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IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction

Training students to become independent skillful readers is a major
concern of the EFL reading teacher. How can we best train students in
selecting and applying reading strategies so that they become more
efficient readers? Can we ensure that an increase in students’ awareness
of the need to use strategies will help them become more skillful
readers? These questions served as a trigger for this study.

The aim of this study was to investigate whether verbal articulation
of reading behavior in a small group will improve foreign language
comprehension. It is our contention that using verbalization in small
groups will raise metacognitive awareness which will in turn enhance
effective use of skills and strategies and result in improvement in
reading comprehension. We assume that the special features that
characterize small group interactions can provide an appropriate setting
for raising metacognitive awareness.

The study draws on three areas of research:
1. Reading comprehension
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2. Metacognitive awareness
3. Cooperative small group interaction

We would like to relate to each of these areas separately and thus
set up the theoretical background for the study. We will then describe
the training procedures the participants experienced and finally report
on some of the findings and their implications.

Theoretical backgroundTheoretical backgroundTheoretical backgroundTheoretical backgroundTheoretical background

Seminal work at the Center for the Study of Reading at the
University of Illinois in the early 70s gave new insights into our
understanding of reading and the various processes involved in the
comprehension of a written text. Thanks to their work and that of reading
researchers worldwide, we have been looking at READING for the last
quarter of a century as a constructive process of making meaning from
a text. Some researchers goe so far as to regard reading as a problem-
solving process (Sarig, 1987).

This process includes many thinking and learning sub-processes
- sensory, perceptual, sequential, experiential, associative, affective and
constructive - all working together to attain the product of reading -
making meaning of the message via a multitude of interactions between
the reader and the writer through the written text. Without the
knowledge of how to integrate the various processes noted above,
comprehension and communication suffer. As Burns, Roe and Ross
(1996) note, “although reading can be broken down into sub-skills,
reading takes place only when these sub-skills are put together into an
integrated whole”. Knowing how to put together all these sub-skills
will assist the reader in monitoring towards successful meaning
building.  Good readers constantly monitor their comprehension and
take steps to correct the situation when they fail to comprehend. Poor
readers, on the other hand, often fail to monitor their understanding of
the text. They make fewer spontaneous corrections, and correct miscues
that affect meaning less frequently than good readers do. They seem to
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regard reading as a decoding process, whereas good readers see it as a
comprehension seeking process (Bristow, 1985).

Research in the field of reading has shown that the skillful use of
reading strategies, or strategic reading, improves reading
comprehension in both L1 and L2  (Devine, 1984: Grabe, 1993, Devine,
Carrell & Eskey, 1987). It also indicates that direct instruction in
comprehension strategies appears to facilitate textual understanding
and contributes to the development of independent and efficient
learners (Montague & Tanner, 1987). When instructors teach reading
strategies and skills clearly and overtly, they ensure the learners’ more
effective acquisition of comprehension abilities (Pearson, 1985; Pearson
& Gallagher, 1983; Winograd & Hare, 1988).

The terms strategies and skills have been used interchangeably
by different researchers, and that has sometimes led to confusion. Duffy
and Roehler (1987, p. 415) have chosen to discriminate between them
and offer the following definitions: “a skill is an overlearned procedure
for which the achievement of accuracy and speed is the goal”. “A
strategy [on the other hand] involves a learning plan to be used
successfully”. In other words, “strategies are skills that are used
intentionally, deliberately, and selectively in order to promote the
understanding of a text;” that is,  knowing why, how, and when a skill
should be used (Hayes, 1991). However, the distinction between
knowledge based routines—skills—and plans for selecting, accessing
and combining these routines—strategies—is  sometimes difficult to
make. For this reason, in this study, we do not distinguish between the
two.

Reading research also demonstrates that there is a connection
between strategic reading and metacognitive awareness (Baker &
Brown, 1984). We can therefore assume that instruction in reading
strategies and in the awareness of their skillful use is likely to produce
strategic readers who become better comprehenders.

Starting in the early 1980s, much attention was given to students’
use of metacognitive strategies during reading. Research in
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METACOGNITION points to the fact that the effective use of
metacognitive techniques appears to have a positive effect on
comprehension, and that the development of metacognitive awareness
is likely to result in improved reading comprehension.

Metacognition refers to people’s knowledge of their own mind
and their conscious effort to monitor and control its functioning. It
involves analyzing the way thinking takes place. In reading, the reader
who displays metacognitive awareness attempts to select strategies
and skills that fit the particular reading task or purpose (Babbs & Moe,
1983).

Metacognitive awareness in reading focuses on the reader’s
cognition of reading strategies and the regulation of that cognition
(Flavell, 1979; Garner, 1981; Paris & Lindauer, 1982; Brown, Bransford,
Ferrara & Campione, 1983). Carrell (1989) has shown that a reader’s
metacognitive awareness can be developed with training. This training
aims at developing self-monitoring strategies which guide and control
the on-going cognitive processes while reading. Monteiro (1992), in
her analysis of strategy use reported in think aloud protocols, confirms
that strategy use is directly related to reading proficiency levels. When
students have been explicitly taught and made aware of the reasoning
involved in the reading processes, they are better able to regulate and
apply that reasoning to future reading situations (Duffy, Roehler &
Hermann, 1988; Brown, Campione & Day, 1981; Brown, Palinscar &
Armbruster, 1984; Carrell, 1985; Sarig & Folman, 1987; Day, 1986; Bereiter
& Bird, 1985; Miller, 1987).

Reutzel and Cooter (1996) stress the fact that “the ability to plan,
check, monitor, revise, and evaluate one’s unfolding comprehension is
of particular importance in reading”. If readers are unable to monitor
their comprehension, they will be unable to detect errors, will not take
steps to correct misinterpretations and will arrive, therefore, at poor
comprehension.

Carr (1996) speaks of the “click or clunk approach” which suggests
to readers to stop and reflect on what message they have been able to
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gain from the text at the end of each paragraph or at the end of a section.
If the message has been understood, the content “clicked”; if there is
confusion, it “clunked”. At “clunking” time, readers have to ask
themselves what is wrong and what they have to do in order to correct
the situation. Not only is it important to be aware of clunks - problems
in reading comprehension - but also to have a series of repair strategies
readily available to deal with comprehension failures.

Among the many remediating strategies for dealing with
“clunks”, Collins and Smith (1980) stress the following ones:

–ignoring the difficulty and continuing to read
–suspending judgment and continuing to read
–developing a tentative hypothesis utilizing information in the

text and continuing to read to check this hypothesis
–re-reading previous sentences
–asking for help
To assist students in developing their metacognitive awareness

and their monitoring of the reading process, many educators
recommend using a think aloud method (Cohen, 1983). A think aloud
is a verbal articulation of what has transpired in the reader’s mind
while reading: hypotheses formed, difficulties, thoughts on the text,
strategies planned, skills applied, etc. Baumann et al. (1993) note that “
think alouds involve the overt, verbal expression of the normally covert
mental processes readers engage in when constructing meaning from
a text.” They advocate using think alouds to enhance the monitoring of
comprehension.

In this study we encouraged our participants to talk about and
describe their mental processes while dealing with a particular reading
task in small cooperative groups. This collaborative setting, we thought,
was likely to provide them with the appropriate social support to learn
about their own metacognitive processes and enable them to become
aware of other participants’ strategies and approaches in tackling
comprehension and comprehension difficulties. When students are
actively involved in think-alouds, they are modeling for themselves



62 Yael Bejarano and Esther Klein-Wohl

and for the listeners their understanding of what they know and don’t
know, and the extent of their remedial abilities to repair the situation
and move forward. This mental exercise involves analyzing their own
thinking and that of the other participants in the group. Thus each one
in turn, as a reader and as a listener, shares his/her understanding and
knowledge with others in the small cooperative group and benefits
from these think alouds.

The world is not fed to us which we then passively ingest:
rather, we ingest it through actively reaching out and taking
it in . . .  we build a conception of our reality through our
experience with it.  . . . Participation and engagement in the
event are the active bases from which a construction of the
particular is developed and from which meaning is extracted,
a meaning shared in part with others (Sigel & Cocking, 1977,
p.226)

It is in this active experience of sharing with others, exchanging
information and learning from each other in a positive social
atmosphere, that COOPERATIVE LEARNING focuses. Research has
shown that small group cooperative learning provides an appropriate
social context for strategic interaction during learning tasks and fosters
communication and comprehension (Mayer, 1993). Small groups also
provide experiential learning and acquisition of knowledge in a way
similar to that claimed by constructivist psychology (Sharan & Sharan,
1992). A similar approach to constructivist knowledge acquisition was
developed by John Dewey, as well as by Jean Piaget and his disciples
(Sigel & Cocking, 1997). They assert that individuals gradually build
their own knowledge on the basis of their experience.

Small group learning provides a suitable platform for such
experiences. It provides the appropriate social setting for multifaceted
analysis, discussion, and synthesis of ideas which can lead to the
participants’ use and acquisition of higher order thinking skills and
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improved understanding (Sharan et al., 1984). Such interactions are
necessary for the process of constructing meaning from text, which is
basically a problem solving process. The study of Derry et al. (1993)
confirms that  collaboration has an effect on problem solving, as well as
on metacognitive monitoring.

Mason (1995) reveals that learners negotiate meanings and ideas
to share new common knowledge through the following interaction
procedures: dialogue and negotiation, critical opposition and co-
construction in small group discussions, collaborative reasoning and
arguing over individual analogies. That knowledge has an effect on
their understanding of the meaning and structure of the material studied
(Oaks, 1995).

Thus, by learning through “thought and talk”, cooperative learning
situations significantly improve students’ abilities to solve problems
and to think critically and creatively (Adger, et al., 1995). Working with
peers to explore an issue or solve a problem exposes learners to new
ideas, perspectives and specific approaches. It helps students clarify in
their own minds what they have already learned and what they have
yet to learn (Sharan, 1990). It provides the appropriate set-up for
thinking aloud and talking to learn. It offers multiple avenues of access
to learning material, to the exchange of knowledge and ideas with peers,
and to the clarification of knowledge, all of which facilitate gains in
academic achievement (Aronson et al., 1978; Bejarano, 1987; Johnson &
Johnson, 1986; McGroarty, 1989; Sharan, 1990; Slavin, 1980, 1983). It
requires that students articulate and justify their own points of view,
and at the same time listen to others. This process of discussing,
questioning, interpreting information, organizing and applying this
information and experience with peers, facilitates comprehension,
learning and retention of critical lesson concepts and academic language
(Bejarano, 1994; McGroarty, 1992, Sharan & Sharan, 1992). Collaborative
group work, when the participants have been shown how, when, where
and why to operate with various communication strategies, is indeed
an ideal setting for peer scaffolding in literacy (Wohl & Klein-Wohl,
1994).
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A number of cooperative groupwork and peer-tutoring studies in
reading comprehension strategy training have been conducted.
Palinscar, Brown and Martin,  in their study of “Peer Interaction in
Reading Comprehension Instruction” (1987),  found that verbalization
of reading strategies resulted in improved comprehension of text. A
two year study administered by Stevens and Slavin (1995), as well as
several other studies (Meloth & Deering 1994, Deering et al., 1994),
highlight the effect of a comprehensive cooperative learning approach
to reading and language arts instruction on students’ achievement,
attitudes, and metacognitive awareness. However, all these studies were
conducted with L1 learners; no studies known to the researchers have
yet been done in L2 strategy training in small cooperative groups.
Therefore we designed a study which gave all members of the group
equal opportunity to participate in the text processing operation, to
exchange metacognitive information and, thus, to help each other share,
learn from each other, internalize and control the use of reading
strategies.

This study is therefore designed to address the following two
research questions:  Does the verbalization, in small groups, of reading
comprehension strategies used to process texts (a) increase
metacognitive awareness? (b) improve  reading comprehension
performance?

The studyThe studyThe studyThe studyThe study

Subjects
The subjects of this study were adult English as a Foreign Language

(EFL) students studying academic reading. They were chosen at
random among students enrolled in the intermediate level EFL courses
at the Open University of Israel (OUI). All university students in Israel
are placed in appropriate EFL reading comprehension levels on the
basis of a national placement test. Subjects in this study were either
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placed in the intermediate level directly after having taken this test or
they came into this level from a lower level course at the OUI.

Research Design
Two groups participated in the experiment: a control group and an

experimental group. At the beginning of the experiment, the groups
consisted of 14 and 15 students respectively. Data included in the final
analysis consists of information gathered from 6 students in each group.
The drop-out rate was due to the absence of some of the students at one
stage or another of the experiment, or to lack of clarity in the recorded
protocols. The experiment was carried out over a period of seven weeks
(Appendix 1). During that time the students met once a week for three
hours. The instruments used in this study were (a)  a reading
comprehension pre-test and post-test, and (b) audio recorded think
aloud protocols of the pre- and post-tests.

The students took the tests in the OUI language laboratory and
were asked to voice aloud their thinking processes, which were being
recorded. The pre-test was taken in the second week of the experiment
and the post-test in the seventh week.  In the first week of the experiment
the students were trained in reporting their thinking processes. In the
third, fourth, fifth and sixth weeks, each group received training, pertinent
to its experimental condition, in two strategies for finding the main idea
of a text and training in metacognitive awareness (Appendix A).

Training procedures

1.  Training in reporting
In order to ensure adequate reporting for the purpose of collecting

think aloud protocols, students received training in reporting skills.
The students in both the experimental and the control groups

were trained to verbalize their thinking processes first while carrying
out a pragmatic task (such as folding a shirt or brushing their teeth) and
then while reading and processing written messages.

The training was carried out in four stages:
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Stage 1 - The trainer demonstrated the think-aloud and verbalizing
of her own thinking processes while planning and executing a familiar
and automatic task, in this case the folding of a shirt. The purpose of
this exercise was to raise students’ consciousness to mental processes
that have become automatic.

Stage 2 - The students were each asked to write down the thinking
processes involved in brushing their teeth, and two students in each
group were asked to report these processes orally.

Stage 3 - The trainer demonstrated her own thinking processes
while answering three questions that tested the comprehension (literal
and inferential) of the following short sentences:

Suzan walked into the Casino at 22.00. She rushed to the bank as
soon as it opened.

By answering the following questions, the trainer modeled
eliciting inferential information.

- Why did she go to the casino? - to gamble, to work, etc.
- What happened there? - she won/lost/got a lot of money
- What time was it when she rushed to the bank? -  8.30 or 9 am
- What did she do in the bank? -  deposited/withdrew money
And so on.
Stage 4 - The students were first given a very short text, and then

a longer text to individually practice the verbalization of their own
thinking processes when answering literal and inferential
comprehension questions. They were first asked to briefly write down
their thinking processes. Then, the trainer encouraged and prompted
the students to talk about the mental processes they had experienced
while working out the answers to the questions. A few students reported
their thinking processes aloud to the whole class.

2.  Training in reading strategies
Both the experimental and the control groups received the same

training in two reading strategies for finding the main idea.
Strategy 1: Prediction and confirmation (or refutation) of main

idea using first and last sentence and markers in the text.
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Strategy 2: Prediction and confirmation (or refutation) of main idea
using key words.

The training in both of the groups was carried out by two
experienced teachers, who each focused  on one strategy. Each teacher
taught the same strategy to both classes in order to control for teacher
effect. The strategy training was carried out over a period of four weeks
in two stages: the modeling stage and the practice stage. The modeling
stage was similar for both the experimental and the control groups: the
practice stage, however, differed. In order to develop their metacognitive
awareness, both groups were asked to focus on their thinking processes
while practicing.

The students in the control group practiced each strategy
individually, and this was followed by a whole class discussion about
the strategies used.  The experimental group practiced each strategy in
small groups, verbalizing their thinking processes, and then each group
reported the process to the whole class.

The purpose of verbalization in small groups was to reinforce the
use of reading strategies and to develop awareness of the cognitive
principles underlying the construction of meaning.

3. Training in small group interaction.
In order to maximize efficient small group verbal exchanges, the

students in the experimental group were trained in small group
interaction.

The experimental class was divided into two groups for the
purpose of training in small group interaction. Group 1 (5 students)
was given a set of guidelines especially developed for this study to
enhance skilled group interaction. (Appendix B). They were asked to
apply these guidelines as they were reading a text silently, and at the
same time discuss with their peers their thinking processes while
answering comprehension questions.

Group 2 (10 students) was asked to observe the interactions in
group 1, and to fill out an observation sheet concerning the group
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behavior (Appendix C).  Group 2 reported their findings, and this was
followed by a whole class discussion on skilled group interaction.

The test
A reading comprehension test was developed to measure

students’ achievements as a result of the training and to record their
thinking processes as they were reading a text. The test included thirteen
short expository texts covering a variety of subjects and a range of
rhetorical structures. The test was piloted in four classes: in two parallel
intermediate classes which didn’t participate in the experiment, and in
one lower level and one higher level class. The test was also validated
by teachers who had experience in teaching that level.

The students’ tasks in the pre- and post-tests were (a) to write, in
Hebrew, the main idea of each of the thirteen short texts, and (b) to
verbalize their thinking processes, which were being recorded as they
were taking the test. These taped protocols were then transcribed for
analysis.

The same test was used for both pre- and post-testing in order to
assure that the two tests were comparable. The six-week interval
between the pre- and the post-testing was considered long enough to
avoid memory effect; in addition, since subjects were not provided with
the correct answers after the pre-test, even if they did remember some
of the texts, they had no additional clues to the correct answers.

Scoring Procedures

1. Scoring the test for measuring achievement
Two reading teachers were asked to write the main ideas of the

thirteen texts in the test. These served as criterion answers. Each pre-
and post-test was scored by two independent judges. Interrator
reliability was .91. Discrepancies were discussed until a consensus was
reached. The thirteen questions were then scored as “correct” or
“wrong”, with a possible maximum total score of 13.
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2. Scoring the think-aloud protocols for measuring metacognitive
awareness.

The students’ metacognitive awareness was measured by the
selection and monitoring of strategies. For the purposes of protocol-
recording the students were given the following instruction: “While
reading the text and attempting to find the main idea, you are thinking
and planning your answer. Describe aloud, step by step, your thinking
processes. Report on any problems, doubts or hesitations that you have.”

Two independent readers read the transcripts of the protocols
and identified and marked independently the strategies selected and
used by each student for each text. The identification of the strategies
for categorization purposes was then cross checked and discrepancies
were discussed until a consensus was reached. A list of selected
strategies was drawn and coded for scoring purposes. All protocols,
both pre- and post, were then scored. Interrater reliability of .85 was
recorded.

Analysis
From the protocols we gathered data about (a) the number of

strategies used by the experimental and the control group in answering
the pre- and post-tests per question, in total, and by category; and (b)
the students’ achievements in the pre- and post-tests in the control
group and in the experimental group.

Results and DiscussionResults and DiscussionResults and DiscussionResults and DiscussionResults and Discussion

Does the verbalization in small groups of reading comprehension
strategies used to process texts increase metacognitive awareness and
improve reading comprehension performance?

In order to answer this question, the total number of strategies
used by each of the two groups as reported in the pre- and post-protocols,
was counted. Table 1 presents the number of strategies used per
question by the experimental and the control groups in the pre- and
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post-tests. A quick glance at the table shows that the gains in strategy
use of the experimental group were higher than those of the control
group for almost all the questions. The experimental group used a total
of 171 strategies more in the post-test than they did in the pre-test,
which represents a gain of 264% in total use of strategies. The control
group, on the other hand, shows an increase of 68 strategies, which
represents a gain of 221%. The difference in the gain of the experimental
group compared to that of the control group is 43%.

TTTTTable 1.  able 1.  able 1.  able 1.  able 1.  The Number of Strategies Used for Each Question by the
Experimental and Control Groups in the Pre- and Post-tests and Gains.

ExperimentalExperimentalExperimentalExperimentalExperimental ControlControlControlControlControl
Question Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain
1 7 17 10 1 9 8
2 11 23 12 8  10 2
3 10 21 11 3 7 4
4 5 16 11 5 5 0
5 12 27 15 7 11 4
6 12 20   8 8 14 6
7 9 23 14 6 14 8
8 14 19 5 2 11 9
9 4 19 15 5 7 2
10 4 24 20 6 9 3
11 7 25 18 5 12 7
12 5 21 16 0 9 9
13 4 20 16 0 6 6
TTTTTotalotalotalotalotal 104 275 171 56 124 68

(264%) (221%)

In order to determine the effect of the training in metacognitive
awareness and strategy use, all strategies used were divided into 8
categories as presented in Table 2. It was found that 5 of the 8 categories



Thinking Aloud, Talking, and Learning...     71

were those included in the training. The other 3 categories were not
treated. A count of strategies used within each category was performed
for each of the groups in both the pre- and post-tests.

The experimental group yielded a higher gain in percentages in
all strategies treated in the experiment and in two out of the three
strategies not treated. The control group demonstrated a higher gain in
all three strategies not treated and in four of the five treated strategies.

TTTTTable 2.able 2.able 2.able 2.able 2.          Number of Strategies Used in Pre- and Post-Tests by
Experimental and Control Groups, and Gains.

Experimental  (N = 6) Control  (N = 6)
Strategy Pre Post Gains Pre Post Gains
TTTTTrrrrreated strategieseated strategieseated strategieseated strategieseated strategies
1.  key words 12 57 45 5 22 17
2. predicting 12 20 8 3 8 5

3. first sent 23 42 19 18 31 13
4. markers 10 72 62 0 22 22
5. “click” 14 34 28 8 8 0
Total treated strategies 71 225 154 41 98 57

Percentage of total (68%)(82%) (73%) (79%)

Non-treated strategiesNon-treated strategiesNon-treated strategiesNon-treated strategiesNon-treated strategies
6. context clues 16 18 2 7 10 3
7. skimming 7 26 19 4 9 5
8. drawing from prior
knowledge 10 6 -4 4 7 3
Total non-treated strategies 33 50 17 15 26 11
Percentage of total (32%)(18%) (27%) (21%)

Total  strategies 104 275 171 56 124 68
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Table 2 also shows that in the expeirimental group, of the total
number of strategies used in the post-test, 81% were treated strategies
as opposed to only 68% in the pre-test; this indicates a gain of 13% in
use of treated strategies. The control group, on the other hand, used
79% treated strategies in the post-test as opposed to 73% treated
strategies in the pre-test, which indicates a gain of only 6%. These
findings indicate that although both groups increased their
metacognitive awareness in strategy use, the experimental group’s
gains in percentage of treated strategy use were higher than those of
the control group, thus indicating a positive effect of verbalization of
strategy use in small groups. It seems that the students in the
experimental group internalized the treated strategies and showed
higher metacognitive awareness of them than did the control group.
This data indicates a positive answer to the first question posed in the
study: “does the verbalization in small groups of reading
comprehension strategies used to process texts increase metacognitive
awareness?”

However, the fact that at the onset of the experiment both groups
used a higher percentage of treated strategies, 68% and 73% respectively,
requires some attention. We suspect that this might be due to the
subjects’ previous exposure to some or most of the strategies we chose
to include in the treatment, and to the halo effect the experiment had on
those students: the fact that they were asked to report their thinking
processes must have raised the metacognitive awareness of both groups.

Another point that warrants attention is that the control group used
considerably fewer strategies at the onset of the experiment than did
the experimental group. This was perhaps due to the fact that the
students in the control group were more efficient readers to begin with,
and that their use of strategies in the processing of text was more
automatic and less conscious. The fact that the reading comprehension
mean score on the pre-test of the control group was higher than that of
the experimental group, as shown in Table 3, supports this explanation.
Thus, students in the control group may have been using strategies
automatically without reporting them.
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TTTTTable 3. able 3. able 3. able 3. able 3. Mean Scores of Students’ Performance on Reading
Comprehension Pre- and Post-Tests for Experimental and Control
Groups.

Experimental(N = 6)  Control  (N = 6)
Pre-test 7.7 8.7
Post-test 10.4 10.1
Gain 2.7 1.4

Table 3 presents the mean scores of the experimental and control
groups in the pre- and post-tests. It shows that the experimental group
yielded a gain of 2.7 in the mean score from pre- to post-test as opposed
to a gain of 1.4 in the control group. This finding suggests a positive
answer to the second question of the study: “does the verbalization in
small groups of reading comprehension strategies used to process texts
improve reading comprehension achievement?” and thus, the
hypothesis of a positive effect of the training on reading comprehension
achievement.

Conclusions and RecommendationsConclusions and RecommendationsConclusions and RecommendationsConclusions and RecommendationsConclusions and Recommendations

The findings from this study indicate that verbalization of reading
comprehension strategies in small groups has an effect on metacognitive
awareness and on reading comprehension performance. Whereas we
knew from previous studies that increased metacognitive awareness
is likely to generate improved reading performance, the results in this
study seem to lend support to the assumption made regarding the
positive effect of verbalization in small groups on metacognitive
awareness and skillful reading.

The conclusion we are able to draw, and which can be of particular
benefit to the teaching of reading comprehension, is that metacognitive
awareness can be raised through the verbalization of reading strategies
in small groups. Thus thinking aloudthinking aloudthinking aloudthinking aloudthinking aloud and talking in a smalltalking in a smalltalking in a smalltalking in a smalltalking in a small
cooperative groupcooperative groupcooperative groupcooperative groupcooperative group can serve the purpose of  learning to readlearning to readlearning to readlearning to readlearning to read.
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Although the results reported here are important for the teaching
of reading to speakers of other languages, they have to be considered
with caution because of the small size of the groups. A replication of the
study measuring the effects of small group interaction on metacognitive
awareness and reading comprehension is recommended with the
following modifications:  (a) The groups should be larger. (b) The test
should be more difficult, to allow for better discrimination between the
experimental and control groups. (c) The whole class discussion, which
followed the individual practice in the control group, should be
eliminated. This discussion, perhaps too similar in nature to the
verbalization treatment in the experimental group, might have had an
effect on the gains yielded by the control group.
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Appendix A: Research DesignAppendix A: Research DesignAppendix A: Research DesignAppendix A: Research DesignAppendix A: Research Design

Week 1:
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS
Training in reporting thinking processes and practice.

Week 2:
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS
Pre-Test: - Finding the main idea of 13 short texts

- Reporting on the thinking processes (recorded)

Week 3: (Beginning of the intervention)
Instruction: Finding the main idea.
EXPERIMENTAL:  + Group work CONTROL:   - Group work
(1) Modeling of strategy 1: (1) Modeling of strategy 2:

First and last sentence and     Categorization of key words
sign posts       a visual organizer.

(2) GW guidelines and practice (2) Individual practice
      of verbalization in groups

Week 4:
Instruction: Finding the main idea.
EXPERIMENTAL:  + Group work CONTROL:   - Group work
(1) Modeling of strategy 2: (1) Modeling of strategy 1: First and
     Categorization of key words      last sentence and sign posts in a

     visual organizer
(2) GW practice based on the (2) Individual practice
     guidelines and verbalization
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Week 5:
Practice of the two strategies taught in Weeks 3 and 4.
EXPERIMENTAL:  + Group work CONTROL:   - Group work
Students work on texts in Students work on texts
groups and report on their individually
process and product

Week 6:
Further practice: same as Week 5.

Week 7:
POST-TEST: same as pre-test. See Week 1.

Appendix B: Guidelines For WAppendix B: Guidelines For WAppendix B: Guidelines For WAppendix B: Guidelines For WAppendix B: Guidelines For Working In Small Grorking In Small Grorking In Small Grorking In Small Grorking In Small Groupsoupsoupsoupsoups

1. Initiate the discussion, define the problem and suggest a
procedure for solving the problem.

2. Listen carefully to others.
3. Speak in turn and let others speak too.
4. State your ideas or opinion contribute to the discussion.
5. Ask others for ideas or opinions.
6. Relate to others’ ideas and respond to them.
7. Check for comprehension.
8. Ask for clarification.
9. Clarify or elaborate.
10. Summarize, pulling related ideas together after the group has

discussed them.
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Appendix C:  Group Observation FormAppendix C:  Group Observation FormAppendix C:  Group Observation FormAppendix C:  Group Observation FormAppendix C:  Group Observation Form

While observing the group in action, try to identify behaviors of the
types described below. Write one or two examples of each.
1. Did anyone initiate the discussion?
2. Did everyone listen carefully to the others?
3. Did everyone talk in turn?
4. Did everyone contribute to the discussion?
5. Did everyone ask others for ideas or opinions?
6. Did everyone contribute to others’ contributions?
7. Did anyone check for comprehension?
8. Did anyone ask for clarification?
9. Did anyone clarify or elaborate?
10. Did anyone summarize?


