of Adolescent Literacy (New
York: Carnegie Corporation of New York, 2010); National Reading Council, Engaging Schools: Fostering
High School Students’ Motivation to Learn (Washington: National Academies Press, 2003); Catherine
Snow, Peg Griffin, and M. Susan Burns, eds., Knowledge to Support the Teaching of Reading: Preparing
Teachers for a Changing World (San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons, 2005); Margaret Beale Spencer, “Social
and Cultural Influences on School Adjustment: The Application of an Identity-Focused Cultural Ecological
Perspective,” Educational Psychologist 34 (1999): 43–57.
16. Janis Bulgren, Donald D. Deshler, and B. Keith Lenz, “Engaging Adolescents with LD in Higher Order
Thinking about History Concepts Using Integrated Content Enhancement Routines,” Journal of Learning
Disabilities 40 (2007): 121–133.
17. American College Testing, Reading between the Lines: What the ACT Reveals about College Readiness
in Reading (Iowa City: American College Testing, 2006); Rafael Heller and Cynthia L. Greenleaf,
Literacy Instruction in the Content Areas: Getting to the Core of Middle and High School Improvement
(Washington: Alliance for Excellent Education, 2007); National Assessment Governing Board, Reading
Framework for the 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress (Washington: American Institutes for
Research, 2008).
18. John D. Bransford, Ann L. Brown, and Rodney R. Cocking, eds., How People Learn: Brain, Mind,
Experience, and School (Washington: National Academy Press, 2000); James G. Greeno, Allan M. Collins,
and Lauren B. Resnick, “Cognition and Learning,” in Handbook of Educational Psychology, edited by
David C. Berliner and Robert C. Calfee (New York: MacMillan, 1996), pp. 15–41; Keith R. Sawyer,
1 08

T H E F U T U R E O F C HILDREN

Adolescent Literacy: Learning and Understanding Content

“Analyzing Collaborative Discourse,” in Cambridge Handbook of the Learning Sciences, edited by Keith
Sawyer (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp. 79–96.
19. Susan R. Goldman and Elizabeth U. Saul, “Flexibility in Text Processing: A Strategy Competition Model,”
Learning and Individual Differences 2 (1990): 181–219; Annemarie Sullivan Palincsar and Ann L.
Brown, “Reciprocal Teaching of Comprehension-Fostering and Comprehension-Monitoring Activities,”
Cognition and Instruction 1 (1984): 117–75; Michael Pressley, “Comprehension Strategies Instruction,” in
Comprehension Instruction: Research Based Practices, edited by Cathy Collins Block and Michael Pressley
(New York: Guilford, 2002), pp. 11–27; RAND Reading Study Group, Reading for Understanding: Toward
an R & D Program in Reading Comprehension, Prepared for the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 2002).
20. Michelene T. H. Chi and others, “Eliciting Self-Explanations Improves Understanding,” Cognitive Science
18 (1994): 439–77; Nathalie Coté and Susan R. Goldman, “Building Representations of Informational
Text: Evidence from Children’s Think-Aloud Protocols,” in The Construction of Mental Representations
during Reading, edited by Herre van Oostendorp and Susan R. Goldman (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, 1999), pp. 169–83; Joseph P. Magliano and Keith K. Millis, “Assessing Reading
Skill with a Think-Aloud Procedure,” Cognition and Instruction 21 (2003): 251–83; Paul van den Broek,
Kirsten Risden, and Elizabeth Husebye-Hartmann, “The Role of Readers’ Standards for Coherence in the
Generation of Inferences during Reading,” in Sources of Coherence in Reading, edited by Robert F. Lorch
and Edward J. O’Brien (Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1995), pp. 353–73.
21. Chi and others “Eliciting Self-Explanations Improves Understanding” (see note 20); Nathalie Coté, Susan
R. Goldman, and Elizabeth U. Saul, “Students Making Sense of Informational Text: Relations between
Processing and Representation,” Discourse Processes 25 (1998): 1–53.
22. Isabel L. Beck and others, Questioning the Author: An Approach for Enhancing Student Engagement
with Text (Newark, Del.: International Reading Association, 1997); Alison King, “Beyond Literal
Comprehension: A Strategy to Promote Deep Understanding of Text,” in Reading Comprehension
Strategies: Theories, Interventions, and Technologies, edited by Danielle S. McNamara (Mahwah, N.J.:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2007), pp. 267–90.
23. Robert F. Lorch Jr. and Elizabeth Pugzles Lorch, “Effects of Organizational Signals on Free Recall of
Expository Text,” Journal of Educational Psychology 88 (1996): 38–48; Susan R. Goldman, Elizabeth
U. Saul, and Nathalie Coté, “Paragraphing, Reader, and Task Effects on Discourse Comprehension,”
Discourse Processes 20 (1995): 273–305; Bonnie J. F. Meyer and Leonard W. Poon, “Effects of Structure
Strategy Training and Signaling on Recall of Text,” Journal of Educational Psychology 93 (2001): 141–59;
Bonnie J. F. Meyer, David M. Brandt, and George J. Bluth, “Use of Top-Level Structure in Text: Key for
Reading Comprehension of Ninth-Grade Students,” Reading Research Quarterly 16 (1980): 72–103.
24. Coté, Goldman, and Saul, “Students Making Sense of Informational Text” (see note 21); Magliano and
Millis, “Assessing Reading Skill with a Think-Aloud Procedure” (see note 20); Danielle S. McNamara,
“SERT: Self-Explanation Reading Training,” Discourse Processes 38 (2004): 1–30; Michael B. W. Wolfe
and Susan R. Goldman, “Relations between Adolescents’ Text Processing and Reasoning,” Cognition and
Instruction 23 (2005): 467–502.
25. Barbara Graves and Carl H. Frederiksen, “A Cognitive Study of Literary Expertise,” in Empirical
Approaches to Literature and Aesthetics, edited by Roger J. Kreuz and Mary Sue MacNealy (Norwood,
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

109

Susan R. Goldman

N.J.: Ablex Publishing Corporation, 1996), pp. 397–418; Judith Langer, Literature: Literary Understanding
and Literature Instruction, 2nd ed. (New York: Teachers College Press, 2010); Carol Lee, Culture,
Literacy, and Learning: Taking Bloom in the Midst of the Whirlwind (New York: Teachers College Press,
2007); Carol D. Lee, “Education and the Study of Literature,” Scientific Study of Literature 1 (2011):
49–58; Colleen M. Zeitz, “Expert-Novice Differences in Memory, Abstraction, and Reasoning in the
Domain of Literature,” Cognition and Instruction 12 (1994): 277–312.
26. Clark A. Chinn and Betina A. Malhotra, “Epistemologically Authentic Reasoning in Schools: A Theoretical
Framework for Evaluating Inquiry Tasks,” Science Education 86 (2002): 175–218; Samuel S. Wineburg,
“Historical Problem Solving: A Study of the Cognitive Processes Used in the Evaluation of Documentary
and Pictorial Evidence,” Journal of Educational Psychology 83 (1991): 73–87.
27. Shanahan and Shanahan, “Teaching Disciplinary Literacy to Adolescents” (see note 4).
28. Charles Bazerman, “Physicists Reading Physics: Schema-Laden Purposes and Purpose-Laden Schema,”
Written Communication 2 (1985): 3–23; Charles Bazerman, “Emerging Perspectives on the Many
Dimensions of Scientific Discourse,” in Reading Science: Critical and Functional Perspectives on
Discourses of Science, edited by J. R. Martin and Robert Veel (London: Routledge, 1998), pp. 15–30; Zeitz,
“Expert-Novice Differences in Memory, Abstraction, and Reasoning in the Domain of Literature” (see
note 25).
29. Patricia A. Alexander and Tamara L. Jetton, “Learning from Text: A Multidimensional and Developmental
Perspective,” in Handbook of Reading Research, vol. 3, edited by Michael L. Kamil and others (Mahwah,
N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2002), pp. 285–310.
30. M. Anne Britt and Cindy Aglinskas, “Improving Students’ Ability to Identify and Use Source Information,”
Cognition and Instruction 20 (2002): 485–522; Stuart Greene, “The Problems of Learning to Think Like
a Historian: Writing History in the Culture of the Classroom,” Educational Psychologist 29 (1994): 89–96;
Jean-Francois Rouet, The Skills of Document Use: From Text Comprehension to Web-Based Learning
(Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2006); Jean-Francois Rouet and others, “Using Multiple
Sources of Evidence to Reason about History,” Journal of Educational Psychology 88 (1996): 478–93; Peter
Seixas, “Students’ Understanding of Historical Significance,” Theory and Research in Social Education 22
(1994): 281–304; Michael W. Smith, Understanding Unreliable Narrators: Reading between the Lines in the
Literature Classroom (Urbana, Ill.: National Council of Teachers of English, 1991); Wineburg, “Historical
Problem Solving” (see note 26); Zeitz, “Expert-Novice Differences in Memory, Abstraction, and Reasoning
in the Domain of Literature” (see note 25).
31. National Reading Panel, Teaching Children to Read (Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development and U.S. Department of Education, 2000).
32. Taffy E. Raphael and others, “Approaches to Teaching Reading Comprehension,” in Handbook of Research
in Reading Comprehension, edited by Susan E. Israel and Gerald G. Duffy (New York: Taylor & Francis,
2008), pp. 449–69.
33. National Reading Panel, Teaching Children to Read (see note 31).
34. Michael Pressley, “What Should Comprehension Instruction Be the Instruction of?” in Handbook of
Reading Research, vol. 3, edited by Kamil and others, pp. 545–561; Raphael and others, “Approaches to
Teaching Reading Comprehension” (see note 32).
1 10

T H E F U T U R E O F C HILDREN

Adolescent Literacy: Learning and Understanding Content

35. Palincsar and Brown, “Reciprocal Teaching of Comprehension-Fostering and Comprehension-Monitoring
Activities” (see note 19).
36. Barak Rosenshine and Carla Meister, “Reciprocal Teaching: A Review of the Research,” Review of
Educational Research 64 (1994): 479–530. Rosenshine and Meister reported a median effect size of .32.
37. Michael Pressley and others, “Beyond Direct Explanation: Transactional Instruction of Reading
Comprehension Strategies,” Elementary School Journal 92 (1992): 511–54.
38. David Wade-Stein and Eileen Kintsch, “Summary Street: Interactive Computer Support for Writing,”
Cognition and Instruction 22 (2004): 333–62.
39. Donna Caccamise and others, “Guided Practice in Technology-Based Summary Writing,” in Reading
Comprehension Strategies, edited by Danielle S. McNamara (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, 2007), pp. 375–96.
40. Vincent Aleven and Kenneth R. Koedinger, “An Effective Metacognitive Strategy: Learning by Doing and
Explaining with a Computer-Based Cognitive Tutor,” Psychology Press 26 (2002): 147–79; Michelene T.
H. Chi and others, “Learning from Human Tutoring,” Cognitive Science 25 (2001): 471–533; Arthur C.
Graesser, Natalie K. Person, and Joseph P. Magliano, “Collaborative Dialogue Patterns in Naturalistic
One-to-One Tutoring,” Applied Cognitive Psychology 9 (1995): 495–522; Gregory Hume and others,
“Hinting as a Tactic in One-on-One Tutoring,” Journal of Learning Sciences 5 (1996): 23–47.
41. Caccamise and others, “Guided Practice in Technology-Based Summary Writing” (see note 39); Donna
Caccamise and others, “Teaching Summarization Via the Web,” paper presented at the American
Educational Research Association annual meeting (Denver, March 2010). The effect sizes varied between
d = .67 and .26 depending on how frequently students used the intervention.
42. Bonnie J. F. Meyer and others, “Effects of Structure Strategy Instruction Delivered to Fifth-Grade
Children Using the Internet with and without the Aid of Older Adult Tutors,” Journal of Educational
Psychology 94 (2002): 486–519; Bonnie J. F. Meyer and Kausalai J. Wijekumar, “Web-Based Tutoring
of the Structure Strategy,” in Reading Comprehension Strategies, edited by McNamara (see note 22),
pp. 347–75; Bonnie J. F. Meyer and others, “Web-Based Tutoring of the Structure Strategy with or without
Elaborated Feedback or Choice for Fifth- and Seventh-Grade Readers,” Reading Research Quarterly
45 (2010): 62–92; J. P. Williams and others, “Expository Text Comprehension in the Primary Grade
Classroom,” Journal of Educational Psychology 97 (2005): 538–50.
43. Bonnie J. F. Meyer, Kausalai K. Wijekumar, and Yu-Chu Lin, “Individualizing a Web-Based Structure
Strategy Intervention for Fifth Graders’ Comprehension of Nonfiction,” Journal of Educational Psychology
103 (2011): 140–68.
44. Chi and others, “Eliciting Self-Explanations Improves Understanding” (see note 20); Coté, Goldman, and
Saul, “Students Making Sense of Informational Text” (see note 21).
45. McNamara, “SERT” (see note 24); Danielle S. McNamara and others, “iSTART: A Web-Based Tutor That
Teaches Self-Explanation and Metacognitive Reading Strategies,” in Reading Comprehension Strategies,
edited by McNamara (see note 22), pp. 397–420.
46. Tenaha O’Reilly, Rachel Best, and Danielle S. McNamara, “Self-Explanation Reading Training: Effects for
Low-Knowledge Readers,” in Proceedings of the Twenty-Sixth Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

111

Susan R. Goldman

Society, edited by Kenneth Forbus, Dedre Gentner, and Terry Regier (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, 2005), pp. 1053–58.
47. Gina Biancarosa and Gina Griffiths, “Technology Tools to Support Reading in the Digital Age,” Future of
Children 22, no. 2 (2012).
48. Nell K. Duke and Nicole M. Martin, “Comprehension Instruction in Action: The Elementary Classroom,”
in Comprehension Instruction: Research-Based Best Practices, edited by Cathy Collins Block and Sheri R.
Parris (New York: Guilford, 2008), pp. 241–57.
49. Donna E. Alvermann, Stephen F. Phelps and Victoria R. Gillis, Content Area Reading and Literacy:
Succeeding in Today’s Diverse Classrooms, 6th ed. (Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 2010); Isabel L. Beck and
Margaret G. McKeown, “Teaching Vocabulary: Making the Instruction Fit the Goal,” Educational
Perspectives 23 (1985): 11–15; John T. Guthrie and others, “Influences of Concept-Oriented Reading
Instruction on Strategy Use and Conceptual Learning from Text,” Elementary School Journal 99 (1999):
343–66; Palincsar and Brown, “Reciprocal Teaching of Comprehension-Fostering and Comprehension
Monitoring Activities” (see note 19); Pressley, “Comprehension Strategies Instruction” (see note 19).
50. Susan R. Goldman and Gay L. Bisanz, “Toward a Functional Analysis of Scientific Genres: Implications
for Understanding and Learning Processes,” in The Psychology of Science Text Comprehension, edited by
Jose Otero, Jose A. Leon, and Arthur C. Grasesser (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2002),
pp. 19–50; Susan R. Goldman and John A. Rakestraw Jr., “Structural Aspects of Constructing Meaning
from Text,” in Handbook of Reading Research, vol. 3, edited by Kamil and others (see note 29), pp. 311–35.
51. Lee and Spratley, Reading in the Disciplines (see note 15); Elizabeth B. Moje and David G. O’Brien,
eds., Constructions of Literacy: Studies on Teaching and Learning In and Out of Secondary Classrooms
(Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2001); Shanahan and Shanahan, “Teaching Disciplinary
Literacy to Adolescents” (see note 4); Catherine E. Snow and Gina Biancarosa, Adolescent Literacy
and the Achievement Gap: What Do We Know and Where Do We Go From Here? (New York: Carnegie
Corporation of New York, 2003).
52. Goldman, “Cognitive Aspects of Constructing Meaning Through and Across Multiple Texts” (see note 7);
Moje, “Foregrounding the Disciplines in Secondary Literacy Teaching and Learning” (see note 5); Daniel
Siebert and Roni Jo Draper, “Why Content-Area Literacy Messages Do Not Speak to Mathematics
Teachers: A Critical Content Analysis,” Literacy Research and Instruction 47 (2008): 229–45; Wineburg,
“Historical Problem Solving” (see note 26).
53. Peter J. Rabinowitz, Before Reading: Narrative Conventions and the Politics of Interpretation (Cornell
University Press, 1987).
54. Bruce VanSledright, In Search of America’s Past (New York: Teachers College Press, 2002); Sam Wineburg,
Historical Thinking and Other Unnatural Acts: Charting the Future of Teaching the Past (Temple
University Press, 2001).
55. P. Karen Murphy and others, “Examining the Effects of Classroom Discussion on Students’
Comprehension of Text: A Meta-Analysis,” Journal of Educational Psychology 101 (2009): 740–64.
56. Martin Nystrand, Opening Dialogue: Understanding the Dynamics of Language and Learning in the
English Classroom (New York: Teachers College Press, 1997).
1 12

T H E F U T U R E O F C HILDREN

Adolescent Literacy: Learning and Understanding Content

57. Virginia J. Goatley, Cynthia H. Brock, and Taffy E. Raphael, “Diverse Learners Participating in Regular
Education ‘Book Clubs,’” Reading Research Quarterly 30 (1995): 352–80.
58. Alina Reznitskaya and others, “Influence of Oral Discussion on Written Argument,” Discourse Processes 32
(2001): 155–75.
59. Claude Goldenberg, “Instructional Conversations: Promoting Comprehension through Discussion,” The
Reading Teacher 46 (1993): 316–26.
60. Lea M. McGee, “An Exploration of Meaning Construction in First Graders’ Grand Conversations,” in
Literacy Research, Theory, and Practice: Views from Many Perspectives, edited by Charles K. Kinzer and
Donald J. Leu (Chicago: National Reading Conference, 1992), pp. 177–86.
61. Junior Great Books, Junior Great Books Curriculum of Interpretive Reading, Writing, and Discussion
(Chicago: Great Books Foundation, 1992).
62. John Martin, “Literature Circles,” Thresholds in Education 24 (1998): 15–19.
63. William D. Chesser, Gail B. Gellalty, and Michael S. Hale, “Do Paideia Seminars Explain Higher Writing
Scores?” Middle School Journal 29 (1997): 40–44.
64. Matthew Lipman, Philosophy for Children (ERIC Document Reproduction Service ED103296, 1975).
65. Isabel L. Beck and Margaret G. McKeown, Improving Comprehension with Questioning the Author: A
Fresh and Expanded View of a Powerful Approach (New York: Scholastic, 2006).
66. Murphy and others, “Examining the Effects of Classroom Discussion on Students’ Comprehension of Text”
(see note 55).
67. Arthur Applebee and others, “Discussion-Based Approaches to Developing Understanding: Classroom
Instruction and Student Performance in Middle and High School English,” American Educational
Research Journal 40 (2003): 685–730.
68. Langer, Literature (see note 25).
69. Lee, Culture, Literacy, and Learning (see note 25).
70. Katy Perry, “Firework,” Teenage Dream (Los Angeles: Capitol Records, 2010).
71. Carol D. Lee, “Is October Brown Chinese?: A Cultural Modeling Activity System for Underachieving
Students,” American Educational Research Journal 38 (2001): 97–142.
72. Suzanne H. Chapin and Catherine O’Connor, “Project Challenge: Using Challenging Curriculum and
Mathematical Discourse to Help All Students Learn,” in Places Where All Children Learn, edited by
Curt Dudley-Marling and Sarah Michaels (New York: Teachers College Press, in press); Catherine
O’Connor and Sarah Michaels, “Scaling Back to Look Forward: Exploring the Results of an In Vivo Study
of Accountable Talk,” Socializing Intelligence through Academic Talk and Dialogue—an AERA Research
Conference (University of Pittsburgh, September 24, 2011).
73. Lauren B. Resnick, Sarah Michaels, and Catherine O’Connor, “How (Well Structured) Talk Builds the
Mind,” in From Genes to Context: New Discoveries about Learning from Educational Research and Their
Applications, edited by Robert J. Sternberg and David D. Preiss (New York: Springer, 2010), pp. 163–94.
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

113

Susan R. Goldman

74. Chapin and O’Connor, “Project Challenge” (see note 72); O’Connor and Michaels, “Scaling Back to Look
Forward” (see note 72).
75. Sibel Erduran and Maria Pilar Jiménez-Aleixandre, eds., Argumentation in Science Education: Perspectives
from Classroom-Based Research (New York: Springer, 2007); Marcia C. Linn and Bat-Sheva Eylon, Science
Learning and Instruction: Taking Advantage of Technology to Promote Knowledge Integration (New York:
Routledge, 2011).
76. Suna Ryu and William A. Sandoval, “Listen to Each Other: How the Building of Norms in an Elementary
Science Classroom Fosters Participation and Argumentation,” in Proceedings of the International
Conference of the Learning Sciences, edited by Kimberly Gomez, Leilah Lyons, and Joshua Radinsky
(Chicago: International Society of the Learning Sciences, 2010), pp. 1103–10.
77. Cynthia L. Greenleaf and others, “Integrating Literacy and Science in Biology: Teaching and Learning
Impacts of Reading Apprenticeship Professional Development,” American Educational Research Journal
20 (2010): 1–71; Ruth Schoenbach and Cynthia L. Greenleaf, “Fostering Adolescents’ Engaged Academic
Literacy,” in Handbook of Adolescent Literacy Research, edited by Leila Christenbury, Randy Bomer, and
Peter Smagorinsky (New York: Guildford Press, 2009), pp. 98–112.
78. James Paul Gee, The Social Mind: Language, Ideology, and Social Practice (New York: Bergin and Garvey,
1992); Jean Lave and Etienne Wenger, Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral Participation (Cambridge
University Press, 1991); Moje, “Foregrounding the Disciplines in Secondary Literacy Teaching and
Learning” (see note 5).
79. Douglas K. Hartman and Jeanette A. Hartman, “Reading across Texts: Expanding the Role of the
Reader,” The Reading Teacher 47 (1993): 202–11; Cynthia Hynd-Shanahan, Jodi P. Holschuh, and Betty
P. Hubbard, “Thinking Like a Historian: College Students’ Reading of Multiple Historical Documents,”
Journal of Literacy Research 36 (2004): 141–217; Peter Lee and Rosalyn Ashby, “Progression in Historical
Understanding among Students Ages 7–14,” in Knowing, Teaching, and Learning History: National
and International Perspectives, edited by Peter N. Stearns, Peter Sexias, and Sam Wineburg (New York
University Press, 2000), pp. 199–222; VanSledright, In Search of America’s Past (see note 54); Wolfe and
Goldman, “Relations between Adolescents’ Text Processing and Reasoning” (see note 24).
80. Susanna Hapgood, Shirley J. Magnusson, and Annemarie Sullivan Palincsar, “Teacher, Text, and
Experience: A Case of Young Children’s Scientific Inquiry,” Journal of the Learning Sciences 13 (2004):
455–505.
81. Robert Geier and others, “Standardized Test Outcomes for Students Engaged in Inquiry-Based Science
Curricula in the Context of Urban Reform,” Journal of Research in Science Teaching 45 (2008): 922–39;
Marcia C. Linn, Douglas Clark, and James D. Slotta, “WISE Design for Knowledge Integration,”
Science Education 87 (2003): 517–38; Nancy Butler Songer, “BioKIDS: An Animated Conversation on
the Development of Curricular Activity Structure for Inquiry Science,” in Cambridge Handbook of the
Learning Sciences, edited by R. Keith Sawyer (Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp. 355–69.
82. Lee, “Is October Brown Chinese?” (see note 71); Lee, Culture, Literacy, and Learning (see note 25).
83. Linda S. Levstik and Keith C. Barton, Doing History: Investigating with Children in the Elementary and
Middle Schools, 4th ed. (London: Routledge, 2011).
1 14

T H E F U T U R E O F C HILDREN

Adolescent Literacy: Learning and Understanding Content

84. VanSledright, In Search of America’s Past (see note 54). Wineburg relates similar episodes in Historical
Thinking and Other Unnatural Acts (see note 54).
85. College Board, AP Biology Course and Exam Description, Effective Fall 2012 (New York: The College
Board, 2012).
86. Hapgood, Magnusson, and Palincsar, “Teacher, Text, and Experience” (see note 80); Shirley J. Magnusson
and Annemarie Sullivan Palincsar, “The Learning Environment as a Site of Science Education Reform,”
Theory into Practice 34 (1995): 43–50.
87. Nancy R. Romance and Michael R. Vitale, “Implementing an In-Depth Expanded Science Model in
Elementary Schools: Multi-Year Findings, Research Issues, and Policy Implications,” International Journal
of Science Education 23 (2001): 373–404.
88. John T. Guthrie and Kathleen E. Cox, “Classroom Conditions for Motivation and Engagement in Reading,”
Educational Psychology Review 13 (2001): 283–302; John T. Guthrie and Allan Wigfield, “Engagement and
Motivation in Reading,” in Handbook of Reading Research, vol. 3, edited by Kamil and others (see note 29),
pp. 403–422; John T. Guthrie and others, “Increasing Reading Comprehension and Engagement through
Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction,” Journal of Educational Psychology 96 (2004): 403–23; John T.
Guthrie and others, “Impacts of Comprehensive Reading Instruction on Diverse Outcomes of Low- and
High-Achieving Readers,” Journal of Learning Disabilities 42 (2009): 195–214.
89. Gina Cervetti and others, “The Impact of an Integrated Approach to Science and Literacy in Elementary
School Classrooms,” Journal of Research in Science Teaching (in press).
90. Cynthia Greenleaf and others, “Apprenticing Adolescents to Academic Literacy,” Harvard Educational
Review 71 (2001): 79–129.
91. Cervetti and others, “The Impact of an Integrated Approach to Science and Literacy in Elementary
School Classrooms (see note 89); Greenleaf and others, “Integrating Literacy and Science in Biology” (see
note 77); Guthrie and others, “Influences of Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction on Strategy Use and
Conceptual Learning from Text” (see note 49), pp. 343–366; Nancy R. Romance and Michael R. Vitale,
“A Research-Based Instructional Model for Integrating Meaningful Learning in Elementary Science
and Reading Comprehension,” in Developmental Cognitive Science Goes to School, edited by Stein and
Raudenbush (see note 4), pp. 127–42.
92. (www.collegeboard.com/student/testing/ap/history_us/samp.html?ushist).
93. Kathleen McCarthy Young and Gaea Leinhardt, “Writing from Primary Documents: A Way of Knowing in
History,” Written Communication 15 (1998): 25–86.
94. Robert B. Bain, “‘They Thought the World Was Flat?’ Applying the Principles of How People Learn
in Teaching High School History,” in How Students Learn: History Mathematics, and Science in the
Classroom, edited by M. Suzanne Donovan and John D. Bransford (Washington: National Academy Press,
2005), pp. 179–214; Rosalyn Ashby, Peter J. Lee, and Denis Shemilt, “Putting Principles into Practice:
Teaching and Planning,” in How Students Learn, edited by Donovan and Bransford, pp. 79–178; Peter
J. Lee, “Putting Principles into Practice: Understanding History,” in How Students Learn, edited by
Donovan and Bransford, pp. 29–78; Levstik and Barton, Doing History (see note 83); Chauncey MonteSano, “Qualities of Historical Writing Instruction: A Comparative Case Study of Two Teachers’ Practices,”
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

115

Susan R. Goldman

American Educational Research Journal 45, no. 4 (2008): 1045–79; VanSledright, In Search of America’s
Past (see note 54); Wineburg, Historical Thinking and Other Unnatural Acts (see note 54).
95. Susan De La Paz, “Effects of Historical Reasoning Instruction and Writing Strategy Mastery in Culturally
and Academically Diverse Middle School Classrooms,” Journal of Educational Psychology 97 (2005):
39–156; Jeffery D. Nokes, Janice A. Dole, and Douglas Hacker, “Teaching High School Students to Use
Heuristics while Reading Historical Texts,” Journal of Educational Pscyhology 99 (2007): 492–504; Avishag
Reisman, “Reading Like a Historian: A Document-Based History Curriculum Intervention in Urban High
Schools,” Cognition & Instruction 30 (2012): 86–112.
96. Goldman, “Cognitive Aspects of Constructing Meaning Through and Across Multiple Texts,” (see note 7);
Lee and Ashby, “Progression in Historical Understanding among Students Ages 7–14” (see note 79); Steven
A. Stahl and others, “What Happens When Students Read Multiple Source Documents in History?”
Reading Research Quarterly 31 (1996): 430–56; VanSledright, In Search of America’s Past (see note 54).
97. Schoenbach and Greenleaf, “Fostering Adolescents’ Engaged Academic Literacy” (see note 77); Shirley
J. Magnusson and Annemarie Sullivan Palincsar, “Teaching and Learning Inquiry-Based Science in the
Elementary School,” in Visions of Teaching Subject Matter Guided by the Principles of How People Learn,
edited by John Bransford and Suzanne Donovan (Washington: National Academy Press, 2005).
98. Greenleaf and others, “Integrating Literacy and Science in Biology” (see note 77); Cynthia Greenleaf,
“Fostering Metacognitive Conversation in Professional Communities and Subject-Area Classrooms,”
Adolescent Literacy in Perspective (February 2006): 2–5; Taffy E. Raphael, Kathryn H. Au, and Susan
R. Goldman, “Whole School Instructional Improvement through the Standards-based Change Process:
A Developmental Model,” in Changing Literacies for Changing Times: An Historical Perspective on the
Future of Reading Research, Public Policy, and Classroom Practices, edited by James V. Hoffman and Yetta
M. Goodman (New York: Routledge/Taylor Frances Group, 2009), pp. 198–229.

1 16

T H E F U T U R E O F C HILDREN

