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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: High-order processing (problem-solving) skills, including metacognition, attributions, understanding of text, verbal problem solving, word knowledge, mathematical problem solving











Purpose of the review: To identify instructional components that best predict positive 
outcome for adolescents with LD on measures of high-order processing (problem-solving) 
and to determine whether variations in general aptitude moderate treatment outcomes




Research questions: 


1.) Is the magnitude of ES related to certain instructional components?
  


2.) Do studies that vary in their definitions of LD yield significant differences in the 

magnitude of ESs?












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


Swanson and Hoskyn’s 1998 synthesis (on intervention and LD outcomes) of 187 group 
designs were studied.  58 studies were selected based on the following criteria: dependent 
measures of high-order cognition, mean sample age of 11 years or older, LD identified with 
mean standardized IQ > 84.  
2. Treatments reviewed:  The following instructional practices were coded as being present or not present:  advanced organizers, attributions, control difficulty or processing demands of task, elaboration, extended practice, large-group learning, new skills/content, one-to-one instruction, peer modeling, questioning, reinforcement, sequencing, skill modeling by teacher, small-group instruction, strategy cues, supplements to teacher instruction, task reduction, and technology.

3. Briefly describe and summarize the findings from treatments reviewed.
The measures that met or exceeded .80 Effect size fell in these categories:  metacognition, understanding text, problem solving and mathematics (pre-algebra). The regression analysis revealed that only one factor emerged as significant in increasing the predictive power of treatment effectiveness beyond what can be predicted by variations in methodology and age.  That factor included the following components: extended practice, new content/skills, and advanced organizers.

High discrepancy groups (IQ >84 and reading scores below 90, 25th percentile) were more resistant to treatment interventions than low-discrepancy groups.  Effect sizes were greater when both IQ’s and reading scores were in the same low-average range. 

4.  Were gains in student achievement reported?
No:  _________________   Yes:  ______X________   If yes, briefly describe.

Educational interventions for student with LD produced positive effect sizes of .82

Summary:

Adolescent students with LD often do not perform well on higher-order processing skills (problem solving).  The authors of this meta-analysis (58 studies) attempted to identify instructional components that best predict positive outcomes for adolescents with LD on measures of high-order processing and those components that would account for the magnitude of outcomes on these measures.  


Instruction including the areas of metacognition and understanding text produced large effect sizes.  One factor score was significant and included the following components: extended practice, new content/skills, and advanced organizers.


In addition, LD students identified through the discrepancy method (higher IQs, lower reading scores) were more resistant to treatment interventions than low-discrepancy groups (those with low average IQ’s and reading scores).  Based on this, the authors question the elimination of discrepancy criteria in classifying LD students. 

Rating: 

Non-Applicable
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