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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: Making and Writing Words


Research Question:  What are the effects of the MWW method of decoding instruction on second-grade decoding performance? 
Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)  Initially, 9 2nd grade students – 3 high, 3 average, 3 struggling readers.  Control classroom with 9 students identifies with the same criteria.  Orville Ohio public schools.  When the study was extended to a follow-up, the same teachers and a new group of 32 students.

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

In the first study: Making and Writing Words (MWW) lesson begins with identification of vowels and consonants to be used in the lesson.  Students write 15 words given by the teacher from the letter set.

After all the words have been written they find new words that follow or are based on the patterns of the first 15 using any letters or sounds.

Students sort the words based on patterns and write a sentence for each of 3 words.

In the second study: Two day procedure.  On Day One, the teacher used an overhead projector to guide students through the process of writing a set of words from a given set of letters.  The children followed the example of the teacher as she read the words and gave clues as they wrote the words on their papers.  Then the students cut out each word to make an individual word card. On Day Two, they sorted them into categories based on teacher prompts.  The categories focused students’ attention to various structural and semantic properties of the words.  They then chose three words to write sentences.

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

Pretest, intervention, posttest design. In the experimental classroom, there was daily implementation of Making and Writing Words (MWW).  

In the control classroom, a basal approach to phonics instruction was used, including analysis of phonics rules, direct instruction in words, letters, sounds, and phonic generalizations, with workbook pages.

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.)

In the first study, pretest and posttest with the revised names test and word lists from the Slossen oral reading test and observation.

In the second study, they used the names test revised and the word lists from the Qualitative Reading Inventory and a measure of reading rate and fluency in the Qualitative Reading Inventory-3.

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

In only 10 weeks of treatment, students in the MWW classroom made 4 times the gain in recognition on the names test than the control class.  Gains for average and low achievers were even more pronounced.  On the Slossen oral reading test, the experimental group had 3 times the gain over the control group.  Therefore they decided to extend the study to a larger N.  in the second study, in 5 months of treatment, students in the MWW group made 3 times the gains in word recognition on the Names Test and 25% greater gain on the QRI word list.  Students in the MWW substantially accelerated their word recognition learning. There was a slight advantage on the timing of oral reading passages.

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:  



Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.


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

7. 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:

Two studies examined the effects of Making and Writing Words (MWW) on second-grade students. These studies provide empirical evidence that MWW appears to have potential as a powerful decoding and encoding instruction activity for elementary grade students.

Limitations:  A small N, the experimental treatment was implemented by the researchers therefore the Hawthorne effect may have occurred. 
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