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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:  Student-centered strategy

Research Question: Is a student-centered strategy may be more likely to help students with text they read on their own?  What is the comparative effectiveness of strategy instruction to story content instruction?
Description of Subjects:
· 67 5th (39) & 6th (28) graders/ year-round elementary school in large western city.

(4 at risk)

· 45% minority

· 67% free & reduced lunch

· 51 lowest quartile of SATs

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

Control: Basal instruction

The traditional basal control, like the story content instruction, provided students with general information about the upcoming selection, including declarative knowledge about the topic and related vocabulary, and procedural knowledge about word recognition. For this control, we followed the instructional guidelines provided by the teachers’ manual of the basal reading program from which the reading selections were taken. Our instruction for the 50-minute reading period followed the general pattern used with the story content instructional treatment. (See appendix D for a sample script.)

The teacher typically began instruction with a short word-recognition lesson, including a teacher-led discussion of several vocabulary words identified in the teachers’ manual.

The directions for the discussion often asked the teacher to write selected words on the chalkboard and have students pronounce them.  The teacher sometimes included them in sentences or defined them for students.

Next, the teacher conducted a short discussion about concepts, situations, and information related to the to-be-read story. As part of this discussion, the teacher often asked students what they already knew about the topic of the upcoming selection, and teacher and students engaged in a brief, interactive discussion about that topic. Next, the teacher set a purpose for students’ reading of the selection. Students then read the selection silently.

After they finished, the teacher led a brief discussion relating to the purpose of the reading.

Students were then asked to complete the six practice comprehension questions.

The total instructional time was between 10-15 minutes within the total 50-minute period.

Experimental

T-directed story content instruction (T presents content that builds and activates students’ prior knowledge about topics of upcoming tests) T used researcher-constructed story maps from which to teach.  The goal of this instructional treatment was to develop students’ declarative knowledge about the topic of a to-be-read text, thereby maximizing their comprehension of that selection.

We developed story maps for each selection and then prepared scripts targeting key vocabulary, concepts, and related ideas that seemed critical for comprehension.

Each script was developed along the following lines. First, the teacher introduced the topic of the selection.  Then she encouraged students to activate their prior knowledge about the topic by thinking silently about what they already knew. The teacher followed this statement with a 1-minute wait period. After the designated wait time, the teacher then presented important passage-specific information, concepts, and vocabulary within the context of the to-be-read selection.

This presentation included a basic outline of the plot, the main characters, and the central problem of each selection. Next, the teacher assigned students a purpose for reading the selection. Students then read the selection silently.  When they finished reading, students completed a set of six practice comprehension questions on their own.  Last the teacher asked them one or two questions related to the problem and resolution of the story.

The time allotted for the total instructional treatment—including before and after reading teacher-led activities—was between 10 and 15 minutes, similar to the strategy and basic treatment groups.

Experimental Strategy instruction (strategy students could use to activate their own prior K. Independently before they read teaches students how/when/& why to activate their own prior K. Students jotted down key words and phrases on a modified version of story map.

The goal of the strategy treatment was to develop students’ procedural and conditional knowledge that they could apply to texts they read on their own.  

This included how to make predictions about an upcoming selection, how to identify main characters, how to identify the story’s central problem, and how to identify a problem’s resolution.

As a means of remembering their predictions and important information they learned through reading the story, students were taught to jot down key words and phrases on an adapted version of the story map developed by Beck et al. (1982).

In general, each day began with teacher instruction, followed by silent reading of the day’s selection and written responses to the six comprehension questions, and then a short discussion.

When the topic of instruction shifted the strategy to the middle and end of the story, however, the teacher transferred part of the allotted instructional time from the beginning of the 50-minute period to the middle and end of the period (see Appendix C for a sample lesson script).

Over the course of the 5-week treatment period, the teacher scaffolded instruction so that students gradually assumed responsibility for using the strategy on their own. At the beginning, the teacher modeled the strategy and how to use it through the story map.

Over the next 2 weeks, the teacher assigned class leaders to model using the strategy.

During the third week, students worked in small groups. Finally, on the fourth and fifth week, students worked in pairs and then on their own. All the while, the teachers acted as a coach, providing students with hints, reminders, and cues.

Materials
· 24 best narrative selections from district basal reading program



· well-developed plots

· clean story structure

· appropriate interest & difficulty

· 16-4th selections

· 5-5th selections  
· 3-6th selections of 1200-1500 words

Teachers

· Experienced but not students’ regular teachers
· Used prepared scripts

· Rotated through treatment groups…8 days with each

3.  Describe the design of the study.
#4 Design

· 6 homogeneous groups of 5th & 6th graders H/H-Ave/Ave/low-Ave/Chtl/Resource Room

· eliminated 2 extremes & eliminated    absent students

· mean percentile score on SAT reading was 25%-ile

· Students blocked on ability & randomly assigned to one of 3 instructional treatments

· 5 weeks M-TH (1st 50 min. of day) of instr.  24 selections read & students answered 6 written comprehension questions in same order.

· 7-week delayed posttest

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.)

· 6 tests developed & 4-level rubric

· 10 open ended comp questions on key events

· 4 on vocabulary & declarative knowledge

· 2 story central problem & resolution

· 4 literal & inferential questions on important events

· 2 tests at start of study

· 2 tests at end of study

· 2 tests 7 weeks later

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

Mixed factoral design SAT as covariate

· Strategy instruction group score significantly higher overall than story content or basal control group (no sign differences between story content & basal)

· Strategy group was high on reading text on their own.

· Main effect for test time indicating an advantage for delayed posttest over immediate posttest.

· Story treatment focused on declarative knowledge.

All 3 forms equally effective on particular tests

· At risk readers who received strategy instruction made superior gains in comp performance over other 2.

· Students who had more control were more actively engaged and had more intrinsic carryover.

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:  


Yes: 
X for strategy instruction group    If yes, briefly describe.

Researchers in Strategy Instruction classes observing several students from strategy instruction classes were interviewed weekly. Questionnaires administered twice weekly.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.
7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study? 

No:  
X

Yes: 


Compared to Dole et al. 1991.

Compared to Graves et al. 1983.

Summary
This instructional study examined group and individual differences arising from strategy instruction.  In the first phase of the study, 67 fifth and sixth graders from a designated at-risk school were randomly assigned to one of the three treatments—strategy instruction, story content instruction, and basal control instruction.  For 5 weeks, all students received one of the three treatments embedded within a narrative selection they read each day.  Baseline, immediate posttest, and 7-week posttest data were analyzed using ANCOVA.  Results indicated that the strategy group performed as well as the story content and basal control groups when students read texts after receiving instruction.  However, the strategy group outperformed the story content and basal control groups when students were asked to read selections on their own.

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating: 4
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