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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 goal?

Name/Title: Instruction Graphic: Frame

Research Question: Is the use of an instructional graphic (frame) more effective than the instructional practice suggested in the teacher’s manual?

Description of Subjects:  The subject included 164 fourth-grade and 201 fifth-grade students from regular classrooms of 6 fourth- and 6 fifth-grade teachers in ten elementary schools in a school district in a small Midwestern city.  

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

Using the classroom textbook, teachers either taught students using the frame or the instruction suggested in the teacher’s manual.  Students and teachers participate in four separate replications of the intervention and each student and teacher participated in both conditions each round.  The fourth-grade teachers chose to use entire chapters of the texts for each experimental round so multiple frames were prepared for each fourth-grade text.  Only one was prepared for fifth-grade texts. 

To procedure for preparing frames was:

1) Read the target text carefully.

2) Identify the author’s top-level text structure using textual cues (headings, bold-faced, graphics)

3) Represent the top-level structure graphically.

4) Provide a blank version of the graphic to each student to fill out independently using the text.

A criterion-referenced test was prepared for each round consisting of matching (recognition: vocabulary, definitions) and short-answer items (recall: concepts and relations).  The test questions were as specific as possible.  

3.  Describe the design of the study 

There were three experimental conditions:  1) student framing condition, 2) teacher-led framing condition & 3) a control condition in which teachers followed the recommendations in the teacher’s edition.   Each teacher was assigned to teach all conditions and in this way each teacher served as his or her own control.  All 365 students served as subjects in each of the three conditions.  

Round One
Student Framing Condition:

1) Teacher leads a discussion about the students' prior knowledge and records this prereading information in the frame.

2) Students read silently and fill out the frames on their copies.

3) When completed, teachers lead a discussion, getting evidence from the students to support the text in their ideas in the frames.

4) The teacher records a final consensus on the chalkboard, making any changes on the prereading version.  

5) Students them complete their own copies of the final frame.

Teacher-Led Framing condition:

1) Teacher leads a discussion about the students' prior knowledge and records this prereading information in the frame.

2) Class reads orally, usually in round-robin.

3) Teacher leads a discussion about the frame, encouraging students to provide evidence from the text for support of their ideas.

4) Teacher records a final consensus frame on the board, revising the prereading framing as necessary. 

5) Students then make their own copies of the final frame.

Control condition

Teacher followed whatever suggestions for teaching present in the teacher's manual for workbook assignments or worksheets.   Generally, there were some suggestions for discussions and questions.  These activities varied by grade level.

Criterion Referenced Test

Three days after the final day of instruction was administered.  In the two framing conditions, students were encouraged to study their frames to prepare for the test.  The tests were scored using answer keys.

Rounds 2–4 Revisions 

Student-framing was revised due to teacher's perceptions of the difficulty of completing the task independently.  Students were allowed to work in small groups.

· Teachers also perceived that the category labels did not provide enough information for completing a frame so it was agreed that students would be provided with an information sheet containing the chunks of information to be put on the frame.  The information sheets were designed so that most chunks would be incomplete and the chunks arranged on the sheet out of order.

· Students were provided instruction and practice in writing short answers.

· More recognition items would be included on the test.

For each round in 2-4, half of the teachers at each grade level were assigned to the framing condition for one chapter or section and to the control condition for the second chapter or condition.  The other half of the teachers were assigned opposite conditions.  

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.)

California Achievement Test (CAT) scores were recorded and used to determine the covariate with the criterion reference tests created for the experiment.  There was no significant ability x treatment interaction at each grade level.  Because the students served as there own controls it was not necessary to adjust the scores for analysis.

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

Round One:  The effect was statistically significant between the experimental conditions and the control conditions.  The students scored lower in the control condition than in either the student-led framing F (1,863) =10.9, MSe=328.0, p<.001 or the teacher led framing F (1,863), MSe=328.0, p<.001.  The amount of variability by teacher for the fourth grade teachers was significant (F (5,862) =5.8, MSe=332.0, P<.001 but only marginally significant for fifth-grade teachers, F (5,862) =2.1, MSe=332, p<.06.  There was a significant interaction between treatment condition and teacher for both fourth [F (2,862) =2.7, MSe=332.0, p<.001] and fifth [F (2,862) =14.3, MSe=332.0, P<.001] grade teachers.  Four of the six teachers showed higher means in the framing conditions, and two showed higher means in the control condition in fifth-grade.  The effect due to reading ability accounted for 32% of the variability.   

All rounds:  Overall, students scored higher under the framing conditions than under the control conditions.    The data analysis for al four rounds showed the main effect to be statistically significant [F (1, 2,763) =22.7, MSe=296.5, p<.0001].  The results also showed the main effect for teacher was significant for both fourth [F95, 2,763) =6.2, MSe=296.5, p<.001] and fifth {F (5, 2,763) =11.9, MSe=296.5, p<.001.  The effect for reading ability accounted for 36% of total variability.  Three interactions involving the treatment condition were significant: Condition X Grade, Condition X Teacher, and Condition X Grade X Teacher.  The framing condition had mean scores higher than the control condition for students in fourth grade but not for fifth grade.  The interaction indicated that framing was more effective for fifth grade teachers than others.  

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: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

If yes, briefly describe.

No attempt was made to control instructional time for any of the conditions; it was left up to teacher discretion.  Teachers were encouraged to use Teacher Logs to record dates and times of instruction.  The data for instructional time could not be analyzed because teachers completed or returned only 55% of the Teacher Logs.  However, each teacher did implement the conditions 4 times.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

See #5.

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

No measure taken over time.

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.

This study was not a direct replication of a previous intervention.  Significant research is available on the use of instructional graphics or graphic organizers and specifically on using frames to improve comprehension.

Summary

This study looked at the efficacy of an instructional graphic (framing) in improving comprehension of content area textbooks as opposed to conventional instructional methods as prescribed in teacher’s manuals for those books.  The study was conducted in four rounds, with the first round serving as a pilot and the three subsequent rounds for the experimental phase.  Three instructional models were used: student-led framing (round one=independent, round 2-4 small groups with additional guidance), teacher led framing, and conventional as prescribed by the teacher’s manual (control).  The subjects consisted of 6 in tact classrooms at both the fourth- and fifth-grade levels in one school district in a small Midwestern city.  Each of the teachers used all three instructional models in each round, allowing the classes to serve as their own control groups.  The use of this particular type of instructional graphic (frame) was show to be statistically significant in students’ ability to recognize vocabulary and definitions and recall concepts and relations. 
Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  5
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