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Abstract
The Metcalf Project was initiated in ofder to explore a different
type bf “relationship between researchers and teachers, between
theory and practice, and between teaching and learqing.‘.Our goal
was to have teachers degelop the view that “teaching was an
ongoing experimeht:“ This meant that teachers had to develop
the confidénce, willingness, and knowledge to explore pedagogical
alternatives and to evaluate their relative effectiveness.

Rather than be spoon;fed, we wanted to establish a situation

wherein teachers were their own decision—makers. Th% present

 paper describes the project and the progress made toward those

goals across the first two years of the project.
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The Metcalf Project: A Teacher—Researcher Collaboration

in Developing Reading and Writing Instructional Problem-Solving

The word "remote” might be used to describe the usual

relationship between researchers and teachers, between theory and
' praccicé, and between teaching and learning. Researchers secem

content to suggest ptinciples of effective teaching, espouse new
methods, or de{ineage the implications 6f theory for teéching and
learning, while remaining quite separated from the everyday
forces in operation in "the real world of a classroom”
Researchers seem to prefer advising teachers from a distance,
Teachers have a tendency to‘display similar predilections. They
seem conFent to keep researchers at bay, and sometimes even
maintain a distance between themselves and their own students.
For example, teachers are likely to expend their.energies
negotiating with a set of curriculum objectives or a teacher's
guide’rather than refining their student—-watching skills or
adjusting their instruction to meet the idiosyncratic needs of
students, |

The Metcalf Project was initiated in order to exploée a
different type of relationship between researchers and teachers,
between theory and practice, and between teach;ng and learning.
The goal of the Metcalf Project has been to unite disparate
factions' in the education enterprise of teaching reading and

writing. We wanted to establish a colloboration between

o
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research, theory, and practice; between teaching and learning, as

well as between researchers and teachers,

The beginnings of the Metcalf Project can be traced to a
series of discussions held in the Spring of 1982 between staff at

the Center for the Studv of Reading at the Uriversity of Illinois
I
- at Urbana~Champaign (CSR), Il%@nois State University (ISU), and

the Metcalf Laboratory School at ISU. David Tucker at ISU

expressed interest 1n'develop1qg a working relationship wicth CSR

that would be complementary to his already active role in staff

and curriculum development at the Metcalf Laboratcry School. He

-

suggested that CSR staff might use Metcalf School as a site for

applying some of their recent research findings. Staff of the
Laboratory School were particularly interested in becoming more

actively involved with the research community, in keeping .sith

the stated mission of Metcalf as a laborator . .hool.

To the CSR staff the prospect of developing some sort of
working reiacionship with the Metcalf~ISU staff was appealing.

We were interested in vorking in a situation where there might be

give and take between teachers and researchers. Rather than

adopt a prescriptive approach (asking teachers to implement
certsin practices) or take over their classrooms to conduct a
laboratory~like instructional study, we wanted Metcalf to be a

site for a project on teacher change based upon a teacher-

researcher collaboration. In consultation with all concerned

parties, we decided to invite teachers to explore reading

)
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comprehension and composition in their clas;roons in a manner
that supported unique teacher decision-making ;nd initiatives.
Researchers, we decided, would share ideas, but finstead of
pontificating or mandating change;‘chey would help teachers
observe what they were doing, consider alternatives, examine the
potential of changes in practice. Iﬁ so doing, teachers would
deveiop an instructional repertoire based upon assessment of fhe

effectiveness of different instructional practices; moreover, ~

they would develop an appreciation for teaching and learning. In

othey words, we wanted to establish a partnership between

reseprchers and practitioners. Teachers would not be spoon-fed;

——

instead, they would make decisions bascd upon what they had
gleaned from observations of their teaching and from their
discussions with researchers. Researchers would expose teachers
to new theory and research in reading compéehension and writing;
but, as applications for the classroom euérged, researchers were

expected to avoid offering direct advice. The researcher's role

\.

was to help suppori an&lrefine teacher decisfon-making. The
logical extension of this support role for researchers

(consistent with the thesis that teaching should be an ongoing

+

experiment) was the expectation that eyentually the researchers
. Ca

would be displaced by the teachers themsslves. . As teachers
]

bacame better problem—solvers, they would generate their own

momentum for change and would in turn become thc support

personnel or partners for other teachers.
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A Description of the'Hetcaif Project .

As we write this chapter, the Metcalf Project is beginning
its third yéar. Since its inception the goals of the Project
have not changed, but its form has. From Year One to Year Two to
Year Three the Project has pursued different activities to meet
the chjnging needs and expanding skills of the teachers. In Year
One, teachers reviewed and reacted to new ideas and adapted
variatioﬁs of them in their classroom. At this time, the Project
was restricted to teachers and students at the intermediate level
(grades four, five, and six) who volunteered ro participate in

he Project; by the end of Year Two, teachers had explored
several projects across two years, developed particular
interests, cultivated accitﬁdes of genuire curiosity, and
acquired consiﬁerable independence. In Year Thgee, the Project
has expanded to include volunteer teachers at other grade leJels
‘at Metcalf School. Throughout this time beriod, the advisory
team has included four CSR staff members, the school Principai,
the Director of the Laboratory Schools at ISU, and staff from
ISU's College of Education., What follows is a more detailed
d;scription of the activities which were pursued each year.
Year One

The first semester of fear One was put aside for planning.
While we had defined the goals of the project, we haq not
determined how they might be achieved. Our first problem was to

.specify a process for change that we and the teachers at Metcalf

7.
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cquld pursua. Next, we had to define the framework wichin'éhich
change could be pursued. ‘ o - .

Our goal was to have teachers ask themselves what they want
to teach, Qgg they w. -t to teach, and How they might judge their
own effectiveness.. This meant that teachers had to develop the
confidence, willingness, and also the knowledge to‘explote
pedagogicai alternatives and to evaluate their relative
ef}ecciveness. To describe this view of teaching, we began to | -
use the phrase "teaching as a continuing experiment.”

In the Fall of 1982 we invited teachers of the Metcalf
School to join the Project. At the outset, the invitétion for
voluntary participation was extended to all six teachers at
grades four, five, and six.' We hoped to expand participation }n
subsequent phases of the Project so that eventually all grade:
levels (K-8) would be represented. |

In our discussions with this first group of six teachers, we
described our plan and stressed that while we would be discussing
specific instructional strategies in reading and in writing, our
goal was not to havé them adopt these strategies, replacing
currené ones. Rather, we hoped to explore with them the grécess
that teachets engage in while they examine pedagogicél.
alternatives. They themgelves, their thinking and their
practice, would be under observation.' Specifically, the
obsérvation would involve interviews, questionnaires, and video-

taping of on~going instruction at regular intervals.

v - .
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Rich Schuler, then the Director of the Lahoragory schools
and Acting Principal of Metcalf School, actively supported the
Project by relieving partf&ipating teachers of some of their
routine committee work, and providing a substitute teacher so
that teachers could meet with Project staff during the school day
at regularly scheduléé tiwes; After deliberating for a period of
time, five of the six teachers (Wanda Bradf;th, Mary Kay
Fairfield, Rita Fishet,_Hary'Rozun. Chatlene‘Behrends) agreed to
participate in cthe Project.

After a series of meetings with tone teachers in the fall of
1982, the Projec: began formally in January of 1983. For two
weeks we conducted interviews with teachers, administered
questionnaires, and made vi&eo-capgs of one reading lesson and
one concénc area lesson (science or social studies) for each
teacher. At the conclusion of this two—week period (which we
called the baselineIQata collection period), we embarked on the
Project prdper.

Each month for a period of three months the group (teachers,
ISU, and CSR staff) studied Qﬁe of three topics: background
knowledge, reading and writing relationships, and the role of
discussion in reading classrooms. The choice of these three
topics arose for a number of reasons. Background knowledge was
gselected since it is area for which there is a grea;_deal of
tesgatch support and obvious classroom applications. Reading-

writing relationships and discussion were identified as important
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areas upon which ta fqcus despite a dearth of research in these

areas. Furthermore there was an obvious interest among teachers

in both topics.

Usually there was one group meeting each week. Throughout

the course of approximately a month we repeated the following

cycle of “activities:

Week 1:

Week 2:

Week 3:

Week 4:

An overview of the topic presented by researchers.
The group considered the possible classroom
implications stemming from the overview, readirgs
dealing with the c0picland bservations of their
own videotapes. They gener%ced questions and
guidelines (called focus sh?ets"to help focus
their thinkiné.

Advisory sessions were held wﬁ;rein each téacher
met with on2 of the researchers who acted as an
advisor. Each of the five teachers decided on a
particular question to explore. These meetings
were followgd by a group meeting during which
teachers and advi?ors shared their plans for a
trial run. (The advisors were Avoa Crismore,
Margaret Gallagher, David Pearson, qu Tierney, and
David Tucker.)

Advisory sesslons were held to review yhat had

happened during the “trial run” and to discuss

adjustments or modifications to the original pilan.

10
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Brief meefiﬁgs Af the entire group were conve .d to
allow the pairs to present their progress to date.
At the completion of the cycle for each topic, the
entire group convened to share reactiows,
observaC1onq, and prel}ninary findings, and to
ideniity unresolved issyes and new questions that

¢ .
had emerged from the experience of trying to apply

|

a research idea in a classroom setting. Before
' )

beginning the next topic, each advisor/teacher pair

wrote a summary report of their project. Then new

advisor-teacher pairings formed for the next topic..

-

To illustrate more fully what teachers did during this

initial phase of the Projecﬁ, we include some examples of
material developed during this peridﬁ. In Figure 1, the focus
sheets listing the guidelines generated by the group are in
response to our ptesencgcion of Background Knowlédge are
preaented.' in Figure 2;Lche guidelines for Topic 2 Reading and
Writing Relationships are given. The guidelinés fqr Discussion

are too extensive for inclusion here.

Insert Figure 1| and 2 aboutr here,

Throughout the semester, teachers generated the equivalent

of 15 mini-research projects franging from the effects of

{

different modes of discussion upon pupil involvement and the

11
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quality of their arguments to the effects of visualization
experiences upon the reading of selected students in the lgw

reading group. To give you a clearer picture of these mini-

b o

tryouts or research studies, we describe, in some detail, two

EEENT ST

!
projects initiated ir the fourth grade classrooms of Cliarlene and -
A
Wanda. L

Charlene Behrends dectded to focus on che topic of
)

1o g

background knowledge. After doing an indepth analysis~of a
videotape of hef teaching, Charlene questioned whether she was
introducing so many concepts ptiﬁf to reading a selection that
the ret result was a superficial treatment of these concepts.

\ The students did rot seeﬁ‘to be very'abs;rbed in what they read

el nor wefe they able to proceéd independently. As a result;of her
analysis, Charlere set two objectives for herself: First, to .ot
the students more involved with different text selégtions and
topics she would help them generate and use their own ideas en '
route to cdmplecing a map of their prior knowledge of the topic.
Secord, to integrate old and new information she would more
deliberately provide students with directives and questions to
ensure that they relate what krew about the topic to the
selection itself, Furthermore, rather than deal with so many

- concepts, she would select a few and tie them together. 1In the

second week, an excerpt from Charlotte's Web about loneliness was
the story in the basal reader. Charlenec led the reading group in

a discussion of loneliness, having them make predictions about

e
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what the story coald be about. Then, she moved to making a list

/

of animals on 'a farm and how they would be different as pets than

as a farm animals. This led to a discussion of feelings of
loneliness that their pets might have, and how friendship combats
loneliness. In aralyzing the c;pe’;f the second lesson, Charlene
noﬁed that the lesson appeared to tie together better, thatlthe
children were more engaged in it, and seemed better able to read
independently. ’ ‘o

) .
harlene kept two questions in nind as sbe presented ard

evaluated further lessons: (1) Am I éffording students

opportunities to research what they know about a topic? (2) How

am I helping students assume the role of expert?

There upon,'Charléne cémpleted the last two weeks by
transferring what she had learned about the role of backgrqund
knogledge not only to lessons in other reading groups, but also
to social studies. As a result of the month’s work, two main
changes ?ccurred in Charlene's teaching. The expert notion was
developed by having students generate lists abo#t what they knew
about a topic before they read. Second, Charlene dealt with

fewer concepts, but d2alt with thems in greater depth. All this

‘month's work was to serve as an .aportant foundation for furthfr

classroom instructional research that Charlene initfated in ’ear

A
Two.

» ‘ /

' Wanda Bradford was in her first year of teaching and ﬁad

been assigned to a fourth grade self-contained classroom. Prior
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to our discussion of reading~writing relationships, Wanda's j
students did very little writing. In fact, she doubted whether | -
the students were capable of doing very much writing. With this .

in mind, she approached the topic of reading-writing
relationships with two questions: To what extent were students
capable of generating extended written responses to a topic they
. were readihg in social studies? What influence might planning
have upon student writing? The first q;escion stemmed from our . ’ :
discussion of reading*wricing reiationships and her assumption
that students hacked the, skills needed to write.‘ The second
question was an extension of heﬁ interest in the role of plannirg
and background knowledge. The foliowing steps describe what she
did C'cq).efxplore these two quéstions.
1. After having read and discussed a section in tgg social
p . stuzies text (Johnny Begai in the Arizona desert),
students were asked to portray and to incerview . :
characters in the chapter. One half of the class was
instructed to conduct an interview and to portray a
* character, without any previous ﬁlanﬁing. The other
half was éllowed time to plar their interview questions
A . qndzféad about the character which they were to
_portray.. While Group | was interviewing each other,

Group 2 was planning and preparing for their character . ;

interviews,




2.

3.

The Metcalf Project

14

The next day, students in Gropp 1, who hadunot used
pre~planning, were asked to write up their interview in
4 summary, stori form, ‘Students in Group 2, who
planned for their interview, proceeded to conduct
interviews with each other. A brief discussion took
pléce on differenées which had occurred between the
groupq and as a result a list of advantages to planning
was generated.

On Day 3, Group 1l students were given a chance to
revise their summary. Group 2 students were asked to
write about their thterviews. Both groups were told

to make their summaries as interesting as they could.
The entire class Qas divided into four different groups
according to whom they had 1ncerviewed. In the groups
students presented their interviews (summary) to each
other and selected a representative to the whole class.
The whole class presentation was conducted as if the
people were being interyiewed on television, AfCer
these presentations, the students discussed the

interviews and how planning contcibuted to their

interviews.

The outcome of Wanda's project answered some questions and

suggested others. First and foremost, she discovered that her

students were more capable writers than she had presupposed. She

realized that she had underestimated their capabilities. Second,

15
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she found that writing was a useful vehicle for extendirg reading
activities and as a follow—up to reading social studies material.

Third, she came to recognize, together with her pupils, that

planning made a significant contribution ﬁo how efficient and

successful these students were as writers and interviewers. Ar

irdependent rat}ngzof‘the srtories suggested that the essays
produced b§ the students who planned were better, when judged
holistically, than those produced by the o;her students. A
fourth finding took Wanda by surprise and resulted i.. her askirg
several questions about revision. Specifically, when the
revisions were examined it was obvious that they ﬁere not an
improvement over the first draft. Wanda wanted to explore this [
issue further ard actually £ook up this topic in Year Two. -
By June 1983 we could see change had begun to occur. All of
us {(teachers and researchers alike) were asking a lot more .
questions about reading, writing, teaching, learning, and change
than when we began the project. In terms of our goals for the

. \l
teachers, we felt that the teachers were on the way to becoming

objective observers of their own teaching. Furthermore; the .. ;
instructional 1nitiatives'which teachers had explored crept into \f
their teaching at other times during the schocl day. I 4
/
For us, the process of working collaboratively with teachers !
to help them think about 1nstruct16nal problems and goals was ;

radically different from our usual experience of delivering a

prepackaged set of instructions for carrying out instructional
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‘% procedures. What a departure for us who were accustomed to
talking briefly with groups of teachers, offering some

suggestions, describing some practices that had been successful
Just as the teachers'

in other settings and then, leaving.
practices were being subjected to close scrutiny and change, so

too were many of our ideas about change, effective instructional

procedures, and ways to communicate those ideas.

Year Two ,
At the close of the school year, the administration of

A new Director, Dennis Kelly, was

Metcalf School changed.
appoirted and a search got underway for a permanent Principal.

Denniis Kelly continued to extend the same degree of support as
his predecessor, Rich Schuler, and was welcomed as a new member
of the Project group as was Al Jurenas, who was selected as the

Principal of Metcalf School.

With all parties feeling secure about the future of the
For three

Project, Year Two preparations began in the summer.
days the Project group met to evaluate the first year of the
Project and to plan for the second year. The fiést order of
business during these meetings was to discuss what had occurred

"in Year One and what changes should be made in Year Two.

“Decisions ranged from what topics should be the focus of Yéér Two

Ao
T

to the suggestion of changes in the organizational framework for

I
achieving the goals of the project.

PP SE)
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An important feature of this meetirg was the Qense of
commun1Cy.which emerged with the continuation of the project and
with teachers assuming more responsibility for the project. This
sense of community was heralded by what may seem, on first
vqlahce, a trivial deveLOpnenc. The teachers chose to change the
title of the researchers from advisors to partners. As Year qu
began, we knew\thac teachers had to become integrally involved in
all aspects of BQS project as decision—makers. If this project
was to endure beyoqd-the researchers’ stay in the school, teacher
control had to be establiched. During Year One we felt as if
most decisions were being made by the researchers. Indeed, there
was ‘a tendency for the teachers to expect us to make decisions
for thém. In Year Two, everybody in Che project was involved as
decision-makers.

Another major change from Year One to Year Two was in the

framework within which projects were carried out. In Year One we

explored three topic areas and changed the teacher~researcher
pairing fcr each topic; in Year Two, each teacher chose to
explore a single topic area ir depth cver the course of the year,
In addition, each teacher worked with the same partnér, or rather
"the same team, for the duration of the year. Furthermore, unlike
“Year One, teachers would not receive released time. Also, the
dvisory team for Year Two changed slightly. It included Harriet
Arkley, Avon Crismofe, David Pearson, Ileana Seda-Santana, Robert

and David Tucker.

4
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|
Corsistent with the goals of the project, we adopted a

problem~solving framework that we used for all the projects in
\

Year Two. This involved the fbllowing steps:

l. Selecting the general area of interest: Each teacher

was to determine the general area in which she wished to

concentrate her energies. Given the commonalities across the

teachers, two subgroups were formed: (a) background knowledge

and discussion, (b) reading/writing relationships. Within each .

team there were pairs of teacher—researcher collaborators.

2. Defining the problem:- Each teacher was expected to

observe her own teaching using videotapes (1if necessary), to
obsérve her students' performance, and to think about what goals
might be set for tleir students. At the same time the teachers
had the researchers provide some input oh the topic, Using this
input, the teachers and partners Qefined the focus of their
projects and shared their objectives with their respective
subgroup.

3

3. Securing baseline data and planning projects: ' In
!

conjunction with refining the plans for the project, eadh
teacher, together with her partner, collected some baseline
"information and discussed the students’' abilities. Sometimes we

-analyzed videotapes either singly, in pairs, or as a team. At

other times ;e examined students' responses to checklists, tests.\\

or 8ay~co~day teaching. Throughout the proj«rct this cycle of

planning and gathering data was repeated.

Wi o .
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4. Implemanfing the project and securing feedback on

Progress: Peedbaék and revision were an integral part of
inplcncntatlon. As plans were generated they were often revised
as the need for changés became self-evident, On a weekly basis,
each teacher and her partner (or the entire team) discussed what
had oc;urted. viewed videotapes of the lessons which had been
given, and discussed implementation. Throughout the course of
the ptoject each teacher and her partner exa.iged developments,
noted improvembnts in student performance, and discussed other
signs of progress.

3. Sharing the project: At different times during the

course of the ptojecé, the teachers and the;t partners shared
their projects with their topic team or with the entire Project
group. This provided additional opportunities for revision. At
the end of the project each teacher and her partner prepared a

written report of what had transpired. Sometimes this written

. report took the form of a journal article for later publication.

The ﬁ;ve teachers selected a wide range of topics as foci
\

\

for their gfojects. Two teachers selected discussion as their
genefal ared of interest. This interest stemmed laréelj from a
‘desire to explore in greater depth some of the issues they had
“only touched ﬁ in the previous year. Mary Rozum chose to
exp;ore explicit standards and strategies for discﬁssion;

Charlene Behrends chose to explore how discussions of background

_ knowledge influenced comprehension and learning in soctal

L
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studies. Rita Fisher, Mary Kay Fairfield, and Wanda Bradford had
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developed a keen interest in reading-writing relationships during

A

the previous year. They were concerned about their students'

: weaknesses in revision énd critical reading of their own written

T

work. Wanda directed her energies at the question: Does

instruction in'sencénbe and paragraph struycture transfer to

informative reading and writing? Rita and Mary Kayzbursued

,readiﬁg—wgiting relatio?snips in conjunction wich,cqyi;g to

improve the critical'reading abilities and revision strategies of

their scudenc?. We will describe three projects from Year Two in
~ more depth.

" Mary Kay Fairfield is a fifth grade teachét who in Ye;r Two
wanted to focus upon reading-writing relationships-in
particular, how she might integrate chese into. helping her
ssudents learn to revise. During Year One Mary Kay had fecome
aware that she gave her students very'little encouragement and
opportunity to give their fellow students ;nput or to rgvise'
their own work. Some baseline data collected in October
suggested that students had a limited sense of revision, To them

]

revision involved correcting spelling and “tidying up” their

‘pages.

B TR ¥ SR

- As Mary Kay and her partner discussed this problem, certain

[ DU e
' Y

principles and objectives emerged to guide planning for a

atraes

S - ptojecc. For example, Mary Kay and her partner determined that.

S L

1t was important for students to understand what revision

2
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entailed, why you do it, and how. They reasoned that the

facility with which students could distance themselves from their

own work was key to effective revision. Mary Kay speculated that

RN Y IR,

Step 1.

Step 2.

Scep 3.

Step 4.

‘Step 5.

peers might help achieve this distance by reading aloud each

t

other's work and proéiding each other advice. With these tenets

in mind Mary Kay déveLOped the following plan:

Students discussed the revisions (presented on

an overhead) that E. B. wﬁitg did when he

s

Jroce Charlotte's Web.

Students wrote on a topic given by the teacher.
Students brainstormed about what was involved
in revision in order to define the steps
involved. Students discussed reasoné for doing
revision,

As a group, students examined and discussed

"possible revisions of written work that Hary

Kay had saved from previous years.

Each student was assigned a peer for input.
The peer's job was to offer suggestions to the
student for revisions of the compésition and
to read the scudencs"composition aloud so
that the student could hear it from a

"distance.”

' Mary Kay encountered several surprises as she implemerted

5 o her plan, Initially, she was uncertain of how students would

22
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o ,
g' "  react to a discussion of E. B. Hhitc's'reviﬁions and the topic of ;
; revision in éeneral. They loved it. Not only did all the
- students become actively involved, they shared ideas reflecting E
{t their knowlcdgé of the difference between revision (of ideas) and ;

editing (for style and wmechanics), and they even deionsctated E
;{ : some feeling for how and when each might be pursued. Mary Kay's
; optimism was short~11ved..howeVer.l While the children could talk
| about revision, chey:had a great deal of difficulty actually Co
changing thedr:own wbrk; even with Fhe support of their peers,

? Students were reluctant to change c;eir texts, and peers tended‘
; to offer general praise rather than offer specific criticisms or
. suggestions. Mary Kay and her research partner—indeed, the
: entire research team-were forced to re~exam1n&'the1r own
;‘ thinking about revision and to modify rhe project plan.
5 - Over the next three months Mary Kay continued to work with
E y revision and she began to see changes. Not only did students .
54~‘ begin to revise, their writing in general began to improve. So,
f too, did their interactions with their peers. And, much to Mary
3 Kay's surprise and gratification, éhe Eociced some carrvover to X
;’ students' reading comprehension. At the end of the Qear Mary Kay
; ‘and her partner prepared an article entitled: Initiating
s
;; -revision in the classroom——frustrations, questions, new insights,
EZ To appieciate her problen~solv1n§ initiative you should be aware
g' that, 1h Year One, Mary Kay had preferred that the researchers

hd
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("the experts”) tell her what to do. In contrasf, during Year
Two, it was Mary Kay who was the initiator and sciencist:

Rita Fisher is a sixth grade teacher who expressed an
interest in developing her students' underscanding'of how authors
craft stories and use their conception of “story“ as a basis for
revising. She had noted, as Mary Kay had, that students had a
very limited repertoire of revision strategies. In her
discussions with the students she determined that they had no
sense of what Changeé they might make and that they tended to
have difficulty focussing their attention on specific problem
areas. Rita initiated the following plan:

Step l. Students discussed the key elements which make
up a story (e.g., characters, action, settiry,
climax, and outcome) and how the quality of
these features distinguish good stories from
mediocre stories.

Step 2. Students generated a checklist which they would

'apply to a story they all h#ve Just read ard
which they would all use to rate their own stories.

Stép 3. Students selected one scofy feaCufe (they
called it a story part) that they decided
needed improvement and grouped themselves with
other students who were planning to focus on

the same feature. he studknts read several

P - o C CH oEn B Cemisee dedeeimeras ok ot TR o .
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published stories and discussed how thoae é
authors developed the feature in questio... f
. _ ' Step 4., Students then applied these criteria to one of ;

their own stories and revised it, paying
particular attention to that sape feature. é
2  Rita's hypotheses about the impprtance of focusing attention
ang having options were confirmed. The students became
authorities on how they might 1gprove certain features of their
stories and revised their stories accordingly.,” Furthermore,

v
there was, as\might be expected, considerable carry—over to
; ‘ reading. Stu;ziCs became more active readers. They began to
% . read other scofies with an eye to how a writer crafted a story.

‘ Mary Rozum is a fifcth grade ceacﬁer who expressed an

. interest in following up some of her work in discussion. She was
particularly interested in whether or not students' consciousness
of the purposes of discussion could infldence their subsequent ' ' f
reading comprehension. Mary designed a project with two specific ‘5
questions in mind: (1) Will the introduction of activities

'”“designeb to help students realize the value of discussion result

':;.I BT

in changes in their perceptions of the role of discussion in

w;‘m_"‘

"learning? (2) If so, will there bs any change in the degree of

AEogl

“their understanding of the texts that they read? }
Before introducing the planned activities Mary developed and

administered a questionnaire designed to assess students' current

| f@' [0 l"."f". Ly ; g3 rﬁ\ o

.attitudes toward discussion. Student attitudes toward the value

i fiL_‘It‘! i e
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of discussion before reading and after reading both narratives E

and expository selections are illustrative of the items on the E

% | questionnaire. After administering the questionnaire, the g
B i
. students held an open discussion aboﬁc the value of discussion. z
i During the course of this discussion} students generated a list ,;
g of the ways in which discussion contributes to learning; %
;, Two subsequent activities concluded the first phase of é
?- 1 Mary's project. Students wgr'dng 1in groups developed/checklists t %
?‘ J for how to read and Hiscuss a8 storv and steps for reading and g
% discussing an expository selection. Latef students used these N%
;g guidelires when discussing their assigned reading. ufi
é " To determine whether or not any changes in students’ é
i, attitude had occurred, Mary re-administered the questionnaire. %
éi On the whole, Mary found that students tended to be more positive ,?
j ‘abOut the value of discussion. .Mary assessed students' ';
B independent reading co-preheusién through sﬁort answer tests on %
gL“ - two selected passages. Grarifying to Mary was the fact that she é
%_ could document growth in her students' conptehénsion as well as g
;. an improvement in their attitude toward learning activities. é
3 ]
: Apart from these and other mini~research projécts, there %
“were other developaents which occurred in Year Twé. The most \E

“time~consuming of these 1n1t1at1ve; vas the introduction of é;

systematic procedures for monitoring changes in student
perfotnance. There was consensus among all of the Project
sa [} . .

staff——teachers and researchers alike—that the commercially

N
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é available standardized %eﬂts being used at Metcalf and ration-

g wide were 1nadeqpate for measuring what we wanted to have

?; measured. To collect data which matched the goals of the

;l - Projecc,'sevéral instruments were selecfédlfrom scales which had

§  been developed recently by members of the Project staff for use

= . .

%, in other sﬁudies. For example, a reading and wéiting attitude

?v measure as well as reading and writing behavior checklist were

?< taken from a study Tierney and Crismore were working on at the

;‘ time. Other measureé, such as the reading and writing

_? achievement measures, we?e developed solely for use in the

% | ) HéCchlf Project, .At the beginning and end of Year Two students

%{ 1hvdlved in the project were adyinistered the followiny indices:

?‘ ‘ 1. Reading Comprehension Assessment

?' Three paséages were selecred for each student to respord to:

? a-story from a pasal, a social studies seléction from a contert

%" area text, and a science selection from an encyclopedia. Upon

;I reading each selection each student wrote a summary, selected

i? from a list of different possible questions thosé which he or she

£4. deemed the most important, and wrote responses té a prepared ser

£ , v

2‘ of questions.

%; ‘2, Writing Assessment ’

}é i Each studgnt wa; asked to generate a compositioa in rgsponse

L

§§' to three writing assignments and thén for purposes of analyzing

'gz student tévisions each composition was ;o Se revised., The three

g%l ; writing prompts were: {(a) “If I could be anything I wanted to be
T Lo 7, :
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e o o, (D) "Déscribe the Bloomington-~Normal area for someone who
. has never been here,” and (¢) "Write a story about anything you
want to write abour.” "y
’ : 3. Attitude Measures | |
Each student responded to parallel readihg and writing
attitude measures. ‘

4, Behaviora; Questionnaires

g

Each student’responded to parallel questionnaires which
probed the reading and writing behaviors students use when
reading and writing different texts.

In subsequent years these tests will be administered each

spring .in Qrder to evaluate Fhe lorg term effects of the project.

Just‘a; these indices afford us the possibility of
monitoring student progress systematically, we have also been
monitoring teacher change. Our analyses of teacher change
involves several indices. Attitudinal changes, teacher
initiative, and changes in theoretical pergpectives are monitored
by: (1) transcripts of structured teacher interviews conducté;
at the beginning and end of each year of the Project and (2)

notes and transcripts of individual and group meetings held at

AN ‘different times during the course of the Project. Changes in the

o td
-2

'ffequency of input from the different parties involved in the

L T

Project as well as the nature of their comments, complaints,

obsérvacions, problem—splving tendencies, are some of’the

IV RE

variables we have monitored.

28
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Behavioral changes or instructional practices are being |
monitored with the aid of our notes, teacher self-report, and
detailed analyses of videotapes. Beginning in Year One, teachers
were videotaped on a regular basis twice every week, during one
reading lesson and one content area lesson. During Year Two,
videotaping occurred on a slightlf less frequent basis but
gsystematically in terms of a reading lesson and content area
lésson. Each videotape session enables us to complete finely-
tuned analyses of how teacher—student interactions have changed
during the course of the Project and in specific projects. Also

/ they enable us to defiﬁe the rules of interactiorn in effect in
each classroom. One such analysis has involved what teachers do
with background knowledge, includirg how students' ideas are
invited, introduced, and used.

Year Three

In Year One of the Project, teachers were unsure about their
reading and writing insttuction. They were interested in being
told by persons théy perceiveh to be “experts” what was the right
way to t2ach. Basically they were interested in prescription.

By the end of Year Two, reading and writing instruction had
‘become a problem~solving exper;pnce. The alleged "experts” had
“become teachers' partners, and together they were students;. that
is, they were learning what was occurring as well as what might
poténtially occur in reading and writing classrooms. The

teachers had not only become critical consumers of the classroom
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relevance of theory and research, they approached teaching as an
ongoing experiment. They were wore aware of the ramifications of
what they were doing, the rationale underlying their choice of
activities, and how and why the students might be responding as
they were.

'As Year Three begins, our 'goal, for which there is consensus
among all members of the Project, is to have the teachers b.come
-totally self-initiating. By the end of Year Three the teachers
at Metcalf should be able to dispense with the researchers
withour any loss of the Project’'s momentum, ﬁtch this as the
goal, the project is embarking upon a new initiative. Each of
the teachers who have been involved in the project to date will
serve as a research partner to a new recruit. Our objective is
to have the present teacher researchers help other teachers
become teacher researchers. \\

In Year Three the partners from Years One and Two will\ _ IS
continue working with the present teachers. In addition to
exploring new projects, they will be able to help these teachers "
develop a plan for working with the new recruits.

i- There are several advantages to this plan, Sucﬁ a plan

‘extends the project throughout the school and possibl& to other

“schoofls. It affords a way of extending the collaborations o
between teachers in the school. Based upon the thesis that z
1ndépendenc learning arises when learning transfers to teaching,

= the teachers 1n¢olved in the project to date will continue to

L Bmar ometm el s g ete A n o w e la g meme e e o = gessepn
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grow and change. They are likely to become even more effective 5

teacher researchers. Finally the plan supports school-based

iniciac1vgs., In future years the teachers and staff at Metcalf

will likely assume responsibility for maintaining the project as

“~

well as for launching other projects.

Some Reflections on the Project

At a time when pesslmisu about the quality of teachers and ' . '
teacher education pervades, it is heartening to be involved in a T &
project which‘addresées the issue of teacher change head-on. On
a weeklj basis we touch the pulse of teacher decision-makirg as
it pertains to reading and @riting instruction. We get to study
first-hand constraini.s on teacher growth, pupil learning, as well 3
as the possible implications of current thinking'about‘readiné *
and writing., We get to study what it takes to implemert
carriculum change as well as some of the prerequisites of teacher
change. This privilege has not resulted from administrative ' é
mandates for change, but with voluntary commitment and
collaboration., What we have‘peen given is the privilege of ’ .
sharirg and helping with teacher decision~making. Our problem—

: L
golving framework guarantees that we don't abuse that privilege.

o , ' The project is not short—term nor is our view of change.

Ly
L

4 “Change takes time and while we are optimistic about the end

resuit of the project, we are still embroiled in the difficul’.

3
s
T
I
£

ke

..

.

task of collecting and arnalyzing broad-based and long-term

indices of change. Yet, we do have some products to show for our

" - ] . P . .,
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time at Metcalf. We have developed some guidelines and

1ns€ructional products for teaching reading. comprehension and
(?~\, wriﬁing, as well as some interesting instructional procedures for

obsérving éhange in student performance and teacher behavior. In

terms of -staff development, all participants have expanded their

it RHEER
P

thinking about reading and Qricing; the teachers have taken
advantage of this thinking in their classrooms. In just two
years, they have incorporated into their teaching practices a
variety of strategie& that they have tried out thymsélves or
adopted from each others’ projects. Also, the prqjeét has been
i* | ~ shared with other schools, who in turn are considering similar’
praojects.

What is more important to the project's goals, however, is
P

!

B L
S

£ what we are learning about change using this model. Based upon

g the Metcalf exper;ence, we are optimistic that we have a useful

%f model for nurturing teacher change as well as translating reading ‘
fﬁ and writing re#earch into practice (and practice back into

é~ .

research), We have learned that models of change must be
sensitive to the fact that change'is a human endeavor., It
requires individual effort, problemsolving, negociaéion with
‘self, and a willingness to conéide: alternatives. We can recall

“Wanda explaining how radical it was for her to begin to altér her

i IR ey PR

thinking about writing, Coﬁposition was an entirely new

a4

curriculum area for her because previously she had been teachﬁng

only penmanship. Similarly we can recall Charlene's comment in
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one of the advisory sessions that "background knowledge was
everywhere~~in everything.” For both Charlene and Wanda, the
”fundanenéal novelty of these ideas required a lot of thinking‘ K

over a long period of rime. These 1d§;s were not embraced

-
g
‘
=

overnight nor did they become part of their repertoire. of

B TP N A

thinking and teaching without effort, problem—solving,
negotiation, discussion, and grappling with the ideas as ideas
and as pedagogical possibilities in an already busy day.
Fortunately, the Proﬁect capitalized upon the idiosyncratic
learning tendencies dg individuals as they achie;ed ownership of
such ideas. From our perspective, it was wonderful to be in a.
sitdation wherein we could bg participant observers of these
changes and be part of khis problem—solving process., What is .
iﬁborcant/fo tealizelis that the process of change or adopting a -
problem~solving a;titude was more important than any educational ;
products or deliverables? Again, a major force in helping to ' ' .

develop this attitude has been the avoidance of prescription,

Ay et et

This entailed more emphasis on the teachers’ problem—solving

:'.]1'}":"'7- s

proceés than on predetermined products, whether it be making

I L

'decisions about the project oveéall or an individual teacher's
'ptojccc.
- Finally, it grobagly gées without saying that the success of s
| the ProJeec ﬁinses upont communication. Adninistrac;rs,
- riﬁ;ﬁfchers,.teachar educators are all talking and sharing.

Roles may differ on some dimensions, but each has a contribution

e U el
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wvith a common thread that we are all teachers, all learners, and

all problem~solvers, interested in improving the instruction of

N

reading and ‘writing in the classroom.
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Hetcalf Co-prchcnsion Project

Background Knowledge

1983

Researching What Students Know

&e

b.

Ce

€

£f.

g

h.

1.

J.

Pick out key words in a selection: discuss with students how these

might be related to something familiar——that students may have read
about or seen.

Look at pictures: based on the pictures, make ptediécions about who the
characters will be; what the setting of the story is likely to be, etc.

Draw out during discussion expaeriences students may have had that would
be relevant to the topic.

Use maps to learn more about a location specified in the selection.

Suggest or have available supplementary reading-—books or magazines——on
related topics.

Select some key words; ask students to free asscciate; responses may be
recorded on board.

Discuss with students a concept or situation you feel will be analogous
(for them) to the one they will be reading about.

If possible, some students may serve as experts on particular topfes. -

If possible, simulate some part of the experience in the selection in
the classroom; this will give students some first-hand experience.

Pre~read a selected passage; have students predict what will be
forthcoming.

In all of the above activities, the teacher must:

o L

Ut

2.

i
=
[
1
-
R

1.

2.

3.

do some sort of analysis of what the knowledge domain required 1is.
What does the child need to know and think about in order to
understand?

be concerned with introducing child-centered rather than teacher or
text-centered knowledge.

provide more than a “definitional” experience for children; rather, the
teacher should be concerned with "relational® ties between old and new
infotmation.

Mobilizing What Students Know

a. Ask:
characters.

vt =t o el o . . - .t
TR TR BN Paptecl o BN O SRAERSIENR e o Yo

"Have you ever felt that way?” inviteﬁstudents to identify with

/
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S Z, Hohilizins Hhac Studenc- Knov (COnt'd) . -
§3 b. Predict how story will end; ask students what makes them think so. 5
o . Cs. Ask the same qunscion three or four time along the way; 1if students 5
< P change their answers, ask them why. -
# d. Have students generate questions. -3
f e, Ask students to adopt a point of view about somathing in the story: : i
7 . Perhaps ask one student to adopt one point of view and another the o
- o opposite point of view. , .
N "~ f. Have students take & position about what they have read; adk them to ;
o Juscify ic. 3
E R. Ask students what they know about a topic. i
: h. Ask students to recollect something that you consider retevant and chac E
s you are sure they know. o
f i. Get students to visuvalize something-—develop an 1uage-perhaps by i
¥ ' drawing a quick sketch. *
- je Ask students to make comparisons——to draw analogies bﬁtween the new ‘
K information they are encountering and old, more familiar information :
- (e.g., Canada and U.S. states and provinces). 5
;, k. Visually display information in chart form on charc/paper or on the 5
f;-' bo‘tdo A
i 1. Encourage students t! become engaged with the text by asking them to ‘ é
o read knowing they will later be asked to perform a skit, or initiate a >
B , character or a similar activity. 3
g‘ m. Have students dramatize parts of a selection; ask them to act as tour Z
« Md‘. . 'A
¢ 3. Seeing What Students Know—~ﬁelp1ngvThen Be Able to Watch Their Knowledge ' s
T Grow and Change ]
P :
& a. Help the children see how the pieces fit together and form a whole. o
%f b. Encourage children to bring information they consider relevant to o tg
j school (maps, books, etc.). , g
) |
f ¢. After students have free~associated, organize that information on the :
= board for them, or on an overhaad projector. j

= . d. Have studants cospare what they already know (pre-reading knowledge)
BE : with the informarion they have gained from reading their text--perhaps Py
o by filling in empty slots on a chart.

e. Ask "experts” in class to prepare a cesc, others hclp to evaluate the : :
aptnass of the questions for the text that has been read. .
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Figure 1 .
Focus Sheets for Background Knowledge
!
Metcalf Comprebaneion Project | 2. MobLltslng What Students Know (Conr'd)
RPIC §;  Bockgrognd Knowledge . b. Predict how story will end; ask studerfs what takes thes thirk so.
Activities Seggueted, February 1, 1983 R ¢e ASK Tl same question three of four time alord the wai, 31 sfudents
change thelr answers, ask them why.
, f. Reseatching Whet Stwdents Know 4. Have srudents genrrate questions, .
' 8. Pick out key words in & selectior: discuss with students how these ' co Ask Students to adupt a podnt of view abouf sofethicy ¥n the story:
night be related to something familiar—that atudents may have read Perhaps ank one studeat €0 a4dupt are pofrt of view and 2 orher the
. about or seen. oppustte poine of view,
., be Look at picturens bssed on the pictures, make pradictions sbout who the “f. Have sfudents tahe & posiCion abour what they have read; ask them to ‘
characters will be; what the setting of the story f¢ likely to be, erc. fustify §¢.
€. Prav ocut during discussfion axperiences students oay have had that would Ke ASK sfudentes what ey Bnow abouf 4 Topfc.

b reluvant to the topic,
h. Ask atudents fo fecollect sumethicy that you curstdet relboevar? ard that

4. Dee saps to learn more about & location specified (n the selecction, ‘ you are sure they ki,
8. Suigest or bhave avatlable supplementary reading~~books or magazines-~oun f. Gor students 1o visualtze som thiny - “dovelop an fod, e ~~perLaps by
related topics. drawing & quick skefch,
\ .
f. Select some koy worda; ask stwdents to free aseociste; responses may be J. Ask students 10 Mmake conpatino «= T Jfaw nadofies Betweon the new
recorded on bdoard. fnformatfor (hey ate ercountericy ard old, more tamiliar icformation

(r.g., Carady ard 'S, s2afes ard provirdea),
g Dlscuss with students a concept or sitwation you feeal will be anslogous

’ ) (for them) to the one thay will be reading abour. ke Viswally display totormitfor a0 chatt form on chyrf papet of ar the
board.
[9°4 k. If poasible, some otudents may serve &5 enperts on particular topics. g
1. bncourage sfadenfa £ becime ¢ cted with he tent fivy aswking thes fo
- . If poasible, simulate some part of the expetiencs in Che selection in read knowine they will later e ashed o pertofm & skif, of initiate a
- the classroon; this will give stedents some fireat-hand experience, chasacter or a simdlar acrivity,
J. Pre~read a salected passage; Dave students predict what will be W, Have atudents dramattze pacts of « seblectior, ask them tu act as Couf
forthecoatng, qufdes.
. in all of the shove activities, the teacher ouet: i 3. Sceing What Students Rrows-Helpiry The® Be Able 10 Wareh Their Krowledge
. . Cruw snd Change
v 1. do some oottt of analywnis of what the knowledge domain required e,
What does the chtld need te know and think about in order to a. tielp the children sce lum the pieces (4t turefher ard fure 4 whvle.
underatand?
o b. Encourage «ufldren to drivy fntorr .t for they corsider o levane to
B 2. be concerned with introducing child-cencered rather than teacher or achou) (maj., books, «tc.). )
N textcoentered knowledge.
: Ce Atter studerts huve free-assoctated, orsantize that irfornutton on the )
3. provide more than & “defisitional” experionce for children; rather, the doard for tinwm, of on an overhead projector.
teacher should Do concerved with “relationsl” ties Metvean old and ew . -
tnaformation. : d. Have etudenrs compare what thav alfradv know (pre-teadird knowledgs)
- with the fctoimattion they have yaired f1om readirg thete text=~perhaps -
~ 3. Modilising What Stedents Know by fSliing tn empry silote on a0 ohert,
L s Ask: “Hawe you aver felt Chet way!” invite stwdents to fdentify wich €. Aak “expaft " £r chauy fo prepare A4 Tenf others Melp fu ey duate The
charscters. sptaess of the Questinng for the toext (iaf bhss her tead.
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stdaae! Uwerrion fow-level prudteas!
In writing, are etudents encoutssed *o shate what rhay ~ave .
written? To talk about what they ars trylag to do? How well?
Meviee/
Queanference
fn writing, are studants encoureged to ruvise, edif, and padiiah’
In twading arw efudenre #ncouraged to shate what fhey have rean’
Thetr gowse! How .ell’
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1. Helping etwdente plan for writing

Planning tavolvwe providing studente opportunitiee tu:

Braicetorn

Add facte 10 mind with genre and context

Drganine Ldean

Tap orhar sources (reference Macerial, inferviewing books /prople
KExploring senase

Barrowly focused ar broad--what {¢ my sain poirc (Who, Whar,
Way!)-—the significance of fc?

Chomeing story teller
Orducing evente, tdess
NAghlighting/ prierscising

fcare, ammew, swapend wy readar
Learning eutcomes '

PMiscwssing wich peer or toacher
(fntontsonn)

fi. Are a0 providirg etedenre wifh wri*int o

tv, An m il ad lqu_m_gmcwtn" to ¢

v.

T T T Tt s T

Focue Sheets for wxumm Retationships ’ ’

urgtie

du','!f M

'l' Iuh o’ !
P-4

\Te 'hetf SPPOLTurities $Ir »ratl -
L ptiar to readirg!

Fob) Jugich readses!?

(i41) atter resasra’

sT€ vau diSCUSSIRS Nuw WELTeTe use whif They Jearr tfod favat
readinrg tr Thatr wrifyrd’ fulluw up’

Are vou providing sfydetts with reseirg opporrurifiee duriry

<
R
o=
-
e
1

Afe thelr oppolftunities for readird

t3)  priof o writdrg (@.K., £OF (@SVOTCNINK Ldeas, bearrirg
Itout fectmiques) !

(3$8) atter 3tatte (4.4, chacuing Sof sccuracy, richress,
TECIMIQuS, Tapacr)?Y

(431} aalf checking en rowte o revietoe?

(iv] for purposas of ediring?

Afe vou discuesing DOV Tead~re SI.BT usy what they learr fros
their writing sn theie tesding?

K ghoug fow fhey

!

Trid ond weite and 10 hoat 0% ¥ peopie, irclud

-_°.m-._t. You read sed vryty
Afe yow sncoutaging etedents to have full and INDEPENDENT

feadiry and wU4TIrg experiencen? .

Irg yoursels, talk

Checkligt fof Flerrirg

Afe sfudenfy bDrasnstorery’

\re sTugerts fererating 1deae for all tThe sloute (who, what,

Are STudef e Lappirg different ;esources (dooks, people)?

(what They wee, taar, feel, snell, likae)®

bu etudente cluntesirg jdege!

ATe studerte drciding what j1dess are Dus® (aporfane?

Are otudente thinking abuuf the focus (Pfoad, ractow)?

Ate etudente coneldersng omn'! . .

Pu students considering storyceljer!

[Ate sfudents conmidering formainess’

Ate stodente connidering davicee!

Are studente conslderirk effect upot reader’s Thirking and senwes?
Ars stadente considering what (Rey sre trying (o say? ™ — i
Are srwdene eharing plang?

fv ofuderls Ffevieird plarw’

where, wiy)?

e students adding (Acte Dased upon Confent (audience, pubification)?

Afe #tudantes explosing whist they krow aDoul & foptc theowih all Chelr senves

ol

-
¥

f15. A tentarive ageonds
Day One: Writivg experierce with ro plerrirg i ,
v
pay Two: Nrithrg enpoacionce with plarni~g (li~1) myrs, )
Pay Ihcee: Generic Flan far planning
(Checkiint emargee with claes dhecovery ot
teechers diecuee Aiven plan)
Writing experience wich planrirg
fay four: Placuss plancing .
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