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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention and what was the research question to be answered and/or what is the intended goal?
Name/Title:  Peer collaboration (group discussion) during language arts assessment


Research Question:  Does peer collaboration enhance a student’s understanding as evidenced in changes in facts and descriptions found in student responses after group collaboration?  

Intended Goal:  The analysis seeks to verify that the opportunity to discuss the passage will improve the quality (breadth and depth) of student responses to assessment questions that follow discussion.  The original study compared the final scores of discussion and no discussion treatment.

Materials:  The original research used a 90-minute language arts test, “Response to Literature,”  is designed to measure a student’s ability to understand and interpret a piece of literature, make connections to his/her own life, and take a critical stance.  There were two short stories selected from the state’s Language Arts Assessment Advisory Committee (made up of experienced high school language arts teachers & administrators).

Description of Subjects:  The original research this analysis is based on was done by Wise and Behuniak (1993).  Wise & Behuniak’s study focused on 504 tenth-grade students in Connecticut public schools.  They were selected out of 5000 students via a stratified random sampling.  Participating schools were identified as having generally similar student populations with regard to many of the factors “known to affect achievement.”  This was a statewide pilot. 

Discussion groups were randomly assigned (*discussion toward the beginning, discussion toward the end, and no discussion -- see question 2 below.)

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

There were three discussion conditions for placement of a 10-minute small group discussion.  The discussion toward the beginning of the test had students read individually for 20 minutes, answer the first two questions on the test individually for 20 minutes, engage in a 10-minute discussion in three-person groups, followed with 40 minutes to respond individually to four remaining questions. (Immediately after discussion, each student individually answered a question about how the group discussion affected his/her ideas about the story.)  The condition with discussion toward the end of the test read the story and answered the first five questions before engaging in the 10-minute discussion*.  In the form without discussion, students read the story and answered the six questions.  All conditions allowed for 90 minutes to complete the test.  No training or practice for effective discussion skills occurred prior to the test.  * “The test forms with discussion near the end of the test were not analyzed …because they provided very limited data…”

3.  Was the program effectiveness shown through an experimental design that included experimental and control groups created through random assignment or carefully matched comparison groups?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Design: 6

Students were selected using a stratified random process that included 5000 students in a state-lead pilot.  Students were randomly assigned to small groups.  There were treatment and control groups.  No pretest was given.  The single assessment lasted 90 minutes.  Discussion training involved only the direction just prior to discussion, “the purpose of the discussion was to give them an opportunity to share their reactions and thoughts about the story, to clarify or explain things that were unclear, and to ask questions of each other.  Students were asked to discuss how they liked the story, what it meant to them, and why, and what event they chose to write about (a previous written question) and why.  Students were given the suggestion to take notes during group discussion and to refer to them when answering the later questions on the test.”  They could reread or refer to the story at any time during the assessment.

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, raw scores, gain scores, etc.) was used to report results? 
Only results for early discussion and no discussion treatments were coded and reported.  See question 2 above.*

· The original research used a holistic score based on 4 factors: interpretation, reflection, evaluation, and connection.  

· The study evaluated: factual knowledge, understanding of characters’ feelings and motives, and the story’s theme; evidence of effect of group discussions; self-reported change in understanding due to discussion.

· Results coded: responses before and after discussion; central descriptions were weighted compared to accurate but not essential; changes in understanding (no, yes, yes with details – self-reported); changes in facts (before/after discussion)

· Results were reported for Test Performance With and Without discussion as means and standard deviations for the number of correct responses. 

· Results of impact of discussion on objective change versus self-reported change were reported as percentage of n.

5. Briefly describe the findings. 

The results of the original research show that even a small amount of collaboration can have a significant influence on students’ understanding of passage.  No explicit instruction occurred in relation to “good” discussion strategies; instead, students were given general directions just before engaging in the discussion (early on or later in the assessment).  A substantial (statistically significant difference between discussion and no discussion  test results) portion of student responses presented clear evidence of improvement after discussion.

The results of this analysis show that there is a positive impact on the student’s understanding of the story that is evident in changes in responses that follow discussion.

6.
Did the evaluation show how the intervention was implemented?  Did implementation data address the frequency or use as well as the integrity of the implementation? 
No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

Frequency of use:
Used once during an assessment, but the sample population was large (504 students across the state).
 

Integrity of implementation:  The integrity of assessing the results was carefully noted, but the implementation as far as the directions given to the discussion groups just prior to discussion were generalized; there was no indication of a script or monitoring of the “sameness” of direction for conducting the discussion.  Each group’s discussion lasted 10 minutes; however, there was no indication of monitoring the timing across such a large study.
 

7. 
Did the study include evidence that gains in student reading achievement were sustained over time? 

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

8. 
Replication:  Did the study cite evidence of replication (of another study or within this study)? 

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

Other collaborative assessments were mentioned; however, the format of this trial was unique.  Also, the purpose of the review of the original research is to use it as a context for discerning changes of student understanding of a literary passage after an opportunity to discuss the passage.

Summary

The goal of this study was to carry out a detailed analysis of students’ responses for quality on test forms with and without collaboration, qualitative changes in students’ responses before and after collaboration, and student reflections about the impact of collaboration on their understanding of the story.  This study is based on previous research by N. Wise and P. Behuniak, “Collaboration in Student Assessment,” (1993).  Wise and Behuniak researched a large-scale assessment in language arts to determine the impact of collaboration on the nature of student’s changes in understanding of a piece of literature and on their test performance.  Their research indicated that a 10-minute discussion of the story in three-person groups had a substantial impact on students’ understanding of the story.  Tenth-grade students were given a 90-minute state-administered pilot literature assessment (two short stories with written response questions) that measured: factual knowledge, understanding of characters’ feelings and motives, and theme.  

· Facts & Descriptions:  Students who had the opportunity to discuss the story showed an increase in the number of correct facts, correct descriptions, and level of descriptions from Part 1 to Part 2 compared to students who did not have the opportunity to discuss the story.  

· Evidence of Change in Facts and Descriptions:  This portion was the most strictly defined variable measuring the effects of group discussion.  The assessment embedded questions in Parts 1 and 2 designed to note changes in understanding.  By comparison, students with no discussion opportunity demonstrated minimal evidence of change in understanding (1.6% for story 1; 13% for story 2); students who participated in discussion demonstrated increased understanding (43% and 45% respectively).

· Effects of Group Discussion on Understanding: Self-Reports:  This variable was coded only for the discussion condition.  Students were asked about the impact discussion had on their understanding of the story.  The results were coded as yes, yes with details, and no.  There was a lack of perfect correspondence between students’ self-reports and their actual test performance (the response in Part 2 indicates a change in understanding, but the student doesn’t recognize the discussion as the catalyst of this change).  This indicates that discussion can have beneficial effects on a student’s understanding even when the student does not recognize it.

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  4
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