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Instructions: Enter the correct descriptive data from the 5 following studies into the Effect Size Calculator.

Compare the alternative calculation method (where available) with the results from descriptive data.

Study 1

Hawkes, M. (2001). Variables of interest in exploring the reflective outcomes in network-based communication. Journal of Research on Computing in Education, 33(3), 299-307.

Purpose: This study explored the opportunities to produce reflective outcomes presented by network-based communication compared with face-to-face discussion in teachers.

Design: Posttest only control group design (intact groups, pre-experimental).

Results: See Table 3.
Table 3. Comparison of Communication Media on Levels of Reflectiveness

	
	N
	M
	SD
	t
	Significance

	Face-to-face Discourse
	222
	2.34
	.962
	4.14
	0.001

	Network-based discourse
	179
	2.73
	1.049
	
	


1. Primary method (in calculator): descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations.

2. Alternate method: t-ratio converted to d.
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Study 2

Watson, D. L., Hagihara, D. K., & Tenney, A. L. (1999). Skill-building exercises and generalizing psychological concepts in daily life. Teaching of Psychology, 26(3), 193-195.

Purpose: “In an introductory course, students took a quiz on a set of two chapters, then prepared short skill-building assignments that focused on application of the material to daily life. Treatments were 1) quiz only; 2) skill-building assignment only; and 3) a combination of the two.

Design: Three-group, posttest only control group (true experimental, random assignment)

Results: “The mean scores on the Dear Abby test of the three experimental groups were: quiz-only, 4.48 (n = 31, SD = 2.49); exercise-only, 6.31 (n = 26, SD = 2.37); and combined, 6.87 (n = 30, SD = 2.32). Fisher’s LSD test indicated that the quiz-only group was significantly different from the other two conditions (LSD A. B = 2.30 and A, C = 3.44, both p < 0.05. ”

1. Primary method (in calculator): descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations. Must choose correct groups for comparison.

2. Alternate method: t-ratio converted to d.
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Study 3

Gadziella, B. M., Ginther, D. W., & Bryant, G. W. (1996). Teaching and learning critical thinking skills. Paper presented at the XXVI International Congress of Psychology, Montreal, QC.

Purpose: “The purpose of the present study was to determine whether teaching and getting students involved in analyzing issues critically would help students develop effective critical thinking skills.”

Design: One group, pretest-posttest (pre-experimental).

Results:

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and paired t-tests for pre- and posttests of critical thinking for 113 students (df = 1/112)

	Critical Thinking Subtests
	Test
	M
	SD
	t-test

	Inference
	Pretest
	---
	---
	---

	
	Posttest
	---
	---
	

	etc. for all subtests
	Pretest
	---
	---
	---

	
	Posttest
	---
	---
	

	Critical Thinking (Total)
	Pretest
	47.69
	10.03
	4.12

	
	Posttest
	51.00
	7.88
	


1. Primary method (in calculator): descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations. Must choose correct groups for comparison.

2. Alternate method: t-ratio converted to d.
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Study 4

Klein, X., Olson, X., & Stanovich, K. (2004). Structuring reflection: Teaching argument concepts and strategies enhances critical thinking. No other info available.
Purpose: “It was hypothesized that teaching concepts about argument components, and teaching a strategy to organize the application of these concepts, would improve students’ evaluations of written arguments.”

Design: Two-group group, pretest-posttest (intact groups, quasi-experimental).

Results: See Table 2.

Table 2

Mean number of Correct Validity Judgments on Test of Argument Evaluation …

	Condition
	n
	Arguments Judged Correctly

	
	
	Pretest
	Posttest
	Improvement

	Concept-Strategy
	14
	
	
	

	M
	
	5.07
	7.21
	2.14

	SD
	
	1.82
	2.19
	2.60

	Second factor in the design (N/A)

	Control
	14
	
	
	

	M
	
	5.00
	5.86
	0.86

	SD
	
	1.78
	1.94
	2.38


1. Primary method (in calculator): descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations. Must choose correct groups for comparison.

2. Alternate method: No alternative method is possible in this study.

Study 5

Walters, K. K., & Strode, S. L. (1991). Two studies of the effects of annotation training on college students. Paper presented at College Reading Association Conference. Crystal City, VA.

Purpose: “A study examined the effects that training in annotation writing had on college students’ comprehension and summary writing abilities as compared with students who received a more traditional type of instruction.”

Design: Pretest-posttest, two group (random assignment, true experimental).

Results: See Table 1.

Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for the Pretest and Posttest Critical Judgments Test Score by Group

	Variables
	Pretest Mean
	Pretest SD
	Posttest Mean
	Posttest SD

	Experimental

(N = 50)
	63.36
	8.66
	63.26
	9.65

	Control

(N = 50)
	63.34
	7.19
	62.12
	9.15


1. Primary method (in calculator): descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations. Must choose correct groups for comparison.

2. Alternate method: No alternative method is possible in this study.
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