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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 the goal? 

Name/Title: Paragraph Restatements

Research Question:  Would students use the restatement procure in circumstances where they were not explicitly prompted to do so?  Would restatement training affect students’ reading comprehension under conditions which did not permit overt application of the strategy?  As a result of restatement training, would students become more sensitive to the relative importance of various ideas in text?

Description of Subjects:  Thirty-two (32) elementary learning disabled students were randomly assigned either to a condition in which they were trained to use a comprehension monitoring strategy or to a control condition. 
All students attended suburban elementary schools with the exception of eight who attended a self-contained classroom in the University of Washington’s Experimental Education Unit.

Students were drawn from third through sixth grades:

· 4 third graders

· 12 fourth graders

· 11 fifth graders

· 5 sixth graders.

All had significant deficits in decoding and comprehension, which placed them at least one year behind grade level.

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

Students were instructed to write brief restatements of the important ideas of paragraphs as they read.  Following training, all students read and completed comprehension measures for narrative passages under conditions which constitute (1) a test of training, and (2) a near transfer test, and (3) a remote transfer test.  In all instances the strategy-trained students exhibited better comprehension than did the control students.

Each lesson began with a formalized restatement procedure using modified stories and progressed to an informal, abbreviated application using natural text.  The effects of restatement training were tested in several situations, varying in the degree to which students were prompted to apply the procedure. 

3.
Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

Students were pre-tested under two conditions – one matching test of training with directions given for the restatement procedure and one matching the remote transfer test where students read silently.  Three weeks after pre-testing, a stratified assignment procedure was used to determine the experimental and control groups.  Students were paired from each of the schools, using scores on the question pretests, and one member of each pair was randomly assigned to the experimental or control group.

Scripted lessons were used in an instructional program designed to help students state the most important ideas for each paragraph.  A criterion of 80% correct for the group determined when to proceed to the next step of the three-phase process.  Phases generally lasted 3-5 days.  The total instructional program was completed in 10-15 days with lessons lasting approximately 20 minutes.

Phase 1

Narrative stories were used, and through modeling, practice, and corrective feedback students were instructed to name the most important person and state the major event that occurred in each paragraph.  Who?  What’s happening?

Rereading and corrective prompts/questions were completed if incorrect responses were shared.

Phase 2

Instructors emphasized that restatements included the fewest possible words (e.g., 3, 4) which still conveyed the gist of the major events.  Students worked individually, writing brief restatements on lines provided in the passages.   Corrective feedback was given as necessary.  When student finished, the teacher removed the materials and asked for a retelling.

Phase 3

Students were given regular narrative passages without spaces for writing notes, recording their statements on another piece of paper.  

The control groups worked on regularly assigned seatwork materials while the experimental groups received restatement training. 

4.
What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) were used to report results?  

Comprehension Testing:  Set of four stories was used.  Students read two stories before training, and two after training.  A set of 12 short-answer comprehension questions was developed for each story.

Testing Procedure:  Three conditions were addressed:

· Test of Training – in addition to the short-answer comprehension questions, the students retold the story.  They were explicitly directed to use the restatement procedure while reading the story.  Three-factor analyses of variance were performed consisting of 4 importance levels X 2 tests (pre-post_ x 2 Group (experimental and control), with repeated measures on the first two factors.

· Near Transfer Test:  Students read the story presented in normal format – no spaces for writing restatements.  They were given paper, but no directions to use the paper.  Upon completion of the reading, they answered the comprehension questions.  A paired t test was used to compare performance of experiment and control students.

· Remote Transfer - – in addition to the short-answer comprehension questions, the students retold the story.  No additional writing materials were provided.  Goal was to determine if training had affected students’ comprehension even when they could not overtly implement the restatement procedure.  Neither direction nor materials prompted it.  Three-factor analyses of variance were performed consisting of 4 importance levels X 2 tests (pre-post_ x 2 Group (experimental and control), with repeated measures on the first two factors.

Scoring was based on pausal unit analysis.  Interrater reliability for the retelling was 92% average and 100% for the short-answer comprehension questions.

All students were pre-tested individually.  All posttests were administered outside the regular classroom – on separate days and in randomized order.

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

Test of Training:  Importance level was significant (41.7) with more important story units better recalled than less important units.  The group interaction was also significant (5.3) with increase in recall by the experimental group.  The trained students compared to the controls did not show, however, greater sensitivity to the relative important of the different ideas in the passage.

Near Transfer Testing:  Thirteen of the sixteen trained students spontaneously used the restatement procedure, and one student in the control group did.  Trained students correctly answered significantly more comprehension questions than control students (2.94).

Remote Transfer Testing:  The importance level was again significant (49.9).  There was significant improved recalling of the experimental group from pre- to post-testings.

The question effect was significant for both the experimental and control groups.

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.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

Not on a student achievement test.  Increased achievement was evident on the testing provided.


8. 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.
Doctorow, Wittrock, and Marks (1978) found that instructing sixth-grade students to generate original sentences about what happened in a paragraph (as they read each paragraph of the story) resulted in substantial improvement in comprehension and recall.

In a related experiment, average and learning disabled students answered more comprehension questions correctly following a treatment where they were instructed to write paragraph “restatements” during reading.  (Jenkins, Heliotis, Haynes, Stein, and Beck, 1986)

This also resembles the oral summarizing step in Palincsar and Brown’s (1984) reciprocal teaching model. 

Summary

Students who were trained to make restatements after the reading of each paragraph had higher comprehension on tested passages.  They were also more apt to do the restatement spontaneously than those who were in the control group.

This study emphasizes the study of reciprocal teaching and emphasizes precisely those behaviors that learning disabled students fail to exhibit:  paraphrasing/restatement/summarizing of their reading.  This study supports other studies have found:  that instructing students to generate original sentences about what happened in a paragraph (as they read each paragraph of the story) resulted in substantial improvement in comprehension and recall.

This study could be easily replicated by a teacher in the classroom or in a special education setting.  It provides the training, guided practice, and independent practice of summarizing/ paraphrasing/ restatement that independent strategic readers do naturally but that other readers need guidance in the development of this  practice.
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