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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: Question: Does writing-to-learn enhance science learning?
Purpose of the review:  To develop a conceptual framework for readers/practitioners and an agenda for future research.

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

A history of writing in science, reports of findings in numerous studies at different age/grade/study levels.

2.   Treatments reviewed:  Only studies that focused on the use of writing-to-learn science rather than on the use of writing to communicate about science, were included.

Case studies: 

· Writing vs. reading

· Analysis of writing tasks and conceptual learning

· Combining writing tasks with reading on organization and fact recall

· Essays vs summaries

· Types of writing vs reading

· Expository vs Expressive

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

· Students are more aware of strategies while writing than while reading.

· Essay writing resulted in more writing and learning operations, and integrating new information with prior knowledge.

· Different writing tasks combine with reading to differentially impact recall.

· Analytical writers engage in higher order thinking than summary writers. Both are better than short answer writers.

· All types of writing results in better understanding than just reading.

· Both expressive and expository writing enhance learning, but expository appears to benefit students more than expressive.
4. Were gains in student achievement reported?

       No:  _________________   Yes:  _______X_______   If yes, briefly describe.

Most of the results were from studies done in college classrooms. For results, see #3.

Cautions: 

· Insufficient studies have been done at pre-college levels.

· Research designs have not identified interactions that are likely to characterize the use of writing-to-learn strategies.

· Teachers perceive lack of training in pre-service programs as a major obstacle to implementing writing-to-learn strategies in the K-12 classroom.

· Insufficient research on how writing may foster critical thinking and conceptual change.

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.]

Although students write a lot, it is rarely to enhance learning. Students using writing-to-learn strategies are more aware of language usage, demonstrate better understanding and recall, and show more complex thought about content. Expository and expressive writing are effective strategies for enhancing reading.
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