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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: Think-Aloud while reading and physical backtracking (re-reading) and their impact on recall

Research Question: This study includes two experiments that sought answers to the following three research questions:

A. How do fourth- and sixth-grade students construct mental representations** from informational passages for which they have relatively little relevant prior knowledge? (Global reading approach -- Once Through or Regress/Review)

B. How do students’ processing activities during reading relate to what they understand and remember?

C. Does providing a think-aloud protocol change the nature of fourth- and sixth-grade students’ processing and representation of text?

**Meaning-construction process produces a mental representation that may reflect multiple levels of text understanding: surface code (features of surface text), textbase (meaning relations among elements within a sentence and across sentences in the text, cued by text, represent little impact of prior knowledge), and situation model (referential meaning of the text, relies on integration of information in the text w/ prior knowledge [aka interpretive level])

Description of Subjects:
Experiment One:

· 12 fourth-grade and 12 sixth-grade students from 4 public elementary schools

· Two classrooms at both levels

· 7 boys & 5 girls w/ average age of 9 yrs. and 11 mo. (grade 4); 6 boys & 6 girls w/ average age of 12 (grade 6)

· Approximately 1/3 from each grade was drawn from below-average, average, and above-average reading levels (as identified by TN Comprehensive Assessment Program)

· Students receiving special education services were not included

Experiment Two:

· 12 fourth-grade and 12 sixth-grade students selected the same way and from the same classrooms as w/ experiment 1 (different students)

· 7 boys & 5 girls w/ avg. age of 10 yrs. 1 mo. (4th); 5 boys & 7 girls w/ avg. age of 12 yrs. And 2 mos. (6th)

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

Mental Representation (the learning that results from processing the text) is determined jointly by the quality of the textbase representation and the use of prior knowledge which leads to knowledge transforming as opposed to knowledge memorizing.

Think-Aloud:  Learners verbalize how they are reading the informational passage, what they are doing, and what they are thinking after each sentence as they read the passage. The think-aloud was the avenue through which researchers were able to identify how students construct meaning in a “knowledge-lean” situation (Question A).  Think-alouds yield indicators of the quality of the textbase and degree of prior knowledge use.

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

Posttest-Only Control Group Design:  The sample selection was balanced (see Description of Subjects, above) and random. The four groups were similar in ability and age, and the treatment was randomly applied by class. The treatment group was instructed in the read-aloud protocol and the control group was not. The intervention was one individual session per student that lasted 45-90 minutes.  The time differentiation is due to the longer amount of time a talk-aloud might take; however, the control group was not limited in time allowed.  

The study investigated the three questions in two experiments.  Informational passages were presented on a self-paced computer program; the first experiment asked participants to use a think-aloud protocol to process the information then generate a report on each passage from memory. Participants in the second experiment used the same two passages, but did not use the think-aloud protocol; rather, they dictated recall reports from memory after reading silently. Participants in both experiments were told they would be producing a report on the information in each passage for their peers, from memory. These experiments answered questions one and two. The third question was answered by comparing the processing and recall reports of the two experiments.

Students participated individually in one session with an experimenter present; sessions lasted between 45 and 90 minutes. Instructions for the think-aloud procedure explained that the experimenter wanted to find out about the way students read and about what makes some passages hard to read compared to others. Participants were asked to talk aloud and say everything they were thinking after each sentence. Participants who read silently were instructed to do what was necessary to produce a recall report from memory. The computer program allowed researchers to “track” the reading approaches of both experimental groups. 

After the reading was completed (for both talk-aloud and silent reading protocols), a math detractor task was administered that took approximately 45 seconds to 2 minutes to complete. Participants then dictated their report. The experimenter typed it on the computer and allowed participants to make changes; however, students could not refer back to the passage.

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.)

Researchers monitored the global reading approach by noting movement through the sentences of each passage as recorded via the computer program used; these were reported as percentages of use (x% used Once Through and x% used Regress/Review).  They also noted think-aloud protocols which were coded for the number of events, types of events, and types of reasoning used; think-alouds were videotaped and transcribed for assessment.  The think-aloud application was reported as mean percentages of each type of event for each grade and passage difficulty.  Finally, data for the recall reports were scored at two levels: gist (number of sentences from that passage that were included) and coherence.  The results of recall were reported as total number of students divided out by coherence level 1, 2, or 3 (high to low), grade level, experiment 1 and 2, as well as per passage (one being more difficult than the other).  Experiment two also provided the results of processing time and number of accesses charted as means and standard deviations.

The article included five case examples to illustrate the role played by explanatory or elaborative references in representation construction.

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

Question 1: Subject’s processing of “knowledge-lean” information text was flexible and adaptive.  Students relied on a variety of mental processes to create meaning: drawing on prior knowledge, generating examples, making analogies, self-monitoring for understanding, paraphrasing, and/or rereading.  Not evident was cross-text integration (connecting information from noncontiguous parts of the text).  The recall content tended to be focused on single sentences (local coherence), as subjects did not note text structure that cued to a main idea. 

Question 2: Researchers did not find a direct link between explanations and recall.  The profiles (case studies) indicated a more complex relationship that requires more research.  In a nutshell, research discovered that the readers’ accuracy and completeness of encoding the text information and the appropriateness of their use of prior knowledge are significantly important to the quality and accuracy of recall.  

Question 3: The impact of Think-aloud on processing and construction of mental representation was found to vary according to grade level.  Younger readers were hampered the think-aloud protocol in comparison to those students who did not use the think-aloud.  The research indicates that the task demands of a think-aloud with unfamiliar material result in poorer recall.  On the other hand, older readers’ recall quality was improved.

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: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Both experiments were very carefully conducted; the article gave detailed descriptions of the research process and materials used.  The application of the treatment was a one-time situation; however, the integrity of the treatment/control was carefully detailed within the article.  

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

The study looked at the Think-aloud protocol’s impact on recall.  For 4th graders, the impact was negative; students recalled more with silent reading/rereading protocol.  For older students, the impact was positive; students recall was improved compared to the control group.


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

Gains sustained over time were not a part of this research project

7. 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.

Several studies were referred to throughout this report for all three questions.  In some cases the results were corroborated and in others the results were contrary to prior research.  Prior research about strategies students use to construct understanding were done with narrative and/or non-knowledge-lean text; this study sought to see if the results were comparable.  Students will employ a variety of strategies for both narrative and informational text, but there are preferences for text types.  Previous studies with think-aloud protocols were done on older readers, and a positive relation between think-aloud and understanding was found, paralleling the findings of this study in relation to the older students; however the younger students did not enjoy the same benefits of the think-aloud protocol.  As for the processes students turned to, prior research results and results from this study’s were similar; students tended to rely on local, sentence-by-sentence processing at both grade levels.

Summary
This study’s purpose was to answer questions about how students make sense of informational text when it is unfamiliar. The research examined the strategies that students employ for processing informational text to understand and remember new information. They also examined the relationship between processing activities and the completeness and coherence of recall. Finally, researchers considered the Think-aloud strategy’s impact on recall compared to that of silent reading. Results are as follows:  It was found that (as with prior research done using narrative text) students rely on a variety of processing strategies; however, the processing tended to be sentence-by-sentence level. The prevalent protocol was self-explanations; however, they varied in impact on recall. Secondly, it was found that the relationship between processing activities and the quality of recall is quite complex and more research is needed.  Finally, the Think-aloud protocol was found to be effective for the older students, but not for the younger students.  

Reviewer’s comment:  The Think-Aloud described in this research project is not at the same level of instruction as the Think-Aloud protocol proscribed in Every Child Reads.
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