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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:  Supported Literacy approach (integrated thematic units: reading, discussing, writing 

about a shared age-appropriate text supported by close work with teachers & peers:  adapted from Taffy Raphael’s Book Club program)

	Intended Outcome:  Given access to the full range of challenging reading and writing activities in regular education settings, to determine if middle-school students with learning disabilities can engage in literacy goals such as understanding how to read and compose texts with varied purposes and how they perform in relation to peers  

	Research Question(s):  

1. How extensively are teachers implementing the Supported Literacy Approach?

2. How did students with disabilities perform on understanding tasks in a supported literacy context?  How did their performance in that context compare with that of normally achieving students and honors students?  

3. How did students with disabilities perform in an independent literacy context?  How did their performance in the independent context compare with that of the normally achieving and honors students?

4. How did the performance of the students with disabilities in the supported context compare with their performance in the independent context?

 


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

	
	Students:

· 750 7th & 8th grade students from 1 Middle School

· 48% minority

· 29% Hispanic

· 10% Black

· 9% Asian

· 4 Native Americans

· Low SES: 61%

· 278 students began study

· 120 in inclusion classrooms

· 139 in normally achieving classrooms

· 80 in Honors classrooms

· 56 of these with language arts IEPs 

· Outcomes analysis: 163 of these students

· 35 with disabilities

· 76 normally achieving

· 52 Honors

Teachers:

· All language arts (5), reading (4), and special education teachers (2) in 3/3 Grade 8 sections and 2/3 Grade 7 sections

· Teaching at this school: average of 6.6 years

· Average years of teaching experience: 14.3 years


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

	
	· View of Supported Literacy:  Students acquire deep understanding of literary texts and interpretation processes when they frequently engage in authentic, meaningful reading and writing tasks supported by strategic thinking and constructive peer conversations

· Teachers adapt, implement, & assess integrated thematic literature units with several features:

· Each unit is organized around compelling themes & questions for young adolescents

· Each unit includes 1 or more core texts that all students read

· Each unit is 4-10 weeks in length & embeds frequent opportunities for students to write about the text and use their writings in discussions

· Organized around cycles of reading, writing, listening, & discussion

· Cycles:

· Community Share

· Read, Write, and Prepare

· Literacy Circle

· Community Share

· Write and Reflect

· Journal prompts embed full range of comprehension strategies found to contribute to understanding texts

· Activating background knowledge

· Predict

· Literal comprehension

· Summarize

· Question

· Clarify

· Inference

· Making connections

· Application

· How to write a persuasive essay

· Teacher preparation

· 3-day summer institute for 2 summers

· met throughout the year with researchers for assistance in designing & adapting units to reflect 4 principles of teaching for understanding

· during teaching of unit, met with researchers bi-monthly to discuss how students were working with texts and to examine student work

· ongoing professional development supported by principal

· classroom observations by researchers with feedback


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

	
	· longitudinal 

· 2 years

· all language arts students


	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.)

	
	· Teacher Implementation

· Surveys: self reports of lessons with open-ended prompts & scaled questions describing implementation & rating effectiveness of activities

· Researchers examined content of student journals for # of writing opportunities & range of comprehension tasks and for differences in implementation across inclusion, normal, and honors students

· 2 observations in each of the teacher classroom

· Student Outcomes:

· In supported context, writing fluency based on word counts & writing quality based on a rubric from journal entries

· In independent context, statewide-like assessment with 2 parts: 10-11 multiple choice addressing vocabulary knowledge, literal & inferential comprehension, & open-ended question requiring persuasive writing about a text excerpt

· Teacher Implementation

· Teachers self-reported average use of 84.6% of instructional activities in the unit

· On a scale of 5, teachers rated effectiveness of student response journals at average of 3.4-3.5

· Classroom observations confirmed teachers using majority of activities & students involved in reading, writing, & discussion activities throughout the unit

· Teachers generally did not use recommended small group (5-7) literary circles, but 2-3 discussion groups instead with higher numbers

· Inclusion students were more willing to participate in groups rather than whole class

· Rather than students conducting their own discussions, some teachers were leading some groups

· Journal analysis

· Teachers used all 3 kinds; 57% of the prompts provided with normal & inclusion and 61% with Honors

· Both groups (honors/normal and disabilities/low achieving) received 60%  thematic prompts & 40% applicative prompts

· Honors (87.5%/normal (94%) received more inferential prompts than the inclusion (68%)

· Generally, more questions were provided to Honors & Inclusion than to Normal

· Student Outcomes

· Supported instructional context

· Journal word count (mean): Honors-74; Normal-64; Students w/Disabilities-47 (compared with prior results, no significant difference among groups in progress)

· Writing quality rubric score (mean)- Inclusion-1.64, Normal-1.71, Honors-1.79 (once again, no significant difference)

· Independent context

· Word count from open-ended essay statewide-like assessment (mean): Inclusion-85, Normal-108, Honors-179 ( one way ANOVA revealed significant difference between Honors and other 2 groups, but no significant difference between Inclusion and Normal)

· Writing Quality: Inclusion-1.13, Normal-1.56, Honors-2.24 (same difference for Honors as stated above

· Writing quality comparison in the supported instructional context vs. independent context

· Students with disabilities performed better in the supported context while Honors students performed better in the independent context


	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.

	
	· Teacher Implementation

· Surveys: self reports of lessons with open-ended prompts & scaled questions describing implementation & rating effectiveness of activities

· Researchers examined content of student journals for # of writing opportunities & range of comprehension tasks and for differences in implementation across inclusion, normal, and honors students

· 2 observations in each of the teacher classroom




	7. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

	No:  



Yes: 
X


	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	· Students with disabilities, in a supported context and given equal access, were able to perform similarly to their peers in a challenging writing task.




	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.

	
	


	9. Summary:

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

	
	The purpose of this study was twofold: to determine the quality of implementation of a Supported Literacy approach of middle school teachers and how students with disabilities would perform in relation to their peers when provided access to the full range of challenging reading and writing activities in the unit.  Teachers were trained and implementation was monitored by researchers.  The Supported Literacy approach is an adaptation of Taffy Raphael’s Book Club, engaging students in integrated thematic units, reading, discussing, and writing about a shared, age-appropriate text.

163 7th and 8th graders from a middle school with 48% minority and 61% low SES and their teachers were followed for 2 years. Teachers were monitored to determine if full access to challenging activities were provided to all students.  Researchers found that this did happen, with the exception of student discussion. Teachers tended to lead these rather than allow students to hold discussions and learn from each other.  Student results showed that student with disabilities could perform comparably to those normally achieving and Honors students in a Supported Literacy context.  However, in an independent context, Honors students outperformed both those with disabilities and normally achieving students, who performed comparably.

This study has implications for students included in general education.  Often, teacher expectations are limited to literal comprehension. This study did show, that in a supported context, inclusion students could perform higher level activities at a level similar to other peers.
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