[bookmark: _GoBack] The reviewer had a few comments concerning definitions:
o       First, they requested that “Think Aloud” be defined earlier. One
reviewer suggested beginning the paper with a brief summary of what the
think-aloud strategy is (there is some info later in the paper that could be
moved here instead): In a few sentences the basic steps involved could be
summarized with a few well-chosen examples and citing papers that first
described/delineated the concept.
Addressed
o       Related to this, the reviewers also wondered if there standard components
to the think-aloud method. If so, they should be delineated. Otherwise, they
noted that the term seems too vague. One reviewer felt reminded of the
problem many teachers have with the term “hands-on” which in its best
sense implies inquiry and student control, but which many teachers co-opt to
encompass rigid, structured activities in which students touch objects. A
similar confusion with think-aloud can be avoided if it is defined more
explicitly in a few sentences right up front.
Addressed 

o       It would also strengthen the manuscript if it would be described what an
incremental rehearsal drill task is according to Peterson-Brown.
The statement below was added to page 9 in the second paragraph:
Incremental Rehearsal (IR; Tucker, 1989) procedure is defined as the process in which unknown words are rehearsed among known words in a manner that assures high repetition. IR is a ﬂashcard method that is effective in aiding word learning with various populations (Burns, 2007; Matchett & Burns, 2009; Nist & Joseph, 2008). During the intervention, one unknown word is taught and added one by one while a number of identiﬁed known words are, also, rehearsed and removed to keep the total number of words being rehearsed during that  time the same.

o       Additionally, “phonemic tasks” and “semantic processing tasks”
should be defined and/or described.
Concerning the literature review, the reviewers were very clear that while
they acknowledged its comprehensiveness, they strongly suggest to follow
their advice that less is more:
The statement below was added to page 4 in the second paragraph:
Phonemic tasks involves decoding words.  Semantic processing refers to the ability to recall abstract words and accessing knowledge about category relations between words and category priming for spoken words (Nation & Snowling, 1997).

o       A lot of the other background info currently included in the introduction
should be trimmed. While very thoroughly and well written, it might be
better organized to “tell a story”. The studies described should be
restricted only to those relevant to think-aloud and science reading.
Perhaps it would help to only include studies which address one or both of
these key questions: “What does research say is most important for
comprehending nonfiction science texts? and “How does the think-aloud
strategy support this comprehension in ways other approaches do not?”
Addressed

o       The reviewers also suggested shortening the descriptions of individual
studies: There is no need to go into so much detail regarding sample number,
specific procedural details, etc. unless a specific point is made. Again,
they think that the manuscript can be strengthened by trying to organize the
cited studies to tell more of a story.
Addressed
o       A different perspective is offered by another reviewer, who stated that it
would improve the literature review if paragraphs were not specific to
single studies, but rather a synthesis of all the studies centering on the
primary purpose of the study.  While the reviewer thinks that it can be
valuable for the researchers to know the details of each study, the reader
just needs to know why the studies are relevant and why it relates to what
the researcher is doing. Again, this recommendation aims at condensing the
literature review.
•       The reviewers made several additional comments concerning the
methodology section/the design of the study:
o       There is a wonderful in-depth description of the steps of the actual
think-aloud instruction implemented in this case, but only a vague
description of what is actually happening in the “regular science
instruction”. What specific texts, activities, instructional technology
etc. did they use? Did any of it differ from that used in the think aloud
classroom? More specific information here would strengthen the manuscript.
The statement below was added to page 24 to address this concen.
Group 2 (the control group) received the regular instruction by a different teacher of the school district’s science curriculum without the think-aloud strategy being incorporated. The topics that were taught  plants, living and nonliving things, magnets, and light using the same science texts used to teach the experimental group without the use of the think-aloud strategy. 

o       It would be important to understand whether teaching this strategy to
students improved their comprehension, but the present study seems to only
analyze the use of this strategy in a controlled, mandatory situation. In
other words, the students in the experimental group were required to use the
strategy during their post-intervention assessment, which is a questionable
practice, compared to allowing them to use it voluntarily after instruction.
This issue should be addressed.
The following statement was added on page 25 to address this concern.
Group 2 was not required to use the Think-Aloud strategy while taking the posttest. The rational for this method lies on the notion that the students would internalize the different types of think-aloud statements learned through the use of the Think-Aloud Sentence Starter Form during the intervention and naturally use the one’s they felt comfortable using on their own to think-aloud while reading the science text during the posttest.  The posttest score of the intervention group (Group 1) and the control group (Group 2) was compared to determine whether thinking aloud while interacting with science text increases science evaluative comprehension.
o       It may also be beneficial to provide a rationale statement for requiring
the use of the strategy during the post-assessment, as opposed to allowing
the students who have been taught the strategy to use it more naturally, in
order to determine whether it will make a difference in their everyday
comprehension.
The following statement was added on page 25 to address this concern.
Group 2 was not required to use the Think-Aloud strategy while taking the posttest. The rational for this method lies on the notion that the students would internalize the different types of think-aloud statements learned through the use of the Think-Aloud Sentence Starter Form during the intervention and naturally use the one’s they felt comfortable using on their own to think-aloud while reading the science text during the posttest.  The posttest score of the intervention group (Group 1) and the control group (Group 2) was compared to determine whether thinking aloud while interacting with science text increases science evaluative comprehension.
o       The reviewers also found it unclear if the experimental group received
many/ most of the same instructional time/activities as control group PLUS
the extra think-aloud time. If the latter is the case, that would constitute
a significant issue in experimental design, making it impossible to separate
the effect of “any” supplemental attention from that which unique to
“think aloud”. The reviewers further commented that additional control
groups must include classes with comparable non-think-aloud science time
added, as well as groups that have passive access to the same science texts,
etc. so that the only variable is the teacher’s use of the verbal
think-aloud strategy while teaching the texts. It is certainly logical and
intuitive to say that the think-aloud teaching method is responsible for the
improved scores, but other studies have shown that in some cases, any extra
“attention” (new experiences, visits from different teachers, etc.) can
elevate scores, probably as a result of a general “arousal” effect,
keeping overall interest and attention levels higher rather than due to any
unique benefit attributable to the specific experience itself.
Statements below was added to pages 23 and 24 to address this concern.  Both groups received instruction by their regular class room teachers.  These groups consisted of two different classrooms with two different teachers.  Sorry for the confusion; please see revised wording below for clarity.
Group 1 received instruction from the use of the think-aloud strategy during the science block for 15 min a day, 5 days a week for a total of 5 weeks during the 2013-2014 school year.
Group 2 (the control group) received the regular instruction by their classroom teacher of the school district’s science curriculum without the think-aloud strategy being incorporated.

o       The procedure at the end of the 5th week was confusing as well. The
reviewers thought that this is when the post-assessment took place, but the
manuscript states that “these data were analyzed by counting and comparing
scores” from the pre and post tests. The narrative goes on to state that
the experimental group was given the task of utilizing the think-aloud
strategy while reading the science text during the posttest, but it is
unclear what was measured for the control group. This section should be
clarified.
The statement below was added on page 25. The post-assessment did take place at the end of the 5th week. The data that was collected from the assessment were analyzed afterwards.
The information gathered from the digital recording of each student from Group 1 thinking aloud during the DRA-2 posttest was transcribed and transferred onto the Student Observation Checklist and the Think-Aloud Sentence Starter Form by the researcher. Group 2 was not required to use the Think-Aloud strategy while taking the posttest.  They were only required to read the science text and answer the comprehension questions on the posttest. 
The rational for this method lies on the notion that the students would internalize the different types of think-aloud statements learned through the use of the Think-Aloud Sentence Starter Form during the intervention and naturally use the ones they felt comfortable using on their own to think-aloud while reading the science text during the posttest.  The posttest score of the intervention group (Group 1) and the control group (Group 2) was compared to determine whether thinking aloud while interacting with science text increases science evaluative comprehension. 


o       The reviewers also stated that other possible explanations must be
controlled for as well. For example, it is entirely possible that simple
access to the texts themselves without teacher interaction could have
boosted the scores of the control group.
The only thing that differed from step 3 in the procedure and the post-test for the control group is the text they read and used the think-aloud strategy on in order to answer the comprehension questions on the post-test.  Below is the text that was added for clarification on page 25.
Group 1 was given the task of utilizing the think-aloud strategy while reading the science text orally during the posttest, which was electronically recorded.

o       Further, the reviewers stated that it should be explained how the
think-aloud sentence starter form and the student observation checklist was
created.
The statement below was added to page 22 to address this concern.
The think-aloud sentence starter form consists of sentence starters that can be used to think-aloud about a text that is being read in order for comprehension to take place.  The researcher developed Think-Aloud sentence starters for the varying levels of comprehension by aligning each statement with the procedures in part one of the think-aloud strategy in this study.
 The think-aloud sentence starter form consists sentence starters that can be used to think-aloud about a text that is being read in order for comprehension to take place.  The researcher developed Think-Aloud sentence starters for the varying levels of comprehension by aligning each statement with the procedures in part one of the think-aloud strategy in this study.

•       The reviewers also noted that the procedures section does not align with
the data analyzed later, and the procedures are somewhat confusing. For
instance in Part 3 of the think-aloud strategy, students read text aloud
one-on-one in front of the researcher, and the researcher records total
number of statements made, along with the number of types of statements. The
researcher then adds these two numbers together, but there is no rationale
for doing so. The data are not presented anyway.
The results section is written in detailed and this concern has been addressed.

•       Further, the results section should come before the data analysis
section. Data should be presented in the results section, and then analyzed
in the data analysis section. The data analysis section states that the data
were used to “determine the percentage of comprehension growth or decrease
between or within groups,” but this data was never presented. Only Min,
Max, Mean and SD were provided. Again, on p. 37, the author refers to the
“developmental rate… as time progressed,” but there is no data to
substantiate this statement.
The results section is now placed before the data analysis section and the data from page 37 is provided and this concern has been addressed.

•       Regarding the data analysis, the reviewers expressed the following
concerns:
o       T values from the matched pairs t-tests need to be reported or better yet
a repeated measures analysis of variance using group 1 and 2 as the
“between” variable and the DRA-2 scores (pre and post) as the repeated
variable should be performed.
Addressed in Data Analysis section.
o       The descriptive statistics are nice, but it appears that there is skew
and/or kurtosis.  This would occur with such a small sample size. The small
sample size also adds a significant likelihood for type 2 error and may
violate assumptions (like normally distributed data).

o       Currently, it is not clear if there were any differences in group 1 and
group 2 comprehension levels to begin with. Was this determined?

o       In the instruments section, information about how scores were assigned
should be provided, for example, the possible range of scores (what is the
highest and lowest score a student could receive).
This statement was added to page 28.
The possible range of score for this assessment is 7-28.
o       Again in the Instruments section, DRA-2 kit and Appendices F and G are
referred to. These appendices show data distributions which are not
described or analyzed in the narrative and thus they should either not be
presented or discussed if they are relevant to the study.
The data distribution description has been added to in the data analysis and results section of the paper.
o       In addition, the narrative mentions a Think-Aloud Sentence Starter Form,
referring to Appendix H. However, Appendix H contains a data distribution,
not the Form. This section goes on to state that the Think-Aloud Sentence
Starter Form was summarized and reported in the Results section of this
study, but it was not. This section also refers to a Student Observation
Checklist and a Think-Aloud Student Implementation Form, but none of these
were provided or referred to in the data analysis. The Forms were not
provided, and the data presented in these appendices was never discussed.
None of the other appendices were ever referred to in the article, so their
utility is unknown.
The Think-Aloud Sentence Starter form referring to Appendix H was a typo and corrected to Appendix C on page 28. The Starter form is summary is now reported in the results section. This section is addressed. Corrections referring to appendices were made throughout the paper.


o       The reviewers also found the data analysis and results sections to be
underdeveloped. The F value is not assigned to a specific statistical test,
causing some ambiguity to where it came from. The results should be
sectioned by the instruments that were used. Finally, there should be some
type of statistical analysis for each quantitative instrument.
This area has been addressed thoroughly.

•       In the discussion section, the first sentence does not match the data
that was presented. The data only show that when students are taught the
think-aloud strategy, and then forced to use it during a post-assessment,
their comprehension scores on the text being read are higher than students
who are not taught the strategy. The final sentence in that first paragraph
is also confusing and should be reworded.
The students were not forced to use the strategy during the post assessment.  They were given the task to use strategy during the post assessment so that the type of think aloud statements could be recorded to determine which strategy the students naturally used while reading in order to comprehend the text.  Discussion section has been revised.

•       The authors were also concerned about the limitations of the conclusions
resulting from the study design:
o       While many limiting factors were correctly identified in the final
paragraph of paper (Non-random choice of subjects, think-aloud as an add-on
rather than a replacement, already-fluent readers, young age level of
subjects, short length of study, does not compare ELL vs native English
speakers), they severely limit the generalizations possible and put the
study in the category of “definitely interesting to further pursue” but
it is ready yet to be published as a significant finding without more data
and more importantly more control groups.
Agreed

•       Concerning the assessments, the reviewers made the following suggestions
as to how to improve the manuscript:
o       The DRA seems like a useful tool to collect data and the statistical
analysis seems sound, although a larger and more varied sample size would
inspire more confidence and justify broader conclusion.
o       Comparisons between the groups are also limited because of the different
pretest distributions of scores (Appendix E and F). These are not comparable
populations before the intervention, so the conclusions which compare them
head to head post-test are harder to defend.
o       The two other evaluations mentioned in the text are alluded to and the
blank forms included as appendices, but the scores are not actually
discussed in results (p. 37), except to claim support in a relatively vague
way. Were these done “blind”? If not, they absolutely should be, because
recorder bias (unconscious) would seem to be a big risk and easily
avoidable. Therefore, the reviewers would recommend either re-doing them
blind, or removing them from the paper altogether.
•       The problems with the study’s methodology stated above made it hard
for the reviewers to agree with a conclusion such as that stated on p. 40:
“Students who are explicitly taught to use think-aloud strategies are
better able to comprehend science text than students who are instructed
without the use of think-aloud strategies” This statement suggests a
significant correlational (and implied causal) relationship between the two
variables that the reviewers do not believe is supported by the current
methodology or data set. They thus recommend either collecting much more
data/running more controls, or drastically altering the wording of the
conclusions to be far less declarative, and more suggestive of possible
directions for future, well-controlled research.
The statement was omitted.
•       Finally, the reviewers also had a few minor editing concerns:
o       The Weekes et al. (2008) reference is repeated in multiple areas of the
manuscript, essentially saying the same thing (redundant).
Addressed

o        “Comprehension” is misspelled in a few areas of the manuscript.
Could not find the few misspelled “comprehension” in the manuscript.

o       One reviewer suggested revising the beginning of the paragraph at the
bottom of page 7 which starts with “As well…”.
As well was changed to Also
o       The appendices are mislabeled in the text.
Appendices are not correctly labeled.
