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strength of this study was that participants 

received frequent testing and interrater reliability 

of assessments revealed a mean of 98% 

agreement.  Fidelity was addressed by examining 

audiotape recordings of six baseline and 18 

intervention sessions with experimental group 

one for all instances where one of the strategies 

was used.  However fidelity index was unknown. 

 

Recommendations  

 

Several concerns were apparent 

regarding the design and methodology of the 

research reviewed.  It is recommended that 

future research focus on the following to provide 

higher levels of evidence: randomly assign 

participants to groups; outline intervention 

clearly to increase reproducibility; assess and 

document implementation to improve fidelity; 

assess quality of leader-student dialogues 

because of the importance of scaffolding; assess 

post-test measures on all four strategies; blind 

raters who are analyzing the intervention and 

assessments; and test for transfer and 

generalizability.   

 

It is hypothesized that if RT is 

implemented by a Speech-Language Pathologist 

(S-LP), participant comprehension may increase.  

This is because the success of RT depends 

somewhat on a teacher’s ability to provide an 

“on-line diagnosis that will guide her own level 

of participation, a level of participation that is 

finely tuned to the student’s changing cognitive 

status” (Palincsar & Brown, 1984, p. 169).  S-

LP’s have considerable training and experience 

in remediation for learning disabilities, 

comprehension processes, comprehension 

breakdowns, and scaffolding.  Therefore, S-LP’s 

may be well-attuned to the student’s needs and 

posses the ability to competently scaffold 

accordingly.   

 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

In general, the studies included in this 

review are relatively strong.  Minor weaknesses 

were evident in the lack of proper randomization 

and in describing the intervention, which created 

unknown treatment fidelity.  According to 

Dollaghan (2007), a well known researcher and 

teacher of evidence-based practice, the 

information in this analysis is overall compelling 

for both validity and importance.  According to 

the Oxford Centre for Evidence-Based Medicine 

(2001), the study designs lend to a high level of 

evidence (levels 1 and 2), which strongly 

supports the hypothesis (grade A/B).  Therefore, 

the present research findings suggest that 

implementing the use of RT in the classroom 

setting or in small groups can increase the 

reading comprehension of participants of various 

ages who are either normal-learners or learning 

disabled. 
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