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This is a refereed source (journal or book).  

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:  context clues






Research Question:  What do fourteen studies show about approaches aimed at teaching children to be more efficient at learning words from context?  Does teaching the use of context clues make sensible use of limited time available for reading instruction?

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

The trend has moved from providing explicit taxonomies of context clues to instructing students in using cognitive strategies flexibly to providing general guidelines and modeling.  

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

The researchers examined studies from 1976-1996 that taught general strategies for context clues.  They found twelve papers representing fourteen studies.  The authors said this “does not constitute a large amount of research,” (124) and they called for more research in the field, saying, “The paucity of research evidence is disappointing” (129). 

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 researchers divided the research into three categories:  (1) deriving new words from not previously seen contexts, (2) knowledge of specific words taught in lessons, and (3) incidental word learning.   They identified the qualities of an “ideal” study:  (1) examine incidental word learning, (2) be long-term to determine transfer, (3) include multiple and highly sensitive measure.  The researchers concluded, “We found no such study.”

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

Almost all the studies reviewed indicate that the “treatments were effective at improving children’s skill in learning words from context compared to a no-treatment control.  However, in the four studies that included a practice-only treatment, no significant differences were found between the strategy treatment and practice-only groups. These findings suggest that the effects of the treatments were due to the practice rather than to the specific strategies taught” (119).  They concluded that the practice of deriving words from context may be equal to instruction in using context clues.  Teaching children to derive words from context may be teaching them something they can already do.  It also may be teaching them to be better at talking about what they can do but may not be helping them to do it better.

Researchers’ recommendations: “. . . we cannot recommend instruction in context clues.  Future research may change that recommendation.  It is important to know what not to teach, so that one can concentrate instructional time on activities that will effectively enable children to read more complex and engaging texts”  (135). They stated that their best recommendation for teachers wanting to increase vocabulary through context is to “encourage their students to read more text of a level sufficiently challenging or containing words that might be learned from context” (136).  They conclude, “ . . . increasing the amount of reading that children do seems to be the most reliable approach to improving their knowledge of words meanings, with or without additional training in learning words from context.  Increasing the volume of reading is a recommendation with which both advocates of specific strategy instruction and educators with more holistic viewpoints can agree.” (136)

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 authors analyze the various studies, provide recommendations for improving future studies, and list the qualities of an ideal study of the teaching of context clues. They provide suggestions for future research:  (1) Use practice-only treatments in addition to no-treatment control, (2) Use recognition measures or checklists rather than metalinguistic measure (verbalizing process of deriving word meanings).  In other words, children may have difficulty in talking about what they know and how they learned it.  The students may be “assessing students on how well they can use language . . . rather than on how much they have actually learned” (132).

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

Several treatments were effective at improving children’s skill in learning words from context compared to a no-treatment control.  However, in the four studies that included a practice-only treatment, no significant differences were found between the strategy treatment and practice-only groups.

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

No, there were no long-range studies to determine a transfer effect.

4. 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.

This is a meta-analysis; not a study.  

Summary
In examining studies of instructional strategies to teach context clues, the researches asked, What do fourteen studies show about approaches aimed at teaching children to be more efficient at learning words from context?  Does teaching the use of context clues make sensible use of limited time available for reading instruction? 

The researchers examined studies from 1976-1996 that taught general strategies for context clues. They found twelve papers representing fourteen studies. The authors said this “does not constitute a large amount of research,” (124) and they called for more research in the field, saying “the paucity of research evidence is disappointing” (129). They divided the research into three categories:  (1) deriving new words from not previously seen contexts, (2) knowledge of specific words taught in lessons, and (3) incidental word learning.

Almost all the studies reviewed indicate that the “treatments were effective at improving children’s skill in learning words from context compared to a no-treatment control.  However, in the four studies that included a practice-only treatment, no significant differences were found between the strategy treatment and practice-only groups. These findings suggest that the effects of the treatments were due to the practice rather than to the specific strategies taught.” (119) They concluded that the practice of deriving words from context may be equal to instruction in using context clues. 

The researchers defined the qualities of an “ideal” study for the effects of teaching context clues to include the following:  (1) examine incidental word learning, (2) be long-term to determine transfer, (3) include multiple and highly sensitive measure. The researchers concluded, “We found no such study.”

The researchers conclude, “. . . we cannot recommend instruction in context clues. Future research may change that recommendation. It is important to know what not to teach, so that one can concentrate instructional time on activities that will effectively enable children to read more complex and engaging texts”  (135). They stated that their best recommendation for teachers wanting to increase vocabulary through context is to “encourage their students to read more text of a level sufficiently challenging or containing words that might be learned from context” (136). They conclude, “ . . . increasing the amount of reading that children do seems to be the most reliable approach to improving their knowledge of words meanings, with or without additional training in learning words from context. Increasing the volume of reading is a recommendation with which both advocates of specific strategy instruction and educators with more holistic viewpoints can agree.” (136)
Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  N/A (meta-analysis, not a study)

(Design:  5)
Page 3 of 3

