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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome or goal?

Name/Title:  Rereading the text or “looking back” in order to respond to improve comprehension.

Research Question:  Do upper-grade good and poor comprehenders use a lookback strategy spontaneously to resolve comprehension obstacles they discover as they read and respond to questions?

Description of Subjects:  19 “poor-comprehenders” attending a summer reading clinic who meet the requirement of being able to decode but demonstrated moderate difficulty in the comprehension.  Twelve boys and 7 girls, grades four through ten made up the “pc” group.  The “good-comprehenders” (gc) were selected at the start of the following school year that were as similar to the “pc” group as possible except for being identified by their teachers as have good comprehension skills.  There were 19 “gc,” nine boys and ten girls, from grades six through eight. (M= grade 7 in both cases).

2. Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

Material
No treatment was applied; rather, participants in both groups were observed during a reading experience that was designed to assess the reader’s spontaneous application of the “looking back” strategy to solve obstacles to understanding.    The materials and (text and questions) were designed with questions that could rely on recall and questions that would like rely on looking back in previous text (paragraph) in order to correctly answer the question.  The passage was prepared on three separate sheets to better facilitate observation of lookback application.  During the evaluation, there were two investigators who alternated roles of direction-giver and intra-experiment observer.  The latter observed took notes on verbal and non-verbal subject behaviors throughout the task.  The roles of both investigators were explained to the subjects.  

Procedure
 While the subject read the upper half of the first sheet (and throughout the rest of the task), s/he was observed for verbal/nonverbal reactions when answering the questions (at the bottom of each of the three sheets).  After the subject finished the first silent reading phase, s/he was asked the first three questions by the direction-giver.  The direction-giver recorded responses to questions on another copy of the text & questions.  Upon completing page one, it was left in front of the subject, but turned at a 90-degree angle; this accommodated observation.  The entire experimental session lasted approximately 10 minutes.

3. Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

Subjects were identified based upon their comprehension skills – good-comprehenders in one group, poor-comprehenders in the other group. There was no “treatment” per se, unless one considers the experimental session the treatment/assessment.  The design might be a 6: Stratified random selection of students based upon comprehension ability only, treatment (the passage and questions), behavior as well as number of correct responses were assessed.

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) were used to report results?  

Quantitative results were reported as percentages of 1) frequency of correct responses to the six non-lookback questions tallied for both pc and gc,  2) frequency of correct responses in instances of documented lookback behavior for both, 3) implications of age/experience on application of the lookback strategy.  Qualitative results of subject’s verbal/nonverbal responses to “dissatisfaction” of his/her answer to the question were charted for pc and gc.

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study.

Both reading proficiency and age/experience factors seemed to contribute to the behaviors displayed.  Poor comprehenders mostly failed to demonstrate monitoring and mostly failed to spontaneously use lookbacks.  Grades six and seven gc demonstrated monitoring, but mostly failed to use lookbacks spontaneously.  Grade eight gc demonstrated monitoring and used lookbacks.  The study implies that readers’ knowing they did not know (an answer to a question) preceded knowing what to do to resolve the dilemma (self-monitoring before solution).

6. Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of implementation?


Yes.  Even though there wasn’t a treatment per se, the objective was to observe for self-monitoring and spontaneous application of looking back at the text as a strategy to take care of “dissatisfaction” with a response or inability to respond.  The subjects were carefully matched with the exception of one group being pc the other gc. The experimenters conducted the study together and alternated roles.  The materials were independently assessed for validity to purpose, and inter-rater reliability in assessing responses and verbal/nonverbal reactions was high.

7. Were gains in student achievement reported?


No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

No (not gains), but ability to implement self-monitoring and lookbacks impacted achievement.  The study sought to identify and verify what “good comprehenders” do to overcome comprehension obstacles.
If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?  

The only reference to time was in reference to age and experience (older, good comprehenders were most likely to use this strategy).

8. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Yes, several previous studies related to self-monitoring and comprehension strategies of good readers were referenced throughout the article.  However, this study focused on a particular corrective strategy, looking back at the text.
Summary
This study focused on self-monitoring for comprehension and applying the strategy of looking back at the text when an obstacle to comprehension (answering questions) occurred.  Two groups of students grades 4-8 (median grade of 7), one group being poor-comprehenders and the other being good-comprehenders, participated in a 10-minute experiment.   The experiment had students read and answer questions; subjects were assessed via observation and correct response tally, their recognition of an obstacle, use of the strategy, and its impact on the number of correct responses.  There are three things a good-comprehender must do: 1) Recognize that an obstacle to comprehension has occurred, 2) Decide whether or not to do something about the obstacle, 3) Engage (conditional upon step two) in fix up activities which supply the needed information.  In this study, only the good-comprehender subjects could do #1; only the oldest good-comprehenders could do #3.  This suggests that the treatment was effective; however no indication of longevity of strategy impact was measured.  The research does indicate that looking back is effective; however, it is one of many tools or strategies that a learner can apply when encountering obstacles to comprehension.
The authors of the research suggest that additional research on the “fully-informed participants” (students trained to identify when an obstacle occurs and what can be done) and the impact on student achievement is needed.
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