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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: Expository vs Narrative Text – Impact on Comprehension

Research Question:

· Do secondary students with learning disabilities exhibit differential reading performance on narrative versus expository text (i.e., narrative vs expository)?

· Do secondary students with learning disabilities exhibit differential performance on reading comprehension as a function of text type and question type?

Purpose/Intended Outcome:  The purpose of the study was to identify the skill areas in which secondary students with learning disabilities exhibit differential reading performance on narrative vs expository text.

Description of Subjects:  One hundred eleven students from six high schools in 20 remedial and special education reading classrooms located in southeastern United States urban school districts participated in the study.  In order to participate, students had to meet two criteria:

1. They had to have identified LD, as determined by state and federal criteria

2. They had to have estimated reading grade levels between grades 2 and 6, as judged by the teacher.

The majority of the students were served in special education settings, were African American, were boys, and were in the ninth grade.

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

· Four narrative passages and four expository passages were used to assess reading performance.  The readability levels of the narrative passages from Monitoring Basic Skills Progress  were 5.3, 4.8, 4.4, and 4.7 and the lengths of   passages were 396, 427, 345, and 406.  The four expository passages from Timed Reading Series (Spargo, 1989) were adapted to approximate a fifth-grade level and the lengths were 378, 434, 411, and 399.

· Every student read aloud two passages of each text types in one testing session, with the order of text type counterbalanced across students.

· Trained examiners yielded four scores for each student:  words read correctly in 2 minutes, total questions answered correctly, literal questions answered correctly, and inferential questions answered correctly.

· Students responded aloud to the questions asked – 8 literal and 2 inferential for each passage

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

· Random assignment was used to determine the order in which students read passages.

· All students participated in reading of two narrative passages and two expository passages.

· All students answered 10 questions for each passage, 8 literal and 2 inferential.

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.)

· Two one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) revealed no significant differences between the text types for reading level (F(1,6)=1.36, p> .05)or passage length (F (1,6)  = 0.33, p > .05).

· Differential Performance as Function of Text Type on Number of Words Read Correctly in Two Minutes:  One one-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted.  Results indicated that students read a greater number of words correctly on narrative than expository passages, F(2, 110) = 30.82, p< .001, ES = >21.  

· Differential Performance as Function of Text Type and Question Type on Questions Answered Correctly:  One two-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted.  A significant effect for text type was noted, F(1, 110) = 16.69, p< .001.  Results also revealed significant effect for text type by question type, F (1, 100) = 20.93, p < .001.

· Dependent-Samples t Tests for Inferential Questions on Narrative Vs Expository Passages:  A statistically significant effect was found between text types for inferential questions, t(110)  - 4.58, p < .001, ES = .42.

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

· The results suggest that secondary students with LD read expository text less fluently than they read narrative passages.

· The results indicate that effects for text type on comprehension were mediated by question type.  Students had similar literal comprehension on narrative and expository passages but different inferential comprehension on the two text types, with narrative inferential comprehension being superior to expository inferential comprehension.

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

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

No evaluation of implementation was provided.  However, the authors did recognize limitations of the study:

·   Reading levels were from grades 2 -6, so generalizations cannot be made for other students

· Merits and reliability of readability formulas have been questioned.  

· Students were not allowed to look back for answers; they had to go “on memory,” indicating this could have been a study of “memory of expository text” rather than ability to gain content information of expository text.

There was no control for students’ familiarity or lack of familiarity with the passage topics, which could explain differences in their comprehension.
7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  

X

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

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

Only achievement discussed was the number of correct responses for literal questions and for inferential questions.

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

No:  

Yes: 

Yes, but
If yes, briefly describe.

Prior research has documented that when answering inferential questions on narrative versus expository texts, students with reading difficulties have trouble selecting accurate or sufficient background information on expository texts, which indicates underutilization of prior knowledge (McCormick, 1992).

Prior research has documented that when students with and without learning disabilities are given familiar or unfamiliar topics to read about, both groups of students exhibit superior inferential comprehension on passages on topics that are more familiar (Carr and Thompson, 1996).

Wong and Wilson (1984) recognized that students with learning disabilities fail to recognize passage organization as an important factor that affects ease of learning from expository text.

This study was conducted within the context of a larger study on the effects of High School Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (HSPALS; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Kazdan, 1999).  The study was conducted to extend the findings of an earlier HSPALS study that had established HSPALS as being effective for improving the narrative reading comprehension of secondary students with high-incidence disabilities and students with difficulties in reading (Fuchs et al., 1999).  

Summary:

Design scale:        3               

The purpose of the study was to identify the skills areas in which secondary students with learning disabilities exhibit differential reading performance on narrative vs expository text.  For the study, 111 high school students in special and remedial education classes were administered two narrative and two expository passages, with the order of presentation counterbalanced across subjects.  Results indicated that students had more difficulty with expository text than with narrative text in terms of reading fluency and comprehension.  However, effects for comprehension were mediated by the type of question asked; there was poorer inferential comprehension on expository text.  Implications for the reading instruction of secondary students with learning disabilities include the need for instruction with expository reading materials, inferential skills, vocabulary, and reading fluency.  Summarizing and outlining are two strategies that have been recommended for improving the expository reading skills of students with LD (Seidenberg, 1989).  Using a direct instruction format, students with LD can be taught how to summarize and outline, which assists them in getting the gist of expository text.

· Text Structure:

· Poor readers fail to acquire the skill of recognizing text structure or cueing systems without explicit instruction and struggle with expository reading.

· Teaching text-processing skills – especially the identification of main idea and text structure (Seidenberg, 1989) are crucial.  Teach your students how and where to find topic sentences, how to use headings and subheadings, how to deciper subordinate from superordinate ideas, and how to develop topic sentences.  

· Visual representations (e.g., graphic organizers) are good for helping kids note key ideas expressed in expository text.  This helps guide students through a discussion before or after reading.

· Conceptual Density and Familiarity

· Poor readers are often more familiar with narrative concepts than with expository concepts.

· Reading Fluency

· Repeated readings is a good strategy to increase fluency.  You could have students repeat readings several times until they increase their reading accuracy to a predetermined rate.  Another option is that they reread a predetermined number of times. (Note:  repeated readings also increases comprehension.)

· Vocabulary Knowledge

· Strongest predictor of successful comprehension of content area reading in secondary students with and without learning disabilities (LD) (Espin and Foegen, 1996)

· Pre-teaching of vocabulary is an excellent strategy.  Semantic feature analysis and semantic mapping are also good strategies.  The first of these two has students use a grid to determine how words are alike and how they are different; semantic mapping involves visually mapping the relationships between and among words.  A target word is placed in the center of a word web, and related words or ideas are written around the central word to show relationships.

· Prior Knowledge

· Students often use their prior knowledge to determine vocabulary and comprehend their reading, making predictions and sharing expectations about upcoming words.

· There appears to be ineffective use of prior knowledge with the expository text.
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