READING-HISTORY INTEGRATION		23
Running head: READING-HISTORY INTEGRATION







Promoting Literacy through the Integration of Reading and History

Allison M. Matthews
Vanderbilt University

Abstract
This paper provides the rationale underlying the integrated reading-history unit I have created in fulfillment of my Capstone requirements.  I begin by calling for the incorporation of any of the content areas into the literacy program, drawing primarily from schema theory. Then, I explain why history is a particularly apt candidate for this sort of cross-disciplinary study. Next, I highlight the key features of the Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI) model (Guthrie, Wigfield, & Perencevich, 2004), the inspiration for my unit plan, and describe how I adapted it to fit my purposes. Finally, I describe three instructional principles that guided the design of my unit: clear purpose, constructive assessment, and authentic inquiry. 


	My cross-disciplinary unit, Encounter, emerged from a desire to demonstrate that the teaching of reading and of history can be integrated in a way that is beneficial to young learners. The purpose of this paper is to explain my reasons for creating the unit and to reveal some of the thinking that went into its design. In the first section of this paper, I will provide a rationale for the practice of integrating content-area instruction into the literacy program, drawing primarily from schema theory. I will also explain why history is a particularly apt candidate for this sort of cross-disciplinary study. Next, I will highlight the key features of the Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI) model (Guthrie, Wigfield, & Perencevich, 2004) and detail the changes I made in order to adapt it to the study of history. Finally, I will describe some of the instructional principles that guided the design of my unit.
Why Integrate Reading and Content-Area Instruction?
Insights From My Teaching	
	 During my time as a student teacher in the fourth grade last year, I found that my school highly valued the portion of the day known as the literacy block. I was instructed to devote 90 uninterrupted minutes to reading and writing instruction each day, with no exceptions. This period often involved teaching a “reading strategy” (e.g., making connections) and having students practice this strategy using an interesting text. The school’s media center and book room allowed me to supplement my modest classroom library and the basal reader with a wide array of children’s literature and leveled readers, so my students were able to practice with many different materials. My students participated in two major reading incentive programs, and their teachers and administrators frequently encouraged them to improve their reading abilities. Clearly, this school wanted its students to become proficient readers, and I was happy to join in its mission.
	I was perplexed, then, when many of my students continued to struggle with the texts I asked them to read, even when those texts appeared to be written at their instructional level. They could pronounce most of the words but seemed unable to retell what they had read or make inferences that would render the story more understandable. Our reading lessons sometimes became frustrating as I tried to make them pull understanding out of the text – and failed. 
	At the time, I assumed that these students simply needed more time to become proficient readers, and that, with practice, I would become more adept at asking the kinds of questions that would unlock their abilities. However, the problem returned the next year, as I was working with another group of fourth-graders in an entirely different location as part of my graduate work here at Vanderbilt. Once again, I was faced with children who were fairly adept at identifying words but who had great difficulty constructing a coherent interpretation of the texts they had read. I began to suspect that there might be more at work here than simply an inability to read strategically. It was around this time that I recalled a few articles I had read concerning schema theory and the importance of background knowledge to the reading process (Anderson, 1984; Hirsch, 2008; Willingham, 2009), and my students’ difficulties began to make sense.
Schema Theory	
	Although hints of schema theory appeared in the writings of Immanuel Kant and, later, various Gestalt psychologists, it did not emerge as a coherent model of cognition until the 1970s, when computer scientists were endeavoring to simulate human thought processes (Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Rumelhart, 1980). These researchers hypothesized that our knowledge is organized into structures that contain generic information about various events and objects we encounter. These structures, called schemata, are the lenses through which we make sense of the world (Anderson, 1978; Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Rumelhart, 1980). Each schema contains an empty “slot” for each component and specifies the relationships among those components; a schema is instantiated when all of its slots are filled with specific information (Anderson, 1978). For example, a simplified schema for the concept house might look like this:
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A schema that includes these components can be used to identify a variety of specific houses. Both a log cabin and the White House can neatly instantiate this schema, despite the differences in the richness of the furnishings, the identity of the residents, the number of doors, and so forth. Consequently, an observer who has formed this schema instantly recognizes how to conduct herself around either of these very different structures: she will knock on the door and wait to be invited in, for instance, rather than entering freely as she would a place of business. 
	Schemata exist for more abstract concepts, as well. Consider the concept of employment:
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This schema enables the person who possesses it to recognize a wide range of jobs, from accountant to waitress to quality inspector to consultant. The commonalities shared between all of these occupations simplifies the process of gaining and participating in employment. The employee understands he is responsible to his employer; his employer understands he is obligated to recompense his workers for their contributions. 
The Role of Schemata in Reading Comprehension 
	Schema theory holds that readers use the schemata they have developed over time in order to make sense of texts. The comprehension of a given text occurs when the reader is able to “[fill] the slots in the appropriate schemata in such a way as to jointly satisfy the constraints of the message and the schemata” (Anderson et al., 1977). In other words, readers must bring to consciousness schemata that can be reasonably instantiated with information from the text. Consider, for example, the following sentence:
The notes were sour because the seam split. (Bransford & McCarrell, 1974, in Anderson, 1984)
At first, it is difficult for the typical reader to make sense of this sentence. “Notes” may trigger the school schema, but “sour” seems more relevant to food and “seam” to clothing. However, if the bagpipe schema is summoned, it is easier to understand why a split seam would lead to sour notes. The sentence does not make sense to the reader until he can fit its contents comfortably into a schema with which he is familiar.
	 Summoning the appropriate schemata is crucial not only when readers encounter ambiguous passages like the one above, but when reading any text. This is because authors are compelled by the limits of space, time, and reader interest to leave certain “blanks” for their audience to fill in through inference (Hirsch, 2006, p. 38). For instance, children’s author Sid Fleischman (1986) assumed his readers had a specific schema in place he wrote this brief exchange between two outlaws who have just discovered that the boy they have captured is a prince:
“Cutwater, what do you reckon a genuine prince on the hoof is worth?”
“His weight in gold at least, Billy.” (p. 15)
The sinister intentions of these criminals are evident to a reader who has formed an accurate kidnapping schema. The greedy Billy and Cutwater clearly fulfill the role of captors, the prince and his friend Jemmy are captives, and the prince’s weight in gold serves as the ransom, which will be demanded of the victim’s family – namely, the king and queen. Fleischman never stated any of this outright; the information that makes this story comprehensible and exciting is stored in the schemata of the reader.
	The following sentence from Selznick’s The Invention of Hugo Cabret (2007) provides another instance of the need to read between the lines:
Nearby, on a small table, was a stack of envelopes – his uncle’s uncashed paychecks, accumulating week by week. (p. 76)
This line is particularly striking to the reader who possesses schemata for banking and employment. Such a reader would recognize that paychecks are typically written from employer to employee, and that the employee is responsible for redeeming the check, either by depositing it in his account or cashing it. In most instances of employment, the receipt and redemption of a paycheck is often an eagerly-anticipated event – which raises the question of why Hugo’s uncle continues to draw checks without cashing them. Has he died or fallen ill without his employer noticing? Is he some sort of ascetic who wishes to denounce all worldly goods? Has Hugo been stealing his uncle’s checks? Whatever the ultimate answer, the author has engaged his reader in a key problem of the story with just a few words because of the power of schemata.   
	The successful comprehension of a text, then, occurs when the reader possesses and calls to mind the schemata that the author drew upon to write the text in the first place. Conversely, the absence of the appropriate schemata can derail comprehension, even if the reader is able to recognize the individual words that comprise the text (Anderson, 1978; Anderson, 1984; Bransford, 1984; Rumelhart, 1980). This absence can occur in a number of ways; particularly relevant to my work here are cases when the reader has no schema in place at all, an inaccurate schema, or an incomplete schema (Bransford, 1984).
	My own experiences with students have yielded examples of this problem. When the fourth-graders in my guided reading group encountered the kidnapping passage I quoted earlier, for instance, they were quite puzzled and thought perhaps the robbers were simply commenting that the prince weighed a great deal, or that he was a very important person. As the discussion continued, I realized that, although they knew that people sometimes kidnap small children, they did not realize that many of these criminals do so in order to extort money from the victim’s parents. After I explained this to my students and described the purpose of a ransom note, their subsequent comprehension improved significantly, and they even began to make predictions about what the kidnappers would do to obtain money from the prince’s parents.
	On another occasion, I marveled that my students were struggling to make sense of what I thought was a simply-written biography of George Washington Carver. More specifically, they thought Moses Carver wanted to save George’s mother from a band of slave-catchers because she was his wife, even though the author explicitly stated that he was, legally speaking, her owner. Their comments revealed that their schema for slavery was quite limited; they were not aware of the restriction of rights and status that slavery entailed in nineteenth-century America, nor did they realize that a social gulf existed between white and black people at that time. Instead, they drew on a concept with which they were more familiar, that of family. In their experience, individuals who shared a last name were always related by blood or marriage. They assumed that Moses, Mary, and George Carver were members of the same family, not realizing that within the slavery system that was in place during George’s childhood, slaves often took on the surnames of their masters. As with the kidnapping passage, once I helped my students clarify their understanding of American slavery, their comprehension of the rest of the story improved. 
	A number of studies have yielded findings that confirm my experiences, indicating that incomplete or inaccurate schemata hinder reading comprehension, while adequate and accurate schemata support it. Richard Anderson (1984) has helped to conduct several experiments in which the presence of accurate, relevant schemata in reader’s minds has been manipulated by several methods: drawing subjects from distinctly different ethnic groups, presenting pairs of familiar-unfamiliar passages to subjects, and asking subjects to take on different perspectives as they read. In each case, he and his colleagues have found that subjects’ comprehension and recall of texts generally is a function of their background knowledge and stance as readers. To add to this evidence, Lipson (1982) learned that when students expressed an inaccurate understanding of a topic before they read a passage about it, reading often did little to change their beliefs about the topic. On the other hand, students who demonstrated some accurate understanding of the topic were more successful in comprehending the passage about it. Roller (1990) and McKeown et al. (1992) found similar results, noting that many of the students in their study could comprehend a passage not structured for optimal clarity if they already knew something about its topic, and that even a clearly-structured passage was difficult for students with little prior knowledge of its topic. 
	To acknowledge the importance of accurate schemata to reading comprehension is not to minimize the other factors involved in successful literacy. In fact, McKeown et al. (1992) argue that even substantial prior knowledge cannot fully compensate for the challenges inherent in poorly-structured texts; Stahl et al. (2006) make the same observation with regard to texts that contain a surfeit of unknown words. And certainly, readers need to have a firm understanding of the alphabetic principle and word-identification skills in place (Willingham, 2009), as well as a deliberate, strategic approach to text comprehension (Duffy, 2002). Schema theory does not hold background knowledge as the sufficient cause of reading comprehension. It does indicate, however, that it is a necessary factor, and one that must be present even when the text being read is well-structured, contains known vocabulary, can be decoded, and is approached strategically. 	
Implications of Schema Theory for Reading Instruction
	If schema theory is accurate in that readers need to have at least some schemata in place in order to understand texts, it behooves educators to consider how they might provide children with the knowledge they need to be successful readers. One solution is to help students activate relevant background knowledge before approaching a new text, and to provide direct instruction in any areas where students appear to lack the prerequisite understandings (Anderson, 1984; Graves, Prenn, & Cooke, 1985). This type of intervention can be quite effective, but providing previews of sufficient depth for each text students read would be a daunting task in the traditional classroom, where the literacy program tends to feature “a smorgasbord of content,” often with little connection between texts or topics (McKeown et al., 1992; cf. Allington & Johnston, 2002, p. 182; Finkelstein, Nielsen, & Switzer, 1993; Hirsch, 2008).
	Others have called for a return to more rigorous content-area instruction to build up students’ general store of knowledge about the world. They reason that the more children know about history, science, government and politics, current events, pop culture, music, sports, geography, human nature, and so on, the more texts they will be equipped to understand (Hirsch, 2006; Lipson, 1982; Willingham, 2009). This is certainly a tall order, and “general knowledge” is an ill-defined field. However, the call for instruction in these areas is certainly consistent with schema theory’s claim that readers need the background knowledge assumed by authors– whether it be related to employment, slavery, or any number of other topics that can potentially play a part in a text’s message. Thus, helping students develop new schemata and refine existing ones in any domain of study is an worthy end, not only for the sake of their learning in that domain but also for their growth as readers. 
	I propose cross-curricular integration as a solution that preserves the advantages of text previewing while helping students systematically develop a portion of the general knowledge they need in order to access a wide range of texts. I designed my unit, Encounter, to demonstrate how an educator might build students’ knowledge in a specific domain – American history – while still providing the instruction in vocabulary and strategy use that is also essential to their growth as readers. 
Why Integrate Reading and History Instruction?
	Although I initially embarked on my exploration of cross-curricular integration primarily for the sake of improving reading instruction, it would be unwise to promote an educational intervention that did not somehow help students grow in the other disciplines involved, as well. Fortunately, the advantages of integration extend well beyond the domain of literacy. This is especially the case when history is woven into the reading curriculum.
Efficiency
	 Even the most skillful teachers wrestle with the dilemma of how to accomplish all of their objectives during the limited time available to them. Their task is rendered even more difficult as state standards grow more demanding and the school day more fragmented. Integrating across any two subject areas can help educators maximize productivity and unify their instructional focus (Finkelstein, Nielsen, & Switzer, 1993; NCSS, 2009; Walmsley & Walp, 1990). 
History is an especially apt candidate for integration because it is so often neglected in the elementary curriculum. This subject is usually included under the umbrella of “social studies,” a term which denotes a multidisciplinary academic subject that integrates elements of history, geography, anthropology, political science, religion, and several other domains (NCSS, 1994). While there are many advantages to combining instruction in these areas, such an organizational strategy runs the risk of diminishing the study of history as a discipline in its own right (VanSledright, 2004a). Moreover, studies have shown – and I can verify with my own experience – that in many schools, less than 30 minutes per day is allotted for social studies instruction, and it is often the first subject sacrificed when special events come up and testing season arrives (Finkelstein, Nielsen, & Switzer, 1993; Schmidt, 2007, p. 3). In fact, the Center for Educational Policy has documented a 44 percent decrease in time allotted for social studies instruction since the passage of the No Child Left Behind act (McMurren, 2007, in NCSS, 2009). It is little wonder, then, that the National Council for History Education entitled their recent position statement regarding elementary school instruction, “A Crisis in History” (2008). A hybrid reading-history unit, on the other hand, can provide teachers with the time they need to properly initiate their students into the practice and study of history.  
Motivation
	Children are curious about people and the world in which they live, and they often pursue their questions with a determination that eludes many adults. While some people may see elementary school as a time when students primarily enjoy fictional stories, research indicates that they often are just as fascinated by nonfiction texts, a genre which includes history and biography (Duke, 2000; Marinak & Gambrell, 2009). A number of teacher-researchers have published accounts of their students’ high engagement in cross-curricular projects in which they were helped to inquire into issues that were of interest to them (cf. Bomer & Bomer, 2001; Phillips, 2009). Even more relevant to the task at hand is a recent meta-analysis of student motivation in classrooms that utilize the CORI framework I used as the foundation for my own unit. In this review, Guthrie, McRae, and Klauda (2007) found that students who participated in integrated, inquiry-driven CORI studies displayed significantly higher engagement in literacy instruction and in self-directed reading than students in the comparison groups. It seems fair to predict, then, that many students would be engaged by the opportunity to investigate a relevant theme from history, using their developing literacy skills to explore both primary and secondary sources related to their inquiry topic. 
Authenticity 
	There certainly is a place in the elementary curriculum for explicit instruction about how language works (e.g., letter-sound correspondences, written conventions, comprehension strategies, &c.; Short,1999). However, it is crucial not to lose sight of the fact that literate individuals do not engage in reading and writing for their own sake; rather, they use these processes to arrive at purposes that are meaningful to them (Short, 1999; Walmsley & Walp, 1990). Adults use language to learn, enjoy, build relationships, and share information; children can and should use language in the same ways. A unit of study in which students use reading to explore a theme in the field of history has the potential to fulfill all of these purposes. 
Critical Thought 
	While reading and history instruction are distinct fields in their own right, they can work together toward a common end: helping students take a critical stance toward the texts they read. The NCTE/IRA Standards for the English Language Arts (1996) include as one goal, “Students participate as knowledgeable, reflective, creative, and critical members of a variety of literacy communities.” Many literacy educators echo this sentiment, arguing that children need to learn not only how to encode and decode language, but to examine how people use language to influence others and create certain social realities (Luke, 1992). As Allington and Johnston (2002) put it, schools are being called on to move from teaching “basic literacy” to engendering “thoughtful literacy” (p. 14). VanSledright (2004) notes that this is just the sort of stance for which the field of history calls:
[Good historical thinkers] are careful, critical readers and consumers of the mountains of evidentiary source data that exists in archives and that pours at us each day via the media. Good historical thinkers are tolerant of differing perspectives because these perspectives help them make sense of the past. At the same time, such thinkers are skilled at detecting spin, hype, snake-oil sales pitches, disguised agendas, veiled partisanship, and weak claims.
Thus, the same skills and attitudes we try to foster through literacy instruction can be reinforced when we invite students to analyze documents and artifacts, as well as when we introduce them to perspectives other than their own, through history instruction. 
	This concludes my rationale for integrating reading instruction with other content areas in general, and with history in particular. I turn now to the ideas that formed the basis of my own integrated unit.
The CORI Framework
Advantages of CORI
	I am far from the first educator to attempt cross-curricular integration in the elementary school. Examples of thematic units that cut across the disciplines abound in research journals, publications for practitioners, and real classrooms. I chose to model my own curriculum after Guthrie, Wigfield, and Perencevich’s (2004) Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction framework. This approach to cross-curricular integration centers each instructional unit around a single, broad theme. Guthrie and his colleagues elected this thematic approach for two reasons: to provide an authentic context in which students could develop their reading skills, and to strengthen students’ engagement in instruction (p. 6). In studying their work, I found that my own goals aligned well with theirs. In addition, I was struck by the elegance with which the CORI model allows for the development of skills specific to the featured discipline while still creating space for meaningful overlap between that discipline and the domain of reading. In the sections that follow, I will describe CORI as it was initially conceived by its creators, then explain how I used the model to create my own unit.
The Original Model
	CORI consists of a set of hybrid reading-science units, each of which lasts about twelve weeks. During a typical unit, students cycle twice through a series of phases that emulate the steps literate adults take to investigate a matter of personal interest: 
· observe a phenomenon and personalize it by relating it to one’s own experiences
· search for and retrieve relevant information about the phenomenon
· comprehend the retrieved information and integrate it into a coherent whole
· communicate to others one’s findings
Throughout this process, four instructional strands work in conjunction with one another: reading strategy instruction, inquiry science activities, motivational processes, and reading-science integrations. During the first cycle, students explore one topic subsumed under the overarching theme. For example, in a unit centered around the theme of animal survival, the class might spend the first cycle studying how land-dwelling animals adapt to their environment. During this study, each instructional strand features activities that correspond with each CORI phase, as seen in the table below: 
The CORI Framework, Cycle 1 (Weeks 1-6)
	CORI Phase
	Week
	Strand A
	Strand B
	Strand C
	Strand D

	
	
	Reading Strategy Instruction
	Inquiry Science Activity
	Motivational Process
	Reading-Science Integration

	Observe & Personalize
	1
	Activate Background Knowledge
	Observe
	Initiate Interest
	Relate (observations of the natural world to perspectives gained from reading literature)

	
	2
	Question
	Design Experiment
	Encourage Student Choice (e.g., of questions to explore)
	Compare and Contrast (observations with literary perspectives)

	Search & Retrieve
	3
	Search
	Collect Data
	Extend Interest
	Connect Interests

	Comprehend & Integrate
	4
	Summarize
	Represent Data
	Provide Interesting Texts
	Contrast Domain Learning

	
	5
	Organize Graphically
	Organize Investigation (i.e., create a display that summarizes key elements of investigation)
	Enable Students to Collaborate
	Combine Conceptual Learning Across Domains

	Communicate to Others
	6
	Communicate to Others
	Communicate to Others
	Coordinate Motivational Support
	Coordinate Reading and Science 



Adapted from Guthrie, Wigfield, & Perencevich (2004), pp. 7-8
The second cycle of instruction shifts the focus to another subtopic within the overarching unit theme. To continue with the “Animal Survival” example, students might follow up their study of land animals with a 6-week exploration of aquatic creatures. The main instructional difference in this second cycle is that reading strategies are now practiced in combination with each other rather than presented in isolation:
The CORI Framework, Cycle 2 (Weeks 7-12)
	CORI Phase
	Week
	Strand A
	Strand B
	Strand C
	Strand D

	
	
	Reading Strategy Instruction
	Inquiry Science Activity
	Motivational Process
	Reading-Science Integration

	Observe & Personalize
	7
	Activate Background Knowledge
	Observe
	Initiate Interest
	Relate

	
	8
	Question and Activate
	Design Experiment
	Provide Student Choice
	Compare and Contrast

	Search & Retrieve
	9
	Search, Question, and Activate
	Collect Data
	Extend Interest
	Connect Interests

	Comprehend & Integrate
	10
	Summarize, Activate, and Question
	Represent Data
	Provide Interesting Texts
	Contrast Domain Learning

	
	11
	Organize Graphically, Activate, and Question
	Organize Investigation
	Collaborate
	Combine Conceptual Learning

	Communicate to Others
	12
	Communicate to Others/Synthesis of Strategies
	Communicate to Others
	Intrinsic Motivation
	Coordinate Reading and Science



Adapted from Guthrie, Wigfield, & Perencevich (2004), pp. 8-9
My Adaptations
	There are several facets of the original CORI model that I was able to preserve in my own version. Although CORI was originally designed to integrate reading and science instruction, the major phases represent a fairly generic research process and thus are just as fitting for the exploration of a theme from history. In fact, the four phases (Observe/Personalize, Search/Retrieve, Comprehend/Integrate, and Communicate to Others) are strikingly similar to the learning cycle advocated by social studies educator Laurel Schmidt (2007): 
Awareness  Exploration  Inquiry  Action (p. 8)
 The reading strategies featured in a CORI unit are among those scholars have recommended as worth teaching in general[footnoteRef:1], and they can be applied to texts about any number of topics (cf. Duke & Pearson, 2002; National Reading Panel, 2000). The motivational processes used in the framework can likewise be applied in any unit of study since they are a function of how instruction is organized rather than which content area is featured. Thus, my primary task in adapting the CORI framework to allow for reading-history integration was to determine how an inquiry into a historical topic would differ from an inquiry into a scientific question (i.e., modify Strand B), and to generate specific opportunities to integrate reading with history (i.e., modify Strand D). [1:  The term “search” is one exception that does not surface often in the literature on reading strategies. However, Guthrie and his colleagues seem to use this word to indicate the act of culling important information from texts, an act that research suggests can and should be explicitly taught. ] 

	Historical inquiry. The National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) argues that the social studies, including history, should be presented in a way that capitalizes on students’ interest in and questions about the world around them (2009; cf. Levstik & Barton, 2001, p. 13). Not only does forging personal connections engage children in instruction, but it mirrors the avenue by which historians approach their work. As Schmidt (2007) notes, “social studies [is] a human problem-solving activity” in which people try to answer meaningful questions about how to survive and flourish in the world (p. 35). Thus, the first historical inquiry activity in my CORI unit is to identify a question, that is, to choose an intriguing event, dilemma, or phenomenon which, when explored, can yield insight into how to function effectively among other people. 
	Once a question has been identified, it is time to gather and interpret data relevant to that question. The historical data, that is, primary sources, can come in a variety of forms: advertisements, speeches, laws, newspapers, obituaries, diaries, letters, photographs, clothing, and tools comprise just a fraction of the potential resources available (Schmidt, 2007, p. 44). It is the study of primary sources that lies at the heart of the historian’s work. VanSledright (2004b) identifies four skills that are central to the successful interpretation of a source:
· Identification (What is this? When was it created? What are its physical attributes? What does it say?)
· Attribution (Who created this? Under what circumstances? Why?)
· Judging perspective (What was the author’s social, cultural, and political position?)
· Assessing reliability (How helpful is this source in determining what has happened in the past? To what extent does it corroborate with other sources?)
These four activities together constitute the second inquiry activity in my unit, to engage in source work. I should note here that in Encounter, the final two acts of source work are extended to secondary accounts, as well. Analyzing the author’s perspective and assessing the reliability of a text are crucial elements of critical literacy and thus a zone where the goals of reading and history instruction overlap. 
	After individual sources have been analyzed and critiqued, students are ready to synthesize their findings. Like historians, students review the data they have collected, making comparisons among sources and trying out different perspectives (Levstik & Barton, 2001, p. 65). They conclude this stage by developing a theory that fits the evidence before them as closely as possible, making judicious extrapolations where necessary (VanSledright, 2004b). 
	Finally, as in the original CORI model, the unit concludes with an opportunity for students to share what they have learned with an authentic audience. In the field of history, the final synthesis usually takes the form of a narrative (Brophy & VanSledright, 1997, p. 17). However, other forms of communication appropriate to the elementary grades include oral presentations, charts and tables, position statements, and simulations (Levstik & Barton, 2001, p. 69). Whatever form it takes, it is crucial that students communicate their new knowledge to others:
If students collect lots and lots of data, but are never challenged to use it by processing what they’ve learned into a product, their knowledge is vestigial, like your appendix. It’s there, but it serves no purpose. (Schmidt, 2007, p. 99)
It is the sharing of and acting on knowledge which renders the educational experience authentic and meaningful, and which transforms the study of history into a tool for developing caring, competent citizens.
	Reading-history integration. My reconceptualization of the inquiry portion of CORI (Strand B) forms the foundation for my revision of the integrated activities (Strand D). In the original framework, students make connections between, compare, contrast, and synthesize two primary bodies of knowledge: the discoveries they make through scientific observation and experimentation, and the information presented in trade books about the natural world. In a reading-history CORI unit, the separation of domains is not quite as clear, since the practice of decoding and comprehending texts is central to both. I chose to define the “reading data” as information gathered from secondary sources, and the “historical data” as information gathered from primary sources. The distinction is imperfect, but it nevertheless yields some thought-provoking activities. Thus, my unit invites students to relate their own experiences in a classroom game to the historical events simulated by the game; connect their investigations into both secondary and primary documents with the thread of inquiry; compare and contrast the nature of and messages conveyed by various sources; compare and contrast primary and secondary documents as sources of information; combine their findings from both domains into a coherent narrative; and reflect on the lessons they have learned from their synthesis. 
	Pragmatic considerations. The rest of the adjustments I made to the CORI model stem from the constraints of time. I shortened the length of the unit considerably, as per the requirements of this assignment, and, consequently, combined steps where I could. This was especially the case with the motivational processes recommended by Guthrie and his colleagues; in fact, these seem to operate more effectively in conjunction with each other than in isolation. 
	My own version of the CORI model, adapted for use with history and abbreviated for the sake of time, is as follows:
	CORI Phase
	Strand A:
Reading Strategy Instruction
	Strand B:
Inquiry History Activity
	Strand C:
Motivational Process
	Strand D:
Reading-History Integration

	Observe & Personalize
	Activate Background Knowledge 
+
Question
	

Identify a Question


	Initiate Interest 
+
Encourage Student Choice
	

Relate

	Search & Retrieve
	

Search

	

Engage in Source Work

	Extend Interest 
+
Provide Interesting Texts 
+
Enable Students to Collaborate
	
Connect 
+
Compare and Contrast Sources

	Comprehend & Integrate
	

Summarize
 +
Organize Graphically

	


Synthesize

	Extend Interest 
+
Provide Interesting Texts 
+
Enable Students to Collaborate
	
Compare and Contrast Domains
+
Combine 

	Communicate to Others
	
Communicate to Others
 
	Coordinate Motivational Support
	
Reflect




Design Considerations
	It is beyond the scope of this paper to detail every principle that influenced my decisions about what materials, activities, assessments, and groupings to include in my unit. I would like, however, to note three of the overarching ideas that guided my work.
Clear Purpose
	The work of Wiggins and McTighe (2005) has been invaluable to me in its emphasis on determining one’s purpose for instruction before designating assessments and activities. As they argue, “[W]ithout clarifying the desired results of our teaching, how will we ever know whether our designs are appropriate or arbitrary? How will we distinguish merely interesting learning from effective learning?” (p. 14). The construction of a cross-disciplinary unit like Encounter requires careful coordination of a range of instructional goals. My work began, as I have discussed above, with a general desire to build students’ schemata by integrating history into the literacy block. By endeavoring to teach two subjects at once, though, I became responsible for providing effective instruction in both areas. Thus, in order to articulate adequate objectives, I had to reflect on the coursework I had completed in the Reading Education program, literature from the field of history education, national standards for both disciplines, and, of course, the Tennessee State Standards. I summarized my final vision for my students in the form of key understandings, questions, knowledge, and skills, all of which are outlined in my unit plan. Afterward, I worked to ensure that all of the assessments and activities I designed furthered that vision in some way. 
Constructive Assessment
	Encounter contains several opportunities for the teacher to gauge students’ progress in specific domains of reading and history, as well as their ability to synthesize their learning across domains. In designing these activities, I tried to embody Levstik and Barton’s (2001) vision of “constructive evaluation;” that is, assessment that serves to improve learning and enables students to demonstrate the full extent of their growth (p. 16). Constructive assessment is frequent, focused, and varied, and it encourages students to reflect on their own performance rather than relying solely on others for feedback (Allington & Johnston, 2002, p. 212). In my unit, students have the opportunity to demonstrate their learning during every lesson, providing substantial data to guide instruction. At times, they work with small groups, sometimes with partners, and sometimes individually. Assessments are accompanied by clear directions (oral and/or written), and kid-friendly rubrics are made available with performance tasks. Above all, these activities are woven into the work of historical inquiry and aligned with the overarching goals of the unit. 
Authentic Inquiry
	I touched on this principle earlier, but I wish to reinforce the importance of engaging children in activities that accomplish a real goal that is meaningful to them. The research is clear that capitalizing on student interest is an excellent way to improve learning outcomes (Guthrie, Wigfield,  & Perencevich, 2004; Levstik & Barton, 2001, p. 24). Even more importantly, though, if we want our students to be responsible, inquiring citizens when they are adults, we must give them opportunities to do so when they are young. As Schmidt (2007) so eloquently puts it,
The challenge is moving students from passivity to activity by helping them understand that the stuff of history is simply what human beings do, in any society, at any time. Which means that there’s a world of need and possibility – exploitation, poverty, discrimination, and social injustice – right outside their classroom door. (12)
That essentially sums up my own goal in writing Encounter. I want my students to build their schemata, to become more knowledgeable about the past, and to learn how to make sense of the texts that surround them. Ultimately, though, I hope they will use their knowledge and abilities to step beyond the classroom door to make their communities better than they have been in the past. 
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