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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: 
Partner reading and writing



Research Question: 
Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)  24 1st and 2nd graders, all students were administered the Informal Reading Inventory and determined to be average to below average in reading.

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

A total of 3 hours each day was spent on literacy instruction, including: teacher read aloud, basal selections, children’s literature related to the unit of study, round robin reading, writing of 1-3 sentences of facts related to concepts in the text, 15 minutes of SSR, 15 minutes of phonics skills, 30 minutes of spelling study.  Added a partner reading and writing activity that lasted 20-30 minutes a day.  Students paired in more and less capable, 1st and 2nd grader pairs.  Day 1: pairs went to the library and selected a book.  Day 2-4: practiced reading individually.  Day 4: each student did an oral reading of the book to a classmate and got feedback.  Day 5: pairs met for partner reading and writing activity. One student read aloud.  They were allowed as much time as they like to discuss.  Then they separated and the listener wrote to the reader in a journal and the reader responded.  Each student made 6 entries in the journal.  They weren’t given any instruction about how the discussion or journal should occur.

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

Study lasted 6 weeks.

Three-step classroom action research design: identification of the action research instructional problems; selection and implementation of materials, methods, and organization for instruction, and evaluation of the action research study.

Classroom observation notes were recorded by 4 observers noting the following:  reader miscue, fluency, excerpts of students’ dialogue and notes of students’ strategies to share text meaning, provide partner assistance, and evaluate partner activity.  In the 4th week, teacher assisted word recognition and story reflection components were added.

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.)

Analysis of a pretest and posttest attitude survey and a posttest preference survey to examine students’ evaluations of their performances.  Observational notes were analyzed to identify: a) trends in student progress, b) quality of verbal and written interactions, and c) how teacher  support and peer collaboration affected the development of thought processes to reflect upon and share story meaning and self-monitoring of learning in word recognition.

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

Pretest to posttest scores that students did not recognize their improvement in oral fluency, but they felt more positive about reading aloud in front of peers.  Students showed improvement toward choosing more difficult books.  An increase in positive attitude toward discussing books but a decrease toward practicing reading and writing about books they had read.  
Observational data confirmed improvement in word recognition but minimal improvement in fluency.  Although student evaluation showed an increase in attitude toward discussing books, observational data showed little increase in student initiated book discussion until this behavior was modeled by the teacher.  The teacher to class verbal social interaction had more influence on students’ story reflections in the written dialogue than in their oral dialogue. 

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.

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?

7. 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.

Summary:
This classroom action research study investigated using social dialogue integrated with teacher support to develop children’s reading, writing, and abstract thinking in story reflection and sense of audience.  24 1st and 2nd graders were paired for a 6 week partner reading and writing activity to provide peer social dialogue through partner storybook reading, discussion, and dialogue journal writing.  A class mini-lesson on verbal story reflection added teacher support to the partner instructional activity.  Students showed the most improvement in word recognition, minimal improvement in fluency, accurate evaluations of their own reading progress, and felt more positive about reading aloud.  They also improved their writing about texts and their higher-level though processes.  Partner reading and writing collaboration provided added purpose for students’ engagement for re-reading and writing about books. 
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