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Coaching for Metacognitive 
Instructional Practice 

Kathryn Kinnucan-Welsch 
University of Dayton 

Reflective metacognition is thinking and going over what you know about your own 
learning and understanding on a certain topic or task. This can be a professional de­
velopment tool because you know how much work or effort a task will take . You 
will be better able to manage your time and know if you will need additional helJJ . 

- Regina Jackson 

Teaching is a complex activity. As a teacher educator, I experience the complex­
ity of teaching everyday through the struggles, dilemmas, and triumphs of pre­
service and inservice teachers with whom I work. As I peruse the 51 chapters of 
Handbook of Research on T eaching (Richardson, 2001), I am struck by the breadth 
and depth of what teachers must know and be able to do, and how this is repre­
sented in an extensive knowledge base. 

This knowledge base is often overwhelming in the field of literacy instruction. 
The research on reading and writing, and the contexts that influence how chil­
dren learn to read and write, has been extensive (Flood, Lapp, Squire, & Jensen, 
2003; Kamil, Mosenthal, Pearson, & Barr, 2000). When one considers the high 
stakes connected with literacy development for children, families, teachers, and 
school district administrators, what teachers know and can do is a focal point for 
how we judge the effectiveness of our schools (Taylor & Pearson, 2002). What 
teachers know and can do becomes apparent in the literacy development of each 
learner. One goal for the research on literacy processes-and instruction is to sup­
port all learners, young and old, as literate, participating members of community. 

As authors in this volume have suggested, one way to identify students who 
are becoming accomplished readers and writers is to observe the degree to which 
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COACHING IN TWO SETTINGS 

The examples of coaching presented in this chapter are taken from my research 
as a participant in a statewide literacy professional development initiative: the 
Literacy Specialist Project (Kinnucan-Welsch , 2003a, 2003b; Rosemary, Gro­
gan, et al., 2002). The central aim of the Literacy Specialist Project, launched in 
2000 by the Ohio Department of Education, is to provide professional develop­
ment to educators in the state of Ohio that supports enhanced understanding in 
the teaching of reading and writing. The professional development incorporates 
foundational knowledge of literacy processes and pedagogy represented in a series 
of professional development sessions known as Teaching Reading and Writing: A 
Core Curriculum for Educators (Roskos, 2000). In 2002-2003 , 158 literacy spe­
cialists worked with over 1, 100 teachers in 79 districts using the Core Curriculum 
materials. 

I am one of 13 field faculty representing 8 universit ies directly involved in the 
initiative. We work with the literacy specialists through monthly meetings and 
site visits to support them in their sessions with teachers and in coaching. The vi­
gnettes about coaching presented in this chapter are taken from this initiative. 

Coaching for a District Focus on Spelling 

Donna is a literacy specialist in a small district in a rural, but growing, area of 
Ohio. After her first year as a literacy specialist, she worked in the second year 
of the project with a group of three second-grade teachers, Judy (in her 5th year 
of teaching), Terry (in her 6th year), and Fran (in her 11th year; all names are 
pseudonyms). They met monthly for full-day meetings during the 2001-2002 
school year. Donna had written a grant that provided for substitute teachers. The 
district had decided to focus on improving spelling instruction for this academic 
year, so Donna immersed her teachers in reading, videos, demonstration lessons, 
and student data that pertained to writing, word study, and spelling. 

In addition to the focus on spelling instruction, the teachers each selected a 
child from their class and administered several informal assessments, including 
oral reading of leveled text, writing sample, and spelling/word knowledge. Based 
on the assessment data, the teachers decided on an instructional focus, planned 
instruction, and monitored student progress toward the instructional goal. The 
agendas for the monthly meetings included deepening the teachers' knowledge 
base about spelling and writing instruction, as well as discussions about the case 
studies of the individual children they had chosen. 

The vignette I have chosen to share is from one of the all day meetings with 
the teachers on March 27, 2002. I was able to attend part of the meeting, so I was 
able to participate in the discussion and gather artifacts that indicate what they 
were learning. The agenda for the March 27, 2002, meeting is in Fig. 20.l. 
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Core Curriculum 
March 27, 2002 

I . Housekeeping/Updates 
A. How's it going? 
B. Teacher information survey 

II. Continuing t he Assessment Cycle 
A. Ongoing assessments - analyzing and interpreting the data 

Reading "'Running Records 
Writing "'Writing Samples 
Spelling "'Writing Samples/Weekly Assessments 

· B. Planning and Evaluating Further Instruction 
Protoco ls/T apes/Transcripts 
What have we learned? Where do we need to go next? 

C. Periodic Assessments - Planning 
Reading "'DRA/Off grade Reading Proficiency 
Writing "'Writing Proficiency Benchmark Assessment 
Spelling "'DSA [Developmental Spelling Assessment] 

III. Taking Another Look at Spelling/Word Study 
A. Reading - "Word Walls that Work'. Janet Wagstaff 
B. Linking Spelling and Writing - How are we doing? 
C. Video - "Learning about Writing", Linda Dorn 
D. Developing mini-lessons to teach spelling and writing strategies 

Lunch 

P.M. John Smith Elementary School 
I. V. In the classroom 

A. Lessons 
Terry and Judy: Will you get together and plan your afternoon schedule for the sub 
so we can have a block of time in each of your classrooms to work with some 
individuals or small groups, inc!uding your case study child? The rest of the class wi ll 
need to be doing something fairly quiet. Plan for about 30 minutes in each classroom. 
I will teach a minilesson and you will teach another similar lesson immediately 
following mine. Fran can be the observer this time. We will debrief afterwards in 
the center room. If you have specials that interfere let me know so we can work out 
something else. Donna . 

FIG. 20.1. 

377 

This agenda provides a glimpse of how Donna's plan for the day with her sec­
ond-grade teachers incorporated many of the aspects of what coaches do. First, 
Donna had told me in a previous conversation that the teachers began the year 
with little knowledge of how to assess and appropriately instruct students based on 
spelling assessment data. Donna purchased Word Journeys (Ganske, 2000) for the 
teachers, and they had spent considerable time in previous sessions learning the 
Developmental Spelling Assessment (DSA) and designing instruction based on 
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· · · g teach­where children were in spelling development. Judy, one of the parnc1patm . 
ers, told me during the meeting that at the beginning of the year she was a bit a~­
prehensive about implementing this approach to spelling instruction. She s;i ' 
"We all had the DSA on our shelves, but we have 10 other books to read also. 

Donna was aware of their apprehension, and acknowledged that they. we~e 
aware of the gaps in their knowledge base. She devoted considerable time ind t e 
second-grade classrooms modeling how to assess the children and followe u~ 
during their meetings to explain how to interpret the data. On March 27, afte~ 
months of support from Donna, the teachers came with data from their case stu Y 
children that included data on spelling development. 

A second aspect of Donna's coaching evident from this agenda is that she sup­
ported the teachers in understanding how student data should drive instruct!~~· 
One of the characteristics of accomplished teachers is that they know what c ~ ' 
dren know and can do, and how to teach them (assisted performance) so t ;r 
they reach the next level o.f accomplishment. Donna wanted these second-~~a~ 
teachers to design instruction for children based on what they can do and 

h 'ld ·ng sev-they need to learn. The teachers each chose a child, assessed the c L ust d 
eral informal instruments at the beginning of the school year, and designed an 
implemented instruction with Donna's support. During the March 2 7 meet~g, 
the teachers brought their case study data and a brief summary of where t e1

1~ 
child was at this point in time. Judy's summary of her second-grade child follows· 

Jordan came to me reading at a "G" level. He is now reading at a 92% at the level 
"M." Hopefully, he will hit benchmark by the end of the school year. He is wnnng 
and has improved. At the beginning of the year, his writ ing consisted of short sen­
tences. His stories did not have a beginning, middle, or ending. Now his writing has 
a title, beginning, middle, and end ing, in addition to a problem and solution. He 
still struggles with his spelling, though he has improved in this area from the begin-

. d · now nmg of the school year. He began spelling in the Letter Name srage an is d 
transitioning into the Within Word stage. Some of his spelling concerns are relate 
to his speech. 

I will continue to work with Jordan in all these areas. In reading, I want him. to 
b . · are m­ecome more fluent and not depend so much on his strategies. His strategies k 
terfering with his fluency. I want him to continue to use his strategies when stuc 
on words, in a quick manner so it does not interfere with the meaning of his wnnng. 
I would like to see more detail. I want him to continue to emphasize the visual pa~ 
of the word. This visual part is the manner in which he can picture what a wor 
looks like when he goes to spell the word. 

Overall, Jordan has improved in all three areas. My main goal for him is to be 
. ··g~ reading at grade level by the termination of the school year. It looks promism 

he will attain benchmark status for second grade. His writing and spelling have 
some areas of concern. Jordan is a hard worker who wants to succeed; he has come a 
long way this year. (Judy, case study summary, 3/27/02) 

1 
For specific details on the reference to spelling levels, refer to Ganske (2000). 
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The teachers h d . h . 
on wh . s are , m turn, t eir case study summary. The conversation focused 
dev I at instructional strategies would support each child to progress in literacy 

e opment N . b . f f . she had en · ext ts a . ne excerpt o the conversat10n. Judy is describing how 
readin gaged Jordan ma repeated reading to improve his fluency. During the 
tice h g, she had called Jordan's attention to how he was reading like a robot. No-

ow Donna gave Judy some feedback on her instruction: 

Judy: 

Donna: 

[referring to repeated reading] And this is kind of like the next step. 
[recalling what she said to Jordan] "Let's try and make it sound not 
like a robot." He said it perfectly, so it was interesting to see if this 
repetition works and to not let it go but to do it again you don't re­
ally have to spend that much time each time you do it. 

And even with some of the phrases that he did, it comes natural. 
They don't realize that they know they start with part four for some 
reason and it sounds right. So we just hope that they continue to 
carry that over. I really did like too the way you noticed he had 
slipped back into the robot reading. And that you caught him right 
away. (coaching meeting, 3/27/02) 

The afo . 
lllor rementtoned excerpt, although brief, does provide a glimpse of one of the 
ous: Powerful aspects of coaching. Donna had suggested to Judy during a previ­
abl ession that Judy try repeated reading of familiar text with Jordan. Judy was 
mo e .to monitor Jordan's progress in fluency, and Donna also plays a role here in 
Ille nt.tonng Judy's progress. Donna had addressed the topic of fluency in previous 
kn etings With the teacher. As coach, Donna's role was to ask what does Judy 
~~about fluency? What does she still need to learn? 

ened tave described how Donna provided resources for the ~eachers that deep­
sc .b heir knowledge about literacy assessment and mstruct10n. I have also de­
h rt ed through Judy's summary and a brief excerpt of a coaching conversation, 
I ow analyzing student assessment data can be a powerful coaching context. Now 
syWould like to turn to how Donna provided a scaffold for the teachers to more 

stemat' 11 d Afi tea Y esign and implement instruction. 
tu ter the teachers and Donna had talked about the case study data, they 
so rned to a focus on instruction. One of the professional development re­
th Ure.es that Donna used with the teachers to help them improve instruction was 
viJ video Learning About Writing (Dorn, 1999). Donna showed excerpts from this 
v·d eo and the teachers talked about how the instruction that was modeled in the 
h~v:o c?~ld be adapted to their classrooms. Donna, realizing .that teachers often 
br difficulty transferring what they see m videos to their own classrooms, 
20~~ght a minilesson organizer that she had adapted from Snapshots (Hoyt, 
"". . ) ' one of the resource books she had purchased for the teachers. Using the 
"•1n1-les ) D d h pl son organizer as a guide (See Fig. 20.2 , onna an t e teachers co-
si:nned a lesson focused on writing. Following the planning in the morning ses-

n, Donna taught the lesson in Fran's classroom, providing a model of instruc-
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Gradual Release of Responsibility 
Mini-lesson Planning Organizer 

KINNUCAN-WELSCH 

Teachers Name _________ Date. _______ _ 

Subject ______ ~ 

GRRModel Mini-lesson comoonents 

Introduce the Topic/Strategy 
Explain the goal to your students. Tell them 
what thev will learn. 
Model the use of the strategy 
Talk out loud about what you are doing. Tell 
the students what you arc thinking. Explain 
why you are doing what you are doing and 
how you decide when and if to use the 
strategy. The goal is to make your thinking as 
transparent as possible so the students will 
understand how to use and apply the learninJl. 
Provide guided practice 
Work with your students to practice the 
strategy. This is often a good time for 
partners, cooperative groups, or teams to 
work together and support each other while 
you act as coach, praising appropriate use of 
the strategy and assisting those who need 
additional help. This is also a good time to 
assess how well your students understood 
yciur demonstration. 
Offer independent practice 
Children work independently using the 
strategy in their personal work. This is a 
second opportunity to assess understanding, 
support appropriate uses of the learning, and 
re-teach as needed. 
Encourage self-reflection 
Students now have a chance to stop and 
consider: What did we just learn (the content)? 
How did the strategy work for us (the process)? 
How else might we use the strategy? 

FIG . 20.2. Adapted with permission from Snapshots © 2000 by Linda Hoyt. 

Published by Heinemann Publishe rs, Inc., a division of Reed Elsevier, Inc., 

Portsmouth, NH. All rights reserved. 

tion for the teachers. The group then moved to Terry's classroom, and she taught 
the same lesson to her children. After a debriefing on Terry's lesson, the group 
moved to Judy's classroom, Judy taught, and they ended the cycle with a final de­
briefing. This was a routine that Donna and the teachers had followed all year, as 
each teacher had the opportunity to teach, observe, and debrief. 

According to Tharp and Gallimore's definition of assisted performance (1988), 
teachers can look for support from the environment as well as from a more expert 
other. Donna was providing support by co-planning instruction with the teachers 
that she would model that afternoon. Following the modeling, Judy and Terry 
taught a lesson that afternoon that was similar to the one Donna modeled. In other 
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words, Donna modeled and provided the opportunity for guided practice for the 
teachers. Donna also provided a concrete object that became a part of the teachers' 
environment, the minilesson planning organizer. The teachers would be able to use 
this organizer in the future as they planned lessons in their grade level team meet­
ings. Planning instruction that takes children from where they are to where they 
need to be is challenging. A parallel challenge is providing professional develop­
ment that takes teachers from where they are to where they need to be. The frame­
work of gradual release of responsibility provides a model of assisted performance 
that applies to all learners, children and adult. 

What is also rather striking about this planning tool is that it encourages chil­
dren to be metacognitive as well. Note the last section, "encourage self-re­
flection." The questions in that section encourage children to think about their 
own thinking and to be metacognitive in their use of the strategy. This tool, and 
the purpose for which Donna used it, provides an example of how to support both 
teacher and student metacognition. 

So, to summarize, I would like to offer a few thoughts about this vignette be­
fore turning to the second one. First, Donna was intentional and deliberate about 
enhancing the teachers' knowledge about the content of literacy instruction. 
The teachers knew what they didn't know, and Donna provided resources and 
opportunity to discuss the content and to apply the content in practice. 

Second, Donna encouraged the teachers to think about their own thinking 
and actions during the session discussions. The teachers brought artifacts, includ­
ing data, case study summaries, lesson plans, and the like, around which the con­
versations took place. Again, Donna was encouraging the teachers to view teach­
ing from a metacognitive perspective by facilitating discussion, asking questions, 
modeling instruction, and co-planning. In each of the context-embedded activi­
ties, Donna made her thinking transparent to the teachers so they could analyze 
their own knowledge and actions in the same way. Finally, Donna encouraged 
teachers to use tools that would assist them in self-monitoring and improving 
their teaching. 

Did the teachers see themselves as being more aware of their teaching actions 
following these sessions? I conducted an end-of-year interview with Donna and 
two of the teachers, and comments from this interview indicate that they were 
more aware: 

Judy: I think I am just more aware of their ability and, you know, I'm think­
ing more [about] DSA. I think I analyzed or just knew more about 
what to expect and what not to expect and I was able to move stu­
dents to their appropriate level sooner than I was last year. Actually 
we would give them spelling assessments and then we would analyze. 
Okay, this student is ready, this student is not ready. So I felt as a 
teacher I was able to get them more on the appropriate level and have 
them be challenged, but also be successful in that area. 
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Fran: And I think I had kids and I don't know if it was me being more aware 
and being more experienced because I had done it a year, but I moved 
kids into the next level sooner than I had the year before and I felt 
pretty comfortable doing that. I knew they were definitely ready, 
whereas last year I was hesitant. I just felt more comfortable with the 
program having that year of experience. I felt good about the time l 
put into the spelling because I believe in it, it is important, and I just 
think the way my kids look at words is totally different than they have 
before. 

KKW: Do you think your teaching is different in terms of helping kids with 
spelling? 

• 

Fran: Yes, I think it is more natural now. It's not so much the spelling. We 
do spelling for thirty minutes a day or depending on the day. I think it 
is more, we integrate it more throughout different subject areas, in the 
writing and, because we are more familiar with it, it just comes natu­
rally to teach it more. (end-of-year interview, 5/08/02) 

Judy and Fran were able to articulate how they had adjusted their spelling in­
struction based on what they had learned through the coaching support Donna 
had provided throughout the year. In other words, the comments from the inter­
view suggest that coaching had supported these teachers in being more meta­
cognitive as teachers as they identified their intentional decisions regarding in­
struction and adjusted based on student progress. I would now like to turn to the 
second coaching vignette. 

Transcript Analysis as a Context for Coaching 

This vignette also comes from the Literacy Specialist Project described earlier in 
this chapter. I examined coaching conversations that took place over three cycles 
using the Teacher Leaming Instrument (Rosemary & Roskos, 2001; also see Kin­
nucan-Welsch, 2003a, 2003b, and Rosemary, chap. 19, this volume). The pur­
pose of this research was to examine how coaches coach teachers using an analyt­
ical framework for examining teaching, the TU. 

The underlying premise of the TU is that instruction can be analyzed on two 
dimensions. First, each literacy instructional episode should have identifiable, sa­
lient features that distinguish that instruction. For example, a word building les­
son has features that distinguish it from a word sort. These fundamental features, 
or teaching actions, are termed protocol features in the TU. The second dimen­
sion of teaching that is analyzed in the TU is evidence of instructional talk that 
scaffolds learning. These features are called scaffolding features in the TU. 

To use the TU, teachers audiotaped three lessons targeting the same student 
learning goal, transcribed a segment of the lesson, and analyzed the lesson ac­
cording to protocol and scaffolding features. Each teacher-literacy specialist 
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(coach) pair had conversations about the lessons using the analyzed transcript as 
a guide. The TU cycle is a context through which coaches support teachers to­
ward more metacognitive instructional practice. The vignette presented is taken 
from the conversations of one coach-teacher dyad. 

Susan (coach) and Connie (teacher) chose to focus on Oral Language: The 
Language of Literacy. This domain of instruction supports the development of 
children's oral language, a critical component of literacy development. This pro­
tocol was one that was described in the CORE Curriculum materials that the lit­
eracy specialists used in their professional development sessions with teachers. 
The protocol is represented in Fig. 20.3. Because the coach and the teacher each 
analyzed the transcript using the protocol and scaffolding features as a guide, the 
conversations contain reference to these features. 

Susan and Connie had three conversations over a course of several weeks. 
Each conversation was focused on an excerpt of a lesson that Connie had taped 
and transcribed. The focus here is on how the talk between the coach and the 
teacher about the lesson encouraged Connie to be more metacognitive in her in­
struction. 

The focus of this lesson was fluency. Connie was working with a small group of 
first-grade children. She read the book The Elves and the Shoemaker to them and 
then distributed stick puppets to help them retell the story. The children became 

Protocol features for: 
Language of Literacy Protocol: Narrate 
modeled stories 

Pl Focus attention on using oral language for a 
purpose 

P2 Explain the language function (for 
reading/writing, for inquiry, for social 
interaction) 

P3 Model the talk that supports the function 
P4 Provide opportunities for practicing 

language function and related talk 
PS Gi_ve feedback on using oral language for a 

purpose 

Scaffolding Features 

S 1 Joint problem solving (involve children in 
meaningful activity; helping children 
learn by doing) 

S2 Intersubjectivity (coming to a shared 
understanding; working toward a shared 
goal) 

S3 Warmth and responsiveness (creating a 
positive emotional tone; providing 
verbal praise; attributing competence to 
child) 

S4 Staying in ZPD (organizing activities that 
are challenging for children, but 
achievable by them with assistance; 
using instructional talk that prompts 
them to talk, encourages them to tell 
more, and adds to their thoughts and 
ideas) 

SS Self-regulation (stepping back to let 
children take control of own activity; 
providing assistance as needed to 
su ort children's roblem-solvin 

FIG. 20.3. 
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rather distracted with the stick puppets and were not very successful in reaching 
their goal. 

Susan opened conversation one by asking Connie to comment on what her 
overall impression of the lesson was. It is important to note here that Susan made 
a choice to open with an opportunity for the teacher to provide feedback, a 
metacognitive task. It is also interesting to note that Susan encouraged Connie 
to provide feedback to herself, an example of what Tharp and Gallimore (1988) 
referred to as providing assistance to self: 

Susan: I think that the first thing I would like to talk about is your overall 
impression of how we think this went and take a look at, thinking 
back, at how you originally envisioned this lesson was going to go 
and then some of the things that happened as planned and then 
some of the things that happen as things do when you work with 
kids. 

Connie: OK. I had hoped that because I was using what I thought was a fa­
miliar story, The Elves and the Shoemaker, and because I was giving 
them puppets to work with, stick puppets, and because I didn't think 
they had a lot of opportunity to do something like that, I thought 
that they would be more engaged, more anxious to retell the story, 
when in fact, I don't think I ever actually got to a PS. 

From that invitation for Connie to provide feedback on the lesson, Susan drew 
Connie's attention to the main coaching point of conversation one in the TU se­
ries, why the students were distracted and not engaged in the retelling: 

Susan: Well, I really think we'll hold off on the protocol thing for a while. 
What I really wanted to bring to your attention and to our discussion 
about this lesson is the fact about how well the preplanning went, 
how your materials were prepared, and how everything there was as 
you would expect for first grade ... you know, I thought that all of 
that was very well planned out in advance, and as we talked while 
we were transcribing we felt we were having a hard time listening to 
the children and yourself because things were becoming very frus­
trating, I noticed, and I don't want to be overly critical at this time. 

Susan then commented on the specific student behavior that indicated the stu­
dents were not focused on the task. Based on that observation, she provided for 
Connie a specific goal for her next lesson, that is, to establish student engagement: 

Susan: Because this is the first time we tried this, but I noticed frustration 
in your approach and I think the children's frustration came out 
later when they started to, you know, beat each other up with their 
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little stick puppets. They probably, at this point, were not catching 
on ... at least that's my impression ... so, let's talk a little bit about 
that because there were things that did work but there were other 
things that probably could be adapted a little better. 

Connie: I agree ... Because ... I wanted to give them encouragement and I 
wanted to applaud them for their efforts, but I never even had the 
opportunity to do that. You're right, it was just turning into frustra­
tion. So, I tried to pick something that was more challenging and 
maybe I should have picked a more familiar story so they could have 
carried the story without my support as much as I did. 

Susan: . . . and then they would get an idea of how your language use would 
build the story and even use a little bit of that metacognition with 
them, you know "I'm stuck here .... I don't know what I should say, 
but this is what happened in the story" you know, tell them what 
you are thinking. (TU, cycle 1, debriefing conversation) 

This is a brief excerpt of the first cycle debriefing conversation, but we can see 
how the coach is assisting performance through the coaching conversation. The 
transcript of the lesson provided a concrete record of the instruction, and Susan 
suggested (taking Connie's lead) a specific improvement for her next lesson, 
modeling a retelling for the children. The coach and the teacher returned to this 
in the second conversation: 

Susan: Overall, though, as I remember, the first lesson was all of you and 
very little of the children participating. But, in the second one, I see 
there was more dialogue the children were using. Why do you think 
they were better able to put the dialogue in this time, other than fa­
miliarity? There were some other things that must have happened. 

Connie: Well, there was repetition, a lot of repetition, of a story that they 
were very familiar with. We did rehearse it .... I don't think we re­
ally rehearsed the story in the first lesson. I was hoping that as part 
of the lesson that they would be able to retell and recall and they 
could not do that with The Elves and the Shoemaker. This one was a 
little easier for them to do. 

Susan: Talk a little bit about the modeling that might have occurred in this 
one as compared this one. I think we both talked about that there 
was a need for you to do more modeling of that language. 

Connie: Right, I did. I read the story to them and as I was telling them the 
story I was acting it out with the puppets so they could actually see 
what their puppet might be doing while they were speaking and I 
... I guess that// 

Susan: So, as I look at the transcript, I do see many more instances of the 
P2, which is the modeling of the language, so they were hearing 
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from you and then knowing what you were going to expect, and 
how they were going to participate. What do you think about the 
ZPD issue, because that was such a big one from last time? 

Connie: It's very important that they have to understand the language, un­
derstand the story elements, the problem and solution and at the 
same time have a clear sense of what they are going to be doing. 
(TU cycle 2, debriefing conversation) 

The exchange, which occurs early in the conversation, does return to what 
Connie and Susan agreed would be a focal point for Connie to think about her 
teaching, modeling a retelling. Although the talk does not seem to move below 
the surface level, Connie is thinking about her teaching and comments on what 
the students need to know to be able to retell. 

These are glimpses of the complete conversations, and I have done a more de­
tailed analysis of coaching conversations within the TLI (Kinnucan-Welsch, 
2003b). The point I would like to make for the purposes of this chapter is that 
structured coaching conversations provide another opportunity for coaches to 
support teachers in developing a metacognitive orientation to their practice. Su­
san was able to refer to a concrete record of her teaching over time, the transcript, 
and that created a context in which the coach-teacher conversation focused on 
how the teacher can engage in metacognitive processing of instruction. What did 
I do in this lesson? How can I adjust the lesson the next time that will better meet 
the demands of the task for the children? What do I need to know about retelling 
that I might not now embed in my instruction? Some of these questions were 
asked by the coach, and some were asked by the teacher of herself, which is an in­
dication that she was becoming self-monitoring and self-regulating in her teach­
ing actions. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

The role of the literacy coach is evolving to meet the demand for high quality 
professional development that is embedded in the daily work of teachers and 
teaching. Many districts have allocated resources for this role, and despite the 
challenge of limited resources, it appears that coaching positions will continue to 
increase in number. 

The role and practice of coaching, however, is still ambiguous and uncertain. 
It is clear that we do not know what we need to know about coaching as a 
metacognitive process. Research is needed to determine what effective coaching 
looks like. Research is also needed to define high quality professional develop­
ment for coaches. The research is beginning to provide clear descriptions of ac­
complished teaching in the area of literacy (Taylor & Pearson, 2002). We do not 
yet have a research base on what accomplished coaching looks like. 
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A second area of needed research must address the relationship between ac­
complished coaching, accomplished teaching, and student learning. Sykes 
(1999) commented that the link between professional development and student 
learning has not been tightly established. An even more tenuous connection ex­
ists between coaching and student learning. As educators, we must begin to ex­
plore what the appropriate paths are that will illuminate these questions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Hacker (1998) defined metacognition as "knowledge of one's knowledge, proc­
esses, and cognitive and affective states, and the ability to consciously and delib­
erately monitor and regulate one's knowledge, processes, and cognitive and affec­
tive states" (p. 11). To summarize this journey into the worlds of two coaches, I 
would suggest that coaching is an essential and viable professional development 
structure that can support teachers being more metacognitive about their instruc­
tion. Coaching can take many forms, as these vignettes would suggest, and re­
search is needed to shed light on what models of coaching yield the greatest ben­
efits in terms of enhanced practice and greater student achievement. Teachers, 
like learners who are metacognitive in their actions, are more deliberate, and in­
tentional. Coaching holds promise as one way to support teachers in meta­
cognitive instructional practice. 

The current era of accountability is placing increasing pressures on children, 
teachers, educators, and policymakers. Teachers deserve substantive professional 
development, just as children deserve effective teachers of reading. Hopefully, in­
sights from future research on coaching, assisted performance, and metacognition 
will help shape future directions in policy and program development. 

METACONNECTION FOR CHAPTER 20 

In chapter 19, we learned about the Teacher Learning Instrument and how 
coach-teacher dyads engaged in a cyclical process of planning, analyzing, 
and improving instruction. In the final chapter focusing on professional de­
velopment, Kinnucan-Welsch invited the reader into two coaching contexts 
in which coaches and teachers improved their practice by incorporating 
metacognitive principles. 
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