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Abstract

This synthesis is a review of research investigating the role of reading aloud at the high school level. Reading aloud is common place in school, but according to the findings within this study it is often incorrectly practiced. Studies indicate that a socially interactive group read aloud is most effective, where the students can collaborate with each other. Studies also indicate that motivation and engagement in a text are integral for the read aloud to be effective. One study found that reading aloud had a negative impact on reading comprehension. The findings suggest that reading aloud was most effective when it was a social activity and the students could work together, rather than having the teacher read aloud to the students with no engagement in the text.
The Efficacy of Reading Aloud as a Strategy for Assisting Learning Disabled Adolescent Readers
It can easily be argued that proficiency in the English Language Arts (reading, writing, listening, speaking, and viewing) is the most important facet of education. The ability to read and write well provides a foundation for all other modes of educational inquiry and extends into our everyday lives with unparalleled chances for application. However, despite the importance of being literate, students are failing to make the grade at an increasingly alarming rate. According to the 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress released in March 2010, 33% of students scored below the basic achievement level at the fourth grade level, and in grade eight, 25%, were at a level that “indicates partial mastery of fundamental skills” (“Learner Outcomes” 2009). The statistics are a bit difficult to navigate because they do not provide an accurate picture of how many students are at the basic level. However, partial mastery of fundamental skills is not something to be taken lightly. Additionally, there are approximately 6 million high school students who fall far behind their peers in terms of literacy. Worse yet, an estimated 3,000 students drop out of high school a day. For many students who are already a number of grade levels behind their peers in terms of literacy, “the secondary years provide a last chance…to build sufficient reading skills to succeed in their demanding courses” (Joftus, as cited by Slavin et al., 2008 p. 290). 
A variety of factors influence a student’s ability to read. Some students lack the ability to comprehend texts as easily as their peers and that can affect the quality of their reading as well as the quantity of what they read. These students are often called struggling readers as they fall somewhere between the student who reads at level and students who are learning disabled. A struggling reader can be defined as a student who has cognitive difficulties coupled with feelings of low self confidence (Guthrie and Davis, 2003). Unfortunately, as a result of these factors, struggling readers tend to be labeled as learning disabled when there is no disability present (Roberts, Torgesen, Boardman, & Scammacca, 2008). Students who are considered learning disabled (LD) are separate from the aforementioned group because of an identifiable condition which will require varying degrees of management strategies depending on the condition. There is any number of ways that a student can exhibit conditions present to be considered learning disabled. The most commonly known reading disability is dyslexia, where the reader will flip letters unintentionally. Struggling readers will not necessarily present any symptoms of disability, rather just a general lack of interest in a subject. A survey of over 1,700 students indicates such a phenomenon and identifies the problem as a disconnect between the students, the instruction, and the texts they are supposed to be engaged in (Ivey & Broaddus, 2001). That is, while schools should be emphasizing personal growth, responsibility, and individuality, they are subjecting students to a curriculum which treats them as if they are homogenous. This disconnect causes disinterest and resistance toward reading and school which adversely affects how well students performs in their classes (Guthrie, J., & Davis, M. 2003; Ivey & Broaddus, 2001). Additionally, a struggling reader may be more resistant toward a text based on its structure since structure lends itself to how difficult a text is perceived (Caldwell, 2004).

Previously, provisions were made to separate out special needs students to make sure their special education needs were met; however, in recent years there has been a movement toward unified classrooms where students who are labeled as LD are included in the classroom proper. The hope is that regardless of the student’s cognitive abilities, effective intervention applied in an inclusion classroom can only benefit the class as a whole. In recent years, more attention has been paid to older struggling readers and readers with LD and as a result we are seeing a large number of intervention programs, once saved for the special education classroom, finding their way into the general classroom despite the fact there is little clear evidence of what actually works in terms of intervention (Slavin, Cheung, Groff & Lake, 2008). 

A significant problem facing students today is The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). The NCLB is a sweeping piece of legislation which promotes high-stakes standardized testing as a way to quantitatively measure the progress of students at almost every grade level. Since the passage of NLCB, a continuing debate has raged regarding its efficacy. There are a variety of reasons for the controversy surrounding the act such as a narrow curriculum focused primarily on cursory reading and math skills, schools intentionally reclassifying students to bolster their scores and teachers simply teaching to the test to meet the standards. A special proviso regarding students who are LD is that they must be included in the general classroom, rather than separated out to receive proper instructional intervention. The ultimate goal of NCLB is to promote individual educational achievements for all students, but it is causing issues in regards to the ability of teachers to be able to effectively manage and teach to a large number of children with a variety of educational needs.

Clearly, the situation poses a potential problem for all students, but a greater impact is felt by students who are LD who are expected to be able to perform at level with their peers, sometimes with little or no support from special education teachers, as well as students who are struggling readers who may be developmentally years behind their peers. Support must then come from a general education teacher who is taxed for time and burdened with the pressure of making sure all students are meeting the standards and also making sure that they are meeting the needs of their students with IEPs. Failure to do so can result in the loss of school fudning, or worse, teachers stands to lose their jobs. The answer to this conundrum, some believe, is found in the ways in which we conduct our classrooms.
Regardless of the levels at which a student performs in prior grades, a lack of direct instruction produces declines in student performance throughout the middle and high school levels (Sarran 2003). A large body of studies has been produced at the elementary levels because of the impact that early literacy has on later success. According to Roberts et al. (2008), the problem lies with initial skills based instruction; it is either insufficient or improperly carried out. Roberts et al. go on to say that this compounds the problem because as students continue to progress, they have more ground to cover to make up for the poor instruction to read at level. Fortunately for the students, with proper intervention, it is entirely possible to recover the lost ground. Roberts et al. believe that a student would be able to achieve at level competency with proper intervention. 

Reading intervention is a broad term used to describe the targeted, direct instruction of reading which implements one or more of a variety of concepts. There are innumerable ways in which an educator could attempt a reading intervention: word studies where students explore words and their roots; direct vocabulary instruction; fluency instruction which focuses on reading aloud to improve speaking ability (Roberts et al., 2008); decoding words part by part (Archer, A., Gleason, M., and Vachon, V., 2003), as well as a multi-faced program like READ 180 which relies on computer programs, audio books, and a period of time set aside for sustained reading (Papalewis 2004). Each one of these interventions has shown a measure of effectiveness, especially the READ 180 program.  

Specifically, for the purpose of this paper, the reading intervention method of read aloud intervention is examined. Much like the other interventions mentioned there are a number of levels to read aloud protocols. The first is simply having students read the out loud, either to themselves or to the class with no critical engagement with the text, a “basic” read aloud. The next level beyond that is the “basic” teacher led read aloud, where the teacher reads out loud to the students, but does not extend questions to the students. Unless otherwise noted, the teacher led read aloud protocol I am referring to from here on out specifically refers to a third level, one in which a teacher will provide the student with scaffolds, auditory clues highlighting the mental processes used while reading a text. These clues typically come in at the end of a major section of text and in the form of questions, for example:  “What do you think will happen to this character?” or “What do you think that the protagonist meant when she said _____________?” These prompts help activate a child’s background knowledge which helps develop a greater understanding of the text (Lane & Wright, 2007). The aforementioned questions are types of non-immediate talk where questions are raised after a long period of text which typically lends itself to higher ordered thinking questions. If a teacher asked questions of the student like “What kind of watch was left in the hole of the tree in Chapter 4?,” this is an immediate talk question, which is content level and can be answered immediately after a sentence has been read. The final type of reading aloud is the student led read aloud where students read a passage out loud using the same auditory cues that their teacher would model to indicate their involvement with the text. I find this to be the highest order of the read aloud process since it is self-regulated by the student. Occasionally, this type of read aloud is referred to as a think aloud, and both are acceptable labels, but for the sake of clarity of purpose I will refer to this specific intervention as the read aloud protocol, or student led read aloud, unless otherwise noted. Any reference to the other two types will be referred to as base student led and base teacher led protocols, respectively. Read aloud protocol should not be confused with simply reading out loud without textual interrogation at all. 

Theories of cognition and meta-cognition are vital to this review and it is important to have an understanding of them before moving into a discussion of results. Some educators erroneously believe that cognition and intelligence are one in the same.  According to Haywood (2010) cognitive development is a deliberate intervention in development. The goal of cognition is to shape the development of a child: “Examples of fundamental cognitive processes are comparing, classifying, searching for solutions, scanning one’s knowledge base, and establishing logical relations among events and knowledge, among others” (p.26). According to Haywood, intelligence is incorrectly equated with cognitive process because it is a vague term which is used either too narrowly or broadly depending on the context. He argues that differences in intelligence “are associated strongly with learning effectiveness and efficacy and a host of other criterion variables, including social adaptation, job performance, and especially school achievement” (p. 25). By this, Haywood believes that intelligence relies on an entirely different set of factors than those for cognitive development which he mentions later in his paper.

The aim of read aloud intervention is to get children to think meta-cognitively so that they become aware of their thought processes and are able to engage with a text on a level deeper than just surface meaning. In light of how Haywood defines cognition, teaching meta-cognition is giving children the ability to understand the intervention process of cognition and control it for themselves. Students become aware of how they classify and how they find solutions and establish logical relations between what they read and their background knowledge. This is an especially powerful tool for students to learn because it empowers them. Meta-cognition empowers all students by showing them that learning and comprehension is not dependent on base intelligence, but understanding their thought process which allows for their own mental growth and awareness. This understanding applies to all students, but especially to struggling readers and readers who are LD because they typically harbor low self confidence in their abilities. Meta-cognition makes students responsible for their own growth, and the Read Aloud allows them to tease out these mental processes for themselves. 

The hope is that when students become aware of how they think about information, they will be better able to comprehend any text they encounter, and hopefully they will be able to transfer the skill to real world applications. Additionally, meta-cognition, being aware of how you think and process information, is a higher-order function. This is vitally important for educators, now inundated with standards, to understand because higher-ordered questions become an important vehicle for lower level information (content level): “Students whose teachers asked more higher-ordered questions performed better on reconstructive comprehension reading tasks as well as higher-level tasks (Bradshaw, 2000, p. 144, as cited by Sarran, 2003, p. 16).” In other words, students who are able to answer higher-level questions are able to easily answer any content level questions given them and they can also handle themes, vocabulary, inference, and summarization (Sarran 2003).

The guiding research question of this paper is this: What evidence do quantitative and qualitative research studies provide about the effectiveness of guided reading practices, meaning teacher led read-aloud modeling practices, on the comprehension abilities of adolescent students with a variety of needs? 

Method

The primary research method was searching through a large number of databases: ERIC, Academic Research complete, Education Research Complete, Professional Development Collection, SocIndex, and PsychINFO. I searched for research using as many combinations of key words as I could come up with: reading intervention, read aloud, think aloud, adolescent, high school, Learning Disabled, guided reading. I sought out articles which also informed me of the background on my topic. I was most interested in understanding the differences in the ways teachers read aloud to their students since reading aloud has both its ardent adherents and teachers who loathe the practice. It was not just a matter of knowing that some teachers did it and others did not, but a matter of understanding why they felt so ardently about it in either direction. 

I attempted to find the most up to date literature though the search was a bit difficult because I was originally only looking at students who were learning disabled, so I gradually broadened my scope to apply read aloud strategy to all students. I also combed through the reference sheets of other articles for any work which seemed relevant. In some cases, I attempted to find previous articles by the same researcher to see how their methods and philosophy had developed, if at all.

Finally, in addition to the articles that I found which pertained specifically to adolescents, I also found articles which were that had a focus on students in primary or tertiary levels of education. If nothing else, these sources provided me with even more background and a good start for a discussion of theoretical frameworks for additional studies which I will discuss later in the paper.

Selection

Specific aspects of the think aloud theory affected my decision to include a particular study in this paper. First and foremost, the participants in the studies had to be enrolled in either middle or high school. Studies that focused on students who were either in primary or tertiary school were excluded at least for statistical purposes. These studies are included for background information and for potential guidelines for future studies. All studies reviewed focus on students whose primary language is English, and again, I draw from studies which examine the effects of read aloud on ESL students, but only when providing background and recommendations for future research. In most studies, multiple methods of reading intervention occurred at the same time. This did not immediately preclude their inclusion in this paper. Any study in which the effectiveness of reading aloud is clearly measured in any manner is included, regardless of its effectiveness when compared with other interventions within its program package. Any study that measures a reading intervention package as a whole without making a distinction in the efficacy of the various methods used is excluded. Within the studies I synthesize, there are multiple methods of research, both qualitative and quantitative, to provide a breadth of research outcomes. 

The aim of this paper is to focus in on the effectiveness of read aloud protocols for comprehension and the ability to articulate an understanding of text. Therefore, any study measuring outcomes simply in the interest of measuring effectiveness on test scores is excluded. In regards to measurement, studies use different methods of assessing the effectiveness of the read aloud protocols. Some use student surveys, others use student responses which are then coded to be evaluated, some use a test to measure skill, and some use actual classroom data and test scores to evaluate efficacy. To that end, no studies are excluded for any measurement purpose as long as the measure is for cognitive understanding, not solely for test taking strategies. In studies where the effectiveness of read aloud and think aloud protocols are contested and any study that contains a measured result, either positive or negative, is included. 

Turning to the Appendix, the basic elements of each primary source study are found in Table 1. The table gives the author, number of students studied, the purpose, the methods the authors used and a brief overview of the results. Table 2 contains ancillary information relevant to this research study and its secondary sources.
Results and Discussion

A debate is taking place among educators about whether or not read aloud is an effective method of teaching in a classroom setting. Educators hold a variety of opinions, but without being able to interview each of them we turn to what the reveals about the read aloud process. Overall, in all of the research I found, the way in which reading aloud is approached plays an important role in how effective reading aloud is. As I mentioned earlier, there are different methods of reading aloud. I believe the lack of clarity on the subject affects the acceptability of the practice. Are prompts being given? What terminology is being used to identify what type of read aloud is being used? Interestingly enough research I found closely mirrors the opinions held on the subject as well as the range of methods employed by teachers in the field.

Typically, reading aloud has a positive effect on student comprehension. Of the studies collected, all with different measures of effectiveness, only three reported neutral or negative effects. The remaining studies show evidence of gains, some very significant. 

In 2002, Sarran studied the effectiveness of three different methods of reading intervention on students who were struggling readers, but not learning disabled. When given the McGraw-Hill placement test as a pretest, the students consistently scored one to four reading levels below their appropriate reading level. Participants ranged in ages from 13 to 15. The students were split into three groups: The first group used buddy journals, the second used think aloud, and the third used reciprocal teaching. To ensure that the students were correctly measured, the pre-tests were subjected to a t-test which determined that there was no statistical difference between each group’s pre-test scores. 

The rationale for the buddy journal was that it would provide a space for critical analysis and encourage students to write at the same time. After reading a section of text, the students were given a graphic organizer as their journal which they then filled out; they gave their own opinions and inferences and then wrote questions to ask their buddy. They were also given an open space for new questions after class discussions. Students then traded papers with their buddy and were given a chance to compare and contrast their ideas with their friend’s.

The second group experienced a scaffolded teacher led read aloud, where the teacher read a section of the text and then asked certain questions about it. Unfortunately, Sarran does not report the types of questions asked, and whether or not they were higher ordered. Another glaring fault with this research was that the students were already aware of some of the elements in the story and Sarran makes mention of that. This calls into question the true efficacy of the read aloud. Sarran goes on to describe the procedure:

As I read the title of the book, I predicted what this book might be about based on the title. I then shared other African tales that I have heard or read about. I commented on the beautiful artwork and compared it to other books with similar artwork. I noticed the girl holding the mirror and thought to myself, aloud, that the title says Daughters and there was only one daughter pictured on the cover of the book. While reading every page, I stopped, asked myself questions, compared the characters to people I knew, spoke about their character traits, remarked on the setting and made predictions. (Sarran p.p. 25 & 26)

At the end of the read aloud, students were handed a copy of the last four pages of the story and they were instructed to pair up and take turns reading aloud to each other. 

Finally, for the last group Sarran taught the reciprocal teaching strategy, where predictions were made before reading began. During the reading, the students actively made changes to the predictions given by Sarran and at the end if the reading discussion questions were asked by both Sarran and the students. Sarran followed the same model for different texts over a 6 week period followed up with the post test.
  On the 7th week of the study, students were given a post test to gauge their improvement. Sarran’s results indicate that while there was no significant statistical difference between the efficacies of any of the methods, all were effective. Each bolstered the participants’ reading almost one full grade level by the end of the study. A major difference between this study and others covering this subject is this is one of the few studies that had students work as a group, or in pairs, as a way to promote language development. This is a vital component found in a research synthesis on the positive effects of social learning on literacy and development by Suzanne Farah (2008). Farah’s review is a broad spectrum synthesis examining studies on both elementary and high school level students. Specifically at the high school level, Farah claims that peer scaffolding is a form of social learning that proved to be particularly effective, which is definitely a finding to consider in further research.

More corroborating evidence for the efficacy of read aloud can be found in students who were directly identified as LD. Mastropieri, Scruggs, Hamilton, Wolfe, Whedon, and Canevaro (1996) studied students’ comprehension levels using the think aloud technique as the variable with non-fiction texts. The theoretical basis for their study is the fact that other studies have shown that students, LD students especially, who are led through a thought process end up being able to remember and access information learned through that process more readily than if they were presented with information absent of reasoning it out. There are various levels of LD present within the subjects, ranging from text processing and memory issues to mild mental retardation.  

An important factor to consider in this study is the researchers took the students’ IQ scores and measured the difference between the experimental group and the control group. The researchers then placed those who scored lower on the IQ test in the experimental group. This is something to keep in mind even though the experimental group scores were only four points lower than those of the control group. Additionally, another important factor is the fact that the researchers conducted what would be considered a teacher-led read aloud with the experimental group where they give verbal prompts to the students at certain benchmarks to ensure the students’ participation. In this study, there is no measure of self-efficacy was used.

Students were presented with a text which was broken up into brief paragraphs printed in 18 point font to break up the sentences to one sentence per line. Researchers then read a practice sentence and question aloud to the students in the experimental group, using a sentence like, “The penguin carries its eggs on the tops of its feet” (Mastropieri et al., 1996, p. 5). Then the researcher prompted the students by asking, “Now, can you think of why it would make sense that the penguin carries its eggs on the tops of its feet” (p. 5)? Students were given ten seconds to formulate their response. If students answered correctly, they moved on and if the student answered incorrectly, the researcher would explain the answer. The actual test followed the same procedure as the practice. The control group followed the same process but they did not receive a prompt, i.e., a leading question asking why a particular sentence in the text made sense. At the end of the study, students in both conditions were asked to complete a final task, which was a permutation of the conditions present for the control and experimental groups. The students were asked to recall what they read, and were given 15 seconds to respond to the question at hand.
Mastropieri et al. found that there is a split between the ability to recall facts and actually comprehended the texts read. By a small margin of 2%, after a mean adjustment for IQ level, students from the experimental group were better able to recall facts from the stories they read. When comparing the recall ability of both groups past the 50% benchmark, a more significant change was noticed. In the control group, only 46.6% of the students scored above 50% in terms of recall whereas 71.4% of the experimental group scored above the 50% recall benchmark. Additionally, the researchers claim that there was a significantly greater ability to comprehend what the students read by measuring their ability to explain underlying relationships; however, they did not provide any sort of indication as to the measurement and outcomes. Mastropieri et al.’s outcomes support the claims made by both Haywood and Sarren about read aloud protocols being influential for acquiring content level knowledge. Clearly, a 25% jump in the number of students able to reach the 50% benchmark is a huge accomplishment. The split then came from the grades received. A larger number of students were able to do better, reaching 50%, but their overall scores were still considered unsatisfactory by the researchers.

In addition to positive results for reading aloud, there are data that indicate a neutral effect. Research conducted by Caldwell and Leslie in 2003 indicates that that think aloud prompts did not necessarily benefit the student and pre and post test scores indicated a lack of efficacy. Caldwell and Leslie’s study was directly aimed to determine whether students who were successful readers in middle school remained successful when they transferred from middle to the high school. The study was fairly limited in scope, examining eight students total, six girls and two boys in an urban middle school. The students were already considered proficient readers by the researchers. 

Caldwell and Leslie selected high school level texts for the students to work with, and they assessed the students’ prior knowledge by an informal survey; they did not include a copy of the questions in the report. After the initial background knowledge check, the researchers scored students on a three point scale (0, 1, 2, 3). The students then received instructions for the task they were to complete. They had to read a passage and at a certain point they encountered the word “stop” written on the page by the researchers. The students then had to give some sort of verbal feedback that they had previously seen modeled by the researchers. Student responses were recorded and codified with one of thirteen tags describing the type of read aloud the student used. Students were then asked to tell the researchers everything they could remember about the subject. Student comprehension was measured by the ability to answer questions about the texts with or without looking back to find their answers.
This experiment is a good example of a scaffolded step between teacher led read aloud and self-sufficient read aloud. The researchers found that while the think aloud protocol did exactly what it was supposed to do in activating key elements of background knowledge, the effectiveness of thinking aloud depended more on the difficulty of the text and engagement of the student in the text and less on the ability of the student to respond with a read aloud prompt. 

While Caldwell and Leslie’s work yielded important findings about the effects of read aloud on comprehension, there were some significant flaws with their study. A significant omission is the fact that the researchers in no way ever tell you the types of questions asked in regard to background knowledge, just that background knowledge was measured. Second, the researchers provide information about the types of codes they ascribe to the read aloud responses that students gave, but they fail to give the actual responses. Finally, a sample of the text that the students read should have been provided as well as sample student responses. Without these elements, there are significant gaps which, if filled, would only have strengthened their overall report.

The study by Caldwell and Leslie lends support to a point made by Rapp, van den Broek, McMaster, Kendeou, and Espin (2007) in their article examining higher order comprehension issues struggling readers possess. Citing Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth, 1980; Taylor and Williams, 1983; and Williams, 2003; Rapp et al. claim, “the content and format of texts also influence struggling readers’ comprehension. Struggling readers often have little knowledge of narrative or expository structures and as a result they do not rely on structures as their guide (p. 299). This point also raises questions about the ability of students to activate their prior knowledge regarding a topic while engaging a text when it comes time for read aloud protocols. Prior knowledge has not been tracked as a meaningful indicator in any read aloud study I encountered. Prior knowledge typically is just considered as a way to measure where the student has knowledge already, but little has been done to measure to what extent prior knowledge affects outcomes.

Not all the studies I found exhibit favorable outcomes for reading aloud. A Masters level research project conducted by Minichiello-Schmidt (1998) found a potential negative correlation between reading aloud and comprehension. The study was conducted over a period of one month and it exposed two groups of students to different texts, one to a narrative and the other to an argument paper. Minichiello-Schmidt’s control group read silently while her experimental group received the read aloud protocol. Each group received the text administration twice a week for the entire month of January. Posttest scores indicated that there was a statistically insignificant difference between the two groups, with a mean score of 2234 for the control and 2181 for the experimental. Minichiello-Schmidt posits that the difference in score may be due to the potentially distracting nature of the read aloud protocol.

There are positive and negative aspects of Minichiello-Schmidt’s research. First, she provides examples of the texts and tests used to gauge the efficacy of reading aloud. This is extremely beneficial for anyone desiring to review or replicate her research. Presenting her reading and tests, coupled with her explanation of the process that she went through to come to the conclusion that reading aloud actually produces a negative change when compared to the control group, shows a lack of understanding about the theories involved in cognitive development. 

A drawback is from the beginning of her research, Minichiello-Schmidt’s methodology only scratches the surface of the various types of read aloud protocols. Earlier in the paper, I define four common examples of read aloud practices: base student led read aloud, base teacher led read aloud, teacher led read aloud, and read aloud. Minichiello-Schmidt only examines what I call the base teacher led read aloud, where the teacher or researcher simply reads a section of text out loud without using the text as an anchor for higher level thinking and comprehension questions. This technique understandably resulted in a negative correlation in comparison to other studies which suggest the benefits of asking comprehension questions, especially when we consider Haywood’s finding that prompting the students with comprehension questions will draw both higher level comprehension and content level questions together. A review of the questions on Minichiello-Schmidt’s handouts shows that the questions are largely content level questions, rather than higher level thinking questions. To add to that, the questions are not complex, and the study did not allow the students to write their answers; the questions are all multiple choice.
Conclusions Based on Study Outcomes

Given the variety of results, what inferences can be drawn about the studies? Do different methods of administration of the read aloud affect the comprehension of the experimental groups or does it depend solely on their status as general education students versus special education students? Are there any differences in comprehension outcomes between teacher-led read aloud and those that are student led? A very important question is even if the teacher led read aloud protocols are successful, does this translate to success when students read aloud on their own? 

I believe that data suggest that read aloud protocols, if properly constructed, can have an amazing impact on the students’ ability to learn and comprehend. Evidence shows that it does not matter whether students are a struggling reader or LD, they will still reap benefits from reading aloud and interrogating the text. Currently, data is missing to show one way or the other that student led read aloud is different from teacher led in terms of comprehension. Only one study looked at reading intervention from a student centered perspective. This is a worthwhile question to explore in further research. Despite Caldwell and Leslie’s grim prediction of student success diminishing without direct instruction, there is hope that properly training students as readers will produce lifelong readers and learners.

Implications for Further Research

A significant amount of data exists suggesting the benefits of teacher led read aloud and student led read aloud as long as they extend beyond a basic reading-only level. Data suggest that students who are struggling readers, LD, or an average student can benefit from reading aloud if it is properly implemented. Additional research could be done to extend the read aloud to the entire classroom as a pro-social activity. Additionally, some data suggest that the social aspect of learning actually has a significant impact on development. Taking this idea and applying it to a classroom setting that is student focused, where the students are doing the work and asking the questions may yield positive results, and not just for comprehension measures. I would interested to see what kind of outcomes would present themselves if Caldwell and Leslie and Mastropieri et al. conducted studies similar in structure to Sarran’s with a group focused read aloud rather than studying the students on an individual basis.
Currently, this field of research lacks adequate large-scale quantitative studies on the subject of reading aloud in the middle and high school levels. Plenty of qualitative research studies have been conducted, but many of these studies investigate multiple modes of reading intervention as a package, rather than exploring each facet of the intervention package individually.  Additionally, an extensive number of studies examine the comprehension of primary level students, ESL, and to a lesser degree, tertiary students, and any number of those studies would be worth extending to study secondary students. In doing so, research might answer some of the questions that were raised in the introduction about the lack of direct instruction at these levels. Additionally, little evidence supports the idea that a basic teacher led read aloud will then in turn affect how the student reads a text. A study providing evidence of teacher led practices influencing student led practices and comparing the comprehension results between the two would be of immeasurable benefit to the study of comprehension and read aloud protocol. 

When studies are conducted there should be a method of collecting meaningful data regarding prior knowledge of a subject before conducting the experiment. Read aloud theory is based on activating prior knowledge and having a greater understand of the student’s prior knowledge of a subject will help inform the researcher of the true efficacy of read aloud protocols. This may also help establish a way to normalize data to more accurately score comprehension.

Conclusion

For older students, read aloud intervention can have a number of benefits depending on the type of read aloud used. With teacher led read aloud practices, students can hear how a teacher interacts with the text and understand how to interrogate the text for meaning. Additionally, students are exposed to the proper cadences of speech when reading; thus the text comes alive for the students.  When students lead the read aloud, the teacher is removing a scaffold and allowing students to make full use of their meta-cognitive interactions with the text. Additionally, it allows the teachers to provide feedback to the students when they falter with any understandings they might be having difficulties with.
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Appendix
	Table 1

Overview of Research Methods and Result: Primary Sources

	Author(s) Date
	Participants
	Purpose
	Methods
	Results

	Caldwell, J., & Leslie, L. (2003)
	Eight 8th Graders

6 girls, 2 boys

Non LD
	To determine the role reading aloud plays on reading success and whether success in middle school is determinative of reading success in high school.
	Pre-test comprehension was established before the study was conducted. Students were given multiple levels of texts. Their comprehension was coded using one or more of twelve think aloud prompts (such as asking questions, inferring meaning, predicting outcomes) used to gauge students’ interaction with the text. Comprehension was then measured by a post-test.


	Think aloud prompts did not necessarily benefit the student. Pretest indicated that all students participating were coming into the study with the same key knowledge and An analysis of the results show that difficulty and length of text was more indicative of successful comprehension, not reading aloud.

	Mastropieri, M., Scruggs, T., Hamilton, S., Wolfe, S., Whedon, C., & Canevaro (1996)
	29 7th and 8th Students

LD
	To evaluate practices of active reasoning with the text on non-fiction texts.
	Participants would read a passage of expository text and then be asked to infer meaning of content in an attempt to draw connections between the facts and the reasons for them. A control group was used where no interaction with the text was used before being asked to recall and infer information.


	Student recall between the two groups was statistically insignificant between the two groups, however, the test group had a higher level of comprehension of the text compared to the control group.

	Minichiello-Schmidt, K. (1998)
	40 high school students. All levels. 
	The aim of this study was to evaluate to the read aloud practices of students to measure any correlation between reading aloud and comprehension.
	40 students were randomly selected and divided up into 4 sections. Two groups were administered a section of text to be read silently and a test. The other two sections were administered the same text read aloud and given the same test to measure comprehension.


	The difference between the two tests were minimal, however, the students who read silently ended up scoring 53 points higher on the test over students who read aloud. The author infers that this discrepancy may be linked to the distraction that reading aloud may provide in a group setting.



	Table 1 cont’d.

Overview of Research Methods and Result: Primary Sources

	Papalewis, R. (2004)
	622 8th graders

381 boys, 241 girls

Urban setting

Non LD
	To evaluate the efficacy of the READ 180 program which uses modeled reading and thinking aloud as one method of reading intervention
	Pretests were given to 622 8th graders. The sample was specifically given to IAS students who had a grade of D or F in their English classes and also failed the district writing assessment. Students then participated in the READ 180 program for 2 years and then a test was administered to evaluate the effectiveness of the program.
	Overall results indicate that the students who participated in the READ 180 program actually made significant improvements on test scores. So much so, they outscored the control group when compared with pre/post testing scores. When comparing pretest with posttest scores, the students participating in READ 180, students improved their grades by 4%. A significant finding when comparing pretest to posttest scores is the difference in grade between the test group and control group is that the test group scored 10% higher on reading comprehension.


	Serran, G. (2002)
	58 8th graders

3 classrooms (19,19,20 students)

Urban setting


	To evaluate the effectiveness of three different modes of reading intervention. 
	58 students were selected based on placement test scores. Students were not aware of the study that was taking place. A different intervention was given for each classroom: buddy journals, think aloud strategy, and reciprocal teaching strategy. All three classes worked from the same texts for the study.

	Results indicate that while there was no statistical difference between the interventions, the overall benefit to the students was an improvement of nearly an entire grade level in reading comprehension between pre and post testing within the 7 weeks of the study. 


	Table 2

Overview of Research Methods and Result: Secondary Sources

	Author(s), Date
	Studies
	Purpose
	Criteria for Inclusion/Methods
	Findings

	Archer, A., Gleason, M., & Vachon, V. (2003)
	N.A.
	Used for background information on alternative types of reading interventions other than read alouds.


	Not applicable to this study.
	Not applicable to this study

	Farah, S. (2008)
	4
	A research synthesis examining the positive effects of social learning and peer discourse.


	N.A.
	Social learning and peer discourse are essential to language development when properly conducted.

	Guthrie, J., & Davis, M. (2003)
	N.A.
	Background on student reading practices and motivations.


	N.A.
	N.A.

	Haywood, H. (2010)
	N.A.
	Used for information on cognitive and metacognitive research.


	N.A.
	N.A.

	Ivey, G., & Broaddus, K. (2001)
	N.A. 
	A survey of middle school students to find what makes them want to read.


	Surveyed 1,765 students and interviewed 31 students in three classrooms.
	Students valued independent reading and reading out loud. Personal over social reading aspects. Quality and diversity of reading materials was important to students in school reading success.



	Lane, H., & Wright, T. (2007)
	N.A.
	An overview of what practices make reading aloud most effective.
	N.A.
	Three types of reading were most effective, dialogic reading, text talk, and text referencing. 



	Rapp, D., Van den Broek, P., McMaster, K., Kendeou, P., & Espin, C.(2007)
	N.A. 
	A study that investigates the cognitive processes that underlie comprehension
	N.A.
	Used for background information on cognitive theory, not for data of the study.

	Table 2 cont’d.

Overview of Research Methods and Result: Secondary Sources

	Roberts, G., Torgesen, J., Boardman, A., & Scammacca, N. (2008)
	N.A.
	Reviews literature of evidence based research on reading comprehension for older LD students.
	Reviews studies based on a modification to the National reading panel’s year 2000 report. The modifications are:

· Word Study

· Fluency

· Vocabulary

· Comprehension

· Motivation
	Results are indicated by category.

Reading should never replace systematic classroom instruction.

Comprehension strategies need to be taught along side of practical applications of each strategy. In regards to reading motivation: Support student autonomy, variety of texts and social interaction based on reading are all key.

	Slavin, R., Cheung, A., Groff, C., & Lake, C. (2008)
	33 studies of at least 12 weeks in length
	Systematic review of current studies on 4 types of reading interventions.
	· Had to evaluate middle/high school reading programs

· Involved 7-12 grade students. 6th was also permissible if included with higher grades

· Control and experimental groups

· Study must be in English

· Benchmarks required

· Random assignments


	A positive correlation was found for studies that emphasized instructor and interaction based instruction over technology alone. 


