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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 of goal?
Name/Title:  Reciprocal Teaching (Cognitive Strategy Instruction)
Research Question:  By looking at various research results, what can we learn about Reciprocal Teaching via meta-analysis?

Description of Subjects:  Subjects for the collection of research varied from first grade to college level.

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

The Studies

· 16 studies in the meta-analysis

· 12 used the four comprehension fostering strategies by Palincsar & Brown

· 4 used two, three, or ten comprehension strategies

· Researchers separated out the P & B from others to further study P & B results

· Four studies were published research, 12 were dissertations and/or presented papers

· Studies were “graded” as High (6), Middle (7), Low (1), 2 were Uncertain

· Seven studies employed either Reciprocal Teaching Only (RTO); 9 studies employed Explicit Teaching-Reciprocal Teaching (ET-RT)

The RTO

Original study by Palincsar & Brown (1984).  This approach to reciprocal teaching embeds the vocabulary and process of RT within the lesson or within the content.  There are four cognitive strategies: summarization, questions generation, clarification, and prediction.  The introduction of the comprehension-fostering strategies occurs during the dialogue between teacher and student.

ET-RT

Students are introduced to reciprocal teaching’s four cognitive strategies during 3-6 explicit teaching lessons BEFORE dialogues begin.  Direct instruction is done for each of the cognitive strategies.  The strategies and RT is modeled during dialogues and guided practice and eventually the RT is “scaffolded” so that students conduct the dialogue as well as model the cognitive strategies.

RTO & ET-RT 
Both treatment groups received reciprocal teaching modeling and explicit teaching and practice respectively.  Control group used basal with additional instruction to read and answer questions.  Might have included other activities typical to regular classroom instruction.
3.  Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

Research included in the meta-analysis had to…
· Use the phrase “reciprocal teaching” specifically
· Reference research by Palincsar and Brown (1984)(key researchers)
· Use both experimental and control groups w/ random selection or studies determined equivalent via reading comprehension measures
· Rationale: based on three related theories of guided learning: a)Vygotsky’s “zone of proximal development” (role of instruction in fostering development); b)Proleptic teaching (teaching in anticipation of competence); c)Expert scaffolding (teacher acts as guide, shaping and supporting the learning of novices to the point that the teacher [expert] is no longer needed).
· List of studies included in Summary
4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)

There were three testing formats: standardized tests (Gates-MacGinitie); experimenter-developed short answer or multiple-choice tests; experimenter-developed summarization tests.  The results were expressed in median effect size.
5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

· Experimenter-developed comprehension tests were used in 11 studies and the results were significant in 8 of the 11 studies (Median ES .88); however, the Median ES (MES) for those studies that used standardized tests was very low (MES .32)

· Twelve of the 16 studies used Palincsar’s approach of 4 specific “comprehension-fostering strategies:” questioning, summarizing, prediction, and clarifying unknown words.  Other four used 2, 3, or 10 cognitive strategies.  With standardized tests, it didn’t matter if the study used the 4 or 2, 3, 10; eight used ET-RT with experimenter-developed tests w/ MES of .86; three used RTO with experimenter-developed tests w/ MES of 1.0.

· Results were categorized by a)whole class, b)good/poor (good in decoding and poor in comprehension), c)poor (poor readers with no indication of decoding skills noted)

· Results of the treatment didn’t seem to be impacted by the grade level, the number of sessions, the size of the instructional group, the number of strategies taught, or if it was taught by a teacher or investigator.

· Generating questions and summarization appeared in more than one study.  Students with training in questioning skills were superior on a comprehension measure even though the quality of questions they produced during class wasn’t any better than the control group; this might indicate that these students learned some additional processing procedures.  The study also notes that summarization of experimental groups was better.  Quality of questions and summarizing got better form early to late in sessions. 

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 the implementation?

No:  


Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

The meta-analysis did not include this data; however, all of the studies are listed in the summary and one can check individual research projects for this information.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

· Quality of questions and summarizing got better form early to late in sessions. 

· When standardized tests were used, the treatment group’s performance was significantly superior to the control groups (in 2 of 11 studies, the MES was .32); when experimenter-developed tests were used, the treatment groups had significantly higher scores compared to control groups (in 8 of 10 studies, the MES was .88)

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?

The meta-analysis did not include this information.
7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:  


Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

These are similar studies; however these are not replications.

Summary
The goal of this meta-analysis was to investigate possible patterns of performance or impact on student comprehension skills through the application of reciprocal teaching.  Two approaches of reciprocal teaching were included in the collection of studies.  One approach is reciprocal teaching only (RTO).  In this mode, students experienced the reciprocal teaching process through modeling and practice; explicit instruction was not part of the student experience.  The other mode is explicit teaching-reciprocal teaching (ER-RT).  With this approach, students experienced the reciprocal strategy via explicit teaching and then scaffolding to the point of student mastery (students took over the teaching).  Reciprocal teaching employed the comprehension skills of: questioning, summarizing, prediction, and clarifying unknown words along with other comprehension strategies that were not specifically identified in this report.  The overall results indicated that gains were made by students in the treatment groups on comprehension measures.  It is important to note that the results on standardized tests were not as significant as those indicated by evaluator-developed measures.  Some discussion suggests that the standardized tests are more difficult.

Fisher Galbert (1989), Jones (1987), Labercane & Battle (1987), Padron (1985), Palincsar & Brown (1984), Rich (1989), Rush & Milburn (1988), Brady (1990), Dermody (1988), Levin (1989), Lonberger (1988), Lysynchuk et. al. (1990), Palicsar (1987), Shortland-Jones (1986), Taylor & Frye (1992), Williamson (1989)

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  4
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