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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?  Who were the subjects?
Strategy/Model Name/Title: Cognitively Guided Instruction (CGI) and professional development in Geometry
Research Question(s):

Does additional professional development for CGI teachers in Geometry affect student learning? How did four grade 2 teachers appropriate the unit Geometry in Design?
Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

Four grade-two classrooms (18, 16, 18, and 13 students in grade two classroom) of 4 CGI-trained teachers A, B, C, and D; suburban community in the Midwest.
2.
Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention. (Provide a clear description, including information about the factors listed below, as available from the article.)
Description
•  Key characteristics and/or strategies:

Teachers used a thoughtfully designed sequence of tasks and computer tools to assist students in their learning of transformational geometry. Curriculum is Geometry in Design – used hands-on and software to design quilts. Teachers used questioning to analyze student thinking.
•  Mathematics topics/areas addressed:

Transformational geometry: symmetry, composition of transformations
•  Grade level:

Grade two
•  Subgroups of students addressed:

Typical Midwestern suburban students
•  Technology required:

Computer and video
•  Implementation considerations (e.g., Cost? Extensive staff development? etc.):

CGI staff development required; Content staff development in transformational geometry
•  Other relevant descriptive information:

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

Four teachers were chosen. All four had training in CGI. Two had training in transformational geometry – two did not. 
4. What was measured, what instruments were used to collect data, and what measures (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?

Two types of data were collected: Teacher talk was coded and student achievement in geometry was examined. The unit of analysis was the classroom, thus it was considered too small to undertake statistical analysis.
5.
Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. This description should provide the reader with a self-contained summary of the study and the results. It includes a brief summary of the information above, in addition to a summary of the results. Thus, this description includes brief summary information about: (a) overall goal/focus research question, (b) subjects, (c) design, (d) instruments, (e) results, (f) limitations/issues/strengths/other results (optional, as relevant and appropriate)

In the two classes (A and B) in which teachers were more knowledgeable about students’ thinking about space and geometry, not only did students learn more than did their counterparts, but this difference in learning was maintained over time. This finding suggests the benefits of teachers’ having knowledge attuned to nuances of student thinking within a mathematical domain.

The ongoing professional development that is attuned to specific nbenchmarks and indicators of students’ reasoning about mathematics sets the stage for teachers’ construction of models of students’ thinking.

This study was limited by the small number of classes and the lack of statistical analysis. There was no information about subgroup achievement.
6.
Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  

No:

Yes:

If yes, briefly describe:

Teachers were observed and their interactions with students were recorded and analyzed.  

Did implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the fidelity of the implementation?

No:             
Yes:            
 If yes, briefly describe.
7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  
No:

Yes:
Students in classes A and B (classrooms where teachers had professional development on transformational geometry) learned more about transformational geometry than those in classes C and D

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?
No:                
Yes:             
 If yes, briefly describe.
Not studied:

Students in classes A and B (classrooms where teachers had professional development on transformational geometry) also retained their knowledge over time – a month later - more than those in classes C and D.

8.
Replication:  

Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  

No:

Yes:

Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:            
Yes:              
If yes, briefly describe.
9.
Numerical Rating of Quality of Research (scale: 1-5): 3
10.  Brief 1-3 sentence summary of the study: 

(This is a very brief description that will follow the title of the study.)

In four grade 2 classrooms, children learned about transformational geometry and symmetry by designing quilts. All teachers were trained in CGI, but two of the teachers had additional workshops on students’ thinking about space and geometry. The teachers with additional training elicited more sustained and elaborate patterns of classroom conversations about transformational geometry. These differences were mirrored by students’ achievement differences that were sustained over time.
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