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Thirty-six grade 4 students and thirty-six grade 7 students.  All were English-speaking Canadians.  

1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention and what was the research question to be answered and/or what is the intended goal?

Name/Title:  Reciprocal Teaching







If prediction, clarification, question-generation and summarization strategies were taught using scaffolded instruction, would poor comprehenders be able to learn the strategies so that they could apply them to text on their own?  If so, would performance on standardized comprehension measures increase?

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

Reciprocal Teaching encourages student self-directed prediction of what information might occur in text, clarification of information not completely understood as text is read, generation of questions about text content, and summarization of material covered.

First, the expert completely guides the child’s activity, modeling how the task can be performed.  The child then attempts the task with adult cueing, assistance, and additional modeling as required.  Eventually the child assumes most of the thinking responsibilities.

3.  Was the program effectiveness shown through an experimental design that included experimental and control groups created through random assignment or carefully matched comparison groups?  (SBRR Standard 1)

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

The design of this experiment was one reciprocal teaching group and one control group.  Controls met the same number of times with the same instructor as reciprocally trained students.  Controls were exposed to the same practice materials and took the same practice tests, but received no strategy training.  Their teachers nominated all participants as adequate decoders but poor comprehenders.

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, raw scores, gain scores, etc.) was used to report results? (SBRR Standard 2)

Standardized assessments were used before and after the experiment.  4th grade students took the Metropolitan Achievement Test and the vocabulary subtest of the Gates-MacGinite Reading Test.

Daily assessments included a retelling for half of the sessions.  For the other half, students were required to answer 10 short-answer questions over the content of the passage. 

Means and standard deviations were reported for all dependent variables.  Also reported were the mean proportion of passage propositions recalled, mean proportion of questions answered correctly, and the mean percentile score.

5. Briefly describe the findings. (SBRR Standard 2) 

Reciprocal teaching improved performance on the daily assessments and pre-test to posttest gains in standard comprehension were confined to the reciprocal teaching condition.

The results were consistent with Palinscar and Brown’s claim that reciprocal teaching improves standardized reading comprehension in students who decode adequately but do not read with high comprehension.

The outcomes in this study support the conclusion that patient teaching of reading strategies can improve reading performance.  When powerful strategies are taught by teachers who provide instruction adjusted to student difficulties, there is plenty of reason to be optimistic that measurable gains in reading comprehension will follow.

6. Did the evaluation plan include a measure of implementation? (SBRR Standard 3)

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

7. Did the study include evidence that gains in student reading achievement were sustained over time? (SBRR Standard 3)

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

8. Did the study cite evidence of replication (of another study or within this study)? (SBRR Standard 3)

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Palinscar, A. M., &  Brown, A.L.  (1984).  Reciprocal teaching of comprehension-fostering and monitoring activities.  Cognition and Instruction, 1, 117-175.

Additional Comments
Noted by the authors: There has been a large amount of research on reading comprehension strategies since the initial conceptualization of reciprocal teaching.  Revision of reciprocal teaching in light of the insights from research studies might improve the treatment.

Reports of the National Reading Panel: Teaching Children to Read: An Evidence-Based Assessment of the Scientific Research Literature on Reading and Its Implications for Reading Instruction : Reports of the Subgroups.  (Dec., 2000), p. 4-46.   The National Institute for Literacy . NIH Pub. No. 00-4754.

Put Reading First: The Research Building Blocks for Teaching Children to Read.  Kindergarten Through Grade 3.  (2000)  p. 54.   National Institute for Literacy at ED Pubs, Jessup: MD.
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