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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 the goal? 

Name/Title: Paraphrasing, Questioning, Comparing/Contrasting after Reading

Research Question:  Do writing activities like paraphrasing, questioning and comparing/contrasting impact student recall after reading?

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

The subjects were 176 tenth-grade boys and girls from a comprehensive high school.  Students who might have difficulty reading and responding to the texts were excluded.  Students scoring below the fourth stanine on the reading subtests of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (1974) and other students whom teachers identified as slow readers were left out of the sample.

The students were assigned at random to one of four groups (N=44 each).  Three of the groups were treatment groups assigned to write either paraphrases, questions, or compare-contrast statements.  A control group completed matching exercises.

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

The tasks were assigned simultaneously to students by means of booklets constructed so as to provide for different study responses to reading.  The booklets for two treatment conditions (writing paraphrases and writing questions) provided for making a separate response to each passage; the booklets for the other two conditions (writing compare-contrast statements and completing matching exercises) provided for making comparisons across pairs of passes on the subject of simple machines.

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

The experiment’s design was of the traditional O-X-O paradigm for retroactive inhibition research.

Step 1:  All students silently read the 275-word massage.  

Step 2:  Following the reading, they were to write down as much as they could remember of the passage – without looking back.  (This allowed the covariate for removing students’ individual difference in discourse production from the analysis of their post-treatment writing products.

Step 3:  Upon completing the writing assignment, they were told to turn to the next page of their booklet and follow the directions written at the top of the page.  

· Subjects in the paraphrase group were directed to summarize the lever passage in their own words.

· Subjects in the question group were to write down as many questions as they could make up for the passage.

· Subjects in the other two groups were directed to read and study a passage on the inclined plane

Step 4:  Paraphrase and Question groups followed written direction to read the passage on the inclined plane and paraphrase/write questions and completed before, while the compare-contrast group followed directions to write down likenesses between levers and inclined  planes, and the control group followed direction to match the lever and the inclined plane to a list of characteristics.

Step 5:  Same procedure was followed for passages on pulley and wheel and axel.

Step 6:  Students then were required to write as much as they could remember about the initial passage without looking back.

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.)

Pretreatment and post-treatment recalls were scored.

· Each instance of a match between proposition of a recall and the propositions of the machines passage was counted as a text reproduction.

· A generalization was counted for each proposition of a student’s recall that was entailed by two or more propositions of the passage.

· A deletion was counted for each one of the passage’s seven extraneous propositions omitted from the student’s recall.

· An integration was counted if a proposition was included in the recall.

· Construction was the introduction of new information

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

Practice in writing out responses to the texts did not result in any greater writing fluency than completing matching exercises.

Few generalizations were produced by students in any treatment condition.  Students tended to restate propositions without combining their elements.

Students’ performance in the question-writing group differed significantly from that of students in compare-contrast writing group, and the matching group.  The results indicate that students in the question-writing condition produced significantly more superordinate information that subordinate information.

There is a medium effect size (3.61), distinguishing the recalls of students in the compare-contrast-writing and question-writing groups.  Students in these two groups generated more new information than students in the matching and paraphrasing groups.

The number of constructions produced by students in the question-writing group alone (2.496) significantly exceeded the number produced by students in every other group, the compare-contrast writing group (1.799), the paraphrase-writing group (1.185), and the matching group (1.571).  The performance of the compare-contrast-writing group significantly differed only from that of the paraphrasing group.

While the results of the experiment to not support that hypothesis that written responses to texts induce greater engagement with the general topic than do responses made through paper and pencil matching exercises, the results do support the hypothesis that the way writing is combined with reading differentially impacts students’ remembering a topic under study.  The results show that writing in response to reading can affect students’ thinking about what is read.  More exactly, the results show that form of written response to reading influences inference-making operations as they were operationally defined in this study.  All groups were comparable in amount of original text recalled.  Yet, the students who formulated questions and wrote compare-contrast statements generated more constructions in recall than did students who performed other tasks.  Students who formulated questions restated relatively more top level information than did other students.  

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:  X


7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?

Yes: X
If yes, briefly describe.

See #5 above.


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

       The authors did not address this.

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

No:  X, but . . .


The authors recognized the there is little empirical justification for the positive effects of combined reading and writing.  Their research was an effort to examine how certain writing tasks, when assigned to accompany reading, influence the quality of inferences students make in recalling a text.

The writing tasks provided in their study do resemble those that researchers Applebee (1981) and Donlan (1980) observed in high school content areas classes.  With an approach suggested by van Dijk (1977), the students’ written recollection were inspected for evidence of inference-making operations associated with study tasks.

The outcomes of this research are consistent with the findings of previous research that links drawing comparisons across texts to increased reader-based recall (Hayes & Tierney, 1982) and that links formulating questions to increased attention to a text’s most important information (Andre & Anderson, 1978; Duell, 1974).

Other research in this area:

Taylor and Beach (1984) report that remembering a text is related to organizational skill in writing and that both reading and writing can be improved through instruction in expository text organization.

Newell (1984) concludes from a comparison of taking notes, answering questions, and writing essays that essay writing best helps high school students integrate the material they read.

Bretzing and Kulhavy (1979) find that students who fashion their reading notes in paraphrase form can better recall text information than can students who merely take verbatim notes or who take no notes.

Summary:

Rating:

4  Design (Scale of 1-5)      4  Educational Importance (Scale of 1-5)

Title:  Potential for Directing Study in Combined Reading and Writing Activity

Subjects:  The subjects were 176 tenth-grade boys and girls from a comprehensive high schools.  

Summary:

According to van Dijk’s (1977) theory of discourse processing, any activity that induces greater engagement with discourse will result in the production of more inferential information. When that discourse is recalled.

This experiment investigated the memorial effects of three different writing tasks and worksheet exercises assigned as study activities to accompany reading.  High school boys and girls read and recalled a pretreatment target text and then read a sequence of topically related passages and reacted to each by paraphrasing, formulating questions, comparing and contrasting, or completing matching exercises on worksheets.  Afterward, the students again recalled the target text.  A comparison of information given in retelling the target text before and after performing the study tasks indicated that quality of inferences differed according to assigned writing task.  Writing questions and compare-contrast statements resulted in the generation of significantly more new information, and writing questions resulted in the recall of proportionally more superordinate information.  The results are explained as stemming from the organizing requirements of the writing.

According to this research, the more a reader is engaged with a text (e.g., paraphrasing, formulating questions, comparing and contrasting), the better oriented the reader is to significant text information and the greater is the integration of text information with reader knowledge.

It appears that the formulation of questions actually creates a high occurrence of construction of new information and omit significantly more low-level information from their final recall.

Brief writing activities that involve reorganization of texts tend to engage more of the students’ own intellectual resources in the study of those texts.  The way students think about a topic under study can be influenced by the kind of writing tasks they are assigned.

Comment:

Consideration should be given to replicating this study to include those students who are identified as “slow readers” as they were excluded from the research as were students who low scores on a comprehensive reading test.  
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