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This is a refereed source (journal or book).  

1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of goal?
Name/Title: Schema-treatment and Generative treatment 
Research Question:  Compared interventions from schema and generative learning, and evaluated the interv with both N & Exp matl.  Do low-performing 4-6th grade students achieve more by answering and asking scheme-based questions as compared to generating images & summarizing statements with narrative & expository materials..

Description of Subjects:  

· Students from four public elementary schools

· 7 regular classrooms; 6 remedial reading; 14 special education resource rooms

· All tested, all screened, eliminated bottom

· 27 students:  (9) 4th,  (10) 5th, (8) 6th graders with poor (2 grade levels below) comprehension & receiving special services for reading.

2.  Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

Schema (S-T) & generative treatments (G-T) for both narrative & expository prose.

G-T involved student-generated imagery, student verbal descriptions & summary statements for a story

S-T teachers focused students’ attention on the structure & key elements of narrative stories & expository passages: Schema-based questions students reminded to generate story grammar questions as they read silently.

Materials

· Narrative stories 3-4th level, easy to decode, 500-600 words

· Expository passages from the intro portion of social studies & science unit, 500-600 words, 3rd-4th grade readability.

Procedure

· Teacher & 3-5 students, 3-4 days a week, scripted lessons, 20-30 min/day

· 10 sessions on narratives; 9 sessions on expository

S-T = Schema narrative


T read  #1 story aloud and asked (4) story-grammar questions.


Students took turns reading #2 story and T asked (4) grammar questions.


Students read #3 silently and practiced applying schema strategy and given an instructional test.

S-T = Schema expository

Explained/took turns reading/ asked to state the rule and apply to an example. Apply by creating an example.  Teacher modeled the correct answer.

G-T = Generative used same stories & passages.  Teacher divided test into generative chunks (meaningful unit of info) & a break after a set of student-generative chunks.  “Close your eyes & make a picture” & students shared picture then gave summaries at the end, starting day 2.   

3. Describe the design of the study

Of 100,000 students referred & screened 91 students grades 4-6 – 27 were eligible students from regular/rem/sp ed

· Randomly assigned – 14 to generative  13 to schema

· No sign differences on screening measures.

· No control group

Pretests:  100 word passage  students with no more than 5 (3 literal & 2 inf) errors and no more than 60% comprehension qualified

Instructional tests daily tests were not analyzed but emphasized comprehension

· 3 literal & 2 inferential questions for each story.

· 2 or 3 application problems for expository

Transfer tests
immediate & maintenance

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)

From p. 23

· Pretests (previously tested for difficulty)

· Inst. Tests

· Post tests immediate & delayed

· Retell

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

2 x 4 ANOVA between-factor (treatment) within—students factor (time of test).  No significant difference between the 2 interventions.  Comparison on the overall effect of training was significant.

Transfer scores were significantly higher than pretest scores.  Effect of training (pretest vs mean of 2 transfer tests)—regardless of method, scores improved after training.

Improvement pre-post on retell

Difference in the retention test scores was not significant.

Low-performing students made significant improvements in comprehension in a relatively short period of time.  This emphasizes the importance of concentrated, carefully designed instruction.

*S-T Schema group scores were higher on expository transfer maintenance test.

6. Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did          implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

Prescribed lesson plans, scripted & described in detail.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?

Delayed tests (maintenance).  B   treatments had mean percentage correct scores of about 80% on the expository maintenance tests.  

Tables indicate that students performed well on delayed maintenance test.  Authors do not emphasize this finding.

7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study? 

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Previous test of schema-based story grammar;  Singer & Donlan (1982)

Previous study by Linden & Wittrock (1981) with student-generated visuals.

Other structures studies.

Summary

The present study compared interventions from the schema and generative learning traditions, evaluating the interventions with both narrative and expository material.  Targeting low-comprehending fourth through sixth graders as subjects, the study provided more extensive instruction in comparison to previous studies.  Transfer measures (comprehension questions and retells based on new selections) were administered immediately after training and again about two weeks later.  Following training, scores were significantly higher, both statistically and educationally.  The only significant difference between treatments favored the schema treatment on the expository maintenance test.

Limitations

· Were G-T summaries written or oral?

· Did Teachers teach both G-T & S-T?

· No control group

· Not much info concerning delayed tests.

· What was the impact of the teacher-modeling?

· May not generalize to al expository materials

· Not all stories have a resolution

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  4
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