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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?

Description of Subjects:  Forty-four students who received the pre- and post tests, and summarization instruction in its entirety, 22 students per treatment (inductive, deductive).  Thirty two were female and 12 were male; 27 ‘Black, 14 Latino, and 3 White.  Comprehension Tests of Basic Skills were available for 26 of the 44 with mean percentile rank in sophomore year of 81.23.  Students had been identified by their principals as talented and deserving of participation in a larger parent program to expose students to biomedical sciences and to provide academic enrichment.  Eighty-four low-income students were originally randomly assigned to either the inductive or deductive instruction.  Although these students were paid minimum wage for their attendance in the program, 40 students were lost to the usual summer lures.

The control group consisted of 14 student participants in the biomedical program, recruited from the waiting list for this program.  The control students had the same qualifications for entrance into the biomedical program but were not included due to enrollment constraints.  They agreed at the beginning of the program to serve as control students when needed.  Ten participated in all testing, seven female, three male, 8 were black and 2 Latino.

On the pretest, results of univariate analyses of variance and corresponding post hoc analyses showed the inductive group scored significantly higher than the other two groups on main ideas outlined.  Both experimental groups scored significantly higher on outlining efficiency.  These disparities were related only to the far transfer measure.  No other significant differences prior to instruction were noted.

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

Experienced classroom teachers served as research assistants.  They met two or more times per week with the primary investigator (Hare).  Two served mainly as instructional designers and two served mainly as teachers.

1) The experimental students were divided into four classes randomly from their demographic clusters (e.g. female, Black) and there were two classes per session.

2) They received instruction either during the first or second of two consecutive sessions.

3) In the two classes for session one, one teacher taught summarization inductively, the other taught summarization deductively.  In the two classes for session two the instructors switched strategies.  Students who participated in the first session did not communicate with students in the second session.  The students wee not aware that different strategies were being employed to teach summarization skills. 

4) Each of the four classes ran for five meetings of 2 hours length.  The first and final meetings were used for pre- and post-testing.  The remaining three meetings were strictly instructional. Activities for each day of instruction concentrated on the days objectives.

a. Day one: understand what a summary is, aware of the rules and general steps contained on the rule sheet, and understand how the rules and steps work.  Only passages to which the rules could readily be applied were utilized this day.

b. Deductive Strategy Classes:  Teacher directly provided students with a definition of a summary, explained the rule sheet and its use, modeled the rules and steps, and summarized a passage using previously marked up copies.  Each student received a copy of the polished summary and the steps and rules were reviewed for them by the teacher.

c. Inductive Strategy Classes:  Teacher used extremely directed questioning to get student to describe and explain how to use the rules, and the general steps and specific summarization rules.  If students failed to mention a key element, the teacher employed an entrapment technique to make them aware of the omission by reading a summary lacking that element.  After the student were asked if it was a summary and why or why not.  Using previously marked sheets, students derived the rules, located instances of rule application and articulated how they knew the rule was applied.

d. Day one instruction was followed by good practice and individual summary writing limited to 80 words.

e. Day two objectives in all classes were to review all the rules and steps and to reapply the rules and step to a “real-world” passage.  Experimental students received written feedback about previous works.  Deductive teacher modeled application of the general steps and the summarization rules showing explicitly where a rule application was evident.  The inductive teacher gave summaries to the students and they were carefully directed to articulate instances of rule application or non-application on their own.  Instruction on the day was followed by group practice and individual summary writing this time with n limits on length.

f. Day three objective was that students recognize their ability to coordinate and integrate rule usage using a longer high school passage in order to improve transfer to school reading situations.  Students first received feedback on their summaries and then were told they would be working with test that was like that which they would be working in high school.  They were advised that real-world text sometimes offers clues as to way should be part of a summary.  The also learned that lack of organization and text density sometimes interfere with the summarization process.  The deductive teachers them pretended to work through the passage to summarize it, capitalizing on the thinking help sheet.  Students were able to examine the end result, the polished summary help sheet.  The inductive teachers followed the students’ instructions for writing a summary marking suggestions on transparencies of the passage.  When no further ideas were forthcoming, teacher passed out the polished summary to compare with the class summary.  All students wrote a summary independently with the restricting that they could not write on the passage.  Students were interrupted twice without warning and instructed to write down what they were doing as they summarized to in the hope of yielding some process insights.

g. Day Five: Posttest

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

44 Students were randomly assigned to one of two experimental treatments.  A smaller cohort of control subjects also took the pre- and posttests.  The length of the intervention was five days for two hours per day.  The students were part of another program for low-income students who had good potential as identified by their school principals.

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.)

Date was derived from the students’ summaries of the passages.  Scoring was done by three judges in order to quantify and compare scores.  Scores were derived for both the process and the product using a detailed rubric system.  

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

The date was first analyzed for the presence of either a teacher effect or a teacher by instructional strategy effect.  A multivariate analyses of variance showed none existed.  Consequently the data for the two deductive classes and the two inductive classes was combined for further study.  

Summary Products:  The groups were found to have significant differences in summarization/outline products.  The difference between the control groups and the experimental groups accounted for the significant difference.  They were also significantly different on the number of main ideas included, again attributed to the difference between the experimental and control groups.

Summary Process:  As expected, use of rules shifted upward among the experimental groups with no change in the control group.  

The results of a delayed posttest show the effect of summarization instruction to be durable.

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


Teachers were observed on each day to assure fidelity.  They also met with the primary researcher to share minor instructional changes and to clarify the next day procedures.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 

X
  If yes, briefly describe.
If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?

The results of a delayed posttest (two weeks post study) show the effect of summarization instruction to be durable over a period of time.

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

No:  


Yes: 

X
  If yes, briefly describe.
The study closely resembles that of Day (1980) where it was also shown that direct instruction of summarization does improve students’ skills.  Day created and implemented a summarization training program that utilized the information on what makes good instruction.  She also created passages that were conducive to the use of the rules of summarization developed for the study.  Results of this study favored the more explicit instruction of the skills.

Summary
Two instructional models were used to measure the effects of the instruction of summarization skills.  Using and modifying an existing summarization program, the researcher implemented both inductive and deductive instruction to four groups of students over the course of five days, two hours daily.  A control group was also identified.  The subjects were given a pre-, post- and delayed-post test (two weeks after) that showed the summarization efficiency and rule usage was significantly higher in the experimental groups.  The study supports the need for direct instruction of a strategy to build student skills. 

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  4
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