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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: Mnemonic imagery strategy

Research Question: Will students with different reading abilities benefit from a mnemonic imagery strategy in a prose-learning situation?

Description of Subjects:  
Experiment 1
38 students from 3 middle schools in a Midwestern university community, all with above grade-level vocabulary skills (vocabulary grade equivalents ranging from 9.92-9.18).   19 were good comprehenders and 19 were poor comprehenders (mean comprehension grade equivalents of 10.02 and 5.69 respectively).  These 38 were selected form the 638 students given the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of the Nelson Reading Test, Form B (1962).

Experiment 2
116 seventh grade students from a rural Eastern community.  These students were classified as “good” (at or above the 65th percentile in total reading scores) or “poor” (at or below the 35th percentile in total reading scores) readers based on scores on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level 2, Form S (1974) administered 8 months earlier during the prior school year.  Students were not separated based on comprehension and vocabulary subtests.

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

Mnemonic Imagery Strategy

Experiment 1:  Students were presented with 14 “famous”-people passages (fictional to minimize prior knowledge) written at an eighth-grade level of approximately 50 words in length.  Each passage contained 3 sentences: the first central information including the name of the person and his/her accomplishment; the remaining incidental information elaborating on the central information.  All surnames could be translated into an occupation.  Names were on one side of the index card and the passage on the other side and 3 questions were developed for each passage- 1 central and 2 incidental information questions.  Students were told that the most important thing was to remember what each person was famous for, although they should try to remember the remaining information as well.  This strategy involves recoding, relating and retrieving. Students were taught a 2-step mnemonic strategy to recall names and accomplishments of the person in each passage.  Step 1:  Students were taught to construct a familiar keyword that was similar to the person’s last name.  Step 2:  Students were taught to form an interactive image between the keyword and the accomplishment associated with the name.  The first 2 passages served as instruction with feedback from the evaluator.

Experiment 2:  This was conducted much the same as Experiment 1, but with these differences:
· Real (unknown) people & their accomplishments

· 200 word passages at grades 4-5 reading level

· Half the students received passages where the central idea was underlined/highlighted

· 4 tests: immediate cued-recall, immediate name/accomplishment matching test, detail-discrimination test, 1-week delayed name/accomplishment matching test

· Instructed/tested in groups of 4 (2 good and 2 poor readers)

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

Experiment 1:  True Experimental Design-Pretest-Posttest Control Group Design.  19 from each group were randomly assigned to the mnemonic imagery condition and 19 to a no-strategy control condition.  Instruction, implementation, and testing occurred individually in a 35-minute session.  One week later, students were tested again with questions being asked in a different order.

Experiment 2:  True Experimental Design- Solomon Four Group Design.  Each student was randomly assigned to a group of 4, but each group had to contain 2 good and 2 poor readers.  1 good and 1 poor reader in each control group received a passage with the central information underlined/highlighted. Instruction, implementation, and testing as well as the one-week delay session were completed in a 45-minute session.

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.)

Experiment 1: Mean percentage recalled for each type of information in 2 test sessions (constructed by experimenters)

Experiment 2: Mean percentage recalled for 4 types of information in 2 test sessions (constructed by experimenters)

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

Experiment 1
· Immediate & delayed recall of central information:  Both good comprehenders & poor comprehenders in the mnemonic imagery strategy condition performed significantly better than those in the no-strategy condition

· Immediate & delayed recall of incidental information: no statistical differences (no direct mnemonic connections between the names and associated details were taught- this result was to be expected)

· Of the mnemonic strategy participants, 89% & 79% of good & poor comprehenders reported adopting their instructed strategy.

· Of the no-strategy participants, 58% of good comprehenders reported using semantic associations while 53% of poor comprehenders used rote rehearsal.

· Of the no-strategy participants, only 13% recoded and only 8% recoded & related. 

Experiment 2
· Cued recall: statistically higher level of central-accomplishment recall for strategy group (both good & poor readers) vs. no-strategy. No differences in incidental recall (no mnemonics instruction for this)

· Immediate matching:  good readers in strategy condition outperformed counterparts in no-strategy.  For poor readers, receiving the underlined/highlighted passage provided higher effects (though still only slightly significant) than the strategy.

· Detail discrimination: little to negative results for those in the strategy condition.  (No associations between names and accomplishments helped here)

· Delayed matching:  Good readers with treatment maintained original performance over control.  Poor readers with treatment showed no significant difference over control.

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:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Experiment 1:  The good comprehender mean percentage difference in the immediate central recall and the delayed central recall between the mnemonic strategy vs. the no-strategy was 27.5 and 22 percentage points respectively. The poor comprehender mean percentage difference in the immediate central recall and the delayed central recall between the mnemonic strategy vs. the no-strategy was 42.6 and 20 percentage points respectively.

Experiment 2:  Only in the recall of central information.

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

Experiment 1:  A week later, scores fell significantly, but remained above those in the control group.

Experiment 2:  A week later, only the good readers in the treatment group maintained their performance over their control subjects.

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.
Experiment 1: It was conducted much the same, but without the good/poor comprehender component.

Experiment 2:  Similar experiments have been carried out, but the passages have been read to the students.  In this case, this was a pure reading situation.

Summary
Experiment 1
Students were instructed in a mnemonic imagery strategy in order to test immediate and delayed recall on central and incidental information concerning fictitious famous people and their achievements.  They were taught to recode the name, relate it to a visual image containing the achievement, and then retrieve the information when questioned.  Both good and poor comprehenders did significantly better than the control group in the central recall questions.  A week later, scores were significantly lower.  No significant difference was noted between the control and strategy groups in the incidental information (mnemonics were not applied here).  The control participants who responded that they used semantic associations performed better than those reporting using rote rehearsal.  This strategy, to be effective, would require intensive instruction to effect results.  This study indicated that those who profited were those who were the better comprehenders anyway.  Perhaps what this study suggests is that association is a more effective way to teach recall than rote rehearsal.

Experiment 2
Students were instructed in a mnemonic imagery strategy in order to test immediate and delayed recall on central and incidental information concerning famous people and their achievements after reading a 200 word passage.  They were taught to recode the name, relate it to a visual image containing the achievement, and then retrieve the information when questioned.  4 different tests were administered including a delayed test of central recall. Both good and poor readers did significantly better than the control group in the central recall questions.  A week later, scores were significantly lower.  No significant difference was noted between the control and strategy groups in the incidental information (mnemonics were not applied here).  Immediate matching & detail discrimination testing produced no noticeable effects between the treatment & control groups, whether a good or poor reader.  Good readers receiving treatment did maintain performance gains over their control counterparts.  This did not hold true for poor readers.  Underlining/highlighting central recall information was more of a factor for poor readers.

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  3
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