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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:  Notetaking Skills

Research Question:  Do note taking skills facilitate recall of prose?

Description of Subjects:  A total of 180 male and female junior and senior high students volunteered from a local AZ high school, to participate in the study.  Twenty students were randomly assigned to each group in order of appearance.  Eighteen students were eliminated which left eighteen students per cell.  The intended outcome was to see if students were able to process a prose passage by using four levels of note taking which included summary, paraphrase, verbatim, and letter search techniques.

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

The four levels of note taking, to control depth of processing from shallow to deepest, were used as the intervention for the study.  The purpose of the letter-search level was to have students record all words, which began with capital letters in their notes.  Students using the verbatim level extracted lines from the passage, which the reader considered to be most critical in the logical structure of the passage and recorded them word for word as notes.  Readers using the paraphrase level wrote down main ideas from each page as it was read.  The students using the summary level recorded the main points from each page after it was read.  

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

The experiment was conducted in two sessions with 180 male and female junior and senior high student volunteers randomly assigned to each group by appearance.  The experiment was conducted in two sessions.  The first session included reading, note taking, and review.  It was followed by a test.  The second session repeated the testing procedure.  

Each subject was given a task, which included directions, the passage and lined paper.  They were to sit down and read the cover sheet instructions.  Verbal instructions told them not to be concerned with what others were doing since they had been randomly assigned different tasks.  They were also told that a test would follow.  They were given 30 minutes to read.  If they finished early they were to raise their hand.  Times were recorded on 15 sec. intervals. Each level had specific directions for that type of note taking. The control group was given directions to simply read the passage carefully and raise their hand when finished.  

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.)

The design was a 4 Design-of-Processing (summary vs. paraphrase vs. verbatim vs. letter-search) X 2 Review (review vs. no-review) X 2 Test-Position 9immediate vs. delay) design with repeated measures on the Test-position factor. The control group was a read-only and test group. The immediate and delay post-tests were scored by one point per correct answer. Errors in spelling and grammar were allowed.  In order to receive credit for an answer, the correct substantive words form the passage had to be used. The same person scored all 180 tests.  

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

The 4 (Depth-of-Processing) X 2 (Review) X 2 (Test-Position) analysis of variance with repeated measures on test-position resulted in significance for the depth-of-processing p < .01, and test-position p < .01, main effects and for the depth-of-processing X review X test-position interaction p < .05. Post hoc Newman-Keuls comparisons were performed on the depth-of-processing means and resulted in the following ranking of conditions:  summary=paraphrase > verbatim > letter-search (p < .01).

Comparisons between the control group and the depth-of-processing conditions were made using Dunnett’s tests. The control group’s scores were significantly lower than both the summary and paraphrase group’s (p < .01), not significantly different from the verbatim subjects’ scores, but significantly higher than those of the letter-search group (p < .05). The results show that people who took summary and verbatim notes recalled more overall than students who took no notes, who were about the same as verbatim note takers, and verbatim, and no note takers were better in recall than letter-search note takers. Combining the Newman-Keuls and Dunnett’s comparisons result in the following ranking:  summary = paraphrase > control = verbatim > letter-search.

When semantic (paraphrase) notes were taken, it made no difference on the immediate post-test whether students reviewed their notes or read an interpolated passage, but there was significantly less forgetting after a 1-week delay when students reviewed their notes before the first test.

All comparisons were significant (p < .01) so note takers took significantly longer to read the passage than non-notetakers.  

The study demonstrated that note taking could enhance recall of prose.  Note taking requires more time than reading alone. The notes are worthwhile only if the notes are of a semantic nature, which increases the depth at which material is processed and strengthening memory recall.

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.

6. 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
The experiment was conducted in two sessions with 180 male and female junior and senior high student volunteers from Arizona randomly assigned to each group by appearance. The first session included reading, note taking, and review. It was followed by a test. The second session repeated the testing procedure.  

The study demonstrated that note taking could enhance recall of prose.  Note taking required more time than reading alone. Four levels of note taking that were used as the intervention for the study were letter-search, verbatim, paraphrase, and summary. The purpose of the letter-search level was to have students record all words, which began with capital letters in their notes.  Students using the verbatim level extracted lines from the passage—the reader considered this to be most critical in the logical structure of the passage—and recorded them word for word as notes. Readers using the paraphrase level wrote down main ideas from each page as it was read. The students using the summary level recorded the main points from each page after they were read.  Conclusion:  The notes are worthwhile only if the notes are of a semantic nature, which increases the depth at which material is processed and strengthening memory recall.

This study is limiting because it consisted of 2 sessions that did not allow students sufficient time to learn the expected note-taking process that would really make a difference in the recall of prose.

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  2
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