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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: Reminders to individuals of specific reading strategies
Research Question:   

What is the effect of reminding students with learning disabilities and reading difficulties to use specific strategies for oral reading rather than trying to heed generic reminders to do their best?

Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

The study included 50 seventh graders in three remedial reading classes (class sizes 12-21 students) in a suburban middle school of  920 students in a Midwestern state.  Of the 50 participants, 51% were male, 6% minority, and 30% identified as having a disability.  Analysis revealed no difference with regard to age or gender for MAT (Metropolitan Achievement Test) scores or for CELF (Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals) scores.

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

Two teachers and a speech-language pathologist provided instruction. Teachers met individually with treatment students to explain, give a rationale, and model, if necessary, the specific oral reading strategy he/she would focus on during the next 10 weeks, for 50 minutes, during three times a week of the third quarter.  Selection was based on teacher observation of each student’s reading and input from the student.  Strategies included:  reading with inflection, not adding words, pausing at periods and commas, self-monitoring for accuracy, reading at an appropriate pace, watching for word endings, and tracking with one’s finger.  Each student was given a bookmark with his/her strategy written on it.

During their conference with the teacher, students in the no-strategy group were encouraged to do the best they could while reading and were given a bookmark with the message “do your best.”

All students read from the trade book, Earthquake Terror, written at the third-grade level.  Each week teachers taught a phonics rule via direct instruction.  After teacher-led group discussion and predictions about the chapter for a day, unfamiliar vocabulary was introduced.  All students read from the designated book at least twice during each class period for approximately two to three paragraphs preceded by the teacher prompting the student to use the strategy stated on his/her personal bookmark.

Note:  There was no indication of which phonics lessons were taught or if the teachers engaged in oral reading feedback during the intervention period.

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

Students were assigned randomly to the fluency strategy group (n=33) or the no-strategy group (n=16) who received the intervention after the study which lasted for 10 weeks, 50 minutes, three times a week of the third quarter.    

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.)

Metropolitan Achievement Test scores in reading and total scores from the previous spring were used.  Two paragraphs from the Listening to Paragraphs subtest of the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals were used.  Woodcock Reading Master Test subtests, Word Identification, Word Attack, and Passage Comprehension were administered as pre- and posttests.  Rather than oral reading fluency, students’ performance on a weekly curriculum-based measurement maze task was used to investigate the effects of specific strategies for oral reading.

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

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.

Each class was observed twice during the intervention and took anecdotal records of the teachers’ instructions.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  



Yes: 

X

If yes, briefly describe.

Pretest/posttest scores were reported.


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

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

No:  

X

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

Summary:

This study explored the effect of reminding 7th grade students enrolled in remedial reading classes to use specific strategies during oral reading compared to a generic reminder to “do your best.” After the 10-week intervention during 50-minute reading classes three times a week, results were mixed.  Both groups of students performed significantly better on the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test comprehension subtest at posttest than at pretest.  Gains were not noted for the other two Woodcock Reading Mastery Test subtests.  Students who had used a specific oral reading fluency strategy performed significantly better on the curriculum-based measurement maze tasks than did students who were told only to do their best.
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