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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?
Do students experiencing planning sequences before writing perform better on conceptual measures of content knowledge than do students with delayed-planning experiences and is there a cumulative benefit to be gained from using multiple, nontraditional writing tasks?

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

Four classes of 10th grade biology students (n=73), from a predominantly white, rural, middle-class junior-senior high school.

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

This research compared the conceptual understanding of four different groups of students who were assigned different writing experiences after completing the reading of science text material. One group was given one immediate sequence of writing experiences,  a second group of was given a delayed writing experience sequence, a third group was given two sequenced writing experiences and a fourth was given two writing experiences sequenced differently from the third group.

3.    Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, 

  
 controls, length of intervention, etc.)

This study used a mixed method approach.  For the quantitative component a quasi-experimental, posttest-only, co-relational design, with four independent groups, was used.  For the qualitative component, semi-structured interviews were conducted with selected students from each class.

Two researchers and two teachers were involved in the study.  The content study addressed a six week unit directed at the understanding of DNA, traits of organisms and genetic engineering.  The groups were assigned treatments randomly.  Teachers taught one class of each treatment.  
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.)

Student drafts were assessed for rhetorical effectiveness by the English teacher.  Exam 1 consisted of 12 recall questions and 3 conceptual questions.  Exam 2 was given at the end of the six week unit and consisted of 5 recall questions and 3 conceptual questions.  Exam 3, containing 3 conceptual questions, was given at the end of the semester. 
The content knowledge test and the conceptual questions were tested for reliability using the standardized Cronbach alpha.  Data was collected from scores on students’ writing tasks and exams.

Maintaining a balanced gender distribution, six students from each of four classes were randomly selected for interviewing.
5.  Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

Students who had sequenced writing experiences did not score significantly better on conceptual questions on exam one than those with a delayed sequenced writing experience, effect size 0.36.  Students with two writing experiences as opposed to one scored significantly better as a group on answering conceptual questions, both immediately after the writing experience and on a test 8 weeks after the unit, effect size 0.70.  On exam 3 the effect size for those who had written twice compared to those with a single writing experience was 1.09.  
The difference in writing treatment initially significantly affected males compared with females but this effect disappeared with further opportunities to write.

In summary, the results found that student who participate in more than one nontraditional writing task sequence achieve greater gains on conceptual questions than students who complete only one task sequence.
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?

Yes.  An extensive evaluation of the intervention and integrity is explain on pages 198-200.
7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  


No.
8.
Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?  Yes, somewhat.  Prior research has found that students who tackled extended writing tasks perform better on higher-order conceptual questions than students in traditional programs (Prain & Hand, 1999, Science Education, 83, 151-162)
Summary:

Rating

4     Design (scale: 1-5)


This study addressed the effect of cumulative writing tasks, such as drafting summaries and class presentations on students’ ability to answer conceptual questions on exams in science. Seventy three 10th grade biology students from a predominately white, rural, middle class junior-senior school were involved in the study.  Students with two writing experiences as opposed to one scored significantly better as a group on conceptual science questions both immediately after the writing experience and on a test 8 weeks after the unit was taught.
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