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                    Abstract
Many students use laptops to take notes in classes, but does using them impact later test performance? In a high-profile investigation comparing note-taking writing on paper versus typing on a laptop keyboard, Mueller and Oppenheimer (Psychological Science, 25, 1159–1168, 2014) concluded that taking notes by longhand is superior. We conducted a direct replication of Mueller and Oppenheimer (2014) and extended their work by including groups who took notes using eWriters and who did not take notes. Some trends suggested longhand superiority; however, performance did not consistently differ between any groups (experiments 1 and 2), including a group who did not take notes (experiment 2). Group differences were further decreased after students studied their notes (experiment 2). A meta-analysis (combining direct replications) of test performance revealed small (nonsignificant) effects favoring longhand. Based on the present outcomes and other available evidence, concluding which method is superior for improving the functions of note-taking seems premature.
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                    Notes
	Although Mueller and Oppenheimer (2014) used a delayed test in experiment 3, the delayed test results from the present experiment do not constitute a direct replication of their experiment 3 because they used different materials.


	As stated in the Method section, we added questions to those used by Mueller and Oppenheimer (2014). To ensure that any different outcomes were not due to the new questions, we also conducted the planned comparisons based on performance for only test questions that were used in the original report. Conclusions were the same whether analyses were conducted on the entire question set (reported in the text) or the original questions (analyses available from the first author).


	Given that our initial aim was to replicate Mueller and Oppenheimer (2014), who did not include a no-notes group, we also did not include this group in experiment 1. We included it in experiment 2 because it could potentially offer insight into the overall encoding benefits of note-taking.


	Mueller and Oppenheimer (2014, experiment 3) allowed students 10 min to study their notes. Most participants in the present study took only one or two pages of notes; thus, we expected that 7 min would be plenty of time for study, and no participants reported needing more time.
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