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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?
Research Question:  What is the difference in 6th graders awareness of 4 expository text structures:  collection/comparison/contrast /causation & pr/sol. & their recall of text written in those structures?

Description of Subjects:  56 students in two 6th grade classes in a university lab school; wide range of abilities and backgrounds. Interview sub-sample of 30 students was randomly selected from the 56.

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

· 24 passages (131-169—133 words average) were written for study.  6 passages written for each of the 4 structures.

· All passages had at least one group of 3 related ideas with signal words. 

· Few naturally occurring texts are written that exactly fit but revised text found for 1 of each 4 structures. 

· No “intervention” but rather an examination of students’ awareness of expository text structure.

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

a. Initial testing took place over eight weeks, with one fifty-minute session each week.  In the first session subjects performed the matching task.  The next two sessions were used for written recalls.  Next, one session was used to gather interviews.  Then four sessions were used for discussions and collecting compositions.  In a ninth session, several weeks after the first eight, subjects were given the prior knowledge survey.  

b. Matching task.  At the start of the first session, students were told to look at the first page in their booklets.  They were told the first passage was organized in a particular way, and they were to look at the way the ideas were related to each other.  Then they were told that either the second or third passage on that page had ideas related in the same way.  They were to choose from the second or third passage the one that was exactly like the first in organization. 

c. Recall task.  Students were given one of the recall task booklets (containing the collection and comparison/contrast passages) the second week, and the following week were given the other recall task booklet (containing the causation and problem/solution passages).  Students were instructed to read each passage and carefully note the organization used by the author.  They were told that some of the passages would not be well-organized.  They were encouraged to think of a better way to organize the ideas as they read.  Then they were told that they would be asked to write everything they could remember immediately after reading.  Students read each passage and immediately wrote what they could remember on a blank page following the passage, without looking back at the passage.

d. Interview.  In the fourth session, students were shown their matching task booklets, reminded of the directions, and allowed to reread the passage and review their choices.  They were then asked why they had made their choices and why they had not chosen the remaining passage.  A written record was made of their answers.

e. Composition task.  In the four composition sessions, each discussion was guided by an outline based on one of the four graphic organizers prepared for the different text structures.  After each discussion, subjects were asked to write summaries of what had been talked about. 

f. Prior knowledge task.  Students were given the booklet containing the Likert-scaled questions.  They were told to respond to each statement by indicating how much they felt they know about the topic.  

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.)

3 measures of structure awareness:  in order of difficulty/demand

a. organization of immediate recalls

b. organization of compositions

c. recognition & labeling of structures in interviews

2 measures of recall:

a. recall of main ideas in relation to recall of details

b. comparison of recalls of normal & scrambled passages

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

· 6th graders showed varying degrees of awareness of structure depending on structure & task

· Use of author’s structure in students’ written recall produces least information about awareness…awareness of causation was poorest

· Use of structure in composition required more initiative on the part of students.   

· Interview provided the most info. High c/c; low causation

· Main idea recalled better than details in both well and unstructured passages

· Causation only exception

Results

Recall

Chi-square test of independence for rating use of structure in recalls

· fewer students received full knowledge ratings for causation structure

· no significant difference between ratings for collection, c/c, & prob/sol

Organ of comp

Chi-square test of independence on ratings of use of structure in compositions

· more students received “full knowledge” ratings for c/c than any other of the 3

· more for collection than for causation

· more for p/sol than for causation

Interview

Chi-square test of independence was used for matching & interview data

· more students received higher structure-based ratings for c/c than for collection

· higher ratings for c/c structures than for causation structure 
· Demand of the measurement task must be considered.

Recall

· 2x 2 multivariable MANOVA analysis of variance (passage of condition level of ideas recalled).

· Results were significant for passage condition

· Normal vs. scrambled

· Main ideas vs. detail

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:  
NA


Yes: 

NA

If yes, briefly describe.

7.    Were gains in student achievement reported?  


No:  
NA


Yes: 

NA

If yes, briefly describe.

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

6. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this area (treatment)?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study? 

No:  



Yes: 

X

If yes, briefly describe.  

Other structure studies.
Mention of Meyer, Brandt & Bluth (1980) study of 9th-graders awareness & recall of c/c & pr/sol.

Summary
The purpose of the study was to examine sixth-grade students’ awareness of four expository text structures (collection, comparison/contrast, causation, and problem/solution) and their recall of texts written in those structures.  The three awareness tasks produced different profiles of sixth-grade students’ text structure awareness.  The task most typically used in structure awareness studies (use of structure in written recall) was least informative about differences in awareness of the four text structures.  The authors did consistently find high awareness of comparison/contrast structure and low awareness of causation structure.  A comparison of awareness and recall performance supported the hypothesis that structure-aware students are more likely to use a structural strategy when they read than unaware students.  Sixth-grade students have some text structure knowledge and may be promising candidates for instruction in how to process expository text strategically.

NOTE:  Differences in awareness of structural patterns have correlated with differences in the type & amount of info (& more thesis ideas) students recall after reading expository text.

Recall differences could be explained by differences between the text-processing strategies used by students who are aware & non-aware of structure.  The study questions whether students' use of structure strategy varies depending on which structure they know best.

c/c

· signal words may be easier

· relationships may be easier; no dependency of ideas

Limitations
· 6th graders

· only 4 structures included

· unnatural passages

· short passages used

· confusing use of prior knowledge measure

· results for matching task difficult to determine

· didn’t test for significant difference between recall performances

Strength:  Multiple assessments & use of interviews

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Design:  4
Page 1 of 6

