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Pe3ume

OBaa WHTEPBEHTHA CTyHja TIOKAKYBa JeKa yde-
HUITUTE AWjarHOCTUITUPAHH CO HHTEJICKTyaTHA
MONPEUYCHOCT MOXAT Ja W3BJICYaT 3HAYCHe O]
MUIIAH TEKCT MPEKy HACOUCHA COIMjalTHa WHTEP-
akiuja. TpueceT W eeH YYeHUK OJ YEeTHPH MO-
ceOHM YYWJIMIITA YYecTByBaa BO OBaa WHTEp-
BeHTHa ctyaumja. Crymujara BKiydyBa (aza Ha
npeTTecTUpame U (Pasza Ha MOCTTeCTUpame. Yde-
HUIUTE Oea TIOJICJICHH 110 JIBa YCJIoBa: (a) peru-
NPOYHO MOAYYyBame, IITO BKIydyBa BekOame
Ha YeTHPH CTPATETUH HA YHTAme — MPEIBHIY-
Bamkbe, CMHUCITYBamC Tpallamka, pa3jacHyBame U
cymupame, u (0) TpeHUHT 32 TOBP3yBame, IITO
BKJIy4yBa OJI'OBapare¢ Ha MOBP3aHU Mpallama,
OJTHOCHO Tpeba /1a ce unTa Mel'y peIoBH 3a J1a ce
Hajae OATOBOPOT. TpeHMHroT BKiIydyBame 16
cecuu Bo TekoT Ha 8 Henenu. [Ipen u moctrecT-
pameTo BKIydYyBallle CelIyM TecTa. beme moc-
TUTHATO MOJI00pYBambe Ha PE3yNITATUTE BO MUCTA
Mepa | 10 ABaTa YCIJIOBa, IITO MOKaXyBa AeKa U
JIBaTa ycJIoBa Ce KOPUCHHU.

Knyunu 360poseu: cmpyxmyupan pazeoeop 3a
MeKCM, PeYUnpoUHO NOOYUY6arse, MPeHUH2 3a No-
8p3yearve, Yumarbe co pazouparbe, UHMeNeKmya-
HA NONpeyeHocm
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Abstract

The present intervention study reveals that
students diagnosed with an intellectual
disability (ID) are able to construct meaning
from written expository text through guided
social interaction. There were 31 students
recruited from four special schools participating
in this intervention study.The study involves a
pre-test phase and a post-test phase. The
students were divided into two intervention
conditions: (a) reciprocal teaching (RT), which
involved practice in four reading strategies—
prediction, question generating, clarification,
and summarisation—and (b) inference training
(IT), which involved practice in answering
inference questions, i.e., where you have to read
between the lines to find the answer. The
training included 16 sessions over 8 weeks.
Pre- testing and post-testing included seven
tests. Improvement of test results was obtained
in both conditions to about the same extent,
indicating that both conditions were beneficial.
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Boeeo

BroxxeHu ce ToseMH HarmopH 3a Mofo0pyBamke Ha
KBJIUTETOT HA XMBOTOT M HA COLMjaJTHATA BKITY-
YEeHOCT HA YYCHHULIUTE CO MHTEIEKTyaHa Mompe-
yeHoct (MI1). Exen BaxkeH acrieKT 3a COIHjaIHO-
TO BKIIyYyBambe U KBATUTETOT Ha )KUBOTOT € TIHC-
meHocta (1, 2). Cemak, He ce HpHIaBa TOJIKY
TOJIEMO 3HaueHhe¢ Ha MHCMEHOCTA TIPH JIaBambETO
MpaBo HAa YYCHUIUTE CO WHTEJEKTyallHa IOMpe-
gyeHocT Bo llIBeacka. Kako mro e mokaxkaHo BO
IIBEJICKMOT U3BEIIITAj, HAIOPHUTE 3a MOJ00PYBambe
Ha YUTamETO CO pa3dupame ce OrpaHHYEHH.
Hamecto TOa, commjamHute, €MOIMOHATHUTE U
CTUYKUTE JWMEH3MH Ha O0O0pa30BaHUETO HMaaT
Hajrosem mpuopureT (3). MBemrajot, UCTO Taka,
KpUTHKYBa JIeKa Ha ToJleM Opoj HACTaBHHUITH O]
MOCEOHUTE YYWJIMINTa UM HEOCTAaCyBaaT COOJ-
BEeTHH KBaIM(HUKAITMH, Kako MTO € (popMarHaTa
o0yKa 3a TOCEOHHU MOTPEOH.

HctpaxyBameTo Mmokaxa JieKka YHTameTo U pas-
OWpameTo Ha €IeH TEeKCT Ce HIeHTH(UKyBaatr
KaKo TPEAW3BUKYBAaYK{ BEIITHHHU 32 yYCHHULIUTE
CO MHTENIEKTYaJHO TONPEeYyBambe, KOU OONYHO HE
ro JIOCTUTHYBaaT HUBOTO HA HUBHUTE XPOHOJIOII-
KW ¥ YYWIAIIHY BpcHUIM (4, 5). Cenak, mocron
MIPUYMHA Ja ce BepyBa JieKa HUBHUOT KOTHUTHUBEH
MOTEHIHWjal OOWYHO CEPHO3HO ce MOTLEHYBa U
YUCHHUIUTE CO MHTENEKTyaJHa MOMPEYEeHOCT MO-
eOW MMaaT HeoueKyBaH KamaluTeT 3a pa3oupa-
e MUILIAaH TEKCT ako UM Ce€ Jajie COOJBETHA CTH-
MyJiarpja ¥ HHCTpyKmu (2, 6, 7). Hekoun ox oBue
UCTPaXyBaull yMOTpeOHsie pasiNyHH TMPOTpaMu
3a YUTamke CO pa30Upame BrPaJIeHn BO camara co-
nuoKynTypHa napaaurma (8—10).

Ilpecneo na numepamypa

Kako ycnemnmu ce mokaxane JBe MPOrpamu 3a
yuTame co paszdupame 3a umrarenure co MIL.
JlBeTe TmporpaMH Ce peyunpoyHo Hooyuyearbe
(11) u ob6yxa 3a nosp3sysarve (12, 13).

Peyunpouno nodyuyearsae (11) e mmpoko mpu-
MEHYBaHa TEXHHKA 38 CUCTEMATUYHH Pa3rOBOPU
3a TEKCT IITO TO MOJ0OPYBaaT YUTAHETO CO pa3-
Ouparmbe. PernpoyHOTO MOydyBamke ce OIHECY-
Ba Ha aKTHBHOCT Ha IOJyYyBambe U CE OJJBUBA BO
(hopma Ha ujanor Mery HaCTaBHUKOT U YUCHUIH-
TE 3a OJJPEJICHN CErMEHTH BO TEKCTOT. HacTaBHU-
KOT M YUCHHUIIUTE ja MEHYBAaaT yjiorara Ha HacTaB-
HHUK BO AWjaJOroT. 3HAUH, PELMIIPOYHOTO MOAY-

Introduction

Great efforts have been made to improve the
life quality and social inclusion of students
with intellectual disability (ID). One important
aspect of the social inclusion and quality of
life is literacy (1, 2).Nevertheless, literacy has
not been taken into account to any great extent
to empower students with ID in Sweden. As
demonstrated in a Swedish report, efforts to
promote reading comprehension instruction
have been Ilimited. Instead,the social,
emotional, and esthetical dimensions of
education have had the highest priority (3).
The report also critiqued that many teachers in
special schools lacked appropriate
qualifications such as formal training in
special education.

Research has demonstrated that reading in
general and text comprehension in particular
have been identified as challenging skills for
students with ID, who usually do not achieve
the level of their chronological and educational
peers(4, 5). However, there is reason to believe
that their cognitive potential is often seriously
underestimated and that students with an ID
may have the unexpected -capacity to
understand written text if they are given proper
stimulation and instruction (2, 6, 7). Some of
these researchers have used different
instructional ~ programmes  in  reading
comprehension built within a sociocultural
paradigm (8-10).

Literature review

Two instructional programmes in reading
comprehension have proven to be successful for
readers with ID. The two programmes are
reciprocal teaching (11) and inference training
(12, 13).

Reciprocal teaching(11) is a widely used
technique for systematic text talks for
promoting reading comprehension. Reciprocal
teaching (RT) refers to an instructional activity
that takes place in the form of a dialogue
between teacher and students regarding
segments of text. The teacher and students take
turns assuming the role of teacher in leading
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YyBame € Irpyna aKTHBHOCTH BO KOja YYCHHLIUTE

YHTaaT AEN OJi OATATHYBAaYKH TEKCT, & YUTAHETO

€ LelMHa 1O IeirHa. 3a BpeMe Ha YHTAmeTo,

YUCHHLIUTE YCBOjyBaaT M YBEXOyBaaT dYeTHpHU

CTpAaTeruy 3a YUTamkE CO pazdupame:

1. [Ilpeodsudysaremo ce jaByBa KOra yUCHHUIIUTE
MPETIOCTAaByBaaT ILUTO CJEAHO MHIITYBa aBTO-
pot. Co Lien 1a ce M3BpIIM OBa YCIIEIHO, y4e-
HHUKOT MOpa Jia aKTUBHpPA OJPEACHO TPETXOI-
HO 3Haeme, ITO NPETXOIHO IO YCBOMIIE BO OJI-
Hoc Ha Temata. [loHatamy, ce co3maBa MOX-
HOCT Y4YEHHIUTE /a I'O MOBP3aT HOBOTO 3Hae-
€ CO 3HACHETO IITO BEKe To TI0CeIyBaar.

2. Cmumucnysarwe npawarea. Kora ydyeHunure
[I0CTaByBaaT Mpalllaka, IPBO THE IO UICHTHU-
(puKyBaaT BUIOT Ha MH(OpMaLHMja IITO € JI0-
BOJIHO 3HauajHa Ja Jajfe COAPXKHHA JOBOJIHA
3a mpamame. [loroa oBaa mHpOpMamuja ja
(dhopMHpaaT BO Mpallame U CAMUTE CE TECTH-
paaT 3a Jla ce ocurypaar IeKa MOXKaT Ja To
OIrOBOpaT COIICTBEHOTO mpamame. OBa e
Ba)XHAa CTpaTervja 3a AaKTUBHO UHTame.
MHoOry y4YeHHIH CO TEHIKOTHH BO YHTAHHETO
YUTaaT TEKCTOBH Ha MACHMBEH HAYWH; THE HE
Ce CBECHHU JIeKa OJ HMB, KaKO YUTATENH, CE
0YeKyBa Jia TO TpaIiaaT aBTOPOT 32 TEKCTOT
LITO TO YUTAAT.

3. Pasjacnysarve. Kora on ydyenunute ce Oapa
Jla pa3jacHaT, HUBHOTO BHIMaHHUE € HACOYCHO
KOH (aKTOT JIeKa € MOXKHO Ja TIOCTOjaT MHOTY
MPUYMHH 301LITO TEKCTOT € TEKOK 3a pazoupa-
B¢ (Ha TpuMep, HOBH 300pOBH, HEjaCHU
KIy9HH 300pOBM M HEMO3HATH U MOXKeOu
Temku KoHuentd). OBaa cTparervja momara
BO HaJIJIeyBame Ha pa30MPameTo U yIoTpe-
0arta Ha cTpaTeruu, Kako CeJIEKTHUBHO Oaparme
3a COOJIBETHA COIPXKHMHA U MpEe3eMame COOM-
BETHH MEPKU 32 OOHOBYBAHC HA 3HAYCH-ETO
(Ha mpuMep, TPENpPOUNTYBamEe, Oapame Io-
MOI).

4. Cymuparemo naBa MOXHOCT Jla CE€ WUICHTH-
(hMKyBaaT W WHTETpUpaaT HAjBAXKHHUTE WH-
(hopmaru Bo TekcToT. TekcToT MOXKe aa ce
CyMHpa MpPEeKy PEUYCHHIH, UETHHH U Tacycu
KaKo LIe1Ha.

[puunHara 3a peHUIPOYHOTO MOAYYyBambe Oerre

pa3BUEHa BO PAMKHTE Ha COLIMOKYJTYpHAaTa mapa-

qurMa. Yetupure CTpaTeruu ce MpUMEpHU 3a BH-

JOBUTE Ha KOTHUTMBHATA AaKTUBHOCT, IPH INTO

YCIEUIHUTE YYCHUIIN CE BKIyYyBaar IpH MHTEp-

akimja co tekct (14). Ilonaramy, penuIpoIHOTO

this dialogue. RT is thus a group activity in

which students read a passage of an expository

text paragraph by paragraph. During the
reading, the students acquire and practice four
reading comprehension strategies:

1. Prediction occurs when students
hypothesise what the author will bring up
next in the text. In order to do this
successfully, students must activate the
relevant background knowledge that they
already possess regarding the topic.
Furthermore, the opportunity has been
created for the students to link the new
knowledge they will encounter in the text
with the knowledge they already possess.

2. Generating questions. When students
initiate questions, they first identify the kind
of information that is significant enough to
provide the substance for a question. Then,
they pose this information in question form
and self-test to make sure that they can
indeed answer their own questions. This is
an important strategy for active reading.
Many students with comprehension
difficulties read texts in a passive way; they
are not aware that they, as readers, are
expected to question the author of the text
they are reading.

3. Clarifying. When the students are asked to
clarify, their attention is called to the fact
that there may be many reasons why a text
is difficult to understand (e.g. new
vocabulary, unclear reference words, and
unfamiliar and perhaps difficult concepts).
This strategy fosters monitoring of
comprehension breakdowns and the use of
strategies such as selective search for
relevant content and taking the necessary
measures to restore meaning (e.g., reread,
ask for help).

4. Summarising provides the opportunity to
identify and integrate the most important
information in the text. A text can be
summarised across sentences, paragraphs,
and the passage as a whole.

The rationale for RT was developed within the

sociocultural paradigm. The four strategies are

examples of the kinds of cognitive activity in
which successful learners engage while
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MOy4YyBame ce 0a3upa Ha TPU TEOPETCKU MPUH-
LU KOM C€ BaKHU BO JIe7IoTo Ha Burorcku (15).
[IpBUOT MpUHIMIT € JeKa MOTEKIOTO Ha CHTE KO-
THUTHBHU TIPOIIECH C€ TIPBO COIMjaTHH, OJHOCHO
MEHTATHOTO (PYHKITMOHUPAILE CE jaByBa MeTy JIyTe
KOM CE¢ BO COIlMjaJIHa WHTEpakija. Bropuor e
30HaTa Ha MPOKCHMAJIEH Pa3BOj, OMHOCHO Jajeyun-
HaTra Mely BHCTHHCKHOT pa3BOj U HHUBOTO Ha TIO-
TEHIIMjTHHOT pa3Boj MO HAI30p HA BO3PACEH M
BO COpabOTKa CO IOCHOCOOHH BPCHHIH. TpeTHOT €
JieKa TICUXOJIOIIKKTE TIPOIIECH CE CTEKHATH CO
KOHTEKCTyaTHa XOJUCTAYKA aKTHBHOCT, OJHOCHO
CTpaTernuTe HE CE HUTY pa3JeleHd Ha MOceOHM
BEIIITHHH HUTY TIaK ce BexkOaar moceOHo (14).

Co BoBemyBameTo Ha mporpamara 3a PIT (11),
OpojHM cTy UK Oea CIIPOBEICHU CO e Ja Ce UC-
nmuta Hej3uHata epukacHocT. OBUE CTyIUH OT-
KpHJie TI0I00pyBame Ha CIOCOOHOCTUTE HA yue-
HULIUTE JIa CyMHpAarT, la CMHUCITyBaaT Npaiiama,
JIa pasjacHyBaaT u Jna mnpeauayBaar (16-18).
Cenak, M3HCHATYBAYKH € IITO CE HANPaBEHU Masl
Opoj MCTpaXKyBama INTO TO IMPOIIUPYBAAT PEITH-
MPOYHOTO TONYYyBamke Ha JIMIA CO MHEICKTyal-
Ha TONpeYeHOCT. VICKITydonu ce UCTpaKyBamara
Ha van den Bos, Nakken, Nicolay n van Houten
(8) u Alfassi, Weiss u Lifshitz (9).

Obyxa 3a nogpsyeamwe. Raphael (12, 13) Oere
IJIaBEH M3BOP HA MHCIHMpAIMja 33 CO3/IaBambe Ha
nporpamMara 3a o0yka 3a noBp3yBame. Kora yue-
HUIIMTE UMaaT TEeIIKOTHHU Jia OJ[roBapaar Ha mpa-
IIarbha, YeCTO CE MPETIOCTaBYBa JicKa T0a € 3aT0a
NITO THE HE TO MPOYHUTANIC TEKCTOT BHUMATEIHO.
Cenak, Toa MOXe Ja 3aBHCH U Of (haKTOT JeKa
THE Tpeba Ja ce HaydaTr Kako Jia TO aHalIn3upaar
MpalameTo 32 JIa TO HajJaaT TOYHHOT OJrOBOP.
[Ipu obyxkara 3a nmosp3yBame (OII) on yaeHurure
ce Oapa Ja oJ;roBopar Ha YeTHUPH Pa3INIHH BUJIO-
BH TIpalliama MOBP3aHU CO KPAaTOK TEKCT. Mero-
JIOT Ha MOBP3yBAakbE HA MPAIIAKETO U OATOBOPOT
MpeTCTaByBa TPOjHA BPCKa Mely Tpaliamara, co-
JPIKUHATA HA TEKCTOT U 3HACHETO HA YUTATEIOT.
MeToI0T Ha TOBP3YBabE Ha MPAIIAmBETO M OJIr0-
BOPOT TH JIeNIM Ipalllamara Ha JBe KaTerOpHH:
npalame 80 KHueama (JaCHO Ol TEKCTOT) U Ipa-
name 60 mojama 2nasa (MHIAPEKTHO BO TEKC-
toT). Ilpamamara go kuueama ce Nenar Ha JBe
MOTKATErOPUH: TIPaIlIaha MOYHO mamy ¥ Tpaia-
Ba pazmuciu u 002080pu. Bo mpaiamara moxmy
mamy OATOBOPOT MOXeE JIECHO Jia c€ Hajae BO
TEKCTOT, OMJICjKM TOYHUTE 300pOBH Ha Ipalllamba-
Ta ¥ OJITOBOPUTE CE HAOIaaT BO caMara peucHHMIIA.

interacting with texts (14). Furthermore, RT is
based on three theoretical principles that were
prominent in the work of Vygotsky (15). The
first principle is that the origins of all higher
cognitive processes are first social; that is, that
mental functioning occurs first between people
in social interactions. The second one is the
zone of proximal development, i.e., the distance
between the actual developmental level and the
level of potential development under adult
guidance or in collaboration with more capable
peers. The third one is that psychological
processes are acquired in contextualised,
holistic activity; that is, the strategies are not
broken into component skills, nor are they
practiced in isolation (14).

Since the introduction of the RT programme
(11), numerous studies have been conducted to
examine its efficacy. These studies have
revealed improvement in students’ abilities to
summarise, generate questions, clarify, and
predict (16-18). However, surprisingly little
research has been conducted to extend RT to
persons with ID. Exceptions are van den Bos,
Nakken, Nicolay, and van Houten (8) and
Alfassi, Weiss, and Lifshitz (9).

Inference training. Raphael (12, 13) was the
main source of inspiration for the programme of
inference  teaching.When  students  have
difficulties answering questions it is often
assumed that it is because they have not read
the text carefully. However, it may also depend
on the fact that they need to be taught how to
analyse a question in order to find the correct
answers. In Inference training (IT), the students
are asked to answer four different types of
questions related to brief texts. The Question-
Answer Relationship (QAR) method presents a
three-way relationship between questions, text
content, and reader’s knowledge.

The QAR method divides questions into two
broad categories; “In the Book™ (text-explicit)
questions and “In My Head” (text-implicit)
questions. “In the Book™ questions fall into two
subcategories: “Right There”questions and
“Think and Search” questions. In “Right There
Questions” the answer is easily found in the text
since the exact words for the questions and
answers are located in the same sentence. In

80

JOURNAL OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION 2014, 15(3-4): 77-94
DOI: 10.2478/JSER-2014-0012



TICUXOJIOUIKO-ITEJAT OLLIKHU ITPETJIE]]

P o cruvter
=
G

OPEN

Bo npamamara pasmucau u 002060pu, OAroBOPOT
€ BO TEKCTOT, HO Oapa cobupame HHOopMAIIH 0]
pa3IMYHK JIeNIOBH. 3HAuW, 3a/adara € Ja ce WH-
TeTpUpaaT Pa3IMuHA PEYCHHLH BO MAaCyCOT CO
HOMOIII Ha ToBp3yBame. Ilpamamwara 6o mojama
2nasa ce JienaT Ha JIB€ MOTKATETOPHH: agmopom u
mu Tpaliama U Mou npawiarsa. Bo mpamamara
asmopom u mu OATOBOPOT € MHIUPEKTHO NafeH
BO TEKCTOT. 3HAYM, YUTATEIIOT Tpeba Ja KOMOH-
HHpa MPETXOAHO 3HaeHe cO MH(POPMALK TaJICHU
BO TEKCTOT 3a Aa xane oarosop. OBoj BUA Mpara-
HBa, HAJYeCTO 30WMO-npauiarea U KaKo-npauia-
ra, OapaaT TOKOMIUIEKCHO MOBP3YBamke. 38 MOU-
me npauiarea, OATOBOPOT HE € BO TeKCTOT. Yura-
TEJIOT KOPUCTH MPETXOAHO 3HACHE 32 ]a OAr0BO-
pu Ha mpamiamero. HacoueHoTo BexOame € Baxk-
HO TIpH TIOBp3yBameTo. ['oneM Opoj yueHHIn He
3HaaT LITO 3HAYH J1a Ce PA3MHCILyBa CO COIICTBEHA
rnaBa. [lociemoBaTenHo Ha OBa, yjorara Ha Hac-
TaBHHUKOT € JIa TH HACOYM KaKo Ja TO IpaBar Toa
Pa3MHCITyBajKH Ha IJ1ac 3a 1a MOXKAaT YYCHHULIUTE
Jla TO ,,BUAAT MPOLECOT Ha Pa3MUCIyBam€ Ha
HacTaBHUKOT (19). IIpu moBp3yBameTO, TEKCTOT
HE Ce pa3JeiyBa.

Kaxko 3axity4ok, 1ienuTe Ha oBaa CTyAuja ce Aa TU
CIIOpeJaT W OLICHAT JBaTa MOJENN Ha CTPYKTYH-
paHH pa3TOBOPH 32 TEKCT: PELMIPOYHOTO MOAY-
ugyBambe (PII) u oOykara 3a moBpsyBame (OIl),
KaKO MO>KHHM HAYMHH 32 TIOMarambe Ha YUCHHUIIUTE
CO MHTEJIEKTyallHa TOMPEYeHOCT.

PI1 Gemre m30paHO Kako ,,yCIIOB 3a TpeTMaH* a
OII xako ,,xkouTposneH ycioB*. PIT u OIl u3bpanu
KaKO METOJY 32 JIaBa¢ MHCTPYKIMK TIPH YHTA-
BETO (OJHOCHO, POKYCOT Oellle Ha CTPATETHUTE)
€ caMO €JICH acHeKT ¥ €ANHCTBEHHOT acIeKT IITO
NpaBy pas3iiiKa Mery JBeTe MPOrpaMy U Taka U ce
Tperupa. OIl Oeme KOpUCTEHA Kako ,,Iane0o”.
3HauM, cO OBOj IM3ajH HACTAaBHUKOT HE 3HAaeIe
KOj YCJIOB € TpeTMaH, a Koj ¢ KoHTpojeH. Criopen
OBa, CTynWjaTa To M30erHysa ,,eekToT Ha Xo-
TOPH*’, OMHOCHO J€Ka HACTaBHULIUTE IO IPHIIAro-
JyBaaT CBOETO OJHECYBAamE CaMO 3aToa LITO Ce
HaOJpyayBaHu. Co BOBeIyBameTO Ha Ianedo,
uzejaTa e Jeka KOHTPOIHHUOT YCIIOB MOXe Ja Ou-
JIe UCT CO LIeKepHaTa MIIyJia Koja ce KOPUCTU BO
MEUIIHCKHATE UCTPaXKyBarba.

[lonaramy, oBaa cTynuja BKIydyBa U MPETXOTHU
CTyIHHU CO MOTBPAYBaE HA PETXOJHU Pe3yiTa-
TH 32 IOMAarameTo U YuTame. [ako goaramero
JI0 OTKPUTHja TIPEKy HCTPaKyBame € IOBO30YI-
JIMBO, HCTPaXXyBaK-ETO 3a MOTBpIa € MOTPEOHO 32

the “Think and Search” questions, the answer is
in the text but requires gathering information
from different sections in the selection. Thus,
the task is to integrate different sentences in the
passage using text-connecting inferences. “In
My Head” questions fall into two subcategories:
“Author and You” questions and “On My Own
Questions”.In “Author and You” questions, the
answer is just implicitly stated in the text. Thus,
the reader has to combine previous knowledge
with text information to create a response.
These types of questions, mostly “why-
questions” and “how-questions”, require more
complex inferences. For “On My Own
Questions”, the answer is not in the text. The
reader uses previous knowledge to answer the
question. Guided practice is important in
IT.Most of the students don’t even know what it
means to think in their own head.
Consequently, the teacher’s role is to model
how to do by using thinking aloud so students
can “see” the teacher’s thinking process (19). In
IT, the text is not segmented.

In summary, the aims of the present study were
to compare and evaluate two models of
structured text talks, Reciprocal teaching (RT)
and Inference training (IT), as possible
interventions for students with intellectual
disability.

RT was selected as “the treatment condition”
and IT as the “control condition”. RT and IT
were chosen because the method of reading
instruction (i.e., the focus on strategies) is the
only aspect that distinguishes the two
programmes and is thus manipulated. There, IT
was used as a “placebo”. Thus, the design
ensured that the teacher could not know which
condition was the treatment and which was the
control.Accordingly, the study avoids the
“Hawthorne effect”, namely that teachers
modify their behavior simple because they are
observed. By introducing a placebo the idea is
that the control condition may constitute an
equivalent to the sugar pill in medical research.

Furthermore, the idea is that the present study
adds to previous research by confirming
previous results about reading interventions.
Although making discoveries by exploratory
research is more exciting, confirmatory research
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Ia ce co3maie KyMYJATHBHO 3HACHe, OJJHOCHO
Hay4eH Harpenok (20).

Memooonocuja
Yuecnuyu

Bo crynujara 6ea Brrydenu 31 yU9ecHHUK O 4eTH-
p¥ IOCEOHM YUYMJIMINTA OFf PETHOHOT Ha 3aIajHa
[IBencka. /IBe ox yunnumrara 6ea JIOIUPaHU BO
MpeArpaare Ha TojeM Tpaj BO KOEMITO JKUBEeaT
JoceneHuny. TpeToTo yurnuiinte Oerie JT0IUpaHo
BO TIpeArpajyie Kaje INTO HACEJICHHUETO HMAllle
MPETeXKHO KaHIleIapucka paboTa, a YeTBPTOTO
yUuIITe Oelre JOIMPaHo BO BHATPEIIHOCTA Ha
rpasioT Kaje mITO HACENICHNETO MCTO TaKa MMalle
KaHLenapucka padora (21).

VYuecaumure 6ea cocrasenu ox 21 momue u 10
JICBOjUMba Ha BoO3pacT on 12 1o 16 romuHu
(m=13,7). Cute Oea AMjarHOCTUIMPAHU CO MHTE-
JEeKTyaHa TIONPEYSHOCT W CUTE MMaa JOTONHH-
TETHH JIMjarHO3M, Kako IepeOpanHa mapaimsa
(LIIT), ayTm3am, ayTUCTUYEH CIIEKTap HA HAPYIITY-
Bama (ACH) u cuagpomor CATCH-22. 3a uern-
pH yYeHHKa ce MICIelIe JeKa MMaaT yMepeHO
VHTENEKTyalTHa TIOTPEYeHOCT U 0ea BKIyIEeHH BO
noceOHa mporpama, Jojieka 27 ce cMeTaarie jeka
“MaaT JIECHO HWHTENIeKTyaJHa MOIpPEeYeHOCT. 3a
CHUTE YUYCHUIIN, MEUIIUHCKUOT CIICIHjATUCT MHUC-
Jelie JieKa WHTENEKTyallHaTa W COLMOJIMHTBHUC-
THYKaTa MOMPEYEHOCT K& MM IO OTEKHYBa CIe/e-
HBETO Ha HMHCTPYKIUHUTE BO PEIOBHHOT YUMIIH-
ITeH cucTteM. 3aroa, Oea ymaTeHH BO TOCEOHU
yunnuiTa. Bo oBaa cTyadja, MHTENEKTyalTHATa
MOTIPEYEHOCT Oelire JeUHUPaHO BO COTIAacHOCT
co AMepHKaHCKaTa acoIMjaIija 3a MHTEICKTyall-
HU ¥ Pa3BOjJHH MONPEUyBamba:

WHTenekTyamHaTta TOMPEYEHOCT € TMOMPEYEHOCT
IITO C€ KapaKTEepU3HUpa CO OJPEICHN OrpaHUYYBa-
Ha U BO UHTEICKTYATHOTO (DYHKIIMOHUPAEE U BO
AIanTUBHOTO ONHECYBame INTO oOIhaka CeKoj-
JIHCBHU COILMjaJIHA M MPaKTHYHU BemTuHU. OBaa
TIONPEYEHOCT ce jaByBa rpen 18-tara roquHa (22).
Bo oBaa ctymmja, 13 ydeHHIM MMaa TEIIKOTHH CO
Ja3UKOT TIOMHAKOB O] IMIBEACKUOT. M300poT Ha
ydecHHUIM ce Oa3upariie Ha MHTEPECOT Ha HACTaB-
HUIIMTE KOM ja MCKakaa CBOjaTa Bojja Ja Oujar
BKIIy4eHH BO crynujara. [Ipuumnara Oemre Toa
IITO PErpyTHPAmETO Ha HACTABHUIM BO HMHTEP-
BEHTHHU CTYJUH € TEIIKO 3aT0a IITO THE €THOC-
TaBHO TBpJAT Jieka HemMaar Bpeme. bea BKiyueHH
CeyM HACTAaBHMKA, IBajl[a MaXH U MET JKCHH.

is needed to produce cumulative knowledge,
i.e., scientific progression (20).

Method
Participants

There were 31 participants recruited from four
special schools in a region in western Sweden.
Two of the schools were located in immigrant-
dense suburbs of a big city. The third school
was located in a suburb where the population
had predominantly white-collar jobs, and the
fourth school was located in the inner city,
where the population also had white-collar jobs
(21).

The participants consisted of 21 boys and 10
girls aged from 12 to 16 years (m = 13.7). All
of them were diagnosed as intellectually
disabled, and all had additional diagnoses, such
as cerebral palsy (CP), autism, autism spectrum
disorders (ASDs), attention deficit hyperactivity
disorder (ADHD), and CATCH-22 syndrome.
Four of the students were regarded as
moderately intellectually disabled and were
enrolled in a special programme, whereas 27
were regarded as mildly intellectually disabled.
For all of the students, the medical specialists
had presumed that the intellectual and socio-
linguistic disability would make it too hard for
them to follow ordinary school instruction in
the regular school system. Hence, special
school placement was indicated.In this article,
ID is defined in accordance with the American
Association on Intellectual and Developmental
Disabilities:

Intellectual  disability is a  disability
characterised by significant limitations, both in
intellectual  functioning and in adaptive
behaviour, which covers many everyday social
and practical skills. This disability originates
before the age of 18 (22).

In the present study, there were 13 students who
had language backgrounds other than Swedish.
The selection of participants was primarily
based on the interest of teachers who informally
announced their willingness to be included in
the study. The reason was that recruiting
teachers to intervention studies is difficult
because teachers argue that they simply do not
have the time. There were seven teachers, two
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Cute Oea o0Opa3oBaHM HACTaBHHIM, a TpPOjIa
MMaa W YHHBEP3UTETCKa JWIUIOMa 3a JedeKTon-
oruja (23). Bo nmoceOHUTE yYHIMINTA YICHHUITUTES
O]l IIECTO OAJIETICHUE T1a Harope He ce IMOJeTICHU
BO TMOCEOHH KIIACOBH, TYKy THE CE IMOAydyBaaT
3aemHO BO mcTa rpyna. [pex crymujata, moaydy-
BambETO YHTame BO M30paHWUTE KIACOBU BKITyUY-
Ballle HE3aBUCHO YUTAHE HA KHUTH M MaTePHjaInd
KOM CaMH TH m30pasie, 6e3 HeKoja eKCIUTUIMTHA
aMOMIIHja, OCBEH CTUMYJIMPALE Ha YUCHHUIIUTE JIa
packaxkaT IITO MPOYHUTANIC, TOHSKOTAIl TPUIIPY-
keHa co HedhopMmaitHa uickycHja. Hekon Hactas-
HUIIM UCTO TaKa UM YHTaa MPUKA3HK Ha IJac Ha
YUCHUIINTE.

Cay4yaen uzoop. Tpuecer u eneH yuaeHuK Oea 1mo-
JIETICH! BO JIBE PEUNCH €HAKBU TPYyMHU. 3apaju
HACTaBHU IIeJIY, IBETE TJIIaBHU IpyI Oea mojese-
HM Ha MOATPYNH CO MO JABAjua WM YEeTBOPHIA
YVUSHHITM BO cekoja rpyma. Mmarre BkymHO 10
noarpymu. JJonenyBamero ycnosu (PI1 u OIl) Ha
TJIABHUTE TPYITH OEIIle 1o CIydacH n300p.
OOykara 3a moBp3yBame (OIl) Oemre n3dpana
KaKko KOHTPOJIEH yCJIOB 332 COO/IBETHA eBaITyallija
Ha penumpouHoTo noayuyBame (PIT) 3aroa mTo
OIl BiyuyBamie rojeM Opoj HCTH €IEMEHTH
kako u PII. Cenak, kaj OIl HemocracyBarie Ha-
TJIacyBame Ha EKCIUTMIITHATE CTPATEerny Ha pas-
Oupame Kou Oea TUCKyTHPAHU ITOTOPE.

Ilpouyeoypa

Cryaujata e KBAaHTUTATHBHA M BKITy4yBa IpeTTec-
THpame, MHTEpBEHTHA (pasa, M IOCTTECTHpAmbE.
Bo cnennuor maparpad ke Oumpar pasrienaHu
TpuTe a3y Ha HHTEPBEHIH]a.

®Pa3a 1

IperrecTupame. CriocoOHOCTa 32 UnTambe Oere

TECTUpaHa Npel U 110 HHTEPBEHTHUOT MEPHOTT Kaj

nBete rpynu yueHuiy. Cure TecToBu Oea Hampa-

BEHH BO €JICH-HA-€JICH YCIIOBH BO YUMJIMINITATa HA

yuecHHIHTE. bele KoprcTeH HOpBEIIKY TecT Oa-

3upaH Ha KommjyTep, Jloroc (24), koj umare 106-

pa CTaHmapaM3MpaHa IIBeAcKa Bep3mja. Jloroc e

JIMjarHOCTHYKH MHCTPYMEHT CO KOj MOXKar Jia ce

OTKpHjaT OCHOBHHTE (D)YHKIMOHAJIHU HapyIIyBa-

Ba Kaj Juciiekcujata. Bo oBaa cryauja Oea npu-

MEHETH CIIeTHUBE ceayM TecTa Ha Jloroc:

1. Konyenmyanno pazouparve. OBIe, Ha YICHH-
IIUTE YCHO UM Oea MpeTcTaBeHu 22 pa3IniHu
KOHIIENTH, eJieH 1o efeH. O yueHuIuTe ce
OUeKyBallle Ja TO o0jacHaT 3HAYCHETO Ha

male and five female. All were educated
teachers and three of them had also a university
degree in special educational needs (23). In the
special schools, the students from grade six and
up are not divided into separate classes but they
are all taught together in the same group.
Before the study, the teaching of reading in the
selected classes primarily included independent
reading of self-selected books and materials
with no explicit instructional ambition above
stimulating the students to retell what they have
read, sometimes accompanied by informal
discussions. Some teachers also read stories
aloud to the students.

Randomisation. The 31 students were divided
into two almost equally-sized groups. For
instructional purposes, the two main groups
were divided into subgroups with two to four
students in each subgroup. In total, there were
10 subgroups. The assignment of conditions
(RT and IT) to the main groups was
randomised.

IT was selected as a control condition for a
proper evaluation of RT since the IT condition
included many of the same elements as the RT
condition. However, IT lacked emphasis on
explicit comprehension strategies as discussed
above.

Procedure

The study is a quantitative one and involves a
pre-test phase, an intervention phase, and a
post-test phase. In the next paragraph, the three
phases of the intervention will be outlined.
Phase 1
Pre-testing.Reading ability was assessed before
and after the intervention period for both groups
of students.All tests were done in one-to-one
condition in the participants” schools, involving
one researcher and one student at a time. A
Norwegian computer-based test battery, Logos
(24), which also has a well-standardised
Swedish version, was used. Logos is a
diagnostic instrument in the sense that the basic
underlying functional impairments in dyslexia
can be revealed. In this study, the following
seven tests from Logos were used:
1. Conceptual understanding. Here, the
students were orally introduced to 22
different concepts, one at a time. The
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KoHIenTuTe. HajBucOKMOT pe3ynrar Oerre
22. Pe3ynraroT o1 TOYHHUTE OATOBOPH Oerire
WCKa)KaH BO MPOLICHTH.

2. @nyenmnocma ce OLCHyBAllle TMPEKY YCHO
YHUTaKkE Ha NeT TekcTa. [IpoceuHnor Opoj Ha
300pOBH MPOYMTaHH TOYHO 32 €AHA MHHYTa
ce KopHcTelle Kako MepKa 3a (DiIyeHTHOCT.

3. Cmywarwe co pazoupare. ITler mnapanenHu
TEKCTa CO €IHAKOB KapakTep, JOJDKMHA U Te-
JKHHCKO HHBO 0ea KOPHCTEHH TIPU OLICHYBAbE
Ha CIIyHIamkeTo co pasoupame. Ha yuenunure
uM Oea IymTaHu CHIMEHH TeKcToBH. 1o ce-
KOj JIeJI, UMallle TPH npamama. HajBucokuor
pesynrar oBne Oemie 15 moenu. Pesynrarute
O]l TOYHHTE OJI'OBOPH Oellle NCKaykaH BO MPO-
LEHTH.

4. Bpeme na ycna peaxyuja. Kolika co eHa Win
JIBE TOYKH Oelle MOKaKaHa Ha EKPaHOT Ha
KOMITyTEpOT. YUEHHIIUTE Tpedarie aa OJro-
BOpAT KOJIKY IITO € MOYKHO 10030 JTajTi KOII-
KaTa Ma eIHa Wi JIBe Touku. Mwmare 15 3a-
Jadl U BPEMETPacHhEeTO Ha CeKoja 3ajadva
Oeriie MepeHo.

5. RAN. bp3o aBromarcko uMeHyBame (Rapid
automatized naming - RAN) Ha pa3nmuau
npeaMetH. [TokpaTKoTO BpeMe IpU MMeHyBa-
ETO Ce CMeTa 3a J00ap MHANKATOP 32 KOMITe-
TEeHIIMjaTa YuTame. bea KOpUCTeHH pa3mIHH
TIO3HATH KaTeropuu Ha mpeameTu (25). Bkym-
HO 48 npenMeTH UM Oea TIOKaXKaH! Ha CKPaHOT
Ha KommjyTepoT. Of ydeHHumTe ce Oaparie
Op30 1a TO UMEHyBaaT MpenMeToT. BxkynmHOTO
BpEMeE BO CEKYHIIM 32 NMEHYBaHhE CE KOpHUCTe-
1Ie Kako Mepka Ha Op30TO HMEHYBabE.

6. Yumareemo co pasduparbe ce OleHyBaIle co
TPH TIpalliamka MOBP3aHH CO CEKOj Macyc Ko-
pHCTEH 3a aa ce omeHu ¢uryeHTHocTa. EmHO
O]l Tipalamara Oapariiie ¥ IoBp3yBame. Max-
CHMAaJTHHOT pe3yJTar 3a pazoupame Oemre 15
noeHn. Pesynrature o] TOYHHWTE OIrOBOPHU
0ea rpeTcTaBeH! BO MPOLICHTH.

7. Ilpenosuasarwe 360posu. CnocoOHOCTa Ha
yuTaTenoT Ja mnpenosHae 40 ToUHO HamMila-
HU 300pOBH.

BxynHOTO BpeMe Ha TecTHpame 3a CeayMTe TecTa

oeme 45 munytr. Mako cure Bapujabnu ce oJ] UH-

Tepec, POKycoT Oellle HacOYeH KOH BapujadimTe

(bIIyeHTHOCT U YuTamke co pazdupame. UnrameTo

CO pa3zdupame, KOHIENTYaIHOTO pa3dupame

(bryeHTHOCTA C€ MHAMKATOPH OX e¢PEeKTOT Ha WH-

TepBEHIIMjaTa Kaj CIIOCOOHOCTA HAa YUCHHUIUTE J1a

pazbepar mwmiaH TekcT. [loHaramy, ciymamero

students were expected to explain the
meaning of the concepts. The maximum
score was 22. The results of correct answers
were reported in percentages.

2. Fluency was assessed by oral reading of
five texts. The average number of words
read correctly per minute was used as the
measure of reading fluency.

3. Listening comprehension. Five parallel texts
of equal character, length, and level of
difficulty were used for assessing listening
comprehension. Tape-recorded texts were
read to the students. After each section,
there were three questions. The maximum
score here was also 15 points. The results of
correct answers were reported in percentages.

4. Oral reaction time. A dice with one or two
dots was shown on the computer screen.
Students were to respond as quickly as
possible as to whether the dice had one dot
or two dots. There were 15 assignments to
complete, and the duration for each
assignment was clocked.

5. RAN. Rapid automatized naming (RAN) of
different objects. Faster times in RAN trials
have been found to be a good indicator of
reading competence. Different well-known
categories of objects were used (25). In
total, 48 objects were shown on the
computer screen. The students were asked
to name the objectsrapidly. The total time in
seconds for naming objects was used as a
measure of RAN.

6. Reading comprehension was assessed by
three questions related to each passage used
to assess fluency. One of the questions
required inference. The maximum score on
comprehension was 15 points. The results
of correct answers were reported in
percentages.

7. Word recognition. The ability of a reader to
recognise, in all, 40 written words correctly.

The total testing time for the seven tests was 45

minutes. Although all variables are of interest,

the focus dependent variables were fluency and
reading comprehension. Reading compre-
hension, conceptual understanding, and fluency
are all indicators of the effect of the inter-
vention on students’ ability to understand writ-
en texts. Furthermore, listening comprehension
is theoretically interesting as an indicator of the
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CO pa3bupame € TEOPETCKH MHTEPECHO KaKO WH-
JIMKaToOp Ha e(DEeKTOT Ha WHTEPBEHIIM]jaTa Kaj Clia-
Oute ynTarenu. 3ropa Ha T0a, OP30TO ABTOMATCKO
MMEHYBamkE M TPENO3HABAmETO Ha 300poBH ce
WHJUKATOPH Ha e(EeKTOT Off MHTEpPBEHIIMjaTa HA
(hOHOJIOIIKKTE CIIOCOOHOCTH U CIIOCOOHOCTHUTE 32
nenmbpupamwe. Vako oBue MEpKU Ce BaXHH BO
KOHTEKCT Ha MCTPAXYBAambC HA YUTAWETO, (POKY-
COT Ha OBaa cTyauja Oelre pa3OHpameTo, a He
,»,MEXaHWYKaTa CTpaHa'* Ha YUTAHHETO.

He mocroeja HOpMHU 3a y4eHHIMTE CO WHTENCK-
TyaJIHO HapyllyBame. Cenak, HopMaTa IIoCTaBeHa
BO TECTOT € Ha HHUBO Ha YETBPTO OJUIENICHHE O]
PEIOBHOTO YUMJIMIIITE.

®a3a 2

HnTepBennmja. Ilo nperrecTupamero ciezerie
ocyMmHenenmHO Tecthpamke Ha PIT m OIl. Mmamre
nBeHenenHu 30-MUHYTHH CECHM Ha MHCTPYKIHH
3a YUTamke O pa3dupame Ha IBeTe TPy €AHa [0
enHa. Bo nuHTepBEHTHATa Mporpama Oea BKIIy4eHU
BKYITHO 16 cecru co CTpYKTYHpaHU AUCKYCHH 3a
TeKcT. MHTepBeHmjaTa Oerre crpoBeneHa BO Te-
kot Ha eceHra 2013 roauHa.

Texcmosu 3a unmepeenyuja. llenra pu n360-
POT Ha TEKCTOBH Oerrre (a) ma TM u3pa3yBaaT WH-
TepecuTe Ha yueHuIuTe  (0) 1a BKITy4dyBaaT CIIH-
Ka 3a JBarta yciosa. [locienoBaTento, yuyeHULIITE
Oca MHTEPBjyHPaHH BO BPCKa CO HUBHUTE HHTEpE-
CH O]] CTpaHa Ha MCTPaKyBauoT IIpe/ MHTEPBEH-
mmjara. PesynraroT on oBue uHTEpBjya Oca 16 aB-
TEHTHYHHU TEKCTa 3a OAraTHYBambE, CEKOj Ol HUB
BKITy4yBalle cCiluKa, Oemie n30paH O BECHHK,
MPETEXHO O BECHMIIH JIECHH 32 YUTAFe HAaclo-
BeHU Kako & sidor (,8 crpanumm‘). 8§ cmpanuyu
(26) ce omHecyBare Ha juma co I

VYrorara Ha CIMKUTE BO TEKCTOT MOXE Ja MUMa
BOKHO 3HAYCH-C 32 yYCHHLUTE KOW HUMaaTr orpa-
HUYCHO UCKYCTBO BO YMTAIETO U YH] BTOP ja3UK
€ IIBEICKUOT (27) Ouejku CIMKHUTE MOXKE Jia ce
KOPHUCTAT KaKo aJlaTK{ 3a IOBP3YBamE€ CO IIPeT-
XOHOTO 3HaeHme CO LEeN Ja ce pa3depe TEeKCTOT
(28). Ucrure TekcToBu Oea kopuctenu u mipu PIT
u ipu OIL

TexcToBUTE BKIIy4yBaa pa3IMuHU TEMHU, KAKO JKH-
BOTHH, XpaHa, CIIopT (Ha NpUMep, MapaouMIIrja-
na 1 BuMOOmNIIOH), MHTEpHET, BecTH (Ha TpUMep,
karactpodara Bo MHamja Bo koja 40 yIeHHUITH TT0-
YMHaa OTKAaKoO jajiea XpaHa IMOCITy>KeHa BO JIOKa-
HOTO yumnuiite). Kako mro Moxke 1a ce BUAM 01
tabenaTta 1, TEKCTOBUTE ce KPaTKH, CO JOJLKHUHA
oxn 25 no 123 300pa m MMaaT KpaTKA PEUCHUITH.
LIX-Bpegnocra ¢ ucto Taka € BkiayyeHa. LIX

effect of the intervention on the poor readers.
Moreover, rapid automatized naming and word
recognition are indicators of the effect of the
intervention on phonological and decoding
abilities. Although these measures are important
in the context of reading research, the focus of
the study was  comprehension and
understanding and not “the mechanical side” of
reading.

There were no norms for students with ID.
However, the norm set in the test is Grade 4 of
compulsory school.

Phase 2

Intervention. Pre-testing was followed by 8
weeks of RT or IT followed by post-testing.
There were two weekly 30-minute sessions of
reading-comprehension instructions delivered
to the subgroups one at a time. A total of 16
sessions of structured text talks were included
in the intervention programme. The intervention
was performed during autumn 2013.
Intervention texts. The rationale for selecting
texts was that (a) they reflected students’
interests and (b) they included a picture for both
conditions. Consequently, the students were
interviewed by the researcher prior to the
intervention about their interests. The outcome
of these interviews resulted in 16 authentic
expository texts, each of them including a
picture, selected from newspapers, and mostly
from an easy-to-read newspaper titled §
sidor (‘8 pages’). 8 pages (26) address people
with ID.

The role of the picturesin the text may be
critical to students with limited experience in
reading and whose second language is Swedish
(27) since pictures can be used as tools to build
background knowledge needed to understand
the text (28). The same texts were used in the
RT and IT conditions.

The intervention texts included a wide range of
topics, including animals, food, sports (e.g., the
Paralympics and Wimbledon), the Internet, and
news (e.g., the catastrophe in India in which 40
students died after eating food served at the
local school).As it can be seen from Table 1,
the texts were rather brief, varying in length
between 25 and 123 words and had short
sentences. LIX value is also included. LIX (29)
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(29) e dhopmyna 3a ynTame pa3BueHa o Bjornson
(30). LIX = nomxkuna Ha 300p + JOJDKMHA HA pe-
YeHHIIaTa KaJie MITO IOJDKUHATA Ha 300pOT = Ipo-
IIEHTOT Ha 300pOBH CO TIOBEKEe O IIeCT OYKBH; H
JOJDKMHA Ha peUeHHUIIaTa = MpocedeH 0poj 300po-
BHU Bo peuenuna. Cropen LIX, BpenHocTa moz 40
MOKa)KyBa JieKa TEKCTOT € JIECCH 3a UNTabE.

Taéena 1. bpoj na 360posu, npoceuna 0oicuU-
Ha Ha peyenuya, LIX

is a readability formula that was developed by
Bjomson (30). LIX = word length + sentence
length where, word length = percentage of
words of more than six letters; and sentence
length = average number of words per sentence.
According to LIX, values under 40 indicate that
the text is easy to read.

Table 1. Number of words, average sentence
length, LIX

bpoj na 36oposu / Ilpoceuna donxncuna na pevenuya /

Texemosu / Texts ]\irjnber of iords ? Average sentence Il;ngth ! LIX
Texcr 1/ Text 1 55 13,8 32
Tekcr 2 / Text 2 25 12,5 45
Texer 3/ Text 3 63 12,6 38
Tekcr 4 / Text 4 82 10,25 22
Teker 5/ Text 5 72 10,3 25
Tekcr 6/ Text 6 77 12,8 34
Texkcr 7/ Text 7 72 10,3 39
Teker 8 / Text 8 100 10,0 27
Tekct 9/ Text 9 57 9,5 32
Tekcr 10/ Text 10 99 12,4 30
Texcr 11/ Text 11 91 10,1 27
Texkcr 12 / Text 12 72 10,3 39
Tekcr 13/ Text 13 91 11,4 23
Tekcr 14 / Text 14 93 15,5 40
Texcr 15/ Text 15 60 15,0 32
Tekcr 16 / Text 16 123 13,7 38
Brynen npocex / Total Mean 77 12 33

IIpouedypa na paszzosopom 3a mexcm Text talk procedure

Cexkoja cecuja ce 4uuTa HOB TeKcT. Kako miro e
CIIOMEHATo Morope, cute 31 y4eHuK 4nTaa UCTH
TekcToBU. Bo 1BaTa yclOBM HAaCTaBHULWTE 3a-
MOYHYBaa MPaLlyBajKl I'M YUYEHULMTE A2 ja I10-
IJIeIHAT CIIMKATa M Jla KaXkaT IITO € IPETCTaBeHo
Ha Hea. [loroa Gea mpammyBanu: ,,lllTo mMucnure,
3a mTOo Ke Oue TeKcToT?

PII ycaoB (Tperman). Camo Bo PII-Tekcrot ce
yutame aen no aen. Cekoj yueHHK AoOuBalie
elIeH JIeNl OfI TEKCTOT. AKO YYEHHKOT ro Jo0ue
LEINOT TEKCT OJIeHAIll, HeMallle 1a MOXE 1a ja
Be)kOaMe cTparervjata Ha HpeaBUIyBambe. Cekoj
CErMEHT C€ YMTAallle Harjlac oJ CTpaHa Ha HacTaB-
HUKOT. [loToa, cexoj yUeHUK YWTalle eHA WU
IIBE PEUECHUIN. AKO YIEHUKOT HE MOJKelle Jia TH
nemmdprupa 300pOBHUTE, YMTAA 3aCIHO CO HACTAB-
HUKOT. CTpaTteruure Oea MpeTcTaByBaHU €IHA 0
enna. Ha mouetokoT Ha cekoja cecuja, ce TOBTO-
pyBaa cTpaTermure ITO Oea Hay4YeHW IOTOTAll.
Co men ga UM ce NMOMOTHE HAa y4YEHHLUTE Ja

At each session, a new text was read. As
mentioned above, all 31 students read the same
texts. In both conditions, the teachers started by
asking the students to look at the picture and
tell what it represented. Then, they were asked
“What do think the text will be about?”

RT condition (Treatment). Only in RT was
the text read segment by segment. Each student
received one segment of text at a time. If the
students had received all the text at once, we
would not have been able to practice the
strategy of prediction. Each segment was read
aloud by the teacher. Then each student was
asked to read one or two sentences. If a student
could not decode the words, he or she read
together with the teacher. One strategy was
introduced at a time. At the beginning of each
session, the strategies learned thus far were
repeated. In order to help the students come up
with their own questions, they were instructed

86

JOURNAL OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION 2014, 15(3-4): 77-94
DOI: 10.2478/JSER-2014-0012



TICUXOJIOUIKO-ITEJAT OLLIKHU ITPETJIE]]

DE GRUYTER

[ oe |
=g oren
G|

CMHCITyBaaT COIICTBEHH Ipaliarma, Oea moyayBa-
HU Jla TH KOPHCTAT TpaIlaHUTE 300pPOBH KOj,
wmo, 3owmo, xoea, kaxo. OBue 300poBH Oca
WCTO Taka HamuImaHyd Ha Tabmara. Ilo cekoj men
O]l YVUCHHUITUTE ce Oapallie Jla OCTaByBaaT €THO
WIM TIOBEKe Tpaimiama Ha BPCHHUK Ol Tpyriarta.
Kora y4eHHMKOT ke ro oxroBopelie Mmpamamero,
TOj WJIM Taa MOCTaByBallle HOBO TPAIIakhe, U TaKa
ce TIPOIOJDKyBAIIe c¢ J0AekKa CEeKOj YUCHHK BO
rpymara He IMOCTaBHY 10 €THO WITH ITOBEKe Tpariia-
ma. Co 1en j1a ce MOMOTHE CyMHPAmkeTo, Ha yde-
HUIIUTe UM Oellle KaKaHO Ja KOpUCTaT 300pOBU
Kako npgo, nomoa W Ha Kpaj. Bo oBaa crymmja
Oerre ymotpeOeHa cTpaterrja pasBuena on Lund-
berg u Reichenberg Hapeuena ,,HoBH 300poBH‘,
co koja ce emabopupa PIT (10). Hamecto nma ce
nparia: ,,/lamm mpoHajIoBTe HEKOj TEXKOK 300p?*,
HACTaBHUIIWTE IIpanryBaa: ,,/lany HajooBTe HEKOj
HOB 300p?“ Paznukara mefy paBara HauWHa Ha
MOCTaBYBabE HA TpalliamaTa € Toa MITO BO MPBH-
OT BUJI Ha TIpaIiame UMa HHIUPEKTHO OYEKyBambe
oql yueHunute. Pe3ynraTor Moxke 1a Ouie Bo3He-
MHpPEHOCT; yYEHHLUTE OOMYHO HE cakaaT Ja
OujaT OoleHyBaHH jaBHO 3a BpeME Ha TOAy4yBa-
ETO Ha IETMOT Kiac. BToproT Buj mpariame He
HaJlara oJpe/ieH0 OYEKYBambe TYKY TH MOTTHKHY-
Ba YUYCHUIIMTE J1a OMJaT JbyOONMTHH 32 BpEeME Ha
YHUTAETO.

OIl yciaoB (konTposieH). BO OIl tekctor He
Oertre moJieNieH, 3HaYM, HACTABHUKOT 3aIll0YHyBa CO
YUTAkE Ha LENMOT TeKCT Harnac. [loToa ru 3amo-
JyBa YYCHHIIUTE Jla TIPOYHUTAAT [0 HEKOJKY pede-
HULM. AKO YIEHHKOT He MOXKE J]a TH JeImudpupa
300pOBHUTE, YWTA 3a€MHO CO HACTAaBHUKOT. CHTe
YeTHpH BHa TMpaliama ce MpeTCTaByBaaT Ha
npBara cecHja. HacTaBHUKOT T MOJEIMpa CTpa-
TErWHUTE BKIyYCHH BO OJI'OBApar-¢ Ha IMpalliamkaTa
1 o0jacHyBa KaKO TM Haora TOYHHTE OII'OBOPH.
OBa € BakeH JeN Of TPOIECOT Ha y4eme 3aroa
IITO MHOTY YYEHHIIM MOXeE Jia ce 30yHaT Kora ke
OTKpHjaT JieKa eTHO Tpallamke MOXKE Jla UMa JBa
WM TTIOHEKOTaIl TPy MOKHH oaroBopH (31). Ilpe-
nmaBameTo 3a OIl ce rpagm okomy oOpa3oBHaTa
UJigja Ha TIOCTENEHO OCIO0O/IYBamhe HA OJITOBOP-
HOCTa Ha y4eHunure. Ha mo4erokor, HacTaBHUKOT
MOpa MHOTY TTOBEKe J]a TH MOJIEITpa CTPaTEeTuHTe,
a TIOJIOIHA C€ TOMAJIKY U roMaJiky (12).
IorBpayBame Ha nporpamara. IIpsure Tpu ce-
cuu Bo PII u TII ce BozeHU o7 MPBUOT aBTOP Ha
oBaa crynuja. Taa TM Mozenuparie akTHBHOCTH-

to use question words like who, what, why,
when, how. These words were also written on
the whiteboard. After each segment, the
students were instructed to take turns and pose
one or more questions each to a peer in the
group. When the question had been answered
by the student, he or she posed a new question,
and so it went until each student in the group
had posed one or two questions. In order to
facilitate summarisation, the students were
instructed to use the adverbs first, then, and
lastly. In the current study a strategy was
useddeveloped in Lundberg and Reichenberg
called ‘new words’—to elaborate upon RT (10).
Rather than asking, “Did you find
any difficult words” the teachers were thus
encouraged to ask, “Did you find any new
words?” The difference between the two ways
of posing questions is that in the first type of
question there is an implicit performance
expectation for the students. The result may be
increased performance anxiety; students
generally do not want to be evaluated in public
during whole-class instruction. The second
question does not raise any performance
expectations but rather encourages students to
be curious while reading.

IT condition (Control). In IT, the text was not
segmented, thus, the teacher started by reading
the whole text aloud. Then, he or she asked the
students to read some sentences each. If a
student could not decode the words, he or she
read together with the teacher.All four question
types were introduced during the first
session.The teacher was modelling the
strategies involved in answering the questions,
and explained how he or she had found out the
correct answer.This is an important part of the
learning process since many students can be
confused when they learn that a question could
have two or sometimes three possible answers
(31).The teaching of IT is built up around the
instructional idea of a gradual release of
responsibility to the students. In the beginning,
the teacher had to model the strategies much
more, but less and less later on (12).
Programme validation. The first three sessions
in RT and IT were led by the first author of this
article. She modelledthe activities, and through
a gradual learning process, the students were
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T€, U CO MOCTEMCH IPOLEC HA yUEHe, YUCHULIUTE
MOKea J]a KOPUCTAT TIOTOJIEM e OJ] CTPaTeTHUTe
(11). HacraBHHKOT cefieliie BeHAII 10 UCTPaKy-
BauoT. [loToa, MCTpakyBauoT ja OUCKyTHpaIle
cecHjaTa Co HaCTAaBHHKOT, 114 HACTABHUKOT MOJKE-
1I€ /1a TOCTaBYBa Mpalliamka 33 TOa IITO HAIPaBUII
MCTPaXyBauoT 3a BpeMe Ha cecujara. Kora Hac-
TaBHUKOT ja BOJIEIIE CECHjaTa, NCTPaKyBadoT T10-
ceTyBalle [jBa yaca M ro HaOJbyIyBallle HacTaB-
HUKOT. O HACTAaBHUKOT II0TOA ce Oapalue 1a TH
CHUMHU 4YacoBute 6, 9, 12 u 15. OBa Gerre Hampa-
BEHO CO 11T J]a CEe IPOBEPH Jald HACTAaBHUKOT I'O
KOPHCTH METOJOT KaKo LITO My Oellle KaKaHo.
®aza 3

MocrrecroBu. Ilo wuHTepBeHIMjaTa, cieacIe
MOCTTEeCTUpame. bea MpuMeHeTH UCTHTE TECTOBU
KaKO U BO IIPETTECTUPABETO.

CrarucTuuka npoueaypa. [lomatouure on ce-
nymrte Tecta (Jloroc) 6ea anan3upaHu co TOMOII
Ha AHOBA 3a pasnukuTe BO TEKOT Ha BpEMETO
(Bpeme) u pazmukuTe Mery TPyIUTe BO TEKOT Ha
BpeMero (Bpeme x ['pymna). Ananmzara Oemie Ha-
npaseHa Bo IBM SPSS V.20.

Cnopen AHOBA, Bapujabiute ce gocta HopMa-
HO mucTtpuOynpanu. Cerak, HEKOJNKY BapHjalim
Oea mo3uTHBHO oreHeTH. Criopex Toa, BapHjadiu-
Te Oea TpaHc(hOopMUpaHU Kora Toa Oerre moTpeo-
HO co TIoMorI1 Ha Jior +1 Tpanchopmaryja.

Jpyra nperniocraBka Ha AHOBA e chepuuaroc-
Ta, IITO ja TECTUpa BapHjaHTaTa €AHAKBOCT Mery
rpynute. Tector Ha cpepuunocTa Ha Maywin OT-
KpHBa JIcKa MPETIIOCTaBKaTa 3a CPEepuIHOCT € Ha-
pymena. Criopen oBa, Oemie mpumMeHera Green-
house-Geisser ucmpaBka 3a Ja ce IOMPaBy Hapy-
LIyBamkeTo Ha cdepuuHocta. [Ipuumnara e Toa
mro ucnpaBkata Ha Greenhouse-Geissere e eqHa
0] HajKOH3EePBAaTHBHHUTE ()OPMH HA UCIIPABKA.

3a 1a ce KOHTPOJIMpaaT pa3iMKUTE BO OCHOBAaTa
Ha rpymnute (OI1 u PIT) Ha moyerokot of cTyauja-
Ta, Oellle HaNpaBeH HE3aBUCEH TECT Ha pe3yJra-
TUTE OJf IpeTTecToT (32).

quite capable of using most of the strategies
(11). The teacher sat next to the researcher.
Afterwards, the researcher discussed the session
with the teacher, and the teacher was free to ask
questions about what the researcher had done.
When the teacher led the sessions, the
researcher attended two lessons and monitored
the teacher’s practice. The teacher was then
instructed to video-record lessons 6, 9, 12, and
15. This was done in order to check that the
teachers used the method as they had been
instructed.

Phase 3

Post-tests.After the intervention, there was a
post-test. The same tests as on the pre-test were
used.

Statistical procedure.The data from the seven
tests (Logos) was analysed using a repeated
measures ANOVA for differences over time
(Time) and group differences over time (Time x
Group). The analysis was conducted in IBM
SPSS V.20.

An assumption of ANOVA is that the variables
are fairly normally distributed. However,
several dependent variables were positively
skewed. Accordingly, the variables were
transformed when needed using the log +1
transformation.

Another assumption of mixed-design ANOVA
is sphericity, which tests for equal variance
among groups. Mauchly’s sphericity test
revealed that the assumption of sphericity was
violated. Consequently, the Greenhouse-Geisser
correction was applied to correct for violations
of sphericity. The reason is that the
Greenhouse-Geisser correction is the most
conservative form of correction.

To control for differences in the baseline
between groups (IT and RT) at the beginning of
the study, an independent samples test was
conducted on the pre-test scores(32).
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Tabena 2. Jleckpunmuena cmamucmuxa Ha
Jloeoc-mecmogume

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Logos
tests

Venos / Condition OIl/IT PIT/RT Bkymno / Total
M S.D. M SD M SD
*
Konuenryasso pasbupae npex* / 19.67 21.02 26.75 26.73 23.32 24.00
Conceptual understanding pre*
%
Kormentyanso pasbupase nocr* / 30.53 21.50 50.88 28.14 41.03 26.80
Conceptual understanding post*
®ayenrioct npex / 54.87 28.08 91.25 32.16 73.65 35.02
Fluency pre
@iyeHTHOCT NoCT / 66.8 30.24 105.25 33.08 86.65 36.81
Fluency post
%
Crymatbe co pasbupatbe npex* / 4327 11.18 54.06 18.84 48.84 1631
Listening comprehension pre*
*

Caymiatbe co pasbupatbe nocr* / 61.93 14.15 80.38 14.21 71.45 16.80
Listening comprehension post*
Bpewe Ha ycna peaiumja npen / 21.8 24.18 38.19 32.18 30.23 29.32
Oral reaction time pre
/Bpewe Ha ycHa peaxiuija moct / 22.73 18.22 46.25 29.78 34.87 27.22
Oral reaction time post
PAH mpen /
RAN prc 18.73 18.78 54.75 31.67 37.32 31.63
PAH noct /
RAN post 26.33 21.45 65.81 27.66 46.71 31.61

%
Huraibe co pasbupare npex* / 58,00 25.63 68.94 18.94 63.65 22.73
Reading comprehension pre*

*
Hurare co pasouparse noct* / 73.67 20.22 89.25 8.04 81.71 16.90
Reading comprehension post*
IpenosHaparke Ha 360p npext / 16.87 19.32 39.94 21.65 28.77 23.37
Word recognition pre
IpenosHaare Ha 360p nocr / 21.8 21.031 38.56 20.43 30.45 22.08
Word recognition post

* PesynraTn Bo mponenty / Percentage scores

3abenewra: Bpennoctute He ce Tpancdopmupanu / Note: Values are without transformation

Tabenata 2 ja cymupa JECKpUNTHBHATA CTATHC-
THKa Ha TNpuMeHeTwTe Bapwjabmu. [lamenu ce
BKYITHUTE Pe3yJTaTd U AUQepeHLUpaHu ce CIio-
pen ycioBoT. Pesynrarture o 4MTameToO CO pas-
Oupame, CIyIIame co pa3dupame W KOHIICNTYyal-
HO pa3OHpare ce MPETBOPESHH BO MPOICHTH.

Etnuku chakama

Etnukute chakama ce ofHECyBaa Ha CJICIHUBE
HaunHU. McTpaxyBaunte nm o0e3bearja Ha yde-
HUIWTE W BepOajiHa W MHITaHa WHopMalrja co
KOja T! Jajioa JeTAUTe Ha TIPOEKTOT. Y YeCHUIIH-
Te Oea MCTO Taka WHPOPMHUpPAHU JIeKa THE MMaat
TPABO Ja CE OTKAXKAT WM J]a T'O PEKUHAT CBOETO
YUYECTBO JOKOJIKY cakaaT. buiejku ydeHHnuTe
“Maa MoMalKy oj 18 rofuHu, HUBHUTE POJUTEITH
Oca ncto Taka nHpopMmupanu. berme moduena co-
TJIACHOCT OJI POJWTENIUTE CO IOTIHIIYBame Ha
(hopmyIap 3a COraacHoCT.

Table 2 summarises descriptive statistics for the
used variables. Scores are both in totals and
differentiated by condition. Reading compre-
hension,  listening  comprehension  and
conceptual understanding have been converted
into percentage scores.

Ethical considerations

The ethical considerations were addressed in
the following ways. The researchers provided
all students with both verbal and written
information outlining the details of the research
project. The participants were also informed
that they were free to decline as well as
interrupt their participation if they did not like
it. Since the participants were under 18 years
old, their parents were also informed. The
parents’ consent was secured via consent forms.
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Pezynmamu

Bo ACJIOT Ha pe3yTaTu Ke 6I/I,E[aT OpETCTaBCHU
pe3yaraTtuTe o4 Mmpea U MOCTTECTOT HA CCAYMTC
TECTOBHU 3a ABAaTa yCJIOBH.

[pBu4yHM pa3Tuku Mery rpynure

3a ma ce TecTHpa Jald TPYNUTE Ce CHOPEIITUBU
MpeJl MHTEePBEHIIMjaTa, Oellle HAlpaBeH HE3aBH-
ceH t-tecT. T-TeCTOT HE OTKpU 3HAYUTEIHU pa3-
JIMKA BO TMPOCEKOT 33 6peMe HA VCHA pearKyu-
ja(t=1.31, HJ3.), ronyenmyarno pazbupa-
we (t=0.33, H.3.), cwwamwe co pazbuparve
(t=1.93, N.S.), u uumarse co pazbuparse (t=1.52,
H.3.) mpen uatepBenmmjaTa. Cenak, t-TeCTOT OT-
KpH 3HAYUTEIHA Pa3jifKa Mery TpyIuTe Bo Op30-
TO UMEHyBame Ha npeamerute (t= 4.0, p<0.001),
npenosuasarve na 36oposume (t=3.05, p=0.005),
ungayenmnocma (t=3.2, p=0.003) npex uHTEp-
BEHIIWjara.

Taoena 3. [loemopenu mepxu AHOBA

Results

In the results section, the pre- and post-test
scores on the seven tests for the two
instructional conditions will be presented.

Initial group differences

To test if the groups were comparable before
intervention, an independent samples t-
testwas conducted. The t-test revealed no
significant group differences in the mean for
oral reaction time (t=1.31, N.S.), conceptual
understanding (t=0.33, N.S.), listening
comprehension (t=1.93, N.S.), and reading
comprehension (t=1.52, N.S.) before the
intervention. However, the t-test revealed
significant group differences in the mean for
RAN (t=4.0, p<0.001), wordrecognition
(t=3.05, p=0.005), and fluency (t=3.2,
p=0.003) before the intervention.

Table 3. Repeated Measures ANOVA

Pertmpodno onydyBame / OO0yKka 3a OBP3yBambe/| Bpeme/ I'pymna * Bpeme/
Reciprocal Teaching Inference Training Time Group * Time
®a3za / Phase Ilpocex / Mean SE fpocex / SE F F
Mean
\Konyenmyanno pasbuparse /
Conceptual understanding
Ipen / Pre 2.67 0.31 2.51 0.32 25,98%* 1,11
IMoct / Post 3.78 0.17 3.24 0.17
Dnyenmuocm / Fluency
Ilpen / Pre 4.33 0.11 3.92 0.12 64,16%* 1,08
IMoct / Post 4.60 0.10 4.13 0.11
Crywarse co pasouparee /
\Listening comprehension
Ipen / Pre 3.76 0.10 3.76 0.10 39,40%* 0,62
IMoct / Post 4.12 0.06 4.12 0.06
Bpeme na ycna peaxyuja /
Oral reaction time
Ilpen / Pre 3.08 0.34 2.43 0.35 6,04* 0,30
IMoct / Post 3.55 0.26 2.74 0.26
\bp30 umenysarve Ha npeomem / RAN
Ilpen / Pre 3.81 0.21 2.58 0.22 2,90 0,01
ITocrt / Post 4.10 0.25 2.80 0.25
Yumarve co pasdbuparve /
\Reading comprehension
Ipen / Pre 4.21 | 0.3 3.93 0.13 16,07** 0,11

Bpeme. Tabenara 3 ru moka)xyBa IpOCEUHUTE U
CTaHIApAHUTE TPEIIKA Ha TECTOBHUTE MOBP3aHH
co unrame (Jloroc) 3a meere rpymu, PIT u OIl,
npeja ¥ Mo MHTEpBEHIMjaTa. AHamu3ara Ha pe-
3yNTaTUTE OTKPHBA 3HauyajHA pasiHKa Bo (a3ara

Time. Table 3 presents means and standard
errors on reading-related tests (Logos) for the
two treatment groups, RT and IT, before and
after intervention. The analysis of the results
revealed a significant difference over the phases

90

JOURNAL OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION 2014, 15(3-4): 77-94
DOI: 10.2478/JSER-2014-0012



TICUXOJIOUIKO-ITEJAT OLLIKHU ITPETJIE]]

DE GRUYTER

[ oe |

=g oren
G
]

Ha WHTepBeHuHWja Ha ¢uyenmuocma (F=1,64.17,
p<0.001,7 = 0.69). Anamm3aTa Ha pe3yJiTaTHTES
OTKpHBA 3HAYMTE]HA pa3jiuKa Bo (ha3aTa Ha WH-
TEepBEHIINja HA uumarbemo co pazouparve (F=1,
16.07, p<0.001,7 = 0.36). Ananm3ara Ha pe3yJ-
TaTUTE OTKPUBA 3HAYMTENHA pa3inka Bo (aszara
Ha WHTEpBEHIIMja HA CIVWAre CO pazdoupare
(F=1, 39.40, p<0.001,7 = 0.65). Ananu3aTta Ha
pe3ysTaTUTe OTKpUBA 3HAYUTEIHA Pa3jIUKa BO
(azara Ha MHTEPBEHLM]a HA NPeno3HadarLe Ha
360p (F=1, 8.56, p<.05,n7= 0.23). AHanu3ara Ha
pe3yJITaTUTE OTKpWBA 3HAYMTETHA Pa3luKa BO
(azaTa Ha WHTEpBEHIMja HaUMEH)Y8aAre HA
npeomem (F=1, 291, H.3.,7=0.09). Ananmzara
Ha Pe3yATaTUTE OTKPHBA 3HAYUTEIIHA Pa3JInKa BO
(dazara Ha UWHTEpBEHIWja HA KOHYENMYAIHO
pazoupare (F=1, 26.00, p<0.001, 7=0.47).
AHanu3ara Ha pe3yJITaTUTE OTKPUBA 3HAUYUTEIHA
pasnuka Bo (pazaTa Ha WHTEpBEHLMja Ha gpeme
Ha ycHa peakyuja (F=1, 6.04, p<0.05, n=0.17).
I'pyna x Bpeme. llpu pazrieyBame Ha ePKTHTE
0l MHTEepBeHIMjaTa Ha ['pyma x Bpewme, ananu-
3aTa OTKpHBa 3HAuYajHa pasjinka Mery TpyIHTe
BO npenosHasare Ha 36oposume (F=1, 4.50,
p<0.05,7 =0.13). Cenak, cremeHOT Ha e(eKToT
Ha ofipelieHU NeNioBU Oemre mMan. CuTe ocTaHaTH
TECTOBU HE OTKpHWja 3HAYMTEIHH Pas3JIUKH Mery
rpymnute. [lonaramy, Geliie HarpaBeHO TTOBTOPHO
TeCTUpame Ha MOJEIOT 3a Jla ce KOHTPOJIMpaaaT
edeKTuTe Cropes MouoT Ha YYEHULIUTE IIPH LITO
He Oea OTKpHEHH 3HAYUTEIHU Pa3IuKd Mery Mo-
JIOBHTE.

Kako 3akiydok, BO JBaTa yCJIOBH PE3yJTATHTE
Ha TecToBHUTE Oea MoA0OpeHH 1Mo MHTEPBEHIIH]a-
Ta, HO HEMaIlle 3HAUYUTEIHU Pa3JIuKU Mely yCIo-
BUTE. AHajM3aTa Ha BapHjaHTUTE OTKPU Camo
e/lHa 3HauyajHa pa3jiuka Mery TPyIHTe BO OIHOC
Ha edektute o TpeTMaHoT. Cemnak, TpynuTe He
ce pa3jMKyBaa CIOpel HHUTy eIHa BapHjadia
IOBp3aHa CO DPa30MPamEeTO Ha MUINAH TEKCT.
Mefytoa, cute rpynu 6emnexaT nogo0pyBame BO
3aBHCHHTE BapHjaly.

Juckycuja

Lenute Ha cTyaujata Oea Ja HanpaBu criopenda u
J1a TH OLICHH JJBaTa MOJIETIM Ha Pa3roBOp 3a CTPYK-
typupan Tekct, PII u OIl, kako MOXHH HHTep-
BCHIMM 32 YYCHHULM CO WHTEJEKTyaJlHa IOIpe-
yeHocT. Bo nBara ycioBu, untamero co pa3dupa-
e, CIYIIAmkEeTO CO Pa3Oupame U KOHLETTYaHO-
TO pa3zOupame Kaj yUSHHUIIHTE € ITOJJOOPEHO.

of the intervention on fluency (F=1,64.17,
p<0.001, 7= 0.69). The analysis of the results
revealed a significant difference over the phases
of the intervention on reading comprehension
(F=1, 16.07, p<0.001,7 = 0.36). The analysis of
the results revealed a significant difference over
the phases of the intervention on [listening
comprehension (F=1, 39.40, p<0.001,7 = 0.65).
The analysis of the results revealed a significant
difference over the phases of the intervention
on word recognition (F=1, 8.56, p<0.05,n =
0.23). The analysis of the results revealed no
significant difference over the phases of the
intervention on RAN (F=1, 2.91, N.S.,7=0.09).
The analysis of the results revealed a significant
difference over the phases of the intervention
on conceptual understanding (F=1, 26.00,
p<0.001,7 = 0.47). The analysis of the results
revealed a significant difference over the phases
of the intervention on oral reaction time (F=1,
6.04, p<0.05,7=0.17).

Group % Time. Turning to the Group X Time
effects of the intervention, the analysis of the
results revealed significant group difference of
the intervention on word recognition (F=1,
4.50, p<0.05,7=0.13 ). However, the effect size
was low. All other tests revealed no significant
group differences. Furthermore, a re-run of the
model was conducted to control for effects of
student gender. However, no significant effects
of student gender were found.

In summary, in both conditions, the test results
were improved after the intervention but not
very differently between the conditions. The
analysis of wvariance only revealed one
significant difference between groups in terms
of treatment effects. However, the groups did
not differ according to any of the variables
related to the understanding of written texts.
Nevertheless, all groups improved after the
intervention on the focal dependent variables.

Discussion

The aims of the present study were to compare
and evaluate two models of structured text
talks, RT and IT, as possible interventions for
students with ID. In both conditions, the
students’ reading comprehension, listening
comprehension, and conceptual understanding
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3Haum, pe3yNTaTHTe MOKaKyBaaT lieKa AypH U
YUYCHUIIM CO YMEPEHHM W OJIlark WHTEICKTYaTHH
MoTnpeyyBama MOXKAT Ja OWAaT KOTHUTHUBHO aK-
THBHH M KPEATHBHHM, KAKO U JIa MOKAKYBAaT MOC-
BETEHOCT M JIeKa U THE MOXKAT JIa y>KHBAaT BO YH-
TamEeTOo, CO TOA IITO UM CE IPETCTABEHH TEKCTOBU
IITO TO MPUBJICKYBaaT HUBHOTO BHUMAHUE M KOU
ce TPOCJIEACHN CO CTPYKTYHUPAHO IOy TyBarbe.
Cenak, MPETTECTOT U TOCTTECTOT HA Pa3IMIHA
BEIITHHH 32 YUTake HE TMOKKyBaaT 3HAYajHA
paznuka Mely YCIOBHUTE OCBEH Ha €IEH TecCT.
VYUeHUIIUTEe KO BeX0aa IMOBP3YBAbE IMOKAXKY-
BaaT 3HAYUTEIHO MOJOOpH pe3yNTaTH HA TECTOT
3a Tpero3HaBame 300poBu. Cenak, eheKToT Oere
Mall U TPYIHTE 3HAYUTEIHO CE Pa3IMKyBaa Ha
TECTOT 3a Mpero3HaBamke Ha 300pOBU Npex 12 3a-
rmoyHe wWHTepBeHNMjaTa. Criopes oBa, €TUHCTBE-
Hara pa3nuka Mery rpynure Bo AHOBA-TecToT €
BEPOjaTHO 3apajiv Pa3IMKNUTE KOU HE CE TIOBP3aHU
co WHTepBeHIMjaTa. [lociemoBaTenHO Ha OBa,
0Baa CTyIHja IPUIOHECYBa KOH MPETXOJHUTE UC-
TpaxxyBama (10) co MOTBpAyBamke HA MPETXOAHH-
TEe OTKpUTHja. 3HAUH, CTyHjaTa laBa KyMyJIaTHUB-
HO 3HACHEC 32 WHTEPBCHIIMUTE BO YUTAHETO K3j
YUYCHUIIUTE CO MHTENICKTYaITHA ITOTIPEYCHOCT.
Enna Mo)xHa iprymHa 32 HEAOCTATOKOT Ha ude-
peHIMjaieH eeKT Ha IBaTa HHTEPBEHTHH YCIIOBH
MOXe Jia Oujie Jeka 00pa3oBHUTE HpolieaypH Oea
NpeMHOTy CIMYHU. AMOunujarta Oeme, ce pa3ou-
pa, la ce co3azaT JiBa yCIOBH KO C€ CIUYHH O]
CHTE acCleKTH, BKIy4YyBajki To M H300pOT Ha
YUYECHHUIIMTE, TOJIEMHHATA HA TPyMaTa, OpojoT Ha
CecHnTe, BPEMETPACHETO HA CECUUTE, TEKCTOBH-
Te, OCBEH KPUTUYHUTE BapHjaliiv Ha CTPATeruy U
MOJIENIOT Ha MHTepakiyja. Pesynrarure mMoxe jaa
ce MHTEpPNPETHPaaT Ha TO] HAUYMH JieKa OCHOBEH
(akTop e aKTHBHHOT Pa3roBop 3a TekcToT. Crio-
pea oBa, ak0 Ha YYCHHUIIUTE CO WHTEICKTyallHa
MONPEYEHOCT UM CE Jae MOXKHOCT Jia BexOaat
pE3OHHpamke 32 COAPIKMHATA WITH 32 CTPATETHUTE
MPU YUTABETO CO pa3OHMparse, TOTall Pe3yjTaToT
ke Oume WCT, HE3aBUCHO OJ TMporpamara 3a
YHTAEbC.

EnHo o orpannvyBamata Ha OBaa CTyauja Oere
HEJIOCTATOKOT Ha BTOpa Tpyla 3a CHOpEyBambe
0e3 MHTEPBEHIMY OCBEH HUBHHUTE JTHEBHU PyTHHU
BO moceOHOTO yumiminte (0e3 rmrane6o). Bakos
OCHOBEH YyCJIOB MOKeOW ke ja momoOperie CIio-
pexbarta Mery pe3ynTaTHTe Ha MPEA U MOCT Tec-
tor. Cenak, MU3ajHOT ja HAMayBa BEpOjaTHOCTA
Ha edeKkToT Ha XOTOpH. [[pyro orpanudyBame €
TOA IITO CTY/AWjaTa CTATUCTHYKK HE TH KOHTPOITH-

increased significantly.

Thus, the findings indicate that even students
with mild and moderate intellectual disabilities
can be cognitively active and creative, as well
as show commitment, and that they can enjoy
reading, provided that they are introduced to
texts that grab their interest and which are
accompanied by structured teaching.

However, the pre-testing and post-testing of
various reading-related skills did not yield
significant differences between the conditions,
except on one test. The students who practiced
IT performed significantly better on the word
recognition test. However, the effect size was
small, and the groups differed significantly on
the word recognition test before the interven-
tion started. Accordingly, the only group
difference in the ANOVA test is likely due to
differences unrelated to the intervention.
Consequently, the present study makes a
contribution to previous research (10) by
confirming previous findings. Thus, the study
builds cumulative knowledge about reading
interventions for students with ID.

One possible reason for the lack of differential
effects of the two intervention conditions
might be that the instructional procedures were
too similar. The ambition was, of course, to
create two conditions highly similar in all
respects, including selection of participants,
group size, number of sessions, session time,
and texts, except for the critical variables of
strategies and interaction pattern. Rather, the
results can be interpreted as that the key factor
seems to be active text talk. Accordingly, if
students with ID are given regular
opportunities to practice reasoning about either
content or strategies in reading
comprehension, then the results will be the
same, independent of the reading programme.
One limitation of the present study was the
lack of a second comparison group with no
intervention except their daily routines in the
special school (i.e., no placebo). Such a base
condition might have facilitated the
comparison between pre- and post-test scores.
However, the design reduces the likelihood of
a Hawthorne effect. Another limitation is that
the study did not statistically control for the
theoretically important covariates such as
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pa TCOPETCKHU 3HAYAJHUTE SJIEMEHTH KaKo UHTEJe-
TCHIIMjaTa, JOTOJHHUTEITHATA THjarHo3a, WA MO-
THBalujara. MaHUTE CTYIMM MOXKe Ja uMaaT Ko-
PHCT CO JI0/1aBark¢ Ha OBHE €JIEMEHTH BO JIH3aj-
HOT Ha MHTEPBEHTHATA CTY/IH]a.

3ropa Ha TOa, UIHUATE MCTPAKYBAHa MOXKE HUCTO
Taka Ja HMMaaT KOPHUCT OJf KOHTPOJMpame Ha
edekToT Ha ciukuTe. Bo oBaa ctyamja, cexoj pas-
TOBOP 32 TEKCTOT 3allOYHYBAIlle CO MOKaKyBarbe
Ha CJIMKa BKJIy4eHa BO TekcToT. Cropen Toa, CItv-
KUTE CE TPETHpaa Kako KOHCTAaHTa 3a J[BaTa yCio-
Ba, a He Kako Bapujabna. Kako TakBu cimkute He
Tl KOMIIpOMHTHpaa pesyararure. Cemnak, yiorara
Ha CITMKHUTE BO TEKCTOT MOXe Ja Oule BakHa 3a
YUEHHULIUTE CO OTPAHMYEHO UCKYCTBO BO UHTAHHC-
TO W IIBEJCKHOT ja3WK Kako TPB jaswK, OWaejku
CIIMKaTa MOJKE J1a UM TIOMOTHE Jla CTaHaT BEIITH
KpeaTopy Ha BHATpEIHATa BU3yelNHa MMaruHaIN
ja ImITo TO MOJUIpXKyBa pazoupameTo (28). 3Hauwm,
CIIMKHUTE 33aeIHO CO MHTEPBEHIIMUTE BO YHTAHETO
MOJKe J1a OUaT eIeH O] HAYMHUTE 3a MOI00pyBa-
€ Ha UCTPaXXyBameTo. J{pyr HauuH J1a ce mo100-
PH MCTPaXKYBAETO € J1a & KOHTPOIUpa epeKToT
Ha YUCHHUIIUTE KOH CE JIOCCITICHHIIH.

3aknyuok

Pesynrature nokaxysaar 1eKka CTpyKTYpUpPaHUTE
PasroBOpH 3a TEKCTOT CE MOBaKHU OJ1 OZIpe/icHaTa
nporpama 3a uutame, T.e. PII umu OIl, 3a uuta-
HBETO €O pa3Oupame.

[lonatamy, pe3yiTaTuTe HCTO Taka IOKa)KyBaaTr
JieKa HHCTPYKIMUTE TPU YHTAKETO CO PazOupame
ce edukacHU MypH W Kaj YUICHHUIM CO WHTEJICK-
TyaJlHH HapyuryBama. [locmemoBarenHo Ha OBa,
MOCTOjaT MPUYMHH JIa CE BEPYBa JI€Ka KOTHUTHUB-
HHUOT TIOTEHLMjaJI Ha YYCHHUIIUTE CO MHTEIEKTyal-
HHU HapyllyBama € CepHO3HO MOTIEHeT M JeKa
YUSHHITUTE MOKeOW MMaaT KamaiureT Ja pas30e-
paT MUIIaH TEKCT AOKOJKY MM C€ 1aJle COOBETHA
CTUMYyJIallKja U HHCTPYKLIUH.

Kongpauxm na unmepecu

ABTOpHUTE W3jaByBaar Acka HeMaaT KOHQIHKT
Ha MHTEpeCcHU

intelligence, additional  diagnosis, or
motivation. Future research could benefit from
adding such covariates to the design of
intervention studies.

Moreover, future research can also benefit
from controlling the effect of pictures. In the
current study, each text talk started with
showing the picture included in the
text.Accordingly, pictures were treated as a
constant for both conditions and not as a
variable. As such, the pictures did not
compromise the results. However, the role of
picturesin the text may thus be critical to
students with limited experience reading and
Swedish as a first language, as pictures can
help students to become more proficient
creators of internal visual imagery that
supports comprehension (28). Thus, mani-
pulating pictures in conjunction with reading
interventions could be one way to progress the
research. Another way to progress research
would be control for the effects of students
with an immigrant background.

Conclusion

The findings indicate that structure in text
talks is more important than the specific
reading instruction programme—i.e., RT or
IT—for reading comprehension.

Furthermore, the findings also suggest that
reading comprehension instruction is efficient
even in students with ID.Consequently, there
are reasons to believe that the cognitive
potential of students with ID is often
seriously underestimated and that the students
may have a capacity to understand written
texts if they are given proper stimulation and
instruction.
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