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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:  Not answered.

	Intended Outcome: 

	Research Question(s):  The study asks whether performance differences between “successful” and “less successful” elementary fifth graders may arise, in part, because of differences in the degree to which they spontaneously evaluate their current level of comprehension and mastery.  Would children spontaneously detect appropriate versus less appropriate manipulation of text and would they regulate their study effort accordingly?   


	2. Describe the subjects (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.).

	
	Students:  Sixteen students were selected from the 27 members of a fifth-grade class in metropolitan Nashville public schools.  The sample comprised 4 groups (mean age of 10.8), each containing 4 members based on the judgments of 2 teachers who worked with the class and corroborated by scores on the ComprehensiveTest of Basic Skills: the most academically successful males in the class, the least successful makes, the most successful females, and the lease successful females.  No child had repeated a grade.  No student had been assigned to a full-time special education class.  Many of the less successful students were working with special resources teachers.


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

	
	An easy-to-learn story and a difficult-to-learn story were constructed around each of four themes.   Each version included 8 subject-predicate assertions.  For the easy versions, subject-predicate pairings were appropriate; difficult versions were constructed by arbitrarily re-pairing for implausible subjects and predicates.  The two versions of each story contained identical words and were of identical length.   (See a sample story p. 252)  The teachers rated all stories as being readable for all of their children.


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

	
	Materials were arranged so that each item appeared on a separate page of a booklet (Block I: Story 1, Story 2, Test 1, Test 2) and (Block II: Story 3, Story 4, Test 3, Test 4) and students compared the easy version of one story with the difficult version of another. The four themes were counterbalanced with position within each of the four groups according to a Latin square.   The memory test for each story gave the title and the subjects of each of the 8 assertions and asked for the predicates (e.g., “What did the hungry boy do?”)  Tests occurred in the same order as the stories.  The order of test cues was random with respect to presentation order.

Students were to read (experimenters would provide aid as necessary in decoding words), to signal when they had finished reading (this time was recorded), to study, and then to signal when they had finished studying (This time was recorded).  They knew that tests would occur, and that their task was to answer all of the questions.  This sequence was repeated for Story 2.  Both stories were then displayed and students were asked which story was harder to learn and why.  Students then received a memory test for each story and the sequence was repeated for the second block. 


	5. 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.)

	
	The memory test for each story gave the title and the subjects of each of the 8 assertions and asked for the predicates (e.g., “What did the hungry boy do?”)

• Each student’s reading time and study time was recorded.

• Students were asked which story was harder to learn and justify why.

• Postexperimental interviews in which students chose a story that did not make sense and change it so that it did make sense.


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

	
	Seven of the eight successful students rated the relative difficulty of paired stories accurately for both blocks.  Four of the less successful students rated accurately twice, 2 rated accurately once, and two were not successful rating difficulty of paired stories.

• Successful students provided adequate justification for difficulty for their rating on 15 of 16 occasions.  For less successful students, only one justified adequately on both trials; another was adequate on one occasion.

• Reading time was shorter for successful students

• Easy stories were read slightly faster than difficult stories.

• Successful students studied longer for the more difficult stories than for the easier stories.

• Less successful students studied easy and difficult stories equally.

• Less successful students spent as much overall time studying as the successful students, studying more for easy stories and less for difficult stories.   That is, they did not regulate study time according to the difficulty of the task.

• Test performance for easy stories was better than for difficult stories. 

• Test performance was better for the successful group than for the less successful group 

• During the postexperimental interview, all children chose a story that did not make sense and could rearrange the story to make it appropriate.


	7. 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:  
NA


Yes: 



	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	


	8. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

	No:  
NA


Yes: 



	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	


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

	No:  
NA


Yes: 



	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	


	10. Summary:

	Rating of Research Design
   _2.5_   (scale: 1-5)

	
	Sixteen students, selected from the 27 members of a fifth-grade class in metropolitan Nashville public schools, were assigned to one of four groups based on teacher judgment and achievement test results: the most academically successful males in the class, the least successful males, the most successful females, and the lease successful females.  Students read two versions of different stories: easy-to-learn stories in which subject-predicate pairings were appropriate and difficult-to-learn stories with subject-predicate re-pairing for implausible subjects and predicates.  Students were monitored for time as they read and studied and interviewed after cued recall tests for each story.  Results indicated that successful student monitored as they read and studied.  They were aware of the difficulty learning the less sensible stories and could explain why they were difficult.  Less successful students did not tend to rate difficulty accurately and did not seem aware of the manipulation.  Successful students tended to study difficult stories more than easy stories; less successful students studied equally for both.  When prompted less successful student could distinguish difficult from easy stories but did not do so spontaneously.
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