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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: Constructivist inquiry-oriented approach to science

Research Question: 

In a population of elementary students with a wide range of cognitive abilities, which variables, if any, are associated with learning, and are predictive of performance on the inquiry task in a constructivist inquiry environment?

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

75 students (43 male, 32 female) in 3 elementary schools, grades 1-6 in a Midwestern state.

24 students were “normally achieving” and 51 students were identified as having high incidence disabilities (48 LD, 2 mild retardation, 1 autistic).

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

Researchers used scripts in asking three questions for preconceptions; students participated in a constructivist-based density activity; Students asked to predict, observe, explain results and devise a rule relating density and flotation; Students given a problem to solve; Scoring rubric used to assess learning.

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

Selection criteria not known: Students with disabilities identified by using classification criteria from the state, “normally achieving” students selected were near the norm on standardized tests.

IQ of students with disabilities known, IQs of “normally achieving” students not known.

Researchers spent 30 minutes with each student, one-on-one guided inquiry activity: all students had the same experience.

No apparent control  group. However, “normally achieving” students could be considered control, as experiment targeted students with disabilities.

Weakness: Immediate (short term) scoring. No time interval between activity and scoring.

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.)

· Verbatim recording of student responses

· Point system used; more complex questions weighted

· Scoring rubric used for each item

· 11% items randomly selected for scoring (blind) by second researcher

· Reliability: 96.9%

· Discrepancies resolved by discussion

· Correlates computed using Pearson product-moment coefficients.

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

· Preconceptions failed to predict scores (all groups)

· Achievement scores in reading and math were significantly correlated to achievement in deductive reasoning.

· All academic measures combined were poor predictor

· Grade level significantly correlated in all task aspects

· Race and gender showed no significance

· Within high incidence disability group, strongest predictor was psychometric IQ

· ANOVA: High IQ and “Normally Achieving” students showed equivalent performance; Low IQ students significantly lower than other two.

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:  Most, no
Yes: 
some___
If yes, briefly describe.

Grade level only: chi-square (p = .70)  --  No difference between “normally achieving” and students with disabilities.

Reliability of scoring (% of agreement) = 96.9

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  



Yes: 

X

If yes, briefly describe.

High IQ students with disabilities = normally achieving students, both > Low IQ students with disabilities.

Grade level was also a predictor: the higher the grade level, the higher the achievement.


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

Nor assessed over time

8.
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.

Replicated previous study using different activity.

Summary:

Rating:
   3         Design (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.]

Seventy-five students in grades 1-6, including 51 with disabilities, participated in an inquiry-oriented science task involving concepts of density and buoyancy. From one-on-one scripted guided inquiry, it was found that preconceptions and achievement scores were not predictive of learning on this activity, but IQ and grade level appeared to be the strongest predictors of inquiry learning.
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