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1.
What is the name or title of the instructional strategy, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  Who were the subjects?
Strategy/Program Name/Title: Direct Instruction 

Research Question(s): 

1.
Do students in the direct instruction program achieve better than students in the traditional curriculum-aligned district program?

2.
Do mobile students do better with the traditional program or the direct instruction program?

Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

Ninety-nine second-grade students were in the direct-instruction classrooms, including 23 stable students and 76 mobile students. Ninety second-grade students were in the control classrooms using a district curriculum that had been aligned with standardized testing, including 63 mobile students and 27 stable students.

2.
Describe the treatment (strategy, program, material, or intervention). 

· **Short Summary:

Oregon direct instruction model is a unified system of instruction and materials that provides teachers highly structured scripts which entail positive reinforcement and immediate corrective feedback. The traditional instruction is basal-based, but tied to the standardized test used in the district.

· Key characteristics: Oregon direct instruction model is designed according to a clearly defined set of principles, for example, analysis of the objectives in order to form teachable component concepts and sets of concepts, identification of preskills, and selection and sequences of examples. It uses highly structured scripts for the teaching process which entail positive reinforcement and immediate corrective feedback.
· **Math strand (NCTM Content Standard): Number and Operations
· **Math topics/areas addressed: Basic Facts; Computation; Math Concepts

· **Grade level(s): Grade 2
· Subgroups of students addressed: Students who are mobile – those who move from school to school annually and do not have continuity in their academic lives.
· Technology required: none
· Implementation considerations (e.g., Cost? Extensive staff development? etc.): Extensive staff development is needed for the Direct Instruction model. The district spent time aligning the learning objectives of the district curriculum and the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) for the traditional program.
· Other relevant descriptive information:

3.
Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.) One urban elementary school chose to participate in the Oregon direct-instruction model. A similar school in the same district was chosen for this study as a control school. The study took place over a three-year period – from 1988 through 1991 when the students were in grades kindergarten to second.  

4.
What was measured, what instruments were used to collect data, and what measures (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results? Both schools were given the CTBS as a regular part of the school standardized testing program. The stable students in both schools were also given the Metropolitan Achievement Test Survey Battery (MAT). A 2 X 2 (Program: Direct Instruction vs. Traditional Instruction X Mobility: Mobile Students vs. Stable Students) analysis of variance to analyze each total score and its component subscores. Normal curve equivalent scores were analyzed and means were converted to percentile ranks. Means, standard deviations, and F values for the CTBS scores were presented. A posthoc test using Tukey’s HSD procedure was also performed.
5.
Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

On the CTBS, the direct-instruction students scored significantly higher than did the traditional students on mathematics computation. The stable traditional students scored significantly higher than did the mobile traditional students and the stable direct-instruction students on mathematics concepts and applications. On the MAT the direct-instruction stable students scored significantly higher than traditional stable students in total mathematics and two subscores – computation and mathematics concepts.

6.
Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  

No:

Yes:

If yes, briefly describe:

Did implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the fidelity of the implementation?

No:             
Yes:            
 If yes, briefly describe.
7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  
No:

 Yes:

See above number 5.

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?
No:                
Yes:             
 If yes, briefly describe.
Not studied:
8.
Replication:  

Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  

No:

Yes:

Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:

 Yes:
A study done in 1977 (Engelmann, Becker, Carnine & Gersten, 1988) was cited as showing that “the direct instruction model was effective in promoting beginning academic achievement.”
9.
**Numerical Rating of Quality of Research Design (scale: 1-5): 2

10.  **Brief summary of the study: 

The success of direct-instruction for a group of urban second-graders was compared to traditional basal-based instruction that was aligned with the CTBS. When using standardized assessment, students who received direct-instruction performed better than traditional on computation, but didn’t perform as well on mathematics concepts and applications. On both assessments stable students scored better than mobile students. Mobile students in the direct instruction classroom performed better than the mobile students in the traditional classroom. Assignment was not random, nor were there efforts to match the two groups. Details of staff development and actual classroom practice were not explained.
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