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ABSTRACT

The ninth in a series of studies to improve the
strategies that poor reading comprehenders use to study text began as
a training study containing three components: strategies to be
taught, instructional mode by which they would be taught, and the
metacogn:tzve environment for the instruction. After identifying four .
strategies that merited investigation, the instructional mode :
(reciprocal teaching) was selectéd. The metacognitive environment in
which the instrvction was instituted was then analyzed, and the basic
instructional package was invosti?otod in a series of five studies in
which the teacher was aither the investigator, a volunteer readzng
teacher, a recruited reading teacher, or a peer tutor. The setting
was a resourte room or.classroom; the cohtent was ei‘her selacted
expository passages from basal texts or science material; and the
students were seventh graders having difficulty in comprehending.
Results showed that dialogue and comprehension improved substantially
over time. This work suggests that an effective reading instruction
program requires the identification of complementary strategies that
are modeled by an expert and acquired by the learner in a context
reinforcing the usefulness of such strategies. (DF)
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Abstract

"The Unpacking of a Multi-component,.Metgcognitive Training Package"

For Ehe past several years we have been engaged in a series of
studies aimed at increasing the ability of poof comprehenders to learn
from reading. Our intervention has focused on teaghing the students
-four strat;égies (summarizing, question-generating, predicting, and
clarifying) selected as facilitators of comprqpensioh fostering and
comprehqnsidn monitoring. The settings in whlch weohave conducted
our work have ranged from individual tutéring sessions conducted by
the investigator to°whole class instruction conducted by developmental
reading teachers. While the degree of success of the intervention has

been influenced by the setting, in each case we have obserVed'reliable

.and durable imprévements in comprehension which wereabcompanied by

transfer across t «s.

'bé& interests have now turned to determining the .components of
the intervention principally responsible for these effects. .This..
paper describes the rationale for conducting component analyses of"
1) the learning strategies, 2) the instructional mode (recipioca;
teaéhing), and-3) the metacognitive environmen; in wﬁich the ;nstrﬁction
was situated. The merits of this research from both.éipractical énd
theoretical perspective are described and data, collected to date, are

summarized.
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‘  When one embarks on a resdarch program of cognitive skills

training, it is with the fervent hope that such a program will be

'generative in mature; generative to thk extent that the learnef

improves on the trained task as well as on related cognitive tasks;

[

generatjvé in that the research informs theory regarding instruction

and regarding the cognitive skills underlying successful performance

. . 4 - -
of the targeted task and finally, ¢rom a practical‘aspect, geénerative

in the sense that the research raises at least many questions for
- . .

further study as it answers. . . .

When we beéan thé ninth in our‘series of studies and'it became’
embarrassingly difficult to th}nk of éttracgive aﬁd informative
txtlesf?pr manuscripts, I knew our work h;d at least met the last
of these criteria, What I wisﬁ to address in this paper is how
our research prouaram became so prolific and what its prageny have
baen., o . ' .

It began as a training study to improve the gtrategies poor
reading comprehenders use to study téx;. As we conceptualized the
study there were in fact three componénts to which we wquld attend:
the strategies to be 1nstructed, the instructional mode by which
the strategies would be taught, and the metacognitive environment
in which we would embed i1nstruction.

Theori1es of comprehens;on and evaluation of what skilled readers
do whiie reading suggested that th; following four strategies merited
investigation: summari2inqg, or i1dentifying the gist of the text,

tarmulating potential test guestions regarding the content, demanding

clarity when comprehens.on faltered, and making predictions with

e s
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regard to upcoming content. It was anticipated that these four
activities uoulh serve not only to ‘enhance comprehension but also
o . "~ would “serve as a vehicle for comprehension monitoring,

.

Instruction took the form of a dialogue in which thg.teacher. '
. and students éonk turns leading a'discussion‘loncerning segments ’
of the text. The dialogue was structured by the four acfiyities
previously dégﬁribed. Hhogver lead the dialogue was responsibie
tfor generating a question%to which the gzsup responded, providing
a sumﬁary on which the grour.could comment, elaborate; ;uggésting
content in tie passage which was unclear; and finalfy, pfedicting
what content might be presented next and supportxng ‘this predlctxon;
Naturally, during the initial days of 1nstructxon, pr1nc1pal respons1b111ty’
for initiating and sustaining this dialogue befell the teacher. However,
the teacher -gradually transfered this reponsibility to ghe_students,
The interactive saature of this instruction prdmpted us, in collaboratian

with our colleagues, to call our instructional mg\mod fecigrocal )
. .
teaching.
-Eecauseﬂtxme and intervening experiences obscure perception,
I o not sure we realized when we planned this instruction what potential
1t¥%hgd. Therefore, the principles which I will now report, 1n part
drave our cholce of this mcdel and in part are derived from our
experiences with this mod;l of instruction. We espouse\thxs farm
of xAstructxon because 1) the teachér models the activities rendaring -
: . the underlying proceSse; overt, explicit, and concrete; Z) the
stills are aexercised i1n the appropriate context of reading - not

Py
as 1solated, decontextualized skxllé: 3) the dialogue provides the

| S BEST COPY AVAILABLE ° S
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opportunity for the sthdenti to eyaluate thg}r facility with the
skills and to evaluate the affect eaploying these skills has on
comprehension'4)'the teacher is constantly gngageﬁ in diagnostic
teaching; providing feedback, instruction, ;nd no&eling that will

move the stﬁdent from®one 1evq1 to the pext }evey/;f competence
employing the'strategies. | ) v

The final component to which we attended was the matacabnitive

environment in-which instruction was instituted. We were very attentive

to the metacognitive information we shared with our- students--that

informatica uhiéh'would enéourage ;nd,facilitate their ma;ntaining
and generalizing thqnjnstructed skills. The stud;nts were informed
regarding why these strhfegies were im;ortant and in what situation
theyeould be helptful. Tﬁey.were instructed to use the strategies
as a meins of monitoring their comprehenéion and they were askéd
to partidipata 1n evaluating their. competence with.the strategies.

This basic instructiohal package was investigated i1n a series
of five studies. The five &tudies varied along the following ‘dimensions;
the reacher was either the investigator, a volunteer reading teacher,
a recruited reading teacher aor a pesr tutor.

The setting was' a resource room or classroom; and the contgnt
was either selected expositorv p:ssades from basal te.ts ar science
material. This paper permits aniy the aost giobal description
of the results.. In brief. consistently, i) there was clear evidence
that tne dialogue during 1ntervention improved substantially over
tise; o) quantitative 1npr.vemgnt on measures ot comprehenslon was

-

large an3 reliable: ) the effects of intervention were durable
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with maintenance indicated up to six months and 4) i1mprovement transferred

to tasks which were simsilar to but distinct from the instructed

e »

stratedies. Where measured, 1) the effect of training generaiized
< : '

to the Elassroong and 2) improvement on our criterion ;a(erenqed

Q

measures of coamprehension was reflectad bn«sgandardizea tests of

-

reading conpfehension." ' . .

Having satisfied ourselves tnat the reciprocal teaching of the

four strategies was a robust interventionj one that had utility
- .

not orly in the pristine confines of a laboratory setting, but also

> [N .
on the battlegrounds in a classrooa setting, we confronted the need

to determine what, as Dr. Pra;?ley (in pres;),déscribes. the "active

ingredients" of this' interventi'on package were. From a practical

i -

standpoint, such an analysis would permit us to streamline the procedure, ¢

-

perhaps rendering it more attractive to classrooa teachers. Fronm
- (~ hd

@ theoretical perspective, such analysis wduld.pronde further study™’

af the priacess of instructing reading comprehension, .

The three components alludéd to earlier in this paper are the
likely candidates for scrutiny; the strat ies, the 1hstructional

]

technigue, and the metacognitive environment. To datg&.we have

begun to assess the first two of these camponents. [ would like -

1]

to share the methodolgy and results of.thesg 1nvestigations as well

as our plans to defermine the contribution of metacognitive instruction,
In each of the studies which follows, the criteria used in the
selection of students were identical to those adopted- in our initial

worki; the students were-in the seventh grade, attending developmental

reading classes, and i1ndicating a significant disparity between
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.decoding and conprehension.skills - decoding skills br -\a judged

adequato'uhila.colprahension.ués significantly balo @ Yevel.

The measeres reported in this paper are student responses to comprehension

" questions following the indépendgnt reading of expository pigsages

Y ' . i‘ *
during each day of intervention,
The first stidy was designed to evaluate the relative effects

[

of the téwo most frequently used strategies in comparison with the
'efféct of the total package of strategies on readiﬁg céhpreﬁension.

0f the four activities; summarizing, ﬁuestion-qenerating, demanding
’ 0
clarity and predicting; tne two which were employed routinely after

- o ~

Wreadxng each sed%ent of text were summﬁrizing qhd questibn'genérating,

’

Summarizing and question qeneratinb, as they werw instructed, both

]

focused the students’' attention on i1dentifying the central, as opposed
to ﬁerxp;éral,'content 0¢ the passage. 'f;edicting :nd élarifying

were employed only when appropriate. We nave designed our strategy
component study then to feature summarizing and question'generatzng.
The study &es. geen condu;ted with four groups over two vears. [ne
same teacher impiemented~instruction with each group all natural
reading groupsi. 3She 1s one of the voluntear teachers who assisted /
in the ;hlrd of our 1nitial series of studies investigating the .
'reéiprocal teaching procedure. Each group received five days of
baseline, during which reading comprehenzion was assessad using

the same cr.terion-referenced measures designed for our original

w3rk, oroups 1 and 3 then received instruction 1anuest10n1nq 0niy,

l.e&. the same reciprocal teaching procedure was .mplemented but

arly tor the purpose of teaching guestion generating. Ei1ght *days

wn
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-were theﬁ,initkuctod in summarizing for eight days followed by the ’

three days of maintenance, and finally practiced the four strategies -

L3 . . ' . . \. | '.
’ ¢ ’ . ' ::i
' - LIRS ) . . b

»
.l

of instruction ware folloupd by three days of naintgnancé. They- . ._

. .

—

.

" for five'days followed by a short-ter: and long~term (3 months)

4

maintenance check.. Group 2 experienced the same conditions except k
that they were first introduced to suamarizing, followed.by gquestioning,

and then the four strategies. Group 4, folluowing baseline, received

the original reciprocal teaching package with all four strategies.

The initial data presented in Figure | suggest that while the students '
o B . - ' K
did show gains, over time, in responsa to instruction in the isolated

.' t .

strategies; those students who were instructed iﬁ the simultaneous
use of all four strategies responded more quickly to instruction .
and made greater gains. What remains to be explored here is th;' >
possibxliix that, with a group of students-who present more language
problems that tﬁose in this ;tudy, a more gradual introduction to - -
the strategies may be more efficacious. ' -

" We have suggested (Palincsar, 19843 Palincsar & Brown, 1984)°
that re;xpkocal‘teaching exenplifies both proleptic teéihing’(Bruner,
19783 Wertscht, 1979) ia which there is a gradual kransfar of responsxbxlxtf
for the lec.ning activity from the teacher'to the student as well
as scaffolded instruction (Rogoft % Gardner, 19843 \n which the
teacher provides the subport necessary to {acilitate the extension
of sk1lls to a higher level of competence. Therefore, when planning
the anaiysis of .the second component, the instructional technique, -

wa ware particularly interested in manipulating the opportunities

for teacher-student interaction and guided practice. To this end,

. | * BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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We designed four instructional conditions to teach the f&ur strategie:)ﬁ y

and a' fifth tondition as a confrol. The firs}, rgtiprgcal teaching/correc- ., .

o .- S . :
tive feedback replicated our original ﬁrocgdure. Using the dialogue .
‘. N ‘ ' .t . . N "
format, the teagher initially engaged in instruction and modgkénd .
of the four stritegies. As the 12 da*s of Lnstructigﬁ proceeded, 7’ -

. ¢ [ .
the students were given more cesdonsxbility for the dialogue while - L

the teacher guided their practice us{ng uodiling'and.(eedback specific

to each student. . ' ' ) ..

.
L4 7 s,

The second condition, reciprocal teaching/practice was, for the

.
.
’ L

first four days of instruction, 1dentica; to the ;eciprocal teaching
proceaure. 'Houevér; after éﬁese;faur_days,:bracticé continued by
having the students write their sumaﬁries. queétibns. bo}nts to

be clarxfi;d énavpredic;ions and the teacher gi@e féedback by:;tarring

the best of the students’ responses, ﬁenca, feedback was fairly

minimal after the initial days of instruction. ” ’

The third cundition, demonstration: permitted very little opportunity )
tor i1nteraction or practice. Each day, the teacger'demonsiratad

~ tne four strategies and student partjcipation was restricted to
.,

answering the questions posed by 'the teacher.

[n the tourth condition, which we have called treated control,
e -

the students were given worksheet actlvitiés which introduced them

t3 the strateg}es, one at a time., In this condition, there was .

slenty ot opportunity for practic; and, because the worksheets were
. completed with teacher assxstaan, taor student-?@acher 1ﬁ£eract19n.

However, there were no cpportunftxes Eo integrate and practice theye

-

st?eteqxes in the context of reading. Finally, there was an ‘untreated

W
4
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control group which completed-only the assessments associated with .
this study. The results are depicted in Figure 2 which represents
. *the means of each group gn the daily assesisments for baseline, the ) ‘

. first half of training and -the second half of t}ain{ng. The results .

4 A [ .

a .
suggest that the-most effective, qf these four interventions was ’ \

o

e . ¢ .

the traditioral reciprocal teéching‘procedure,follouad; but not -

s
. h

closely, by the reciprocal teaching with p?actice';nd thg uorkshqe;"
. . - ~% . : .
. L] 3

. ‘.\

activity. Demonstration was the least effective of the instﬁuotionfl ' >
N . i . . . .

conditlons. ’These results suppqrt:fhe rble'o?.teacher-stqdent intdriztion X - ?
2 . . v '

-

for the purpose of achieving guided ﬁractice. While this is inte}eﬁtirg t_ .

. . [ 4

from a.theoretical perspbctive, the,practicaf impffﬁationé are worth .

-

noting as well. In this study, we were unable to ident;?x a.hore 3 e
ecoromical means by which the same comprehension gains could be . .

* achieved as in the labor intensjyve reciprocal teaching procedure.. ?
. * ' .

.
o ° . . b

In the two studies, just described, métacognitivo instruction .

a 9

focused on increasing learner awareness, was held constant across

. . { .
the vgrxous°conditions.' Each treatment group was i'nformwed about _
~ . v [} [ .
what strategy(iei; they were learning and wny.? ‘They were also 1nformed

4

. of the outcome 6f training as.the rekults of the daily assessment

A . ]
were shared with the students. Metacogmitive instructidn focused '

on self-regulation was present in each condition.of the first study

out varied with each condition in the 3econd study, Those students

/
_in the reciprocal teaching/teedback and reciprocal tesching/prachice

4 )

t -
conditions had the appartunity to engage in the orchestration and

moni1taoring of the strategies whiie those in the demanstration and CL .

[ Y
"worisheet groups did rot. # third study is planned for the specific

" &, BEST COPY AVAILARI:
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pu?posa_of qxinihing'the role of metacognitive instruction. In

L4
o

- this stddy, one group will receive the reciprocal teaching procadure

but without additional instruction regarding the use of the strategies.

A second group, in addition to the reciprocal teaching procedure,

uill.rece{vo daily ingtruzfiun regarding the range of situations

in which the strafegfes will be useful, includiﬁg the daily assessment

]

.and classroom activities.

L4
Fry

The third group Jill’engage in self-monitoring to an extent previously

untried in our work. Eacﬁ student will iﬁdepindently generate and
LY

record a question, summary, and, dhen appropriate, prediction and

clgrlfication, while reading. They will rate the quality of their

work prior tq engaging in dialogue with the teacher who will provide
. v . . -

extarnal evaluation. The fourth group will receive reciprocal teaching

plus awareness training aﬁd the opportunity-fbr self-monitoring.

Such a study should permit us the opportuniti to evaluate the contributions

L4

ot metacagnitive supplements to étr;tegy trainingJ‘

Recently;.after thilcompleticn of one of our research endeavors,

. »

we debriefed the teacher.who had‘conducté&.the pntervention., She

’
.

rontided that when she first .igreed to partxcipate in this project,

L4

‘she was under the impression Ehat some "grandiose” person was.going
. " e

to come in and engage a “grandiose" plaf to teach her students tc

b
4 Q

comprehend better. She added” that she had no idea she was that
"qran&;ose“ person. The ward "'grandiose” had never'cume to Txnd
when thinking about descriptors for reciprocal teaching. And yet,

there s a sense 1n which the 1nstructxon'o{ reading comprehension

must 1nval' a grandiose scheme - 4or 1t 1s no small achi&ehent

o | Coe L L ' N
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" for a large nuaber of roading"disablud students to acquire the flexible
use of cumprehension fdstcrind and comprehension monitoring activities.

Jur-work and the work of othnrl'suggosfs that such a scheme requires

LY
»

th;"iduntification of coaplementary strategies which are aodeléd

by an expert and acquired by the learner with a gJod deal of support

in a context that reinforces the usifuldiss of such strategies.
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