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Abstract

 John Flavell defines metacognition as referring, “…to one’s knowledge concerning one’s own cognitive processes and products or anything related to them…” (as cited in Resnick, 1976, p.232) also commonly known as “thinking about one’s thinking.” Some of us naturally think about our thinking while reading and we do not even realize that we are doing it. In this paper you will read about the research done on metacognition, as well as, the study  I conducted in my classroom over a period of six-weeks in which I taught fourth grade students who struggle with comprehension how to use metacognitive skills in the area of reading to enhance their comprehension of different text.  My study mainly focused on the regulation aspect of metacognition that is used before and during reading. 
Introduction
Most individuals have probably played the game of Tic-Tac-Toe at least once in his/her life. The objective of the game is to be the first player that gets three of his/her X’s or O’s in a row horizontally, vertically, or diagonally. This may seem like a simply game of placing letters into boxes; but, it involves a great deal of thinking. It requires players to make predictions about where they should move, what might happen if a certain move is made, and what they think their opponent’s next move will be. It also requires players to possess or learn how to use certain strategies that will enable them to win the game. This whole process of thinking reflects what metacognition is.

My research project will be centered on the theory of Metacognition mainly focusing on one’s regulation of their thinking by using “metacognitive strategies” (Israel, 2007, p.4). For the purpose of this paper, I will use Susan Israel’s definition of metacognitive strategies. Israel (2007) defines metacognitive strategies as, “Tools to help develop thinking processes and include control over reading” (p.4). 

Rationale

Teaching different concepts in reading is what I struggle with as a teacher. Over the years I have been exposed to and used different mechanisms. But, metacognition has always been a topic that I have been curious about, mainly because of the cliché phrase that is associated with it, “thinking about your thinking”. I originally began to think about implementing metacognitive strategies into my teaching when I came upon a teacher’s blog called, “One Extra Degree: Confessions of a Teachaholic.” The creator of the blog had a section in which she shared different lesson that taught strategies associated with Metacognition. One lesson in particular looked engaging and interesting. It involved a student wearing a “think bubble” that had different question stems written on it. All of the question stem dealt with questions and thoughts students should have while they are reading. I never understood fully what metacognition was and it’s function in the area of reading. I also did not know how to teach students how to “think about their thinking.”  But, once she explained what metacognition was and how to teach it to students, I realized that this is something my students needed to learn because I found myself doing most of the thinking during reading.

There was one occasion in which I was reading aloud a book entitled, Two Bad Boys, to my students. I was forming most of the questions and drawing my own conclusions while my students were simply agreeing with me. That’s when it dawned on me that I was thinking for my students. It also explained why some of my students were doing poorly on their weekly reading assessments because I never required them to think while reading. Nor did I provide them with the appropriate instruction for thinking on their own. 
I also noticed that the only students that ever responded to the questions asked during the read-alouds, were my advanced students (students who read above the fourth grade Fountas and Pinnell level S). My proficient kids rarely engaged in the conversation, or my cusp, and non-proficient students (students who read below the fourth grade Fountas and Pinnell level S). I believe that these students rarely participated for three reasons: 1.) They did not comprehend what I read. 2.) They were afraid to share their thoughts 3.) They were not engaged in the conversation. 

This lead to my desire for all my students to be equipped with the proper “tools” and knowledge they needed in order to participate in class discussion; as well as, comprehend various types of text independently. 
Research Question

My original question for my study was, “How will metacognition influences students’ comprehension level after reading a passage?” As I started teaching my lessons on metacognition I felt that this question was too broad and needed to have more of a focus, because my instruction was not focused on a specific aspect of metacognition. This lead me to the question I ultimately decided to focus on, “Will the use of metacognitive strategies before and during reading, affect the comprehension level of non-proficient and struggling readers?” 
Literature Review

For my research study I referred to a host of articles and pieces of text that focused on metacognition. The different forms of text discussed research that focused on various aspects of metacognition, such as, the history, studies conducted, evidence of effective strategies, and examples of what to use in classrooms.

Meaning
There are various definitions for metacognition in which researchers have chosen to adopt. No matter which definition one decides to choose, they all “point” to the popular catch phrase “thinking about your thinking.” Metacognition involves two parts: monitoring and controlling one’s thinking (Martinez, 2006, p. 696; Woolfolk, 2007, p.267). Monitoring means to constantly think about one’s thoughts; while, control involves the regulation of thoughts (Woolfolk, 2007, p.267).  

Metacognition involves three forms of knowledge: declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge. According to Anita Woolfolk (2007), declarative knowledge involves knowing who you are as a learner and “knowing what to do” as a learner (p.267). She also states, procedural knowledge is, “…knowing how to use the strategies…,” and conditional knowledge is, “…knowing when and why to apply the procedures and strategies” (Woolfolk, 2007, p.267). Procedural and conditional knowledge is imperative because readers must know how to control their thinking by planning, using strategies, evaluating the effectiveness of their strategies, and changing their strategies if necessary (Baker, n.d.,Introduction section, para. 2). 

Metacognition ranges at different levels for individuals. When individuals are able to use metacognition automatically without concentrating on the fact that they are thinking metcognitively, it what Michael Martinez (2006) calls, “automaticity” ( p. 697) But, some individuals (especially struggling readers) do not have the necessary skills to monitor and control their thinking (Woolfolk, 2007, p. 268).
History

Martinez (2006) states that metacognition dates back to Socrates when he, “…trained his students to develop habits of metacognition” (p. 698).  Numerous researchers have expanded the theory of metacognition over the years. According to Linda Baker (2008), the initial stages of research focused on, “…why some students were more successful readers than others” (p.66). Then, the studies started to investigate the effectiveness of different strategies; and how to teach metacognition in the classroom (Baker, 2008, p.66-67). Over the years, numerous studies on the effectiveness of metacognition have led to its implementation into different parts of education. These studies have caused reading organizations such as, National Reading Panel, RAND Reading Study Group, and Writing for the National Research Council to make statements that advocate for the implementation of metacognition into instruction, literacy curricula, and/or teacher preparation courses (Baker, n.d., Instructional Implications section, para 1; Baker, 2008, p.65).

A plethora of research and many studies has been conducted by individuals from different fields of study. Baker mentioned that, developmental psychologist, reading researchers, and memory researchers have studied metacognition (Baker, n.d., Historical Roots of Inquiry in Metacognition section, para. 1 and 3). The term metacognition was birthed in the 1970’s by John Flavell and Ann Brown; but, some of the strategies for it stem from other researchers (Baker, n.d., Historical Roots of Inquiry in Metacognition section, para. 3). Lev Vygotsky and Jean Piaget helped contribute to metacognition (Baker, n.d., Historical Roots of Inquiry in Metacognition section, para. 4). Baker states that the two, “…included processes regarded as metacognitive in their theories of children’s thinking” (Baker, n.d., Historical Roots of Inquiry in Metacognition section, para. 4). Baker mentions, that Vygotsky’s theory of scaffolding emphasizes a form of instruction in which there is a “gradual transfer of responsibility” to the students as time progresses; which is evident in the classroom when a teacher models and then instructs the students to practice what was modeled (Baker, 2008, p. 67). An aspect of Piaget’s theory focuses on cognitive development through peer interaction. It stresses how social interaction between students influences them to verbalize and think about their thoughts. This is evident in metacognition because it enables students to express their thinking to others and, according to Baker, “…build new strategic capabilities” (Baker, n.d., Historical Roots of Inquiry in Metacognition section, para. 6). 

Themes

Regulation, strategies, type of effective instruction, and comprehension are several reoccurring themes in the readings about metacognition. Metacognition goes deeper than just simply having knowledge about one’s thinking. It involves having control over your thinking before, during, and after reading (regulation) by using a variety of strategies. Metacognition is influenced by effective instruction such as, scaffolding and direct instruction. And it aids in developing student’s comprehension.

Regulation. One can think about the relationship between metacognition and regulation as an umbrella. Metacognition would be the overarching covering and regulations would be the handle of the umbrella. Regulating helps one to control his/her thinking while they are reading. It involves the use of metacognitive knowledge and skills during the process of reading. 
The three different forms of metacognitive knowledge mentioned before (declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge) helps to constantly regulate the readers thoughts because they aid in constantly informing the reader about his/her comprehension (Woolfolk, 2007, p. 267). 

Metacognitive Skills. There are three skills that are intertwined with each phase of reading: planning, monitoring, and evaluating (Woolfolk, 2007, p. 267). These skills are another form of regulation because they create a step-by-step plan for controlling one’s thinking before, during, and after he/she reads. According to Mason, these skills enable students to regulate their own thinking in which they must use, “…self-instruction, goal setting, self-monitoring, and self-reinforcement” (Mason, 2004, p.284). 
Before one reads he/she should plan. The planning stage includes a reader developing and understanding the purpose for his/her reading; as well as, understanding the logistics of the text (Pressley & Gaskin, 2006,p.100; Woolfolk, 2007, p. 267). Such as, determining the amount of time to spend on the text, which strategies are necessary to use in order to comprehend, and which parts of the text need to be skimmed (Pressley & Gaskin, 2006,p.100; Woolfolk, 2007, p. 267). This stage also includes the reader previewing the text. This consists of looking at the different text features, such as, the title, pictures, table of content, and headings (if applicable). The reader is able to foresee what the text is going to be about during the planning stage (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.100).  

While one is reading, he/she needs to be monitoring. It requires one to use strategies that will enable comprehension such as, re-reading, underlining important information, reading at a slower pace, and stopping periodically to think about the text (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.100).  Monitoring also involves the reader making inferences based on the text, which requires one to determine what the author is intending to say even though it is not stated in the text(Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.100). Determining the main idea and visualizing the text is encompassed in this skill as well (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.100-101). Brown, Palincsar, and Armbruster have found self-directed summarization and self-directed questioning to be effective techniques of monitoring, in which students summarize and ask questions as they are reading (Brown, Palincsar, & Armbruster, 2004, p.788.)   

 
Evaluating is a reflective skill that requires the reader to “look back” on their understanding of the text after he/she reads. This involves determining if the strategies used were appropriate and if he/she comprehended what was in the text (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.101; Woolfolk, 2007, p.268). According to Pressley and Gaskins (2006), “After good readers complete a text, they think some more about it, perhaps skimming back through it or re-reading particular sections” (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.101). They also think about how and where the information from the text could be usefully (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.102).      

According to Mason, weaknesses in students’ reading comprehension arise from their lack of ability to use these metacognitive skills and use the proper strategies to “fix-up” their thinking (Mason, 2004, p.283). This leads us to our next theme of strategies. In order to regulate properly one must have the proper strategies to assist in this process

Strategies. Research has found that comprehension improves when students are given a variety of strategies to use that support their regulation of thinking (Boulware-Gooden, Carreker, Thornhill & Joshi, 2007, The Importance of Metacognitive Strategies section, para. 2; Mason, 2004, p.284; Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.103; Powerpoint slide 9). Strategies are sometimes referred to as the “tools” of metacognition, because they are able to correct a student’s thinking (Martinez, 2006, p. 696). The majority of the readings referred to strategies that could be done before and during reading. Making predictions, as well as, determining the purpose are examples of strategies that students can use before reading a text so that they can have a partial understanding of what they are about to read (Powerpoint slide 2 and 51; Mason, p.287; Pressley, p. 100). As I have mentioned before there are a variety of strategies a reader can use to help with their comprehension while they are reading, as well as, after they read. Strategies such as, making connections, slowing down the pace of reading, and summarizing have been found to be effective because they force a reader to concentrate on a passage verse just reading the passage for the sake of reading(Powerpoint slide 50-51; Mason, p.287; Pressley, p. 100-101;  Boulware-Gooden, Carreker, Thornhill & Joshi, 2007, Classroom Instruction Using Metacognitive Strategies section, para. 2). Strategies such as these provide a reader with concrete steps they can take to enhance their comprehension. 
Knowing a range of strategies is important because certain strategies may not work in certain situation. That is why knowing how to use strategies and where to use them is imperative (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.104; Powerpoint slide 52). Students must be taught where and how to use metacognitive strategies in order to effectively use them while reading. This is where the importance of teacher instruction comes into play

Types of Effective Instruction. Recently, my students went to see the North Carolina Symphony along with other schools from the Chapel Hill/Durham area. The conductor stated that the next composition they were going to play had a pause in it and a lot people assumed that it was the end of the composition even though it was not. He stated that they should listen carefully so they would not clap at the wrong time. The orchestra started playing and midway through the composition there was a long pause and some of the audience members clapped. Could one assume that the students were not listening? Or could we assume that the students clapped because an example of a long pause was not directly demonstrated to them when the conductor was giving his speech? This is the same idea behind teaching metacognitive strategies. Students must be shown examples and engage in models conducted by the teacher in order to understand how to use metacognition.
Direct-Explicit Instruction. In studies from the readings (such as, Palincsar and Brown’s Study 1), the researchers used explicit instruction and it was found to be effective in developing the participants’ comprehension (Brown, Palincsar, Armbruster, 790-792; Baker, n.d., Instructional Implications section, para. 1; Mason, p. 286 and 291; Boulware-Gooden, Carreker, Thornhill & Joshi, 2007, The Study section, para. 2, and Final Thoughts, para. 2). Direct-explicit instruction gives students the exact information that is needed. There is no ambiguity in regards to how to execute the task when this type of instruction is implemented, because the objective and procedures are explicitly stated. For instance in a study conducted by Palincsar and Brown, they found that students had difficulty summarizing and formulating questions on their own. But with the guidance of direct-explicit instruction on how to ask questions and state summaries, the students’ summaries and questioning improved over time (Brown, Palincsar, Armbruster, 791-792).  This also demonstrates the effectiveness of modeling which is an aspect of scaffolding. 
Scaffolding. Lev Vygotsky’s theory of scaffolding is found to be an effective from of instruction. As stated before  by Baker, scaffolding is the release of responsibilities to students over a period of  time, which begins with explicit teaching, then modeling, led by guided instruction/practice, and finally independent work performed by students (Baker,  n.d., Historical Roots of Inquiry in Metacognition section, para. 5). Teachers should state to students the purpose of metacognition and its strategies, and then they should model it. This can occur through “think alouds” in which the teacher verbally demonstrates his or her thinking to students. Martinez (2006) states this, “…can be a powerful source of cognitive processing that can be internalized by students” (p. 699). It allows students to actually see how to monitor and control their thinking. By practicing with students and guiding them through the process of regulation, students will gain more knowledge and later be able to use these skills independently. 
Finally, there is the independent practice portion of scaffolding. The cliché, “practice make prefect” applies to the practice of metacognitive strategies. In order for student to know where and how to use the strategies they must be presented with multiple opportunities to do so. For example, underlining important information is not going to guarantee comprehension. One must also use the strategy of summarization and questioning in order to understand why that part of the text is important and how it attributes to the reading. This realization comes through practice. Martinez (2006) states, “…students must have the opportunity to practice and must be placed in situations that require metacognition” (p. 699).  

Scaffolding is a proven effective method of teaching metacognition strategies. According to Baker, “Teacher-led interventions using metacognitively oriented reading instruction have resulted in gains in students’ metacognition as well as comprehension” (Baker, n.d.,Instructional Implications section, para. 1). Scaffolding is a teacher-led style of instruction that is effective because it “breaks-down” a huge amount of information into smaller sections so that students do not feel overwhelmed.  

Comprehension

As one has seen through the pervious sections, metacognition is a theory that helps students to comprehend text. The successful influence of metacognition des not only apply to the area of reading, but, it also applies to other subjects, such as math (Baker, n.d., Instructional Implications section, para. 1; Honeycutt, PowerPoint slide 5; Lent, 2009, p.64)
Strengths
As mentioned earlier, the theory of metacognition has been proven to enhance comprehension. There are numerous examples of research that show how one can enhance students’ comprehension through the use of regulation and strategies. As I have also mentioned, the research done on metacognition dates back to the 1970’s. This theory has been research overtime, as well as, in regards to different features of the theory. 
Weaknesses
Overall, metacognition has been found to be an effective theory through research, but it does have two areas of weaknesses. First, metacognition is not as successful with tasks that are more advanced than a student’s comprehension level (Woolfolk, 2007, p. 268). This means that if a reader is embarking on a task that is more advanced than his/her current comprehension level, the use of metacognition would not provide much aid. That is not to say that it will not benefit the reader in some form. 

Secondly, the questionnaires teachers might use to assess students’ metacognitive ability (such as, the Metacomprehension Strategy Index) have some “draw-backs”.  For example, in the questionnaire a student might say that they used a particular strategy but he/she may not have used that strategy at all during the reading process (Schmitt, 1990, p.457; Baker,  n.d., Assessment of Metacognition section, para. 5). So Maribeth Schmitt (1990), suggest that teachers use their observations to, “…verify the say/do relationship” (Schmitt, 1990, p.457). 

Application
 Metacognition has proven to be successful, and therefore, it has been implemented into reading programs and literacy curriculum. For example, aspects of metacognition are found in a program entitled, Reading Street, in which Durham Public Schools has adopted. It is also found in North Carolina’s Standard Course of Study for English Language Arts (ELA). For example, according to the fourth grade ELA objective 2.01, “students are required to use metacognitive strategies to comprehend text and to clarify meaning of vocabulary (e.g., reread the text, consult other sources, ask for help, paraphrase, question)” (“English Language”, n.d.).

There are several ways that one can implement metacognition into the classroom. As stated before, it can be implemented into reading instruction through direct explicit teaching and scaffolding, preferably in a small group setting because they are able to learn more (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006, p.110). An example of this would be guided reading group. Guided reading groups are conducive for metacognition because the teacher is able to teach the different aspect of metacognition through direct instruction. The purpose of guided reading groups is to provide reading instruction that students can use when they read independently.   

It can also be implemented when students engage in peer collaboration. For example, I recently conducting a guided reading lesson with a group of students, one of the group members expressed that she did not comprehend the current text that we were reading. I decided to have her peers engage in a conversation with her about the text in which they discussed the sequence of events. At the conclusion of the discussion the student stated that the peer collaboration help her to better understand the text. Social interaction amongst students positively affects comprehension because students are able to express their thoughts in reasoning in a setting that will cause them to think (Martinez, 2006, p. 698). This is reflective of Jean Piaget’s theory of cognitive development in which our interactions with others helps to advance our thinking (Baker, n.d., Historical Roots of Inquiry in Metacognition section, para. 4)  
Study
Participants
The participants in this study included nine students who were divided into three different guided reading groups based on their beginning-of-the-year benchmark Fountas and Pinnell reading level. I meet with these groups two to three times a week. All of the students were either non-proficient (reading below a Fountas and Pinnell level R for mid-year fourth graders), or struggling readers. I classified struggling readers as individuals who are reading on grade level, but, struggle with comprehending different forms of texts in their reading groups and on reading assessments that I had previously given in class. Students 1, 2, and 3 were in my lowest level reading group. Students 1 and 2 were at a level P (end of the year reading level for a third grader). Student 3 was at a level Q (beginning of the year reading level for fourth grade). Students 4 and 5 were in a group together and they both were at a level R. The last group included Students 6, 7, 8, and 9. Students 6, 7, and 8 were at a level R. Student 9 was at a level O. He was placed in this group because of his fluency level which was compatible to the other group members’ fluency level. Student 9 was later removed from this group during this study and given direct individual instruction because he showed no growth in his reading level when he was administered the mid-year reading assessment. 
Lesson
Overview. The lessons in my study went over a span of six non-consistent weeks (the weeks were non-consistent due to required testing from the district and other school events).  I taught the first week’s lessons in a whole group setting; and the remaining weeks’ lessons were taught in guided reading groups (small group setting). In the first week I focused on introducing metacognition and conducting think-alouds to demonstrate the metacognitive strategy of questioning. During week 2, I minimally implemented aspects of metacognition into the guided reading groups. For weeks 3 through 5, I focused on teaching and re-teaching metacognition strategies using fluency and reading passages. For the final week (week 6), I used explicit and direct instruction to teach strategies. The guided reading groups’ lessons focused more on independent work, in which the students independently read and use the strategies that they had been taught during the previous weeks.

Materials. The lessons from the first week came from the blog I mentioned earlier. The creator of the blog stated that she adopted the lessons from other sources, readingresources.com and Comprehension Connections by Tanny McGregor (Nickerson, 2010). There were some modifications to the lessons due to time limitations. I also adopted a term she used (“The Real Reading Salad”) and switched it to “Metacognition Salad”. For the read-aloud during the first lesson, I used the book Amazing Grace by Mary Hoffman. During the following weeks I used reading passages from a reading resource called, “Reading A-Z” (readinga-z.com). In some of the lessons, I used the leveled fluency passages from the site and the Book Club books two of the groups were reading when I began the study (Joey Pigza Swallowed the Key by Jack Gantos and Mick Harte Was Here by Barbara Park). I used the article, “What Is Metacognition?” to create a metacognition process chart (“What is”, n.d.). During the final week, I referred to a PowerPoint presentation that was used for a workshop at North Carolina State University in their Improving Reading Comprehension Using Metacognitive Strategies (IRCMS) program (“Improving Reading Comprehension”, n.d.). As for the assessments I used during the study, two of the reading assessments that I gave to the students came from the K12 Reader website (“4th Grade”, n.d.). I retrieved the final assessment from North Carolina’s Accountability Services website (“North Carolina”, 2009). The final assessment (A poem entitled, “The Diver”) was a NCEXTEND2 sample test item because two of the students have EXTEND2 testing modifications. I modified the assessment for the other students who did not have this modification by adding a fourth answer choice to each of the questions. 
Procedures. In the first week, I began the lesson with a survey to understand what the students already knew about metacognition. I placed a large sheet of chart of chart paper on the board and wrote the word “Metacognition” in the middle. I passed out sticky notes and asked the students to write down what they thought metacognition meant? After the students finished writing down their responses I asked them to place them on the chart paper. I read the responses aloud, and then stated to the students that metacognition meant “thinking about your thinking” because none of the students knew the meaning of metacognition. Then, I asked the students if they think while they read. Some of the students stated they think some of the time. Student 2 stated that she does not think while she reads. I explained to them that all readers should be thinking about their thoughts as they are reading. I also explained that some readers think about their thinking and they do not realize that they are doing this. I stated to the students that I was going to demonstrate what thinking about my thinking looks like through a think-aloud, and that we were going to make a “Metacognition Salad” using my thoughts. I placed a bowl labeled “Metacognition Salad” in the middle of the classroom. I explained that I was going to randomly pass out cards that had a letter on them: C, P, Q, T, or O. The “C” cards represented making connections, “P” stood for predictions, “Q” meant that I asked a question, and “T” represented if I focused on a word. I took the students to place the card in the salad bowl anytime I did one of the metacognitive skills as I was reading. I read aloud the book, Amazing Grace by Mary Hoffman and stopped periodically to demonstrate what I was thinking aloud. The students put the appropriate cards in the bowl as I was thinking aloud. After the reading, we discussed how many cards I had in the bowl and how it showed that I was thinking as I was reading. 
On the next day, I had my students read a book with a partner, and use the same metacognitive skills I demonstrated on the previous day with the “Metacognition Salad”. I started the lesson by modeling for the students what I wanted them to do with their partners by conducting a brief read-aloud with a student using a book that she chose. I placed a think bubble over my head that consisted of sentence starters and question stems (Figure 1) so that the students could see different examples of how to express their thoughts. The student and I took turns reading two pages from her book. We stopped periodically and used a sentence starter or questions stem to express our thoughts aloud. For example, I stated, “I wonder what the character will do next in the story.” After the demonstration, I passed out sticky notes so that the students could write their thoughts down. The students got with a partner and did what I modeled with their partner. The think bubble was placed on the board so that the students could reference it during their discussions. 
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Figure 1. Think bubble. Think bubble used in lesson 2. 
For the second week, I decided to use metacognition with the nine participants in their guided reading groups. I instructed the students to write down their thoughts that they were having while they read their fluency passage and book for their Book Club independently. When they meet with their group, they discussed the thoughts they had written down. I realized the focus of my study needed to change to focusing more on metacognition strategies to use before and during reading, because a student stated she did not understand metacognition. 
During the third week, I continued to have the students write down their thoughts while they read their fluency passages and books. When we meet in the groups I asked the students to share their thoughts and retell me what they read in their books. I took away Students 4 and 5 Book Club book (Mick Harte Was Here) because they were unable to comprehend a majority of different events that were occurring in the story because the book was too difficult for them. Some of the students were not able to correctly answer the comprehension questions for their fluency passages.  This led me to create a metacognition process chart that was adopted from the article, “What is Metacognition?” (“What is”, n.d.). The chart demonstrated what students where to do before, during and after reading (Figure 2). I explained the chart to the students during the latter part of week 3. At the end of the week, I gave the students a reading assessment in which they had to read a passage entitled, “The Great Depression”, and answer five comprehension questions based on the reading. The students completed the assessment independently. 
[image: image2.jpg]| ﬂ@t(AOOﬁﬂbJ(/LOﬂ
"—\ﬂi

EVALUATIN
*Reflectlon

PLANNXN@

i o1h|nk abw}

~connechions

_Topio -Pradichons ;ti[” 16 ] /

g = Predichions l;in-ﬁcren(ﬁ ' -‘\’\,i—(;l my plan |
- ~ Gonnection ——%ﬁhxi' clues worl!
| wv% cture, bk = Yext features -bid T

" e?&- m‘qﬁg v gmphm ogamzrr (Dh\ﬁ!thtlk}l |) ,
L dsapion  solunon) A 'WRITE C°mm€nb -.Wna% do 1

Ohd

heed 1o D rext




Figure 2. Metacognition Process Chart. Chart was created using the article, “What is Metacognition?”
The study was put at a halt for one week due to my school district’s mandate to administer mid-year reading assessments. After this week I continued with the study. During weeks 4 and 5, the students were given a new reading passage and I continued to use the metacognition process chart as a guide to teaching the strategies during the group lessons. The lessons focused on re-teaching the students how to make predictions before reading by referencing the title pictures. I also taught the students how to determine whether or not they comprehended the text as they were reading through visualization. I stated to them if their brains stopped “playing the movie” of what was happening in the text, they did not comprehend what was read. Next, I taught the students the different forms of text structure by stated what they were and giving examples of each. For instance, I explained that the structure problem and solution was present in a story if a problem happened at the beginning of the story and it was solved by the end. Finally, I reviewed how to use context clues (such as, referring to other words in a paragraph) to determine the meaning of difficult or unfamiliar words. 
The final week was five days of reinforcing the metacognition process (planning, during, and evaluating) and the strategies (visualizing and making prediction) the students had learned in the previous weeks. My method of teaching involved me using explicit direct teaching to reinforce metacognition strategies. First, I began by giving the students a graphic organizer that was folded into thirds. They wrote the headings “Planning, “During”, and “Evaluating” in the sections. I stated to the students that they would write down their prediction about the new reading passage they had received in the “Planning” section. Then, I stated to the students that they would learn how to skim a text so that it could aid them in make a prediction. I modeled how to skim the text for the students, and then I had them practice it. Once, they skimmed the text they were instructed to write down a prediction. For Student 9, I focused on building his background knowledge about the text because he is an English Language Learner (ELL) and I knew that the topic would be difficult for him to comprehend. 
I instructed the students to go back to their seats and read the passage, as well as, make notes about their reading. During the week, I modeled what to do while reading for the students: how to ask questions, make notes about the important topics in the passage, and stop and summarize throughout a passage. The students completed the reading and each section of the graphic organizer independently at their seat. Finally, we discussed the main idea for the passage in the guided reading group and reviewed the strategies they used while they were reading. I gave the students the final reading assessment for the study entitled, The Diver, which was a poem. 
Analysis of Data
For my data I used a survey, a journal, and three reading assessment. The survey and discussion afterwards was used as a pre-assessment to find out if the students know the meaning of metacognition. As stated before, I asked the students, “What does metacognition mean?” Based on the responses all of the students did not know the meaning of metacognition. Therefore, informing me that they did not know how to use metacognitive strategies while reading, nor were they aware that they should be thinking as they were reading. Student 2, stated, “I never think while I am reading?” 
During the study I gave three reading assessments. The first reading assessment entitled, “The Great Depression”, was administered during the third week of the study. The reading assessment required the students to answer five comprehension questions. None of the students answered more than two of the questions correctly (Table 1). The low score on this assessment allowed me to realize that even though I was telling the students about metacognition during guided reading, I was not teaching them how to use metacognitive strategies. I did not explicit teach any of the strategies during guided reading. And I did not focus on metacognition enough during that time. The following week (Week 4) I gave another reading assessment that followed the same format as the assessment that was given in the previous week. It was entitled, “Magnetic Attraction” (Table 2). I saw an increase in every student’s score except for Students 3, 4, and 7. The increase in the scores was a result of two factors. The first factor was my style of teaching after the first assessment. I explicitly told the students to reference the text when they were answering the questions. The other factor involved the students’ background knowledge. They had background knowledge on the topic because it was previously taught to them in science. 
Table 1

Great Depression Assessment Scores

	Students
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	Score out of 5
	1
	0
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1


Table 2

Magnetic Attraction Assessment Scores

	Students
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	Score out of 5
	5
	2
	2
	2
	3
	4
	1
	3
	4


For the final assessment the students did well overall. My goal was for them to answer four out of the seven questions correctly. The assessment was a poem that involved seven comprehension questions. Students 3, 4, 5, and 7 had high scores on the test. Students 1, 6, and 8 did well on the test because they met the goal. Finally, Students 2 and 9 scored the lowest on the test (Table 3). Based on the data, most of the students did well on the test because our focus in reading that week was on poetry. And I concentrated on reinforcing the use of the strategies in the guided reading groups, by explicitly telling the students when and how to use the strategy of skimming, underlining key information, and summarizing.  
Table 3

The Diver Assessment Scores

	Students
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	Score out of 7
	4
	3
	5
	6
	5
	4
	6
	4
	3


Findings and Discussion

I found that the use of metacognitive strategies before and during reading, affect the comprehension level of non-proficient and struggling readers. They are mostly effective when taught using scaffolding, as well as, direct and explicit instruction. These two influences were more effective for the students because they were told and shown exactly what to do. Through this study I have also found Woolfolk (2007) statement to be true in which she states, “Metacognition is most useful when tasks are challenging, but not too difficult” (p. 268). Some of the students (such as Student 2), were not as successful because the reading assessments were too difficult. The data does not show a large increase in my students’ comprehension level, but I have noticed that the students are more focused on their thinking in the guided reading groups.
There are some limitations to this study. This study was conducted on a small scale with nine students, not with a large amount of students. There was inconsistency in the delivery of the lessons because of district and state mandated testing (Mid-Year Fountas and Pinnell reading assessments and Field Test for EOG).  And the study was not conducted over a long period of time.

Conclusion
After conducting this study I have realized that it is imperative to explicitly model for students how to use strategies while they are reading. I did not realize this until we were in the final week of the study. I feel if I would have used more direct and explicit instruction at the beginning of the study, my students would have performed better on the assessments. I assumed that the students would “realize” how to use the different strategies on their own. But, this is an assumption that I will no longer make when it comes to teaching a new skill or strategy in reading. 
When one has an understanding of metacognition and how to use metacognitive strategies it becomes a valuable instrument for increasing his/her comprehension level. I believe if I continue to emphasis metacognition in my classroom my students will be able to increase their comprehension level, which would lead to a classroom that is full of confident readers. 
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