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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:  SRSD- Self-Regulated Strategy Development Model.  The key element of the instructional program was a strategy that organized and directed the processes of planning and writing an essay.

	Intended Outcome: 

	Research Question(s):  What is the effectiveness of an instructional program designed to improve the writing performance of middle school students?  What effect on knowledge and skills in writing essays would SRSD, focusing on planning and writing, have on middle school students’ writing?


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

	
	Students:  Students included 58 seventh and eighth graders from 2 middle schools in a suburban district in the Southeast.  The 2 schools had similar demographic characteristics: approximately 500 students, 94% White, 5% African American, 1% Asian or Hispanic.   Less than 1% received ESL services, and free or reduced-fee lunch was available to 18% and 12% at the two schools.  Thirty students participated in the experimental condition and 28 students participated in the control group.


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

	
	It was expected that the instructional program, SRSD, would have a positive impact on the participating students’ writing performance, including development of more sophisticated writing plans as well as the creation of essays that were longer, contained more mature vocabulary, and were qualitatively better than the essays produced by students in the control condition.

The composition task chosen for investigation was expository essays that involved explanation and persuasion.  Following the writing pretest, students completed a 6-week instructional phase.  During this instructional period, students in both conditions wrote an equal number of essays for the same allotted time period (35 minutes) in response to the same prompts.  Students in the experimental condition used the planning, writing, and revision procedures they were taught to compose two essays collaboratively (large and small groups) and to compose 3 essays independently.  Students in the comparison condition planned and wrote one essay as a whole-class activity and wrote four additional independent essays.  

Students in the experimental condition learned specific strategies for planning, drafting, and revising text, using the SRSD model.  The students were explicitly taught writing strategies along with procedures for regulating these strategies and the writing process.  (PLAN: P=Pay attention to the prompt; L=List  main ideas; A= Add supporting ideas; N= Number your ideas.)  (WRITE:  W= Work from the plan to develop a thesis statement; R+ Remember your goals; I= Included transition words for each paragraph; T= Try to use different kinds of sentences; E= Exciting, interesting, $1,000.000 words.)  A critical feature of SRSD is that teachers typically model and help students identify verbal statements and physical actions to promote student mastery of the targeted writing process.  Six instructional stages provide the framework for SRSD: describe it, model it, memorize it, support it, and independent performance.  (see pages 690 & 691-693 for a complete description and application of the model.)

Teachers who taught the experimental treatment program received an instructor’s manual with lesson plans and they practiced teaching until they could implement them successfully.

Students in the control condition received instruction for writing a 5-paragraph essay, practice in writing such essays, teacher help in generating and organizing essay ideas, discrete instruction on a variety of basic writing skills, and homework and tests to support these skills.


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

	
	Ten language arts classrooms (of 5 volunteer teachers),were randomly assigned: 6 to the experimental condition---3 were seventh grade and 3 were eighth grade, for a total of 30 students, resulting in a quasi-experimental design.  The 4 remaining classes were assigned to the control condition, 2 classes at each grade level for a total of 28 students.  Whereas classes had been randomly assigned to the experimental and/or control conditions, students were drawn from intact classes, resulting in a quasi-experimental design.   Researchers analyzed a representative subset of data because of the detailed analysis of written products. 


• students in the last year’s study were eliminated


• students absent 3 or more days were dropped

• researchers applied stratified random sampling, using proportional allocation for each teacher

• the ratio of student to teachers was preserved

Four separate one-way analysis of variance tests were conducted to evaluate the relationship between the two instructional conditions and planning, essay length, vocabulary, and overall holistic quality.


	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.)

	
	• Students’ percentile ranks on the Reading and Language Arts portions of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills…The students in each condition had average or greater-than-average reading skills and language arts skills.

• Students’ pretest plans and essays were compared…At pretest, the planning behavior of the students in the 2 groups was not significantly different, papers were essentially the same length with the same number of novel words and similar overall quality.

• After the instructional phase of the study, students in each condition completed a posttest using the same procedures as the pretest.  

• One month after the posttest, during which no essays were assigned, students were administered a writing probe with identical procedures to determine whether the effects of treatment were maintained over time.

Student writing was evaluated on:

Planning…scored for level of development

Length…number of words

Vocabulary…number of words with 7 or more letters

Quality…holistic rating of 1 to 8 with anchor points established.


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

	
	Planning:  All written plans received a score for level of development (1-5), including degree of elaboration and accuracy.  The majority of the students did no advance planning on the pretest.  On the posttest and maintenance measures, the majority of students in both conditions created written plans, but the plans of the students in the experimental treatment condition were better developed.  (Posttest Effect Size: 1.17, Maintenance Effect Size: 1.04)

Length:  All essays were scored in terms of number of words written.  After instruction ended and 1 month later, students in the experimental treatment wrote papers that were significantly longer than students in the control condition.  (Posttest Effect Size: .82; Maintenance Effect Size: 1.07)

Vocabulary:  All essays were scored for number of words that included 7 or more letters, providing an index of the maturity of students’ vocabulary. Immediately following instruction, students in the experimental treatment condition wrote papers with a greater number of different words that were 7 letters or longer.  These gains were maintained 1 month after instruction ended.  (Posttest Effect Size: 1.13; Maintenance Effect Size: .94)

Quality.  A traditional holistic rating scale was used by independent scorers, not teachers, to assess quality.  After instruction and 1 month later, students in the experimental group wrote papers that were judged to be of higher overall quality than students in the control group. (Posttest Effect Size: 1.71; Maintenance Effect Size: .74)


	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:  



Yes: 
X


	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	Teachers who taught the experimental treatment program received an instructor’s manual with lesson plans and they practiced teaching until they could implement them successfully. 

20% of the experimental audiotapes were checked for fidelity at the end of each week. 

Weekly visits were made to observe instruction in both conditions with written corrective given.

The research director visited each teacher weekly during his/her planning time to discuss concerns.  

Teachers recorded daily activities on a data collection sheet. 


	8. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

	No:  



Yes: 
X in essay writing_
	If yes, briefly describe.

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

Yes, one month later.


	9. 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.

	
	In previous studies of SRSD, the participants were students with special needs.  In previous studies, planning and revising strategies were successfully taught to these students.


	10. Summary:

	Rating of Research Design
   4.5_   (scale: 1-5)

	
	Middle school students were directly taught strategies that facilitated processes, skills, and knowledge involved in planning, drafting, and revising expository writing.  In comparison to peers in the control condition, at the end of a 6-week instructional phase, students in the experimental condition produced essays that were longer, contained more words of 7+ letters, and were qualitatively better.  This was evident immediately following instruction and on a short-term maintenance writing probe administered 1 month later.
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