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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: A hierarchical summary procedure used after reading expository text (social studies materials)



Research Question: Will direct, explicit instruction about expository text structure facilitate students’ emerging awareness and use of this structure, resulting in improved reading or writing of expository text? 

Description of Subjects:  One hundred and fourteen seventh-grade students from three combination social studies-English classes at a suburban junior high school served as subjects for this study.

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

The group of students who received the experimental instruction condition received one hour a week, for seven weeks, instruction and practice in how to produce and study a hierarchical summary of social studies material that they read.  First, students received a brief introduction to the material and then read the assigned pages.  Then, they produced a skeleton outline of the text, which included:

1. Two lines at the top of the sheet of paper for the key idea, or thesis statement, of the entire passage as suggested by the heading for the passage

2. Numbers were listed down the left side of the paper for every section in the passage designated by a subheading

3. Students reread each section of text and generated a main idea statement for the section and then wrote the statement by the appropriate number on their paper

4. Students listed two or three important supporting details beneath each main idea statement

5. Students generated topic headings which were entered in the left margin of their paper to connect sections of the passage that were on the same topic

6. Finally, students generated a key idea in their own words for the entire passage that they wrote at the top of their paper.

For the first four weeks, the teacher helped students generate their summaries.  By week 5 students were generating their summaries independently.  Each week the class discussed their summaries with the teacher and compared them with a template provided by the investigators.  Based on the material that was read the teacher also discussed with students the following topics:

· Thesis statements

· Main ideas in support of a thesis statement or key point

· Use of effective details provided in support of main ideas

· The number of details provided in support of main ideas

Each week after discussing their summaries, students were instructed to review the summaries.  After studying them for five minutes, students told a partner as much as they could remember about what they had read or had written on their summaries.  In Week 7, instead of telling a partner all they could remember, they practiced writing a recall protocol before they were asked to do so in the actual testing situation.

Using the same Social Studies materials as the Experimental Group, the Conventional Instruction Group received instruction for seven weeks for one hour each week in the format of a directed reading lesson.  The format was as follows:  1) Brief introduction and read assigned pages, 2) Complete a set of approximately 15 questions on main ideas and details from the reading materials.  During the first two weeks they complete 25-50% of the questions as a group with the teacher.  By week three, students completed the questions independently.  3) Each week the students discussed the answers as a class and compared them to a template provided by the researchers. 4) After discussion students were instructed to review their questions and answers.  5) After five minutes, they told a partner everything that they remembered that they had read or written.  In Week seven instead of doing oral recalls, the students were asked to write down all they could remember from what they had read as a practice for writing a recall before the posttest.

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

 (Design is a #4:  A pretest-posttest control group design.  Although the subjects were not randomly assigned to either a treatment or control condition, such assignment was not possible as the length of the study, and the random assignment of subjects, might interfere with other classroom work and would affect student performance in other areas.)
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I remember from the training that when using in-tact classes, we can assume randomization as the district most likely randomly assigned them to the classes they are in unless they are special needs.  Also, the assignment of the two classes to experimental and conventional seems random.    

One hundred and fourteen seventh-grade students from three combination social studies/English classes at a suburban junior high school were involved in the study.  Two classes had the same teacher and a third class had a different teacher.  One of the two classes with the same teacher was randomly assigned to the experimental instruction condition.  The other class was randomly assigned to the conventional instruction condition.  The third class, which had the other teacher, served as the control group, and received no special instruction in reading beyond what they received in the regular curriculum.

The California Achievement Test had been administered to subjects six months prior to the study.  An analysis of students reading comprehension scores on this test revealed that on the average the students were reading at an 8.5 grade level with a range of 5.7 to 12.9.  A 3 (group) x 2 (passages) analysis of variance (ANOVA) performed on subjects’ standardized reading scores revealed no significant main effects (both Fs < 1) or interaction, F(2, 113)=1.06, p  > 05, indicating that the groups were similar in reading ability.

The experimental treatment group received one hour of instruction and practice per week, for seven weeks, in how to produce and study a hierarchical summary of social materials they had read.

The conventional treatment group received instruction in the form of a directed reading lesson over the same social studies material being read by the experimental group. Students in the conventional treatment group received a brief introduction to the material and read the assigned pages, then they were asked to complete a set of approximately 15 practice questions on main ideas and details from the reading material.  Students then discussed their answers to all questions with the teacher.  The treatment for this group continued for seven weeks.

The control group didn’t receive any treatment and participated in reading instruction that was part of the regular curriculum.

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.)

Students from all three groups participated in two forms of testing as pretest/posttest.  

Writing:  At the beginning and end of the study all students were given an assignment to write an opinion/example essay.

Reading:  All students were asked to read a 1,500 word social studies passage.  They were then directed to study the material after reading it in order to prepare for recall and short answer tests.  The following day, students were asked to write as much as they could remember about the passage they had read the day before.  Then, they completed a 17-item short answer test on the material.

Metrics:

Recall Scores
Tukey post hoc tests (p < .05) revealed that there were no differences among groups in terms of recall scores on the pretest.  On Posttest Passage A, the experimental subjects had significantly higher recall scores than the conventional and control subjects.  

For Passage A: 

Experimental: Mean +8.16, Pretest SD: 3.57; Posttest SD: 5.34

Conventional: Mean +3.11; Pretest SD: 2.39; Posttest SD: 4.01

Control: Mean +4.69; Pretest SD: 2.97; Posttest SD: 4.54

Experimental and conventional subjects reading Posttest Passage B had significantly higher recall scores than the control subjects, although their scores did not differ significantly from one another.

For Passage B
Experimental:  Mean +8.21; Pretest SD 4.08; Posttest SD: 7.18

Conventional: Mean +8.95, Pretest SD 3.99; Posttest SD:  6.98

Control: Mean +4.37; Pretest SD:  2.82; Posttest SD: 4.52

Short Answer Scores
Tukey post hoc tests (p < .05) revealed that there were no differences among groups on short answer pretest scores.  However, experimental and conventional groups had significantly higher short answer scores than the control group for both Posttest Passage A and Posttest Passage B.  On the short answer posttest, scores of the experimental and conventional groups did not differ significantly from each other.

For Passage A:

Experimental: M +3.32; Pretest SD:  2.56; Posttest SD: 2.17

Conventional:  M +3.05; Pretest SD:  2.77; Posttest SD: 2.23

Control: M +1.37

Passage B:

Experimental:  M +2.1; Pretest SD: 2.97; Posttest SD:  2.75

Conventional: M + 1.6; Pretest SD: 3.46; Posttest SD:  2.54

Control: M -.11; Pretest SD:  3.16; Posttest SD:  2.38

Writing Scores
Tukey post hoc tests (p <. 05) revealed no differences among groups on the writing pretest in ratings of overall writing quality.  However, the experimental group had significantly higher ratings on the writing posttest than the control group.  No other differences between groups were significant.

Means and Standard Deviation of Writing Scores

Experimental:  M +3.53; Pretest SD: 1.02; Posttest SD: 1.99

Conventional: M +2.34; Pretest SD: 2.17; Posttest SD:  1.68

Control:  M +1.66; Pretest SD:  1.55; Posttest SD:  1.39

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

The results of this study suggest that students who learn to use a hierarchical summarization study strategy, which focuses on text structure, will demonstrate better recall for unfamiliar social studies material that students who answer questions after reading or students who simply read and reread the material.  However, based on the findings of the study, the hierarchical summarization procedure does not appear to enhance students’ recall for relatively familiar social studies material as compared to answering questions.  

The results of this study also provide some support for the notion that awareness of text structure is important in writing expository compositions.  Furthermore, it appears that because of this commonality, reading instruction and related activities focusing on text structure can influence students’ skill in writing.  The study found that instruction and practice in generating hierarchical summaries after reading led to improvements, as compared to a control group, in students’ overall writing quality.  

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
  If yes, briefly describe.

Extremely detailed lesson plans controlling for time and instruction were used to evaluate the implementation of the intervention.  This addresses both the frequency and integrity but would have been better if the teacher had been observed.

7. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

For the experimental treatment group, mean for improvement in student scores on the recall portion of the portion of the assessment (Passage A) increased M + 8.16 .

On the same passage, the improvement in mean student scores for the conventional group was M +3.11.  Change in the mean student performance on Passage A for the control group was + 4.69.

On Passage B, the experimental treatment group also showed a change between pretest/posttest scores.  The mean student growth for the experimental group was M + 8.21.  The conventional group showed growth in mean student performance on Passage B also: M + 8.95.  The control group showed mean growth of M +4.37.

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

This study was conducted over a period of seven weeks.  There was no information available in the research article to show that the study was extended beyond the seven-week period of the study.  No mention was made in the article of efforts to follow up with the subjects in order to determine if gains were sustained over time.

4. 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.

The researchers cited earlier studies that examined the relationship between knowledge of text structure and the effect such knowledge has on student comprehension and student ability to produce expository text that included such structures.  Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth (1980), Bartlett (1978), and Taylor (1982) conducted similar studies.

Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine whether direct, explicit instruction about expository text structure would facilitate students’ emerging awareness and use of text structure.  Specifically, Taylor and Beach wanted to determine if instruction in expository text structure would improve the ability of students to read and comprehend textbook materials, and would such instruction also improve the ability of students to accurately reproduce the content and organization of textbook materials in their own written summaries. 

The subjects for the study were seventh-grade students from combination Social Studies/English classrooms at a suburban junior high school.  

The learning strategy being tested through this study was a hierarchical summarization study strategy that taught students to utilize text structure as a schema that would support their comprehension of expository text. 

Instruction in Hierarchical Summarization Study Strategy

1. Students from the experimental group in the study were taught how to create a skeleton outline of a portion of their social studies textbook.  

2. They were then taught to use their skeleton outlines to create a summary of the content of the text.  Teachers supported student writing of text summaries through lessons and discussions related to the essential elements of expository writing, such as thesis statements, main ideas and supporting details.  

3. When students completed their written summaries of the text material, they discussed their summaries with the teacher and the rest of the class.  

4. Following large group discussion, students were required to study their summaries again, and then retell the content of their summary to a partner.

Findings

Strengths of the Study

· The outcomes of this study suggest that students who learn to use a hierarchical summarization study strategy that focuses on text structure will demonstrate better recall for unfamiliar social studies material.

· The study also found that the hierarchical summarization study strategy did improve student understanding of expository text structure, as reflected in their own summaries of textbook material.

Limitations of the Study

· Data from the study showed that the strategy was less effective when students were reading material related to concepts that were somewhat familiar to them. 

· No evaluation of teacher implementation of the study strategy was provided, which might undermine the success of future efforts to implement the technique.  

· The study was only conducted for seven weeks.

· No information is available related to replication of this study in other settings, and with other populations, in order to determine the generalizability of results.

· The study didn’t provide evidence that the improvement students demonstrated in reading textbook material, and writing summaries of textbook material, was sustained over time.  

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  4
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