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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:  Study skills strategies such as PQ4R

Research Question:  Will intermediate-grade students remember more factual material from social studies texts if they are taught to use a study skills strategy for which instruction provides specific training in using the strategy, reasons for using the strategy, and procedures for monitoring one’s independent use of the strategy?

Description of Subjects:  The study included 45 fifth grade students with reading scores on a standardized achievement test of less than one year below grade level and with scores of less than 50% on two individual tests of study skills.

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

Two screening tests were used over two days to determine students’ reading scores.  The passage was from a fifth-grade social studies text.  Two similar passages of 800 words were used for the post-test; the material covered topics not previously studied.  In all groups, the teachers (1) placed difficult words to decode on columns of butcher paper and taped them to the blackboard, (2) the group orally repeated the words until they were repeated correctly twice, (3) read and study a social studies passage until ready to take a 10-question test.  They were given paper for notes if needed. The students in the intervention group were taught to do the following:  (1) preview the passage by reading the headings and subheadings, (2) recite the subheading, (3) ask yourself questions about what might be important to learn, (4) read to find the important details, (5) reread the subheading, and (6) rehearse.  The teacher modeled each step, the student repeated the teacher’s model, and then the student was directed to use the step independently.

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

Fifteen students were randomly assigned to each of the three samples:  (1) treatment condition with systematic instruction in study skills, (2) independent seatwork on the same materials with feedback from teachers, or (3) independent seatwork on the same materials with no instruction. The student training was in 30-40 minute time periods over four days.  The screening, training, and post-testing took place over a ten-week period. 

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.)

Two tests were given:  a retell test and a short-answer test.  In the retell test, students met individually with the experimenter and were given a brief practice session in retelling important information after reading.  The experimenter modeled an oral retell and then the student retold the same passage.  If unsuccessful, the modeling was repeated.  The student read a list of words until all were read correctly three times.  Students were asked to retell important elements of the passage (immediate and delayed).  The retell was tape recorded.  The student was prompted four times to try to remember more.  

Immediately after the retell test, the students were given two 10-item short answer tests on important facts in the passage.  Two similar short answer tests were used for the delayed test.  Five experienced teachers outlined the text and wrote test questions; the chosen questions were those listed by at least three of the teachers.  The inter-test reliability for the immediate short answer test and the delayed short answer test was within the acceptable range for evaluation research.  The delayed retell and short answer test (given two weeks later) used the same procedures but with a different experimenter.

The short-answer tests were coded and scored by the five teachers with a point for completely correct, 1/2 point for partially correct, and 0 for incorrect.  The retells were transcribed and analyzed for number of important information units.  Inter-rater reliability was 86%.

Two comparisons were used with a 3 x 2 analysis of variance with one between-subjects factor (type of treatment) and one within-subjects factor (time of test).  

The researchers also observed the students while studying to see if they (1) followed the steps that had been taught, (2) used some form of looking back over the passage, (3) took notes, or (4) exhibited no apparent strategy.  They also analyzed the quality of note taking.

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

Students receiving systematic instruction in study skills performed significantly higher on the factual short answer test on both the immediate and two-week delay test.  No significant differences were found on the retell assessments or on the short-answer tests between the no instruction and independent study with feedback.  On the retell test, students in the systematic instruction performed at a somewhat but not significant level.  

Tukey post hoc tests showed that the treatment group spent significantly more time studying the passage than the other two samples for both the immediate and delayed tests.  Significant correlations were found between the amount of time spent studying and performance on the delayed short answer test.  The treatment group averaged spending 19 minutes on the immediate test and 12 minutes on the delayed test.  The researchers concluded, “Observational data indicated that many of the SI students seemed to have adapted and modified the strategies they were taught during the four-day treatment” (45).   In addition, the treatment group had generally higher quality of notes than those of the other two samples.   The researchers concluded, “The SI students used some type of study strategy on both posttests, although they did not consistently use the study method in which they had been trained…By the second test, many SI students adopted simpler, more personalized rehearsal methods” (46).  The observational data also indicated that students had difficulty in posing self-questions and in taking effective notes.

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
  If yes, briefly describe.

The researchers stated that they should have extended the training phase and given additional practice.  They were also concerned about the interpretation of the students’ retells and suggested that future studies use a structured retell rather than a free retell.  Finally, the researchers noted that many texts lack organizational aids to help students.  The researchers also noted that this study was restricted to a primarily white community in the Pacific Northwest whose reading ability was slightly above the national median.
7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Students who were taught the study strategy performed significantly higher than students who had not been trained in a study strategy.  

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

The same testing process was repeated two weeks later.  

4. 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 extended Brown, Campione, and Day’s (1981) study which worked with  special education students to varied reading levels for elementary-aged children in working with expository prose.

Summary
This study examined study skills strategies such as PQ4R with the following research question:  Will intermediate-grade students remember more factual material from social studies texts if they are taught to use a study skills strategy for which instruction provides specific training in using the strategy, reasons for using the strategy, and procedures for monitoring one’s independent use of the strategy?   

The study included 45 fifth grade students with reading scores on a standardized achievement test of less than one year below grade level and with scores of less than 50% on two individual tests of study skills.

The students in the intervention group were taught to do the following:  (1) preview the passage by reading the headings and subheadings, (2) recite the subheading, (3) ask yourself questions about what might be important to learn, (4) read to find the important details, (5) reread the subheading, and (6) rehearse. Fifteen students were randomly assigned to each of the three samples:  (1) treatment condition with systematic instruction in study skills, (2) independent seatwork on the same materials with feedback from teachers, or (3) independent seatwork on the same materials with no instruction. The student training was in 30-40 minute time periods over four days.

Two tests were given:  a retell test and a short-answer test at two times, immediate and delayed two weeks.  The researchers also observed the students while studying to see if they (1) followed the steps that had been taught, (2) used some form of looking back over the passage, (3) took notes, or (4) exhibited no apparent strategy.  They also analyzed the quality of note taking.

Students receiving systematic instruction in study skills performed significantly higher on the factual short answer test on both the immediate and two-week delay test.  No significant differences were found on the retell assessments or on the short-answer tests between the no instruction and independent study with feedback.  On the retell test, students in the systematic instruction performed at a somewhat but not significant level. 

Students receiving systematic instruction in study skills performed significantly higher on the factual short answer test on both the immediate and two-week delay test.  No significant differences were found on the retell assessments or on the short-answer tests between the no instruction and independent study with feedback.  On the retell test, students in the systematic instruction performed at a somewhat but not significant level.  

The treatment group spent significantly more time studying the passage than the other two samples for both the immediate and delayed tests.  Significant correlations were found between the amount of time spent studying and performance on the delayed short answer test.  The treatment group averaged spending 19 minutes on the immediate test and 12 minutes on the delayed test.  The researchers concluded, “Observational data indicated that many of the SI students seemed to have adapted and modified the strategies they were taught during the four-day treatment” (45).   In addition, the treatment group had generally higher quality of notes than those of the other two samples.   The researchers concluded, “The SI students used some type of study strategy on both posttests, although they did not consistently use the study method in which they had been trained…By the second test, many SI students adopted simpler, more personalized rehearsal methods” (46).  The observational data also indicated that students had difficulty in posing self-questions and in taking effective notes.
Limitations to the study were its size, the short training period, and the overall low scores by the majority of students in all groups.
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