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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is a case study that explores how 8th grade former English 

language learners, or RFEP students, interacted with texts in their social studies class 

across a unit of study on World War II. This study is based on three assertions: we have a 

limited understanding of language and literacy among newly reclassified adolescent 

English language learners due to a shift in state language policy, examining students’ 

interactions with texts in a secondary content classroom is a valuable perspective, and the 

decisions teachers make to meet the perceived needs of their students warrants 

examination. The primary source of data in this study was the text annotations students 

completed when reading the teacher adapted texts. Annotations included any underlining, 

circling, questioning or commenting on the texts. Annotations were analyzed for patterns 

across students and across texts. Analysis of texts for linguistic features and structures 

was completed using the Coh-Metrix (Graesser, McNamara & Kulikowich, 2011) text 

analysis tool. Analysis of teacher talk during whole class text annotations as well as 

interviews with teachers and students showed additional patterns. Three key findings 

emerged: the teacher is a designer or relevant, meaningful and comprehensible 

instruction, teacher modeling matters to RFEP students, the adapted texts were used as 

instructional tools to promote content learning. These findings suggest directions for 

future research and have implications for practice. A critical area for research is the 

selection and adaptation of content area texts. With the advent of the Common Core State 

Standards and their emphasis on primary source documents and complex texts, it is 

essential to explore which texts are used and how they are adapted to facilitate access to 
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those texts. This study also indicates the possibility for the further use of text annotations 

as a primary source of data for research and to facilitate instructional decisions by the 

teacher.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE 

Introduction 

This dissertation describes a case study that examined how newly reclassified 

(RFEP) adolescent English language learners interacted with texts in their 8th grade social 

studies class during a unit of study on World War II. Of primary importance in this study 

is the analysis of students’ text annotations. Text annotations resulted in students “leaving 

behind tangible traces of their mental activities as they interpret, analyze, and critique the 

texts they read” (Wolfe, 2002, p. 298). These “tangible traces” were not limited to the 

cognitive processes involved in reading. They also provided insight regarding the 

influences of teacher modeling of various ways to think about and interpret content area 

texts. An analysis of students’ text annotations and the pedagogical decisions surrounding 

those annotations can inform instructional practice as well as contribute to theoretical 

understandings in the fields of language acquisition and adolescent literacy.  

Prior to providing a rationale for this study, the term newly reclassified fluent 

English proficient, or RFEP, that will be used to describe the focal student population 

needs to be defined. This term is used throughout the school district in which this study 

was situated, and elsewhere in the state, to identify those students who attained English 

proficiency as measured by the AZELLA, Arizona’s statewide English language 

proficiency assessment, within the previous two years. The acronym, RFEP, is used 

throughout this study as a way to identify former ELL students who were tested as 

English proficient on the state’s English language proficiency test during the 2009-10 and 
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2010-11 academic years. The terms former ELL and newly reclassified ELL are also used 

and can be considered synonyms. 

Additionally, for the purposes of this study, the term text annotation refers to a 

reading strategy the participating teacher used regularly in order to promote 

comprehension of and engagement with texts. There are three aspects that are typical of 

text annotations in the focal classroom: 

1. marginal comments indicating connections students make with the 

text/content,  

2. questions students have for the author or for clarification, 

3. circles or underlines to indicate places in the text that relate to the purpose 

for reading 

The text annotation strategy consists of more than the steps of commenting, 

questioning and marking; it also includes the teacher’s instruction about how to complete 

the steps, the teacher’s selection of and/or adaptation of texts for students to annotate and 

the teacher’s pedagogical decisions related to the transition from whole class annotations 

to independent annotations.  

Rationale 

The rationale for this study is based on three assertions. The first is that the field 

has a limited understanding of language and literacy among newly reclassified adolescent 

English language learners due in part to a dramatic shift in state language policy over the 

past decade (Gándara & Rumberger, 2009; Mahoney & MacSwan, 2005). The second 
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assertion is that examining students’ interactions with texts used in a secondary content 

area classroom is an important perspective in furthering understanding of language and 

literacy (Moje, Dillon & O’Brien, 2000). The advent of the Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS) mandating the reading of complex texts across disciplines (CCSS, 

2010), makes the investigation of how students interact with text timely and essential. 

Closely linked to this assertion is the use of text annotations as a meaningful and 

productive source of data for learning about students and their interactions with texts. The 

aspects of text that students choose to mark, the questions students generate and the 

comments they make can provide insight about individual students as well as indicate 

patterns in a class. Finally, the third assertion is that the decisions teachers make to 

develop language, literacy and content understanding for their specific group of students 

warrants examination. Each of these assertions is briefly described in the sections 

that follow. 

Shifts in state language policy 

Relatively recent shifts in language policy in Arizona resulted in a changing 

student demographic, specifically a rapid increase in the number of RFEP students. In 

2000, voters in Arizona approved Proposition 203, “English for the Children” which 

transformed the state in terms of language policy and language development programs in 

schools. Bilingual and language maintenance programs became scarce and by 2008 the 

majority of the state’s language minority students were separated from their English 

proficient peers for the majority of the school day and enrolled in a four hour English 
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language development (ELD) block. These changes in policy and practice resulted in an 

increased number of students who reclassified and exited the state’s ELD program. By 

2010 the state’s reclassification rate increased to 25%, up from 12% four years prior 

(Arizona Department of Education, 2010). Logically, an increase in reclassification rates 

should indicate an effective model of instruction for language minority students. In 

Arizona, this is a point of contention. As indicated by the state’s monitoring data, one 

trend is that students who reclassify often do not maintain that level of proficiency during 

the following school year (ELL Task Force, 2010). Additionally, many RFEP students do 

not meet or exceed state standards as measured by the state’s high stakes test or 

experience academic success as indicated by grades in content area classes. (Mahoney, 

MacSwan, Haladyna & García, 2009). This suggests that some recently reclassified 

English language learners continue to need language, literacy and content support in 

order to experience success in school. Although continued language and literacy support 

for RFEP students is not a new concept (Temple-Adger & Kreeft-Peyton, 1999), there is 

minimal research on the topic. Furthermore, with RFEP students becoming a larger 

percentage of students in mainstream content area classrooms, it is necessary to provide 

educators with information they can use to foster the academic success of these students. 

Consequently, it is important to expand our understanding of RFEP students as 

readers in schools and in content area classrooms. Admittedly, school-based literacy 

practices represent only a portion of the field of adolescent literacy, and looking at 

students as readers of paper/print based texts is an even smaller portion (Heron-Hruby, 

Hagood, & Alvermann, 2008). However, this type of reading and this form of literacy are 
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linked to school success (Olsen & Land, 2008) and are referred to as literacies of power 

(Gee, 1999; Hull & Moje, 2012). The majority of RFEP students in this study were not 

experiencing success in school as measured by state and district standardized tests and 

grades in content area classrooms.  Examining RFEP students as readers of content area 

texts can inform theory and impact instructional practice so that academic achievement 

among this student population can be improved.  

Examining students’ interactions with texts: The use of text annotations 

It is difficult for researchers to ascertain how students interact with texts because 

the act of reading is an internal process that is difficult to make visible to an observer. 

The use of during and post-reading questions, student interviews, observations and scores 

on standardized reading assessments provides much information about the reading 

process among learners of different types. More recently, research expanded to include 

the impacts of instructional context. It was the dilemma of learning about individual 

RFEP students as readers in an instructional context that was designed to foster their 

language and literacy development which prompted the use of text annotations as a 

primary source of data in this study.  

A more detailed description of the RFEP students, their social studies teacher and 

their instructional environment is provided in Chapter Three; however, I offer a brief 

overview here for clarity. In late 2009, the principal at the focal middle school began to 

examine academic situation of their burgeoning RFEP student population. Recognizing 

that many RFEP students were not experiencing success, teams of teachers at each grade 
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level volunteered to be part of an RFEP team. Content area teachers on these teams 

worked to incorporate language and literacy development practices into their instruction 

in order to facilitate the academic success of RFEP students. To support teachers in this 

endeavor, I was hired as a part-time instructional coach to model lessons, provide staff 

development and analyze data. It was after modeling a lesson that included text 

annotations as a way for students to actively engage with and comprehend text that I 

began to realize the potential of students’ text annotations as a meaningful and productive 

source of data. 

I accumulated over 100 examples of student text annotations during that one day 

of instruction. As I sorted through them preparing for the debriefing conversation with 

the teacher, I noticed patterns emerging. For example, some students underlined the 

majority of the text while others underlined only small portions. Some students wrote 

questions about terminology whereas others asked “why” questions. Some students only 

copied the portion modeled by the teacher and others did their own form of annotating 

that did not appear to correspond to teacher modeling. Lacking a way to describe all of 

what I was noticing and questioning, I focused our debriefing discussion only on the 

types of questions students generated. Although our discussion was meaningful, it only 

covered a small portion of the information about students as readers contained in the 

students’ text annotations. Consequently, I turned to the literature to see if I could find 

lenses and structures to help me look at and describe the way students interacted with text 

as evidenced by their text annotations.  
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My search resulted in several articles in practitioner journals and entries in 

strategies handbooks. They focused on how to teach students to annotate texts (Brown, 

2007), and the value of annotating in aiding comprehension (Porter- O’Donnell, 2004). 

Closely related is the strategy of text coding (Buehl, 2009; Tovani, 2000), a system of 

annotation used to help students track their metacognitive processes as they read. 

However, none of these resources discussed using annotations to learn about students as 

readers. In fact, only two studies used annotations as a source of data. Wolfe (2002) 

explored how previously annotated texts influenced readers. One of her findings 

indicated that students tended to pay more attention to the annotated parts of a text and 

would more often incorporate annotated information into their writing. Crisp and Johnson 

(2007) conducted a study on the patterns in annotations among examination evaluators at 

the university level. As part of their methodology, they included post-annotation 

interviews with the examiners. Interviews focused on the rationale for various 

annotations. This deepened understanding regarding why individuals chose to utilize 

specific annotations at various parts of the exam they were evaluating. The paucity of 

research on how to use annotations as a way to learn about students as readers or how to 

analyze annotations to explain their content caused me to look at research regarding the 

various aspects of the annotation strategy used in the focal classroom. 

The annotation strategy included underlining, circling, questioning and 

commenting, so I examined research pertaining to the effectiveness and analysis of these 

during reading strategies. For example, Peterson (2010) examined the cognitive impact of 

underlining as a way to comprehend and study texts by comparing underlined text with 
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written responses regarding text content on an assessment. Bell and Limber (2010) found 

a decreased benefit to underlining when readers marked less important information and 

argued that underlining is most beneficial for proficient readers who can distinguish 

between relevant and irrelevant textual information. In terms of student generated text 

questions, Taboada, Bianco and Bowerman (2012) found that they improved 

comprehension among 4th grade ELLs and used a category system to describe the types 

of questions students generated. Similarly, McKeown, Beck and Sandora (1996) found 

that student generated questions fostered discussion of social studies texts at the fourth 

grade. Finally, Ozuru, Briner, Best and McNamara (2010) studied how student produced 

marginal comments helped students comprehend text, particularly texts that lacked 

cohesion and would be more difficult for struggling readers to comprehend. These studies 

are only a sampling of the literature cited in the upcoming review, but they do represent 

two trends: a preponderance of studies conducted at the collegiate level, and a lack of 

research focused on English language learners or RFEP students.  

At this point, I concluded that analyzing how RFEP students underlined, circled, 

questioned and commented on a text could begin to provide insight about them as readers 

of content area texts. The literature also provided some ways to begin to categorize and 

describe students’ annotations; however, these students were members of a social studies 

class that focused on their literacy development along with their learning of content. The 

social studies teacher made many instructional decisions related to this goal. In order to 

more fully describe and understand RFEP students as readers, I needed to include how 

the focal teacher explained the process and rationale for annotating text and how he 
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decided upon texts to annotate. Hence, this study describes both the teacher’s teaching of 

annotation and his use of text. 

Furthermore, the use of text annotations as a primary source of data is a new 

approach in data collection and analysis. There is much research relating to school-based 

reading and describing students as readers in school. In fact, a review of chapters in the 

Handbook of Reading Research since its inception in 1984 resulted in 27 chapters that 

directly relate to the forms of reading emphasized in this study. These chapters indicate 

that reading research over the past four decades has looked at school based reading in 

terms of comprehension, metacognition, secondary school reading, assessment of reading 

in the classroom, and second language reading acquisition among others. Although 

researchers have tried to capture the internal, cognitive processes involved in reading 

through interviews, text manipulations, and researcher determined points for think-

alouds, the studies included in the handbooks exhibit a paucity of research that examines 

students interactions with texts in authentic classroom settings, and even less research 

when those readers are language minority students. The review of literature that follows 

will expand on this assertion concluding that text annotations provide a meaningful and 

vivid way to learn about students’ thinking and processes while reading content 

area texts.  

The roles of the teacher and the texts 

It is not enough to analyze the work of students in a content area class. In order to 

expand understanding related to RFEP students as readers of content area texts; it is 
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useful to examine the decisions of the teacher regarding students, texts, and processes. 

Through the study of students’ text annotations, the instruction surrounding the 

production of those annotations, and the annotated texts themselves, a more complete 

picture of the reading and learning process is produced.  

Interviews with the focal teacher in conjunction with an analysis of lesson plans 

and teacher language during lessons focused on annotation can add to our understanding 

of RFEP students as readers and learners. These sources of data complement data from 

students’ annotations because they help explain the instructional environment. Another 

essential component was the analysis of the texts students annotated. What aspects of text 

hindered or fostered annotation? What is the best way to analyze and describe texts for 

the purposes of this study?  

In order to describe the syntactical and semantic structures of the annotated texts, 

statistical analysis was run using the Coh-Metrix text analysis tool (Graesser, McNamara 

& Kulkilowich, 2011; McNamara, Louwerse, McCarthy, Graesser, 2010). In this tool 

coherence is defined as the interaction between linguistic representations and knowledge 

representations whereas cohesion is defined as the characteristics of a text that help the 

reader connect ideas. Although all 60 indices were computed, only seven were used to 

examine the concept of text complexity in terms of this case. The seven focal indices 

were selected based on their utility for practitioners and researchers in the field of 

adolescent literacy. The upcoming chapter describing methodology provides a more 

thorough description of the Coh-Metrix and the seven focal indices. 
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The issue of text complexity is of greater importance now as the nation moves 

towards a major educational shift, the adoption of a set of standards that are common 

across the country. The increased emphasis on discipline specific literacy in history and 

the sciences in the CCSS (CCSSI, 2012) necessitates an exploration of literacy based 

instruction in the specific disciplines. How texts are selected, adapted and used to 

develop content understanding is of consequence in the shift from textbook primacy to 

the inclusion of primary source documents. How the teacher, or disciplinary expert, 

scaffolds instruction of those texts based on perceived skills and needs of students is also 

central to the discussion of facilitating the academic success of RFEP students. 

Theoretical Frameworks 

In order to explore the various aspects of students’ text annotations the use of 

multiple theoretical perspectives is warranted. Fang (2012) argues for the combination of 

perspectives or a, “synergistic approach,” (p. 107) to instruction in the disciplines 

because the various approaches complement each other and make it possible for teachers 

to adapt instruction based on student needs and tasks at hand. Linguistic, cognitive, 

critical and sociocultural approaches to teaching emphasize different aspects of the 

learning process and consequently enhance the literacy repertoires of both teachers and 

students. Similarly, analysis of data produced in classrooms should also incorporate 

multiple theoretical perspectives to enhance our understanding of readers and reading in 

the disciplines.  



24 

In this study, students’ text annotations were looked at through linguistic, 

cognitive and Sociocultural lenses. The linguistic analysis was based on the statistical 

information generated by the Coh-Metrix regarding the syntactic and semantic structures 

of the annotated texts. This linguistic analysis provides information related to the 

complexity of the texts in this study. It also provided a way to describe the adaptations 

the focal teacher made to the texts. A cognitive perspective facilitated the analysis of the 

effectiveness of the text annotation strategy and the impact of and patterns in the various 

components of the strategy: underlining, circling, commenting and questioning. The use 

of these techniques stem from cognitive strategy instruction research. Sociocultural 

theory realizes that learning and literacy include social and cultural components. The way 

the focal teacher situated the use of the text annotation strategy and the way he perceived 

and tailored instruction for his students were important aspects of understanding RFEP 

students as readers and learners. Additionally, Sociocultural theory posits that the 

separate disciplines have unique socially constructed ways of understanding and sharing 

knowledge (Anders & Guzzetti, 2005). An aspect of the analysis in this study is the way 

that the focal teacher incorporated those disciplinary practices that are specific to history 

and social studies into his instruction. Similarly, this type of analysis helped identify how 

the focal teacher apprenticed (Greenleaf, Schoenbach, Cziko & Mueller, 2001) RFEP 

students into the community of school and related academic literacy that fosters success 

in this context. 

As cognitive and Sociocultural perspectives comprise the majority of analysis in 

this study, Sfard’s (1998) Acquisition and Participation metaphors of learning are used. 
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Her Acquisition metaphor closely aligns with cognitive theory due to its view that 

knowledge is something learners accumulate, refine and connect with previous 

knowledge to form more complex cognitive structures. The act of learning resides with 

the individual learner and the teacher is seen as the provider of information to be learned. 

Her Participation metaphor encompasses a Sociocultural viewpoint that knowledge is 

socially constructed and that the learning of knowledge is mediated by the contexts in 

which it occurs. Like Fang (2012), Sfard posits that multiple perspectives can be 

complementary and more completely describe the very complex process of learning.  

It is for this reason that in order to more fully understand RFEP students as 

readers in their 8th grade social studies class, both cognitive and Sociocultural 

perspectives are utilized. The selection of one or the other, would present a partial 

picture. The use of students’ text annotations and the instructional environment 

surrounding those annotations promotes analysis in both theoretical domains, particularly 

using Sfard’s Acquisition and Participation metaphors. 

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to use students’ text annotations to further 

understanding of RFEP students in terms of discipline specific literacy practices, 

specifically the processes and practices involved in reading in a secondary social studies 

classroom. Analysis of the annotations and instruction surrounding the annotations will 

offer greater understanding of the scaffolding techniques that can be used to promote 

engagement with texts and content. Consequently, the following research questions and 

sub-questions guide this research: 
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• How do pedagogical decisions regarding the annotation of texts impact 8th 

grade RFEP students’ interactions with texts? 

o In what ways do a teacher’s perceptions of RFEP students’ needs and 

interests impact her/his instructional decisions regarding the reading of 

informational texts? 

• In what ways do 8th grade RFEP students’ interactions with expository texts 

help them access the content and conquer the linguistic demands?  

o What patterns emerge from RFEP students’ annotations of informational 

texts across a unit of study? 

• What is the role of the texts? 

o Which aspects of text foster or inhibit comprehension? 

Contributions 

The exploration of these questions will address several gaps in the field. Each of 

the gaps will be fully addressed in the review of literature that follows. First, there is a 

limited body of research on ELLs and former ELLs at the secondary level that focuses on 

reading and disciplinary literacy in history or social studies. Those studies that do exist 

(Martin & Wineburg, 2007; Riesman, 2011; Schoenbach & Greenleaf, 2009; Shanahan & 

Shanahan, 2008) address students or experts in the field at the high school or college 

levels. It is essential that research regarding former English language learners at the 

middle level be a part of the disciplinary literacy conversation. Furthermore, aspects of 

the text annotation strategy such as underlining or marking text and making marginal 
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comments, have been proven to be effective for students at the university level, but 

research regarding their use at lower levels, particularly among RFEP students, is needed. 

This study helps to address these gaps. Finally, this study also adds to the conversation 

regarding text complexity that is at the forefront with the adoption of the Common Core 

State Standards. 
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND 
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE  

This chapter describes how Sfard’s (1998) acquisition and participation 

metaphors provide a language and structure for the incorporation of multiple perspectives 

when examining reading and the teaching of reading. It also augments Sfard’s metaphors 

with a rationale for the inclusion of a linguistic theoretical perspective. Each perspective 

plays a distinct role in the analysis of data, and when utilized simultaneously 

complements each other to provide a more in depth description and analysis. Adolescent 

literacy, particularly among second language learners and language minority students, is 

a complex issue and justifies the use of multiple perspectives.  

Following the theoretical framework is a review of literature comprised of three 

sections: reading research that supports the components of the text annotation strategy, 

the use of text annotations as data, and disciplinary literacy particularly as it pertains to 

reading in history and social studies. Through this review the specific contributions this 

study will make to expand our understanding of RFEP students as readers, the instruction 

that supports them and the potential for the use of text annotations as a primary source 

of data.  

Sfard’s Acquisition and Participation Metaphors of Learning 

Anna Sfard’s (1998) acquisition and participation metaphors are useful when 

looking at learning. She posits that in terms of learning theory it is useful to utilize 

metaphors instead of particular learning theories in order to “elicit some of the 

fundamental assumptions underlying both our theorizing on learning and our practice as 
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students and as teachers” (p. 4). Consequently she uses the terms acquisition metaphor 

and participation metaphor to underscore assumptions of various perspectives. The 

acquisition metaphor allows us to look at language learning and reading as rules and 

skills to be acquired like a commodity and the mind as a repository for that commodity. 

The goal of learning is individual enrichment and the teacher as provider of information 

to reach that goal. In contrast, the participation metaphor compels us to look at the 

socially constructed and situated nature of literacy and learning (Sfard, 1998). From this 

perspective the goal of learning is community building and the teacher is viewed as an 

expert participant that can make explicit the structures and processes of a community. 

The two metaphors are complementary and together more completely describe language 

and literacy learning. The table below, excerpted from Sfard’s 1998 article, details the 

perspectives behind these two metaphors through the use of key conceptual terms. 
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Table 1: Sfard’s Acquisition and Participation Metaphors 

Acquisition Metaphor  Participation Metaphor 

Individual enrichment Goal of learning Community building 

Acquisition of something Learning Becoming a participant 

Recipient, constructor Student Peripheral participant, 
apprentice 

Provider, facilitator Teacher Expert participant, preserver of 
practice/discourse 

Property , possession, 
commodity 

Knowledge (concept) Aspect of discourse/practice/ 
activity 

Having, possessing Knowing Belonging, participating, 
communicating 

This table distinguishes between the acquisition and participation metaphors. The 

terminology connected to the acquisition metaphor is individualistic (possessing, 

property); whereas the terminology of the participation metaphor is community based 

(participant, activity). The participation metaphor also includes the concept of mediated 

learning (Vygotsky, 1978) and the influence of context on teaching and learning. From 

this standpoint, the teacher is a facilitator and decision-maker. Instruction is most 

efficient when students engage in activities within a supportive learning environment and 

when they receive appropriate guidance that is mediated by tools (Vygotsky, 1978). 

Tools can be computers, texts, peers or anything that supports the learner as he/she 

engages at a level beyond what is able to be done independently. With these two 

metaphors Sfard (1998) posits that viewing learning through just one or the other is 

problematic. When knowledge is viewed as the possession of an individual, it is seen as a 
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commodity with material value. However, the true value of knowledge cannot be 

understood without the lens of the particular community in which it is situated. All forms 

of knowledge are not created equally, and the different forms of knowledge students and 

teachers bring to school “count” for more or less, depending on the situation. For 

example, many of the languages and dialects students bring with them are not valued in 

school, and although the ability to speak a language other than English is a form of 

knowledge, it is of lesser value in many school communities. 

Furthermore, using both the acquisition metaphor and participation metaphor 

when describing instructional practice clarifies teaching practice. Which aspects of 

practice enable students to develop skills and knowledge that they can possess and apply 

independently later? Which aspects of practice make explicit the norms and values of the 

various academic communities, and how does that impact student learning and 

achievement? Overall, Sfard (1998) contends that acquiring and participating are not 

mutually exclusive and both perspectives should be taken into account when describing 

literacy and learning.  

Linguistic perspective 

Sfard’s metaphors provide a starting point, but do not take into account the role of 

language and text in learning. A linguistic perspective emphasizes the role of the text in 

facilitating or impeding the formation of mental models based on linguistic cues (Fang, 

2012). The semantic and syntactic structures of text can aid comprehension through the 

use of connectives and referential words across sentences. The absence of such 
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connectors inhibits comprehension and makes reading more difficult. Linguistic analysis 

of the semantic and syntactic structures of text provides a way to describe the text as well 

as to identify specific aspects of the text that impede or foster comprehension. 

Furthermore, with the emphasis on text complexity in the CCSS, it is useful to include in 

analysis the aspects of text such as word length, text cohesion, and structural elements 

that CCSS define as quantitative measures of complexity (CCSS, 2010).  

These three perspectives complement each other when looking at students as 

readers of text in a specific discipline. The acquisition perspective provides the ability to 

examine what the learner knows, or possesses, as a result of instruction by an expert. The 

participation perspective augments this by including the choices the expert makes 

regarding what is important enough to teach and what he/she believes determines success 

in a particular community – school and/or the discipline of social studies. The linguistic 

perspective provides one way to include the role of text and the functions of language in 

the discussion of reading and learning. When utilized simultaneously, the acquisition 

metaphor, participation metaphor and a linguistic perspective can be used in conjunction 

to describe teaching, learning and reading. The interplay among perspectives can 

effectively augment the description and interpretation of the data. The use of a single, or 

even two perspectives, is lacking. Figure one below illustrates the tenets of and interplay 

among the three perspectives. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical Perpectives 

Review of Relevant Literature 

This review of related literature is organized into three sections: reading research 

related to the text annotation strategy, text annotations as a source of data, and discipline 
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specific literacy. These bodies of literature informed this study in terms of their focus, 

their applicability to specific student populations and their methodology. They also 

represent various theoretical perspectives. The first section begins with an overview of 

research related to aspects of the text annotation strategy. Its purpose is to describe the 

research base that supports the text annotation strategy used by the teacher and students 

in this study and also to describe methods used to capture aspects of thinking and 

comprehension while reading. The second section is comprised of the limited body of 

research on the use of text annotations as data for research. The third section reviews 

recent literature relating to students’ interactions with content area texts as well as 

research focusing on the structures and practices of disciplinary literacy, particularly in 

the area of social studies/history. Whenever possible, research including adolescents and 

English language learners was included. Although the target student population is no 

longer considered to be ELLs, their recently reclassified status warrants the inclusion of 

research for both ELL and non-ELL student populations.  

In order to locate articles for this review, I searched the ERIC, JSTOR and 

Academic Search Complete databases using various combinations of the following terms: 

text annotations, reading comprehension, underlining, questioning, commenting, text 

marking, adolescents, English language learners, reclassification, assessment, social 

studies, history, and discipline specific literacy. I also did a manual search through article 

titles and abstracts in Research in the Teaching of English, The Journal of Literacy 

Research, and Reading Research Quarterly for relevant articles published in the last five 

years. To find additional empirical research pertinent to this study, I utilized reference 
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lists from articles located in my initial search. In the case of text annotations, I also 

consulted methods textbooks containing the strategy to locate their cited research base. 

As this study emphasizes reading, I also surveyed all four volumes of the Handbook of 

Reading Research for relevant research and reviews.  

I excluded articles that had a participant population in the lower elementary level, 

second grade and below, in order to focus on reading processes beyond the emergent 

reader. I also excluded articles that focused on professional development in relation to the 

above categories. Although professional development is an important aspect of teaching 

and learning, it is not the focus of this study. 

Text annotation as a strategy 

Three aspects of reading are particularly relevant to the text annotation strategy 

used in this study: the marking of text (Bell & Limber, 2010) developing questions about 

a text (McKeown, Beck & Sandora, 1996; Taboada, Bianco & Bowerman, 2012), and 

making connections to the text (Ozuru, Briner, Best & McNamara, 2010). One purpose of 

this section is to provide a sampling of reading research related to aspects of the text 

annotation strategy used by the teacher and his students as well as the benefit of direct 

strategy instruction (Echevarria, Voght & Short, 2000; Olsen & Land, 2008; Vaughn et. 

al, 2013) in improving academic achievement. A second purpose is to describe and 

discuss methodological approaches and theoretical perspectives used to learn about and 

describe students as readers in content area classes. 
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Text marking. Recent research relating to the use of underlining or circling as a 

specific reading comprehension strategy is sparse (Bell & Limber, 2010); however, 

studies from previous decades (e.g. Johnson, 1988; Nist & Hogrebe, 1987; Peterson, 

1991; Rickards & August 1975) indicated mixed results regarding the effectiveness of 

underlining or highlighting text to improve comprehension and retention of information. 

Historically, research in this field has examined both author or experimenter generated 

text markings as well as reader generated text markings. Some research indicated that 

experimenter generated text markings improve reader comprehension because they make 

text material distinct (Nist & Hogrebe, 1987); whereas other research showed no 

significant effect (Rickards & August, 1975). Peterson (1991) examined readers’ 

generated text markings in terms of learning material and reviewing material from texts. 

She found that underlining text and reviewing those markings had no statistically 

significant effect on students learning or reviewing information. She posited that 

underlining alone is not beneficial, and that students’ ability to select information that 

warrants underlining is a critical skill.  

More recent research (Bell & Limber, 2010) explored the quality of text markings 

in terms of reading achievement. A primary objective of this study was the analysis of 

markings in textbooks of 342 college freshmen in an introductory level psychology in 

terms of reading ability. One goal was to determine if there was a correlation between 

effective text marking and reading skill. The primary source of data was the marked 

textbooks of participating students. On each of the four semester exam days, textbooks 

from a portion of the participating students were collected and analyzed for the quantity 



37 

and quality of underlining and highlighting on 15 pages of the textbook relevant to the 

exam. Quantity of text marking was determined by coding textbook pages according to 

where underlining/highlighting occurred in the text by page, paragraph, sentence and 

word. The quality of text marking was determined by comparing student marked texts to 

the level of importance of the underlined sentence. Level of importance was established 

by five psychology instructors identifying the most important sentence in each paragraph 

in the 15 selected pages. An independent groups t-test was used to establish the 

correlation between relevant text markings and student reading ability as determined by 

the vocabulary section of the Nelson Denny Reading Test. Similar analyses were 

conducted to determine the correlation between reading ability and amount of text 

markings. Results of their study indicated that lower skilled readers mark more material 

and their marked material tends to be less relevant. Higher skilled readers tended to mark 

less text and their marked text was closer in alignment to the instructors’ determination of 

important textual information.  

These studies that focus on the use of underlining or highlighting text to improve 

comprehension do indicate that simply underlining text may not facilitate comprehension 

if what students are marking is not relevant or important. The studies above, particularly 

the Bell and Limber (2010) study, emphasize the use of underlining as a cognitive 

strategy to improve comprehension of text and performance on exams. They do not 

include the influence of explicit instruction regarding how to select relevant and 

irrelevant text for marking nor do they explore the linguistic features of the marked texts. 

It is also important to note that the studies above all have a participant population of 
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college students, not K-12 public school students. Additionally, no reference was made to 

the linguistic or cultural diversity among the participant student population. This is a gap 

in the literature. It is important then, to examine middle level RFEP students’ text 

markings in terms of their ability to identify relevant information and the influence of 

these markings on assessment performance. Teacher modeling of text marking also 

merits exploration in order to better understand the effectiveness of this strategy. 

Textual comments and text-based questions. Another component of the text 

annotation strategy is the writing of comments on the text. These comments can be 

personal connections or explanations of the text. Writing comments that explain aspects 

of text have been shown to improve comprehension, particularly for texts with low levels 

of textual cohesion. Texts are considered to have low levels of cohesion if there is a lack 

of connective or referential words that explicitly link sentences. A study conducted by 

Ozuru, Briner, Best and McNamara (2010) found that when undergraduate students wrote 

explanatory comments about a psychology text, their comprehension of that text 

improved. The less linguistically cohesive the text, the greater the positive benefit of 

writing text explanations. In order to conduct their experiment, researchers manipulated a 

text from the course’s psychology textbook to create two texts: a low-cohesion text, or a 

high-cohesion text. Only minor adjustments to the original text were needed to decrease 

the cohesiveness of the texts – several nouns were replaced with pronouns, for example. 

In order to create the high-cohesive text, researchers included more connective words 

such as: however, therefore and because. They also replace pronouns with specific noun 
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phrases and added relational pronouns, such as which, to make clear the relations 

between phrases in a sentence.  

In this experiment conducted by Ozuru, Briner, Best and McNamara (2010), 78 

undergraduate students were randomly assigned to one of the two groups, a low-cohesion 

or a high-cohesion group. Participants read the adapted passage. As students read the text, 

sentence by sentence, on a computer screen, they were prompted to type an explanatory 

comment for seven target sentences interspersed throughout the passage. Through one-

way ANOVA and ANCOVA analysis of reading skill, self-explanations and performance 

on comprehension questions, Ozuru, Briner, Best and McNamara found that the process 

of writing self-explanations on low-cohesion texts improved comprehension to a greater 

degree than when used on high-cohesion text. There was no statistically significant 

difference on reading comprehension when reading ability, as measured by the Nelson-

Denny, or prior knowledge were factored into the analysis. This finding shows that when 

texts are syntactically more difficult to comprehend, written explanations improve 

comprehension. 

Asking questions about the text is another aspect of the text annotation strategy. 

Although there is much research about questioning texts (e.g. Liang, Watkins, Graves & 

Hosp, 2010; Peterson & Taylor, 2012), Questioning the Author (QtA) is most germane to 

this study as the strategy focuses on social studies texts and student generated questions. 

Developed by Margaret McKeown, Isabel Beck and Cheryl Sandora (1996), QtA helps 

students construct meaning from text and understand what the author is trying to convey. 

This approach has four components: 1) understanding that the author is fallible; 2) 
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constructing meaning from text; 3) taking place as reading initially occurs, and 4) 

encouraging collaborative dialogue to make meaning. Text is broken down into smaller 

segments and students are asked to answer questions similar to, “What do you think the 

author is conveying?” and “Why do you think he/she is conveying it in this manner?” (p. 

102) Working with 4th and 5th grade teachers over the course of two years, the authors 

found that students’ discussions transformed from retrieving information from text to 

collaborative discussions (McKeown, Beck & Sandora, 1996). Analysis of 29 lesson 

transcripts indicated that students began to engage in complex, meaning-making 

discussions about text and that the teachers modeling and facilitating of questioning 

structures played a critical role in creating that environment. Although this study focused 

on the use of questioning of text to promote discussions the authors also posited that QtA 

promotes engagement with text through the active processing of what is read. This study 

emphasized the potential for questioning to improve comprehension; however, 

questioning in this case was only done orally and by the teacher. Students did not 

generate questions or work with written questions as they interacted with text. 

Based on a premise similar to that of Beck, McKeown and Sandora (1996), 

Taboada and two teacher-researcher colleagues, Bianco and Bowerman (2012) explored 

the impact of student-generated questions in relation to expository texts among 5th grade 

ELL and non-ELL students. Their study was framed around Taboada and Guthrie’s 

(2006) previous assertion that student-generated questions promote comprehension of 

expository text, and that higher level questions promote increased comprehension. At the 

onset of Taboada, Bianco and Bowerman’s (2012) study, students completed a general 
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vocabulary assessment, the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey Revised-Battery, to 

control for the effect of general vocabulary knowledge on comprehension. Students later 

browsed through a science trade book titled, The Earth and were given time to “write as 

many good questions about The Earth as you can” (p. 92). Students were then given time 

to thoroughly read the text and answer several multiple choice and open-ended questions 

to assess comprehension of the text.  

Student-generated questions were categorized and scored using a four point 

rubric: level 1 required factual or yes/no answers, level 2 questions about concepts, level 

3 included questions about concepts and information indicating prior knowledge, and 

level 4 required relationships between concepts. Results of hierarchical regression 

analysis indicated that student-generated questions were more beneficial for non-ELLs 

(p=.005) than for ELLs (p=.038) in relation to text comprehension and that vocabulary 

level was a better predictor of comprehension for ELLs (p= .005). General vocabulary 

knowledge played a more significant role than the use of the student generated questions 

reading strategy among ELLs. However, for non-ELLs the authors posit that the active 

processing that goes along with creating higher level questions facilitates richer and more 

cohesive text representations.  

Direct strategy instruction and reading among ELLs. Research on reading 

among adolescent ELLs and former ELLs is sparse, and much of what does exist 

emphasizes or at least includes cognitive strategy instruction. The work of Carol Booth 

Olsen and Robert Land (2007) on the Pathway Project exemplifies this area of research. 

During an eight year ethnographic study, researchers worked with approximately 55 
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teachers and their students to assess the impact of a cognitive strategies approach to 

reading and writing instruction. Their results indicate that integrating cognitive strategy 

instruction into a rigorous program of instruction and supporting that integration through 

regular and continuous professional development for teachers positively impacts the 

academic achievement of ELLs as indicated by a variety of measures including pre and 

post writing assessments, standardized test scores, language proficiency scores and entry 

rates into local colleges. In the study teachers worked with students to develop their 

declarative, procedural and conditional understanding of cognitive strategies. Much like 

the apprenticeship model (Rogoff, 1990), students learn strategies through teacher 

modeling and explicit instruction. Teachers “make visible the thinking tools experienced 

readers and writers access in the process of meaning construction” (Olsen & Land, 2007, 

pg. 1). The emphasis is on sustained, integrated application of strategies so that students 

can internalize and independently apply strategies across situations. Researchers found 

that students who participated in the Pathway Project performed significantly better than 

their non-participant peers on annual repeated measure ANOVAs for the writing 

assessment consistently over the seven years of the project. Similarly, participating 

students achieved higher pass rates on California’s high school exit exam, 93% in 2004 

compared to a 66% pass rate among non-participating peers in the same year. 

Additionally, qualitative data such as student learning logs and reflections indicated an 

awareness of and appreciation for being held to high expectations, an increased 

awareness of strategy use and application as well as improved perceptions of themselves 
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as competent readers and writers. Replication of this project in another context yielded 

similar results (Olsen & Land, 2008). 

Similar research was conducted by Echevarria, Voght and Short (2000) with their 

framework for working with teachers of ELLs. Although not the direct focus of the 

model, strategy instruction is one of the eight components. The Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model was developed over the course of a seven year 

research project, as a framework for organizing instruction so content concepts are 

comprehensible for ELLs and language forms and structures are explicitly taught. The 

framework has eight components that when taken into account during planning and 

instruction improve the academic performance of ELLs when compared to ELLs in 

classrooms with teachers trained in second language acquisition methodology, but who 

do not implement the SIOP Model (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2000). Teachers who 

utilize the SIOP Model take into account the eight components: lesson preparation, 

building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, lesson delivery, 

practice and application, review and assessment, when designing a series of lessons to 

teach a content concept. In addition to teaching language skills and processes, other 

distinguishing features of this model include the explicit teaching of learning strategies as 

well as group interaction skills and processes. Teachers who implement the SIOP Model 

teach students the how of school: how the English language works socially and 

academically, how members of the classroom interact with the content and each other, 

and how we access content and monitor comprehension. Results from the study indicate 

that middle level ELLs in classrooms where teachers implement the SIOP model with 
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fidelity over the course of the school year outperform their ELL peers in non-SIOP 

classrooms on a writing prompt in the content area of social studies. Pre-assessment data 

indicated that the 241 treatment students performed less well than the 77 non-treatment 

students on a content-based writing prompt; whereas ANOVA analysis indicated that 

students in the SIOP based classrooms performed significantly better than their non-SIOP 

peers on the writing post-test. It is difficult to ascertain whether the direct strategy 

instruction aspect of the SIOP model was a primary contributor to writing improvement 

as it is one of eight components and additional data such as student interviews and lesson 

analysis could have provided richer analysis.  

Although the above studies indicate that cognitive strategy instruction may benefit 

ELLs, the use of this instructional practice is not without criticism. A study conducted by 

Hansfield and Jiménez (2009) utilized a Bordieuian analysis to show that a cognitive 

strategy instruction approach can legitimize narrow understandings of what counts as 

reading. During a year-long ethnographic study in a third grade classroom Hansfield and 

Jiménez (2009) analyzed the teacher’s personal language and literacy history and 

dispositions, the prevalent literacy discourses in the teacher’s professional world as well 

as her literacy instruction in a linguistically diverse classroom. Their findings indicated 

that the focal teacher frequently discounted students’ connections to text because they did 

not conform to the “text to text, text to self, text to world” (p. 175) structure of the 

making connections strategy. According to the authors, the focal teacher also accepted a 

narrow definition of what counts as a valid text related question. These actions limited 

what counted as reading and thinking during literacy instruction in this specific classroom 
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(Hansfield & Jiménez, 2009). However, the authors do not discount entirely the potential 

benefit of cognitive strategy instruction, and note that the focal teacher did not always 

utilize this narrow version of reading. They emphasize that making connections to peers’ 

comments and incorporating resources not typically valued in schools, such as a child’s 

native language, should be included in such an approach to literacy instruction. They 

indicate that reading does not always need to occur solely in the mind of the reader, but 

can be mediated by peers and other language and literacy resources is a potential 

adjustment to cognitive strategy instruction.  

Discussion. The intersection of these studies is the text annotation strategy. 

Although there is research about the individual components of the strategy, and on 

strategy instruction in general, there is no research that combines the components in order 

to learn about readers and reading. The above sections highlighted research related to 

aspects of the text annotation strategy used in this study as well as research related to 

explicit strategy instruction, particularly among adolescent ELLs. With their emphasis on 

direct strategy instruction several studies in this section (Bell & Limber, 2010; 

McKeown, Beck & Sandora, 1996; Echevarria, Voght, & Short, 2000; Hansfield & 

Jiménez, 2009; Olsen & Land, 2008; Ozuru, Briner, Best & McNamara; Taboada, Bianco 

& Bowerman, 2012) utilized a cognitive perspective to frame their research. The use of 

terms such as active processing (Bell & Limber, 2010) and systematically taught 

(Taboada, Bianco & Bowerman,2012) demonstrate this perspective. To apply Sfard’s 

(1998) acquisition metaphor, these studies view knowledge as property or possession of 

the learner, and the learner as a recipient of that knowledge from the teacher/provider. 
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The goal of learning is individual enrichment through the ability to apply cognitive 

strategies. Although the Hansfield and Jiménez (2009) study includes a critique that 

relates to Sfard’s participation metaphor, namely that students were criticized for not 

applying the correct form of academic discourse and text interpretation, only one other 

study, Olsen and Land (2008), takes into account the setting of the academic community. 

They use phrases such as “making visible… the thinking tools experienced readers and 

writers access in the process of meaning construction” and “involving students as 

partners in a community of learners” (p. 269). These phrases align with Sfard’s 

participation metaphor, specifically the expert participant and learning as community 

building.  

The one linguistic study, Ozuru, Briner, Best & McNamara (2010), examined the 

strategy of marginal comments in relation to the linguistic features of the focal text. They 

noticed that the same strategy had different degrees of effectiveness depending on the 

level of text cohesion. Their study recognized that the utility of cognitive strategies can 

be text dependent whereas other studies focused on student characteristics (Bell & 

Limber, 2010; McKeown, Beck & Sandora, 1996; Echevarria, Voght, & Short, 2000; 

Olsen & Land; Taboada, Bianco & Bowerman, 2012).  

Of importance is the lack of studies that incorporate all three perspectives. Where 

the acquisition and participation metaphors are both included, a linguistic analysis and 

the role of text is missing. This study contributes to the field of secondary literacy and 

second language learning in that it does incorporate all three perspectives when 

examining strategy instruction. . Inclusion of exemplar texts students read and the 
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linguistic features of those texts would augment our understanding of the role of 

cognitive strategy instruction in fostering academic success. It is possible that the 

effectiveness of strategy instruction is impacted by the content and structure of text.  

Furthermore, although these studies do not use text annotations as a primary 

source of data, two studies, by Bell and Limber (2010) and Taboada, Bianco and 

Bowerman (2012), utilize data collection and analysis techniques that are applicable 

when analyzing students’ text annotations. Bell and Limber (2010) organize and code 

students’ underlining and highlighting according to paragraph, sentence and word. This 

allowed the researchers to address both quantity and content of underlined passages, 

promoting comparison among students and between students and expert text markers – 

the psychology professors. Their organizational and coding system also allowed them to 

generate conclusions about the helpfulness of markings. Taboada, Bianco and Bowerman 

(2012) also used a categorization system. Their system used four categories to describe 

the types of questions students generated. The use of these categories facilitated analysis 

of ways students interacted with text. From straightforward text-based questions at a 

Level 1 to questions about relationships among concepts at a Level 4, this method was 

able to capture patterns among different levels of English proficiency. Similar methods 

can be included in studies to more effectively portray the application of cognitive 

strategies by students. 
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The use of text annotations as data 

Although there are many ways to annotate a text (Brown, 2007; Buehl, 2009; 

Crisp & Johnson, 2007; Porter-O’Donnell, 2004; Tovani, 2000; Wolfe, 2002), each 

technique typically consists of several steps. Common steps include at the minimum text 

underlining and marginal comments.  Several journal articles and sections in methods 

texts (e.g. Brown, 2007; Buehl, 2009; Porter-O’Donnell, 2004; Tovani, 2000) describe 

the purpose and benefits of text annotations in classrooms, but are anecdotal accounts or 

strategy instructions, not examples of empirical research. Wolfe (2002) examines how 

previously annotated texts influence readers’ perceptions of text content, but only Crisp 

and Johnson (2007) utilize text annotations to learn about the reading and thinking 

processes of annotators.  

Crisp and Johnson (2007) illustrated how text annotations can be used to “see into 

the mind of the annotator” (p. 943). The study used annotations by test evaluators as the 

basic unit of analysis. Their stated focus was to determine if there were standard 

conventions and comment types across examinations in two separate disciplines. To 

conduct their study, Crisp and Johnson (2007) had twelve evaluators each annotate 

approximately 40 college level exams. Six evaluators marked exams in business studies 

and the remaining six marked exams in mathematics. An annotation coding framework 

was constructed from a small sampling of annotated exams. This framework was then 

used by researchers to code the annotations on the remaining exams. As a measure of 

inter-rater reliability, both researchers coded all of the exams and there was a 99.2% 
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agreement between coders on business exams and a 99.5% agreement between coders on 

the mathematics exams. 

Similarities and differences existed among annotators and patterns emerged 

corresponding to the two disciplines, business and math. Similarities included an 

increased number of annotations for more complex exam questions as well as variability 

in specific marks used, circles or underlining for example, to indicate key segments of 

exams. Differences between disciplines included a significantly higher number of 

annotations on business studies exams and an increased tendency to comment more on 

exams with higher scores as compared to their mathematics counterparts who tended to 

comment more on lower scoring exam papers. As a follow up to this first level of 

analysis, interviews were conducted with each evaluator/annotator in which the 

interviewee annotated another exam and explained the purposes of annotations to the 

interviewer. Findings from this portion of Crisp and Johnson’s (2007) study indicated 

that the primary reasons for annotations were to justify decisions, explain thinking, and to 

provide a “visual map” (p. 960) of the text and their thinking as they worked through 

each exam.  

The Crisp and Johnson (2007) study highlights that text annotations can be used 

to not only facilitate comprehension of a text, but also to provide insight into the ways in 

which readers make meaning from text. It is this aspect of annotations that can provide 

information to teachers as they seek to better understand the ways that RFEP students 

work through disciplinary texts. If annotations provide a “visual map” (Crisp & Johnson, 

2007, p. 960), then examining the patterns that emerge among the annotated texts of 
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RFEP students can provide insight into the ways they interact with texts and the content 

in those texts. Crisp and Johnson’s method of coding annotations and looking for patterns 

across evaluators as well as within the texts marked by a single evaluator offers a 

structure for using annotations as a primary source of data.  

Content area literacy and discipline specific literacy 

The terms content area literacy and content reading instruction have a part of the 

literacy discourse community since 1927 with Gray’s summary of reading research 

(Anders, & Guzzetti, 2005) but played a more substantial role with Hal Herber’s (1970) 

text, Teaching Reading in the Content Areas, where he described every teacher as being a 

teacher of reading (Moje, Young, Readance, & Moore, 2000). The emerging thought at 

that time was that all readers employ the same types of strategies and utilize the same 

types of textual cues in order to comprehend a text; therefore including literacy skills in 

content area classes could improve students’ comprehension of content area texts. 

Content area literacy itself has been defined as the processes and skills necessary to read 

and write in the content areas (Moore, Readence, & Rickelman, 1983), and these skills 

and processes are typically seen as requisite for success in school.  

Relatively recently, however, several researchers questioned the accuracy of the 

term content area literacy to describe the reading, writing and thinking processes 

adolescents need to succeed in secondary school settings (Moje, Young, Readance, & 

Moore, 2000; Shanahan, & Shanahan, 2008). Several researchers (Moje, 2008; Shanahan, 

& Shanahan, 2008) posit that the term disciplinary literacy more accurately represent 
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both the skills and practices students need to experience success as they progress through 

the educational system. The more advanced and specialized the grade and content area, 

the more appropriate the term disciplinary literacy becomes. Indeed, content area literacy 

as a term is rarely seen in relation to the education of college age students, whereas the 

term disciplinary literacy and its related forms are common (Biak, & Greig, 2009; Elbow, 

1991).  

This shift is further exemplified through a study conducted by Alvermann, Friese, 

Beckmann and Resek (2011). One aspect of this study was to trace prospective and 

practicing mathematics teachers’ understandings of content area reading instruction in 

math. Through a Bordeuian analysis of lesson plans and feedback on those plans, 

Alvermann and her colleagues (2011) found that in order to help mathematics teachers 

integrate literacy into their instruction, reading specialists or mentors need a deep 

understanding of the discipline of math. The cultural capital associated with being an 

expert in mathematics or an expert in reading was evident in feedback on lesson plans 

and execution of those plans by mentored teachers. Feedback centered on domain-

specific strengths, in this case reading or math. The reading expert paid minimal attention 

to the precision of the mathematics being taught and the math expert paid minimal 

attention to the reading strategy employed. In fact, the nature of the course as a content 

area reading course through the reading department at the university conferred a higher 

degree of institutional cultural capital that was at odds with the stated goal of the course 

to focus on mathematical concept development through literacy. Often times the literacy 

was fore grounded and mathematical concept development and precision was ignored. 
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Alvermann, Friese, Beckmann and Resek (2011) found a need to emphasize domain 

specific knowledge in order to effectively integrate content area reading strategies, but 

admitted that is difficult for a reading specialist to acquire the deep levels of 

understanding required in the various disciplines to meet this need. They also posited that 

the infusion of purposeful reading instruction is difficult to achieve without disciplinary 

knowledge from both fields, math and reading.  

The four participating teachers in this study were middle level math teachers, and 

this study indicated that at the middle level, it was important to take into account 

disciplinary expertise as well as content area reading strategy instruction. It is of 

consequence to examine the terms disciplinary expertise, disciplinary literacy and content 

area literacy. Admittedly, several articles and reports (e.g. Heller & Greenleaf, 2007) use 

both terms interchangeably, however, foregrounding the use of the terms content area 

literacy and discipline specific literacy as they pertain to this study can perhaps add to the 

discussion in the larger field of adolescent literacy.  

Reading in social studies and history 

The studies described in this section of the review focus on research related to 

reading in social studies and history classrooms. It includes studies on the processes and 

practices of reading as a historian as well as the use and characteristics of social studies 

texts. 

Reading as a historian. A study conducted by Shanahan, Shanahan and 

Misischia (2011) examined the reading processes and texts used by experts in science, 
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history and mathematics. Experts were either associate professors or full professors in 

their respective fields: environmental history, U.S. history, physical chemistry, 

biochemistry, and theoretical mathematics. Teacher educators and secondary school 

content teachers also participated in focus groups. Think aloud protocols and focus group 

sessions formed the primary sources of data collection as participants read and discussed 

texts in their fields. Although there were similarities among expert readers across 

disciplines, there were also key factors that differentiated specific disciplines. For 

example, both historians and chemists were concerned with the context of a text whereas 

the mathematicians were not. Even though both historians and chemists paid attention to 

the time period and circumstance of a text, they did so for different reasons. Historians 

used contextualization as a fundamental aspect of their reading process. They used time 

periods to place arguments and authors to aid their understanding of a text and an 

author’s purpose. Chemists were also concerned about contextualization; however their 

concern was more focused on the relevance of a particular text and whether or not they 

chose to read a text than the emphasis on understanding used by historians. Shanahan, 

Shanahan and Misisichia (2011) conclude that the way experts in different fields use 

reading and texts vary across disciplines, however they stated more research is needed to 

describe the reading approaches taken by expert readers in various disciplines and also 

whether or not those approaches can be meaningfully conveyed to secondary students in 

order to improve their comprehension. 

Martin and Wineburg (2008) grappled with the dilemma of conveying the reading 

and thinking practices of historians to secondary level students. Although not an example 
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of empirical research, their collaborative project between George Mason University and 

Stanford through the website Historical Thinking Matters, is a “pedagogical tool for 

teaching and learning sophisticated ways of reading history” (Martin & Wineburg, 2008, 

p. 306). Their endeavor uses a system of document tasks and think- aloud statements by 

experts to demonstrate how to source, contextualize and question historical documents. 

Student viewers are able to watch expert historians formulate and not just deliver 

interpretations of history. One of the key findings of their work was that the most 

instructive think-aloud sessions came from expert historians who were reading outside 

their field of expertise. Because these experts lacked the specific contextual historical 

background related to the readings, they were able to make clear what they did not know 

and how to “find problems” (p. 308) in the texts and consequently better approximate the 

sparser knowledge base of secondary students. This project helps to define what it means 

to read like a historian. Reading practices such as making connections with background 

knowledge, reading the silences – acknowledging what perspectives are missing from the 

text, and sourcing a document are defined, exemplified and labeled for more novice 

readers of history. 

An emphasis on sourcing (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Reisman, 2012) and including 

multiple texts and perspectives in the teaching of historical events is characteristic of 

reading in history and social studies. Reisman’s (2012) work emphasized the use of 

Document-Based Lessons in conjunction with common classroom practices such as 

whole group discussions and guided reading to promote historical inquiry among 

struggling adolescent readers. This study occurred in five schools over a 6 month period 
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through a unit called “Reading like a Historian” and found significant effects for student 

learning across four domains: historical thinking, factual knowledge, general reasoning 

and reading comprehension. Pre and post tests on these four areas were administered to 

236 11th grade students. Each of the five research sites had an experimental and control 

classroom. The experimental classrooms engaged in a series of document based lessons 

that promoted historical inquiry which fostered engaged and critical reading. A typical 

lesson required students to read several differing accounts of a historical event and 

evaluate truth claims in each. Instructional supports including writing prompts and class 

discussions that required students to read across multiple documents, actively source 

information and contrast perspectives promoted the types of reading and reasoning 

common of historians.  

Additionally, researchers “tampered with” (p. 243) primary source documents to 

facilitate comprehension among the struggling adolescent readers they worked with. 

Their text adaptations focused on simplifying, focusing and presenting the texts. In order 

to work within these principles, researchers excerpted the most relevant aspects of 

primary source documents, simplified some aspects of the language while maintaining 

tone and perspective, and enlarging print and spacing of text. These adaptations became 

less necessary and frequent as students became more comfortable reading primary source 

documents across the unit of study. To further support students, teachers actively 

modeling the four reading strategies common to historians: sourcing, contextualization, 

corroboration and close reading through think-alouds and marking of the text. Reisman 

(2012) uses the term “cognitive modeling” (p. 244) to describe the role of the teacher in 
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reading primary source documents. Instead of transmitting the information from the 

documents to the students, teachers model the interrogative reading practices of 

historians.  

A recent study conducted by Vaughn and her colleagues (2013) focused on 

improving reading comprehension and social studies knowledge at the middle level 

through team-based learning (TBL) and text-based discussions. Through a randomized 

block study design, Vaughn et al (2013) implemented an intervention in two 8th grade 

social studies classes that aimed to improve reading comprehension and content 

knowledge in a way that was doable for content area teachers. Teachers used the 10 day 

instructional cycles of TBL to teach three units: Colonial America, the Road to 

Revolution, and the Revolutionary War. Each 10 day cycle consisted of a 

“comprehension canopy” (p. 82), or overarching question that guided daily instruction, 

high utility vocabulary words, knowledge acquisition through text and lecture, team-

based comprehension checks and team-based knowledge application. No direct 

instruction regarding reading strategies was provided, however during team-based 

comprehension checks, students were required to defend their answers with evidence 

from corresponding texts. Texts also played a central role in the knowledge application 

portion of the unit when students engaged in text-based discussions to “articulate new 

perspectives, solve problems and present conclusions” (p. 83). 

Students in the intervention treatment demonstrated significant gains in reading 

comprehension as measured by the Gates- MacGinitie reading comprehension subtest in 

comparison to their non-treatment peers. They similarly out-performed their peers on 
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researcher developed measures of social studies content. Vaughn and her colleagues 

(2013) posit that the inclusion of vocabulary development, text reading and the use of 

text as evidence resulted in gains in reading comprehension as well as content learning. 

They further state that the use of peer-mediated learning in the team-based learning 

format provided opportunities for students to work through difficult texts and content 

with the support of their classmates. Although the use of texts plays a primary role in this 

intervention, little detail was provided regarding the types of texts used or the sources of 

information. It was unclear if primary source documents, textbooks or a combination of 

both formats were used.  

The role of texts. There is an increased emphasis on including primary source 

documents in the study of history; however, the history textbook is still common (Bain, 

2006) and warrants exploration. Luciana de Oliveira’s (2010) work with history teachers 

and history textbooks analyzed the use of nouns and nominalization across published 

social studies textbooks and looked at ways to make those grammatical constructions 

explicit and comprehensible to students. Her analysis of history textbooks in California 

found a predominance of nouns and noun phrases that contributed to the information and 

conceptual density of texts. Through the process of nominalization, detailed and 

extensive information is “packaged” (p. 193) into a single noun or noun phrase. 

Furthermore, processes and qualities are often expressed as entities which allow textbook 

authors to expand on meaning and include more information. De Oliveira (2010) also 

found that through the process of nominalization authors were able to use abstract 

participants such as institutions and ideas as historical actors. As a result of her analysis 
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she advocates for a functional linguistics approach to facilitate comprehension of social 

studies textbooks. By unpacking the nouns and noun clauses in textbooks and looking at 

the language of a discipline as well as the content, de Oliveira asserted that teachers can 

better assist students as they work to comprehend texts in social studies classes. The close 

reading and deconstruction of text can be particularly useful for second language learners 

and other students unfamiliar with academic literacy. 

Achugar, Schleppegrell, and Oteíza (2004) concurred with the notion of discipline 

specific reading practices based on their analysis of content area texts, specifically social 

studies textbooks. During a three month social studies unit at the middle level, 

researchers video-taped lessons, interviewed students and conducted a discourse analysis 

of the published social studies text in use. Their analysis showed that similar to de 

Oliveira’s work, social studies textbooks tended to use nominalizations that make abstract 

the actions (verbs) and feelings (adjectives) students are accustomed to finding in 

narrative literary selections. They also found that the use of conjunctions differed from 

everyday language use and that relationships were often indicated by verb phrases such 

as “resulted in” and “established” rather than conjunctions such as “because” and “so”. A 

final feature that increased the complexity of textbooks is the overuse of appositive 

statements rather than full definitions which forces students to infer to a greater degree. 

They argued that instruction based on functional language analysis is one way to make 

explicit the events, people and relationships between people and events that comprise the 

study of history. Through their study in a classroom that applied a functional linguistics 

approach, they noted that ELLs gained access to grade level texts, promoted active 
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engagement in class discussions among all students and developed students awareness of 

the power of language. Although many examples of the linguistic structures of social 

studies texts were provided, no empirical data was provided to support the conclusion 

that a functional linguistic approach positively benefitted students in terms of language 

and literacy development.  

Summary 

The above literature review is not exhaustive, but it is representative of research 

in the field. I included diverse bodies of literature from college level reading (e.g. Bell & 

Linder, 2010), second language readers (e.g. Taboada, Bianco & Bowerman, 2012), the 

use of text annotations as data (Crisp & Johnson, 2007) and what it means to read like a 

historian (e.g. Martin & Wineburg, 2008) to develop a research base. Accordingly, two 

gaps in the research literature become clear: 1) The need for research that utilizes data 

collection procedures to capture how students make meaning of the content as they 

interact with texts, and 2) the need to better understand discipline specific reading 

practices in content area classrooms—particularly among English language learners. I 

argue that text annotations can be a possible vehicle towards addressing these gaps. Text 

annotations can provide insight into students as readers, how the expert teacher makes 

explicit the ways of interacting with texts in a social studies class, as well as the role of 

texts. Moreover, documenting how students incorporate the teacher’s annotations and 

annotation strategies into their own interactions with text can provide insight into how 
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expert participants scaffold texts and reading thereby informing the field of discipline 

specific literacy. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the research design and methodologies utilized in this 

study. I begin by stating the research questions that guided the research, followed by a 

description of the setting, the participants, my role as the researcher, the data collection 

procedures, analysis procedures, and the limitations of the study.  

The following research questions guided my case study research of an 8th grade social 

studies teacher’s pedagogical decisions, and the text annotation strategies made by the 

RFEP students as readers in class: 

• How do pedagogical decisions regarding the annotation of texts impact 8th 

grade RFEP students’ interactions with texts? 

o In what ways do a teacher’s perceptions of RFEP students’ needs and 

interests impact her/his instructional decisions regarding the reading of 

informational texts? 

• In what ways do 8th grade RFEP students’ interactions with expository texts 

help them access the content and conquer the linguistic demands?  

o What patterns emerge from RFEP students’ annotations of informational 

texts across a unit of study? 

• What is the role of the texts? 

o Which aspects of text foster or inhibit comprehension? 
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Design 

Through an instrumental case study design (Stake, 2008), and consequent in-

depth description of an 8th grade social studies teacher, this study seeks to advance 

understanding regarding RFEP students and the instructional practices that promote their 

reading success. Stake (2008) asserts that in an instrumental design the case is of 

secondary importance. The case, although still looked at in detail, serves to promote 

understanding of a larger phenomenon. The larger phenomenon pertaining to this case is 

the education of reclassified ELLs in Arizona.  

A case study approach allows for an emphasis on the local particulars (Dyson & 

Genishi, 2005). Angled vision entails deciding which participants, activities and aspects 

of instruction will be foregrounded through data collection and analysis and which pieces 

will remain in the background. As is posited by several researchers (Dyson & Genishi, 

2005; Merriam, 2009; Stake, 2008) case studies do not consist of a precise set of 

methodological steps but instead focus on the case itself. According to Dyson and 

Genishi (2005) there are many potential paths of inquiry when exploring the case and it is 

the researcher’s selection of focus in conjunction with description of the bounded system 

in which the case resides that determine those paths.  

Embedded Settings 

An essential part of the rich, “thick” description (Geertz, 1973) characteristic of 

case study research, is a description of the setting. As Figure 1 illustrates, there are 

several aspects of the setting that are pertinent to this case. Each level of the setting, from 
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macro level state policies to the local and particular bounded system of the 8th grade 

RFEP students and their social studies teacher, helps define the instance of a phenomenon 

(Merriam, 2009) that this case represents. Thus, the following is a description of each 

level of the setting for this case study. 

 

Figure 2: Context of the Case 

Arizona state language policy. Relatively recent shifts in language policy in 

Arizona resulted in a changing student demographic, specifically a rapid increase in the 

number of RFEP students. In 2000, voters in Arizona approved Proposition 203, “English 

for the Children” which transformed the state in terms of language policy and 

consequently transformed language development programs in schools. Bilingual and 

English	  Only	  State	  
Policy	  and	  a	  statewide	  

increase	  in	  
reclassi5ication	  rates	  

Middle	  school	  in	  the	  
district	  

THE	  CASE:	  	  8th	  grade	  
social	  studies	  teacher	  
and	  RFEP	  students	  on	  
the	  instructional	  team	  
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language maintenance programs became scarce after the passage of Proposition 203, and 

by 2008 the majority of the state’s language minority students were separated from their 

English proficient peers for the majority of the school day and enrolled in a four hour 

English language development (ELD) block (Arizona Department of Education, 2012). 

These changes in policy and practice resulted in an increased number of students who 

reclassified and exited the state’s ELD program. By 2010 Arizona’s reclassification rate 

increased to 25%, up from 12% four years prior (Arizona Department of Education, 

2011). Logically, an increase in reclassification rates should indicate an effective model 

of instruction for language minority students. In Arizona, this is a point of contention. As 

indicated by the state’s monitoring data, one trend is that students who reclassify often do 

not maintain that level of proficiency during the following school year (ELL Task Force, 

2010). Additionally, many RFEP students do not meet or exceed state standards as 

measured by the state’s high stakes test or experience academic success as indicated by 

grades in content area classes. (Mahoney, MacSwan, Haladyna & García, 2010). This 

suggests that some recently reclassified English language learners continue to need 

language, literacy and content support in order to experience success in school.  

District context. Southdale school district (all names are pseudonyms) is in the 

southwest part of the state. There are 21 schools district-wide: 11 elementary schools, 5 

middle schools, 2 high schools and one alternative high school. The student population in 

the school district is primarily Hispanic. Of the approximately 18,000 students across the 

district, about 85% are Hispanic, 5% are White, 4% are Native American and 2% are 

African American. Around 22% of students are English language learners and an 
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additional 11% are recently reclassified students. Nearly 85% of district students qualify 

for free and reduced lunch. The school district in general experienced an increase in 

reclassification rates, similar to that of the state. Also paralleling state trends, the newly 

reclassified English language learners experienced difficulty in mainstream classes as 

indicated by grades and scores on AIMS, the state’s high stakes test (J. Lindberg, 

personal communication, April 6, 2011). Consequently, the district decided to group 

newly reclassified students, particularly those at the middle level, with teams of teachers 

who would continue to provide language and literacy development across content areas. 

The specific methods to develop language and literacy were not prescribed by the district; 

instead those decisions were left to individual school sites and teachers to determine.  

Table 2: Reclassification Rates 
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Table 3: 2011 7th grade reading achievement data 

Middle School Context. Mountain View Middle School, where the case study 

took place, has approximately 1,100 students. It is similar to the district demographically 

with 85% of the students with Hispanic origin, 5% Native American, 4% Caucasian, and 

2% African-American. Approximately 12% of the students are considered to be English 

language learners and nearly 50 students at each grade level (6th, 7th and 8th) reclassified 

in the two years prior to this study. These students are grouped on grade level teams, 

designated as RFEP teams, which consist of a social studies, science, math, reading and 

language arts teacher. Newly reclassified ELLs are not the only students on these grade 

level teams as each instructional team works with approximately 150 students; hence 

there will often be non-ELLs in classes alongside the newly reclassified ELLs.  
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Table 4: Student Numbers 

 Number of 
Students 

Number of 
ELLs 

Number of REFP Students 

Southdale District 18,000 2,749 1,860 

Mountain View 
Middle School 

1,100 174 139 

8th grade RFEP 
Instructional Team 

145 5 22 

*8 of the 30 8th grade RFEP 
students were not on the RFEP 
team due to their special education 
needs or other scheduling conflicts 

At the end of the spring 2011 semester, the principal of Mountain View explained 

the formation of the RFEP teams proposed by the district. She asked interested teachers 

to speak with her for more information. In her explanation to interested teachers, the 

principal emphasized the need to infuse instruction with language and literacy 

development across the content areas, and she also described the ongoing professional 

development and instructional support the teachers would have available to help them do 

this. Of the 15 RFEP teachers, 12 applied and the other three were assigned by the 

principal. 

8th grade RFEP teaching-team. Four of the five teachers on the 8th grade RFEP 

team chose to work on this team and expressed interest in embedding language and 

literacy development into their instruction. The math teacher was hired late in the 

summer, and although he didn’t choose to work with this specific student population, he 

was willing to include language and literacy development into his instructional practice. 
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Among the five teachers there was a combined teaching experience of 30 years. The 

reading teacher was the most veteran teacher with 12 years of experience and the math 

teacher had the least as the 2011-12 school year was his first year of teaching.  

Role of the Researcher 

During the 2011-12 school year, I was the part time instructional coach that 

worked with the RFEP teacher-teams at each grade level. My specific responsibilities 

included meeting with RFEP teachers to discuss language and literacy strategies as well 

as student achievement. I also modeled lessons in classrooms across the school, helped 

teachers locate resources, provided feedback on lesson plans, and observed classroom 

instruction. As described in Chapter 1, modeling the text annotation strategy and informal 

analysis of students’ annotations in a particular social studies class prompted my 

subsequent inquiry into the potential of text annotations as a window into students’ 

interaction with content area texts. I continued to interact with the 8th grade RFEP team 

during their common planning period throughout this study; however, I focused my 

lesson modeling and feedback on the other content teachers. My interactions with the 

focal participant (the social studies teacher) changed from that of instructional coach to 

that of researcher. Although I continued to ask him questions about pedagogical 

decisions, I did not offer suggestions for adjusting his instruction nor offer to locate 

resources. Instead, I conducted semi-structured interviews about his pre-service education 

and his beliefs and goals for the teaching of social studies, among other topics.  
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Participant Selection 

This case centers on the 8th grade RFEP social studies teacher and eight of his 

RFEP students. The selection of these participants was based on the instrumental nature 

of this case study design. This particular social studies teacher and his students, although 

interesting, played a supportive role (Stake, 2008) in the understanding of newly 

reclassified students as readers in content area classrooms. There was a potential of 15 

cases within Mountain Vista middle school, as each teacher on the RFEP teams could 

have been the focus of this study. The decision to focus on Mr. M. and his students 

represents purposeful sampling (Maxwell, 2005). I selected Mr. M. because he was 

typical (Merriam, 2009) of the other RFEP teachers in that he chose to be a part of the 

RFEP team, attended professional development about integrating literacy and language 

instruction, and had a strong interest in the academic success of all of his students. 

Additionally, Mr. M.’s willingness to utilize the text annotation strategy with several 

texts indicated that he could contribute to the information rich case (Merriam, 2009) that 

potentially provides insight into the issue of RFEP readers in content area classes.  

After selecting the focal teacher, the process of purposefully selecting the students 

began. On the 8th grade RFEP team there were 13 RFEP students who were not in a 

reading intervention program and in Mr. M’s social studies classes. In order to select 

students, the goal was not to identify students because of their typicality, but instead to 

capture the heterogeneity in the RFEP student population (Maxwell, 2005). 

Heterogeneity in this case consisted of different levels of school success as well as 

different rates of mobility. Consent was obtained from eight students. Text annotations 
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were collected from all consenting students and used for determining patterns in 

annotations. Six of the students completed all of the annotations and the other two 

students completed five of the six annotations. This annotation set was used to establish 

patterns across students and across texts. However, the criteria for focal selection students 

was a complete set of text annotations from the unit of study. Background information 

such as state standardized test scores, attendance, behavior referrals, grades and school 

enrollment history was subsequently obtained through school records. I used this 

background information to group students into three categories; more successful, less 

successful, and highly mobile. As all potential students were native Spanish-speakers, 

language was not used as selection criteria. Three focal students comprise the purposeful 

student sample: Monica, the less successful student, Carlos, the more successful student, 

and Karen, the “highly mobile” student.  

A purposeful decision was made to focus only on RFEP students and not the non-

RFEP students alongside them in class. This intentional avoidance of a comparative case 

study design was made in order to avoid creating or reinforcing deficit views of language 

minority students in an English-only state (Gutierrez & Orellana, 2006). A description of 

each person that comprises the particular case follows.  

Mr. M. – The Social Studies Teacher. Mr. M. had been teaching in Southdale 

school district for four years. He began his teaching career after completing his teacher 

certification at the University of Northern Iowa. He was pursuing a Master’s degree in 

geography and taught undergraduate courses in physical geography when he volunteered 

to help out with a middle level geography bee. It was that event that re-directed his plans 
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and made him decide to become a social studies teacher at a public school. He 

subsequently changed majors and began coursework towards obtaining his teacher 

certification, and moved to Arizona shortly after graduating. In an interview, Mr. M. 

shared that he felt his teacher preparation program prepared him in “most senses”, except 

he didn’t have “much of a methods course for social studies”. Upon arriving in Arizona, 

he completed the state-required coursework to attain a Sheltered English Immersion 

(SEI) endorsement. He taught one year of 7th grade social studies and at the time of this 

study was in his third year of teaching 8th grade social studies at Mountain View.  

He considered his emphasis on designing relevant lessons as one of his strengths. 

He regularly adapted materials to what he perceived as being more relevant to students. 

Mr. M. used his understanding of historical events as well as his knowledge of his 

students to engage students in the study of history. He also saw himself as willing and 

able to build strong relationships with students through classroom instruction, through 

coaching after school sports and by making it a point to attend the evening Honor Roll 

dinners and other similar functions. Mr. M. was also involved in the AVID 

(Advancement Via Individual Determination), a program that emphasizes study skills, 

note-taking and other structures to support academic success. 

In contrast, he viewed himself as having a limited “teaching toolbox” to draw 

from as he designed assignments and activities to use during instruction. He felt 

confident in the what and the who of instruction, but wanted to expand his repertoire of 

instructional strategies in order to meet the diverse needs of his students, particularly the 

former ELLs in his classes. Although he stated that, “being on an ELL/RFEP team was 
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such a great move”, he realized that he didn’t always reach those students. He wanted to 

adjust his instructional practice to reach his diverse students on a regular basis. He 

wanted to make strategies and structures that develop literacy and language a routine 

part of instruction in his room.  

Focal students: Monica, Carlos and Karen. Monica was born in the United 

States shortly after her parents immigrated. She lives with her father, mother and older 

brother who is in high school. Monica’s father works in construction and her mother 

stays at home. They interact regularly with her mother’s sister, Monica’s aunt, and her 

three young children. Monica attended two elementary schools in the Southdale district 

before enrolling at Mountain View in the 6th grade. Monica entered kindergarten 

knowing “hardly any” English and received instruction only in English. She remembers 

that learning English “wasn’t too bad” because she had help from her older brother with 

homework and in understanding school routines. Monica reclassified in the fall of 2009 

at the beginning of her 6th grade year. When asked about her strengths in school, she 

responded, “helping people” and elaborated with the non-school example of helping her 

aunt take care of children. Monica reported that she struggles the most in math. In early 

elementary school she remembers that math was easier because they were able to “play 

with things and learn at the same time” whereas in later grades math learning became 

more focused on worksheets. Monica’s best experiences in school are all related to 

“hanging out with friends” in spaces outside of the classroom, and her worst experiences 

are when she is asked to read out loud in class. When describing herself as a reader, 

Monica stated, “someone who needs more practice”. Her strategy for comprehension 
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when she encounters a difficult portion of text is to “ask the teacher or a friend for help”. 

Similarly, she describes students she defines as being good readers utilizing the same 

strategy of asking for help. Outside of school Monica reads her required 30 minutes for 

reading class and then moves on to her Facebook page and other internet sites. Monica 

would like to be a pediatrician and plans to attend the local community college before 

moving onto the university level; however, she doesn’t see any connection between 

what she is learning in school and what she plans for her future. 

Carlos. Carlos immigrated to the United States with his parents when he was in 

the first grade. He lives with his father, mother and younger sister who was in the 5th 

grade at the time of this study. Carlos’ father and uncles are auto mechanics and he 

spends much of his spare time helping them work on cars. Carlos described his 

elementary experience at a district school as being “pretty good” except he “had some 

trouble at first getting along with everybody” because “he wasn’t fitting in” or “talking to 

any one”. After a few months he made two friends and the three boys are still friends. 

Carlos attended the same district elementary school for 1st-5th grade and then enrolled at 

Mountain View in the 6th grade. He reclassified in the fall of 2009 at the beginning of his 

6th grade year. He considers his strength in school to be reading and language arts 

because of his performance on tests and his ability to write an essay. For Carlos, science 

is his most difficult subject, particularly chemistry. His best experiences in school are 

related to his teachers. He enjoys talking to them and his two favorite teachers throughout 

his education in Southdale are Mr. M. and the science teacher on the RFEP team. Carlos 

considers himself to be “a good reader” and will “re-read it until I get it” when he comes 
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to places in text that are difficult for him to comprehend. He describes other good readers 

as students that “always finish first and always help other students”. Outside of school 

Carlos reads biographies, sports books, and novels that are humorous. He also reads his 

Facebook page and internet sites with statistics on sports teams. After high school, Carlos 

plans to attend an in-state university to become an engineer. He sees a connection 

between what he is learning in math and his desire to become an engineer.  

Karen. Karen immigrated to the United States with her mother when she was in 

the first grade. She lives with her mother, stepdad and younger sister who was in 

kindergarten at the time of this study. She spends time with her aunts, her mother’s 

sisters, and at times the family has lived with one or the other. Her stepfather drives 

trucks and her mother works cleaning hotels. Karen attended three different district 

elementary schools for first, second and most of third grade. When she returned to 

Mexico at the end of third grade she was at an intermediate level of English proficiency 

according to the state language assessment. Karen attended school in Mexico for 4th and 

5th grades and upon her return to Southdale schools she was at a basic level of proficiency 

on the state language proficiency exam. She attended two district middle schools during 

6th grade, a different district middle school for 7th grade and was at Mountain View for 

her 8th grade year. Similar to Monica and Carlos, Karen reclassified in the spring of 2009. 
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Table 5: Achievement Data for Focal Students 

  Monica Carlos Karen 

GPA 6th 2.36 2.82 2.52 

Reading AIMS 6th Approaches Approaches Unavailable 

GPA 7th 2.47 2.58 3.25 

Reading AIMS 7th Approaches Meets Approaches 

GPA 8th 2.41 3.07 2.0 

Reading AIMS 8th Falls Far Below Meets Falls Far Below 

Reading intervention 
classes 

6th and 7th 6th and 7th 6th, 7th and 8th 

Data Collection 

In order to determine the impact of teacher actions on 8th grade RFEP students’ 

interactions with texts in a social studies class during a unit of study on WWII, I collected 

multiple types of data over a period spanning eight weeks. The primary source of data 

was the text annotations produced during the unit of study. There were six annotated 

texts, three completed as a whole class with teacher modeling, and three completed 

independently by students. I also collected the teacher’s annotations and audio recorded 

class sessions in which annotating occurred. Audio recordings were transcribed. Lesson 

plans for the duration of the unit were also collected.  

In addition to the data collected on students regarding their performance in school 

including grades and performance on state reading assessments, the three focal students 

were interviewed at the conclusion of the unit. This interview consisted of discussing the 
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student’s annotations with her/him and questions drawn from the Burke Interview 

Modified for Older Readers, BIMOR, (Watson & Chippendale, 1979) to get a better 

understanding of the student’s perceptions of himself/herself as a reader and as a student. 

Similarly, I interviewed Mr. M. at the onset and conclusion of the study. Both 

interviews with Mr. M. were semi-structured (Seidman, 2006) with the first interview 

gathering information regarding his professional history and beliefs regarding instruction, 

particularly as it pertains to RFEP students. The second interview was reflective and 

centered on themes that emerged during analysis. All interviews were audio-recorded and 

transcribed. Questions from interviews are included in the Appendix. 

A summary of the data collected for each research sub-question is listed in the 

table below. 
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Table 6: Research Questions and Corresponding Data 

Research Question Data  

What relationships exist between the 
teacher’s instructional decisions regarding 
the reading of informational texts and his 
perceptions of RFEP students? 

–Teacher interviews 

–Lesson plans 
adapted texts 

How do student text annotations patterns 
compare with patterns in the teacher’s 
modeling of annotations? 

text teacher used to model annotations 

–audiotape of teacher talk during text 
annotation modeling 

–students’ text annotations 

What elements of “teacher as disciplinary 
expert” emerge throughout the unit of 
study? 

 

–audiotape of teacher talk during text 
annotation modeling 
–teacher interviews 

–student interviews 
–texts used for annotation 

Data Analysis 

A description of the analysis completed on text annotations, texts, teacher talk and 

interview with Mr. M. and the focal students follows. 

The analysis of students’ text annotations was integral to this project. Text 

annotations provide one way learn about students as they interact with texts and 

language. For the purposes of clarity for the reader, the analysis of text annotations will 

be done through two of the six annotated texts: From Neutral to Nightmare and Women 

and Hispanics. The first text was completed with teacher modeling, but was not the initial 

text used in the unit and there were multiple opportunities for students to independently 

annotate during this whole class activity. The first text was not used because it was an 
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introduction to the unit and a return to the text annotation strategy after several months. 

Consequently, it was very teacher directed and included more teacher modeling of 

annotating than student’s independent annotations. The other text highlighted in this 

analysis was the second text annotated independently by students. The inclusion of whole 

class annotations and independent annotations in this analysis section serves to show 

examples of the teacher adapted texts and the patterns associated with both instructional 

situations. Complete texts are available in the Appendix. 

Each set of student text annotations was analyzed according to the components of 

the text annotation strategy used in Mr. M’s class. Categorizing annotations according to 

their function was the initial method of analysis used in the Crisp and Johnson (2007) 

study of text annotations on examinations. In their case a pilot study determined 

preliminary categories by identifying the six most common forms of annotations used by 

examiners. In this study, however, preliminary categories were: questions, connections, 

circled text, and underlined text as these are components of the text annotation strategy. 

Data was recorded in a data chart according to randomly assigned student numbers and 

location of annotations in the text. 



79 

Table 7: Sample Coding of Annotations 

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined Text Comments 

142 (P1L3-4) Who 
had to give what 
back –an arrow 
drawn to 
underlined 
statement 
regarding 
Germany’s land 

(P2L7-8) But 
why does they 
use all that to get 
that – arrows 
drawn to Empire 
and dictator in 
reference to the 
second that in the 
questions 

(P3L2-3) Why 
did they stop 
them – in 
reference to 
stopping Stalin 
and Hitler from 
fighting each 
other 

(P4L1-2) Can 
they do that? – 
arrow drawn to 
refusing to trade 
with the Empire 
(P4L6-7) wow! – 
in reference to 
statement of 
number dead in 
the bombing of 
Pearl Harbor 

(P1S2W15) 
appeasement 

(P1S4W15) 
blitzkrieg 

(P2S1W20-21) 
Great Britain, 

(P3S2W4-6) 
Nazi-Soviet 
Non-
Aggression 
Pact 
(P4S1W14) 
boycott 

(P4S4W25-26) 
Pearl Harbor, 

 

(P1S2W16-31) by 
giving back much 
of Germany’s land 
that the Treaty of 
Versailles had 
taken from them. 

(P1S4W16-21) 
fighting technique 
on several 
neighboring 
countries, 
(P2S1W30) with 
its large and 
influential capital 
city of London. 

(P3S2W7-15) 
firmly keeping 
Adolf Hitler and 
Joseph Stalin from 
fighting, 
(P4S1W17-19) 
refusing to trade 
(P4S4W27-28,  
35-38, 40-47) 
Hawaii. Japan’s… 
devastated the 
American fleet… 
killed thousands of 
sailors, pilots and 
innocent civilians.  

All comments/ 
questions are 
written in the 
spaces between 
lines – not in 
the margins 
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The excerpt above is from the data chart for the text, From Neutral to Nightmare. 

It exemplifies the initial coding of data according to location in the text. For example, the 

first question, “Who had to give what back” is coded as (P1L3-4). The “P” stands for 

paragraph, and the “L” stands for line. Accordingly, the question, “Who had to give what 

back” was written in or near paragraph one, by lines three and four. Similarly, the first 

word in the Circled Text category, appeasement, is coded (P1S2W15) because it is the 

15th word (W) of the second sentence (S) in the first paragraph (P). It is bolded in the data 

chart because it is bolded in the annotated text. The Comments category contained other 

notations about the location or content of annotations.  

The chart data was analyzed across students, across texts as well as for individual 

preferences. The table containing annotations from the text From Neutral to Nightmare 

demonstrates the across student level of analysis.  
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Table 8: Sample Whole Class Annotations Across Students 

Student Questions/Comments Circled Text Underlined Text 

142 (P1L3-4) Who had to 
give what back –an arrow 
drawn to underlined 
statement regarding 
Germany’s land 

(P1S2W15) 
appeasement 

(P1S2W16-31) by giving 
back much of Germany’s 
land that the Treaty of 
Versailles had taken from 
them. 

12 (P1 Left margin) Why 
did he want to conquer 
Europe? 

(P1S2W15) 
appeasement 

(P1S2W17-22) giving back 
much of Germany’s land 

14 (P1 Left Margin) Why 
did they give Germanys 
land? 

 

(P1S2W15) 
appeasement 
 

(P1S2W1-14, 17-28) The 
USA was careful not to 
interfere when several 
European countries granted 
Adolf Hitler… giving back 
much of Germany’s land that 
the Treaty of Versailles had 

This table shows the first question, first circled text and first underlined text for 

three of eight RFEP students that completed this annotation. In this example, all three 

students circled the bold word and underlined the text following the word. One student, 

14, also underlined the text preceding the bold word. This text, From Neutral to 

Nightmare, was completed as a whole class, with teacher modeling, so it is logical that 

students would have similar annotations. In order to further probe for this emerging 

pattern, independent annotations were explored. The table below illustrates the patterns in 

students’ independent annotations of the text Women and Hispanics. 
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Table 9: Sample Independent Annotation Across Students 

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined 
Text 

Comments 

142 (P1, right margin) 
Why thoughs 
names – arrow 
drawn to welders 
and riveters 
(P2, right margin) 
Why did they call 
it the Brecero 
Program? 
(P1, left margin) 
that’s a lot! –arrow 
indicating “as 
millions of men 
joined) 
(P2, left margin) 
that’s a lot! – 
arrow indicating 
250,000 Hispanic-
Americans served 

(P1S3W1-7) 
Taking on the 
challenges of 
the factory 

(P1S4W27-32) 
when the men 
returned from 
war 

(P2S2W6-8)  
the Bracero 
Program 
(P2S4W5-7)  
a lasting affect 

(P1S3W10-18) 
first opportunity 
to work outside 
of the home for 

(P1S4W19-26) 
they were 
expected to 
leave those 
factory jobs 
(P2S2W9-26) to 
actively recruit 
thousands of 
farmers, factory 
workers, and 
railroad-men 
from Mexico to 
aid in the 
mobilization 
effort. 
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Table 9: Sample Independent Annotation Across Students (continued) 

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined 
Text 

Comments 

12 (P1 – left margin) 
Why did they have 
to work as 
welders? 

(P1 – right 
margin) Women 
were also Riveters. 
(P2 – left margin) 
Why  
did they call it the 
Bracero program? 
(P2 – right 
margin) Hispanic 
still Immigrate 
after the War was 
Over. 
 

(P1S3W1-7) 
Taking on the 
challenges of 
the factory 

(P1S4W27-32) 
when the men 
returned from 
war 

(P2S2W6-8)  
the Bracero 
Program 
(P2S4W5-7)  
a lasting affect 

(P1S3W10-21) 
first opportunity 
to work outside 
of the home for 
thousands of 
women. 

(P1S5W3-20) 
the experience 
was a chance for 
women to open 
their lives to new 
and different 
forms of 
employment. 
(P2S2W10- 26) 
to actively 
recruit thousands 
of farmers, 
factory workers, 
and railroad-men 
from Mexico to 
aid in the 
mobilization 
effort. 
(P2S4W1-4, 8-
12) this valuable 
program had… 
beyond just the 
war years. 

(P2S5W15-20) 
southern 
California, 
Arizona, and 
New Mexico 

His comment 
is connected to 
his last 
underlined 
statement 
which is not 
preceded by a 
bold word or 
phrase 
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Table 9: Sample Independent Annotation Across Students (continued)  

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined 
Text 

Comments 

143 (P1 – left margin) 
Why did girls 
want to join the 
war? 

(P1 – right 
margin) Girls were 
not the only ones 
staying at home. 
Men can be a 
house man too. 

(P2 – left margin) 
What made 
Hispanics stay in 
United States & 
want to become 
part of the war? 
(P2 – right 
margin) The 
Bracero program 
was to build 
quickly for many 
farmers & factory 
workers. 

(P1S3W1-7) 
Taking on the 
challenges of 
the factory 

(P1S4W27-32) 
when the men 
returned from 
war 

(P2S2W6-8)  
the Bracero 
Program 
(P2S4W5-7) a 
lasting affect 

(P1S3W11-17) 
opportunity to 
work outside of 
the home 

(P1S5W8-20) 
for women to 
open their lives 
to new and 
different forms 
of employment 

(P2S2W12-26) 
thousands of 
farmers, factory 
workers, and 
railroad-men 
from Mexico to 
aid in the 
mobilization 
effort. 

(P2S4W8-12) 
beyond jus the 
war years. 
(P2S5W24-31) 
Mexican 
immigration for 
many years after 
the war. 
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Table 9: Sample Independent Annotation Across Students (continued)  

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined 
Text 

Comments 

11 (P1 – left margin) 
What would they 
do if a women 
didn’t want to 
work? 
(P1 – right 
margin) Most of 
the women might 
of been really 
happy 

(P2 – left margin) 
Why did families 
took advantage of 
the citizenship 
offer? 

(P2 – right 
margin) Did they 
get alot of people? 

(P1S3W1-7) 
Taking on the 
challenges of 
the factory 

(P1S4W27-32) 
when the men 
returned from 
war 

(P2S2W6-8)  
the Bracero 
Program 
(P2S4W5-7)  
a lasting affect 

(P1S3W10-21) 
first opportunity 
to work outside 
of the home for 
thousands of 
women. 

(P1S4W16-18) 
men they 
replaced 
(P2S2W11-26) 
recruit thousands 
of farmers, 
factory workers, 
and railroad-men 
from Mexico to 
aid in the 
mobilization 
effort. 
(P2S4W2-3) 
valuable 
program 

 



86 

Table 9: Sample Independent Annotation Across Students (continued)  

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined 
Text 

Comments 

9 (P1 – left margin) 
Why thay have to 
go back? Why 
they didn’t let 
them stay? – arrow 
pointing to “those 
factory jobs” 
(P1 – right 
margin) I agree 
with that because 
we areas best as 
before – line 
indicating “could 
do just as good of 
a job” 

(P2 – left margin) 
– But why did they 
did that? – a line 
to “offered 
citizenship to 
Mexicans who 
wished to stay 
(P2 – right 
margin) – That’s 
very good – line to 
same statement as 
above 

(P2 – bottom) 
Why did that 
happen – line 
connected to 
“continued to see 
Mexican 
immigration for 
many years after 
the war” 

(P1S3W1-7) 
Taking on the 
challenges of 
the factory 

(P1S4W27-32) 
when the men 
returned from 
war 

(P2S2W6-8)  
the Bracero 
Program 
(P2S4W5-7)  
a lasting affect 

(P1S3W8-17) 
was the first 
opportunity to 
work outside of 
the home 
(P1S5W7-13) 
chance for 
women to open 
their lives  
(P2S2W11-20) 
to actively 
recruit thousands 
of farmers, 
factory workers, 
and railroad-men 
from Mexico” 
(P2S4W8-12) 
beyond just the 
war years 
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Patterns that appear in annotations from whole class annotations were cross-

referenced with patterns found in independently annotated texts as in the example above. 

The three students in the excerpt circled the bold phrase and underlined the text following 

the bold phrase. Patterns that were consistent across whole class and independent 

annotations were used as a starting point for the analysis of teacher talk during whole 

class annotations. The analysis of teacher talk will be discussed in the upcoming section.  

Annotations were also analyzed by individual student to account for personal 

annotation preferences (Trabasso & Magliano, 1996). The annotations for Student 142 on 

the texts From Neutral to Nightmare and Women and Hispanics are included below to 

exemplify this analysis. 
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Table 10: Sample Annotation Across Texts 

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined 
Text 

Comments 

142 (P1L3-4) Who had 
to give what back – 
an arrow drawn to 
underlined 
statement regarding 
Germany’s land 

(P2L7-8) But why 
does they use all 
that to get that – 
arrows drawn to 
Empire and dictator 
in reference to the 
second that in the 
questions 
(P3L2-3) Why did 
they stop them – in 
reference to 
stopping Stalin and 
Hitler from fighting 
each other 
(P4L1-2) Can they 
do that? – arrow 
drawn to refusing 
to trade with the 
Empire 

(P4L6-7) wow! –  
in reference to 
statement of 
number dead in the 
bombing of Pearl 
Harbor 

(P1S2W15) 
appeasement 

 (P1S4W15) 
blitzkrieg 

(P2S1W20-21) 
Great Britain, 

(P3S2W4-6) 
Nazi-Soviet 
Non-Aggression 
Pact 

(P4S1W14) 
boycott 
(P4S4W25-26) 
Pearl Harbor, 

(P1S2W16-31) 
by giving back 
much of 
Germany’s land 
that the Treaty of 
Versailles had 
taken from them. 
(P1S4W16-
21)fighting 
technique on 
several 
neighboring 
countries, 
(P2S1W30) with 
its large and 
influential 
capital city of 
London. 
(P3S2W7-15) 
firmly keeping 
Adolf Hitler and 
Joseph Stalin 
from fighting, 

(P4S1W17-19) 
refusing to trade 

(P4S4W27-28, 
35-38, 40-47) 
Hawaii. 
Japan’s… 
devastated the 
American fleet… 
killed thousands 
of sailors, pilots 
and innocent 
civilians. 

All comments/ 
questions are 
written in the 
spaces between 
lines – not in 
the margins 
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Table 10: Sample Annotation Across Texts (continued) 

Student Questions/ 
Comments 

Circled Text Underlined 
Text 

Comments 

142 (P1, right margin) 
Why thoughs 
names – arrow 
drawn to welders 
and riveters 
(P2, right margin) 
Why did they call it 
the Brecero 
Program? 
(P1, left margin) 
that’s a lot! –arrow 
indicating “as 
millions of men 
joined) 
(P2, left margin) 
that’s a lot! –  
arrow indicating 
250,000 Hispanic-
Americans served 

(P1S3W1-7) 
Taking on the 
challenges of 
the factory 

(P1S4W27-32) 
when the men 
returned from 
war 

(P2S2W6-8)  
the Bracero 
Program 
(P2S4W5-7)  
a lasting affect 

(P1S3W10-18) 
first opportunity 
to work outside 
of the home for 

(P1S4W19-26) 
they were 
expected to  
leave those 
factory jobs 
(P2S2W9-26) to 
actively recruit 
thousands of 
farmers, factory 
workers, and 
railroad-men 
from Mexico to 
aid in the 
mobilization 
effort. 

 

In addition to the pattern of underlining phrases after bold words, student 142 

demonstrates two personal preferences in annotations: beginning questions with “why”, 

and commenting on phrases in the text that contain numbers. All three of the students’ 

comments are directed at numerical phrases, “millions of men”, the number dead in Pearl 

Harbor, and “250,000 Hispanic-Americans served”. The second personal tendency for 

Student 142 in annotating is the use of “why” to begin questions. The term “why” is 

indicative of thinking in terms of cause and effect relationships, (citation here). A closer 

look shows that Student 142 focused on event relationships during whole class 
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annotations and vocabulary relationships during independent annotations. For example, 

the question “Why does [do] they use all that that to get that?” with arrows drawn to 

terms in the text. In contrast, when independently annotating, the student focuses “why” 

questions on vocabulary. The question “Why did they call it the Brecero [Bracero] 

program?” demonstrates this tendency. The purpose of analyzing annotations for personal 

tendencies adds another level of analysis that contributes to understanding of RFEP 

students as readers of expository texts and also of the influence of teacher talk and 

modeling during reading instruction. 

A final level of analysis of text annotations was the connection between content in 

the annotated texts and students’ responses on corresponding questions in the final 

written assessment of the World War II unit. There were 12 short answer questions that 

directly related to the six annotated texts. Student responses for each question were 

recorded and compared with information in the text. 
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Table 11: Comparison of Student Assessment Responses and Text Information 

Question Student Responses 
(excerpts) 

Information from Text 

Explain how the 
challenges of factory  
work were a positive for 
American women. 

 

Because they fanally got  
to work in a real job.  

It was there very first  
time  

Women working in 
Factories was a positive 
because it gave them a 
chance to work outside  
the House.  
The challeng of factory 
work were a positive  
for Americans woman 
because it was there  
1st chance to work  
outside there homes  
and they were supporting 
the men in war.  

 

As millions of men joined the 
military, more and more women 
were needed to enter the 
workforce to replace the men 
that had left for war. In 
factories, women worked as 
welders and riveters, jobs that 
had until then been considered 
too hard and dangerous for 
anyone but men. Taking on the 
challenges of the factory was 
the first opportunity to work 
outside of the home for 
thousands of women. 
Unfortunately, even though the 
women could do just as good of 
a job as the men they replaced, 
they were expected to leave 
those factory jobs when the 
men returned from war. Even 
still, the experience was a 
chance for women to open their 
lives to new and different forms 
of employment.  

Teacher talk and modeling of annotating expository text. In order to further 

analyze text annotations in terms of how students begin to participate in the discourse of 

U.S. history as well as the discourse of schooling and academic tasks, students’ 

annotations were compared with the teacher modeling of annotating a specific text. The 

verbatim transcripts of the teacher modeling and instruction during the three whole class 

annotation activities were examined through content analysis. By simultaneously coding 
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transcripts of instruction and creating categories that captured the relevant characteristics 

of classroom discourse, themes and recurring patterns of meaning emerged (Merriam, 

2009). Three initial categories were Process, Comprehension and Content. The Process 

category included any statements relating to the annotation process. The Comprehension 

category included any statements related to the purpose and process of reading 

comprehension, and the Content category included statements related to the content of 

instruction, World War II. Excerpts from the From Neutral to Nightmare whole class 

annotation lesson are categorized in the chart below. Time is indicated in parenthesis and 

refers to the number of minutes into the lesson. For example, the first statement in the 

Process category occurred seven minutes and 42 seconds into the lesson. 
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Table 12: Sample Analysis of Teacher Talk 

Process Comprehension Content 

(7:42) Circle bold.  
You don’t have to 
circle if you have a… 
highlighter (class 
responds to pause) 

(8:35) Remember, 
circle the bold and 
underline… the 
meaning  

(9:02) What’s next? 
(students respond) ask 
questions 
Ask one question… 
about anything… that 
question can be about 
anything as long as it 
has to do with the 
paragraph we just read. 

(9:20) And what’s the 
last part? (student 
response) comment 
Write one comment. 
Same as the question, it 
can be about anything. 
It might have reminded 
you of something you 
and your friend did last 
week. That’s weird, 
that reminds me of… 
I’m gonna write that 

(14:03) Pencils down… 
as soon as I finish 
reading the text I will 
say talk to the text.  

(8:02) Some of us,  
if you were like me,  
I could read a whole 
page had no clue 
what I just read.  
It’s called 
comprehension.  
You read something, 
you move it away  
and someone asks 
what did you just 
read. And you’re  
like, don’t know.  
It’s comprehension. 
Some of us don’t do 
that very well. It 
takes time, it takes 
practice. That’s why 
we’re here, to 
practice reading 
comprehension. It’s  
a good thing.  

(11:30) Well, the 
United States 
followed a path from 
neutral to nightmare. 
We are going to read 
it one step at a time. 
When looking at the 
title there is already 
one word I may not 
know. What word am 
I looking at? (class 
responds) neutral.  

(13:00) Goes to map and points out 
US and Europe Why would the 
United States care at all about what 
was happening across the world in 
Europe. And guess what, they don’t, 
that’s why we are… (class responds) 
neutral. We don’t care about what is 
happening on the other side of the 
world. You’ve seen it before. 
You’ve been walking down the 
hallway and seen two girls going at 
it and do you get involved? No… 
you walk away. It’s not my problem, 
it’s not my fight, it’s not my worry. 
The United States was neutral. They 
didn’t care what was happening 
across the world so let’s see how 
they get involved. 

(15:45) Before I have you talk to the 
text, check it out… (refers to map on 
back of text) This is Europe. This is 
Germany. See this little gray chunk 
right here that is all outlined? That’s 
a country. That’s Czecholslovakia… 
Try saying that 5 times fast… don’t 
its too long. Czecholslovakia used to 
belong to Germany… Treaty of 
Versailles took it away… what does 
Hitler do?… takes it back. The other 
countries say, you shouldn’t do 
that… you shouldn’t be taking other 
countries like that, you were told not 
to. Okay you can have it as long as 
you promise not to take any more. 
So the other countries said we are 
going to let it happen. Did he take 
more? (students respond) yes. 
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The second round of content analysis looked for common communication 

structures across categories. For example, in the eight minutes of instruction in the above 

chart, Mr. M. uses the personal pronoun “you” regularly. Sometimes it is used in terms of 

giving directions, “You don’t have to circle if you have a… highlighter”, but more often 

“you” is used to make connections between students and the processes and content of the 

class. In the statement, “You read something, you move it away and someone asks what 

did you just read. And you’re like, don’t know. It’s comprehension”. Similarly he 

connects decisions made by the United States to common school experiences, 

We don’t care about what is happening on the other side of the world. 

You’ve seen it before. You’ve been walking down the hallway and seen two girls 

going at it and do you get involved? No… you walk away. It’s not my problem, 

it’s not my fight, it’s not my worry. The United States was neutral. They didn’t 

care what was happening across the world so let’s see how they get involved. 

Teacher and student annotations of individual texts as well as teacher discourse 

during instruction can provide insight into how students are apprenticed (Greenleaf & 

Schoenbach, Cziko & Mueller, 2001; Rogoff, 1990) into the discipline of U.S. history 

and secondary schooling. It is this level of analysis that addresses the concept of Sfard’s 

participation metaphor of learning theory. The degree to which Mr. M. makes explicit the 

discourse practices and invites students to become participants in school, the learning 

process, and the interpretation of historical events is a key part of this analysis.  

Texts. An analysis of students’ text annotations and instruction related to the 

annotating of those texts necessitated an examination of the texts themselves. 
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Accordingly, texts were analyzed using the Coh-Metrix system (Graesser, McNamara, & 

Kulikowich, 2011) an automated, multilevel analysis of text characteristics that is based 

on five factors that account for text variability across grade levels and genres. These 

factors are: words, syntax, text base, situational model, as well as rhetorical structures 

and discourse patterns. Using computational linguistics, the Coh-Metrix system analyzes 

text from the word level to the genre level in order to determine the complexity of a text. 

The Coh-Metrix system generates 60 scores on a variety of measures including such 

indicators of complexity as sentence length and pronoun ratios. It does not provide a 

single number or score that defines the complexity of a text. Coh-Metrix measures the 

coherence and cohesion of texts. In this tool coherence is defined as the interaction 

between linguistic representations and knowledge representations whereas cohesion is 

defined as the characteristics of a text that help the reader connect ideas. Although all 60 

indices were computed, only seven were used to examine the concept of text complexity 

in terms of this case. The seven focal indices were selected based on their utility for 

practitioners and researchers in the field of adolescent literacy. The selected indices along 

with a rationale for their selection are contained in the table below. 
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Table 13: Selected Coh-Metrix Indicators 

Indices and Description Rationale 

Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level (READ 
FKGL – index 60) 

Grade levels are comprehensible to 
practitioners 

Measures of cohesion – or mental models of texts 

• Level of vocabulary abstractness – 
the mean concreteness value of all 
content words (WORD Cacw – index 
44) 

• Modifiers per noun phrase – the mean 
number of modifiers per noun phrase 
(SYNNP- index 50) 

• Number of words before the main 
verb – the mean number of words that 
precede the main verb in a sentence 
(SYNLE- index 52) 

• A high incidence of abstract language 
impedes mental models of text, 
particularly for students whose native 
language is not English 

• Modifiers increase the syntactic 
complexity of the sentence. 
 

• A large number of words before the 
main verb or have been found to tax 
working memory 

Measures of coherence – or explicit text structure that help the reader connect ideas 

• Syntactical structure similarity – 
measures syntactical similarity across 
all sentences and paragraphs 
(STRUTt – index 25) 

• Adjacent stem overlap – the 
proportion of adjacent sentences that 
share one or more word stems 
(CREFS1u – index 11) 

• Conceptual similarity – measures 
how conceptually similar each 
sentence is to every other (LSApssa-
index 15) 

• Similarity of structure facilitates 
comprehension 
 
 

• Connections between sentences 
through repeated vocabulary 
facilitates comprehension 
 

• Similarity among concepts in 
sentences and paragraphs facilitates 
comprehension 

One aspect of the analysis of texts used for students’ annotations included looking 

for patterns across texts and comparing those patterns with patterns found in the 

published social studies texts from which the six texts were adapted. As in the previous 
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chapter’s literature review, research (Beck, McKeown, Sandora & Kucan, 1996; de 

Oliveira, 2010; Fang & Schleppegrell, 2010) indicated that social studies textbooks 

present comprehension challenges due to their structure; however, in explaining his 

decision to adapt texts, Mr. M. did not focus on the linguistic structures of texts, but 

instead the relevance of the material to students. He stated,  

75% of what I decide to put into those texts for my children to read is 

based on relevance, is based on how can I tie this into something they will 

understand? Which is difficult, which is very difficult. Our textbooks do not do 

that. Our textbooks lay it out as it is and may make an attempt to make a 

connection with a student, but they are covering, they are the umbrella book 

trying to cover all this information. We have a specific population of students and 

unless we can connect it to their life, they are not going to retain it… they 

just won’t. 

Comparing the texts adapted by Mr. M. to the source texts from the published 

social studies texts adds to the discussion of teacher as disciplinary expert. The way that 

teachers select, mediate and utilize texts is specific to their classroom setting (Moje, 

Stockdill, Kim, & Kim, 2011) and can impact the ways that students interact with and 

comprehend text. The use of Coh-Metrix affords discussion of text complexity, cohesion 

and coherence but does not account for Mr. M.’s concern regarding relevance. To address 

this, a content analysis was conducted comparing the adapted texts and source texts. The 

table below contains excerpts from the published textbook and the adapted text From 

Neutral to Nightmare and describes the analysis as it relates to those two texts. 
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Table 14: Comparison between Published and Adapted Texts 

Published Text Adapted Text 

The Battle of Britain 

All that stood between Hitler’s 
domination of Western Europe was  
Great Britain. In August 1940, the 
Germans bombed British shipyards, 
industries, and cities, destroying entire 
neighborhoods of London and killing 
many civilians. Hitler’s goal was to break 
British morale before invading Britain. 
The British people endured, however, in 
part because of the inspiration of Prime 
Minister Winston Churchill. When Hitler 
called for Britain to surrender, Churchill 
responded defiantly: 
“We shall defend our island, whatever  
the cost may be. We shall fight on the 
beaches, we shall fight on the landing 
grounds, we shall fight in the fields and  
in the streets, we shall fight in the hills; 
we shall never surrender.” 

Although the Battle of Britain continued 
until October, the Germans never gained 
control of the skies over Britain. The 
British Royal Air Force (RAF) mounted a 
heroic defense and inflicted heavy losses 
on the German Air Force. Finally, Hitler 
ended air attacks.  

With very few European countries 
remaining to stop him, Hitler turned Nazi 
Germany toward the large, English island 
of Great Britain, with its large and 
influential capital city of London. The 
United States remained largely neutral 
here as well, offering some help, but very 
little. What the Germans were not 
prepared for, however, was the British 
Royal Air Force. The RAF fighter-planes 
flew valiantly, and against-all-odds 
defeated the Germans at the long and 
deadly Battle of Britain. Not used to being 
defeated, Adolf Hitler quickly retreated 
from Great Britain and immediately 
sought more help. The Empire of Japan 
made the perfect candidate: their 
government was a monarchy, their leader 
was a dictator, AND they were constantly 
fighting for more land. One month after 
the Battle of Britain, the Empire of Japan 
joined Germany and Italy in the Axis 
Powers. Even with the United Kingdom 
now facing three enemies, the United 
States still chose to remain neutral. 

Content analysis of these two texts consisted of two stages, a comparison of facts, 

and a comparison of text features such as bold words, subtitles and other features beyond 

the standard sentence/paragraph structure. These stages were selected because they 

augment the linguistic analysis of Coh-Metrix and provide information regarding 
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instructional decisions on the part of the disciplinary expert, Mr. M. The table below 

exemplifies this analysis using the first content chunk from the texts. 

Table 15: Sample Content Analysis  

 Published Text Adapted Text 

Facts Hitler’s domination of Europe – 
attacked Britain and destroyed 
London. 

British endured due to Winston 
Churchill – primary source quote 

Hitler did not prevail due to RAF 
*several pages omitted including 
sections on Germany and the 
Soviet Union, The Election of 
1940 and the Atlantic Charter.  
In these sections the phrase 
“American remained neutral” 
appears twice. 

Hitler moved on to attack Great 
Britain, specifically London. 
 

U.S. remained neutral 
 

British Royal Air Force was key 
in defeating Hitler 

Hitler sought more help from 
Japan 

United Kingdom faced three 
enemies 
United States remained neutral 

Text Features Subtitle – Battle of Great 
Britain 

Bold words – Great Britain, 
Empire 

Italicized words – Royal Air 
Force, RAF 

Italicized and capitalized words – 
AND 

As the above example demonstrates, side-by-side comparisons were completed as 

much as possible, but the adaptations often presented abridged versions of the published 

textbook, often skipping several sections. In these instances a note was made regarding 

the sections skipped as well as a listing of any facts that appeared in the adapted text. For 

example, the adapted text contained two statements regarding American neutrality, and 

although in a much longer section of text, the published text also contained two 



100 

statements regarding American neutrality before moving to the topic of Japan. The next 

section of both the published and adapted texts describes the economic pressures the 

United States initiated against Japan and Japan’s bombing of Pearl Harbor. 

Interviews. Student interviews were used to corroborate categories and to gain 

additional insight into the reading/annotating process. Similar to the process employed by 

Crisp and Johnson (2007), the student interview process allowed students to talk through 

their annotations and provided me an opportunity to ask any questions raised by the 

initial analysis of annotations. For example, during Carlos’ interview when asked about 

specific steps in the annotation process he stated, “I circle the most important sentences 

or key words and then the underline is what might lead… what might… like equal to 

that” and in terms of creating the questions he stated, “I just get some simple questions 

from the text and then rewrite them.” Questions were also asked that pertained to 

classroom instruction during annotations. During her interview, Monica responded that 

“the “Sacrifices” one was the most difficult for me ‘cuz it was the first one we did alone. 

He [Mr. M.] didn’t read it to us. That made it harder.”  

Additionally, student interviews, interviews with Mr. M. and other data were 

analyzed in terms of the theoretical framework that guides this analysis, Sfard’s 

Acquisition and Participation metaphors that describe learning. Evidence from the entire 

data set was applied to the two metaphors. For example, according to Sfard’s acquisition 

metaphor, the goal of learning is individual enrichment whereas according to the 

participation metaphor, the goal of learning is community building. When examining the 

goals for learning in Mr. M.’s instruction, there should be evidence of individual 
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enrichment as well as community building if Sfard’s contentions have merit in this 

circumstance.  

Table 16: Integration of Sfard’s (1998) Metaphors 

Acquisition Metaphor  Participation Metaphor 

Individual enrichment 

“I want to scoop them up and 
put them all in my AVID 
[Advancement Via Individual 
Determination] class and teach 
them those skills… those 
things they need to be 
successful in school”  

Goal of learning Community building 

The emphasis on relevance of 
learning to students’ lives. Help 
students see the connections they 
have with both historical and 
future events. 

As exemplified above, raw data as well as conclusions drawn from previous 

analysis were applied to the various categories that Sfard (1998) used to demonstrate the 

perspectives behind the two metaphors. One instance of the goal of learning in Mr. M.’s 

classroom being focused on individual enrichment was his statement regarding his AVID 

class. AVID is a program that seeks to help students develop skills such as note-taking, 

summary writing, organization and collaboration that will help them be successful 

throughout high school and into college. Mr. M. stated that he wanted to “scoop them 

[the RFEP students] up and put them all in my AVID class and teach them those skills… 

those things they need to be successful in school.” This goal for learning was for students 

to obtain skills that they as individuals would need to be successful in school. In terms of 

the participation metaphor, a prominent category that emerged from the initial analysis 

was Mr. M.’s emphasis on relevance in his instructional practice. There are multiple 

examples demonstrating that a goal for learning centered on building connections 
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between students and the content through connecting them to past and future historical 

events. He builds in reading and other activities that place students as parts of global and 

historical communities.  

After looking at the data through Sfard’s theoretical lens of learning, particularly 

literacy learning, as being based in part on learning the rules and skills of a discipline, 

and also the socially constructed practices that define which rules and skills merit 

learning, four findings emerged.  
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

This instrumental case study explored how RFEP, 8th grade students interacted 

with content area texts and the role of the teacher as a disciplinary expert in making those 

texts accessible and comprehensible to students. The principal questions and sub-

questions guiding this research were: 

1. How do pedagogical decisions regarding the annotation of texts impact 8th 

grade RFEP students’ interactions with texts? 

a. In what ways do a teacher’s perceptions of RFEP students’ needs and 

interests impact her/his instructional decisions regarding the reading of 

informational texts? 

2. In what ways do 8th grade RFEP students’ interactions with expository texts 

help them access the content and conquer the linguistic demands?  

a. What patterns emerge from RFEP students’ annotations of informational 

texts across a unit of study? 

3. What is the role of the texts? 

a. Which aspects of text foster or inhibit comprehension? 

Three key findings emerged from this research: 1) the teacher is a designer of 

relevant, meaningful and comprehensible instruction, 2) RFEP students are successful 

participants in this setting, and 3) texts are used as a tool to develop content 

understanding and foster success in school.  



104 

I describe each of these findings and provide supporting evidence in the sections 

that follow. Evidence to support these findings was primarily from students’ text 

annotations, the texts that were annotated, and the whole group instruction annotation 

sessions. Interviews with Mr. M. and the three focal students augmented my 

understanding and further developed findings. It is interesting to note that although I 

started this study focusing on RFEP students as readers in the discipline of social studies, 

the data shifted my focus to Mr. M., the teacher in the discipline of social studies.  

The three findings illustrate this shift. Finding one argues that Mr. M. designed 

instruction that benefitted his RFEP students even though they were a small portion of his 

overall student population. The text annotations of RFEP students and interviews with 

three focal students demonstrated that RFEP students comprehended complex expository 

text due to Mr. M.’s pedagogical decisions. Finding two uses text annotations and 

assessment questions to describe RFEP students’ comprehension of text. It also argues 

for the importance of teacher modeling in strategy instruction. Finding three also hinges 

on Mr. M. as it describes how he used his adapted texts as an instructional tool. Through 

the use of bold text to draw students’ attention to actors and actions in history, Mr. M. 

made both content and text more comprehensible. There is overlap among the three 

findings; however, it is my intention that these findings add to our understanding and 

foster discussion.  
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The teacher as designer of relevant, meaningful and comprehensible instruction 

Throughout the unit on World War II, Mr. M. designed instruction for his 

particular group of students; he used the published textbook as a starting point for his 

adaptations, not as the text for student use. He did follow the district’s calendar by 

teaching types of government and World War II during the second semester, but relied on 

his perceptions of students’ needs and interests to design instruction. Mr. M. based 

several of his instructional decisions on the needs and interests of 8th grade students at 

Mountain View Middle School; additionally, there were specific pedagogical choices that 

Mr. M. made based on his perceptions of the RFEP students on his team.  

Awareness of the need for continued literacy development 

Mr. M. believed that in order to support the literacy and language development of 

the RFEP students in his class, he needed to provide opportunities for students to read. In 

previous years, Mr. M. taught the social studies content with minimal exposure to text or 

opportunities to read. Instead, he used lecture, video, and simulations to provide access to 

content concepts. With his decision to work with RFEP students, Mr. M. felt obligated to 

provide text-based learning experiences and to help students become successful content 

area readers. He used several vocabulary strategies including “morphemic analysis, the 

selection of tier 2 vocabulary words, and using Spanish cognates” (Mr. M., personal 

communication, March 10, 2012) in addition to the text annotation reading strategy. He 

made explicit the importance and purpose of reading comprehension strategies to 
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students without conveying a deficit perspective of students as readers. For example, 

during the first whole class annotation he stated, 

Some of us, if you were like me, I could read a whole page had no clue 

what I just read. It’s called comprehension. You read something, you move it 

away and someone asks what did you just read. And you’re like, don’t know. It’s 

comprehension. It takes time, it takes practice. That’s why we’re here, to practice 

reading comprehension. It’s a good thing. (Mr. M., March, 19, 2012) 

In talking about comprehension with students Mr. M. used personal pronouns in a 

way that made the emphasis on comprehension important and relevant to students. His 

use of the phrases “if you were like me” and “some of us” connected him to his students 

and to the reading process. This emphasized to students that all readers need to work at 

comprehending texts. His evaluation of “practice[ing] reading comprehension” as “a 

good thing” placed the focus on comprehension as a necessary and worthwhile practice.  

Mr. M. did not make the instructional decision to include word study and 

reading strategies into his instruction solely to benefit the RFEP students in his 

classroom. Instead, he took advantage of the additional literacy related 

professional development that being a member of the RFEP team included in 

order to benefit all of his students. Mr. M. felt that one of his areas of weakness as 

a teacher was in designing lessons, so he depended on the structures and strategies 

learned from professional development (SIOP, CORE, AVID) in designing the 

“doing” aspect of learning. Mr. M. believed that “integrating strategies is no 

longer an option” (Mr. M., personal communication, March 10, 2012) when 
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working with RFEP students, but acknowledged strategy instruction fostered 

success in school for all students. He stated, 

we need to train our children how to be students. Before we can tell our 

students what to learn or help our students learn, they need to know how to be a 

student. That’s why I am here [teaching at the middle level] I love that feeling of 

the training of how to be a student not just necessarily dates or events.  

For Mr. M., “being a student” included how to gain information from content area 

texts independently. He saw his role as that of “trainer” regarding the practices of school, 

and strategy instruction and word study were some of the skills well-trained students 

possess. 

Slowing the pace of instruction through repeated readings 

One of Mr. M.’s concerns in terms of working with RFEP students was his 

pacing. He often had to remind himself to slow down.  

I’m talking and I’m getting into it and I continually go to these other [non 

ELL/RFEP] students, whom I know are following me, for reassurance… that 

they’re getting it, they’re getting it. Then I look at [names 3 RFEP students] and 

notice their big eyes, their wide eyes, and it is like a slap in the face, it’s like cold 

water over my plans. I need to sloooow down, refer to my word wall, check in 

with students to make sure they are comprehending. (Mr. M., personal 

communication, March 10, 2012) 
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One of the ways he slowed down his instruction was through the use of repeated 

readings during whole class text annotations. A typical whole class annotation session 

would include three readings of a text. During the first reading, Mr. M. read a section of 

the text, usually a paragraph, and included personal and historical vignettes as he read. 

During the second reading of that section Mr. M. read aloud again and students began 

annotating. After he finished, he provided students time to re-read the section and 

complete their underlining, questioning and commenting. Knowing that he struggled with 

pacing, Mr. M. designed his instruction so that the structures of the lesson provided 

additional time to process texts and slowed the pace of instruction overall.  

The emphasis on relevance and meaning 

While designing lessons for all of his students Mr. M. was focused on relevance. 

In an initial interview regarding his instructional decisions he stated 

What do these students, in this location, in this school, in this community, 

what should they know… what should they know that is relevant enough to them 

to create some sort of interest in what we are talking about? If I got that, I got 

them, I’ve hooked them. (Mr. M. personal communication, March 10, 2012) 

There were two particular instructional decisions during this unit on World War II 

that related to Mr. M.’s emphasis on relevance and meaning: his inclusion of historical 

and personal vignettes during whole class annotations, and his adaptations of the texts 

students annotated.  
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The importance of historical and personal vignettes. While reading out loud, 

Mr. M. often paused and inserted oral vignettes that corresponded to events in the text. 

These vignettes were both historical and personal and served to make historical events 

relevant to students’ lives and to facilitate meaning-making. For example, he connected 

the prolonged American neutrality in WWII to fights in school. After reading the 

statement “Yet the United States claimed neutrality, staying out of the fighting”, Mr. M. 

paused to interject, 

We don’t care about what is happening on the other side of the world. 

You’ve seen it before. You’ve been walking down the hallway and seen two girls 

going at it and do you get involved? No… you walk away. It’s not my problem, 

it’s not my fight, it’s not my worry. The United States was neutral. They didn’t 

care what was happening across the world so let’s see how they get involved. (Mr. 

M., March 22, 2012) 

In addition to using vignettes to connect history to students’ modern day lives, 

Mr. M. also used them to clarify content area concepts. For example, after reading the 

next paragraph from the text, he built in historical and geographical context by referring 

to a map that was on the back of the adapted text.  

Before I have you talk to the text, check it out… (referred to map on back 

of text) This is Europe. This is Germany. See this little gray chunk right here that 

is all outlined? That’s a country. That’s Czechoslovakia… Try saying that 5 times 

fast… don’t it’s too long. Czechoslovakia used to belong to Germany… Treaty of 

Versailles took it away… what does Hitler do?… takes it back. The other 
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countries say, you shouldn’t do that… you shouldn’t be taking other countries like 

that, you were told not to. Okay you can have it as long as you promise not to take 

any more. So the other countries said we are going to let it happen. Did he take 

more? (students respond – yes) 

Look at the map. What do those arrows mean? German attacks. Where are 

they going? Everywhere! The answer is everywhere. France, Poland, . . Did he 

keep his promise? (students respond – no) Using his blitzkrieg technique when he 

doesn’t even tell you he’s coming. You’re just hanging out with your friends, all 

of a sudden, shooting at you , dropping bombs on you. You don’t even know what 

is happening. You can’t run away. That’s blitzkrieg. (Mr. M., March 22, 2012) 

In this vignette Mr. M. provided students with specific information regarding the 

stipulations of the Treaty of Versailles and Hitler’s violation of that treaty. He also 

further explained two of the terms that are in bold in that paragraph, “appeasement” and 

“blitzkrieg”. Through the inclusion of a mock conversation between countries he 

depicted what was meant by the term appeasement, particularly as it related to the Treaty 

of Versailles. He connected the term “blitzkrieg” to arrows indicating German attacks 

and also placed students at the scene with the phrase, “you’re just hanging out with your 

friends…” and the use of the personal pronoun “you” six times in his depiction of 

the term.  

It is important to note that these oral scaffolds were particularly useful to Monica, 

the struggling student. In her interview she stated that the text Sacrifices was the most 

difficult for her because it was the first “one we did without him [Mr. M.] reading it with 
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us.” She also indicated that it was not just the oral reading that facilitated her engagement 

with text, but it was the fact that he “talks to us about the stuff while he’s reading” that 

was also effective. Monica annotated subsequent independent texts in a way that 

demonstrated comprehension (text connected questions and text related answers on the 

final unit assessment) which indicated that she was able to engage with a text without the 

oral scaffolds, but the first attempt was difficult for her.  

This oral scaffolding in the form of historical and personal vignettes facilitated 

comprehension by adding context and relevance. The adaptations Mr. M. made to 

provide informational texts for his students were based on relevance, not on linguistic 

simplification. 

The adaptations to informational texts. Mr. M. based his adaptations of texts on 

relevance. “By making my own readings I can kinda tie it into their own families and 

somehow pull on something they might have some prior experience with.” (Mr. M., 

personal communication, March 9, 2012). His goal was to create texts that build off of 

prior learning and capitalize on curricular concepts that might be particularly meaningful 

and relevant to students. He viewed the published social studies text as “an umbrella” that 

covered a wide range of historical events, people and concepts. In contrast to the 

published text, Mr. M. attempted to develop readings that offered more depth than 

breadth, and he also made explicit connections between historical events. For example, 

the From Neutral to Nightmare adapted text contains the statements,  

The RAF fighter-planes flew valiantly, and against-all-odds defeated the 

Germans at the long and deadly Battle of Britain. Not used to being defeated, 
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Adolf Hitler quickly retreated from Great Britain and immediately sought more 

help. The Empire of Japan made the perfect candidate: their government was a 

monarchy, their leader was a dictator, AND they were constantly fighting for 

more land. 

In these few statements, Mr. M. made several cause/effect statement that linked 

students’ prior learning and events from the World War II era.  

Figure 3: Cause and Effect Statements 

He made a direct connection for students between the Battle of Britain and 

subsequent alliance between Germany and Japan. He also connected students’ prior 

knowledge of types of governments from their previous unit of study to the decisions of 

governments being studied in the unit. In contrast, the published text stated, 

RAF fighters defeated 
Germans in the Battle 

of Britain 

Adolf Hitler retreated 
and sought help. 

The Empire of Japan 
was the perfect 

candidate:  monarchy, 
dictator, more land 
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In June the Germans crossed the Somme River and continued their sweep 

into France. Italy joined the war on the side of Germany and attacked France from 

the southeast. Germany and Italy – and later Japan [emphasis added] – formed 

the Axis Powers. (American Journey, p.766 ) 

This text later described the Battle of Britain, thereby placing Germany’s alliance 

with Japan prior to the Battle of Britain. The published text made no reference to specific 

events that led to the German and Japanese alliance. Additionally, eleven paragraphs 

preceded a description of the political friction between the United States and Japan. Mr. 

M. made this connection in the next paragraph. This omission of information and more 

linear depiction of events were typical of the adaptations Mr. M. made. Making explicit 

connections between events, and including intentional connections to prior learning also 

characterized the text adaptations that Mr. M. perceived as more relevant and meaningful 

to students.  

Furthermore, through his adaptations of text, Mr. M. made content 

comprehensible and material accessible by focusing on his perception of what is relevant 

for his students and not linguistic simplicity. Absent from Mr. M.’s explanations of how 

and why he adapted texts was language related to the simplification of those texts. Across 

interviews and informal conversations, Mr. M. did not refer to the need to write simpler 

sentences, to include vocabulary the students would understand, or to shorten passages. 

Adapting texts through syntactic or semantic simplification in order to potentially 

facilitate comprehension was not his purpose. 
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In fact, Mr. M.’s texts are more complex than the published social studies texts 

according to the majority of the semantic and syntactic structures analyzed by the Coh-

Metrix. The table below shows the scores for the seven selected indices for the adapted 

texts and the parallel texts in the published social studies book. 



115 

Table 17: Coh-Metrix Analysis 

Indicator Teacher 
Adapted 

“From Neutral 
to Nightmare” 

Textbook 
 

“Germany on 
the Rise” 

Teacher 
Adapted 

“Women and 
Hispanics” 

Textbook 
 

“Women and 
Minorities” 

Flesch-Kincaid 
Grade Level 

12 9.118 12 9.997 

Level of vocabulary 
abstractness (100-
700; Higher 
numbers indicate 
more concrete text) 

376.526 403.796 390.948 418.327 

Modifiers per noun 
phrase 

1.16 .915 1.203 .978 

Number of words 
before main verb 

7.37 4.26 6.636 5.85 

Syntactical 
structure similarity 
(a proportion of 
similarity across 
sentences in 
paragraphs) 

.09 .13 .078 .117 

Adjacent stem 
overlap (a 
proportion of 
adjacent sentences 
that share one or 
more word stems) 

.577 .517 .9 .737 

Conceptual 
similarity (mean 
LSA cosine scores 
– higher numbers 
indicate higher text 
cohesion) 

.327 .355 .223 .259 
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Slightly lower numbers in the vocabulary abstractness indicator show that Mr. M. 

used more abstract terms than the published text. He also had more modifiers per noun 

phrase and more words prior to the main verb in his sentences. These measures of 

cohesion indicate that Mr. M.’s texts were more complex than the published texts 

semantically and with larger amounts of information contained in each sentence which 

taxed working memory. This information density could impede comprehension. With the 

exception of the adjacent stem overlap indicator, measures of coherence also signified 

that Mr. M.’s texts were less likely to help readers connect ideas across sentences and 

paragraphs. His sentences were more syntactically dissimilar and the concepts in his texts 

were also more dissimilar. Both of these contribute to potential lack of connections across 

sentences and concepts in the adapted texts due to the increased difficulty the reader 

should have in forming mental models. Although there was not a large difference in 

indicator scores between the teacher adapted texts and the published texts, the Coh-

Metrix analysis does show that Mr. M. did not simplify his texts syntactically or 

semantically when adapting.  

Discussion 

Mr. M. made two intentional pedagogical decisions related to his perceptions of 

RFEP students’ needs and interests: he incorporated language and literacy development 

and slowed down the pace of his instruction. Although he made these shifts in his 

instruction due to working with RFEP students, he did not view them as hindering the 
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progress of the non-RFEP students in class. In fact, Mr. M. saw his scaffolding as 

benefitting all students but being necessary for the success of RFEP students.  

Mr. M.’s emphasis on designing social studies lessons that were relevant to all of 

his students benefitted RFEP students as well. The use of historical and personal 

vignettes while conducting whole class annotations in addition to creating texts that were 

of interest to students and connected to prior learning were two ways Mr. M. built in 

relevance. His goal was to help students make meaning of the social studies content and 

to see the study of World War II as important and related to their lives. Through oral 

vignettes and adapted texts, Mr. M. worked to achieve this goal. Absent from Mr. M.’s 

practice was a need to simplify the semantic or syntactic structures of the adapted texts to 

improve comprehensibility. He did not need to simplify, he needed to find ways to 

provide access to texts and content. The pedagogical decisions and resulting scaffolds 

Mr. M. provided fostered the success of the RFEP students in his classes. 

Teacher Modeling Matters to RFEP Students 

The independent text annotations of RFEP students in Mr. M.’s social studies 

classes and their performance on the end of unit assessment indicated that the instruction 

surrounding the annotation of informational texts facilitated comprehension. Patterns in 

text annotations from across the unit on World War II in addition to student interviews 

evidenced that certain aspects of the text annotation strategy and Mr. M.’s modeling of 

that strategy supported the RFEP students. Specifically, Mr. M.’s modeling of how to 

find meaning and generate questions were most beneficial.  
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Modeling of meaning-finding 

Mr. M. provided explicit instruction related to the steps of the annotation strategy, 

but described in particular what to circle and underline. Mr. M.’s instructions regarding 

the annotation process and modeling his annotations directed students to “Circle bold. 

You don’t have to circle if you have a… highlighter (class responds to the pause). 

Remember, circle the bold and underline… the meaning (class responds to the pause) ”. 

The “meaning” of bold words, according to students’ annotations and Mr. M.’s modeling, 

is the phrase immediately following the bold text. In fact, when modeling the first 

annotation of the unit, Mr. M. stated, “then you will underline anything that helps you 

understand the bold. Sometimes you will underline after the bold, sometimes it may be 

before the bold”. His use of the terms, “meaning” and “understand” provided a rationale 

for circling/underlining as well as a specific place in the text on which to focus 

comprehension efforts. In Mr. M.’s class, the RFEP students were consistent in their lack 

of variation in the selection of text to underline/circle throughout all annotations in the 

unit. During whole class and independent annotations, students consistently circled the 

bold words and underlined the text immediately preceding and/or following it. The tables 

below illustrate this consistency across students (Table 2) and across texts (Table 3). 
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Table 18: Text marking across students 

Student Circled Text Underlined Text 

142 (P1S2W15) 
appeasement 

(P1S2W16-31) by giving back much of 
Germany’s land that the Treaty of Versailles had 
taken from them. 

12 (P1S2W15) 
appeasement 

(P1S2W17-22) giving back much of Germany’s 
land 

14 (P1S2W15) 
appeasement 

(P1S2W1-14, 17-28) The USA was careful not 
to interfere when several European countries 
granted Adolf Hitler… giving back much of 
Germany’s land that the Treaty of Versailles had 

All three students circled the bold word “appeasement” and underlined the phrase 

immediately following, “giving back much of Germany’s land”. Student 142 also 

included information about the Treaty of Versailles, and student 14 included that 

information as well as the fourteen words that preceded “appeasement” in the text. 

Although students’ annotations were not identical in quantity of words, they were 

consistent in underlining some portion of text that immediately preceded or followed 

words in bold type. It is also important to note what was NOT underlined/circled. 

Appendices B and C exemplify the lack of circling/underlining beyond bold text. There 

were a few exceptions across all 37 annotations, and primarily in the first two whole class 

annotations. These patterns were evident in annotations across whole class and 

independently annotated texts.  
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Table 19: Text marking across texts 

Student Circled Text Underlined Text 

142 

From 
Neutral to 
Nightmare 

Whole class 

(P1S2W15) 
appeasement 
(P1S4W15) 
blitzkrieg 
(P2S1W20-21) 
Great Britain, 
(P3S2W4-6)  
Nazi-Soviet Non-
Aggression Pact 

(P4S1W14) boycott 
(P4S4W25-26) 
Pearl Harbor, 

(P1S2W16-31) by giving back much of 
Germany’s land that the Treaty of Versailles had 
taken from them. 

(P1S4W16-21) fighting technique on several 
neighboring countries, 

(P2S1W30) with its large and influential capital 
city of London. 

(P3S2W7-15) firmly keeping Adolf Hitler and 
Joseph Stalin from fighting, 

(P4S1W17-19) refusing to trade 
(P4S4W27-28, 35-38, 40-47) Hawaii. Japan’s… 
devastated the American fleet… killed thousands 
of sailors, pilots and innocent civilians. 

142 
Women and 
Minorities 

Independent 

(P1S3W1-7) Taking 
on the challenges of 
the factory 
(P1S4W27-32) 
when the men 
returned from war 

(P2S2W6-8) the 
Bracero Program 

(P1S3W10-18) first opportunity to work outside 
of the home for 

(P1S4W19-26) they were expected to leave 
those factory jobs 

(P2S2W9-26) to actively recruit thousands of 
farmers, factory workers, and railroad-men from 
Mexico to aid in the mobilization effort. 

Student 142 circled the text in bold and underlined the text immediately following 

in both the whole class text, From Neutral to Nightmare, and the independent text, 

Women and Minorities. The only circled text were bold words or phrases and the only 

underlined text were the phrases that preceded or followed bold text.  

This pattern could indicate that Mr. M.’s prescriptive explanations of how to 

annotate text resulted in students annotating text without fully engaging in the reading 



121 

process. Circling bold words and phrases then underlining the surrounding text can be 

completed without reading the text. However, as indicated above, their performance on 

the end of unit assessment in terms of text-based questions evidenced engagement with 

and comprehension of text beyond the mechanical act of circling and underlining.  

Evidence of student success through text annotation. Evidence that students 

independently engaged with the text is found in their annotations and also the students’ 

responses to text related test items. For example, students independently annotated the 

text Women and Hispanics on April 23 and the final unit assessment was on May 6th , 

approximately two weeks later. Students were able to use their annotations to study, but 

were not permitted to use them on the test. Included below is one paragraph from the 

Women and Hispanics text, the related test question, and Carlos’, Monica’s and Karen’s 

responses. A complete version of the text is in the Appendix. Student responses replicate 

their written responses in terms of spelling and underlined text.  

As millions of men joined the military, more and more women were 

needed to enter the workforce to replace the men that had left for war. In 

factories, women worked as welders and riveters, jobs that had until then been 

considered too hard and dangerous for anyone but men. Taking on the 

challenges of the factory was the first opportunity to work outside of the home 

for thousands of women. Unfortunately, even though the women could do just as 

good of a job as the men they replaced, they were expected to leave those factory 

jobs when the men returned from war. Even still, the experience was a chance 

for women to open their lives to new and different forms of employment.  
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Assessment question and student responses: Explain how the challenges of 

factory work were a positive for American women. 

• Because they fanally (sic) got to work in a real job. (Monica) 

• It was there (sic) very first time (Monica) 

• Women working in Factories was (sic) a positive because it gave them a 

chance to work outside the House. (Carlos) 

• The challeng (sic) of factory work were (sic) a positive for Americans woman 

because it was there 1st chance to work outside there (sic) homes and they 

were supporting the men in war. (Karen) 

Evident in student responses are concepts and language from the text. They noted 

the shift in gender roles by using phrases such as “first time” and “opportunity”. Students 

also included phrases directly from the text such as “outside their home” that were not in 

bold type, but were part of the adjacent, and most often underlined, text. The transfer of 

direct language from the text as well as accurate details from other parts of the text, 

indicated that students engaged with the text at a level beyond the mechanical act of 

circling bold words and underlining text.  

Modeling of questioning 

Mr. M. also provided guidance on the questioning and commenting portions of 

the text annotation strategy; however, it was less prescriptive than his instructions 

regarding circling and underlining. Mr. M. required students to “Ask one question… 

about anything… that question can be about anything as long as it has to do with the 
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paragraph we just read” and “write one comment. Same as the question, it can be about 

anything. It might have reminded you of something you and your friend did last week. 

That’s weird, that reminds me of… I’m gonna write that…”. (Mr. M., whole class 

instruction, March 22, 2012).  

The primary difference between Mr. M.’s instruction regarding 

circling/underlining and questioning/commenting is a lack of specificity and purpose in 

the latter. Whereas he focused on finding and marking the “meaning” of bold words and 

phrases; he used the term “anything” to describe the content of students’ questions and 

comments.  

Although he did not provide specific guidance on how to write text-based 

questions, Mr. M. did model examples and non-examples of text-based questions. He 

used a think aloud to model an example of a question: “and then you are going to ask a 

question in the margin… Hmm… Why do the countries want to give him the land in the 

first place?” (Fieldnotes, Mr. M., whole class instruction, March 22, 2012). The use of 

the word want indicated a need to identify motive for historical decisions. This is in line 

with one of Mr. M.’s goals for teaching social studies, the “need to help students think 

not only about WHAT decisions were made, but also WHO made those decisions and 

WHY were they made” (Mr. M., personal communication, March 10, 2012). He also 

provided a non-example, “No taking the lazy route and making your questions… ‘What 

is Great Britain? What is an empire?’ Those are in the text, you should know, you can 

find it” (Mr. M., whole class instruction, March 22, 2012). Mr. M.’s modeling of 

questions and non-questions urged students to develop questions that were beyond the 
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text, primarily regarding motivation for decisions. Mr. M. provided two to three examples 

of text-based questions during each of the three whole class annotations. Of the eight 

modeled questions: one focused on terminology, five indicated a need to identify motive 

and two focused on cause/effect relationships. 

During whole class annotations, Carlos, Karen and Monica developed questions 

regarding motivation and cause/effect relationships. However, in the independently 

annotated text Monica shifted from this type of question to questions about terminology. 

Although she continues to use the word “why” and hints at motivation, “why did they call 

it the Brecero program?”, her questions across all three independent texts focused on 

vocabulary in the text. Questions from the three focal students from the whole class text, 

From Neutral to Nightmare and the independent text, Women and Hispanics are in the 

table below. 
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Table 20: Student generated questions 

Student From Neutral to Nightmare Women and Hispanics 

Monica Who had to give what back – an 
arrow drawn to underlined 
statement regarding Germany’s 
land 
But why does (sic) they use all that 
to get that – arrows drawn to 
Empire and dictator in reference to 
the second that in the questions 
Why did they stop them – in 
reference to stopping Stalin and 
Hitler from fighting each other 

Can they do that? – arrow drawn to 
refusing to trade with the Empire 

Why thoughs (sic) names – arrow 
drawn to welders and riveters 
Why did they call it the Brecero 
(sic) Program? 

Carlos What did they take from them? 
Why are they all against London? 

So why did Europe wanted to stick 
together with Japan? 

Why did they refuse them at the 
first time? 

Why did girls want to join the war? 
What made Hispanics stay in 
United States & want to become 
part of the war? 

Karen What does this mean – line drawn 
to appeasement 

What in the right mind would give 
him back his land. 

Why were they rivial – line drawn 
to Axis Powers 

Why is this fair – line drawn to 
Pear Harbor 

What would they do if a women 
didn’t want to work? 

Why did families took (sic) 
advantage of the citizenship offer? 

Did they get alot of people? 

Carlos and Karen continued to create motivation and cause/effect questions in 

their independent annotations similar to those verbally modeled by Mr. M. in whole class 

annotations. However, Monica did not continue that pattern when Mr. M. was not 



126 

verbally providing examples of questions and non-questions. Verbal modeling of 

question generation expectations was effective for some, but not all RFEP students.  

Discussion 

The importance of teacher modeling for RFEP students was demonstrated through 

their consistent application of teacher modeling during independent annotations. RFEP 

students consistently circled bold words/phrases and underlined adjacent language that 

provided meaning following Mr. M.’s example and they did not underline/circle other 

parts of the text. Students also tended to imitate question type from verbally modeled 

questions. It is impossible to determine what students would have underlined, circled or 

questioned without teacher modeling; however the high degree of imitation indicated that 

RFEP students benefitted from oral and written modeling by the teacher.  

Adapted Texts as Instructional Tools 

Mr. M. adapted the social studies text to help meet his instructional goals. As 

mentioned earlier, he included (and excluded) content to make the texts relevant and 

meaningful for his students; however, he also used bold text to emphasize the 

connections between historical events. By adapting text, Mr. M. was able to utilize it 

more fully as an instructional tool. Instead of having to depend on publishers to select 

terms and ideas to emphasize through bold text, Mr. M. was able to use texts to meet his 

instructional goal of recognizing connections between events in history. 
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Mr. M. was intentional about the words and phrases he chose to highlight through 

the use of bold text. Unlike the bold text in the published social studies text that tends to 

be single words that are primarily nouns, Mr. M. bolded clauses that contained both a 

noun and a verb. For example he used bold type for the clause, “When the men returned 

from war” from the text Women and Minorities. When asked about how he decided 

which aspects of the text to put in bold type, he answered, “it’s the connections, the 

causes, the effects, and the relationships between the names of people and events that 

matter. I want the students to notice those aspects of history.” He chose these phrases to 

draw students’ attention to what he considered important and most relevant for students. 

Further examples of Mr. M.’s bold text and the adjacent text are in the table below.  

Table 21: Excerpts from “Women and Minorities” 

Bold text Adjacent language 

Taking on the challenges of the 
factory 

Was the first opportunity to work outside the 
home 

When the men returned from war They were expected to leave those factory jobs 

The Bracero Program To actively recruit thousands of farmers, 
factory workers, and railroad men from Mexico 

A lasting effect Beyond just the war years 

There are three noun phrases and one dependent clause in bold type in this 

reading. One of the noun phrases, “taking on the challenges of the factory” is an extended 

noun phrase containing two pieces of information, challenges and factories. These bold 

phrases contrast significantly with the bold text in the published social studies text. The 
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comparable section in the published social studies text did not have any text in bold face 

type. The few bold words that surrounded this section of the published text were 

“rationed, Nisei, internment camps” – single words or two word phrases. Furthermore, 

those three examples were in the 14 brief paragraphs that contained, preceded and 

followed the section on women and minorities. This is in contrast to the four phrases in 

the two extended paragraphs from Mr. M.’s adapted text. The table below compares the 

bold words and phrases from the unit in the published social studies textbook and the six 

adapted texts Mr. M. used in his World War II unit. 

Table 22: Comparison of Bold Text 

Text Published Social Studies 
Textbook 

Mr. M.’s  
Adapted Texts 

Nouns or short noun phrases 20 13 

Adjective or verb 2 1 

Extended noun phrases 0 2 

Clauses containing a noun  
and verb 

0 11 

Total number of words in text 4,091 1,985 

There was a difference in type of text in bold as well as quantity of text in bold 

type. The unit in the published text contained a total of 4,091 words whereas Mr. M.’s 

texts had less than half as many total words. There were a total of 22 instances of bold 

text in the social studies book and 27 instances in Mr. M.’s texts. The published social 
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studies text bolded primarily nouns and brief noun phrases whereas Mr. M. had a fairly 

even distribution of bold noun phrases and clauses containing both a noun and a verb.  

The inclusion of both a noun and a verb in Mr. M.’s bolded text emphasized both 

an action and an actor which contrasted with the published textbook use of bold for 

people and events. Mr. M.’s emphasis on both the action and actor helped the students 

make connections between historical events instead of learning the names of people and 

events. In this way, Mr. M. utilized the adapted text as a tool to help him meet his 

instructional goals. 

Summary 

This study gleaned three key findings: 1) Mr. M., the teacher, was a designer of 

meaningful and comprehensible instruction; 2) his modeling mattered for RFEP students, 

and 3) he used adapted text as an additional instructional tool. These findings have 

implications for practice and future research; I will expand on these in the next chapter—

Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to build on our understanding of secondary RFEP 

students as readers in school and in the specific discipline of social studies. This 

understanding is particularly important as the nation moves towards full implementation 

of the Common Core State Standards and their emphasis on all students being able to 

access and comprehend complex texts “independently and proficiently” (CCSS, 2010). 

Research questions focused on teacher decisions and actions, students’ annotations and 

interactions with adapted texts, as well as the role of text. 

Consequently, this chapter is divided into three sections: 1) the role of the 

teacher’s instructional choices, 2) the importance of the teacher for RFEP students, and 3) 

the role of text in studying disciplinary content. Each section contains conclusions about 

the findings from the previous chapter. Findings are discussed through the perspectives of 

Sfard’s acquisition and participation metaphors and linguistics. They are also discussed in 

terms of previously cited literature and implications for research and practice. 

Implications for practice consist of the need for professional development that targets 

discipline specific literacy and a continued discussion centered on language and literacy 

among RFEP students. Implications for future research include the use of text annotations 

as a source of data in formative and design experiments, and the role of texts in the 

upcoming era of the Common Core State Standards. More specifically how texts are 

chosen and/or adapted and the potential impact of these decisions on the educational 

experiences of RFEP and ELL students.  
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Teacher’s Instructional Choices 

The focal teacher in this study, Mr. M., made three instructional choices related to 

his perceptions of RFEP students: the inclusion of reading strategies, specifically a text 

annotation strategy, the use of text as a tool to emphasize historical connections, and the 

design of instruction based on its relevance for his students. The lenses of Sfard’s 

acquisition and participation metaphors provide perspectives that further describe these 

instructional choices. The chart excerpted from her 1998 article is included below for 

ease of access. Through six aspects of learning such as learning, teacher, and student, the 

chart provides language to describe the perspectives of the acquisition and participation 

metaphors. For example, the acquisition metaphor views the goal of learning as 

individual enrichment whereas the participation metaphor views the goal of learning to be 

community building. Her contention is that we need both perspectives to more fully 

capture what is happening when learning occurs.  
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Table 23: Sfard’s (1998) Acquisition and Participation Metaphors 

Acquisition Metaphor  Participation Metaphor 

Individual enrichment Goal of learning Community building 

Acquisition of something Learning Becoming a participant 

Recipient, constructor Student Peripheral participant, 
apprentice 

Provider, facilitator Teacher Expert participant, preserver 
of practice/ discourse 

Property , possession, 
commodity 

Knowledge (concept) Aspect of 
discourse/practice/activity 

Having, possessing Knowing Belonging, participating, 
communicating 

Strategy instruction 

When applying Sfard’s participation metaphor, it is helpful to remember Mr. M.’s 

statement, “we need to train our children how to be students. Before we can tell our 

students what to learn or help our students learn, they need to know how to be a student” 

(Mr. M., personal communication, March 10, 2012). Mr. M. viewed strategy instruction 

as one aspect of learning in becoming a successful participant in the academic setting of 

school. His desire to “train” students indicated his role as coach – or expert participant –

to use Sfard’s terminology. Mr. M. made explicit his knowledge of school and schooling 

practices, such as strategy instruction, so that students could more successfully 

participate.  

This pedagogical decision to incorporate cognitive strategy instruction can also be 

viewed through Sfard’s acquisition metaphor. The acquisition metaphor indicates that the 
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goal of learning is individual enrichment and that the act of learning is the act of 

acquiring something. In Mr. M.’s classroom students learned or acquired strategies, such 

as the text annotation strategy. Once acquired, students were able to utilize this strategy 

in contexts outside of Mr. M.’s classroom. Although learned in the classroom for a 

specific purpose, the individual students possessed the ability to use strategies in other 

situations. During his interview when asked about strategies he used when he struggled to 

comprehend a text Carlos had two strategies: reread and talk to the text – Mr. M.’s name 

for the text annotation strategy. The “talk to the text” strategy is Carlos’ possession to use 

and apply as needed. Furthermore, Carlos stated that when he helps another student who 

is struggling with a text, he “shows them what to underline and how to talk to the text, 

that always helps”. Not only does Carlos apply the text annotation strategy in academic 

situations outside of Mr. M.’s room, he sees as a valuable strategy to help other students 

become more successful participants in school. These two views of learning – acquiring 

something and participating in something – happened simultaneously in Mr. M.’s 

classroom. Through the acquisition of a comprehension strategy and a way to interact 

with texts, students became more successful participants in school.  

These perspectives were also evidenced in the work by Olsen and Land (2008), 

Echevarria, Voght and Short (2000), and Vaughn et. al (2013). In these studies, students 

were taught cognitive strategies so that they could be more successful in the academic 

setting of school. Although the emphasis on strategy instruction varied among the studies, 

all three made direct connections between students’ abilities to apply strategies to 

facilitate their individual success in an academic community. For example, Olsen and 
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Land (2008) use the phrases “making visible… the thinking tools experienced readers 

and writers access in the process of meaning construction” and “involving students as 

partners in a community of learners” (p. 269). There are evident similarities in the 

language of Mr. M., Olsen and Land (2008) and Sfard’s (1998) participation metaphor. In 

describing one of the project’s goals researchers used the phrase, “to help students 

develop confidence and competence” (p. 274). This indicates individual enrichment as 

described by Sfard’s acquisition metaphor. In this sense, Mr. M.’s integration of the text 

annotation strategy and the resulting success of his RFEP students corroborated previous 

research. The main difference between this study and previous research is the inclusion of 

Mr. M.’s use of text as an instructional tool.  

Texts as tools 

Mr. M. used the text to help students select key information for circling and 

underlining. His focus on using bold text to highlight actors as well as actions and to 

make connections between historical events can best be described from a linguistic 

perspective. This perspective posits that “content knowledge is constructed both in 

language and through language” (de Oliveira, 2010, p. 193). Mr. M. deepened students’ 

understanding of content knowledge through the use of bold text to draw students’ 

attention to historical connections. For example, one phrase from the text, Women and 

Hispanics read, “Taking on the challenges of the factory was the first opportunity to 

work outside of the home for thousands of women.” Mr. M. used the noun phrase – 

taking on the challenges of the factory – and made a direct connection to women’s first 
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opportunity to work outside of the home. His directions related to annotating text 

required students to circle the bold and to underline the nearby text that helped them 

understand the text in bold. As research related to text marking indicated, the value of 

underlining or otherwise marking text was dependent on the ability of the student to 

select relevant segments of the text to mark (Bell & Limber, 2010; Nist & Hogrebe, 

1987; Peterson, 1991). By including a balance of complete clauses and individual nouns 

in bold text, Mr. M. directed students to the important relationships and connections in 

the texts. This type of scaffolding promoted initial comprehension of text and concepts in 

the texts and also facilitated effective review of text related content.  

Mr. M. used bold to highlight noun phrases and verb phrases. This differed from 

the published textbook that tended to use bold for proper nouns and single word concepts. 

Mr. M.’s use of text as a tool differed from a functional linguistics approach (de Oliveira, 

2010; Schleppegrell, Achugar & Oteíza, 2004) in that he did not directly teach students 

the grammatical constructs that would help them identify historical connections in texts 

outside of his classroom. A functional linguistics approach advocates for direct, explicit 

instruction of the structures of language that can make a text difficult to understand 

(Fang, 2012). For example, Fillmore and Fillmore (2012) use “juicy sentences” to 

achieve this goal. These focal sentences are taken from content area texts, are 

grammatically complex, and are also rich in content. Through the deconstruction of 

complex sentences, students gain understanding of both language and content. Although 

Mr. M. drew students’ attention to aspects of content through highlighting verb phrases 

and noun phrases, he was not operating at this level of linguistic analysis.  
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Perhaps including direct instruction related to the language used to describe 

history would have further benefitted students; however, I am unsure of Mr. M.’s ability 

to be the expert participant in this context. Mr. M. participated in the AVID program 

whose focus is to make explicit the strategies, structures and systems of school to foster 

student success. As such, Mr. M. has participated in approximately 50 hours of 

professional development pertaining to the AVID program. Not only is it Mr. M.’s belief 

that we need to train students to be students, he participated in a large amount of 

professional development related to that belief. In contrast, Mr. M. has not taken a 

language class beyond those required for high school graduation nor has he received any 

professional development related to the academic discourse of school and social studies.  

This points to an implication for practice – professional development. Mr. M. is 

intuitively using language to make texts more comprehensible for students. By using bold 

text for entire phrases and then requiring students to apply a reading strategy that draws 

attention to those phrases, Mr. M. is using his adapted text as a tool to facilitate learning. 

If Mr. M. were to participate in professional development that would help him make 

explicit the language structures of his texts and other social studies texts, perhaps he 

would be able to more fully capitalize on an instructional decision he currently makes 

intuitively.  

Adapted texts: Who and how. There are questions that need to be asked about 

Mr. M.’s adaptation of the published social studies textbook. The first question focuses 

on the authority Mr. M. had to author his version of history. Mr. M. chose to adapt the 

text because he did not find textbook based reading meaningful for students. A recent 



137 

review of how texts are used in the history/social studies classroom (Moje, Stockdill, 

Kim & Kim, 2009) aligns with Mr. M.’s perspective in that many of the studies 

“document the deficiencies of textbooks” (p.460). However, in Mr. M.’s desire to include 

what he perceived to be more meaningful texts, he did not critically question his own 

texts or collaborate with other social studies teachers to develop those texts. This presents 

the possibility that Mr. M. created texts that were incomplete and/or inaccurate 

representations of historical events. Mr. M. did take steps to mitigate this possibility. 

First, he used the textbook as his springboard text. In one regard the published social 

studies text is a more valid version of history because of the multiple rounds of revision 

and editing by many historical experts and educators. This collaborative effort augments 

the possibility of the inclusion of multiple perspectives. The use of the content and 

language of the textbook across the three annotated texts helped to insure historical 

accuracy. Additionally, when unsure of facts, or when wanting to expand on the textbook 

version, Mr. M. double-checked his information using “straight up research… going back 

to my [his] college textbooks… and using the internet” (Interview with Mr. M., March 

10, 2012). Mr. M. did make attempts to ensure he was producing an accurate 

representation of history, but he did this in isolation. An informal peer-review of the 

adapted texts or discussion with another social studies teacher regarding specific content 

could have been beneficial.  

Unfortunately, there were minimal opportunities for Mr. M. to engage in this type 

of activity with his colleagues. Meetings or professional development opportunities 

specifically for social studies teachers is rare. During the school year of this study, Mr. 
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M. met with his social studies department twice and participated in two professional 

development sessions specifically for social studies teachers. Both of these sessions 

focused on vocabulary development and reading strategies, not on curriculum or content-

specific texts. Additionally, Mr. M. does not share a planning period with any other social 

studies teacher in the building as planning periods are built around instructional teams 

and not disciplinary departments. This indicates a need for providing time for disciplinary 

specific conversations at the site and possibly the district level. 

The question of Mr. M.’s authority to author a historical text does not indicate that 

Mr. M. created an incomplete or inaccurate version of history. A critical content analysis 

of the published text and Mr. M.’s adapted text was beyond the scope of the study, but 

does present future opportunities for research. 

Another question that needs to be addressed with additional research is how to 

adapt texts. What needs to be taken into account when adapting secondary source texts? 

Reisman’s (2012) study on document-based lessons describes the method they used to 

adapt primary source texts. Adaptations were made based on three principles: focusing, 

simplification and presentation. Focusing entailed including only those parts of the 

primary source document that were most pertinent to the lesson. Simplification included 

changing vocabulary and sentence structure while still maintaining intent and tone of the 

original source. Adapting for presentation including using a larger font size and leaving 

ample white space around the text. Reisman (2012) argued that these adaptations were 

“the only way struggling readers could be exposed to the voices of Thomas Jefferson, 

Emma Goldman, Henry Frick and Frederick Douglass” (p.243). Reisman’s description 
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includes what was done to adapt texts, but it does not fully describe how decisions were 

made regarding the processes. For example, how were decisions made regarding what to 

include and what to exclude when texts were “focused”? How did they ensure that tone 

and meaning were preserved when language was “simplified”? These questions are 

important and require more research, definition and explanation if guidance is to be 

provided to educators as they attempt to make texts and history more accessible to 

secondary readers. 

Particularly when addressing the reading needs of second language learners, the 

tendency among textbook publishers and educators is to adapt texts through 

simplification. They typically shorten sentences, adjust vocabulary and include 

conceptual connectors such as “because” and “so” that facilitate the connection of ideas 

(Fillmore & Fillmore, 2012). When simplifying texts in this manner, we remove the 

opportunity for students to interact with and make sense of syntactically and semantically 

complex texts. Instead, we should scaffold access to the language demands of those texts. 

An example of this possibility was mentioned earlier and is described in more detail here. 

Lily Wong-Fillmore and Charles Fillmore describe how to unpack linguistically complex 

primary source texts with 4th grade English language learners. Using texts like Martin 

Luther King’s Letter from Birmingham Jail, which is listed as an exemplar complex text 

in the CCSS for grades 9-10, they work with 4th grade ELLs to deconstruct a single “juicy 

sentence” (p. 8). The goal of this deconstruction is to model how to gain access to 

information in linguistically complex and information dense texts. Additionally, their 

work emphasizes the power of building the conceptual and historical understanding that 
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often accompanies complex texts. Through close, repeated readings, students ask 

questions, discuss imagery and develop understanding of the text, the author, and the time 

period. Similarly, although Mr. M. did not include lessons that deconstructed sentences to 

emphasize grammatical constructions, he did build in repeated readings of texts and 

required students to ask questions and make connections with the content in those texts. 

This type of scaffolded instruction proved beneficial to 4th grade ELLs and 8th grade 

RFEP students which indicates potential applicability for other groups of students. 

Relevant instruction 

This study also adds to the discussion regarding disciplinary expertise and 

disciplinary literacy at the middle level. Although Mr. M. did include structures and 

strategies to help students participate in the academic setting of school (Sfard, 1998), he 

did not further their participation in the discipline of social studies. Instead, Mr. M. 

developed lessons based on his perceptions of relevancy for his students. He did not 

facilitate the ability to think and read like a historian among his students according to 

research regarding what this means (Martin & Wineburg, 2008; Riesman, 2012). The acts 

of sourcing, deconstructing and contextualizing were not a reading or thinking focus 

during Mr. M.’s unit on World War II.  

Although Mr. M. did not include the aspects of reading like a historian into his 

instruction, he did include personal and historical vignettes that made history more 

relevant and meaningful for his students. He used his content knowledge to engage 

students and to make the content more comprehensible for them. This ability has been 
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described as pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986). He defines pedagogical 

content knowledge (PCK) as the ability to provide “the most useful forms of 

representation of those ideas, the most powerful analogies, illustrations, examples, 

explanations, and demonstrations-in a word, the ways of representing and formulating the 

subject that make it comprehensible to others” (p. 9). PCK includes a deep understanding 

of content and the understanding of how to effectively teach that content to a specific 

group of students. Mr. M. exhibits PCK in his use of content knowledge in the form of 

oral vignettes to connect his students to concepts from World War II. Mr. M. wanted to 

make learning history relevant and comprehensible. He believed that if students 

understood the connections and relationships in history, they would make better decisions 

as they participate in and create their own history. He used the quote by Winston 

Churchill, “those who don’t learn from history are doomed to repeat it” to describe his 

philosophy regarding the teaching of social studies. Mr. M. wanted students to learn from 

history, and he used his pedagogical content knowledge to help make that happen. 

However, the shift to the CCSS necessitates an examination of including the 

processes of sourcing, deconstructing and contextualization into instructional practice. 

These processes are evident in the literacy in history/social studies portion of the CCSS. 

For example, sourcing is inherent in the sixth standard that states, “Identify aspects of a 

text that reveal an author’s point of view or purpose (e.g., loaded language, inclusion or 

avoidance of particular facts)” (CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RH6-8.6, 2010). This standard 

requires students to examine the author when reading historical texts: a process that is 

complicated when the majority of classroom reading in history is through the textbook or 
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other secondary source. How valuable is the act of examining the language choices of 

textbook authors in engaging in the study of history? This standard indicates a need to 

include primary source documents and to question the author(s) of those documents. 

Similarly, standard nine requires students to “analyze the relationship between a primary 

and secondary source on the same topic” (CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RH6-8.9, 2010), or to 

contextualize historical events through the inclusion of multiple texts.  

Understanding that specific forms of literacy have more power than others (Gee, 

1995; Moje, 2012) it is vital that all groups of students, including ELL and RFEP 

students have access to the forms of literacy described by the CCSS so that they can 

effectively participate in and benefit from a society that values these literacies. The CCSS 

are an attempt to change the types of literacy practices that are taught and valued in 

school (Moje, 2012) and the definition of social studies teacher as content area expert is 

changing as a consequence. Perhaps it is possible to include Shulman’s (1986) concept of 

PCK into the discussion of disciplinary literacy in order to more fully develop what it 

means to be an effective teacher of history. To what degree do students of history need to 

engage in the practices of historians in order to understand the content of history? What 

does it mean to “learn” history in the era of the common core standards?  

In order to help educators grapple with these questions, more research and 

targeted professional development are necessary. What could or should disciplinary 

literacy look like at the middle level versus at the high school level? What are effective 

ways of teaching students the text-based practices of historians? Once these questions 

begin to be answered, it is important to convey findings to teachers of history and social 
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studies. In order to help students achieve according to a new set of standards, teachers 

need to have a clear picture of what those standards entail and how to communicate the 

connection between the literacy standards in history/social studies and the learning of 

history. 

RFEP Students as Readers: Implications for Practice and Research 

As indicated in the previous chapter, the inclusion of the text annotation strategy 

benefitted all three focal students as measured by their performance on text-based 

questions on the end of the unit assessment. This was due, at least in part, to Mr. M.’s 

instructional decisions as described above. However, data from the text annotations also 

indicated that modeling of the process was particularly beneficial to RFEP students. The 

aspects of the text annotation strategy that were modeled most explicitly were applied 

consistently by RFEP students in independent annotations. The aspects that were not 

modeled explicitly in both oral and written form were not applied as consistently. All 

RFEP students in this study consistently applied the circling/underlining aspect of the 

strategy across annotations and applied that circled/underlined text content on 

assessments.  

It is important to note that although the three focal students performed similarly 

when reading expository texts in Mr. M.’s class, they were dissimilar in other forms of 

reading in academic settings. The chart below depicts these discrepancies. 



144 

Table 24: Academic Reading Achievement for Focal Students 

 Monica Carlos Karen 

GPA 6th 2.36 2.82 2.52 

Reading AIMS 6th Approaches Approaches Unavailable 

GPA 7th 2.47 2.58 3.25 

Reading AIMS 7th Approaches Meets Approaches 

GPA 8th 2.41 3.07 2.0 

Reading AIMS 8th Falls Far Below Meets Falls Far Below 

Reading intervention classes 6th and 7th 6th and 7th 6th, 7th and 8th 

Carlos Met the standards for reading achievement as prescribed by Arizona’s high 

stakes test, AIMS; whereas Monica and Karen did not. In 7th grade they attained the 

Approaches category, which is just prior to the Meets category, and in 8th grade they both 

dropped a category rating to Falls Far Below. Due to her scores on the AIMS assessment, 

Karen was in a reading intervention class for all three of her middle school years, and 

Monica for just 6th and 7th grades.  

Teacher modeling: Implications for practice 

When Mr. M. was explicit about the annotation process, aspects of the text to 

circle and underline for example, all RFEP students were able to apply Mr. M.’s 

modeling during independent annotations. However, when he was less explicit, as in the 

case of the process and reason for creating text-based questions, the three focal students 

differed in their questions during independent annotations. In independent annotations 
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Carlos and Karen continued to develop questions based on cause/effect relationships, 

motivations, or content connections; whereas Monica created questions that were based 

on the terminology in the texts. Carlos and Karen were able to apply Mr. M.’s oral 

examples of questions and non-questions in independent annotations, Monica was not. 

Perhaps explicit instruction regarding the types of questions that can and should be asked 

of texts and events would have provided Monica the scaffolding and support she needed 

while practicing to more fully be in possession (Sfard, 1998) of that ability. This aspect 

of Mr. M.’s instruction again illustrates the utility of both the acquisition and 

participation metaphors. Some of the students acquired the skill of writing relationship 

based questions through oral modeling and at least one did not. The level and type of 

expert modeling impacted the degree of “individual enrichment” (Sfard, 1998, p. 7) 

among the RFEP students.  

A missed opportunity. Mr. M. made explicit some aspects of the strategy and not 

others. His lack of modeling on question development was a missed instructional 

opportunity. The work of Taboada and Guthrie (2006) and Taboada, Bianco and 

Bowerman (2012) that categorized student generated text-based questions indicated that 

explicit instruction of this type was effective in augmenting student questions and in 

fostering comprehension of expository text. Although the effect was negligible for ELLs; 

it was significant among proficient English speakers. Developing students reading skills 

beyond basic comprehension to include such acts as inferencing and drawing conclusions 

could have been facilitated with a stronger emphasis on questioning. Not only could Mr. 

M. have further facilitated comprehension of the texts through explicit instruction of text-
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based question generation; he could have also used the modeling of questions to 

incorporate historical practices into his instruction. Much like the work of McKeown, 

Beck and Sandora (1996), students could have worked to question the author and to more 

fully interrogate both the texts and the events they described. Questions such as, “what do 

you think the author is trying to convey?” (p.102) that were part of QtA, could have 

served as models for students. Including this structure could have also prompted Mr. M.’s 

reflective practice and highlighted his own fallibility as an author. More fully developing 

the questioning component of the text annotation strategy could have potentially 

strengthened students’ understanding of relationships in history as well as how those 

relationships are portrayed. 

The use of text annotations as data for practice and research 

This leads to the practical opportunity to use text annotations as a form of data to 

drive instruction. Through the identification of differences among students’ text 

annotations and reflection upon the connection between these differences and instruction 

changes can be made to more effectively impact students. The use of text annotations to 

collect data on RFEP students as readers helped to pinpoint this difference among 

students and provided information regarding adjustments to practice that could have been 

more beneficial to Monica. If Mr. M. had modeled, in written format, how to create 

higher-level questions and the reason for writing this type of question, perhaps Monica 

would have been able to create higher-level questions independently. She was able to 

apply Mr. M.’s circling/underlining independently and transfer that learning to her 
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assessment. Mr. M. repeatedly modeled how, in both oral and written form, and provided 

a reason for doing so – to find meaning.  

In addition to providing insight into classroom instruction, text annotations can 

provide a source of data to develop practice-based theory, such as derived from formative 

and design experiments (Barab & Squire, 2004; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer, & 

Schauble, 2003; Reinking & Bradley, 2008). In this research methodology, They are 

goal-oriented, iterative and theory-based as well as theory-producing. It is the 

combination of these three aspects that forge the strong connection between research and 

practice that characterizes this methodology. Although a research question(s) are a part of 

formative and design experiments, it is the educational goal behind the question that truly 

drives the study. It is the articulation and justification of a pedagogical goal that forms the 

foundation of formative and design experiments and as such these studies tend to be 

intervention based (Cobb, 2004; Reinking & Bradley, 2008). Furthermore, the purpose of 

this type of study is not to describe what is happening in a classroom during an 

intervention, nor is it to administer pre and post tests to determine the effectiveness of an 

intervention. Instead, it is to monitor, adjust and adapt as necessary to make an 

intervention work to achieve the stated goal. In order to collect data on ways that students 

are interacting with texts to measure progress towards a goal, text annotations can be 

used. The information on students’ text annotations provides information to teachers and 

researchers regarding which aspects of an intervention are being effectively utilized by 

students, or which are effective for students. The iterative nature of formative and design 
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experiments promotes the use of data such as text annotations that can show patterns 

among students and make clear connections between instruction and student work. 

The Role of Text in Studying Disciplinary Content 

It is difficult to describe readers and reading without taking into account the role 

of the text. Although previously addressed in the discussion of adapting texts, this study 

also highlights issues of text complexity. This section discusses the concept of text 

complexity as it relates to this study as well as implications for practice and research in 

the era of the Common Core State Standards.  

Text complexity… it’s complex 

As indicated by previously cited research (de Oliveira, 2008; Schleppegrell, 

Achugar, Oteíza, 2004) the language of social studies textbooks is syntactically and 

semantically complex and presents comprehension challenges, most notably for second 

language learners. Structures such as a profusion nominalizations and the overuse of 

appositives make these texts complex. Examining texts on a linguistic level to discern 

complexity, even at the depth and quantity of analysis provided by the Coh-Metrix 

(Graesser, McNamara, & Kulikowich, 2011) is only one aspect to take into consideration 

when discussing text complexity. Mr. M. was dissatisfied with the published textbook as 

an “umbrella text” that lacked meaning for his students, so he created his own texts based 

on relevance and connections to prior learning. His goal was not to simplify the text, but 

instead to make historical and personal connections more transparent and meaningful. His 
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concern with the published social studies text was of a qualitative nature. He was 

concerned with the content and relevance, not the syntax and semantics (Fisher, Frey & 

Lapp, 2012). Consequently, he produced a text that was more syntactically and 

semantically complex than the published social studies text, yet his students evidenced 

comprehension of those texts. This was due in part to how he scaffolded instruction, but 

it was also due to his emphasis on depth over breadth of content coverage through his 

texts. Much of the literature on text complexity uses Lexile levels or other quantitative 

measures of complexity (CCSS, 2010; Fisher & Frey, 2012; Heibert, 2011), and my 

intent is not to discount these measures, but instead to highlight the importance of 

qualitative measures as well as reader and task variables that create a fuller picture of 

what is meant by text complexity. 

In addition to the quantitative measures of complexity Fisher, Frey and Lapp 

(2012) describe 13 qualitative measures of complexity. These measures include aspects 

of text such as figurative language, narration style and text features that cannot be 

measured by a computer. They also include a two page checklist designed to help match 

readers with texts. The checklist includes categories such as cognitive ability, motivation, 

and levels of planned scaffolding. These aspects of text complexity are important to 

continually include as part of the conversation regarding complexity. Texts are complex 

in multiple ways for different readers. The practical challenge is how to include all of 

these aspects in instructional decision-making. When we expand the text complexity 

conversation beyond the Lexile level or other quantitative measure, it becomes more 

cumbersome and therefore less practical for teachers and other educators to put into 
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practice. This becomes even less manageable at the secondary level where teachers 

typically have at least 100 students. Matching 100 students to a text is a daunting task, as 

is finding texts that are appropriately challenging for students on qualitative and 

quantitative scales.  

In an era of CCSS with an emphasis on the inclusion of complex texts, there 

needs to be an ongoing dialogue about what makes a text complex and for whom. We 

also need to provide teachers with manageable ways to measure and reflect upon the 

complexity of text they are providing/adapting for students. It is important to provide all 

students, English proficient, RFEP, and ELL, opportunities to engage with challenging 

texts, and as educators we need to find practical, meaningful ways to determine if we are 

doing our best to prepare our students to be readers in school. 

Selecting texts for use in the middle level social studies curriculum 

Another aspect of the discussion about texts is the type of text used in middle 

level social studies classrooms. Much of the work on disciplinary literacy in the history 

classroom focused on high school age students (Greenleaf & Schoenbach, 1999; Martin 

&Wineburg, 2009; Riesman, 2012) and this work often emphasized the use of primary 

source documents to facilitate the types of thinking, reading and constructing 

understanding that are typically employed by historians. Furthermore, research also 

described the inadequacies and complexities of published social studies textbooks (Beck, 

McKeowen & Sandora, 1996; de Oliveira, 2010; Schleppegrell, Achugar and Oteíza, 

2004), but indicated that they are the predominant text in secondary social studies 
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classrooms (Bain, 2006). Mr. M. did not incorporate primary source documents due to 

the amount of time necessary to find such documents on the internet. Neither the school 

district nor social studies department at Mountain Vista Middle School provided those 

resources for him.  

An interesting and essential line of research is the documentation of the use of 

texts in secondary social studies classrooms over the next decade. The CCSS require a 

shift from the pervasive use of the social studies textbook towards the inclusion of 

primary source documents. The standards strive to “analyze the relationship between a 

primary and secondary source on the same topic” CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RH6-8.9, 2010) 

and “Identify aspects of a text that reveal an author’s point of view or purpose (e.g., 

loaded language, inclusion or avoidance of particular facts)” (CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RH6-

8.6, 2010). The emphasis on the author as well as comparing primary and secondary 

sources is a dramatic shift from a textbook based social studies classroom. It will be 

interesting to see who selects which texts and the process used to select those texts. How 

will the funds typically allocated for the purchase of textbooks be reallocated, if at all? 

Equally important is the investigation of what counts as text. In historical analysis, 

primary sources can include woodcuts, stained glass windows as well as first person 

accounts (Bain, 2006). Which texts and voices end up being privileged and which remain 

silenced?  

In addition to exploring which texts are selected and used and by whom, there 

also exists a need to explore how teachers adapt texts to promote meaning and relevance 

among their students. Many primary source documents are lengthy and replete with 
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archaic terminology and syntactic structures. In order for the inclusion of primary source 

documents to be a viable path, some adaptations are necessary. How teachers and/or 

school districts adapt and guide the adaptation of primary source documents and other 

texts warrants analysis. A critical discourse analysis of selected texts and adapted texts 

along with a critical exploration of the rationale behind the selection and adaptation 

process can help expose the social inequality (van Dijk, 1993) that can result when 

various versions of history are being presented. 

Implications for practice 

The direct implication for practice is the need to emphasize the use of texts in 

social studies at the middle level. Mr. M. made adaptations to texts based on his 

knowledge of content and knowledge of his students. His scaffolding of those texts 

resulted from inservice training. Mr. M. demonstrated that it is important to foster the 

expectation that teachers learn about their students and strive to make instruction relevant 

and meaningful for them. He was able to select words and phrases to put in bold text as 

well as topics for entire texts based on his knowledge of his students and the content. The 

fact that he commented, textbook publishers “can’t create texts for his students because 

they don’t know them” evidenced his pedagogical expertise. It is important also to create 

a space for teacher voice in the selection and adaptation of texts because they know their 

students best. It is the intersection of content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge that 

must be explored and emphasized (Shulman, 1986).  
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Future text-related research using text annotations 

As the term close reading – or the examination of the deep structures of a piece of 

text through repeated reading (Fisher & Frey, 2012) becomes associated with instruction 

related to the CCSS (Gewertz, 2012), it is an opportune time to use the annotated texts 

that often result from close reading activities as a source of data regarding the ways in 

which all students, but particularly ELLs and RFEP students, interact with and 

understand text. As evidenced by this study, text annotations provide a rich source of data 

when looking at students as readers. When utilized in tandem with teacher discourse 

during instruction, they also provide insight into instructional practice related to reading 

and texts. Instead of text annotations belonging to practitioner journals and strategy 

handbooks (Brown, 2007; Buehl, 2009; Porter-O’Donnell, 2004; Tovani, 2000), they 

should be used often in empirical research. Discussing ways of organizing and coding 

data from annotations will add consistency and comparability in the field and increase the 

validity of their use. Additionally, it is possible to manipulate the annotation process to 

explore various aspects of reading.  

Conclusion 

This study examined Mr. M.’s pedagogical decisions regarding his adaptation and 

use of texts in his 8th grade social studies class during a unit of study on World War II. 

Text annotations were used as a primary source of data to look both at Mr. M.’s 

instruction and his RFEP students as readers during instruction. Key findings indicated 

that newly reclassified ELLs can access semantically and syntactically complex texts 
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with appropriate scaffolding. The specific scaffolds employed by Mr. M. included 1) 

repeated readings, 2) using bold text to guide students in the marking of text, 3) including 

historical and personal vignettes to build conceptual and historical understanding, and 4) 

teaching students a text annotation strategy. This study also highlighted a need to look at 

the role of texts in middle level social studies classrooms particularly with the 

introduction of the CCSS and their increased literacy expectations. The way that texts are 

adapted and selected merits further research as does the role of primary source 

documents. It will be important to note whose historical voices are emphasized and 

whose remain silent in the selection and adaptation of texts. It is also essential that the 

purpose for and process of text adaptation is discussed and formalized. This study 

indicates that simplifying the semantic and syntactic structures might not be a necessary 

component of this process. Finally, it also notes a need for discipline specific professional 

development for secondary history and social studies teachers. Explicit instruction 

regarding the role of literacy in the work of historians and the tools that literacy can 

provide when examining history is essential if we stipulate that teachers must include 

these processes in their instruction. 

In addition to the critical analysis of texts and the process of selecting texts, 

formative experiments (Reinking & Bradley, 2008) that merge theory and practice are 

particularly appropriate at this time of new standards and expectations. Formative and 

design experiments are seen by many as the perfect intersection between theory and 

practice (Barab & Squire, 2003; Cobb, 2001; Reinking & Bradley, 2008). Researchers 

who utilize this methodological orientation “attempt to bring about positive change in 
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education environments through creative, innovative, instructional interventions 

grounded in theory and guided by systematic data collection and analysis… and they 

expect to refine and modify those theories in the course of their work” (Reinking & 

Bradley, 2008, p. 6).  

Finally, the use of metaphors that promote multiple perspectives (Sfard, 1998) in 

addition to other theoretical perspectives when applicable provides a more 

comprehensive description on the very complicated interactions among students, teachers 

and content – in this case, texts. Even the use of a bi-faceted metaphor was not sufficient 

for this study. Adding the linguistic perspective probed the issue of complexity and 

scaffolding of language development. The attention to how language and language 

structures were used augmented the findings in this study. The inclusion of multiple 

perspectives can perhaps create the “synergistic approach” to instruction that Fang (2012) 

recommends. 

In conclusion, this study promotes understanding of RFEP students, their 

teachers, and the texts they read. It is particularly timely with the emergence of the 

CCSS, the need to develop the types of literacy described by the CCSS particularly 

among ELL and RFEP students. It advocates for the inclusion of targeted discipline-

specific, literacy-based professional development and a discussion of texts and text 

complexity in order to improve the educational experiences of students. 
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APPENDIX A: MR. M’S ADAPTED TEXTS 

The Sparks of War 

In 1919, over 20 years before the United States entered World War II, a peace 

agreement, called the Treaty of Versailles (“ver-sy”), was signed in Europe to stop the 

fighting in the very violent World War One. As usual, the agreement was written by the 

countries that were victorious: France, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and the 

United States. The winners decided to be very harsh (unkind) toward the losers of the 

war, mostly to Germany, by making them pay billions of dollars to the winners, give up 

much of their land, and also disarm (lose their weapons). Germany felt that the Treaty of 

Versailles was much too harsh, but since they had been defeated, they had no choice but 

to agree and accept the punishments. The terms of this agreement caused Germany to 

nurture desires of revenge over the next 22 years. 

In the 1920s, the United States was very powerful. They were powerful and 

strong because many countries around the world had borrowed money from the U.S.A., 

meaning that the United States controlled much of the world’s wealth ($). However, the 

people of the United States thought the prosperity (good times) would last forever, and 

didn’t worry when the economy started to get worse and worse. The people’s inaction 

caused the U.S.A. to enter into its worse economic period ever, which was nicknamed the 

Great Depression. Unemployment (people with no way to earn money) hit record high 

numbers. Americans lost their homes and their possessions. People starved while living 

in the streets. Since the U.S. had controlled so much money from other countries, the 

entire world fell into the Great Depression. Countries like Germany, Japan, and the 
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Soviet Union also suffered very badly. Countries dealt with the problem in different 

ways.  

Adolf Hitler of Germany was among several ruthless leaders that rose to power 

by taking advantage of people’s anger and suffering in the 1920s and 1930s. Many 

Germans were very angry over the terms of the Treaty of Versailles, which ended World 

War One (and decided who was to blame). When the world-wide economic depression 

hit in the 1930s, frustration and fear added to this anger. Hitler and other leaders made 

wild promises of a better life for their people. To countries that had recently been 

humiliated by war, they promised a glorious future and returns to prosperity! Once the 

new leaders gained political power, these men became harsh dictators: leaders who 

controlled their nations with the military. Benito Mussolini from Italy, Joseph Stalin of 

the Soviet Union, and Hideki Tojo from Japan all joined Hitler in the rise of dictators.  

From Neutral to Nightmare 

As Adolf Hitler and his Nazi political party were gaining strength in Europe, and 

also making close new friends with the Italians, the United States remained neutral. The 

USA was careful not to interfere when several European countries granted Adolf Hitler 

appeasement by giving back much of Germany’s land that the Treaty of Versailles had 

taken from them. “Don’t worry,” the other countries said, “Hitler promised that if we 

gave him this land, he will not take any more.” As it turned-out, within two years Hitler 

and Nazi Germany had used their blitzkrieg fighting technique on several neighboring 

countries, by quickly and violently destroying them without notice. Poland, the 
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Netherlands, Belgium, and even the once-powerful France, were all victims of Adolf 

Hitler’s blitzkrieg. Yet the United States claimed neutrality, staying out of the fighting.  

With very few European countries remaining to stop him, Hitler turned Nazi 

Germany toward the large, English island of Great Britain, with its large and influential 

capital city of London. The United States remained largely neutral here as well, offering 

some help, but very little. What the Germans were not prepared for, however, was the 

British Royal Air Force. The RAF fighter-planes flew valiantly, and against-all-odds 

defeated the Germans at the long and deadly Battle of Britain. Not used to being 

defeated, Adolf Hitler quickly retreated from Great Britain and immediately sought more 

help. The Empire of Japan made the perfect candidate: their government was a 

monarchy, their leader was a dictator, AND they were constantly fighting for more land. 

One month after the Battle of Britain, the Empire of Japan joined Germany and Italy in 

the Axis Powers. Even with the United Kingdom now facing three enemies, the United 

States still chose to remain neutral. 

His confidence bolstered by his new friend, Hitler now planned a very “high-risk / 

high-reward” maneuver. Even with the Nazi-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact firmly 

keeping Adolf Hitler and Joseph Stalin from fighting, Germany’s dictator wanted nothing 

more than to eliminate his political and military rival for good. Making a huge gamble, 

Hitler turned the German army toward the Soviet Union, and the Fascist Nazis viciously 

attacked the Communist Soviets. Hitler lost his gamble, however, as a fierce winter and 

even fiercer Soviets defeated the Germans after two years of hard fighting. In order to 



159 

keep his land safe in the future, Joseph Stalin officially sided the Soviet Union with the 

United Kingdom: the odd couple called themselves the Allied Powers. 

In the mean time, the USA put a very strict oil and rubber boycott on Japan, 

refusing to trade with the Empire. This was the United States’ first real breakage of their 

neutrality! Japan was a small country and the boycott of oil and rubber hurt badly, so 

Hideki Tojo vowed to get revenge. In a brilliantly organized plan, Tojo and the Japanese 

Imperial Navy instigated a perfect surprise attack on the impressive U.S. Navy Base 

located at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. Japan’s victory at Pearl Harbor devastated the 

American fleet and killed thousands of sailors, pilots, and innocent civilians. On 

December 7, 1941, the Empire of Japan attacked the United States of America. On 

December 8, the USA officially declared war on Japan and the Axis Powers, ending the 

time of U.S. neutrality and entering the nightmare of World War II. 

Mobilization 

The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor united Americans as nothing else could, and 

U.S. citizens on the home-front quickly prepared to fight a major war. Even though 

thousands of Americans had already joined the military in hopes of fighting the Germans, 

now millions more joined to get revenge on the Empire of Japan.  

In order to get our soldiers equipped with weapons and other war materials, the 

United States needed to make some everyday changes. During the early stages of 

mobilization the American government first did what they always do first: they created 

new tax laws to raise more money for the war. Increases in funds were needed to buy 
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food and supplies for all the new soldiers, as well as to hire truck-drivers and pilots to 

move the soldiers and supplies across the country. Secondly, the American military began 

using factories to build all the equipment they would need. More tanks, more airplanes, 

and more warships were needed in a hurry. 

When all was said and done, the United States was able to build over 70,000 

warships, nearly 100,000 war planes, and millions of guns in their factories before and 

during the fighting. Because of all the factory jobs needed for mobilization, the United 

States was able to recover from the Great Depression. New business and factories sprang 

to life where only empty building stood during the Depression. Even better, 

unemployment went down and workers’ incomes actually improved for the first time 

in years!  

Sacrifices 

With the war came many sacrifices. For millions of American families the war 

meant separation from loved ones: some serving overseas against Germany, some in the 

Pacific Ocean against the Japanese. Those at home lived in constant fear that a message 

would come announcing that a family member had been killed or injured. So much 

fighting occurred during WWII that, sadly, whole office-buildings were used just to type 

those letters. 

Also, while American factories worked over-time to produce war supplies, many 

citizens faced shortages of goods. Because of this, many products, like cloth, metal, 

rubber, gasoline, and meat were in very small supply. These products were limited, or 
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rationed among the people in equal portions. Citizens were given coupons worth a 

specific amount of specific items. Once a citizen ran out of their coupons, they could no 

longer purchase those items.  

Many Americans took their civic responsibilities to a new level in order to help 

the war effort at home. “Meatless Mondays” became very common in many 

neighborhoods. Collecting scrap metal from dump sites and ditches was a past-time for 

many school-aged boys. Many of the boys took pride in donating the scraps instead of 

selling them. At the same time, young and old alike planted “victory gardens” in their 

backyards or on their front porches. Because so many vegetables and fruits were being 

rationed, victory gardens allowed citizens to eat as much as they liked! 

Women and Hispanics 

As millions of men joined the military, more and more women were needed to 

enter the workforce to replace the men that had left for war. In factories, women worked 

as welders and riveters, jobs that had until then been considered too hard and dangerous 

for anyone but men. Taking on the challenges of the factory was the first opportunity to 

work outside of the home for thousands of women. Unfortunately, even though the 

women could do just as good of a job as the men they replaced, they were expected to 

leave those factory jobs when the men returned from war. Even still, the experience 

was a chance for women to open their lives to new and different forms of employment.  

More than 250,000 Hispanic-Americans served in the United States military as 

soldiers and pilots: countless more immigrated into the United States to work in factories 



162 

making war-time machinery and weapons. The U.S. government quickly created the 

Bracero Program to actively recruit thousands of factory workers from Mexico to aid in 

the mobilization; but also hired farmers and railroad-operators as well. To sweeten the 

deal, the Bracero Program offered citizenship to Mexicans who wished to stay in the 

USA after the war, so long as they agreed to complete the naturalization process. This 

valuable program had a lasting affect beyond just the war years. In the 1940s, many 

families took advantage of the citizenship offer, but areas like southern California, 

Arizona, and New Mexico continued to see Mexican immigration for many years after 

the war. 

Japanese-Americans 

After the Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor, many Japanese-Americans were feared 

and hated by many other Americans. This was especially true in states closest to Japan on 

the American west-coast, in California and Hawaii. Americans thought that if you 

looked like the enemy, then you might be the enemy: even toward people that were 

actually born in the United States and were full-citizens of this country. Xenophobia was 

everywhere. Truth was, if you looked Japanese, you were most-likely mistrusted. 

The United States government was very worried that if Japan attacked the country 

again, or even invaded, Japanese-Americans might try and help Japan. To prevent this 

from happening, the United States moved about 100,000 Japanese-Americans into 

internment camps, which were detention centers that kept everyone together to better 

keep watch over them. These poor-quality camps were over-crowded and very 
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uncomfortable. The conditions were unsanitary in many cases and caused wide-spread 

diseases and sicknesses. Life was very harsh to say the least… especially because almost 

all the prisoners were likely innocent of any crimes! 

Many Japanese-Americans lost their jobs, their homes, and their valuables. In 

many cases, the time in the internment camps caused the young and old to become ill or 

even die. In 1988, the United States government formally apologized for their actions 

during World War Two and gave all survivors from internment a gift of $20,000. The 

reparations were “too little, too late” for most survivors, but it did show that the USA was 

aware of their terrible mistake.  
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLE STUDENT TEXT ANNOTATIONS 
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