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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: science instruction

Purpose of the review: To determine the correlation between science instruction and student on task engagement.

Description of subjects in the studies:  (Range of subjects: ages, grade levels, places, etc.)

The student population was from grades 1 through 12 with a total of 4518 students and the teacher population was 376.  The studies were done in USA (94%) and Australia.  All the 16 studies providing useful statistics were published between 1979 and 1990. 

2.   Treatments reviewed:

A total of 39 instructional variables were identified, including “giving directions and explanations relating to lesson context”, “attends to routine tasks”, “uses instructional equipment and other instructional aids”, and “questioning clarity”.

3. Briefly describe and summarize the findings from treatments reviewed.

From the 16 studies reviewed 102 correlation coefficients were determined.  The mean for all correlation coefficients was 0.48, the standard deviation 0.35, the median 0.60.  The extremes were -0.01 and 0.83.  Approximately 89% of the coefficients were positive.  

The variables coded from three or more studies each formed a group of 17 representing a total of 70 coefficients.  Those found in two or less studies each were 22.  The group of 17 was the major emphasis in the summary of findings.  A one way analysis of variance was conducted to determine if the differences among these variables were due to chance.  The main effect was non-significant, leading to the conclusion that all the 17 instructional variables had, within statistical error, a somewhat similar relationship with student engagement in science learning.

Other factors (grade level, year of publication, engagement instrument, observation of instruction instrument. engagement instrument, and sample size) were examined and also found to be non-significant in correlation to student engagement.
4. Were gains in student achievement reported?

       No:  _____X____________   Yes:  ______________   If yes, briefly describe.

Summary:

[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.]

This meta-analysis attempted to determine what research has shown to be the relationship between science instruction and student engagement.  The data from 16 studies covering grades one through 12 representing 4518 students and 376 teachers, primarily in the USA, was examined. Correlation coefficients were used to determine significant relationships.  No significant correlations between science instruction and student engagement were found.  The strength of this study is in the wide range of students and studies covered.  The primary weakness in the 16 studies was the use of convenience sampling and not sufficiently identifying the population under investigation.
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