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ABSTRACT
The Impact of Mediated Cognitive Strategies on the Reading Comprehension
Performance and Self-efficacy of Palestinian-Arab Middle School Students with LD:
A Mixed-Methods Research
The purpose of this mixed-methods research was to examine the impact of

mediated cognitive strategy intervention on the reading comprehension and self-efficacy
of Palestinian-Arab middle school students with learning disabilities. Eighteen seventh-
grade students with LD who were placed in two self-contained special education
classrooms and their two special education teachers participated in this experiment for
eight weeks. A multi-cognitive strategy reading comprehension intervention (the Five
Mediated Cognitive Strategies: SMCS) based on existing cognitive strategy models was
introduced. The two classrooms were divided into two conditions: a) an Extended
Condition, in which students received the cognitive strategy instruction for the full length
of the intervention while using culturally relevant texts at the fourth grade level, and b)
the Reduced Condition where students received four weeks of traditional instruction
followed by the cognitive strategy instruction combined with the same texts that were
provided for the Extended Condition. All students were assessed for their vocabulary and
comprehension at pre and post intervention using a standardized measure and researcher-
made weekly tests for their comprehension. Further, the students were assessed for their
self-efficacy in reading using self-report surveys at three times and focus group

interviews at pre and post intervention.
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Repeated-measures ANOVA results indicate that both groups improved their
vocabulary and comprehension from pre to post intervention on both standardized and
researcher-made comprehension measures. However, the Extended Condition achieved
statistically significant gains in comprehension at posttest, whereas, the Reduced
Condition achieved significant gains in vocabulary at posttest. No significant differences
were found between the two conditions by time. Mixed results were revealed for self-
efficacy in reading comprehension. Students who were identified as good decoders
reported an increase in their self-efficacy from pre to post intervention, whereas students
with poor decoding abilities reported a declined self-efficacy at post intervention.
Thematic analysis of interviews with the participating teachers revealed that they
considered themselves and their students to have benefitted from the SMCS intervention.
Implications for the study are discussed and recommendations for further investigations

are provided for policy makers and educators.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
It has been widely argued by researchers in the western countries that teachers who teach
large classes of students with various abilities, including students with learning
disabilities (LD), mostly fail to provide sufficient individual attention, continuous
feedback, appropriate teaching strategies, and opportunities for student engagement; yet,
at the same time, they are accountable to raise all students’ achievement (Anderson,
2006; Jackson, Harper & Jackson, 2001; Lacey, Layton, Miller, Goldbart & Lawson,
2007; Orkwis & McLane, 1998; Pisha & Stahl, 2005; Vaughn & Linan-Thompson,
2003). It is even more challenging for teachers to teach students with LD once they have
transitioned from the lower grades of the primary school stage to higher grades at the
middle school level (Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). At the middle school level, the ability
to read and comprehend abstract concepts that appear intensively in materials in the
various content areas becomes overwhelming to most students with LD (Mastropieri,
Scruggs & Graetz, 2003; Vaughn, Levy, Coleman & Bos, 2002). In fact, reading
comprehension is one of the main challenges for students with LD (Vaughn et al., 2002).
Students’ difficulties in reading comprehension can be attributed to various
factors. Sometimes the difficulties are caused by a lack of fluency in word recognition
(Calhoon, 2005; Williams, 2006). However, many children experience difficulties
comprehending what they read in spite of their fluency in oral reading, due to cognitive
processing problems, including working memory limitations, lexical processing deficits,

inadequate inference making, and poor comprehension monitoring (Gersten, Fuchs,



Williams & Baker, 2001; Greenway, 2002). Other reasons may include limited
vocabulary (Ouellette, 2006), difficulty attending to the meaning of the text and
identifying the main ideas, and lack of connecting novice information to previously
known facts (Bos & Vaughn, 1994; Mastropieri et al., 2003).

Other researchers (e.g., De Corte, Verschaffel & De Van, 2001; Gajria, Jitendra,
Sood & Sacks, 2007; Williams, 2006) categorize the struggles of students in reading
comprehension into two broad factors: a) student-related factors, and b) text-related
factors. Student-related factors may include, but not limited to, decoding skills, prior
knowledge, and affective variables, such as, motivation and self-efficacy. The text-related
factors may include, but not limited to, type of text whether it is narrative or informative,
the complexity of the micro- and macrostructure of the text, and the amount of
information provided in the text. A consequence of reading comprehension difficulties
for many low performing students with LD, is that it will affect their ability in
processing, not only reading comprehension in language arts, but also comprehending
abstract concepts in mathematics (Baker, Gersten, Dimino, & Griffiths, 2004),
understanding science terminology (Gajria et al., 2007), and comprehending social
studies’ abstract vocabularies (Lederer, 2000).

Further, researchers have reported that children, including students with LD, tend
to lose interest in learning school subject matters as they transition to middle school; and,
thus, their motivation decreases steadily as they transition from one grade to another
(Cordova & Lepper, 1993; Guthrie & Davis, 2003; Krapp, 2002, Nelson & Manset-

Williamson, 2006; Wentzel & Watkins, 2002). Unfortunately, the motivational problem



is another primary explanation for unsatisfactory academic performance (Hidi &
Harackiewicz, 2000). This decline in motivation as children grow older has been
attributed to their deterioration of perceived value beliefs for content, tasks, and activities
related to most school subject matters (Krapp, 2002). Other researchers have attributed
the lack of students’ motivation to engage in classroom activities to their perceived belief
that their teachers care less about them (Wentzel, 1997; Wentzel & Watkins, 2002).
Others associated the lack of motivation in learning to the lack of appropriate
instructional texts to pique students’ interest “especially when the reading materials of
appropriate difficulty are viewed as being childish and not suitable for their own age”
(Spadorcia, 2005, p. 33).
Research Focus & Problem Statement

The aforementioned findings and challenges resonate with educators in other
countries around the world, who share similar groups of students, including children with
LD. The Palestinian-Arab children with LD who live in Israel are not an exception in this
case. On the contrary, they are served far less well compared to their counterparts from
industrial western countries, due to a combination of several complex factors that pose
remarkable challenges to the Palestinian local education system. These factors may
include, but are not limited to, overcrowded classrooms, unprepared teachers,
understaffed schools, inappropriate learning material, and lack of adequate related
services under an institutionalized Israeli-dominant inequities system (Coursen-NefT,
2005; Dakwar, 2005). The evidence for such unfortunate conditions can be easily

observed in the latest international academic comparisons outcomes. The Palestinian-



Arab children, as part of the minority students of Israel, participated in the ‘Program for
International Student Assessment’ (PISA) in the year 2006 and in the ‘Progress in
International Reading Literacy Study’ (PIRLS) in the same year. In both tests these
children’s scores were significantly lower than their Israeli-Jewish counterparts of the
same age (Ministry of Education, 2007).

The target students for this study are Palestinian-Arab middle school students
with LD. These children are being taught under traditional conditions, with many deficits
associated with lack services provided by the country in which they live. Consequently,
their achievements in all international tests are remarkably lower compared to their Israeli
Jewish counterparts.

The Palestinian Education Context

Palestinian-Arab children with LD who live in Israel are being taught mostly in
crowded classrooms, many of which have 40 children or more in primary schools
(Coursen-Neff, 2005). Under such conditions, general education teachers find it difficult
to attend to these students’ educational needs, especially, when the current teaching
methods implemented in such schools rely heavily on traditional teaching methods,
where the teacher is the only authority in the classroom, and students are perceived as
passive recipients of knowledge (The Follow-Up Arab Committee on Arab Education:
FUCAE, 2004).

International research has shown that traditional classrooms are less responsive to
students with disabilities, particularly, because conventional teaching methods mostly

depend on lectures and emphasize memorization, drilling, and rote learning, while falling



short on adequately addressing the needs of students with LD (Dunn & Dunn, 2008;
McMaster, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). Consequently, Palestinian-Arab students with LD in
these classes are either being ignored by the general education teachers who lack the
necessary knowledge and tools to strategically teach them, or they receive minimal
special education services. Such services may include an in-class assistant where the
special education teacher works closely with some students, while the regular education
teacher is lecturing to the whole class. Other special education services may include
pullout instruction where a small group of students with LD are being taught in mostly
unequipped resource rooms for a few hours per week (FUCAE, 2004).

Palestinian-Arab children are part of the underserved minority group within their
own country, due to a systematic institutionalized discrimination policy that accumulated
over the past 60 years (Coursen-Neff, 2005; Human Rights Watch, 2001; Mossawa
Center, 2006, Sykkuy, 2007). These children, according to Coursen-Neff (2005), are
remarkably underrepresented in schools compared to their counterparts in the Israeli side,
with a school dropout rate that exceeds three times the dropout rate of the Israeli Jewish
students, and they are less likely to pass the national competency exam which is a
necessary step for obtaining a high school diploma.

According to the Human Rights Watch (2001), the percentage of Palestinian-Arab
children with disabilities make about 30% of the total population identified with
disabilities within the State of Israel, despite the fact that the Palestinian minority’s
population is only 20% of the larger population. Yet, Palestinian special education

programs receive only 12% of the overall allocated budget for special education in Israel



(Human Rights Watch, 2001). Further, the schools’ structural conditions for student
learning are dramatically lower compared to their Israeli counterparts. These schools,
according to the Human Rights Watch (2001), are poorly built, badly maintained, or
simply unavailable, and often offer fewer facilities and educational opportunities than are
offered other Israeli children. Coursen-Neff (2005), who conducted a follow up study on
behalf of the ‘Human Rights Watch’, states the following:

“According to official data released as recently as late 2004, the Israeli

government continues to allocate less money per head for Palestinian Arab

children than it does for Jewish children. Arab schools are still overcrowded,
understaffed, and sometimes unavailable. On average, they offer far fewer
facilities and educational opportunities than those offered to other Israeli children.

The greatest inequalities are found in kindergartens for three- and four-year olds

and in special education.” (p. 750).

The following three reports, on the achievement of the Palestinian-Arab students
in international studies, are only few of the manifestations on the inequity between
citizens of the same country in education. Palestinian-Arab children in Israel participated
in the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) in the years 2000 and 2006
as part of the subpopulation of Israeli students. The PISA, which is administered once
every three years, collects data on a representative sample of 15-year-old students from
nearly one third of the world’s countries, for the purpose of measuring students’
performances in mathematics, science, and reading comprehension (OECD, 2007). In this

test, Israel performance was ranked below average compared to all countries of the



Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (OECD, 2007). The
analysis of within—country results indicates a significant performance gap in all subtests,
specifically in comprehension, between Palestinian-Arab students and their Israeli-Jewish
counterparts, in favor of the latter group (Ministry of Education, 2007).

In addition to PISA, Israel participated in the Progress in International Reading
Literacy Study (PIRLS) in two languages, Hebrew for Jewish Israeli students and Arabic
for Palestinian-Arab students at the fourth grade level (Mullis, Martin, Kennedy & Foy,
2007). Israel with a score of 512 was ranked in the 31" place among the 47 participating
countries and authorities which places it below the international average score (Mullis et
al., 2007). The results of this test, also, indicate a significant gap between the Palestinian-
Arab students and their Israeli Jewish counterparts in favor of the latter group. To
illustrate the picture in numbers, a closer look at the in-between variance of the same
country shows that the Israeli students achieved an average of 548 points, which ranks
them in the 11" place, while the Palestinian students, on the other hand, achieved only a
428 average score, which ranks them in the 40" place (Ministry of Education, 2007).
Obviously, these alarming statistics, which evolved throughout the years due to the Israeli
mandated educational system, illuminate the systematic inequity among Israel’s own
citizens.

The latter two studies were confirmed by the latest results for Palestinian -Arab
children in the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Survey (TIMSS) 2007.
This test is administered every four years for nearly 60 participating countries in the

world, since 1995 at the fourth and eighth grade levels. The results of the Palestinian



Arab minority students demonstrate another widening gap in comparison with the Israeli
Jewish students (Ministry of Education, 2008).

In addition to the aforementioned circumstances, Palestinian-Arab children with
LD, like any other group of students with LD, when transitioning from primary schools to
middle schools are challenged by the complex content-area and language arts subjects,
where the reading comprehension component constitutes a major portion of their learning
(Mastropieri et al., 2003; McMaster et al., 2007). These students reach middle and high
school levels with a significant achievement gap between them and their non disabled
classmates (Hempenstall, 2005; Swanson & Hoskyn, 2001). Further, these children, in
many cases, lack the necessary skills to communicate their social and academic needs
(Hempenstall, 2005).

Middle and high school children with LD in the USA, for example, can benefit
from ample choices of textbooks developed exclusively for older readers who struggle
with their class required curriculum. Such textbooks are referred to as high interest low
level (Spadorcia, 2005) or high-interest easy-reading texts (Graves & Philippot, 2002).
These textbooks are designed to provide appropriate levels of success and challenge
while, at the same time, they contain topics of interest to the readers (Spadorcia, 2005).
Moreover, it is argued that when children feel that their realities are reflected in the
curriculum, and their culture and lived experiences are considered, they tend to be more
engaged in learning and, thus, experience more success in school (Abu-Rabia, 1996;

Hunsberger, 2007; Spadorcia, 2005).



These textbooks, however, are not accessible for Palestinian-Arab schools in
Israel. This can be due to a substantial shortage in appropriate educational and
pedagogical materials for all students, including those for struggling readers. When such
textbooks are available, they are however, mostly culturally insensitive and unsuitable for
the students’ needs (Abu-Rabia, 1996). In fact, most of the educational materials used for
the Palestinian-Arab students in Israel are translated word-for-word from materials made
for the Israeli- Jewish educational system (Dakwar, 2005).

Given these realities for Palestinian-Arab students with LD, and based on
previous international data (e.g., McMaster et al., 2007), it is highly challenging for
teachers to meet their needs relying solely on traditional teaching methods, where the
learning mode is a one-way teacher-centered approach. Therefore, students with LD may
benefit from an educational approach that is better matched to their unique situation.
Such an approach should consider their cognitive development and academic needs. It
has been argued that a well designed cognitive strategy instruction that fosters students’
independent and collaborative work (Palincsar, 1998; Palincsar & Brown, 1984), with an
appropriate selection of educational materials (Spadorcia, 2005), can substantially
increase students’ reading comprehension achievement. Consequently, it will positively
impact the learning engagement and self-efficacy skills of these students (Guthrie &
Davis, 2003; Slater & Horstman, 2002).

Responding to the challenges that are facing teachers who work with middle
school students struggling with reading comprehension, including Palestinian-Arab

students with LD, researchers have investigated best practices in schools and proposed



various approaches that were empirically validated and yielded positive results. Among
such approaches, cognitive strategy instruction has been found to be highly effective
(e.g., Pressley, 2006; Slater & Horstman, 2002). Cognitive strategy instruction
interventions were designed and introduced to teachers for the purpose of helping
students with various abilities at the middle and high school levels to become better
comprehenders of complex content area content. Some of the most promising cognitive
strategy practices that were developed exclusively for struggling readers to improve their
comprehension performance are discussed in the next section.
Cognitive Strategy Instruction

The current literature increasingly provides scientific evidence of the positive
impact of mediating strategy instruction on the reading comprehension achievement of
students with LD (e.g., Allen, 2003; Alfassi, 2004; Bos & Vaughn, 1994; De Corte,
Verschaffel & De Van, 2001; Maheady, Harper & Mallette, 2000; Palincsar, 1986;
Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Pressley, 2000, 2006, Slater & Horstman, 2002). One
promising approach that has been empirically validated for students with LD is the use of
class-wide peer mediated learning strategies (PALS), in which students work
collaboratively to learn and support one another (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005; Greenwood &
Delquadri, 1995; Maheady, Mallette & Harper, 2006; Mastropieri, Scruggs, Mohler,
Beranek, Spencer, Boon & Talbott, 2001). In such an approach, students are encouraged
to reciprocally teach one another and collaboratively unpack new passages where positive
social exchanges and learning engagement are continuously enhanced (Mastropieri et al.,

2001; Slater & Horstman, 2002). There are several types of well documented classwide
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peer mediated learning strategies for reading comprehension (Liang & Dole, 2006;
Maheady et al., 2006). The George Peabody College Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies
(PALS) model (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Burish, 2000; Maheady et al., 2006), and Reciprocal
Teaching (RT) in particular (Greenway, 2002; Hashey & Connors, 2003; Kelly, Moore,
Tuck, 1994; Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Slater & Horstman, 2002; van Garderen, 2004),
have yielded positive results for students with LD at all grade levels.

These two models were mainly designed for struggling students who have
difficulties in reading. Particularly, PALS reading was designed to develop students’
reading fluency and comprehension (Dion, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005), while RT was
originally designed for middle school students with LD who struggle with reading
comprehension (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). In an RT approach, students are taught to
strategically monitor their reading comprehension while they are engaged in the reading
process (Slater & Horstman, 2002). Students in RT are encouraged to use multiple
strategies that are used by competent readers, including generating questions, clarifying,
summarizing, and predicting (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). RT allows for a positive
collaboration between students and their teacher as well as students and their peers in the
classroom (Palincsar, Brown & Martin, 1987). Such collaboration would eventually
increase students’ engagement in the learning and provide them with multiple
opportunities for social interactions with their classmates (Klingner & Vaughn, 1996;
Palincsar, Brown & Martin, 1987).

PALS which was partially designed based on RT concepts and the Cooperative

Integrated Reading and Comprehension (CIRC) model was initially designed for
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elementary students with LD (Fuchs et al., 2001), but recently it was modified and
successfully implemented at the middle and high school levels (see e.g., Calhoon, 2005;
Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes & Martinez, 2002; Mastropieri et al., 2003; Mastropieri, et al.,
2001). In addition to reading comprehension, PALS emphasizes the role of oral reading
fluency in which all activities start by partners orally reading passages. The advanced
peer always starts first by reading the text for about five minutes; then the less advanced
partner in the pair is set to follow and read the same passage.

The uniqueness of PALS, in addition to the reading fluency component, is that it
is a structured model, with explicit predefined roles for each student in the tutor-tutee
interaction. PALS explicitly instructs tutors in each pair on how to response and provide
feedback to the tutee in the interaction. Further, PALS is operated only in the form of a
one-to-one peer interaction. Such framework of having one-to-one interaction between
students allows for: (1) frequent opportunities for students to respond; (2) facilitates
immediate partner’s feedback; (3) increases academic engagement time, and (4) finally
facilitates students’ social engagement and support (Fuchs et al., 2002).

RT strategies, on the other hand, are more flexible and less structured in design.
Their flexibility allows for various grouping methods in the form of pairs and small group
interactions, especially when the possibility of constructing pairs is not available
(Palincsar & Brown, 1984). Further, RT, in contrast to PALS, has no manuals that
teachers or students should strictly follow when engaged in activities, which gives much
more space for teachers to adjust their strategies based on the classroom’s context. For

example, in the recent years, researchers have modified RT and added more strategies
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that can be utilized for the purposes of the class, such as ‘perspective taking’ in which a
learner attempts to consider the perspective of a teacher in order to deeply comprehend
the reading materials (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). RT is different than PALS in defining
the teacher’s role. The teacher in RT is fully engaged in a shared dialogical process with
the students and continuously challenging them to critically think about their
metacognitive reading processes (Doolittle, Hicks, Triplet, Dee Nicholas & Young,
2006). Thus, PALS is different compared to RT in that the role of reading fluency
receives more emphasis and the roles of each student are predefined in the interaction.

Middle school students with LD can substantially benefit from a carefully
designed instructional approach that suites their affective interest and meets their
educational needs. Therefore, by using a combined modified model of RT and PALS
with middle school students with LD, this model will allow for: (a) flexible student
grouping and a more adult-student and student-student interactions in constructing and
sharing knowledge; (b) an integration of reciprocal reading fluency between peers, which
is a strength aspect for PALS; (c) an opportunity for exchanging and monitoring
comprehension strategies mediated by peers, and (d) an adult mediated dialogical
interaction, in the form of a whole class explicit strategy scaffolding, which is a strength
of RT.

The aforementioned studies that logically support a combined modified model of
RT and PALS, however, were developed and validated for English language contexts in
the U.S. and the west. The instructional model of traditional reading instruction in

Palestinian-Arabic classes is remarkably different than cognitive strategy instruction used
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in the U.S.A. The main emphasis of the Palestinian-Arabic literacy lesson is geared
toward prescribed text teaching. In these contexts, teachers are required to cover a certain
number of curriculum texts each semester. Therefore, teachers have to spend most of
their instruction on elaborating on vocabulary, content, and rhetorical sets of pre-
structured questions in each text. Further, Palestinian-Arab teachers are not well familiar
with reading cognitive strategy instruction and rarely teach any cognitive strategy in
class. Therefore, it would be of value to examine these approaches, especially a modified
version of cognitive strategy instruction that incorporates basic elements of both RT and
PALS for middle school students with LD within an Arabic language context.
Previous Studies within the Arabic-Language Context

Current research on the impact of strategy instruction on the reading
comprehension of Arabic speaking students at the middle school levels is remarkably
scarce. In fact, an electronic search of ‘ERIC’, ‘PsychINFO’, and ‘Education Research
Complete’ databases, using various descriptive terms including ‘strategy instruction’,
‘reading comprehension’, ‘learning disabilities’, and ‘Arabic or Arabic language’ yielded
no results. On the other hand, by searching the same databases for topics with any of the
descriptors ‘Arabic language’ and ‘reading comprehension’ combined, regardless of type
of instruction and students’ grade level, the results showed many published studies in the
field (e.g., Abu Rabia 1995, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001, 2002; Saiegh- Haddad, 2003, 2004,
2005).

The topics that have been researched thus far, with varying degrees of

connectivity with LD, covered the following areas: (a) oral reading fluency of Arabic
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speakers (Abu-Rabia, 1998); (b) the effect of phonological and decoding skills on reading
(Saiegh- Haddad, 2003) and the effect of vowels on reading comprehension of native
Arabic speakers (Abu-Rabia, 1997, 1999); (c) the relevance of oral reading to reading
comprehension (Saiegh- Haddad, 2003); (d) the effect of orthography on reading within
Arabic language contexts (Abu-Rabia & Siegel, 1995); (e) the effect of word recognition
and basic cognitive processes on reading among reading-disabled and ‘non disabled’
readers (Abu-Rabia, Share & Mansour, 2003); (f) the role of morphological structures in
visual word recognition in Arabic language contexts (Abu-Rabia & Awwad, 2004) and
reading in a root-based morphology language within Arabic and Hebrew contexts (Abu-
Rabia, 2001, 2002); and (g) the effect of morphological and diglossic factors on reading
skills in Arabic (Saiegh- Haddad, 2005). Obviously, none of these studies address the
impact of strategy instruction on the reading comprehension of students with LD at any
grade level. Nor do these studies emphasize the social dimensions that are related to
learning.

Therefore, this study was designed to add a richer dimension to the emerging
literature on strategy instruction, by providing new evidence on how mediated strategy
instruction impacts the reading comprehension and self-efficacy of Palestinian Arabic-
speaking students with LD at the middle school grade levels. Further, the intent for this
study was to inform teachers, educators, and policy makers who work and provide
services to Arabic-speaking students with LD on the various approaches to enhance
reading comprehension and maximized learning outcomes.

The Current Study
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of mediated cognitive
strategy instruction on the reading comprehension performance and self-efficacy of
Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD. For the purpose of this study, a
modified cognitive strategy instruction package, based on RT and PALS models and
sociocultural principles, was developed. This modified strategy package, the ‘Five
Mediated Cognitive Strategies’ (SMCS) was centered on the use of the following
strategies: predicting, questioning, investigating, schemata visualizing, and summarizing
the main ideas. Following Pearson and Gallagher’s (1983) ‘Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model of Instruction’ the SMCS was first introduced, modeled, and
mediated by the teacher. Then, gradually students reciprocally worked together, in small
groups of threes, and claimed responsibility in applying all strategies.

Research Questions

This study was informed by the following questions:

1. Does instruction in the mediated cognitive strategy (SMCS) when using
culturally relevant high-interest/low-level texts improve the reading
comprehension of Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD:

a. when assessed by a standardized measure?
b. when assessed by a researcher made measure?

2. Does instruction in the mediated cognitive strategy (SMCS) when using
culturally relevant high-interest/low-level texts result in improved student’s

self-efficacy for Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD?
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3. How does reading using culturally relevant high-interest/low-level texts
impact the reading comprehension of Palestinian-Arab middle school students
with LD?
4. How do the teachers and students value the SMCS practices that differ from
traditional culture-based instructional procedures?
Methodology and Design

The current tendency in social sciences research encourages the use of multiple
methods to capture humans’ phenomena from different perspectives (Creswell, 2003;
Klassen & Lynch, 2007). Because this study was heavily dependent on the use of socially
constructed collaboration work among peers, a mixed-methods approach was employed.
Mixed methods are defined as single studies that include both quantitative and qualitative
phases (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). A mixed methods approach offers an insider
perspective on how children who are involved in the study interact under certain
conditions (Klassen & Lynch, 2007).

Vygotsky (1978) advocated that psychological processes emerge in
contextualized, wholistic activities. Human behaviors such as learning engagement and
self efficacy occur in social contexts (Klassen & Lynch, 2007; Palincsar & Klenk, 1992).
Such behaviors can be qualitatively observed. Qualitative methods are characterized by
the ability to study behaviors within their natural settings, attempting to interpret
phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them, and based on emergence of
data, rather than being prefigured (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). Thus, by applying a mixed

methods approach in this study, qualitative and quantitative sources of data would
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provide an in-depth understanding to the cognitive and social aspects of learning for

Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD.

This quasi-experiment research design, which includes a group of 18 seventh-

grader students who were engaged in an eight-week intervention, included qualitative and

quantitative measures and data collection procedures, as well as data analysis procedures.

The intervention was centered on the application of the “Five Mediated Cognitive

Strategy” (SMCS) explained in chapter three. The data collection included the following

measurces:

Students’ performance in reading comprehension was pretested to establish a
baseline measure, midpoint-tested after one month, and post-tested to measure
improvement in the comprehension performance. At one month later, upon the
completion of the study, a delayed test was scheduled for the purpose of
measuring strategy maintenance. The delayed test was not performed due to
unexpected delay in initiating the intervention which resulted in a very limited
time available between the posttest and the end of the school year. The
standardized test was Arabic language test that was validated for Jordanian
Arab school children who share common background to the population of this
study.

Students’ performance in reading comprehension using researcher-made
weekly tests were administered seven times during the intervention, starting at
the end of week one and ending at the end of week seven. The ten item test

assessed vocabulary learning and comprehension in the form of recall.
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3. All students who were engaged in the SMCS activities were observed
periodically to obtain data on their application of the SMCS. The collected
data included direct observations by the researcher and samples of students’
daily work.

4. A self-efficacy self-reporting Likert survey, which measures components of
students’ self-efficacy, was administered three times during the intervention:
a) at the beginning of the intervention, b) at the mid-point phase (after four
weeks), and c) at the end of the intervention. In addition to the self-reporting
survey, two focus-group interviews were conducted for the purpose of
validating data derived from the self-reporting survey. The first interview was
conducted at the first week of the intervention, while the second interview
took place in the last week of the intervention.

5. To ensure that all participants, teachers and students, involved in the study
followed the same procedures, both conditions were observed every morning
during the intervention time. One Condition was observed in the first period
(8:00- 8:45 a.m.), while the other condition was observed in the second period
(8:50- 9:35). A checklist that consists of the main components of the SMCS
activities and procedures was employed by the researcher during the
observations.

6. A semi-structure interview was conduct each of the two teachers individually
at the end of the intervention. The interviews focused on teachers’ value of the

SMCS and its impact on students’ performance during the intervention.
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Assumptions

The following assumptions were made for this study:

1. The teachers who were involved in this study had no prior training on strategy
instruction for reading comprehension in special education. Specifically, the
teachers had no previous training in using predicting, summarization, question
generating, clarifying, and schema visualization strategies, and thus never
used such strategies as a whole approach with their middle school students
with LD.

2. Students who were involved in the study would show improvement in their
reading comprehension performance upon completing the SMCS package.

3. Students would demonstrate improved self-efficacy behaviors/attitude in their
school learning upon engaging in the SMCS activities.

Summary

Acquiring reading comprehension skills is important for all students, especially
for middle school students with LD, due to the increasing demands of the curriculum and
complexity of texts. Most students with LD are challenged by the difficult texts and
increasing demands of the educational system, especially, upon their transition from
primary to middle school grades. Students with LD are considered passive learners, they
have difficulties regulate their learning, monitor their reading, and face difficulties
applying appropriate reading comprehension strategies. Their lack of strategic learning
skills impacts their school related performance, and thus creates additional issues, such

as, motivational and engagement problems.
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Researchers have investigated how successful readers become competent
comprehenders. Competent readers are good strategically; they apply not only one
strategy while they read, but rather multiple cognitive strategies and constantly keep
monitoring their reading. Cognitive strategy instruction has been found to be effective.
Multiple strategies can be more effective than one single strategy because reading
comprehension calls upon a variety of cognitive skills. Thus, students with LD can
benefit from mediated cognitive strategy instruction, appropriate material selection, and
social learning. In the past three decades, several approaches were developed and
implemented in the area of reading comprehension for students with LD and found to be
effective, such as, peer-assisted learning strategies (PALS) and reciprocal teaching (RT).
Such frameworks, however, were developed and validated mostly for native and none
native English language speakers in the USA and the west.

Palestinian- Arab middle school students with LD can benefit from a combined
multiple cognitive strategy instruction with an appropriate selection of socially and
culturally relevant materials. The Five Mediated Cognitive Strategy (SMCS), a modified
strategy package which combines elements of PALS and RT, can be an appropriate
framework for Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD. The proposed SMCS
package requires an active teacher and students’ role exchange, as opposed to traditional
teaching methods. Further, it allows for ample opportunities for social interaction among
peers. In addition, the SMCS package provides relevant materials that are contextually

and culturally responsive to students’ lived experiences. Finally, it helps students to
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monitor their own reading, and thus it improves their comprehension performance and

self-efficacy.
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CHAPTER 11
LITERATURE REVIEW

The ability to read is critically important for the academic success of students and for
obtaining the necessary skills to succeed in life (National Reading Panel, 2000; RAND
Reading Study Group, 2002). Reading does not involve only phonological awareness,
decoding skills, and visual word recognition; the end goal for reading is intact
comprehension (Antoniou & Souvignier, 2007; Gajria et al., 2007; Palincsar & Brown,
1984, 1988; Ouellette, 2006; Sweet & Snow, 2003). For many children, especially for
students with learning disabilities (LD), problems associated with reading comprehension
are highly alarming (Fuchs, Fuchs, Thompson, Svenson, Yen, Al Otayba et al., 2001;
Swanson, 1999). These problems may affect their performance in other school subject
areas. Failure in associated academic subjects may directly affect students’ self-efficacy,
which in turn has an impact on student’s engagement and performance in learning.

Since the influential research of Durkin (1979) where he reported on nearly a
complete absence of comprehension strategy instruction in literacy classrooms, an ample
body of research has introduced many cognitive strategy-based interventions for the
purpose of overcoming this issue. Many of these strategies targeted struggling readers,
and can be found for all grade levels. Students with LD at the middle school level, in
particular, were among those targeted.

The purpose of this chapter is threefold. First, it is to provide a description of
conceptual and empirical studies in the area of reading comprehension strategies

available for students with LD. Second, is to outline the values, implications, and
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outcomes of influential studies conducted on cognitive strategy instruction about middle
school students with LD. Third, the aim of this chapter is to introduce a new pedagogical
model, the ‘Five Mediated Cognitive Strategies’ (SMCS), which is situated within a
sociocultural model and self-efficacy theory, and based on leading current practices
within the field, namely Peer-assisted learning strategies (PALS) and reciprocal teaching
(RT).

This literature review is divided into six parts. The first section begins with a
description of the reading comprehension process from a socio-cultural perspective. The
second section will discuss some of the key issues associated with the challenges that
students with LD encounter in reading comprehension. Further, the effect of the transition
from elementary to middle school level on the self-efficacy of students with LD will be
discussed. Section three will provide an overview of the major synthesis that examined
empirical research on cognitive strategy instruction in reading comprehension within the
past four decades. Section four highlights the role of mediation as a bridging tool
between the knowledge and the learner in the area of reading comprehension. Section
five discusses some of the landmark strategy instruction models that have been
implemented with struggling readers, namely PALS and RT, will be examined from a
sociocultural perspective. Finally, in section six, a new model, the ‘Five Mediated
Cognitive Strategies’ (SMCS), is introduced and linked to current best practices as a
cognitive strategy instruction model to support the reading comprehension and self-
efficacy for Palestinian-Arab middle school students with learning disabilities.

Reading Comprehension and Competent Readers
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The following section describes the reading comprehension process from a socio-
cultural perspective. It includes a brief review of what reading comprehension is as
defined by the National Reading Panel (2000) and the RAND Study Group (2002)
reports, and the landmark study conducted by Palincsar and Brown (1984). Further, it
highlights some of the major findings on how competent readers process and apply
reading strategies.

Reading Comprehension

Reading is viewed as a purposeful strategic process (Spires, Gallini & Riggsbee,
1992) that requires a full range of cognitive and meta-cognitive activities including
summarizing, predicting, questioning, clarifying, visualizing, and self monitoring and
checking for understanding while reading (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). The National
Reading Panel (2000) defines reading comprehension as a reciprocal process of
constructing and extracting meaning between the reader and the written texts, based on a
complex coordination of a number of interrelated sources of information (executive
summary, 4-5). Thus, according to this definition, reading comprehension is a purposeful
activity that requires the active interaction between the reader and the information
conveyed explicitly or implicitly in the text. The reader, then, uses this knowledge to
make a new meaning of the text and to communicate his or her new understanding with
others within a given context (NRP, 2000).

This understanding of reading as defined by NPR (2000) is shared by other
researchers (e.g., Jennings, Caldwell & Lerner, 2006; Manset-Williamson & Nelson,

2005; Neufeld, 2005; RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). Jennings et al. (2006) contend
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“comprehension is the essence of reading (p. 15).” Manset-Williamson and Nelson
(2005) state that “comprehension is reading (p. 60).” Neufeld (2005) argues that
comprehension involves two important features: a) being actively involved with the text,
and b) using appropriate background knowledge to interpret the text.

The RAND Reading Study Group (2002), in its report, expands the understanding
of reading and conceives learning and literacy as cultural and historical activities. The
authors of the report reason this view on the nature of learning to read, not just because it
is being acquired through social interactions, but also because such an activity represents
“how a specific cultural group or discourse community interprets the world and transmits
information” (executive summary, p. xvi). Thus, according to this understanding, the
RAND Reading Study Group (2002) contends that the reading comprehension occurs
within a sociocultural context and that it consists of three eclements: the reader, the text,
and the activity. These elements interrelate in reading comprehension “within a larger
sociocultural context that shapes and is shaped by the reader and that interacts with each
of the elements iteratively throughout the process of reading” (RAND Reading Study
Group executive summary, p. Xiii).

The RAND Reading Study Group (2002) in their ‘heuristic model for thinking
about reading comprehension’ conclude that the reader brings to the reading activity his
or her cognitive experiences (e.g., memory, inferential ability), motivation (e.g., interest
in the content being read and self-efficacy), knowledge (e.g., vocabulary and content
knowledge), and lived experiences affected by cultural and social norms. While reading,

the reader constructs different representations of the written material. Those
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representations help the reader understand the text at various levels. The type of reading
activity involves a number of purposes for the particular task, previous knowledge about
the content that is being performed, and the outcomes of conducting the activities; all of
which occur and interact within a given context that might change throughout the reading
process (RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). For example, the reader, while reading,
may change his or her purpose for the reading due to emerging information that raise new
question about the initial purpose which was preset for this particular activity. Thus,
processing any given text, as described by the RAND Reading Study Group (2002),
requires decoding ability, higher level linguistic and semantic processing, and self
monitoring for comprehension.

Palincsar and Brown (1984) unpack the process of comprehension monitoring and
describe six main functions that are important for reading comprehension to take place:
“(1) understanding the purposes of reading, both explicit and implicit; (2) activating
relevant background knowledge; (3) allocating attention so that concentration can be
focused on the major content at the expense of trivia; (4) critical evaluation of content for
internal consistency, and compatibility with prior knowledge and common sense; (5)
monitoring ongoing activities to see if comprehension is occurring, by engaging in such
activities as periodic review and self interrogation; and (6) drawing and testing inferences
of many kinds including interpretations, predictions, and conclusions” (Palincsar &
Brown, 1984, p. 120).

Much of the recent research on reading comprehension was conducted on the

various strategies used by competent readers (Duke & Pearson, 2002; Pressley, 2000;

27



Sencibaugh, 2007; Williams, 2006). These strategies were developed and implemented in
the field for the purpose of assisting struggling readers to cope with their difficulties in
comprehending instructional texts in the various content areas. Therefore, understanding
the nature of competency in reading and characteristics of competent readers allows for a
deeper insight about what should be considered for reading instruction.

How Competent Readers Read

Competent readers, also referred to as good readers, proficient readers, and expert
readers, are described by researchers as strategic, purposeful, thoughtful, motivated, and
self-monitored readers (Guthrie, Wigfield, Barbosa, Perencevich, Taboada, Davis, et al.,
2004; Sencibaugh, 2007; Williams, 2006). Sencibaugh (2007) noted that competent
readers, unlike poor readers, acquire and master comprehension strategies gradually
through practice and exposure to print in multiple opportunities in their early childhood.
Williams (2006) added that competent readers continue to develop reading
comprehension skills, often an aware of their strategies, as they learn more complex tasks
meaningfully and purposefully.

In addition to recognizing words rapidly and accurately while reading, competent
readers are required to monitor and regulate their comprehension according to the reading
goals (Ouellette, 2006; Kolic-Vehovec & Bajsanski, 2007). The regulation is evident in
the way that readers attempt to plan, monitor, evaluate and use information available or
embedded in the text, in order to make sense of what they read. Kolic-Vehovec and
Bajsanski (2007) conceive that comprehension monitoring is a process in which the

reader periodically examines her or his comprehension during reading. It is also
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considered an important aspect of reading competency, which “directs the reader’s
cognitive processing as he/she strives to make sense of incoming information” (Kolic-
Vehovec & Bajsanski, 2007, p. 198).

Competent readers do not rely on one single strategy only; rather, they perform
multiple strategies, and they are able to revise their strategies and modify them
simultaneously while reading (Allen, 2003; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Pressley, 2000;
Williams, 2006). While reading, for example, competent readers connect the new
information with previously stored knowledge to make sense out of the text (Williams,
2006). Further, they keep asking themselves questions and clarify about the content of the
text and create visual images of the events in their mind, which facilitates their recall and
improves their understanding (Allen, 2003). Allen (2003) adds that competent readers
grasp the essence of the text and understand the main ideas through their proficient use of
multiple other metacognitive strategies, such as sorting, shifting, reviewing and
reorganizing the new information to make a new synthesis.

Further, competent readers are thoughtful readers (Duke & Pearson, 2002). They
infer from concrete data and new clues embedded in the text to make useful judgments
and speculation about the content (Allen, 2003; Pressley, 2000). In contrast to poor
readers, when encountering a new challenging informative text, competent readers derive
meaning from text, rely on both text-driven and prior knowledge-driven processes,
constructing meaning through existing and previously mastered information, apply
flexible use of strategies to monitor, regulate, and maintain comprehension (Alfassi,

2004; Bos & Vaughn, 1994; Pressley, 2000). Pressley (2002) adds that competent
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comprehenders depend on inferences at all levels of text’s comprehension, ranging from
connecting text to background knowledge, different parts of the texts to one another, and
known elements to unknowns. In summary, although competent readers often are
unaware of their reading strategies, they are, however, strategic, thoughtful, purposeful,
and efficacious readers.
Challenges Students with LD Encounter at the Middle School

Students with LD encounter substantial difficulties as they transition to middle
school stage. Specifically, they have difficulties in reading comprehension related to
understanding text structure, applying appropriate strategies, such as, monitoring,
questioning, and grasping the main ideas while reading. In addition, many students with
LD have problems associated with self-efficacy and engagement in learning. It is
important to situate this discussion around the concepts of self-efficacy and engagement
due to their emergence as a result of continuous failure in reading comprehension.
Difficulties in Reading Comprehension

The vast majority of students with LD demonstrate significant difficulties learning
to read (Sencibaugh, 2007). In fact, some researchers argue that between 80 to 90% of
students with LD encounter various challenges that are associated with reading (e.g.,
Palincsar & Perry, 1995; Vaughn, Levy, Coleman & Bos, 2002). Those difficulties often
start with basic decoding processing and reading fluency during the early school years
(Calhoon, 2005; Williams, 2006). Later, such tasks become more complex when the
reading skills are not merely working on word recognition. Constructing deeper meaning

embedded in the text, especially when comprehension becomes the center for learning at
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all subject matters (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Lipsey, 2000). The most challenging task
for students with LD, according to Mastropieri, Scruggs and Graetz (2003), lies in their
difficulties comprehending what they read compared to their counterparts at their grade
level. Specifically, many students with LD have difficulty attending to the meaning of the
text, using prior knowledge, making inferences, identifying the main idea, monitoring
their comprehension, and remembering facts (Bos & Vaughn, 1994; Mastropieri et al.,
2003).

For many children with LD, their poor comprehension skills not only affect their
performance in literacy subtasks, but also affect their entire school work, which may
potentially extend to their college and work experiences (Mastropieri et al., 2003). Due to
their low performance in reading comprehension, most students with LD encounter
additional problems in processing mathematic concepts (Baker, Gersten, Dimino, &
Griffiths, 2004), understanding science terminology (Gajria, Jetendra, Sood and Sacks,
2007), and comprehending social studies’ abstract vocabularies (Lederer, 2000).

Greenway (2002) lists four main components that are associated with struggling
comprehenders who have average decoding skills: (a) working memory, (b) inference
making, (c) knowledge, and (d) comprehension monitoring. Greenway (2002) reports
that, when compared with good comprehenders, even when given the opportunity to look
back at the passage, poor comprehenders exhibited limited abilities to infer main ideas
from a text. Thus, poor comprehenders, according to Greenway (2002), demonstrate
difficulties in inference making. Further, poor comprehenders lack sufficent domain

knowledge, which means they struggle with connecting the background knowledge that
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make up or lead to the new concepts of a given text. Greenway (2002) argues that those
students do not recognize when their comprehension is broken down and tend to not
connect new knowledge to previously known information. Further, Greenway (2002) and
Wilson and Michaels (2006) attributed these difficulties to the fact that poor
comprehenders tend to pay attention to details in the text and not be able to see the main
idea.

De Corte et al. (2001) and Williams (2006) add that reading comprehension, in
addition to the aforementioned student related factors is affected by text factors. These
factors may include the type of the text, whether it is narrative or expository, the
complexity of the micro- and macrostructure of the text, and the amount of information
provided in the text. Hall (2004) and McCormick (2007) argue that expository texts, also
known as informational texts (e.g. textbooks, journal articles, and lab procedures), are
more difficult to comprehend when compared to familiar narrative texts (e.g. historical
fiction, myths, and fairy tales). Thus, students’ failure to comprehend expository texts
may lead to negative consequences, such as not learning the required content, low self-
efficacy and motivational problems (Hall, 2004).

Upon transition from early elementary grades to middle school grades, students
with LD encounter remarkable difficulties associated with understanding the structure of
texts, especially, informative texts (Gajria et al., 2007). Gajria and colleagues (2007) list
the following five major challenges that students with LD encounter with informative

texts: 1) identifying main ideas and supporting details, 2) looking for extraneous
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information, 3) drawing inferences, 4) relating novice information to previously existing
knowledge, and 5) actively monitoring their reading strategies while reading a passage.

Gajria et al. (2007), Sencibbaugh (2007), and Williams (2006) believe that
students with LD lack the necessary skills for understanding both narrative and
informative texts, which can be due to various reasons, including limited skills in
connecting prior knowledge with different reading texts, difficulties in applying
appropriate reading strategies and lack of awareness to what is the appropriate strategy
for each text, limited vocabulary, difficulties in reading fluency, limited ability in
understanding text structures, and difficulties in comprehending and extracting main
ideas from texts.
Difficulties Associated with Self-efficacy and Engagement

In addition to low achievement in learning, adolescent students with LD, who
have struggled with reading throughout their elementary grades, exhibit a different set of
emotional needs than younger students learning to read (Guthrie & Davis, 2003). By
middle school, most students with LD have made several failed attempts at better reading
and often are reluctant to engage in the same process once again (Guthrie, Alao, &
Rinehart, 1997). Consequently, these students become disengaged from literacy content
(Guthrie & Davis, 2003).

Klassen and Lynch (2007) add that students with LD transition from elementary
school to middle school with a history of persistent failures and low performance in
various content areas, especially reading. Low performance and continuous failures,

according to Klassen and Lynch (2007), lead to doubt about their intellectual abilities.
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Consequently, this leads to reduced effort in performing school related tasks, more
failure, and low academic outcomes. These behaviors and outcomes are directly
associated with motivational and self-efficacy. Many researchers agree that student’s
motivation and self-efficacy are major components in their academic success (e.g.,
Bandura, 1986; Bempechat, 2008; Henk & Melnick, 1995; Klassen & Lynch, 2007,
Linnenbrink, & Pintrich, 2003; Willson & Michaels, 2006).

Willson and Michaels (2006) and Linnenbrink and Pintrich, (2003) contend that
there is a strong correlation between self-efficacy and motivation. A strong self-efficacy
strengthens motivation and a low self-efficacy weakens learning motivation.
Consequently, low motivation and low self-efficacy affect student’s academic abilities.
In fact, according to Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003), all the aspects of engagement,
learning, and thus, achievement are reciprocally related. Consequently, high self-efficacy
can lead to more engagement and, subsequently, to more learning and better
achievement.

Bandura (1986) defines self-efficacy beliefs as ““people’s judgments of their
capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types
of performances’’ (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). Thus self-efficacy beliefs are not global trait,
but rather domain-linked trait and can change from one content area to another (Bandura,
1997). These self-beliefs, according to Bandura (1977, 1997), are shaped by four
resources: a) mastery experience, (e.g., performance on previous similar tasks); b)
vicarious experience, such as, observing others performing the tasks; c) verbal

persuasion, such as, receiving feedback from a significant other; and d) experience of

34



physiological and emotional states, such as, reaction to a specific task within a given
context. These four sources of information about self belief continue to reciprocally
interact and affect individual’s performance in certain areas (Linnenbrink, & Pintrich,
2003).

Self-efficacy is connected to the term ‘engagement’ in learning. Guthrie and
colleagues (2004) report on a range of assigned meanings proposed by researchers to the
term engagement (Guthrie et al., 2004). One meaning is time on task which involves
paying close attention to text, concentrating on the concepts, and maintaining cognitive
effort. A second meaning is affect in which the individual is goal oriented, active,
constructive, persistent, and focused attention to the physical and social environment. A
third meaning to engagement is cognitive which indicates the depth of processing during
learning. Cognitive learners are strategic and keep monitoring their learning while
engaging in the task. Finally, engagement described by others as related to the activity
referring to the amount and diversity of the readers involved in the reading process
(Guthrie, et al., 2004).

Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) describe the connection between self-efficacy
and engagement in learning. They, first, distinguish between two forms of engagement,
behavioral engagement and cognitive engagement. In behavioral engagement, students
show interest in learning by demonstrating overt behavior, such as, listening to each other
while talking, maintaining working on a given task, and participating in discussion.
Although, many teachers consider such behaviors as prerequisites that may satisfy for

engagement, these behaviors, however, do not necessarily demonstrate learning.
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Therefore, these behaviors do not qualify for deeper understanding of the content area. In
contrast to behavioral engagement, cognitive engagement provides more convincing
evidence that the learning is taking place at a deeper level. In cognitive engagement, for
example, the student may show deeper learning behaviors including thinking aloud about
the content, generating questions, looking for clues in the text, and summarizing the main
ideas (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003). Consequently, cognitive engagement flows back to
self-efficacy which motivates students to invest more effort in learning.

Pintrich and DeGroot (1990), in their previous work, confirmed the relationship
between self-efficacy and learning. Consequently, they provided empirical evidence that
students who believed in their own ability demonstrated higher levels of learning
engagement, strategy used, and self monitoring of performance when engaged in reading.
Henk and Melnik (1995) explain that self-efficacy thought to impact the learner’s
performance in reading by affecting the child’s choice of activities, task avoidance, effort
put forward in task, and goal persistence.

The National Institute for Literacy (2007) contends that individual’s goals, values,
and beliefs regarding the topics, processes, and outcomes of reading affect their
motivations for reading, which involves self-efficacy. The National Institute for Literacy
(2007) concludes that motivation for reading, along with background knowledge,
appropriate reading strategies, and interaction with others are associated with a number of
positive outcomes including reading achievement. Klassen and Lynch (2007) provide a
connection between self-efficacy and reading outcomes, similar to the National Institute

for Literacy’s view. They argue that while low self-efficacy hinders individual’s
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performance, high self-efficacy, on the other hand, facilitates their task engagement, task
choice, invested effort, and performance.

Students who posses a strong sense of self-efficacy, according to Wilson and
Michaels (2006), will put more effort and work harder when encounter with challenging
task. In contrast, struggling readers, when faced with challenging tasks they perceive as
difficult to attain, will easily give in and quit any attempt. Struggling readers, mostly,
attribute their success to luck or easy tasks. Therefore, if they believe that they will fail in
upcoming tasks, they will not put any further effort to succeed (Wilson & Michaels,
2006).

Wilson and Michaels (2006), in agreement with Bandura’s argument, believe that
self-efficacy is not a static permanent belief about failure. It is rather a task-specific set of
beliefs from frequent failing experiences in the past. Thus, it can be treated by: a)
providing psychologically safe learning environments, b) making informed curriculum
decisions, and c) applying instructional methods that foster success. Wilson and Michaels
(2006) suggest that by providing safer learning environments, in which students with LD
feel that their work is being appreciated and their effort is being respected, their self-
efficacy will be strengthened. Further, by providing effective instructional strategies,
carefully designed curriculum and materials, and ample opportunities for academic
success, Wilson and Michaels (2006) contend that students’ self-efficacy will grow
stronger. Consequently, their engagement in learning and reading competence will

increase. The next section discusses what the research says about the implemented of
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cognitive strategy instruction in reading comprehension with struggling readers and
students with LD.
Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Reading Comprehension

Cognitive strategies are defined as “cognitive processes that the learner
intentionally performs to influence learning and cognition” (Gajria et al., 2007, p. 216).
The goal of cognitive strategy instruction is to teach children how to learn. Cognitive
strategy instruction initially emerged from research on how competent readers
successfully read and comprehend written texts (Block & Pressley, 2002; Pressley, 2000,
2006). Some researchers applied single strategy interventions, mostly, for a short period
of time (e.g., Bempechat, 2008; Spires, Gallini & Riggsbee, 1992; Swanson, Kozleski &
Stegink, 1987). Other researchers applied multiple cognitive and metacognitive strategy-
based interventions and reported on substantial gains in reading comprehension for
struggling readers (e.g., Antoniou & Souvignier, 2007; Dion, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005;
Klinger & Vaughn, 1996; Mastropieri et al., 2003; Mastropieri et al., 2001; Palincsar &
Brown, 1984).

The influence of these studies, on the reading comprehension of struggling
readers have been periodically synthesized and examined by researchers in the field (e.g.,
Gajria et al., 2007; Gersten et al., 2001; Liang & Dole 2006; Maheady, Mallete & Harper,
2006; Marzano, Pickering & Pollock; National Reading Panel 2000; O’Brien, 2007,
Rosenshine & Meister, 1994; Sencibaugh, 2007; Swanson, 1999; Trabasso & Bouchard,
2002). Implications for students with reading comprehension disabilities have been found

based on whether single or multiple strategy instruction is used.
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Research on Single Strategy Instruction

Single strategy instruction in reading comprehension has been implemented for
various cognitive domain strategies with struggling readers (e.g., self-questioning,
summary skills training, graphic organizers, mapping strategies, and schema-based cues).
Most of these studies were designed to help struggling readers to deal with poorly
organized expository texts (Gersten et al., 2001). Typically, these studies were designed
to teach students a particular single strategy and included a control group of students for
whom the designated strategy was not implemented. Among such single strategy
interventions are the use of graphic organizers, self monitoring, self regulating, and
summarizing main ideas. The study of Armbruster, Anderson, and Ostertag (1987), for
example, compared a summarizing strategy of fifth grade students (treatment group) who
were taught specifically how to summarize social studies passages, to students (control
group) who received conventional instruction. Students of the treatment group who
received the strategy instruction significantly outperformed students of the control group
on a short essay post-test and on written recalls. The researchers concluded that the
treatment was more beneficial for high-comprehending students compared to low-
comprehending readers.

Kim, Vaughn, Wanzek, and Wei (2004) reviewed 21 group-design intervention
studies that were published between 1963 and 2001 in which graphic organizers was the
approach for improving the understanding of texts for students with LD. The duration of
the intervention for these studies was short for the most part, ranging between one to

three weeks with a range of 2 to 12 intervention sessions. Most of the studies used either

39



semantic or cognitive maps; some of the cognitive maps were examined with mnemonic
strategies others without mnemonic strategies. Kim et al. (2004) report that studies using
semantic organizers, where students with LD create mental images based on information
provided in the text, yield large effect sizes (0.81-1.69) compared to comparison
conditions. Kim et al., (2004) conclude that the use of graphic organizers, such as
semantic organizers, framed outlines, and cognitive maps, were found to be effective for
the reading comprehension for students with LD.

Trabasso and Bouchard (2002), in agreement with the finding of Kim and
colleagues (2004), reviewed 11 empirically designed studies that used graphic organizers
with students in different content areas and found that graphic organizers are beneficial
for struggling students. Trabasso and Bouchard (2002) found that “teaching readers to
use systematic, visual graphs in order to organize ideas benefited readers in remembering
what they read and improved reading comprehension and achievement in social studies
and science” (p. 179).

Dole, Brown, and Trathen (1996) examined the effect of an interactive teaching
strategy on students’ performance in an independent learning situation. The researchers
designed a study to focus on the comprehension performance of struggling readers as
they read and recall text in teaching sessions and independent learning sessions. The
researchers also contrasted strategy instruction with teacher-directed instruction and
instruction provided following a basal text series. In the strategy instruction condition,
upper elementary fifth and sixth graders were taught different strategies that would assist

their comprehension. As part of the strategy instruction, students were taught how to self-
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regulate their learning as the strategies incorporated declarative, procedural, and
conditional knowledge. The content instruction, on the other hand, offered students with
information to better understand a text that they were about to read, and the instruction
was teacher-directed and focused primarily on declarative knowledge. The traditional
basal instruction stemmed from the teacher’s manual for a district adopted basal series.

Dole et al. (1996) found that conducting cognitive strategies has the most
remarkable influence with at-risk students on comprehension tests compared to
traditional practices, such as, teaching story content and direct teaching. Further, the
researchers found scientific evidence that strategy instruction has enduring effects on
students compared to traditional teaching practices. They report that seven weeks after
strategy instruction ended, students who learned to use strategies outperformed those who
were instructed through the other methods. In addition, the strategy instruction group
performed better on the independent comprehension tests than the other two traditional
groups. The researchers attributed the significant performance of the strategy instruction
to the modeling, “coaching, and fading... which provided at-risk readers with the
necessary to incorporate the procedural and conditional knowledge they were learning
into their own repertoire of reading strategies” (Dole et al., 1996, p. 73).

Although, the above studies showed positive results each within its targeted area,
these studies, however, were limited in their intervention duration and scope, when
examined in other subject areas. Gersten et al. (2001) explain that although single studies
conducted on narrative-text intervention research, for example, have been found to be

effective on measures that were aligned to the particular intervention provided; they were
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less strong on transfer measures. Gersten et al. (2001) attribute this to the fact that
generalization on measures that are least related to the independent variables are difficult
to attain, especially with students with LD. Further, Gersten et al. (2001) argue that these
studies do not “persuasively demonstrate the capacity to achieve maintenance or transfer
effects” (p. 303). For more reviews on the use of single cognitive strategy approaches see
the intensive synthesis reported by Gersten et al. (2001).

In general, a variety of single-based strategies were found to be effective in
fostering reading comprehension, often assessed by students answering questions about a
text just read (e.g., Pressley, 2000; Pressley, Johnson, Symons, McGoldrick, & Kurita,
1989). The complexity and nature of learning and reading, however, cannot be
encompasses in one single strategy approach (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). Therefore, other
researchers have approached reading comprehension by introducing multiple strategy-
based models. The impact of these multiple strategy interventions on the reading
comprehension performance of students with LD are discussed next.

Research on Multiple Cognitive Strategy Instruction

The emerging findings on the impact of multiple strategy instruction on the
reading comprehension performance of struggling readers and students with LD present
ample evidence on its positive values (e.g., Gajria et al., 2007; Gersten et al., 2001;
Guthrie et al., 2004; Liang & Dole 2006; Maheady, Mallete & Harper, 2006; Marzano,
Pickering & Pollock; National Reading Panel 2000; Rosenshine & Meister, 1994;
Sencibaugh, 2007; Swanson, 1999; Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002). This section focuses on

pivotal meta-analyses, covering several decades, which examine empirical studies for the
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effects of multiple strategy instruction on students’ performance in reading
comprehension.

Rosenshine and Meister (1994), in their meta-analysis study, examine the effect
of multiple strategy instruction on the reading comprehension of students with various
reading abilities. The researchers reviewed 16 empirically designed studies including
doctoral dissertations that exclusively used the reciprocal teaching (RT) model as a base
to teach reading comprehension strategies for struggling readers. The RT model, which
was developed by Palincsar and Brown (1984), aims to foster the reading comprehension
strategies used by low achieving students in a dialogical environment where the teacher
and students work together to unpack the main ideas embedded in the text. The RT model
uses four cognitive strategies, prediction, clarifying, questioning, and summarizing as a
basis for teaching students to comprehend informative texts. Rosenshine and Meister
(1994), state that 12 out of the 16 reviewed studies utilized all four strategies. In the other
four studies, 2, 3, or 10 cognitive strategies were implemented. All reviewed studies
combined the cognitive strategies with teacher-student dialogue as they attempt to gain
meaning from texts. Although, these studies were implemented in different ways, in
which some of them utilized only parts of the strategies, with different age populations,
experimental setting, and number of sessions used, all studies report positive gains in
reading comprehension achievement for both competent and less competent readers. In
fact, Rosenshine and Meister (1994) found that the effects were even larger for poor

readers in some of the studies.
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Rosenshine and Meister (1994) conclude that there were no significant
relationships between the results and a) the size of instructional group, b) the person who
provides the instruction (i.e., whether it was the teacher or the experimenter), ¢) number
of cognitive strategies that were taught, d) number of sessions used to implement the
strategies, and e) grade level. When reading comprehension was assessed using
researcher-developed tests, however, students achieved a higher median effect size of .88,
in favor of RT, compared to moderate effect size of .32 only when standardized tests
were utilized. These findings suggest that when the outcomes were measured by tools
that are designed exclusively to support the implementation of the study in hand, the
results were more significant.

Rosenshine and Meister (1994) attributed these finding to the fact that the
passages that were developed by the researchers in RT seemed to be easier to answer
because “:a) the passages were longer which provides opportunity to utilize visual cues
and hints embedded in the text, b) the passages were almost always organized in a topic-
sentence-and-supporting-detail format, ¢) answering the questions required less
background and less searching of the text.” (p. 509). Further, the passages used for the
tests are similar to those exclusively developed passages used in the training sessions.
Finally, in their attempt to answer the questions, ‘which strategies and how many should
be used for a RT to be more powerful’, Rosenshine and Meister (1994) conclude that
although question generating and summarization were among those strategies used the
most, there are, however, no definite answers for these questions, leaving the door wide

open for further investigations.
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Swanson (1999) reviewed 92 empirically executed strategy instruction studies
published in English language between the years 1963 and 1997 for their effect in the
domains of word recognition and reading comprehension. Fifty- eight of the reviewed
studies included measures of reading comprehension, 20 of which combined both
measures, reading comprehension and word recognition. All selected studies had targeted
students with LD at various age levels. Finding from the meta-analysis indicates that
strategy intervention in reading comprehension yielded an average effect size of .72,
compared to an average effect-size of .59 for intervention in word recognition. Studies
that met the reading comprehension instruction criteria set by Swanson (1999) were
categorized into four models: a) studies that used strategy instruction only, b) studies that
used direct instruction only, c) studies that used strategy instruction combined with direct
instruction, and d) studies that did not have either model and failed to reach the required
threshold of reported information. Swanson (1999) concludes that small-group interactive
instruction and strategy cueing contributed substantially to students’ comprehension.
Further, effect sizes for measures of reading comprehension were higher when strategy
instructions involving cognitive and direct instruction were combined. Furthermore,
Swanson (1999) states that high gains in reading comprehension were directly attributed
to the instructional components used for the studies.

The National Reading Panel (2000) reviewed empirical studies that were
conducted prior to the year 1999 on teaching comprehension strategies and concluded
that teaching reading comprehension strategies in combination is highly effective. The

use of multiple strategies, for example, requires that the reader execute a set of reading
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comprehension strategies, including clarifying for meaning and asking questions while
reading at appropriate times when needed. The National Reading Report (2000) lists
eight areas of reading comprehension instruction that have been empirically validated for
improving reading comprehension. These instructional strategies include: 1) story
structure, 2) graphic organizers, 3) question generating, 4) question answering, 5)
summarizing, 6) cooperative learning, 7) comprehension monitoring, and 8) the use of
multiple strategies. According to the report, if these strategies are used appropriately
“they assist in recall, question answering, question generation, and summarization of
texts” (National Reading Report, 2000, p. 15).

The findings of the National Reading Report (2000) were confirmed by Marzano,
Pickering and Pollock (2001). Marzano et al. (2001) reviewed 42 cognitive strategy based
studies and listed categories of strategies that have the most impact on reading
comprehension across a board range of student ability levels and ages. Marzano and
colleagues (2001) concluded that story and text structure, summarization, graphic
organizers, question generating, and cooperative learning are among the strategies that
yielded the highest gains for reading comprehension performance.

Trabasso and Bouchard (2002) reviewed 205 empirically based cognitive strategy
instruction, for improving reading comprehension of texts, which were published
between the years 1980 and 2002. Twelve distinctive cognitive comprehension strategies
were selected by the researchers as promising strategies with positive gains, including
comprehension monitoring, prior knowledge, question generating, summarizing,

vocabulary instruction, graphic organizers, and story structure among the strategies that
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yielded the most in respect to reading comprehension gains. Trabasso and Bouchard
(2002) organized their reviewed studies according to the type of strategy intervention
used. The researchers analyzed 17 studies that emphasized questioning strategies and
found that instruction of question answering enhances the memorization of the content
that was read, particularly, in answering questions after reading passages, and in
strategies for finding answers. Finally, in their reviews for studies that emphasized the
importance of summarizing main ideas embedded in the text, Trabasso and Bouchard
(2002) found that such strategy enhances memory for what is read, in terms of free recall
and answering questions.

Gersten et al. (2001) reviewed 27 experimental and quasi-experimental design
studies published between the years 1980 and 1999, on the impact of single and multiple
cognitive strategy instruction on the reading comprehension performance of students with
LD. The reviewed studies included 11 narrative-text based studies and 16 studies
conducted on cognitive strategy intervention used for comprehending expository texts.
Although all narrative-text-based studies had variable treatment conditions, they have
some common components that unify them in terms of application methods in that they
all: a) report on the effectiveness of providing text structure (e.g., story-grammar
elements, so that students can focus on the relevant information); b) emphasize the
importance of providing extensive feedback; and c¢) provided modeling and guidance for
all students under study treatment.

Gersten et al. (2001) organized all studies that evaluated multiple comprehension

strategies into two sets: the ones that used two strategies that combine summarization and
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self-monitoring, and the ones that were conducted on more than two strategies. The
researchers report that results of the studies on the use of simultaneous multiple strategies
echoed single-strategy studies on the importance of providing continuous feedback and
sufficient modeling for students. One distinctive feature that is unique to multiple
strategy instruction, when compared to single strategy model, is the ability of multiple
strategy interventions to transfer skills to more generalized measures of reading.
Maheady et al. (2006) reviewed three multiple-strategy programs, PALS, class-
wide peer tutoring (CWPT), and START tutoring for their effects on students at-risk for
school failure. In addition, the researchers introduced a new strategy package, Classwide
Student Tutoring Teams (CSTT). Maheady et al. (2006) report that all four models
reviewed in this study provide empirical evidence which support their effectiveness on
students’ reading comprehension. PALS and CWPT, in particular, were among the most
effective models. The PALS model has demonstrated statistically significant
improvement on standardized comprehension test batteries (i.e., Comprehension Reading
Assessment Battery CRAB). All four models were measured against consumer
satisfaction and found to be highly accepted by students, teachers, and administrators.
One distinctive feature about these models, according to Maheady et al. (2006), is the fact
that they used contingent reinforcement with students with special needs. In addition, all
four models used systematic teacher or student training procedures (e.g., review and
discussion of the tutorials, role-playing, positive and corrective feedback, and training to

fidelity criterion).
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In a similar vein to the review by Maheady et al. (2006), Liang and Dole (2006)
reviewed five instructional models to teach reading comprehension for struggling readers.
Liang and Dole (2006) define an ‘instructional model’ as “a set of ideas or principles that
provide the basis or outline that is more fully developed at a later stage” (p. 743). A
common model that is well known to many teachers, according to Liang and Dole (2006),
is reciprocal teaching. Interestingly, the researchers chose to review, and thus, to
introduce models that are less familiar than RT. These models are: a) the Scaffold reading
experience (SRE), b) Questioning the Author (QtA), ¢) Collaborative Strategic Reading
(CSR), d) Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (PALS), and e) Concept-Oriented Reading
Instruction (CORI). The researchers note that three models CORI, SRE, and QtA require
considerable amount of teacher preparation which may discourage some teachers from
investing in such programs. Further, teacher management during the implementation of
these models is considerably higher, especially at the initial stages when the teacher trains
students to use the strategies.

PALS, in contrast to the other models, requires less preparation due to the fact
that it has been pre-prepared by the authors with a set of instructional materials, and a
guiding manual for the teachers. One distinctive feature of CORI which is different than
all other models reviewed by Liang and Dole (2006), is that it combines both aspects of
comprehending the content of particular material and learning to use comprehension
strategies at the same time. The researchers conclude that all five models are effective in

fostering students’ comprehension of written texts.
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Gajria et al. (2007) examined 29 studies designed to improve the comprehension
of expository texts for students with LD. The review included two types of studies: a)
content enhancement based strategy intervention (e.g., visual displays, mnemonic
illustration, and computer-assisted instruction), and b) cognitive strategy instruction (e.g.,
summarization, questioning, and text structure). Gajria et al. (2007) categorized the
studies based on their intervention type, students’ characteristics, instructional features,
methodology features, strategy maintenance and generalization, and intervention for
single-group designs. Finding of the synthesis on the use of multiple cognitive strategy
instruction, which included 15 interventions, yielded a large effect size of 1.83, indicating
that cognitive strategy instruction is effective for students with LD.

Among those cognitive strategies, Gajria et al. (2007) state that summarizing and
identifying main ideas, self-monitoring, collaborative strategic reading, and the four
strategies of reciprocal teaching were among those strategies that yielded high results.
Implications drawn from the synthesis indicate that in all studies reviewed, cognitive
strategies and content enhancement strategies were implemented in conjunction with
good teaching practice (i.e., teacher modeling, and guided practice). Another implication
noted by the researchers, is the importance of preparing instructional materials that are
designed to prepare students to understand the expository text while practicing on the
cognitive strategies).

Sencibaugh (2007) surveyed 15 empirical studies conducted between 1985 and
2005 on the use of comprehension strategies with students identified with LD. The meta-

analysis yielded an effect size of 0.94 for visually dependent reading and 1.18 for studies
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that used auditory-language-based dependent strategies. The researcher concludes that
auditory-language based interventions have greater influence on the reading
comprehension of students with LD, compared to visually based intervention strategies.
Sencibaugh (2007) observed that questioning strategies mediated by the teacher involving
a combination of self-instruction and paragraph summarization along with text-structure-
based strategies produced the highest outcomes. Furthermore, Sencibaugh (2007) argues
that “strategy instruction ameliorates the critical thinking skills of students with LD while
increasing their active participation in the learning process” (p. 10).

In summary, cognitive strategy instruction for reading comprehension is effective
with students with LD. Multiple strategy instruction is powerful due to its endurance over
a longer period of time and transference to other domain content areas. Strategies that
emphasize the activation of prior knowledge, question generating and answering
questions, mental visualizing, understanding text structure, summarizing main ideas, self-
monitoring, and cooperative learning are among the ones that yield the most gains in
reading comprehension. In addition, teacher’s use of explicit modeling, guided practice,
and continuous feedback are considered as strong teaching practices for supporting the
learning engagement of struggling readers. Many of the aforementioned cognitive
strategy interventions are situated within a sociocultural context in which the role of
expert mediator has been regarded by researchers as one of the critical components in
bridging the gap between the reader’s world and the text. Thus, a discussion on the role
of mediation in fostering the reading comprehension performance of students with LD is

vital.
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The Role of Mediation in Reading Strategy Instruction

Many researchers have noted that comprehension strategy instruction mediated by
the teacher first, and later by peers of students with LD has been successful (e.g., Bos &
Vaughn, 1994; Maheady, 2000; McMaster et al., 2007; Mastropieri & Scruggs 2007;
Palincsar, 1986, 1993; Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Pressley, 2000). The concept
‘mediation’, also referred to as scaffolding, and its relation to the cognitive development
and social competence of learners was discussed by Vygotsky in the early twentieth
century (Gindis, 1999; Kozullin, 2003). Vygotsky (1978) examined this relationship
within a sociocultural context. One of the main features of the sociocultural model is an
assumption about the nature of the context of learning (Englert & Mariage, 2003;
Palincsar, 1993).

Human psychological processes, as conceived by sociocultural theorists, are
jointly-mediated activities, and thus, are social in their origin (Englert & Mariage, 2003).
Vygotsky claimed that human development is relational (Jennings & Di, 1996).
Sociocultural theorists posit that the learning process in a sociocultural context depends
on the active position of the learner, which is crucial to the development of life-long
learning skills (Verenikina, 2008). The interaction between the learner involved in the
process and the mediator assumes a specific paradigm of teacher-student interaction
where the role of the ‘expert adult’ is that of collaborator and co-constructor of
knowledge (Palincsar, 1993).

Vygotsky (1978) argued that higher mental functions originate in shared problem

solving between children and more skilled partners. Those interactions allow children to
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master more complex strategies from their involvement in the shared problem solving
processes in a responsive social context (Chaiklin, 2003; Englert & Mariage, 2003;
Gindis, 1999). Vygotsky (1978) referred to such processes that allow for maturation in
the child’s cognitive functioning as the zone of proximal development (ZPD). ZPD is
defined as “the distance between a child’s actual developmental level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined
through problem solving under guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers.”
(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).

Vygotsky (1978) explained how the ZPD is constructed and internalized at the
learner’s level. The zone of proximal development “defines those functions that have not
yet matured but are in the process of maturation; functions that will mature tomorrow, but
are currently in embryonic state. These functions could be termed the ‘buds’ or ‘flowers’
of development rather than the fruits of development” (p. 86). Vygotsky (1978) suggested
that “what is in the zone of proximal development today will be the actual developmental
level tomorrow-that is, what a child can do with assistance today she will be able to do by
herself tomorrow” (p. 87).

Mediation in learning is an essential component in bridging the gap between the
learners’ existing knowledge and the knowledge and skills that are expected from them.
This assumption holds promise for all students, including for students with LD. The next
section describes two cognitive strategy models in the area of reading comprehension that
are originally inspired by sociocultural theory.

Promising Cognitive Strategy Instruction Models
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Since the early 1980s, many cognitive strategy-based approaches have been
developed in the area of reading comprehension instruction. Two of the promising
strategy-based models that emerged: 1) The use of reciprocal teaching (RT) developed by
Palincsar and Brown (1984), and 2) the George Peabody College Peer-Assisted Learning
Strategies (PALS) model developed by Fuchs et al., (Fuchs et al., 2001). These two
models in particular have been as promising approaches for students with LD in the area
of reading comprehension (Maheady et al., 2006). These two models, especially RT,
were largely inspired by the sociocultural theory on the role of mediation and its impact
on the cognitive and social development of learners. Palincsar and Brown (1984) argue
that strategy instruction should be responsive to students’ lived experiences and
connected to their cultural, linguistic, and social background. This deeper understanding
of the nature of learning led Palincsar and Brown (1984) to emphasize the importance of
connecting their model to the sociocultural theory developed by Vygotsky.

PALS and RT share some of the main features that were discussed earlier in terms
of their structure, purpose, teacher’s and students’ role in the process as knowledge
mediators, and the major activity components incorporated in the various activities.
These two models, however, are distinct from each others in several ways which will be
discussed in the following section.

Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (PALS). PALS is a classwide peer learning
strategies model, whereby children work together with the monitoring of an expert
teacher to support each other’s learning (Dion, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005). Since it was

originally developed and implemented in grades 2-6 in the early 1990s by Fuchs, Fuchs,
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Philips, Hamlett, and Karns (cited in Fuchs et al., 2001), the PALS model has received a
growing interest among researchers who investigated its impact on students’ performance
at all grade levels, including at the kindergarten and first grade levels (e.g., Mathes, Grek,
Howard, Babyak & Allen, 1999; Mathes, Howard, Allen & D. Fuchs, 1998), and middle
and high school (e.g., Mastropieri et al., 2003; Mastropieri et al., 2001); PALS has also
been examined for its impact on students’ social preference and friendship making (see
Dion et al., 2005).

Although, not all PALS applications yielded statistically significant results with
all students (McMaster et al., 2007), the overall picture demonstrates its success among
different subgroups of students, particularly, for students with learning disabilities (e.g.,
Calhoon, 2005; Fuchs et al., 2002; Fuchs et al., 2000).

The purpose of PALS is to support the capacity of general education to meet the
academic standards for all students, including students with disabilities (Fuchs et al.,
2000). Most specifically, PALS reading was designed to develop students’ reading
fluency and comprehension (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005). The original ideas of PALS were
derived from the work of Palincsar and Brown (1984) on Reciprocal Teaching, and the
Cooperative Integrated Reading and Comprehension (CIRC) which was developed in the
1980s (Fuchs et al., 2001). Recent studies on reading comprehension instruction for
students with disabilities indicate that appropriate grouping, specific cognitive strategy
instruction, extended practice opportunities, and breaking down tasks into smaller
components, are related to significant improvement in reading and comprehension skills

(Calhoon, 2005). The PALS model engages students in all these components (Fuchs &
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Fuchs, 2005). PALS focuses on teaching a set of comprehension strategies that assist
students to comprehend a variety of narrative and informative texts (Liang & Dole,
2006).

PALS as a model incorporates structured activities that allow for continuous
mediated interactions between peers who alternate roles in tutoring and tutee exchanges,
and immediate corrective feedback. Thus, students in PALS, contrasted with traditional
teacher-led instruction that reduces practice time opportunities, stay engaged during
almost all allocated time for the session. Fuchs and colleagues (2002) add that PALS’s
structured one-to-one interaction allows for (a) frequent opportunities for students to
respond, (b) immediate partner’s feedback, (c) increased academic engagement time, and
(d) students’ social engagement and support.

PALS activities require considerable direct support by a teacher’s supervision and
involvement throughout the entire process. The teacher moderates the learning of the
strategies, and continuously prompts students to accurately apply the strategies, and
provides feedback and contingent rewards on the correct tutoring and team collaborative
behavior (Liang & Dole, 2006). In spite of its high teacher involvement, PALS provides
more frequent opportunities for student’s time spent on task, as opposed to traditional
teaching methods which by comparison present a loss of valuable instruction time
(McMaster et al., 2007).

The high rates of interaction among students ensures higher rates of academic

success (McMaster et al., 2007). In PALS the high functioning readers go first in all
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tasks, which provides a modeling opportunities for the low performing readers, the pairs
utilize materials that are instructionally appropriate for the lower performing students.

Because many students with reading disabilities lack the ability to monitor their
own work (Calhoon, 2005; Greenway, 2002), the teacher, as argued by Ramsey et al.
(2007), must provide them with cueing cards for specific tasks. Such cueing cards,
according to Ramsey and colleagues (2007) are helpful during PALS sessions and should
be practiced prior to engaging in the activity. In addition, they sometimes need guidance
on how to provide constructive feedback, praise, and encouragement to their peers.
Further, teachers’ encouragement to those who use such cuing correctly is essential for
the success of implementation. Once the partners are in their respective dyads, the higher
functioning partner models the reading skills in the task, such as, reading aloud in front of
the lower functioning partner; then, the second partner takes a turn and models the
reading, both partners in the dyad are fully engaged in providing constructive feedback
on each other’s reading (Ramsey et al., 2007). The dyads continue to play the role of
tutor and tutee, as needed. Once the procedures are mastered by the students and become
more familiar among all class members, the teacher switches the partners in the dyads so
that students receive fair chances of enriching and being enriched by other partners in the
class.

Reciprocal Teaching. Reciprocal Teaching (RT) was originated and described in
the 1980s by Palincsar and Brown (1984) based on their research with middle school
struggling students in English literacy classrooms. RT became popular and was

recommended by a body of research (see e.g. Greenway, 2002; Hashey & Connors, 2003;
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Kelly, Moore, Tuck, 1994; van Garderen, 2004) which reported impressive gains across
all grade levels and students with various needs, including students with LD (Lederer,
2000) and English language learners (Klinger & Vaughn, 1996; Proctor, Dalton &
Grisham, 2007).

Palincsar and Brown (1984) describe RT as an instructional strategy that aims to
enhance students’ reading comprehension. The process is best characterized as a dialogue
between teacher and students (Slater & Hortsman, 2002). Thus, the term “reciprocal”
describes the nature of the interactions among the learners and the teacher. The dialogue
is structured by the use of four strategies: predicting, questioning, clarifying, and
summarizing (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). These strategies, according to Palincsar and
Brown (1984), can be conducted in any order. Palincsar and Brown (1984) explain that
the rationale behind choosing these four strategiesis they provide for reciprocal
interaction that can be both comprehension-fostering and comprehension- monitoring. By
engaging students in the process of predicting the content and events of a passage, briefly
stating the main ideas, generating questions related to the passage, and by clarify the
various new concepts, students will be actively involved in the “self-monitoring”
strategy. Consequently, by engaging in these activities, the readers will become more
aware of their reading process (Palincsar & Brown, 1984).

The main premise of RT as described by Palincsar and Brown (1984; Palincsar,
1986; Brown & Palincsar, 1989; Palincsar, & Klenk, 1992) is to help poor readers
become good readers, by teaching them strategies that work for good readers when

encountering reading tasks. Students are encouraged to look for meaning in the text, at
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both the sentence and the passage levels. In addition, the purpose behind teaching the RT
strategy is to demonstrate that poor readers can benefit from self monitoring strategies
through a set of procedures that can be implemented in any order (Palincsar & Brown,
1984; Slater & Hortsman, 2002).

Greenway (2002) asserts that RT makes metacognitive strategies explicit by
emphasizing student’s understanding of the main idea, asking students about their
understanding of the passage, which will ultimately assist them in monitoring their own
comprehension strategies, connecting their previous knowledge to the information being
read, and finally by prompting them to summarize their knowledge into meaningful
memorable segments. RT, as described by Palincsar and Brown (1992), is implemented
gradually beginning with guided practice. It includes other components, such as expert
modeling by the teacher, expert support as the students begin to implement the strategy,
students supporting and guiding each other, and gradually support being faded as the
students demonstrate competence in their skills (Palincsar & Brown, 1992).

Greenway (2002) noted that RT is not the only reading comprehension
intervention that was implemented with students with various needs. Other reading
models have been successfully used as well and led to valuable improvements, such as,
Inference Training (IT), and Corrective Reading Program (CR). These strategy-based
models, however, differ from Reciprocal Teaching in several ways. One major difference
is that both models, Inference Training and Corrective Reading Program, have been
implemented in a direct teaching form, where the teacher is heavily involved in all steps

and provides the students with immediate answers when they fail to respond to the task.
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In Reciprocal Teaching model, on the other hand, the teacher allows for a more social
interaction among students and provides more peer learning opportunities in a socially
constructed environment. Further, in Reciprocal Teaching, the teacher shares
responsibility with the students and allow them to gradually take on the teacher role
during the strategy application, which is by itself a major component in the understanding
of how students learn from a sociocultural perspective. Another major difference that
distinguishes Reciprocal Teaching from Inference Training, for example, is that the latter
model is based on one strategy only (detect clue word in a passage), whereas Reciprocal
Teaching is built on multiple cognitive strategies that include student’s self monitoring
(Greenway, 2002). Thus, Reciprocal Teaching unique in that it invites the student to take
over the teacher’s role, which by itself is a powerful strategy that allows for student’s self
monitoring and would increase his or her self esteem (Greenway, 2002).

Over the past two decades, RT has been used in various content areas including,
science, mathematics, and social studies, and with almost all ages, including kindergarten
and at the college level. Rosenshine and Meister (1994) reported in their meta-analysis of
the 16 empirical studies that were implemented between the years 1984 and 1994,
positive gains with an average effect size of .88 across all studies under investigation
(cited in Proctor et al., 2007). Later the National Reading Panel (2000) reported on
additional 11 studies with positive gains that were not listed in the Rosenshine and
Meister report. The following three studies are only a few of the many examples that

illustrate the various gain effects on students’ learning and social outcomes.
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The first study was reported by Greenway (2002). The researcher investigated the
application of RT in a literacy based 6" grade classroom in an inner city school in
Britain. The purpose of the study was to improve the achievement scores of students in
reading comprehension on a standardized assessment test. The students had average
decoding skills but performed poorly in reading comprehension. The researcher used a
quasi-experiment intervention for a full year with one classroom after a long introduction
and guided practice was given to the teacher who taught the children. The strategy
implemented was guided by the main four strategies used by Palincsar and Brown (1984)
and was called SPIQ, which stood for summarize finding the main idea, predict what will
happen next, investigate unknown words, and question or interrogate the text. The results
as reported by Greenway (2002) show reading comprehension increased significantly
from 6.08 comprehension age at pre-test to 7.75 comprehension age at post-test. In
addition the researcher reports on an improvement in the self esteem rate based on
students’ self reporting.

The second study was conducted by van Garderen (2004). The author reported on
a modified reciprocal teaching strategy which was implemented in mathematics lessons
with students who experience difficulties in word problem solving, and who spoke
English as a second language, at the middle school levels. According to van Garderen
(2004), mathematics textbooks depend heavily on increasing the number of abstract
concepts and solving word problems that students have to process in order to comprehend

the content. The teacher in a mathematics reciprocal teaching lesson, based on the
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original four components strategy of Palincsar and Brown (1984), would divide the
whole class into small groups, and a group-leader would be assigned for each group.

van Garderen’s modified strategy includes the following components: (a)
clarifying, (b) questioning, (c) summarizing, and (d) planning. The leader instructs the
group members to silently read the problem, and ask for clarification about any new term
or phrase that they encounter. Any group member then would provide the meaning for
the new phrase. After all new concepts are cleared and discussed the group leader would
pose questions for understanding the problem by analyzing its parts. Next, the leader
summarizes all the possible answers and guides the members through a plan to solve the
problem. Finally, students attempt to solve the problem and check whether it makes sense
before they submit their answers (van Garderen, 2004).

Finally, Klingner and Vaughn (1996) investigated the efficacy of a modified RT
as an instructional intervention for reading comprehension with 26 seventh and eighth
grade level students with LD who speak English as a second language. Klingner and
Vaughn modified traditional reciprocal teaching as described in Palincsar and Brown
(1984) by including a strategy to activate prior knowledge. This strategy benefits ELL
students with LD because they have the opportunity to dialogue, express their ideas, and
collaborate with each other. By adding the activation of prior knowledge to RT, the
researchers helped the students to connect what they already know to the new concepts
which facilitated and impacted their learning and comprehension. Although the results
were statistically insignificant, Klingner and Vaughn report that there was an impressive

increase in the reading comprehension abilities of the students who participated in the
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study compared to the comparison group, and that both groups would benefit from
minimum adult instruction when the strategy is explicitly explained and modeled to all
students prior to the intervention.

It can be concluded from the aforementioned studies that these strategies embrace
the reciprocal roles of learners, and teachers and students role exchange. Students who
are engaged in this process tend to consistently monitor their role sharing, and therefore,
become aware of their reading processes. Further, it can be assumed that students, when
engaged in the RT strategies, become more involved socially with each other.
Consequently, students gain academic and social skills in a supportive responsive
learning environment.

Indeed, these exemplary models, PALS and RT, have provided strong evidence of
the positive gains that result from the mediation of cognitive strategies for students with
LD in the area of reading comprehension. These two models, however, were
implemented and validated for students within the USA’s context. It has been argued by
some researchers (e.g., Stenberg, 2007; Sternberg, Grigorenko, & Kidd, 2005) that
whatever succeeds in one cultural context does not necessary provide the same evidence
to other cultural contexts.

Therefore, it would be of interest to examine these models among the Palestinian-
Arab middle school children diagnosed with LD. For this purpose an emerging model,
the “Five Mediated Cognitive Strategies: SMCS” is introduced. It is based on principles
used for PALS and RT that include conceptual understanding of the sociocultural theory

developed by Vygotsky (1978).
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The ‘Five Mediated Cognitive Strategies’ (SMCS)

The SMCS is a cognitive multiple strategy-based intervention for reading
comprehension incorporating the following five strategies: a) predicting, b) questioning,
¢) investigating for meaning, d) schematic visualizing, and €) summarizing main ideas.
The purpose of using these strategies is to foster the reading comprehension skills of
struggling readers, particularly, students with LD at the middle school level. Due to the
collaborative nature of the combined strategies they are intended to advance students’
social interaction. The SMCS model is based on the understanding that humans’
cognitive development occurs when abstract concepts, first learned through social
interactions, become internalized and made one’s own (Klingner & Vaughn, 1996;
Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Vygotsky, 1978). In the SMCS, students were dynamically
engaged in the process of understanding the texts, with the teacher and students’ peers
mediating their construction of knowledge (e.g., Guthrie et al., 2004).

Further, Following Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy (vicarious experience,
mastery experience, verbal persuasion, and experience of emotional and physiological
states), the SMCS model was designed in a way that provide the necessary experiences to
enhance students’ self-efficacy in reading. First, students were introduced to the SMCS
gradually by the teacher who explicitly explained and modeled how to use the strategies,
in a whole class instruction with explicit examples, and later in small groups as the
students began to practice in their designated groups on the strategies. According to
Bandura (1997) “efficacy appraisals are partly influenced by vicarious experience

mediated through modeled attainment.” (p. 86). Further, Bandura (1997) argues that
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individuals tend to seek experienced models who posses the competencies to which they
aspire. That is, a persistent teacher’s modeling for each of the SMCS strategies serves as
a tool for promoting a sense of personal efficacy judgment.

Second, a sense of success was established for many of the students in the SMCS.
Students were assigned weekly tests that measure their performances in reading
comprehension passages at their instructional level. Most students have shown a gradual
success in comprehending and answering questions related to the assigned passages over
the weeks of the intervention. This gradual success provided them with a sense of
mastery experience. Bandura (1997) regards this kind of experience as the most
influential source of efficacy. Enactive mastery experience, according to Bandura (1997),
builds a “robust belief in one’s personal efficacy.” (p. 80). Individuals, generally act on
their self belief based on their previous performances in certain tasks. Thus success feeds
their positive self-efficacy, whereas, failure lower their efficacy (Bandura, 1997).

Third, the SMCS provided continuous opportunities for a realistic teacher’s
feedback on student’s performance on each of the activities. Although a good modeling
and previous success in similar tasks send a good message for the learner to carry on and
invest more effort while working on these tasks, a good persuasion from significant other,
however, can strengthen student’s self belief in learning in similar conditions. It has been
argued by Bandura (1997) that many people cannot rely solely on themselves to judge
their competence in certain tasks, for this requires a high level of inference, which many
only have little knowledge about. Therefore, learners need a significant other who is

knowledgeable about the task that is being evaluated. Bandura (1986) states that learners
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who are verbally persuaded by significant other that they are capable of performing
certain tasks, they are most likely to invest more effort and sustain it for a longer time
compared to being left out with their failures. In the SMCS each student received
individual feedback from the teacher on their performances on a weekly basis which
helped them to realistically see their progress throughout the intervention weeks.

Finally, physiological and emotional states of the learner add another important
source to self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) argues that “people can learn faster if the things
they are learning congruent with the mood they are in, and they recall better if they are in
the same mood as when they learned them.”(p. 111). This clearly means that students
when learning should be provided with a positive learning environment. In the SMCS
intervention, students were taught in a safe educational environment, where they received
continuous support and encouragement not only from the teacher, but also from their own
peers in their groups. The social setting which was an integral part of the SMCS provided
students with a sense of belonging and support.

The SMCS activities were initially mediated by the teacher at the beginning of
strategy implementation. At the start of the intervention, the teacher demonstrated how to
implement each strategy separately, using various relevant materials. Such materials were
carefully selected to respond to students’ social, cultural, and lived experiences. A variety
of passages in the form of high-interest/low-level texts were considered (Graves &
Philippot, 2002). In addition, the passages were leveled based on students’ instructional
level. Later, when the students become more familiar and confident with each of the

strategies, they took control in leading each other through the reading process. The
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teacher, at this stage, facilitated the process and provided reflective feedback on the
appropriate implementation of the SMCS.

This flow of gradual control in the SMCS model has been supported by scientific
evidence . Research has demonstrated that struggling readers, including students with
LD, unlike competent readers, do not acquire strategic reading by themselves; and, thus
they need to be taught, how, where, and when to gain more confidence in their reading
comprehension (Bender, 2004; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2007; Pressley, 2000; Swanson &
De La Paz, 1998). Bender (2004) argues that many students with LD do not thoughtfully
plan for their educational tasks. Therefore, the teacher must accept responsibility and
train them in how to implement cognitive and monitoring strategies.

Pearson and Dole (1987) surveyed successful comprehension strategy instruction
and reported common components of mediated explicit teaching of strategies use the
following sequence: (a) teacher modeling, (b) guided practice, (c) consolidation, (d)
independent practice, and (e) application. This model of mediated explicit comprehension
instruction was unique, according to Pearson and Dole (1987) because it was designed to
be implemented holistically during reading, and did not focus on isolated sub skills.
Pearson and Dole (1987) developed a schema model illustrating the gradual release of
responsibility from teachers to students (see figure 2.1 for a flow of gradual release of
responsibility model).

Implementing the Five MCS
The following five strategies describe the process of mediating all SMCS

strategies within a contextual content. These strategies can be initiated in any given order,
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especially once all students become confident and independent in using them without the
need for the teacher’s mediation. However, for the purpose of order and sequence in this
research, the SMCS were delivered according to the following five phases: 1) predicting,
2) questioning, 3) investigating for meaning, 4) schematic visualizing, and 5)
summarizing the main ideas. The teacher explained to the students later that these
strategies could be used entirely or partially as needed based on the reading demand and
text complexity. Each of the following strategies will be first connected to existing
research that validates its importance and use for students with LD, and then their

application within the SMCS will be described.

68



Figure 2.1

The Gradual Release of Responsibility Model of Instruction
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Adapted from Pearson and Gallagher (1983).

Predicting. Current research indicates that students with LD benefit from
activating their background knowledge (Gajria et al., 2007; Graham & Bellert, 2004;
Jitendra et al., 2000; Neufeld, 2005; Palincsar & Brown, 1984, 1986). Palincsar and
Brown (1984, 1986) argue that cognitive strategies, such as predicting, effectively build
self-monitoring strategies among seventh grade students who were described as adequate
decoders but poor comprehenders. Jitendra et al., (2000) add that prediction stimulates
other cognitive strategies, such as, activating background knowledge, previewing and
over viewing or summarizing the content. Prediction strategy, in a narrative passage, for

example, encourages students to generate thoughts or outcomes about how characters
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might act or react based on the settings, events, or characters of the texts based on their
previous experiences. Researchers found that such strategy to be highly effective for less
able readers (Gajria et al., 2007). Further, research has found that strategies that include
prediction increase overall or global understanding of a story (Graham & Bellert, 2004;
Neufeld, 2005).

This approach of activates students’ prior knowledge through the use of
predicting strategy has been demonstrated by the zone of proximal development (ZPD).
The ZPD process involves mediating students’ understanding of new concepts by an
expert other (e.g., the teacher) building on previously known information about the topic
(Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Vygotsky, 1978). This activity can be performed in more than
one way, including brainstorming ideas and prediction. Researchers consider predicting
as a powerful strategy that can be beneficial for struggling readers (e.g., Gajria et al.,
2007; Graham & Bellert, 2004; Moreillon, 2007).

Predictions are described by Moreillon (2007) as educated guesses about what
will happen next in the text based on what is known or with inference drawn from the
author’s ideas, or illustrations and visual clues that are created exclusively to lead the
reader throughout the text. Moreillon (2007) argues that students who are involved in
prediction before, during, and after they read each segment will be actively involved in
the meaning-making process. The assumption made about the role of prediction in
reading comprehension stems from the understanding that reading is a transactional

process between the reader, the text, and the context in which all these elements are
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interrelated and influence each other (RAND Reading Study Group, 2002; Rosenblatt,
1969).

From this understanding, one can infer that when competent readers attempt to
read a text they are actively engaged in a meaning-making process. They interpret the
text by relying on their own background knowledge and utilizing new information and
clues presented by the text. This active process helps them to stay on task, and become
more engaged and curious about the upcoming information embedded in the text.
Unfortunately, as noted, many students with LD do not posses this skill naturally, and
therefore, this strategy needs to be explicitly mediated with them first by the teacher, and
later by their own peers (Gajria et al., 2007; Graham & Bellert, 2004; Pressley, 2006).

Silent and Oral reading. In the SMCS, following predicting students were given
some time to silently read the first segment of the text, usually one paragraph. The
purpose of the silent reading was to allow for individual connection between the
prediction and the content that has been read. Next, students took turns of one minute oral
reading the assigned segment. The more advanced student read first in order to provide
modeling. The partners provided their group member who read with immediate corrective
feedback on his or her one minute reading. This part of the activity aimed to enhance the
reading fluency skills of all students. This one minute silent reading and one minute oral
reading activity was part of the class routine for each assigned segment of the passage.
The reciprocal reading role exchange was always practiced immediately after the

prediction part.
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Questioning. It has been argued that good readers keep asking questions about the
content of the text while reading (Palincsar & Brown, 1986). Asking questions enables
them to stay connected to the main ideas and maintain attention to details while reading.
This strategy is essential for the overall comprehension. When readers know in advanced
that they are expected to ask questions about their reading, they invest more effort
connecting ideas and thinking of appropriate questions about the information they read in
the passage (Oczkus, 2003). In questioning the readers process and identify the
information that is presented in the text they read and further analyze its significance to
generate questions which they can answer themselves. Engaging readers in questioning
strategy has a major benefit of flexibility since students can learn to generate questions at
different levels, such as asking thin questions where the answers can be explicitly found
in the text, or thick questions where the answers can be extended beyond the given
information in the text (Oczkus, 2003).

In the SMCS the teacher discussed this strategy in the form of think-aloud for the first
few times she modeled it until students became oriented with it. Then, students were
encouraged to ask questions about the paragraph or passage at hand. Once the text
segment has been read, the assigned leader of the group generated a list of questions
prompted by the passage. It is worth noting here that the group leaders were selected in a
way that they should have minimum writing skills that permit them to write the basic
questions for the group which they shared with other groups in a whole class discussion
as mediated by the teacher. The teacher prompted groups’ leaders to share their answers

with the rest of the class. The teacher facilitated the discussion and wrote all questions on

72



the board and demonstrated whether the provided questions related to the passage. After a
final agreement on the questions, each group was encouraged by the teacher to make the
necessary revisions for their final questions. Students were allowed to be engaged in this
activity as many times as needed to achieve higher accuracy generating questions that can
be understood and, thus, answered by others. The purpose of this activity was to
demonstrate to students the importance of generating good questions, exactly as good
readers do, that lead to accurate responses. Example questions include the following:
Which sentence best tell the story...? What caused...? Who is...? As time progresses,
students were encouraged to form more thorough questions.

Investigating for meaning. As students move from upper elementary grades to middle
school grades, the curriculum demands become more diverse and complex. Especially, in
the content area subjects, where students are required to read and comprehend abstract
facts in science, mathematics, and social studies (Baker et al, 2004; Hall, 2004; Gajria et
al., 2007; Lederer, 2000). Thus, the need to continuously expand knowledge about new
concepts and vocabulary becomes essential for students (Dixon-Krauss, 1996), especially
for students with LD, who typically have made several failing attempts trying to cope
with school’s learning content (Guthrie & Davis, 2003). One way to obtain such a goal,
as argued by Dixon-Krauss (1996), is to integrate literature with content-area texts. Such
texts allow the teacher to foster students’ learning within their zone of proximal
development. Vygotsky believed that scientific concepts associated with content area

concepts, for example, move students’ spontaneous awareness of concepts to a higher
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level of awareness, abstraction, and control, forming a ZPD that the reader has not
achieved yet (Dixon-Krauss, 1996).

In the SMCS students were taught to strategically investigate and explore new
concepts and puzzling words, and expand their knowledge of interesting terms they
encounter while reading. The teacher posed several questions to scaffold students’ use of
this strategy. Such questions included: ‘Are there any words or phrases that confused
you?’ ‘Can you look for clues to help you unpack the meaning or confusion of these
words?’ ‘“What additional sources you may use to uncover the meaning of these concepts
or phrases?’ In the case of narrative texts questions may include the following: ‘Are there
any cultural or religious references that you would like to clarify?” ‘How might you have
responded in that particular situation in which the main character found himself?’
Further, the teacher can direct students’ attention to use other clarifying strategies when
they encounter a new word. Such strategies may include reading the portions of sentences
before and after the new word to see if they give clues to the word’s meaning. If the word
is still unclear, they can look it up in a dictionary.

This activity was performed several times until students became more oriented
with its implementation. After students showed some confidence in using this strategy,
the teacher provided them with additional reading segments as part of the daily activity
for further practice. Students in their groups first each highlighted the unfamiliar words
and then all group members shared their words and tried together to unpack the meaning

of each word. Once all groups have investigated all words they make a list to share with
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the rest of the class upon the teacher’s request. This activity was explained to students as
an investigative process aiming to unpack the mystery embedded in the text.

Schematic visualizing. Because most of the classes at the middle school level use
informative texts that incorporate factual information, which many students with LD find
less familiar and less engaging, the need to learn about these texts’ structure is crucial
(Graham & Bellert, 2004). Informative texts, in contrast to narrative texts, are most likely
to incorporate a wide range of text structures (Graham & Bellert, 2004; Meyer & Rice,
1982; Meyer, Wijekumar, Meier & Johnson, 2006; Wijekumar & Meyer, 2008) Gersten
et al. (2001) state six major expository text structures, a) description of characteristics,
traits, properties, or functions, b) sequence of events, ¢) explanation of concept or
terminology, d) definition-example, €) compare-contrast, and f) problem-solution/cause-
effect. These various text structures can be taught to students to facilitate their reading
comprehension using several cognitive strategies.

Creating a schematic visualizing, also referred to as a graphic organizer, is one of
the powerful strategies found to be effective with struggling readers (Graham & Bellert,
2004; Kim et al., 2004; Meyen, Vergason, & Whelan, 1996). Graphic organizers are
visual displays used to organize information, intending to facilitate the learning of textual
materials (Kim et al., 2004; Meyen, Vergason, & Whelan, 1996). The idea behind the use
of graphic organizers/schematic visualizing is the understanding that the individual’s
learning is highly influenced by an existing knowledge referred to as cognitive structure.
Kim et al. (2004) explain that when the cognitive structure expands with incoming

information or concepts, then learning occurs.
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The use of schematic visualizing alerts students’ understanding to the
organization of the text and to the relationship between the different concepts and ideas
described in the passage. Graham and Bellert (2004) argue that schematic visualizing
assists students not only in comprehending the text, but also in memorizing facts and
storage, and analyzing information. Further, these visual representations assist students
who have limited vocabulary knowledge, because they serve as mental images in
simplifying complex concepts and describe them in as less words as possible. This type
of cognitive image was utilized as an integral activity in the SMCS.

Students were taught to look for the type of text, such as narrative or informative,
and to think about the structure of the text or how the concepts were described in the text,
such as, sequence events for narrative or cause effect for informative texts. Students were
provided by five common text structures and were asked to discuss within their group to
which of the provided structures they thought the text was designed.

Summarizing. Summarization strategies have been considered by researchers as
one of the most important components of reading comprehension (Duke & Pearson,
2002; Gersten et al., 2001; Pressley, 2006, Williams, 2006). Nearly all multiple strategy
instruction research integrates summarization as a main strategy for the understanding of
text (e.g., Gajria et al., 2007; Gersten et al., 2001; Guthrie et al., 2004; Liang & Dole
2006; National Reading Panel 2000; Rosenshine & Meister, 1994; Sencibaugh, 2007;
Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002).

Duke and Pearson (2002) argue that instruction and practice in summarizing main

ideas embedded in the text does not only improve student’s ability to summarize, but also
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it improves their overall comprehension. The idea behind summarization is the
assumption that humans do not recall everything they encounter (Pressley, 2006).
Reading is no exception. In fact, due to the memory problems that many students with
LD face while reading (Swanson, 1994), the need for such a strategy is essential.
Teaching students how to summarize different types of passages needs to be mediated in
such a way that allows students to understand the gist or main ideas of the text.
According to Pressley (2006), there are several layers of main ideas, at the overall level
of the book or text, and at the lower-level which is the chapter or paragraph levels.

Pressley (2006) explains this process in the following example. When the reader
reads the first sentence in a given text, he or she will attempt to encode the main points
embedded in the sentence and hold these ideas in active working memory for later use
while reading the next sentence. Once the reader reads the next sentence, he or she will
attempt to connect between the information of the two sentences and encode both
sentences to form a new idea that will be held, again, in the working memory for the
upcoming sentences. This process will continue until all sentences in the paragraph are
read and synthesized into a new short version of the text constructed by the reader. This
new understanding will be summarized in a short statement that reflects the ‘gist’ of the
text. Such inferences are based on the reader’s background knowledge and the
information provided by the text (Pressley, 2006, p. 53).

The sequence of predicting, questioning, investigating for meaning, schematic
visualizing, and summarizing main ideas continued on to the following segment until all

segments were completed. The teacher mediated the use of these strategies intensively
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until students become routinely independent. Then, students were able to apply these
strategies within their own groups.
Summary

The ability to read and comprehend texts and other school material is critically
important for the academic success of all students. This is especially important for
students with LD at the middle school stage. Students with LD at this stage are
challenged by intensive and complex textbooks, most of which are informative in their
structure. These types of texts appear in all content areas. In addition, students with LD
exhibit characteristics, such as lack of strategic learning, difficulties in regulating their
learning monitoring their reading, and applying appropriate reading comprehension
strategies. Consequently, their self-efficacy and engagement are affected as well.

Cognitive strategy instruction has been found to be effective, particularly when
combing several strategies together. The research has identified several cognitive
strategies as superior for comprehending texts, they include predicting, questioning,
investigating for meaning, schematic visualizing, and summarizing main ideas. Several
strategy based models were developed in the past two decades that incorporate these
strategies in various ways. Among such approaches, PALS and RT were widely reported
to have yielded substantial results for students with LD. These models, however, were
developed and validated for native and none native English language speakers in the
USA context.

Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD may benefit from a modified

cognitive strategy instruction that builds on their unique social and cultural context.
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Further, Palestinian-Arab students with LD may benefit from an appropriate selection of
socially and culturally relevant material that meet their educational needs. The SMCS

model can be an appropriate model for Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD.
It mediates cognitive strategies for reading comprehension, promotes reading monitoring,

improves comprehension performance, and potentially enhances student’s self efficacy.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of mediated cognitive

strategy instruction on the reading comprehension performance and self-efficacy of
Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD. Specific instructional models, such as
Peer-Assisted Strategy Instruction (PALS) (Fuchs et al., 2001) and Reciprocal Teaching
(Palincsar & Brown, 1984) served as guides for the instructional procedures used in this
study. These strategies were initiated and developed within a sociocultural theory. This
chapter describes and justifies the design of this study. The chapter lays out the methods
used for exploring the following research questions:

1. Does reading instruction using culturally relevant high-interest/low-level texts
improve the reading comprehension of Palestinian-Arab middle school
students with LD, compared to traditional instructional procedures?

2. Does instruction in the mediated cognitive strategy (SMCS), when using
culturally relevant high-interest/low-level texts, improve the reading
comprehension of Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD, a) when
assessed by a standardized measure and b) when assessed by a researcher
made measure?

3. How does reading using culturally relevant high-interest/low-level texts
impact the reading comprehension of Palestinian-Arab middle school

students with LD?
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4. How do the teachers value the SMCS practices that differ from traditional
culture-based instructional procedures?

Rationale for Mixed-methods Research

A mixed-methods research was implemented to respond to the complexity of the
research questions. Due to the nature of this study, which involves variables that can be
best observed and described qualitatively, including engagement and self-efficacy, and
other variables appropriately measured quantitatively, including comprehension gains
throughout the intervention, a mixed-methods research was utilized. The current tendency
in social science research encourages the use of multiple methods to capture humans’
behaviors from different perspectives (Creswell, 1994, 2003; Klassen & Lynch, 2007). A
mixed-methods research offers an insider perspective on how children who are involved
in the study interact under certain conditions (Klassen & Lynch, 2007). Mixed-methods
research is defined as single studies that include the process and procedures for
collecting, analyzing and inferring both quantitative and qualitative data, based on the
priority of the research (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).
According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003), mixed-methods research has an advantage
over quantitative or qualitative being conducted separately, in that mixed-method
research allow the researcher to “simultaneously answer confirmatory and exploratory
questions, and therefore verify and generate theory in the same study” (p. 15).

Vygotsky (1978) theorized that psychological processes emerge in contextualized,
wholistic activities. Similarly, human behaviors, such as, reading comprehension, and

engagement and self-efficacy occur in social contexts (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Klassen
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& Lynch, 2007; Palincsar & Klenk, 1992). Such behaviors can be measured and
described quantitatively and qualitatively. By applying a mixed-methods approach in this
study, qualitative and quantitative triangulation sources allowed for mutually validated
data (Erzberger & Kelle, 2003). Creswell (2003) explains that a researcher employing
mixed-methods research must consider four areas when designing the study. These areas
are (1) the implementation sequence of data collection, (2) the priority within the two
research methods, (3) the integration of the two methods, and (4) the overall theoretical
perspective of the study. In this study, the implementation sequence of data collection
proceeded in a concurrent approach. That is, the qualitative and the quantitative data were
completed as one phase of data collection.

Following descriptions of the participants and setting for this study, the research
procedures, including a detailed description of how the SMCS Strategy was taught to
students, will be provided. A comparison group design was used. Students in the first
class (Extended Condition) practiced the SMCS across the eight weeks of intervention,
using culturally relevant high-interests/low-level reading materials. Students in the other
condition (Reduced Condition) used the same materials used for the Extended Condition.
However, they received traditional reading instruction for the first three weeks of
intervention, following that they too participated in the SMCS. With this design, both the
impact of the SMCS on students’ reading comprehension and the influence of the strategy
and culturally relevant materials were assessed. Multiple measures of reading
comprehension and strategy performance were analyzed using statistical procedures.

Qualitative analyses were employed to assess the impact of the experimental
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interventions on students’ self-efficacy, as well as to consider the impact of using

culturally relevant materials. Details of the data analysis will conclude the chapter.
METHODS

Setting

The study was conducted in a special education middle school for Palestinian-
Arab children diagnosed with LD. The school, Al-Fursan, is located in the Center-North
of Israel. Currently the school has 70 students between grades 7 to 9, 27 of whom are in
seventh grade. The goal of the school is to educate these students for the remainder of
their high school years, so that they may obtain a high school diploma. Al-Fursan was
officially established in 2007, due to emerging needs and pressure from the local
authorities and high schools, who failed to provide proper education for students with
learning disabilities. Hence, these students come from different primary schools in the
city based on recommendations from school psychologists and staff. All students who
attend Al-Fursan are diagnosed with LD and/or other mild disabilities, particularly
behavior disorders. Students were referred to Al-Fursan from the surrounding primary
schools after they had been assessed by school psychologists of their previous schools
and found to be eligible for full special education services.

The usual procedures used for special education eligibility are the following
phases: (1) initial identification of learning difficulties in the general education classroom
(in the regular school) with assistance from a school designated special education teacher
or on-site team; (2) a discussion of the student’s academic challenges is addressed at the

school level with the presence of parents after they have been informed; followed by (3)
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individualized work with the student. Based on the results of this individualized
intervention, if the student persists with his or her difficulties in the targeted academic
areas, the special education team then proceeds to the next phase; (4) officially informing
the parents for initiating a full psycho-educational assessment which includes
psychological assessment and educational assessment. Very common assessment
measures used for the Palestinian-Arab minority in Israel include, for example, an Arabic
version of WISC-R normalized for Arabic speaking populations. In addition, a referred
student is assessed by other non-normed measures including, but not limited to, Rey
Complex Figure, Test of Nonverbal Intelligence (TONI-3), the Beery-Buktenica
Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration, Fourth Edition (Beery VMI), and other
academic specific tests in the student’s language, in areas such as reading, writing, and
mathematics. Once all results are received, the next phase (5) is deciding on a placement
for the student. The assessment team, mostly consisting of a school psychologist, meets
with the placement team which includes, in addition to the school psychologist, special
education personnel, a school administrator representative, and a child guardian who
should be informed in the process. Finally, (6) the child is placed in a best match setting
according to the special education service available.
Participants

In order to effectively answer the research questions, participant selection was
performed based on both purposeful and convenient sampling (Rumrill & Cook, 2001).
Convenient sampling allows for purposeful selection of participants who met the research

criteria. This research is geared to examine students’ achievement in reading
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comprehension within a mediated instruction in which groups of students with LD are
formed to work collaboratively together and learn how to apply cognitive strategies. Thus
searching for such conditions was only available in Al-Fursan’s school. The participants
of the study were placed in self-contained classrooms in one school which was
exclusively established recently for the purpose of educating students who are diagnosed
with learning disabilities. Two special education teachers and 18 seventh-grade children
participated in the study.

Teachers. Two special education certified teachers, who are the main teachers for
the participating classrooms served as the two participant teachers in the study. Both
teachers were females, in their early 30’s, with Bachelor’s degrees in special education
and held teaching certificates from Israeli based colleges. One teacher has 9 years of
experience in special education and was pursuing her master’s degree in Special
Education at the time of the research. The other teacher has 6 years of teaching
experience in the field of special education, but was not involved in any graduate
program. Both teachers expressed their willingness consent to fully cooperate and
participate in the study.

Students. Descriptive information in the form of marker variables, as described by
Keogh, Major, Omori, Gandara and Reid (1980) was collected to provide descriptive
benchmarks to facilitate the interpretation of the relevant data for the study. Marker
variables are described by Keogh et al. (1980) based on the work of the UCLA Marker
Variable Project as “reference points used in describing research samples. They are

measures or descriptors that individual investigators agree to use in common, in addition
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to whatever other sampling or research techniques are utilized to whatever other sampling
or research techniques” (p. 21). These markers are divided into three sets: a) background
information which includes, number of subjects, chronological age, sample breakdown
by age and ethnic background, socioeconomic status (SES), county where the study was
completed, and grade level; b) substantive markers which may include general
intellectual abilities, achievement in basic educational skills, and social-behavioral
adjustment, and c) topical markers that are of interest to the research itself. This may
include attention span, memory, auditory and visual processing, and motor skills.

The 18 seventh-grader students identified with LD were placed in two separate
classrooms with 9 students for each classroom (these two classes will be referred to as
‘Extended Condition” and ‘Reduced Condition” hereafter). Students’ ages range from 12
years and three months old to 13 years and 10 months old at the start of the study. In the
Extended Condition there were four girls and five boys, while in the Reduced Condition
there were three girls and six boys. All students were diagnosed with learning disabilities
according to the school’s record, and were all assessed by a school psychologist using
WISC-R IQ following assessment and placement phases described in the setting section.

See Table 3.1 for detailed IQ data.
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Table 3.1
Descriptive Information for the Two Intervention Conditions

Variable Extended Condition (N =9) Reduced Condition (N =9)
Gender
Male 5 6
Female 4 3

Age (years-months)
Mean 12:11 (SD=0.5) 12:10 (SD=0.4)

Range 12:04- 13:06 12:03- 13:10

WISC-R 1Q General
Mean 89.4 (SD=4.09) 88.2 (SD=4.2)

Range 80-92 79- 95

WISC-R Verbal
Mean 84.2 (SD=1.9) 83.1 (SD=4.4)

Range 75-96 76- 92

WISC-R Performance
Mean 92.8 (SD=17.07) 95.3 (SD=6.7)

Range 80-99 80-106

Socioeconomic Status (SES)

High 0 0
Medium 4 3
Low 5 6
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According to the existing records, there were three students with suspected
attention deficits disorders (ADD) (combined with LD) (comorbid with LD), two
students in the Extended Condition and one student in the Reduced Condition.
Nevertheless, none of these students were treated for ADD nor directed for neurological
assessment. Most students of the Extended Condition and the Reduced Condition (55%
and 66% respectively) have come from low socioeconomic backgrounds, while the rest
came from middle income background and none was reported from high income
backgrounds. See Tables 3.2 and 3.3 for descriptive background information for

individual students in each of the two conditions.
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Table 3.2
Descriptive Background Information for Individual Students in the Extended Condition

Groups  Student'! Sex Age (years: SES (L, Disability Behavioral
months) M, H) diagnoses problems
Group  Siham: Group Female 13:03 Middle LD No
1 Leader
Othman: 1st Male 12:06 Low LD No
reader
Hussain: 2™ Male 13:01 Middle LD Yes
reader
Group  Marwan: group  Male 13:03 Low LD No
2 leader
Munther: 1* Male 12:10 Low LD Yes
reader
Taleb: 2™ reader Male 13:02 Low LD Yes
Group  Mayada: group Female 13:06 Middle LD No
3 leader
Ana’am: 1% Female 12:04 Low LD No
reader
Fulla: 2" reader ~ Female 12:05 Middle LD/ADD Yes

Note. 1. All names are pseudonyms; SES = socioeconomic status; LD = learning

disabilities; No. of absences was recorded during the days of intervention.
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Table 3.3

Descriptive Background Information for Individual Students in the Reduced Condition

Groups  Student'! Sex Age (years: SES (L, Disability Behavioral
months) M, H) diagnoses problems

Group  Azat: group Male 12:10 Low LD No

1 leader
Ameen: first Male 12:11 Low LD No
reader
Shareef: second  Male 12:03 Low LD No
reader

Group  Saleem: group Male 12:11 Middle LD No

2 leader
Hani: first reader Male 12:10 Middle LD/ADD Yes
Samer: second Male 13:10 Low LD Yes
reader

Group  Rama: group Female 13:00 Medium LD No

3 leader
Hind: first reader Female 12:03 Low LD No
Yasmin: second Female 12:09 Low LD/ADD Yes
reader

Note. 1. All names are pseudonyms; SES = socioeconomic status; LD = learning

disabilities.
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All students spent all of their instructional time in the special education school. It
was presumed that that students of both classes possessed similar reading comprehension
abilities in Arabic language according to a non-standardized mapping test which was
administered by the two main classrooms’ teachers at the start of the academic year. The
two main teachers designed and administered a mapping test in literacy that includes
spelling, decoding, grammar, vocabulary, and comprehension. The mapping test included
texts that were varied in difficulties from the third through the sixth grade levels. Upon
receiving the results, the two main teachers conferred and ranked all students from high
to low and divided them equally into the two classes. It is worthwhile mentioning here
that there is a third class of 9 seventh grade male students, but due to their low decoding
ability they will not be part of the study. As reported by the school principal, those
students received the lowest grades in the mapping test, and, thus were placed in the third
class for individualized basic reading intervention including decoding and phonic skills.
All students came from the same geographic area, except for one student who was bused
from a nearby town.

Instructional Materials

All instructional materials are described and/or formatted in English language for
this chapter. In the actual study all materials including the reading comprehension tests,
reading passages, and students’ cueing cards and index were provided in Arabic
language. Only the pre-post reading comprehension tests and reading passages exist in
Arabic language; all other materials were adopted and translated from English language

based materials. See Appendices A- C for translated samples of the instructional
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materials, including a translated weekly comprehension passage followed by
comprehension questions, cueing cards for questioning and schematic visualizing.
Instructional Materials Selection Process

For the purpose of this study, a set of 8 informative and narrative passages, in the
form of high/interest-low/level texts at the instructional readability level of the students
were selected from texts that cover an array of topics. The selected texts included
passages that range between 250 and 300 words in length each, at the fourth grade
reading level. The narrative passages cover topics that are of interest to early teens,
including adventures and folkloric tales, for example ‘Ash’ab’s Funniest Stories’. The
informative passages included scientific topics, e.g., ‘Journey to the Moon’, ‘Parenting
Instinct Amongst Birds’ and ‘Mysterious Wild Animals’. See Table 3.4 for a brief

description of a randomized list of passages.
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Table 3.4

Brief Description of Passages Used for the Intervention (Both Conditions)

Week Title Type of passage  Length of Passage in
number words
1 Parenting Instinct Among  Informative 310 words *
Birds
2 The Ignorant Friend Narrative 283 words
3 Mysterious Wild Animals  Informative 255 words
4 Funniest Stories of Ash’ab  Narrative 292 words
5 The Prophet and Abu- Narrative 304 words
Eldahdah
6 Journey to the Moon Informative 256 words
7 Sa’ead and the Magical Narrative 266 words
Hen
8 The Ostrich Informative 258 words

The final selected texts were chosen from a pool of 30 texts chosen mainly from

the new Palestinian curriculum and Lebanese curriculum. The reason for choosing some

of these passages from the new Palestinian curriculum are a) the Palestinian-Arab

children who live in Israel were never exposed to the curriculum before, as they have

their own Israeli Arabic version curriculum which means that the new passages would

not be familiar to the participants of this research; b) the new Palestinian curriculum is
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criterion referenced for grade levels, which means they are consistent with the reading
level of each grade; and c) the Palestinian curriculum can provide passages that are
culturally relevant, especially Palestinian folkloric narratives. Thus, the selected passages
from the Palestinian curriculum were considered new for the students. In addition to the
passages selected from the Palestinian curriculum, other narrative passages were selected
from the Lebanese curriculum ‘Al-Mushawek’ to supplement the shortage of the
narrative passages in the Palestinian curriculum. The selection of the final passages was
made by the researcher with revision and final approval of the two classroom teachers.

Because the exact reading comprehension level of individual students could not
be determined in advance, three consecutive in-class observations over three days were
conducted by the researcher for the purpose of establishing a baseline. In these days the
teachers of both conditions selected two comprehension passages, one at the fourth grade
level, while the other passage was selected at the fifth grade level from the Palestinian
curriculum. The researcher designed a set of two multiple choice comprehension tests
which included factual and inferential questions. Upon collecting the data, a decision was
made in consultation with the two teachers that the best match reading level for most
students is the fourth grade level. Thus, it was determined that the students would receive
instructional materials at the 4™ grade level.

Cueing Cards. Students received cueing cards for each of the SMCS activities.
These cueing cards helped the students to smoothly switch between the activities and to
move from one step to another. The prediction cueing card, for example, prompted the

leader of the group to ask questions and to lead the group through the process. All groups
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received help from the teacher as they went through the predictions, until the skill were
mastered. Once the group discussed all predictions using prompts listed on the cueing
cards, the leader of the group used the questioning cueing card to lead the group through
the remaining activities of this step. The leader would, for example, stop at the end of
each segment and ask questions, as indicated on the cueing card, about the content that is
being read. These cards were likely helpful for all students, but especially for the students
who had more difficulties in reading, because of the additional images that accompany
the text and their simple structure. Figure 3.2 shows only an approximate translation of
the cueing cards all combined on one page in English. The cueing cards, however, were
displayed in a more simplistic form in Arabic language with a larger font size, and each
activity of the SMCS had a separate cueing card to minimize distraction of too many

cueing cards on the one page.
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Figure 3.2

Cueing Cards for the 5SMCS Activities

Activity 1: Predicting Cueing Card
Predictin Predict events & share prediction with your group members.
: Questions to ask about predictions:
I wonder what will happen next!
What do you think will happen?
What makes you think this way? What is your evidence?
Make a group prediction & share it with whole class.
reading Leader: now, let’s talk about our predictions.
Silent reading for each segment (2-3 minutes). Each student in the
group will orally read each segment for about 2 minutes.
Correct mistakes and provide feedback to the reader.

Activity 2: Questioning Cueing Card
Questioning Generate questions.
il Leader: let’s think of best questions that go with this segment. What
an do you think a good question for this segment would be?
‘“:, Share generated questions with group partners.
&

Activity 3: Investigating for Meaning Cueing Card

Investigation Highlight words that are difficult to read, or unfamiliar or interesting
e | words.

Share your list with group members.

Share your list of words with whole class.

Activity 4: Schema Visualizing Cueing Card

Schema Choose a plot that best represents the ideas being read. Share your
visualizing selection with group partners.
-—_ = Select best plot with group members and share it with class.
= ‘:/{:E:V —n
— ]i—l e i —

Activity 5: Summarizing Cueing Card

Summarizing Summarize each segment or paragraph in no more than two
sentences. Share your summary with your group partners and with

whole class.
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Index Cards. Students received index cards for writing notes and comments while
engaged in the activities. These cards allowed for student’s self-monitoring while
working. Further, these index cards were a useful resource for the teacher to evaluate the
progress of every student and for providing appropriate feedback when weekly progress
was discussed with the student. An example of an index card is shown in Figure 3.
Figure 3.3

Student’s Index Card (Example)

My predictions for this passage are:
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Procedures
Research Consent and Time Frame

Prior to initiating the research, all parties involved in the research process
approved the study and granted consent to participate. The first stage was performed
through emails with the school superintendent who showed interest in the research and
directed the researcher to the school for the potential research. In summer 2008 the
school principal was contacted by phone and a meeting was conducted with him
mediated by the superintendent. An initial approval was granted by the principal. In a
later stage, in January 2009, an official letter was sent to the superintendent asking for
official permission to contact the school and conduct the research (see Appendix A for a
request to conduct research project in a high school for students with LD). A week later
the superintendent replied with an official approval letter.

During the month of February-March 2009 an approval from the Institutional
Revision Board (IRB) of Boston College was sought by the researcher. Upon the IRB’s
official approval, the researcher initiated contact with the school’s teachers who gave
their consent for the research (see Appendix B for a translated letter of informed consent
in English, followed by the original letter in their first language-Arabic). Immediately,
after the teachers’ approval, a letter was sent to the students’ parents (see Appendix C for
a translated letter in English, followed by the original letter in Arabic language). All
parents’ consent forms were returned the following day by the students who were invited

on the same day to participate in the study and were given an assent form (see Appendix
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D). All students signed the form after it was orally read and explained line by line to them
by the researcher in the presence of the teachers, in the separate classrooms.
Initial Observations and Pretest

Prior to conducting the study both classes were observed by the researcher for
three consecutive days. No treatment was introduced to either class. The purpose of the
observation was to establish a baseline and to conduct a reading comprehension pretest
for both classes. In the third day, all students of both classes were pretested with a
standardized test of reading comprehension, the “Diagnostic Manual of Reading
Evaluation” (DMRE). The test has been previously developed and administered as a
standardized reading comprehension battery for grades 1-6 in Jordan.

The reasons for choosing this standardized test include that such tests do not exist
for Palestinian children, and, there are high similarities between Palestinian and
Jordanian populations. Thus, the tests were considered highly compatible to the
Palestinian sample. The Jordanian students are Arab speaking and use the same standard
Arabic language used by students of the study sample, and they share similar linguistic,
cultural, and religious values with Palestinian-Arabs who live in Israel. Finally, the
Jordanian reading comprehension battery has two sets of similar sub-tests, forms A and
B.

‘Form A’ of the comprehension test was used as a baseline pretest for all students
who participated in either condition at the beginning of the study. Later at midpoint of the
study, four weeks later, ‘Form B’ of the comprehension test was administered for both

conditions. At the end of intervention, eight weeks later, both experimental groups
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received ‘Form A’ of the comprehension test again. It was originally planned that a Form
B of the comprehension test should be administered as a delayed test one month upon the
completion of the intervention, for the purpose of measuring comprehension skill
maintenance. However, due to time limitation and the fact that the posttest was only
administered two weeks prior to the end of school year, the delay test was not possible to
be administered.

Forming Students’ Triads

Within each class (Extended Condition and Reduced Condition) students were
ranked from top performing in reading comprehension to lowest performing and were
divided into three groups to represent three levels, high, middle, and low. Originally,
students of each condition were divided into triads based on their abilities according to
the following two stages:

(1) All students for each condition received a ranked number that was used only
by the teacher to order students within each of the triads based on their reading
performance. The overall ranking included the top three performing students who were
assigned the letter A, the middle group included the fourth to sixth top performing
students who were assigned the letter B, and the last group included the seventh top
performing student to the ninth performing student, they were assigned the letter C.
Students of the Reduced Condition were assigned the ranking numbers only at the fourth
week of the intervention.

(2) The teacher, with the assistance of the researcher, pulled one student from

each ability group and formed triads that represented the three ability levels. The first
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triad included the top performing student from ‘group A’, joined by the top performing
student from ‘group B’ and the top performing student from ‘group C’. The second triad
was selected according to the same procedure used to form the first triad; the second
highest performing student from ‘group A’ was placed in the same triad with the second
highest performing student from ‘group B’ and second highest student from ‘group C’,
and so forth until all triads were formed. In case of absentees, students of the same group
remained in their groups. In this case they alternated the reading and coaching roles
themselves.

The aforementioned plan, however, was not followed entirely by both teachers
due to difficulties of matching males with females that emerged in the first weeks of the
intervention. Some of the boys refused to be placed in a group of two female and one
male only. There was one exception to this rule. A female leader was assigned to a group
of two males and one female. In addition to the gender issues, there were other incidents
where the teacher agreed to replace some of the students because of a disagreement
between the boys in the groups on who to work with. The final matching in the Reduced
Condition, for example, yielded one balanced female group that represented all three
levels, but two unbalanced male groups. One group had a strong leader and two students
who are of a first reader ability. In the second group, on the other hand, it was formed of
a one strong leader and two poor decoders being in the same group.

Instructional Procedures for the SMCS

Extended Condition
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The study for the Extended Condition, which was conducted over an eight-week
period, included a full implementation of the SMCS activities using High/Interest-
Low/Level narrative and informative relevant texts. In addition to the baseline
observation, which took place one week prior to the study, the intervention consisted of a
pretest, midpoint, and posttests; a) teacher mediated training sessions in the first week (8
sessions); and b) implementation of the SMCS instruction, across all seven weeks (week
1-7). Students received 42 sessions in total as follow: (a) 3 sessions for the pretest,
midpoint-test, and posttest conditions (these sessions ranged between 45 to 60 minutes
each); (b) eight 45-minute sessions of strategy training in the first week of intervention;
(c) 24 45-minute sessions of SMCS implementation; and (d) seven weekly progress tests.

See Table 3.5 for an overview of the intervention schedule.
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Table 3.5

Overall Sessions Distribution for the Extended Condition

Extended Condition. Five Mediated Cognitive strategies (SMCS) Intervention Schedule.

Pre
intervention
week.
Baseline/pre-
intervention.
Observation:

3 sessions.
Pretest Form A:
1 session.
Introducing the

Week 1

8 sessions:
Modeling and
training for
SMC

1 session:
progress test #1

Week 2

4 sessions
Implementing
all SMC

1 session:
progress test #2

Week 3

4 sessions
Implementing
all SMC

1 session:
progress test #3

Week 4

4 sessions
Implementing
all SMC

1 session:
progress test #4

project and Midpoint test
strategies. Form B
Week 5 Week 6 Week 7 Week 8
4 sessions 4 sessions 4 sessions
Implementing  Implementing  Implementing
all SMC all SMC all SMC 1 session:
Posttest Form A
1 session: 1 session: 1 session:
progress test #5  progress test #6  progress test #7
Overall number of intervention sessions and duration:
Pretest, weekly tests: SMCS training: SMCS all Total sessions
midpoint test, 7 sessions of 45 8§ sessions of 45 strategies: =42
and posttests: minutes each. minutes each. 24 sessions of
3 sessions of 45 minutes
45-60 minutes each.

each.

In the first week of the intervention, one informative passage in the form of high-

interest low-reading level, at the fourth grade level, was used to model all activities

involved in the SMCS. The passage consisted of five segments (300 words) to
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demonstrate the use of predicting, questioning, investigating, schema visualizing, and
summarizing strategies, one at a time. Once the first strategy (prediction) was introduced
and modeled by the teacher and sufficiently practiced by the students they practiced it
again on the following days as the other strategies were introduced. The same procedures
were applied to all strategies during the first week.

Originally, all strategies were planned to be administered by the teacher until
sufficiently practiced by the students during the first week of the intervention. However,
the students showed some difficulties mastering all strategies that were introduced in the
first week, especially grasping the summarizing and schema visualizing concepts. The
researcher advised the teacher to continue with the following weeks of the intervention
and to mediate to triads while they are practicing on the strategies combined. Also, the
teacher of the Extended Condition, was advised by the researcher to frontal teach selected
segments of the given passages as long as needed throughout the intervention weeks.

In the following 6 weeks (weeks 2 through 7), all students in the Extended
Condition, received four 45-minute sessions of SMCS instruction weekly and one
additional session was devoted for a reading comprehension weekly progress test. Each
week, students received one passage on alternating weeks, one was narrative and the
other one was informative.

The narrative and informative passages were alternated so that the students would
be trained on four narrative passages and four informative passages throughout the
intervention period. In the first week of applying all SMCS activities (week 2), students

received an informative text, ‘The Birds and Parenting’. This text was selected due to its
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lengthy passage which allowed for sufficient practice on the paragraphs and because it
included all elements of SMCS including a) the anticipation of events, which stimulates
students’ prediction, b) complex plots that allow for questioning the ideas and events in
the passage, ¢) words that are difficult to read or new vocabulary that would be of interest
to investigate, d) a compare-contrast passage structure to enable learning of the compare-
contrast schema, and e) sufficient text to enable students to practice summarizing the
main ideas that are embedded in the passage.
Reduced Condition

A comparison condition (referred to as ‘Reduced Condition’) was used to (a)
assess the impact of High/Interest-Low/Level culturally relevant materials on reading
comprehension during traditional reading instruction, and (b) compare the effectiveness
in the SMCS to traditional practices. The students of the Reduced Condition received the
same High/Interest-Low/Level culturally and socially relevant materials that were used
for the Extended Condition at all weeks. The Reduced Condition received a shortened
implementation of the SMCS activities, in weeks four through seven only. In weeks 1-3
the teacher in the Reduced Condition taught the same passages that were used during the
period for the Extended Condition using traditional teaching methods, which were the
practices they typically employed. (Conversations with the teachers and prior
observations indicated that the traditional teaching methods included non-strategic, direct
instruction and drilling of basic skills. Procedures for documenting the tradition practices

used in the Reduced Condition are described in the Data Analysis section.)
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The participants in the Reduced Condition were observed for three days prior to
the intervention for the purpose of establishing a baseline assessment. The participants
received 42 sessions of exposure to the culturally and socially relevant material which
included the 4 weeks of the SMCS implementations as follow: (a) 3 sessions for the
pretest, midpoint-test, and posttest conditions (these sessions were about 45 to 60 minutes
each); (b) 12 traditional instruction sessions of 45-minute each; c¢) eight 45-minute
sessions of strategy training in the week four of the intervention after conducting the
midpoint-test; (c) 12 sessions of SMCS implementation combined with the use of
High/Interest-Low/Level relevant materials; and (d) seven weekly progress tests. See

Table 3.6 for a layout to all sessions.
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Table 3.6

Overall Sessions Distribution for the Reduced Condition

Reduced Condition. Five Mediated Cognitive strategies (SMCS) Intervention Schedule.

Pre Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4
intervention
week. 4 sessions 4 sessions 4 sessions 8 sessions:
Using exact Using exact Using exact Modeling and
Baseline: materials used  materials used = materials used  training for the
for condition 1.  for condition 1.  for condition 1. 5SMCS.
Observation
(3 sessions) Traditional Traditional Traditional
teaching. teaching. teaching.
Pretest (1
session). 1 session: 1 session: 1 session: 1 session:
progress test #1  progress test #2  progress test #3  progress test #4
Introducing 1 session:
the project midpoint test.
and
strategies. Week 5 Week 6 Week 7 Week 8
4 sessions 4 sessions 4 sessions 1 session:
Implementing Implementing Implementing Posttest Form A
all SMC all SMC all SMC
1 session: 1 session: 1 session:
progress test #5  progress test #6  progress test #7
Overall number of intervention sessions and duration:
Pretest, weekly tests: SMCS training: 5MCS all Total sessions
midpoint test & 7 sessions of 45 8 sessions of strategies: =42,

posttest:

3 sessions of
45-60 minutes
each.

minutes each.

45-minute each.

12 sessions of

45-minute each.
12 sessions of

tradition
teaching.

Teacher’s Role in the 5MCS Activities
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Teachers in both conditions followed the same teaching practices when they
implement the SMCS. The teacher mediated the learning process of all students in the
classroom by taking part in the following activities. First, she explained to all students the
purpose and importance of engaging in these cognitive strategies and demonstrating to
them how such strategies affect literacy acquisition.

Second, the teacher demonstrated and modeled each of the SMCS strategies
separately, starting with prediction, followed by the questioning strategy which was
combined with the previously learned strategy (prediction). Upon proceeding to all
strategies the teacher ensured that each new strategy was introduced and practiced in
conjunction with the previously taught strategies and so forth until all strategies were
fully introduced and modeled by the teacher. The teacher also took charge in modeling all
strategies together with ample opportunities for students’ practice in the triads. Third, the
teacher monitored each student’s progress individually by providing immediate verbal
feedback while students were engaged in the activities. In addition, the teacher provided
weekly feedback on each student’s progress in the form of a weekly meeting with each
student.

Teacher’s Training in the 5SMCS intervention

For the purpose of providing a model for the teachers, the first implementation of
the SMCS with students was conducted by the researcher with the teacher participating as
both an observer and a “co-teacher” following Friend and Bursuck’s (2006) “one lead,
one assist” model of co-teaching. Upon completing the training lessons, the teachers took

over and gradually handed over the leading roles of all activities to students. The teachers
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of both conditions were able to explicitly train for at least two consecutive sessions. In
addition, a one-to-one conversation was conducted with each of the teachers prior to
engaging in the SMCS intervention on the four sources of self-efficacy and how those
sources if considered will affect students’ engagement.

Further, teachers of both conditions received ongoing biweekly feedback on their
work on the SMCS and guidance on how to follow up with all students individually and
in small groups. The sessions took place in the students’ classroom in the afternoon
period. The days and dates for each of the sessions were continuously changing due to the
schools’ shifting schedule in which they often had to substitute for other teachers, or meet
with various unexpected visitors at the time of the schedule feedback session. In such
cases, the researcher attempted to reschedule a time that is convenient to the teachers,
each according to her schedule. Finally, the teachers were trained by the researcher prior
to conducting the SMCS for each condition on how to provide weekly feedback to
students and how to score their results. Each teacher was encouraged to maintain a daily
log to record their progress and to reflect on the process of engaging and implementing
the intervention.

Students’ Roles in the Triads

Once the teacher modeled all SMCS strategies and had provided students with
multiple opportunities to practice each activity as needed based on the teacher’s
judgment, then students were encouraged to take charge and practice leading roles.

Students were provided with cueing cards for each activity where they could make their
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own notes and comments based on the assigned activity. Students in triads played the
following roles: a) the coach, b) the first reader, and c) the second reader.

Originally, these roles were planned to be changed once every week or at the
teacher’s discretion to allow for equal access to the activities and provide leadership
opportunities for all students. These roles, however, stayed stable for the most part due to
changes in the groups’ abilities in which the second readers were not able to take a
leading part. In some cases there where a switch in the roles, especially when the group
leader is absent or one of the group members would not cooperate in the activities. In
those cases, the teacher would decide who would receive the assigned roles.

Students received prompting cueing cards on how to take roles in their groups
(coach, first reader, and second reader). Prior to practice on using the cueing cards, the
instructions were read orally by the teacher and explained to all students in a whole class

instruction. See Figure 3.4 for definitions of roles and directions.
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Figure 3.4

Student’s Roles in the Group

My Role

What’s in the Role

First Reader

When you are the coach providing help to partners:

Make sure that you monitor the time when your partner reads.
Pay attention to your partners when they ask questions.

If your partners need help, offer to help.

Give your partner some hints for help before you give the answer.
If that does not help, then give the answer.

If no one knows the answer, ask an expert in the room. (Could be
the teacher or an assistant)

When you are the first reader:

You always go first and read one segment/paragraph for 2
minutes or until finished.

Try to read clearly so that everyone hears you clearly.

Do not go too fast or too slow, too low or too high, just about
right.

Ask your group leader for help.

If you still need help, ask the teacher until you understand.

When you are the second reader

You always go second and read for 2 minutes.

Try to read clearly so that everyone hears you clearly.

Do not go too fast or too slow, too low or too high, just about
right.

Ask your group leader for help.

If you still need help, ask the teacher until you understand.

Teacher’s Modeling of the 5SMCS

The following section discusses in detail the process of teacher modeling for all

strategies involved in the SMCS in addition to feedback provision. Although reciprocal

teaching and peer assisted learning strategies models do not advocate for any specific
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order in teaching strategy sequence, it is important to mention that most students with LD
lack automatic strategic learning skills and self-monitoring strategies while engaged in
academic activities, such as reading (Gersten, Schiller & Vaughn, 2000; Swanson,
Hoskyn, & Lee, 1999). Thus, an explicit structure which reflects a strategic order for
employing the strategies (Minskoff & Allsopp 2003) was followed for presenting the
strategies and the SMCS routine to the students. Following initial instruction in all
strategies, and once each student was fully aware of the specific function and purpose of
each of the SMCS activities he or she was able to freely select the right strategy that
matches the condition encountered while reading, regardless of the order in which they
were taught. The following section elaborate on teaching all strategies according to the
following order: prediction, question generating, investigate for meaning, schematic
visualizing, and summarizing the main ideas.
Predicting

Introducing the predicting strategy. The predicting strategy was introduced to
students using one passage that consist, of five segments, with distinctive elements that
can be detected based on clues in each segment. The researcher (hereafter referred to as
“the teacher” in this section, unless explicitly stated otherwise, to reflect that [a] the
researcher modeled the instruction for the teacher during the first lesson but that they
acted as co-teachers and [b] following the first lesson the teacher assumed responsibility
for all such activities) asked predictive questions about the content that the students are
about to read. Following this the teacher introduced the concept of “predicting.”

Examples of the meaning of the concept “predicting” were solicited from the students by
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the teacher. For example, the teacher illustrated that meteorologists use predicting to
predict the weather. The teacher then asked the students about the weather outside the
classroom, and whether they think it will be sunny or rainy for the rest of the day, and
asked about the signs or logical guesses that are the bases for their predictions.

The teacher encouraged every student to participate in the activity by assuring
them that there is no right or wrong answer in predicting, but a good prediction would be
drawn from existing data and based on previous experiences. Thus, a student’s prediction
that the weather will be rainy or possibly snowy in the late afternoon, for example, based
on his or her reasoning that there is a fast accumulation of clouds, fast winds, and low
temperature would be considered a good prediction. But, if a student brings the rain
prediction without providing any existing evidence, such as lack of clouds in the sky, or
not feeling any evidence of strong winds or drop in temperature, the teacher will point out
to the student that although he or she had brought a legitimate prediction, it is, however,
unlikely to happen under such conditions. Therefore, this prediction cannot be considered
as a strong guess compared to the previous prediction. From this example, or any similar
example drawn from students’ vivid visual experiences, the teacher was able to proceed
to either another example, if she considered needed.

Using texts to demonstrate the prediction strategy. Before reading, the teacher
directed all students to look at the passage they have in hand and predict what the content
will be about based on the title and images illustrated on the front of the assigned
passage. Using the students’ suggestions, the teacher modeled how to ask a prediction

question or state a prediction statement. See Figure 5 for the predicting cuing card.
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Once the teacher modeled the predicting strategy students were asked to practice
answering or reasoning their predictions and questions. The teacher used students’
answers to brainstorm their ideas and prior knowledge about the present topic. All of
their answers were recorded on the board and grouped based on the themes that students
brought. Students were positively praised for their answers regardless of their accuracy
for the content that was read. The teacher assisted students’ predicting by questioning
their knowledge about the topic and what they see in the image. The teacher then directed
the class to read the first segment.

In the next step the teacher allowed all students to read the assigned segment
orally for about two minutes and encouraged them to think about the predictions they
posed previous to reading. The teacher, next, read orally the assigned segment to
demonstrate to the students how they should reflect on their predictions. The teacher’s
oral re-reading was part of their daily reading routine in the later application of the
strategies. Upon reading the first segment, the teacher directed students to look at the
board and examine whether any of the predictions was mentioned in the passage. The
student with the best prediction, as judged by the teacher explained to the whole class the
reason for choosing the prediction.

Next, at the practice stage, where all students were engaged in their groups, they
were encouraged by the teacher to activate their prior knowledge and share their
predictions with their partners. They were asked to either write in one sentence or phrase
their predictions by answering only one question from the cuing card prompts (see Figure

5), or orally tell the group members what they think will happen next. Their predictions
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were recorded by a group member on the index cards provided by the teacher. The
teacher listed all predictions on the board and provided feedback on the predictions.
Following the same procedure, the teacher proceeded to the next segment and reminded
students to think about their predictions and the upcoming information. Upon reading the
next segment, the teacher asked students to look at the board and see whether any of the
class members had closely predicted the information listed in the text. Although, there
was no one correct answer for predicting the content, students were encouraged to
explain the basis for choosing their prediction, or ask other students to figure out how it
was determined. The teacher continued reading, predicting with the students, and
encourage all of them to participate until the reading prediction was completed.

After all predictions were made, students were asked to share their answers with
their partners in the group. The teacher allowed for about 3-minute prediction sharing for
all class members and to record the answers on the board. The board was divided in a
way that reflected the number of segments of the intended passage. The teacher mediated
the process and modeled the application of the activity in the first part of the session. In
the second part of the session, students were encouraged to share their groups’
predictions.

The predicting activity was implemented with all segments of the text. Once
students became skilled in this activity, they were prompted to automatically follow the
same procedures when given new passages. This applies to group and individual work.
The teacher monitored students’ engagement in the activity and provided instant

feedback to all groups on their work. The main question that students would think about
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when they see a new passage is: what do I know about this topic that will help me to

predict? (See Figure 3.5 for the predicting cueing card).
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Figure 3.5

Prediction Cueing Card

Prediction
statements:

Narrative Text: Use the following questions to guide you when
working on narrative text.

What do you I about this character that helps you predict what s/he
will do next?

Given the situation in the story, what will possibly happen next?
In stories like this one, what usually happens next?

Prediction for
segment 1

Prediction for
segment 2

Additional
predictions

Informative Text:

Use these guiding questions and statements to pose your prediction for each segment:
I predict the topic will be about...,

Why I think the author has written about this topic

I guess it will be about...,

What clues does the author or the illustrator provides?

I predict that the next segment will be about...

I know this would happen next because...

Note: you only have to choose one of the questions or statements to answer.

Prediction for
segment 1

Additional
Predictions

Questioning
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The teacher first explained why questioning the content is important, by pointing
out that asking good questions will help in looking for the appropriate answers, which
will help in understanding the passage. The teacher demonstrated to all students how to
generate ‘teacher like’ questions. The teacher explained to students that there are, in
general, two types of questions: a) factual questions, referred to as thin questions, that can
be answered directly from the passage and, b) inferential questions, referred to as thick
questions that can be answered by thinking about the questions using our background
experiences, and to connect our previous knowledge with an existing information
provided by the passage. Thin questions will help in recalling information mentioned in
the text, and they start with words such as: who, what, where, when, why, how, what if,
and I wonder. Example for a thin question: What did the metreologist predicted for
tomorrow’s weather in the newspaper? The teacher directed her students to look for the
answer in the passage which was generated from a local newspaper.

The teacher read more about the definition of the storm “A storm forms in
response to an extreme difference in air pressure, driven by the movement of cold and
warm air”’. Another thin question that can be asked is: What is a storm? To demonstrate
whether these questions were appropriate thin questions, students were guided to look for
the exact answers in the passage.

Proceeding with the next type of questions (thick questions), the teacher explained
to the students that this type of questions is looking at the big picture and large concepts
(McLaughlin & Allen, 2002). Further, the teacher explained that thick questions, unlike

thin questions, are open ended and can be an extension to thin questions. To demonstrate
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the latter point, the teacher used the previous question about the storm. She explained that
it can be developed as the following: Why are severe storms frightening? To answer this
question, the teacher explained to her students that we to look for clues in the passage
about the storm. Also, the teacher added, we use our previous experience of what we
already know about storms and how they form and what damages they may cause.
Students, then were guided by the teacher to generate several possible answers, such as,
severe storms are frightful because: a) they often damage plants, b) cause flood in lower
land, c) cause power to fall down leaving many people without electricity, and d) of the
thunder and lightning they create. The teacher drew students’ attention to the fact that all
the answers a-d are acceptable answers and other answers are possible.

The teacher modeled this strategy in the form of a think-aloud for the first few
times. Then, students were encouraged to ask questions about the paragraph or passage at
hand. The questioning strategy procedure proceeded as follow:

Once the passage’s segment has been read, the assigned leader of the group generated a
list of questions based on the passage. Each group generated at least two thin questions
and one thick question for each segment. It is worthwhile mentioning here that the group
leader should have minimum writing skills that permit him or her to write the basic
questions for the group.

The teacher prompted groups’ leaders to share the group’s answers with the rest of the
class. The teacher facilitated the discussion and wrote all questions on the board and

demonstrated whether all provided questions were related to the passage. The teacher
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created a T-chart that has thin questions on one side and thick questions on the parallel
side.

Students were engaged in this activity several times as needed until sufficient
accuracy in generating questions was achieved. The purpose of this activity was to
demonstrate to students the importance of generating good questions, exactly as good
readers do which would lead to accurate responses.

Investigating for Meaning

After the reading was completed for the first segment, students were guided to
look for unfamiliar or interesting words. Following the previous examples about the
weather, the teacher asked whether anyone wonders what ‘severe’ means in the term
‘severe storms’, why it is used here, and would it be possible to have a storm only but not
severe, what is the difference? For the first few times, the teacher used a think-aloud
activity, with the whole class, about how to investigate for meaning, and demonstrate to
the students how to apply this activity. Students were encouraged to highlight difficult or
interesting words while engaged in reading. Then they looked for clues that might help to
unpack the meaning of these words. Such clues might be embedded in the same sentence
in the form of elaborations. Other clues might be directly explained either between two
parentheses or simply explained as footnotes. In case students find it difficult to
understand the meaning of unfamiliar words by only using such techniques, they were
encouraged to read further to look for additional elaborated clues that might lead to the
previous one or use other context cueing techniques the teacher believes they already

know. The teacher asked students to show how they understood the intention of the writer
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by looking for such clues. Further, students were encouraged to think about the usage of
vocabulary in a way that is different than what they had encountered.
Schematic Visualizing

Upon investigating the unfamiliar words, and answering several possible
questions for each segment, students in the SMCS were asked to think about the most
appropriate schematic image or representation that reflects the main ideas of the segment
or passage they have read. The teacher introduced the following types of representational
schemata, also referred to as graphic organizers: a) description of concept or character, b)
sequence (Chain Diagram), ¢) compare-contrast schemata (Venn-diagram), and d) cause-
effect (Fish-bone) (See Figure 6).

Students were not asked to create their own schema, but rather these images were
provided to them after they had been fully explained by the teacher. This process may
reflect one main schema for the whole passage or more than one visual schema. Using the
metrology example, the teacher drew her students’ attention to the information listed in
the second paragraph of the passage. In the second paragraph the author compares this
anticipated storm with another storm that occurred in 1969 and damaged many fields and
homes, and left several towns without electrical power for about a week.

The teacher explained that this type of information that talks about two or more
events or concepts can be detected in the images, that are called schemata, provided in
the chart (Figure 3.08). Having two events that we need to compare between them is
called compare-contrast. Here the teacher demonstrated this comparison using a Venn-

Diagram and used storm 2008 and 1968 to show differences and similarities between the
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two storms. In some segments, the teacher pointed out that it is possible to detect another
schema. For example, if we look for the reasons and conditions that create these severe
storms, then it is possible to use another schema listed in Figure 3.6 which is called
‘cause-effect’. The teacher drew these schemata images and used the information

provided by the passage to demonstrate to the students how to use the strategy.
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Figure 3.6

Major Text Structures (Graphic Organizers)

Schemata frame Summary Sentence
Description of a concept/ A ..ol isakindof............... that.............

phenomenon/ character %— Y a—

Sequence of events ... begins with......... continues with........... ends with..... First
the (character’ name)................... ,then............. also... and
finally...............

Cycle
oy
y 5
o
Problem/ Solution ... wanted............ but......... SO....... finally/as a result....
G2 '\/\"-"' e
b o i
i - )
D!
Compare/ Contrast .and......... share similar....with..., but... are different in...

©

Cause/Effect ... occurred due to....... which resulted in..........

The teacher demonstrated in a think-aloud process how to identify the type of
schemata that best matches with the passage that is being read. The teacher provided
cueing cards that include a simple drawing of the five types of visual schemata (review
Figure 7). Students were asked to work in their groups and decide on the best match for
the content being read. This process was used in conjunction with the previous strategies

every time students were engaged in a new reading activity.
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Summarizing

The teacher demonstrated how to make a good summary that represents the key
points in each segment and write short sentences to reflect the main point of each
segment read. Using the previous example of the weather, the teacher drew a T-chart on
the board and asked students to read the first segment and look for details. Those details
were written on one side of the T-chart. In the case of Arabic language, in which its script
goes from right to left, the details were listed on the left side of the T-chart, and the main
ideas that summarize these details were written on the right side of the T-chart.

This final strategy draws upon students’ prior knowledge and all of the previously
used strategies. All students practiced summarizing each segment or paragraph in as few
words as possible. Then, they were asked by the leader of each group to discuss and share
their summaries with their group members. The teacher provided guidance and support

for each group.
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Figure 3.7

Summary Sentence Frames for Common Text Structure

Schemata frame

Summary Sentence

Description of a
concept/ phenomenon/
character

A isakindof............... that.............
Ex. Tigers are members of the cat family. Tigers are related
to lions, leopards, and domestic cats. Tigers have acute
senses. Tigers can detect the slightest movement in bright
sunlight or darkest night. A tiger’s hearing is its most acute
sense. They can tell the difference between the sound of
moving leaves and sudden deer making a sudden
movement. Tigers also have a keen sense of smell. They can
detect unusual odor from a far distance.

Sequence of events

...... begins with.........continues with...........ends
with...... First the (character’ name)................... ,
then............. also... and finally...............

Ex. A top the slope, the forest canopy opens up and you can
see the sky again...suddenly our guide yells, “Safari ants!
Run!”...we ran as fast as we can...when we’re well past the
colony, we stopped and checked our clothes for any
hitchhikers.

Probleny/ Solution

....... wanted............but.........s0.......finally/as a
result....

Ex. A top the slope, the forest canopy opens up and you can
see the sky again...suddenly our guide yells, “Safari ants!
Run!”...we ran as fast as we can...when we’re well past the
colony, we stopped and checked our clothes for any
hitchhikers.

Compare/ Contrast

...and......... share similar....with..., but... are different
...

Ex. Hurricane and tornadoes are both violent. However,
hurricanes are more destructive because they last longer and
cover larger area of land.

Cause/Effect

....occurred due to....... which resulted in..........

Ex. How Tsunami happens. An underwater earthquake
sends an energy wave racing across the ocean. The height of
the surface waves increases as the ocean depth decreases.

Providing Systematic Feedback
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It has been widely argued by researchers (e.g., Linnenbrink & Pintrich 2002;
Pintrich & Schunk, 2002) that teacher’s feedback on students’ academic work can
substantially improve their academic investment and effort in task persistence. Teachers’
feedback is even more important for students with LD, who can greatly benefit from
explicit feedback on their daily work and progress (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). The
feedback must be communicated explicitly to students on the areas to be improved
followed by recommendations for how to improve. The purpose for such explicit
comments is to raise the student’s awareness on the use of all strategies while engaging in
the strategy activities. In essence, feedback will help the students see how they progress
and become more responsible for monitoring their own strategies when encountering
similar tasks in the different lessons. In the SMCS the teacher used a clear method of
providing explicit feedback to students at all times. This was performed on a daily basis
while students are engaged in the activities.

In the SMCS the following statements and ranking points were utilized: a)
students would earn two points followed by a ‘Try harder!” statement, if their work was
insufficient or wrong despite their effort; b) each student would earn three points
followed by a ‘You are really trying hard!” statement, if their work is improving but not
completely correct; c) students would earn four points followed by the statement ‘You’ve
got it!” if they demonstrate mastery of the strategy; and finally d) students would earn
five points followed by a ‘Superb, can’t beat that!’ statement, if they demonstrate as a

group full mastery of the strategy. The fifth point being dependent on group mastery is
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planned for the purpose of encouraging cooperative work among students of the same
group. See Figure 3.8 for an example of a visual graph on student’s performance.
Figure 3.8

Student’s Progress Feedback /Daily Chart

Student’s Name: ............c..coeieinnin. Date: ...ooooviiiiiiii
Activity Points Teacher’s written feedback
earned
Predicting
Questioning
Investigation

Schema visualizing

Summarizing main ideas

Key points and: Try harder! (2),You are trying hard! (3), You’ve got it (4), Superb,

can’t beat that! (5). Each student can earn up to a maximum of 25 points per week.

On a weekly basis, the teacher sat with her students each individually and
provided descriptive comments and feedback on their SMCS’ performance. The teacher
and student evaluated each student’s feedback chart and calculated the points. These
points were added to the overall points earned by each student’s group members for the
purpose of promoting social belonging and cooperation among students of the same

group. See Figure 3.9 for the point system used by the teacher.
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Figure 3.9

Student’s Progress Feedback /Weekly Chart (sample)

Overall Weekly Points Earned Teacher’s Comments

5 Pts. Superb can’t beat
that

4 Pts. You’ve got it
3 Pts. You are trying hard
2 Points Try harder!

Day Day Day Day Day
1 2 3 4 5

Measures

Data for this study were collected using the following measures: a) demographic data
on students and teachers, b) students’ performance of the SMCS strategies, c¢) fidelity of
implementation of the intervention for the teachers, d) reading comprehension
performance using a standardized test, e) reading comprehension performance on
passages read during the SMCS intervention, or comparison condition, using researcher
made tests, f) student’s self-efficacy survey in reading, g) student self-efficacy focus
group interviews, h) interview with the teachers upon completing the study, and 1)
researcher field notes, and teachers’ daily logs. Table 3.7 represents the overall layout of
all the measures that were utilized in the research for both conditions, including the

measurement application/collection schedule.
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Table 3.7

5MCS Measures & Data Collection Schedule

Extended & Reduced Conditions:

Overall Measures

Pre
intervention
week.
Baseline

Observation
& Pretest.

Self-efficacy
focus group.

Pretest:
Standardized
test, Form
A).

Week 1
Field notes

Teacher’s
fidelity check

progress test #1

Self-efficacy
survey #1

Week 5
Field notes

Student strat.
performance

Progress test #5

Week 2
Field notes

Student strat.
performance

progress test #2

Week 6
Field notes

Student strat.
performance

Progress test #6

Week 3
Field notes

Student strat.
performance

Progress test #3

Week 7
Field notes

Student strat.
performance

progress test #7

Self-efficacy
survey #3

Week 4
Field notes

Student strat.
performance

Progress test
#4

Self-efficacy
survey #2
Midpoint test
(Standardized
test, Form B)

Week 8

Self-efficacy
focus group

Posttest:
Standardized
test, Form
A).

Demographic Data

Demographic data were collected on the research site and the students and the

teachers who participated in the study. Sources for the data on students came from two

major resources: 1) school’s staff including the principal, the school counselor, school
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psychologist, the two literacy teachers who participated in the study and the mathematics
teacher; 2) school’s records including students’ individualized educational programs,
existing psychological evaluation and educational reports, report cards, attendance cards,
literacy mapping results which was completed by the teachers at the beginning of the
school year, and students’ files. Sources for the data on the two teachers came from an
informal interview with the two teachers prior to conducting the research, and from both
school principal and the superintendent. Sources of data collected on the research site
were collected from the school’s principal and superintendent. All these data were
collected prior to the intervention, especially data on the school, and throughout the
course of intervention on both the teachers and the students.
Students’ Performance of the 5SMCS

Students’ performance of the SMCS was observed and data were collected on
each student individually. The collected data included researcher’s field notes, student’s
daily worksheets and two weekly observations by the researcher following the chart
provided in Figure 3.10. The teacher’s aide, the teacher, and the researcher observed all
three groups once they were assigned each segment and collected data on student’s
performance in each of the strategies as required by the activity. All data were compiled
for each student separately and were organized in a file that consists of 18 individual files
for all students of both conditions. In addition, data from students’ products on
performing the SMCS activities, which included SMCS cards were collected twice a
week, on the second and fourth day of SMCS application. The data were collected from

random samples of students’ work on the activities.
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Figure 3.10

Student’s Performance in the SMCS

Five MCS: Activity Sequence & Cueing Reminders Observed
behavior +/-

Activity 1: Predicting followed by reading

Predict events & share prediction with group.

Make a group prediction & share it with whole class.

Silent reading (30 second). Oral reading for one minute each student.
Correct mistakes and provide feedback.

Confirm or refute predictions.

Activity 2: Questioning

Generate questions. Share generated questions with partners.

Create a group list of new questions. Share questions with whole class.
Revise questions based on whole class questions mediated by the teacher.
Example questions: what is the idea being discussed? Where it
happened? Why it happened? Remember to ask about sequence, reason,
and understanding.

Activity 3: Investigation for Meaning

Highlight unfamiliar words, difficult words to read, or interesting words.
Share list with group members.

Share list of words with whole class.

Activity 4: Schematic visualizing

Create a plot that best represent ideas being discussed.

Share with group. Select best schema.

Share with class.

Revise to match new understanding of the text.

Activity 5: Summarizing

Summarize each segment or paragraph in less than 10 words. Write best
sentence that summarize the passage.

Share your summary with group.

Create a shared summary. Leader writes summary. Share summary with

whole class.

Revise your summary.

Self evaluation & feedback
A weekly Self Reporting Chart. Discuss progress with the teacher.

Fidelity of Implementation

131



Several measures were used to assure that the intended intervention was being
implemented as described for both conditions. First, the teacher who worked with groups
in Extended Condition received an individual training on the implementation of the
SMCS strategies in the first few days prior to the implementation of the SMCS (see
Teachers’ Training in the SMCS section). The teacher of the Reduced Condition received
the same training provided for the first teacher, only in week four, right before the
implementation of the SMCS for this condition. Both teachers were encouraged by the
researcher to ask questions to clarify the information and training they received prior to
engaging in the SMCS intervention. Further, they were observed by the researcher during
the implementation of the intervention and were immediately assisted on their delivery of
instruction in the form of co-teaching, especially in the first week of each teacher’s
SMCS implementation. Second, in order to ensure that teachers and students of both
conditions were engaged in the interventions as planned, the daily sessions of both
conditions were conducted in two consecutive 45-minute block periods, with a 5 minute
break between the periods. Groups in the Extended Condition started in the first period
whereas groups in Reduced Condition started in the second period. The purpose for this
procedure was to allow the researcher to be present at all times in both classes while
teachers are conducting the intervention activities.

The original plan was to videotape selected sessions for a follow up on the
implementation of the SMCS using a detailed checklist measure (see Figure 3.11 for a
detailed description). However, the videotaping and tape-recording were not possible due

to students’ refusal to be videotaped or tape-recorded during the intervention. Instead, the
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researcher used the field notes and teachers’ logs. The researcher debriefed with the
teacher on the application of the strategy on the same day as conducting the teacher
fidelity observation for the purpose of confirming whether all behaviors in the list were
being met. In case of any difficulty in meeting the requirements set for the SMCS, the
researcher was able to address those issues and to provide additional training and

guidance as needed.
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Figure 3.11

Teacher Fidelity Check: Observing Teacher’s Application of the 5SMCS/and in the
Absence of the 5SMCS

Class/Condition: ....................... Date: ......coovviiiiinnn, Session #: ..............

Check (+) for observed behavior, and (-) for absence of listed behavior.

Activity +/-

Activity 1: Predicting

Explicit explanation of strategy (when and how it is being performed, provide
sufficient examples, connect to students’ background knowledge)

Model prediction strategy (e.g., think aloud, model asking predicting questions, )
Engage students in prediction participation (ask them to provide their own
predictions, to share predictions with whole class and small group)

Allow for students’ practice time within their own groups.

Oral/Silent Reading Activity

Model oral reading for separate segments. Allow for students’ reading (2-3
minutes).

Guide students through their group work

Provide feedback to groups on applying the activity

Activity 2: Questioning

Explicit explanation of strategy (when and how it is being performed, provide
sufficient examples, connect to students’ background knowledge)

Model questions generating (e.g., why this happen, what they think about, how
this affect..?)

Allow students to generate their own questions (provide sufficient time).

Ask students to discuss and share their questions with their own group members.
Create a group list of new questions. Prompt students to share questions with
whole class.

Guide students through their group work

Provide feedback to groups on applying the activity

Allow Revision of questions based on whole class questions mediated by the
teacher.

Example questions: what is the idea being discussed? Where it happened? Why it
happened? Remember to ask about sequence, reason, and understanding.

Activity 3: Investigating for meaning

Model how to investigate new words or difficult concepts using a think-aloud
activity and lead a discussion with students (use clues in the text)

Provide more practice with all students
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Teacher Fidelity Check (Continued)

Encourage all students to work in their groups and highlight difficult word to read,
or unfamiliar or interesting words.

Ask students to share their words discovery and provide feedback while engaging

in the activity (e.g., this is a good find, how did you Figure out the meaning of the

word?)

Share list of words with whole class.

Guide students through their group work

Provide feedback to groups on applying the activity

Activity 4: Schema visualizing

Explicitly explanation about text structure, with emphasis on the ones mentioned
in SMCS

Model how we learn about text structure using a new passage, with sufficient
examples

Create a plot that best represents ideas being discussed.

Allow for students’ practice on a new passage

Guide students through their group work

Provide feedback to groups on applying the activity

Encourage students sharing of work.

Activity 5: Summarizing

Model summarizing each segment or paragraph in less than 10 words (looking for
title, opening statement, using key words, avoiding examples, and detailed
description in the summary etc...)

Write best sentence that summarize the passage and explain what is good about the
sentence using key ideas mentioned in the text, and relying on previous
experiences

Allow students to practice synthesizing chunks of information into shorter
sentences or statements

Ask students to share their summaries with group members and whole class.
Prompt them to create a shared summary and ask leader to write the summary
Allow sometime for students’ revision of summaries.

Guide students through their group work

Provide feedback to groups on applying the activity

Self evaluation & feedback

Monitor student’s weekly self reporting chart.

Provide weekly feedback on progress in all areas (discuss progress with the
students and provide suggestions for improvement)
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Teachers’ guiding students through their group work included the following
behaviors: answering questions, reinforcing expected behavior on task, responding to
emergent needs, and explaining in more details when needed or if students ask for further
clarifications. Providing feedback to groups on the application of the activity included the
following behaviors: asking clarifying questions, praising students for staying on task,
investing more effort, for collaborative behavior, and full participation. In addition, the
teacher observed for review of the SMCS procedures that were taught in previous lessons.
Reading Comprehension Performance Using a Standardized Test

A pretest, midpoint-test, and posttest were administered to measure the reading
comprehension performance of all students in both conditions. For this measure, the
participants were tested for their comprehension using a standardized Arabic literacy
battery which consists of two matching sets of comprehension tests in two forms, A and
B. This battery, the “Diagnostic Manual of Reading Evaluation” (DMRE), was developed
by a team of Jordanian researchers at the University of Jordan and validated for primary
school children in grades 2-6 in Jordan (Alian, Khasawneh, Amayreh & Hamdan, 1999).
The battery, which is based on literacy curriculum for second through sixth grade
students in Jordan, was the only standardized measure available to the local Palestinian-
Arab minority in Israel.

The DMRE battery was standardized on a national sample of 7651 students
(grades 2-6) representing three geographical regions of Jordan (north, center, and south).
The sample selection was randomly drawn using the computerized database of the

Ministry of Education to represent all children including both female and male students
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and those who belong to private schools and the United Nation’s (UNRWA) refugee
camps schools. Prior to administering the whole battery the test was piloted on six
randomly selected classes that represent all three regions of Jordan. Extensive
psychometric data is reported to support the reliability and validity of the test (see Alian
et al., 1999). The measure has a reported coefficient alpha reliability of .90 for
phonological awareness tests, .91 for the vocabulary, and .93 for the comprehension
subtests.

The DMRE battery is a reading based test that does not require any form of
writing except for circling the best matching answer for objective questions. The DMRE
is divided into four sub-tests for each form. Each sub-test has three components that vary
in their level of difficulty and reading components (e.g., phonological awareness, word
recognition, vocabulary, comprehension, and reading mapping) according to the
following four levels: The first subtest (Level 1) consists of three parts: a) phonological
awareness (45 items), b) vocabulary (45 items), and ¢) comprehension (40 items). Its
difficulty level ranges from first half of first grade to the second half of the second grade.

The second subtest (Level 2) consists of three parts: a) phonological awareness
(40 items) which tests the ability of the student to locate single sounds and syllables at the
beginning, middle, and at the end of the word, b) vocabulary (45 items) which prompts
the student to read a sentence and to look for the option that best matches the highlighted
word in the sentence, and ¢) comprehension (44 items) which starts from a visual
cue/Figure followed by one sentence that has two questions based on the visual cue and

the sentence prompt. The comprehension difficulty of level 2 extends gradually to reach
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one narrative passage of approximately 50 words followed by five multiple-choice
questions with four response options each. The difficulty of Level 2 ranges from the
second half of the second grade to the end of first half of the third grade.

The third subtest (Level 3) is similar to the level 2 subtest in its structure which
measures students’ skills in phonological awareness (40 items), vocabulary (42), and
comprehension (46 items). Its difficulty ranges from the second half of the third grade to
the end of the fourth grade. The difference between Level 2 and Level 3 is obvious in the
complexity of the vocabulary words and comprehension passages, particularly, in the
reading comprehension part. While all passages in Level 2 are mainly based on narrative
short passages with few complex questions, the passages of Level 3, however, are more
complex and consist of narrative and informative passages with slightly longer passages
of 60-80 words each compared to level 2. The comprehension questions of Level 3
include both factual/recall and inferential questions.

The fourth subtest (Level 4) measures students’ reading skills in a) vocabulary (38
items), b) reading comprehension (63 items), and c) content mapping (30 items) of longer
passages that ranges between 250 to 400 words each. Its difficulty ranges from the end of
the fourth grade to the end of sixth grade. The fourth level subtest is the highest level in
the DMRE battery.

Although, the Jordanian battery was developed and validated for students in
Jordan, those children share similar culture, religion, and linguistic background with the
Palestinian Arab children who live in Israel. For the purpose of this study, the Level 3

subtest was conducted in its two Forms A and B, but only the vocabulary and
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comprehension sections were administered. This battery was used only for the purpose of
establishing a baseline level and comparison improvement benchmarks at various points
including pre, midpoint, and post performance according to the following sequence:
Pretest, for both conditions, using the Diagnostic Manual of Reading Evaluation (DMRE)
battery, level 3, Form A was administered on the third day of observation.

Mid-point test, for both conditions, using the DMRE, level 3, Form B, was administered
four weeks after the start of intervention.

Posttest, for both conditions, using the DMRE, level 3, Form A, was administered upon
completing the intervention.

Maintenance test. In the original proposal, a maintenance measure using the DMRE, level
3, Form B, was planned to be administered a one month after the termination of the
intervention. This test, however, was not performed due to time limitation. The
intervention which was planned to end in April 09, eventually ended in June 09, which
allowed only approximately two weeks to the end of the school year. Therefore, a
decision was made to cancel this test.

Following the structure and guidelines listed in the DMRE manual, this test was
administered to students as a whole group in-class testing within an allotted maximum of
60 minutes.

Reading Comprehension Performance Using Researcher-made Tests
Students of both conditions were tested seven times throughout the intervention
using the researcher-made comprehension test. These administrations occurred after

completing the fourth SMCS session of each week, weeks 1 to 7, including in week one
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for the Extended Condition and in week four for the Reduced Condition. These weekly
progress tests were designed by the researcher for the purpose of providing additional
measurement to the DMRE test. Each test included ten multiple choice questions, and
was generated from the same passages used for the intervention of every week. All these
tests were judged by two external literacy teachers for their consistency and readability
level. Consistency was judged based on the following components: first, all progress tests
must have ten questions that cover areas of a) three factual recalls, b) detecting (inferring)
at least two main ideas in two separate paragraphs, ¢) recognizing one main idea that
represents the whole passage, d) recognizing the meaning of at least two vocabulary
words used in the passage, €) asking a question about one major event mentioned in the
passage, f) and identifying the main schematic structure of the passage. Second, all
questions must have four choices (multiple choice) and be clearly worded in such a way
that students can read and understand the wording of each question. That is, not use
awkward words or terms that the students never encountered while reading and working
on the SMCS activities. Since there was no existing readability formula in Arabic
language, the two external literacy teachers made some modifications for the wording of
questions that were judged to be higher than fourth grade level. These corrections were
adjusted by the researcher.

Each student’s performance on the weekly progress comprehension tests was
recorded and kept in his or her in-class file for the purpose of continuous support, weekly
feedback, and teacher/researcher progress monitoring.

Student’s Self-efficacy Survey in Reading
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Students received an individually administered measure for assessing self-efficacy
for reading comprehension based on a scale previously developed by Graham and Harris
(1989). Although, the scale developed by Graham and Harris was mainly used for self-
efficacy in writing, it was consistent as a measure with the main components and
procedures of assessing self-efficacy in other areas of literacy, including reading
comprehension. The SMCS self-efficacy measure included specific statements about the
components of the SMCS, and one general statement about the ability to understand a
given curriculum text. The statements may be found in Figure 12. A scale of 1-10 was
placed directly next to each item. Each item was rated on that scale. The higher the scale
value, the higher the perceived self-efficacy. The written descriptions of the points were
accompanied with the following statements: 1-3 not sure, 4-6 maybe, 7-8 pretty sure, and

9-10 very sure (see Figure 3.12).
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Figure 3.12
Self-efficacy survey on the application of 5SMCS and reading comprehension

Student’s Name: .......oovvviiiieiieiiiiiinian.. Date: ...

In the following chart, please read each question (a-f) and circle one number that best
describe your honest answer for each question. You will not be graded for your answers.

Not sure Maybe Pretty Very
Sure sure

If I was given a grade level text/passage:

(a) I can predict at least one 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
event from a given passage

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(b) I can use clues in the text
to identify the meaning of
unknown word

(c¢) I can ask at least three good
questions about the content

(d) I can tell the structure of
the text (e.g., compare-
contrast, and cause-effect)

(e) I can summarize the main
idea in less than ten words

() I can understand the
passage and answer most of
the comprehension answers

Students in both conditions received the self-efficacy survey three times
throughout the intervention as follows: at the beginning of intervention (week 1), at the
end of weeks 4 and 8. At the beginning of intervention, the self-efficacy survey served as

a pre-intervention indicator to show where all students, in both conditions, stand in
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relation to their self belief in comprehending written materials. The second survey was
scheduled at the end of phase one (at the end of week 4). Both conditions received the
same survey at the end of intervention (in week 8).

Self-efficacy Focus Group Interview

A focus group interview is a situation in which a group moderator keeps a small
and usually homogeneous group of 6-12 individuals focused on a certain topic of interest
to the research issue (Johnson & Turner, 2003). The moderator, also referred to as
facilitator, facilitates a group discussion on a series of about five to ten open-ended
questions (Johnson & Turner, 2003). Following Cresswell’s (2003) and Klassen and
Lynch’s (2007) model for self-efficacy, two semi-structured focus-group interviews were
conducted with 8 students randomly selected, four students from each condition, at the
beginning and at the end of the intervention. The purpose of these interviews was to
solicit in-depth data about students’ self-efficacy in reading.

Dowson and Mclnerney (cited in Klassen & Lynch, 2007) argue that quantitative
research methods “oversimplify the complex and dynamic role played by motivation
beliefs and by multiple contexts” (p. 495). Further, focus group interviews have
advantage over other methods of quantitative data collection in that they do not
discriminate against people who cannot read or write and they can encourage
participation from people reluctant to be interviewed on their own or who feel they have
nothing to say. Thus, in order to achieve in-depth data about students’ self-efficacy in
reading, approaching the research from multiple perspectives will enrich our

understanding. The themes that were discussed were derived from Bandura’s (1997) four
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sources of self-efficacy (mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and
emotional reactions).

The focus group interviews were conducted in a quiet designated room in which
all students and the moderator (the researcher) sat in a circle facing each other. The focus
group interview took about 40 minutes and consisted of the following activities: a)
introducing the structure and purpose of the interview, b) an ice-breaking activity, c)
raising general questions about learning and reading, and d) specific questions about self-
efficacy in reading. The researcher introduced the purpose, structure, and possible
outcome of the focus group interview. The interview was tape-recorded and the
researcher took immediate notes while students were discussing the questions.

An ice-breaking activity of 2-3 minutes was introduced through a quick-attention
physical game where the moderator stands in the middle of the circle and tosses a large
piece of paper and calls one of the students’ names and will expect that the student that is
being called on to quickly stand-up and catch the paper before it lands on the ground. The
student then was asked to rip one small piece of the paper, and do the same thing that was
done by the first participant and call on a new member of the group by his or her name.
While doing this game, students were asked to change their seats. In the next activity, the
researcher raised general questions about things that students like in school. For example,
the students were asked the following questions: what do you think is the fun part about
school? What is the thing that you most like in being a student? How about things you
don’t like about being a student in school? Because students did not bring reading as part

of the discussion, the next question to be asked was: What about reading, do you have
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anything to say about reading? If so, what is it? The next activity focused on specific
questions about students’ feelings toward reading and reading comprehension. These

questions are illustrated in Table 3.8.
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Table 3.8

Self-efficacy Focus Group: Interview Protocol

Structure of the interview

1. The moderator of the focus group will introduce the structure and purpose of the

interview.

Rl el

General topic and
question about
reading habits.

General self-
efficacy in
reading

Vicarious
experience
Mastery

experience

Experience of
emotional state

Verbal persuasion

An ice-breaking activity (2-3 minutes)
Raising general questions about learning and reading, and
Asking specific questions about students’ self-efficacy in reading.

What do you think is the fun part about school? What is the thing
that you most like in being a student? How about things you don’t
like about being a student in school? If students do not bring the
reading as part of the discussion, the next question would be: What
about reading, do you have anything to say about reading? If so,
what is it? Do you read books outside school? What do you read?
How often do you read outside of school?

How confident are you about your ability to read a text at your
grade level? What makes you feel confident or less confident?
How do you feel about answering comprehension questions
derived from a text that you have just read?

What would seeing someone showing good reading do to you?
How would this showing of good reading help you in reading?

Have you ever felt that you mastered the reading of a text/story?
What are the conditions when you felt that you were good in
reading that particular text/story?

Can you describe an event when you felt proud or pleased about
your reading? Where are the times/conditions when you feel
comforTable in reading? Can you describe or give more details on
this?

Have you ever received any encouragement or positive feedback
from someone about your reading? Who was that person and what
did that encouragement do to you?

Interviews with the Teachers
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Upon completing the intervention, in-depth semi-structured interviews were
administered with the two teachers, each individually. The interviews took place in a
convenient location at school, at the teacher’s discretion were noises and distractions
were minimized. Each interview took about 45-minute period and was tape-recorded with
teachers’ permission. The interviews focused on five main questions with sub-questions
derived from the intervention themes. See Table 3.9 for an interview protocol.

Table 3.9

A Semi-structured Interview Protocol with the Teachers

Question  Detailed Questions
No.

1. What do you think of the SMCS as a reading instruction for the
children? Can you elaborate on this question?

A follow up question: What effect does it have on the children? Can you
give examples?

2. How do you think the students respond to it compared to other
methods? Examples.

A follow up question: How do you think it worked or did not work?

3. Do you see it work better for certain children compared to others? How?
A follow up question: Can you talk about specific students to illustrate
your point?

4. If children’s behavior went well, how do you think students would have
been responded to the SMCS?

5. What changes do you suggest to improve the SMCS for these particular
students?

Researcher Field Notes, and Teacher’s Daily Log

Field notes were collected from students work samples, and general observation
in the classroom while engaged in the intervention. These collected data were used as
part of the qualitative descriptive data on the SMCS application process. Behaviors that

were recorded for the ongoing observations included students’ interaction among each
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others while engaged in the SMCS, student’s self-monitoring while conducting the
SMCS, a gradual release of teacher’s role to students, and behavioral disruptions during
the instruction. The outcomes of the collected data were thematically analyzed upon its
emergence and discussed within its appropriate context.
Data Analysis

Data analysis responded to the four research questions and incorporated all of the
described measures: a) demographic data on students and teachers, b) students’
performance of the SMCS, c) teacher fidelity of implementation of the intervention, d)
reading comprehension performance using a standardized test, e) reading comprehension
performance on passages read during the SMCS intervention, or comparison condition,
using researcher made tests, f) students’ self-efficacy survey for reading, g) students’
self-efficacy focus group interviews, h) individual interviews with the two teachers upon
completing the study, and 1) researcher field notes and teachers’ daily logs. See Table
3.10 for a visual display on how all research questions were measured and analyzed

within the time frame allocated for the research.
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Table 3.10
Measures and Data Analysis Used with Research Questions and Time Table

Q. # Measure When administered Data analysis
3 Teacher Fidelity 2X/week for each Descriptive (data will be
Teacher fidelity checklist  teacher, randomly described and reported
timed based on its relevance to
the research questions)
Field notes Daily Descriptive
l.a Reading Comprehension -  Baseline (week 0), Repeated-measures
Standardized (midpoint)week 4, ANOVA and appropriate
(posttest) week 8 nonparametric equivalent
test.
1.b
Reading Comprehension — Weekly, at completion Graphed for visual
Weekly of session 4 (weeks 1-  analysis, per student
7)
Repeated-measures
ANOVA
2 Student Self-Efficacy
Student focus group (n=8) Week 0, week 8 Thematic Analysis
Student self-efficacy Week 1, week 4, week  Graphed for visual
survey and week 8 analysis, per student
1 Student Strategy Perf. 2X/week, per group Graphed for visual
Student performance (by individual analysis
checklist students)
SMCS products 2X/week (2™ & 4™ Graphed for visual
(prediction cards, SMCS practice per analysis, based on (a)
questioning cards, week) completion of step, and
investigating cards, (b) quality
summarizing cards,
schematic vis. cards)
Research Field notes and  Daily Thematic analysis
Teacher’s Daily Log On-going, at teacher’s
discretion
4 Teacher’s view of SMCS  Interview at the end of Thematic analysis

intervention
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Teacher’s Fidelity Checklist, Researcher Field Notes, and Teacher’s Daily Log

A teacher’s fidelity checklist that consists of six categories, the application of the
SMCS (predicting, questioning, investigating, schematic visualizing, and summarizing)
and weekly feedback to students was utilized. The checklist, completed by the researcher,
included specific sets of expected behaviors under each of the six categories that the
teacher should perform while conducting the intervention. The same checklist was used
for both teachers, including during the traditional instruction phase for the reduced
condition teacher. Further, field notes were made using general observations and
students’ work samples, to ensure quality implementation of the SMCS and continuous
guidance and feedback to all students. (See further ahead in this section for additional
analysis procedures for the field notes.). The fidelity checklist was used to provide
immediate feedback to the teachers during their teaching of the SMCS. The
implementation practices recorded on the checklist were informative to the researcher as
he interpreted the various other sources of data in this study.

The original plan was that teachers would keep a daily log and record their
impressions and observations on the ongoing SMCS intervention. However, the teachers
did not use their daily logs, instead they reflected on the intervention verbally through
informal conversations with the researcher. Their notes and comments were recorded by
the researcher and triangulated during data analysis with other data sources. In particular,
the teachers’ feedback on the impact of the culturally relevant passages on students was
included in the analysis.

Reading Comprehension Using Standardized Tests
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Repeated-measures ANOVA test was used to compare test performances at three
points in times for all students in both conditions as follows: 1) pretest, prior to starting
the intervention, 2) a midpoint test at the end of week 4, and 3) a posttest at the end of
intervention (week 8). Prior to running the ANOVA, the standardized reading test data
were analyzed to determine whether the statistical assumptions to satisfy conditions for
conducting an ANOVA have been satisfied. The tests revealed that requisite assumptions
were not violated, despite the low numbers of students in each condition. Cohen (1988)
advises that even under conditions of small numbers and when the assumptions of
homogeneity of variance have been violated that ANOVA’s tests may still be more
parsimonious than their nonparametric equivalent.

Further, data were analyzed in three ways: a) by Condition (Extended, Reduced),
by Role in Group (Group Leader, First Reader, and Second reader), and by Engagement
(High, Average, and Low). The criteria on students’ role in group were made based on
students’ achievement in the baseline comprehension tests and researcher’s observations
which were made prior to conducting the intervention at the baseline stage. Students who
achieved high comprehension where assigned a leader role, followed by first readers, and
finally the least achieving students in comprehension were assigned a second reader role.

Criteria on students’ level of engagement in the SMCS intervention were made
based a on a shared decision between the researcher and the teachers for each of the
students. Although, the decision on classifying level of students’ engagement in the
activities was not a pure quantifying measure per se, the criteria which was adopted

included the following measures: a) students’ behavior in the activities, such as listening
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to each other while talking and participating in their assigned roles, b) time spent on tasks
which included starting and finishing the assigned activities without leaving the group for
un justifying reason or wondering in class, ¢) responding to the various activities during
the application of the SMCS by answering questions, posing questions, or sharing ideas
in a whole class instruction and in small groups, d) responding to teachers’ feedback on
performance, such as being able to improve on teacher’s feedback on performance or
showing interest in checking for the weekly results, and e) an overall interaction of
students in the SMCS such as cognitive contribution to the group work such as posing
good questions or predictions while discussion each of the activities. Field notes that
were collected by the researcher and debriefing with the teachers resulted in classifying
students in three general engagement conditions.
Researcher-made Reading Comprehension Weekly Tests

Data derived for the weekly comprehension progress tests were plotted in a line-
graph for visual analysis, per individual and group means. Line graphs use a single line to
connect plotted points of interval and, at times, nominal data. Since they are most
commonly used to visually represent trends over time, they are sometimes referred to as
time-series charts. A single line-graph was plotted for each student to represent his or her
weekly reading comprehension score on the researcher-made tests on the seventh test of
weeks 1 through weeks 7 (7 intervals in total). In addition, a line graph was drawn to
interpret mean change in scores between students by condition.

Student Self-efficacy Survey
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The 6 item self-report self-efficacy scale is a Likert-scale instrument with 10
response options per item. Individual students first completed the scale prior to the first
day of the intervention phase, then again at the ends of weeks 4, and 8§ (see Appendix ??
for a translated version of the self-efficacy survey). Each time a student completed a self-
efficacy scale a “score” was calculated by averaging each of her or his ratings on the
instrument. That is, a mean score for the first five items, relating to performance of each
of the SMCS skills was calculated; responses to the sixth item, concerning overall reading
ability, were analyzed separately. Data derived from the self-efficacy self-report survey
were then graphed for visual analysis for each student individually, and group means
were calculated and plotted for comparisons between the two conditions.

Self-efficacy Focus Group Interviews

The two interviews were administered by the researcher, who is experienced in
administering group interviews in special education settings at the high school level. The
researcher used the questions listed in the interview protocol described in the measures
section to guide the topics of conversation in the focus groups (e.g., general question
about reading habits, general self-efficacy in reading, vicarious experience, mastery
experience, experience of emotional state, and verbal persuasion). In addition, the
researcher kept in mind the purpose of the interview to ensure that he is aiming for the
goals of the interview. The sessions were tape-recorded and transcribed upon completion.
In addition, the researcher took quick notes and record salient nonverbal interactions

among students.
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Data obtained from the two focus-group interviews were analyzed using a
Thematic Analysis approach. Thematic Analysis is a qualitative method for identifying,
analyzing, and reporting themes within data (Given, 2008). Thematic analysis allows for
organization and description of data. Braun and Clarke (2006) argue that the importance
of a theme is not necessarily dependent on quantifiable measures, but rather on whether it
captures the important aspects pertaining to the research questions. Thus a theme,
according to Braun and Clarke (2006) “captures something important about the data in
relation to the research question and represents some level of patterned response or
meaning within the data set.” (p. 82). General guidelines for thematic analysis involve
systematic coding and interpretation of ideas, concepts, and trends that emerge from the
data (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke, 2006).

Although, thematic analysis has been widely described in the literature, there is,
however, limited agreement about the exact steps and procedures that should be followed
by researchers (Given, 2008). Boyatzis (1998), for example, divides thematic analysis
into four distinctive stages: 1) Sensing themes: recognizing the codable moment, 2) doing
it reliably: encoding codable information consistently, 3) developing codes, and 4)
interpreting the themes within a conceptual framework (an existing theory) which
extends to development of knowledge.

Brenner (2006) proposed a general framework for developing a systematic
analysis of data. This framework consists of five phases: 1) transcription, 2) description,
3) analysis, 4) interpretation, and 5) display. Braun and Clarke (2006), on the other hand,

propose six phases of thematic analysis of content: 1) transcription: initial collection of
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general data, 2) initial coding of data, 3) generating themes, 4) reviewing all the emerging
themes, 5) defining and renaming all the emerging themes, and 6) selecting and reporting
of compelling extracts derived from the themes. Since Braun and Clarke’s (2006)
procedures have been well described and allowed for flexible approach to analyze data,
their model was employed for this study. Following Braun and Clarke’s (2006)
framework, data for the self-efficacy focus group interviews were analyzed and reported
in the following six phases:

Phase one- Familiarization with the data. The interviews were, first, transcribed
after they were conducted, and translated from Arabic to English by the researcher. The
translation of the interviews was examined by a colleague in a doctoral program whose
native language is Arabic and who is majoring in linguistics in English as a second
language. Only minor revisions that resulted in immediate revision of the original
transcript were reported by the second transcriber. The transcribed interviews were
reviewed and reread repeatedly by the researcher for the purpose of familiarizing with the
data at this phase. Initial ideas about interesting points made by the interviewees were
generated on a separate sheet for further investigation in the next phase. Further, data that
were obtained from the focus-group interviews were a) organized based on the order by
which each of the interview questions was presented, and b) organized for each interview
on the same page which was split into two sides in order to allow for a visual display of
the interviewees’ answers in parallel cells. This arrangement of data led to the next phase,

which is generating initial codes.
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Phase two- Generating initial codes. The answers of the interviewees for each of
the questions were contrasted against each other on parallel tables on the same landscape
page. Common answers or repeated concepts were highlighted with a color on the screen
for the purpose of creating initial codes. These initial codes were intended to be revised
and possibly expanded as the analysis continues. In essence, according to Braun and
Clarke (2006), “coding continues to be developed and defined throughout the entire
analysis.” (p. 11). Relevant examples that gave detailed answers related to the highlighted
codes were copied, italicized, and placed separately at the beginning of the answers for an
additional revision and for potential inclusions in the text description. Data items were
given equal attention in the coding process. That means, at this phase of analysis, all
highlighted items were given the same importance without any specific order or priority
to any of the initial codes over the others. At this point a large number of codes were
selected and highlighted for the purpose of searching for themes, which is the next phase
in the analysis.

Phase three- Searching for initial themes. At this phase the emphasis is depart
from the initially created codes and geared towards the broader level of concepts that
make the themes. Various codes were sorted out and combined into possible initial
themes. These emerging themes were constructed based on the various codes that were
obtained from the data. Relevant examples derived from the coded data were constructed
as part of the new emerging themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). These initial themes and

their coded data were visually constructed on a thematic map which was manually
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created on a separate paper. Upon completion of the thematic map, additional codes were
added to the initial themes, which led to the next phase, reviewing themes.

Phase four- Reviewing themes. At this phase all previously created themes and
their sub-themes have been again thoroughly reviewed and refined. Some of the themes
were changed into other relevant themes or combined into other over-arching themes.
Meaningful themes that were relevant to the interview questions were analyzed and
interpreted within the overall interview protocol. That is, each theme was connected to a
relevant major question documented in the interview protocol. The themes were
examined for internal coherence and consistency with the description of each of the sub-
theme that make the major themes. Further, data were analyzed and interpreted within
existing theoretical framework that explains them in such a way that makes sense out of
the generated themes. For example, increases or decreases in self-efficacy themes were
connected to theory of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, 1997) that explains the relationship
to these themes. Prior to engaging in the next phase, the emerging themes were left out
for a period of at least two weeks, for the purpose of allowing another deeper revision in
order to examine “whether the themes ‘work’ in relation to the data set, and to code any
additional data within themes that has been missed in earlier coding stages.” (Braun &
Clarke, 2006, p.15).

Phase five- Defining themes. A satisfactory thematic map was constructed at this
phase. The themes were refined and defined in that they represented the essence of what
the themes are about and “what aspect of data each theme captures” (Braun & Clarke,

2006, p. 16). Further, as part of the refinement process, these themes were carefully
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examined for the purpose of ruling out any themes that could be part of the over-arching
themes, or the possibility that some themes may contain subthemes that were missed
during the previous phases. According to Braun and Clarke (2006), these subthemes are
eventually integrated within other themes and have the potential of laying the ground for
more complex or broader themes. The next step within this phase is to determine whether
the selected themes are refined enough to be reported as final themes. At this level of
analysis the scope of each theme was described in the opening of each theme and
connected to the goals and theoretical framework that guided the data. The final selected
themes were connected to the research topic and main interview questions, for example,
focus-group interviews with the students emphasized students’ self-efficacy in reading
comprehension in relation to the four sources of efficacy described by Bandura.

Phase six- Reporting themes. This final phase involves the write up of the final
selected themes. Themes that emerged from the entire dataset and their associate
subthemes were arranged and narratively reported with sufficient interesting examples
that are vivid and capture the essence of each of the points that make up the themes. It is
worth noting here that, although the above six phases were described linearly, they were,
however, not followed rigidly according to those phases. Instead, they were applied, as
proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006), in a “recursive process, where movement is back
and forth as needed, throughout the phases.” (p. 86).

Interviews with the Teachers
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Data collected from the individual interviews with the two teachers were analyzed
following thematic analysis framework suggested by Braun and Clarke (2006) which is
similar to the methods described for the students’ focus group interview data.

Student’s Strategy Performance

A line-graph was utilized to visually display each student’s performance of the
SMCS steps. Data were plotted twice a week on two non consecutive days. The line-
graph represents a student’s performance based on (a) completion of steps assigned for
each strategy, which had the values 0 and 1, and (b) quality of the work on each of the
steps, which was encoded: 3 for presence of desired behavior, 2 for partial application of
desired behavior, and 1 for non compliance or absence of desired behavior. Using visual
analysis, trends in each student’s performance of the SMCS procedures were
summarized. The relations of students’ trends in SMCS performance were compared
descriptively to their performances on the two reading comprehension measures.
Researcher Field Notes and Teacher’s Daily Log

A thematic analysis was utilized to review data collected from general
observations on the SMCS application process of both conditions. Filed notes collected in
the form of teacher’s daily log and were described within their relevance to the research
questions. The resultant data were used to expand the narrative description of how the
teachers taught and the students came to learn and benefit from the SMCS intervention
and the use of culturally relevant reading materials.

Triangulation and Data Analysis by Research Question
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Dependent variables that were under investigation in the study, namely student’s
performance in reading comprehension measured by standardized tests and researcher
made tests, and students’ self-efficacy in reading were triangulated with various other
measures for the purpose of validating the results and gaining in-depth understanding of
these variables. Triangulation is the application and combination of more than one
research approach in the study of a given phenomenon (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2003;
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). The purpose of triangulation in research is to increase the
validity and trustworthiness of the findings (Given, 2008). Researchers, according to
Given (2008), may combine several methods, such as observations and interviews to gain
more insight about an investigated phenomenon. The triangulation of data may be used
within the qualitative or quantitative methods separately or in a mixed-methods approach,
where a desired outcome is being measured and analyzed by using the two approaches to
validate the finding (Given, 2008). Table 3.11 demonstrates the sources of data analysis

organized by research questions.
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Table 3.11
Triangulation and Data Analysis by Research Questions

Research question Measure  Primary Data Triangulation
analysis with primary
analysis

Does instruction in the mediated cognitive strategy (SMCS), when using culturally
relevant high-interest/low-level texts, improve the reading comprehension of
Palestinian-Arab middle school students with LD:

a. when assessed by a Pretest, Quantitative: Observation,
standardized measure? midpoint ANOVA interviews
test, & Quantitative: with teachers.
posttests.  descriptive statistic
(means comparisons
and visual graphs)
b. when assessed by a 