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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: Cognitively Guided Instruction
Research Question: 

1. Does Cognitively Guided Instruction have an impact on teachers’ beliefs?

2. Does Cognitively Guided Instruction have an impact on teachers’ instruction?

3. Does Cognitively Guided Instruction have an impact on children’s learning?

4. Is there a relationship between a teacher’s change in instructional practices and a           change in their students’ learning?  

Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

21 1st, 2nd, & 3rd grade teachers – Mean number of years of teaching = 15.6 years

14 classrooms of 1st, 2nd, & 3rd grade students whose teachers taught at the same grade level for 3 years

Teachers taught in schools whose students ranged from 70-99% white

Children receiving free or reduced lunch ranged from 4-26 % 

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

CGI – a teacher development program that focuses on helping teachers understand the development of children’s mathematical thinking by interacting with a specific research-based model. 


Year 1 – 2 day workshop, 14 3hr. workshops


Year 2 – 4 2.5 hour workshops, 1 – 2day workshop


Year 3 – 1-3hour & 2 review workshops 


CGI staff and mentors were support people

3. Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.) 
One-Group Pretest-Posttest Design - 4 year longitudinal study
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.)
· Teachers – audiotape transcriptions of classroom observations, interviews, CGI Belief Scale scores (Likert-type instrument), field notes of informal interactions

· Tables were provided which identified the level of instruction & belief for each teacher by year and by level.

· t-test was conducted to identify the difference between a teacher’s belief in year 1 and year 4 t= 3.74 p < .01

· Students – Concepts and Problem-Solving test – included single-digit and multi-digit addition, subtraction, multiplication and division word problems- mean performance increased from 43% correct in year 0 to 65% correct in year 3, an increase of 1 standard deviation

· Students – Computational Skills Test – given to 2nd & 3rd graders – means were given – no significant difference 

· Relationship between a change in a teacher’s level of instruction was reflected in the achievement of her students – effect size of .5 standard deviation was used as benchmark

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

· 18 of the 21 teachers changed their instruction to be more in line with CGI by year 4

· 18 of the 21 teachers’ beliefs were more cognitively guided by year 4

· Teachers were significantly more cognitively guided in year 4 than year 1.

· Teachers changed their beliefs by year 4.

· Students in the CGI classrooms improved 

· Gains appeared to be directly related to changes in teachers’ instruction.

· Gains in students’ ability to solve word problems.

· No change in computational skills.

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.

Clearly identified implementation of workshops and support that was provided in the 4 years. 

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  



Yes: 

X

If yes, briefly describe.

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

Results were provided for 4 years and students gained over time. 

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.

1985-1989, Carpenter, Fennema

Summary:

Rating

__2__Design (scale: 1-5)
___4__
 Educational Importance (scale: 1-5)

[The summary paragraph will be used on the web site provided for districts and should include a brief description of the intervention, the content area and age/description of students studied, and the results of the study.  In addition, strengths and limitations of the study should be noted, including adequacy of measures, ease of implementation, etc.]

Mathematics – 1st, 2nd & 3rd grade teachers & students – predominantly white, less than 25% of the students received free or reduced lunch. 

Cognitively Guided Instruction, a teacher development program that focuses on helping teachers understand the development of children’s mathematical thinking, was used to identify what impact it would have on teachers’ beliefs, instruction and on students’ learning.  Cognitively Guided Instruction changed teachers’ instruction and beliefs to a more student thinking approach.  Teachers learned that children could solve problems without being shown procedures for solving them.  Students’ concepts and problem solving performance was improved without a decline in performance of computational skills. Even though there was a shift in emphasis on problem solving, no change was seen in students’ computational skills.  Workshops were included in each of the three years of the study.
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