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SUMMARY

The present study shows an experimental application of the SRI model of studying in teaching.
We are talking about separating the relevant from the irrelevant, i.e. the SRI model which was applied
in a group rotation experiment. Namely, the first group, which included the second, the third and the
fourth class, applied the mentioned model for twelve lessons, and three parallel classes represented
group K, which applied traditional teaching models. After the twelve lessons the effects of the SRI
model in group E and traditional teaching in group K were measured. Then, the students from group
K applied the SRI model for twelve lessons, and group E applied traditional teaching models. Again,
with the completion of both, measurements were conducted once again. The measurement included
students’ motivation, the way they evaluated the material and how many important facts they memo-
rized from the material. The results show that the application of the SRI model gives better effects
when it comes to motivation, evaluation of the material and memorizing facts.
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INTRODUCTION

Phrase separating the relevant from the irrelevant
requires a selective approach, which implies that the
individual is focused on limited aspects of what is
being observed (Myers, 1989), selective memory, re-
lated to the expectations of the individual during the
process of memorizing (Bugg & McDaniel, 2012;
Gilovich, Griffin, & Kahneman, 2002), and selective
metacognition, which implies the individual’s ability
to choose information which he will cognitively ab-
stract (Ibid). If we want to analyze all the aspects of
separating the relevant from the irrelevant in one
theoretical framework then we have to turn to the
theory of selective learning (Bandura, 1969, 1977;
Restle, 1957). Separating the relevant from the irre-
levant is an individual, but a social act as well. Albert
Banduna calls this social aspect selective activation,
and this means that the individual selectively directs
his activity towards social setting. This thesis Bandu-
ra elaborates in the theory of selective learning (1969).

At times of learning civilization, at times of fast
information production, it is not possible to retain
memory reproductive concept of school teaching and
education typical for the 19" and the 20" centuries.
In order not to learn everything that is in the curri-
culum and syllabus and textbooks, the student needs
to learn how to separate the relevant from the irrele-
vant. In order to achieve this, we need to train students
to ask questions and give answers (Bugg & McDani-
el, 2012), to read selectively and actively (McNamara,
2004), to understand the things they are learning
(Noordman, Vomk, & Kempft, 1992), to evaluate
their own activity (Rogers, 1969). All this can only be
accomplished with the teacher’s ability to engage or
interactively include students into the process.

People read at four levels: (1) by recognizing
graphemes, graphic signs for phonemes, (2) distingu-
ishing concepts, i.e. words or groups of phonemes
separated from other words, then (3) understanding
sentences which represent graphical signs for thoughts
and (4) understanding ideas which are graphically
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presented in passages, i.e. in several sentences cente-
red around the main sentence, like bees around the
queen. Schools train students to read at the third level,
and the fourth level is a precondition for efficient and
fast reading (Fry, 19906) and is something which is
unattainable in schools today. How to understand
ideas and separate the relevant? First, view the text
vertically. Second, recognize the key facts. Third, ask
the key question for each idea. Fourth, circle the key
information or thoughts (Ibid, p. 61). This simple
method can be applied in the existing curriculums
and syllabuses and textbooks. It is precisely this that
we researched in the three school subjects of lower-
-class teaching.

According to researches, if the student asks que-
stions on his own about the topic being learned and
answers them or if we form groups which will answer
these questions, this will significantly improve meta-
cognitive understanding and memorizing the materi-
al (Griffin, Wiley, & Thiede, 2008; Thiede, Anderson,
& Therriault, 2003; Thiede, Griffin, Wiley, & Ander-
son, 2010). If the teacher applies methods which will
direct the students to separate the relevant from the
irrelevant, to ask and answer questions on their own,
this will lead to accurate metaobservation of what is
being learned (Bugg & McDaniel, 2012). This research
shows that groups which asked and answered questi-
ons on their won were more successful at memorizing
what was being learned (Ibid, p. 927).

Researches (TIMMS, PISA) also show that eco-
nomically most prosperous countries are not neces-
sarily best at classical school proficiency tests (Zhao,
2009). The reason for this is that in the traditional
teaching practice students have to learn a lot of the
material in the curriculum and syllabus which is con-
tained in textbooks. It is necessary to train students
how to value the material, to identify what is impor-
tant and not to learn everything, Researches also show
that emotions and moral judgment about the mate-
rial significantly influence students’ motivation (Uga-
zio, LLamm, & Singer, 2012). While testing the pre-
conceptions of students about whether their actions
will have a negative or neutral outcome, the results
show that preconceptions affect motivation but are
unreliable (Young, Camprodon, Hauser, Pascual-Le-
one, & Saxe, 2010). It is precisely this dimension of
evaluating the material that this research is concerned
with. Namely, we conducted an experiment in order
to find out if students who think that the material
they are learning is important are better at learning
and memorizing than students who have an indifferent
attitude towards the same material.

Students who take notes and learn from them, in
general learn more (Kiewra et al,, 1991), and when
they note down the key and the most important ide-
as, learning improves and is raised to the next level
(Huffman & Spires, 1994). This efficiency is more
emphasized if students analyze and value the things
marked as relevant, if they evaluate ideas (Mayer, 2002;
Rinehart & Thomas, 1993). Our experimental research
comprises all three levels of separating the relevant
from the irrelevant. Specifically, we measured their
curiosity, imagination, challenge, affirmation and
knowledge change if they learn based on the SRI
model in relation to the traditional way of learning.

When students themselves ask and answer que-
stions in a group interaction they memorize informa-
tion better than the groups which read the text again
or just repeat the information (Bugg & McDaniel,
2012). In our SRI experiment we applied a group
interaction which meant that the students asked key
questions and answered them as a group. We imme-
diately noted noticeable effects, but after a several
workshops the results were clearly visible. For meta-
comprehension of the material a certain amount of
time must pass in the application of separating the
relevant from the irrelevant (Son & Metcalfe, 2000.
It is completely understandable that students need
time to master the SRI model. It is for this reason
that we tested the influence of time on curiosity,
imagination, challenge, affirmation and the knowled-
ge of students.

In order to improve efficient memorizing of the
material, it is necessary to secure active participation
of students in teaching. Some researches show that
the techniques teachers employ to secure active par-
ticipation of their students in conceptual mapping
and self-explanation of the material significantly
improves metacomprehension of the material (Thi-
ede et al,, 2003; Thiede et al., 2010). Traditional teaching
in its predominantly teaching and didactical paradigm
renders the student a receptive passive listener which
needs only to memorize and repeat what the teacher
and textbooks say. This didactical approach rendered
the student a passive listener, and rarely enabled an
active participation in teaching. Active participation
of the student in our research was conducted by
applying group work, presentations and evaluation
of students.

The starting hypothesis of the research is that the
SRI learning model gives better results in regard to
evaluating the material, memorizing facts, and moti-
vational components such as curiosity, imagination,
challenge, affirmation and competence in relation to
the traditional way of teaching,
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METHODS
Sample

The sample included 85 students from the cle-
mentary school “Petar Ko¢i¢” in Sibovsko, a village
near Prnjavor, a town near Banja Luka (BiH). There
were 45 gitls and 40 boys (y*= 29, is not statistically
important), which means that the sample was gender
uniform. Mean age was from 7 to 10 years old.

Design and procedure

The research was conducted experimentally with
the rotation of E and K groups. The experimental
SRI program was tested on three school subjects,
Math (fourth class), L1 (third class) and Nature and
Society (second class). In the three E group classes
the teaching process was performed based on the SRI
model, and in the parallel three K group classes the
teaching process was realized based on the traditional
concepts. Then the experimental SRI program was
tested in group K making them an experimental
group, and group E was subjected to the traditional
teaching. With E and K group rotation we excluded
any possibility of the effect of the SRI program being
associated to individual characteristics of students of
one or the other group, we eliminated subjective in-
fluence of the teachers since the same teachers par-
ticipated in the E and K teaching design.

At the beginning of the research the students had
to fill in two instruments: SMMSC test (Suzi¢, 2008)
and TM profile (Jeli¢, 2013). During the implemen-
tation of the SRI program the students were instruc-
ted how the read the paragraphs and based on each
paragraph ask one question and write a key thesis.
Based on these theses the students prepared presen-
tations with the help of textbooks and the teacher,
after which the presentations were evaluated by the
other groups. After the presentations the teacher and
the students analyzed the key questions and the key
information learned in the material. After the reali-
zation of the SRI experimental program proficiency
tests were conducted from three subjects in all six
classes. The same tests were used in both E and K
groups. In the proficiency test the students were asked
to fill in the SMMSC tests again and TM profile. The
experimental SRI program was thus conducted in K
groups, while E groups were control groups. After
this the students did proficiency tests and the SMMSC
test and the TM profile. Repeated testing helped us
to measure the influence of time as a variable impoz-
tant for the experimental program. All the students
and the teachers participated in the experiment vo-

luntarily, and after the experiment many asked if the
program was going to be continuously applied or if
they could it carry it out without the examiners. We
regarded these questions as support and, of course,
we approved the application of the SRI model in the
teaching process.

The SRI program is designed so it gradually by
steps trains students to ask questions or write a shot-
ter thesis, sometimes even a single word for every
paragraph in the book, for every idea presented by
the teacher. After each student has written a question,
small groups are formed so the first group can pre-
pare a presentation which can answer the first few
questions, the second group can answer the following
questions and so on. The presentation is followed by
evaluation of the quality of presentation, and together
with the teacher evaluation of the key facts and in-
formation. Thus the students are gradually prepared
to separate the relevant from the irrelevant.

Instruments

We will describe the instruments in detail so it is
clearer how the effects of the experimental SRI pro-
gram were measured.

SMMSC test: Students' Motivation to Memorize
Senseless Contents (Suzi¢, 2008) has 25 items divided
into five subtests: curiosity, imagination, challenge,
affirmation and competence. The data on inner con-
sistency are compatible with former calibration (2008)
where Cronbach’s alpha was &=.73, and in this rese-
arch is =.84, which is a respectable level of consi-
stency. The logics for the application of this instrument
is the fact that it represents an excellent general indi-
cator of motivation, and we needed an instrument
which is neutral in measuring motivation regardless
of the school subject, i.c. the content of learning,
This instrument implied that the examiner read sta-
tements, and the examinees circled one of the four
numbers on the scale from 1 = completely false for
me to 4 = entirely true for me. For example, one
statement said: I love mysteries — related to imagina-
tion, and the other said: I love complicated situations
and complex tasks — related to challenge.

TM profile: The Importance of the Teaching
Material (Jeli¢, 2013) is an instrument designed for
this research, it contains 11 situations where students
have to choose one of the three forced-choice answers
related to the material: important, interesting and
non-selective. For example, the situation is following:
While the teacher is presenting a new material, you
1) want to memorize everything, but cannot achieve
it (non-selective), b) want to memorize what is inte-
resting (interesting) and c) are trying to memorize the
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most important (important). After 11 such choices
this instrument represents an excellent selection for
three value orientations. The same results can be
found in Kendall tau rank correlation coefficients
which perfectly depict orthogonality between variables
(Bryman & Cramer, 2001, p. 179). The correlation
between important and interesting is 7=—.10, betwe-
en interesting and selective non-selective is 7=—.23,
and between non-selective and important is 7=—.79.
These coefficients undoubtedly confirm that there is
orthogonality between three value orientations mea-
sured by the TM profile.

Proficiency tests are calibrated with Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient for inner consistency. There are
total of six tests. The first test is I'T-1.1: L1 initial test
(@=.79), the second is FT-L1: final L1 test (&=.79),
the third is I'T-N: initial Nature test (&=.67), the fourth
is FT-N: final Nature test (&=.68), the fifth is I'T-M:
initial Math test (&=.75) and the sixth is F'T-M: final
Math test (&=.77). These are short tests which con-
tain only important information from the textbooks.
All coefficients are high enough in order for us to
validly judge the level of adoption of the key infor-
mation. The validity of comparison lies in the fact
that both E and K groups used the same tests.

Conceptual questions

The first question concerned how the students
would react to the idea that the SRI implies working
independently. At first, there was a slight hesitation
and distance, but by the third lesson they “swallowed
the bite” and it was easy to see that they enjoyed this
approach. When we measured the effects of facts
adoption we expected this to be less efficient than in
the traditional approach which the students were
accustomed to, but it turned out that the SRI model
was more efficient here. In terms of emotions we did

not measure the SRI effects, but the instrument SM-
MSC test significantly indicated student’s emotiona-
lity (“I am happy...”, “l love when...” and alike), so
we judged about emotions indirectly, but it would
have been better if we had tested them directly. This
is also one of the weaknesses of this research, so we
suggest that researchers take this fact into account in
further experiments, especially since there are excellent
instruments for measuring emotions and students’
emotionality.

The second conceptual question is how to direct
traditional teaching from reproductive memory con-
ception to learning how to learn, to the development
of managerial and interactional competencies. We are
convinced that the SRI model contributes to this,
especially since it is compatible with traditional teaching
methods and patterns.

In this research we anticipated that the SRI learning
model would contribute to better memorizing of the
material, that it would strengthen motivational com-
ponents of learning and motivate students to streng-
then their memory capabilities even when it comes
to senseless contents.

RESULTS

The starting hypothesis is that students will effi-
ciently memorize the material because the experimen-
tal SRI program trains them to separate the relevant
from the irrelevant. This coincides with the research
where students by asking and answering questions
had better memory effects (Bugg & McDaniel, 2012).
The results shown in Table 1 in our research undo-
ubtedly confirm the fact.

By working in experimental conditions both gro-
ups achieved a better percentage of facts adoption
(M in Table 1) than in the traditional teaching concept,
provided that in b-rooms these differences were not

TABLE 1
The efficiency of memorizing the material with E and K group rotation.
Experimental Traditional
Students/Groups SRI model teaching 7 b
N M SD M SD
Class: 2a, 321 4a 45  79.70 15.78 67.33 17.06 7.23 .000
Class: 2b, 3b, 4b 40  76.52 16.41 73.57 15.68 1.05 .302
All classes: 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 4a,4b 85 78.21 16.06 70.26 16.63 4.73 .000

Legend: 2a - Second class, a room; 2b - Second class, b room; 3a - Third class, a room; 3b
- Third class, b room; 4a - Fourth class, a room; 4b - Fourth class, b room; N - Total
number of partcipants; M - Sample mean; SD - Standard deviation; £ - Student's t dis-

tribution; p - Probability.
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statistically significant. This can be explained with the
fact that during the application of the SRI model in
b-rooms classification period was near so the students
were not able to relax and make the most of the
experimental program. This raised the questions
whether the Grade Point Average in a-rooms was
higher than in b-rooms. In order to check this varia-
ble, we measured the school grade point average for
both a- and b-rooms. It turned out that there was no
significant difference (#=.29, which is not statistically
significant). When we summarized the results from
all six classes, it turned out that the SRI contributed
to a higher level of facts adoption (#=4,73, important
at the level .001; Table 1) than in the traditional tea-
ching. This is because the SRI model trained the
students to memorize the key information, and tra-
ditional teaching models train them to be reproduc-
tive and where they have to learn the material, non-
-selective memorizing, The experimental SRI program

TABLE 2

directed the students to separate the relevant from
the irrelevant, to memorize the chosen, to value the
material, which is analogous to other researches (Mc-
Namara, 2004; Noordman et al., 1992; Rogers, 1969).
The entire program was conducted in social interac-
tion, with coeducation and cooperation of the students,
which is in accordance with Albert Bandura’s theory
and the theory of social learning (1969).

The second important aspect of our hypothesis
in this research is that during the application of the
SRI learning model motivational components will be
strengthened and that students will learn even when
they are memorizing senseless contents. In order to
prove this we chose multivariate analysis of covari-
ance (MANCOVA) which is used for testing the in-
fluence of time on the motivational components and
memorizing senseless contents (Bryman & Cramer,
2001). The results are shown in Table 2.

The influence of time on motivational components and the commitment
of students to memorize senseless contents (MANCOLA).

. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Variables w X P F P
M SO M SD M SD
Curiosity 280 .67 3.08 .78 321 .59 .89 10.050 .007 25.80 .000
Imagination 311 62 321 .72 330 .58 .97 2960 .251 7.51 .008
Challenge 298 59 315 .75 311 .51 .78 .000 .000 4.06 .047
Affirmation 296 50 328 .69 330 49 .89 .008 .008 28.75 .000
Competency 290 .75 316 .77 325 .64 .72 .000 .000 13.34 .000
SMMSC 294 48 312 .66 324 .39 .79 .000 .000 31.31 .000

Legend: SMMSC - Motivation to memorize senseless contents; M - Sample mean; SD -
Standard deviation; W - Mauchly's test of sphericity; y*- Chi-sqvare test; F - F distri-

bution; p - Probability.

Mauchly's test of sphericity tells us if the error
covariance matrix is proportional to the identity ma-
trix after orthogonal normalization (Ibid). Since 2,
which is present in all motivation subtests except
imagination (x*=2.95; p=.251), was significant, it was
necessary to adjust I ratio for each of them. After
the adjustment we got more I ratio, which confirmed
that the differences between the first (Time 1), the
second (Time 2) and the third (Time 3) measurement
were important for every motivational component
(Table 2; last column). If we compare arithmetic
mean from the first to the third measurement we will
see that time had a positive influence on all motiva-
tional components. We recorded a permanent incre-
ase in curiosity, imagination, affirmation, competen-
ce and students’ motivation to remember senseless
contents. Only in the last measurement the arithme-

tic mean for challenge (M=3.11) was somewhat lower
compared to the second measurement (Time 2;
M=3.15), but it is still higher compared to the first
measurement (M=2.98). This proves the values of I
ratio, which shows that the motivational components
remained consistent even in contrasting conditions.
The changes we have presented in the Table 2
undoubtedly show that during the experimental ap-
plication of the SRI model key motivational compo-
nents increased. This increase was not linear only for
challenge, but we can say that there was no fall in any
motivational component of students during the
experimental application of the SRI learning model.
If specific learning components have a positive in-
fluence we can expect other components to have a
positive influence as well (Restle, 1957). In separating
the relevant from the irrelevant working memory
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comes in the forefront, and while evaluating more
elements relevant for learning, persons simultaneou-
sly choose the key ones (Awh, 2012). Our experimen-
tal program focused on training students to separate
the relevant from the irrelevant, to decide what is
important and what is less important on their own.
In the traditional teaching process the teacher
separates the relevant from the irrelevant, decides
what the students have to learn, i.e. memorize, mo-
nitors their work and efforts and in the end evaluates
how much material is memorized, i.e. learned, whether
it be knowledge, skills or habits. The students have a
little saying in what facts to choose, to value them and
to memorize them in the way that suits them best. In
the experimental program where students within their
groups asked and answered questions on their own,
there were significant changes in the increase of
attention and activity of the students and a higher
level of self-consciousness and understating the ma-
terial (Bugg & McDaniel, 2012). One of the most
important self-generation effects issues is the incre-
ase of understanding and metaunderstanding of the
material, accompanied by the increase of facts kno-
wledge (King, 1992; Rosenshine, Meister, & Chapman,
1996). The experimental SRI program trained students

TABLE 3

to think of questions on their own, to answer them
within a small group and to present their answers to
the other students in the class. This led to the incre-
ase of efficient memorizing of the material (Table 1)
and enhancing students’ motivation (Table 2). It is
especially interesting that the students made a progress
in memorizing senseless contents (Time 1, M=2.94;
Time 2, M=3.12; Time 3, M=3.24; x*=19.77; Table
2), which proves how important it is to practice their
OWN memory.

The third aspect of the general hypothesis relates
to the material evaluation. It stems from the logics
that those who think that the material is something
important will be more successful at separating the
relevant from the irrelevant, those who value it more
or find it more interesting in comparison to those
who learn non-selectively. For testing this relation we
used the IM-test (The Importance of the Material)
which through a forced choice measures three value
orientations of students in relation to the material:
important, interesting and non-selective. Those who
learn non-selectively or all at once do not pay much
attention to the fact which material is relevant or
interesting;

The importance which students give to the material and learning.

, 4 The first paired ~ The second paired
Pair of variables t P
M SD M SD
Important (I)-Important (M) 2.66 1.18 3.05 141 -3.93 .000
Important (M)—Important (F) 3.05 1.48 3.57 1.09 -3.14 .002
Important (I)~Important (F) 2.66 1.18 3.57 1.09 -6.74 .000
Interestingly (I)-Interestingly (M) 41 .53 45 59 -65 521
Interestingly (M)—Interestingly (F) 45 .59 47 80 -28 778
Interestingly (I)—Interestingly (F) 41 .53 47 80 -.69 494
Indiscriminate (I)-Indiscriminate (M) 1.93 1.19 1.50 142 413 .000
Indiscriminate (M)—Indiscriminate (F) 1.50 1.42 96 80 3.02 .003
Indiscriminate (I)-Indiscriminate (F) 1.93 1.19 96 .80 7.00 .000

Note: Minus shows that #value is in favor of the second variables.

Legend: M - Sample mean; SD - Standard deviation; ¢ - Student's t distribution; p - Probabili-

ty.

The results of the experimental application of the
SRI model show that students regard what they learn
relevant (the first three #values in the Table 3). The
results also show that this program has no effect on
whether the students will regard the material interesting
(the next three variables in the Table 3). It is particu-

larly encouraging that the SRI program influences
decrease in non-selective learning (the last three va-
riables in Table 3). These data undoubtedly show that
the SRI model reduces non-selective learning and has
a positive effect on the material evaluation which

students learn. If we want the children to learn with
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will, to decide what to do learn and experience school
as an institution which meets their needs, then we
have to win over the value wotld of the child, as Carl

TABLE 4

Rogers suggests (1969). Our experimental testing of
the SRI model shows that it has a positive role in
children’s evaluation of the material.

Memorizing facts, the teaching design and the material evaluation (ANOLA).

Memorization of facts

Design Orientation ~N " D 2 p
Important 59 79.59 13.42
SRI experimental Interestingly 5 60.87 30.90
model of learning Indiscriminate 21 72.82  15.83
Total 85 76.81 15.94 4.38 .016
Important 59 73.25 16.43
L ) Interestingly 5 58.33 16.40
Traditional teaching L
Indiscriminate 21 72.86 20.73
Total 85 72.28 17.72 1.68 194

Legend: N - Total number of partcipants; M - Sample mean; SD - Standard deviation;

F - F distribution; p - Probability.

Further, we want to know if there are any diffe-
rences in memorizing facts between the students who
consider the material interesting and important in
comparison to those students who learn the whole
material or who learn non-selectively. For this type
of relationship testing we applied a variance analysis
(ANOVA). The results show that with the application
of the SRI model the students who regard the mate-
rial relevant are better at memorizing facts than the
=438, p=.016;
Table 4), which is statistically significant at the level

students who learn non-selectively (F (

.05. Those who regard the material interesting, had
the lowest score of memorizing facts (M=60.87). This
shows that the material which was part of the expe-
riment was not important for the students, but the
way of learning — SRI in comparison to the traditio-
nal teaching. In the traditional teaching model there
was no record of difference in memorizing facts
between those who regard the material interesting,
appealing, and those who learn non-selectively
(I, =1.68; p=.194; Table 4), which is not statistically
important. Students who learn non-selectively rely on
their cognition (Greene Sommerville, Nystorm, Dar-
ley, & Cohen, 2001). Aside from the fact that we
noticed positive emotions on the faces and in the
behavior of students, we have no records of their
emotions during the realization of the SRI program,
hence further research in the field should include the

measurement of students’ emotions.

DISCUSSION

This research focuses on experimental testing of
the SRI learning model. The results show that the
training for separating the relevant from the irrelevant
(SRI) results in better memorization of facts, increa-
se in motivation and a higher level of positive mate-
rial evaluation. When students ask question about the
material they are learning on their own that leads to
a better concentration of attention, a higher level of
activity and understanding of the material (Rosenshi-
ne et al., 19906). Aside from that, the effects of com-
bining questioning self-generation and answering
these questions result in a better memorization of
facts and a higher level of metacognition (Bugg &
Mecdaniel, 2012). Our research confirms the fact that
questioning self-generation results in better material
memorization, but we have also obtained indicators
about significant improvements of motivational le-
arning components such as curiosity, imagination,
challenge, affirmation and competency. Also, impoz-
tant results on the application of the SRI model in
teaching show a higher level of the evaluation of the
material being learned.

In otder for the SRI model to succeed, we followed
the three stages of its implementation: 1) separating
relevant, 2) analyzing the contents and 3) evaluating
the material being learned (Mayer, 2002; Rinehart &
Thomas, 1993). Aside from that, all the activities of
the students were viewed in interaction (Bugg &
McDaniel, 2012), which undoubtedly had positive
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effects. All this was followed by the measurement of
students’ motivation and their evaluation of the ma-
terial. It turned out that not only were the students
better at memorizing the material, but the level of
motivation for learning increased as well as the eva-
luation of the material being learned. The present
study shows that self-generation and answering que-
stions result in better accomplishments at memorizing
the material test, as the research results show in the
study of Julie Bugg and Mark McDaniel (2012). All
this leads to the conclusion that the SRI model is
very useful as a compensation for some weak points
in the traditional teaching;

The limitations of this study include several com-
ponents: the length of the program, lack of measu-
rement of students’ emotions and longitudinal asses-
sment. The SRI program was carried out in the
period of twelve lessons which involved an experi-
mental inclusion of students in this learning technique.
It turned out that this was long enough for the students
to master this technique, but we do not know if this
would lead to saturation due to a long period of ap-
plication. During the application of the SRI model
the students showed positive emotions, but we did
not measure them. Further research in the field sho-
uld include measurement of students’ emotions during
the process of mastering the SRI learning model. It
would be good if the SRI model was tested in a lon-
gitudinal research in order to find out if the students
would independently and spontaneously apply sepa-
rating the relevant from the irrelevant model without
the teacher’s help.
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