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Pe3zume

BoBen: Peuncu 5% op menara Ha ydwiIdIIHA
Bo3pacT Bo CoennHeTutre AMepukaHcku [[pxka-
BU ce om(aTeHu CO yCIyTUTe LITO TH AaBa CIe-
[UjaTHOTO 00pa3oBaHME 3a KaTeropujara crie-
IUGUYHA TEIIKOTUH BO YydYemeTo. JlomosHu-
TeIHO, oKoIy 20% OJ cuTe yYEeHHUIH ce COOUy-
BaaT CO TEIIKOTHU BO MHIIYBAaHkETO, MPABOIH-
COT ¥ PaKOIHCOT.

Hen: OBoj Tpyn npercraByBa CUHTE3a Ha UCTpa-
KyBamara co MOeOUHEYHH CIIydau INTO TO OLe-
HyBaaT KOPHCTEHETO Ha CaMOperyjupadkara
crpareruja 3a pazBoj (CPCP) HameHera 3a yde-
HHLH CO CIIeUU(UIHU TEIIKOTHH BO YUEHETO.
Metoa: [IponeHTOT Ha HEMPEKIJIONYyBAauKU IO-
nmatorm (ITHIT) m mpoueHTOT Ha MOAAaTOLM MO-
romeM on mpocekor (IIIIIT) Gea kopucTeHU
KaKo 3aeIHMYKA METPUUYKH CHUCTEM 3a OLleHa
Ha UCTpaKyBamarta LITO I'M BKJIyYyBaaT WHKIY-
3UBHUTE KPUTEPUYMH.

Pesyararu: IleTHaeceT craTWu IITO OllEHYBaa
ceaym CPCP-cTpareruu 3a HHTEpBEHIIH]ja BO TTH-
ITyBamb-ETO C€ O/IHECYBAAT Ha HCTPAXKYBAHETO Ha
WHKITY3UBHHUTE KPUTCPHYMH.
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Abstract

Background:  Approximately 5%  of
school-aged children in the United States re-
ceive special education services under the
specific learning disabilities category. Addi-
tionally, 20% of all students experience di-
fficulty with writing, spelling, and hand-
writing.

Goal: This literature review provides a
synthesis of single case studies evaluating the
use of self-regulated strategy development
(SRSD) for students with specific learning
disabilities.

Method: Percentage of non-overlapping data
(PND) and Percentage of Data Exceeding the
Median (PEM) were used as a common
metric to evaluate studies meeting inclusion
criteria.

Results: evaluating
SRSD writing intervention strategies met study
inclusion criteria.

Fifteen articles seven
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Cpennara Bpegnoct u Ha IIHIT (89.69%, on-
cer=38%-100%) u ma [T (0.98, omcer=0.91-
1.00) cyrepupaar nexa natepBeniunte Ha CPCP
BO MHILYBAKETO C€ e()EKTHBHH JI0 BHCOKO e(eK-
THBHH.

3akuyuyonu: lMako e moTpeOHO JOMOTHUTEITHO
UCTpaXXyBambe, pe3ylTaTuTe yKaKyBaar JeKa ca-
MOPETYJIMPAYKUTEe CTpaTerdd 3a NHIIyBamke
MpeTcTaByBaaT e(peKTHBHA MHTEPBEHIIN]ja 32 TIOA-
JpILIKa HA YYEHUIUTE CO CHECHU(UYHN TEIIKOTHN
BO YYEHETO, KOU CE€ COOUYyBaaT CO TEIIKOTHUH BO
MHITYBABETO.

Knyunu 360poeu: mewkomuu 60 yuersemo, camo-
pe2yiupayka cmpamezuja 3a paseoj, UHMepeeHyuja
60 NUULYBAILEMO, NPOEKMU CO e0eH CYOjeKm

Boeeo

Criopenn, MUHHCTEPCTBOTO 3a 00pa3oBaHHE Ha
Coenunernte AMepukaHcku J[pxaBu, MpOEHTOT
Ha TIONyJIalfjaTa yYeHHUIIN CO AMjarHOCTHITPaHH
cnemuduyan Temkorun Bo yuewero (CTY) ce
sronemun of 1,8% Bo mepuopot 1976 - 1977 Ha
4,7% Bo mepuonot 2011 - 2012 (1). Enen Bug
CHeU(pHUIHA TEIIKOTHja BO YYCHETO, JIUC-
rpaduja, MpeTCTaByBa HEBPOJIOIIKO HAPYIITYBAhHE
HITO BIIMjae Ha MUCMEHATa €KCIPecHja Ha WHIH-
BUJIyaTa, Ha TPaBONKCOT M Ha PaKOMUCOT (2).
Jucrpadujata Moxe HEraTMBHO Ja BIMjac Ha
MOCTUTHYBamkara Ha JIETETO BO YUHIHIITE. MHO-
Ty nera co mucrpaduja ce bopar ma 6umar Bo de-
KOp CO TMHIIAHUTE 337a4d Ha YUWJIMINTE WM HE
MOXAT Jla CH TH OpPTaHW3WpaaT MECIHATE Ha Xap-
THja. HajBaxkHa e paHaTa WHTEpPBECHIIM]a 32 CaHU-
pame Ha edekrture ox aucrpadujara. Cemaxk,
TPETMAHOT Ha JucrpadujaTa MoXe 1a Oue u He-
BO3MOXKEH, Ta CaMO 3a HEKOJNKY OJ OpojHUTE
Mpe/IOKEHH HACTaBHU CTPATETWU IOCTOjaT eM-
MTUPUCKH JTOKa3| ITO TH TojapskyBaar (3). [lopa-
1 TOAa, TPEMHOTY C€ MOTPEOHU KBAIUTCTHH
npakTUKA 3acHoBaHW Ha nokaszu (I13/]) uBpcro
BTEMEJICHH BO EMITUPUCKHU HCTpakyBama (4,5,6).
[lonaramy, ucTpaxyBamara MOXar Ja TH TTOIp-
JKaT TPAKTUKUTE INTO MMaaT 3HadaeH e(eKT Ha
pe3ynrarute Ha ydeHurmte (7, 8). DenepanHara
BJaJa UHAUPEKTHO ' mojaapxkysa II3]1 co Toa
IITO UM HAJOXKYBa Ha YUYMJIMINTATA Ja KOPHCTAT
HACTaBHU MPOTPAMU U aJIaTKH IITO MMaaT Hay4yHa
ocHoBa (2, 9).

[13]] xou ce HaMeHEeTH 3a YYCHUIIH CO TUcTpadu-
ja BKIIydyBaaT caMOperyJpadka CTpaTermja 3a
WHTEPBEHIMja BO Pa3BOjOT HA IHUIIYBAHETO

Both mean PND (89.69%, Range = 38% —
100%) and mean PEM (0.98, Range = 0.91 —
1.00) suggest that SRSD writing interventions
are effective to highly effective.
Conclusions: Althoudh additional research
is needed, the results suggest that self-regu-
lated writing strategies are an effective inter-
vention to support students with specific
learning disabilities experiencing difficulty
with writing.

Keywords: Learning Disabilities, Self-Regula-
ted Strategy Development, Writing Interventi-
on, Single Subject Designs

Introduction

According to the United States Department of
Education, the percent of the student
population diagnosed with a specific learning
disability (SLD) increased from 1.8% in
1976-1977 to 4.7% in 2011-2012 (1). One
type of specific learning disability,
dysgraphia, is a neurological disorder that
impacts an individual’s written expression,
spelling, and handwriting (2). Dysgraphia can
negatively impact a child’s performance in
school. Many children with dysgraphia
struggle to keep up with written work or
cannot organize thoughts on paper. Early
intervention to remediate the effects of
dysgraphia is crucial. However, the treatment
of dysgraphia can be elusive, and only some
of the numerous proposed instructional
strategies have empirical evidence to support
them (3).

Therefore, quality, evidence-based practices
(EBPs) soundly grounded in empirical
research are desperately needed (4, 5, 6).
Further, research can support practices that
have meaningful effects on student outcomes
(7,8). The federal government indirectly
supports EBPs by requiring schools to use
instructional programs and tools that have
scientific backing (2,9).

EBPs that support students with dysgraphia
include self-regulated strategy development
(SRSD) writing interventions. SRSD is
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(CPCP). CPCP nHammpoko ce cMeTa 3a TeopeT-
CKH M EMITMPHUCKH TECTHPAaH METO]l IITO roMara
BO MOJIOOPYBAbE HA PE3YNITATUTE BO THIIYBabE-
TO Ha y4eHUNY co TY ¥ y4eHHIM CO eMITHOHA-
HU TEIIKOTUU U TEIIKOTHH BO THIIyBameTo (10,
11). Bo CPCP, HacTaBHMLIUTE UM TIOMaraaT Ha
YUEHHIINTE BO pa3OoHUpameTo Ha MPOIecoT Ha M-
IIyBae, MITO BKIYYyBa IUIAHUPAhE, COCTABYBa-
e, TIONPaBamke U MPOBEPKa, a HCTOBPEMEHO UM
romaraar Jia pa3BHjaT MO3UTUBEH OJJHOC KOH ITH-
mryBameto (12, 13). CPCP BriydyBa cTparerun
3a o0jaCHyBaukO0 M YyOEIyBadko THIITyBAkHEC
(MJIIT'+IJIAH), 3a numysame anamsa (POW-
TREE?), mumysame npukasan (K-K-K-Koj=2,
Kako=2; POW-KKK), 6p30 numyBame (POW-
TREE), nuimypame Ha Mucieme (STOP-DARE?)
n cocraByBame ecej (TREE). ®umo3odujata Ha
CPCP e na 0BO3MOXXH HHIUBHUIyJIN3UpaHa, €KC-
TUTAIIUTHA HACTaBa MTO Ke Oue BO COTJIACHOCT
CO TOTpeOuTE Ha yUSHUINTE, HAMEHETa 3a BEIll-
THaTta mTo Tpeba na ce Hayuu (14). CPCP ko-
PHUCTH CTPYKTYpHpaH (popMar Ha HACTaBHH (a3u
(pa3BUBame U aKTUBHPAHE HA OCHOBHU 3HACH:A,
IMCKYTAPALE, MOJICTIHPahe, IOMHEH-E, TIOIIPIII-
Ka 1 HE3aBUCHA MU3Be0a), IPEKyY IITO YICHUITUTE
ke MOJKaT Jla HampeIyBaaT cO HUBHOTO TEMIIO 32
Jla MOXaT Jla TH 3aJI0BOJIAT CBOUTE IOTPeOH 3a
yueme. Kiryuna xapaktepuctika Ha CPCP e Toa
LITO HE € KOHKPETHa HacTaBHA Mporpama, TYKY
MOJKE Jla c€ KOPHCTH CO BEeke MOCTOeuKaTa Hac-
TaBHa nporpama. Mactpykuuute Ha CPCP umaat
LIeN Jla TH HaydyaT YYeHHUIUTE /1a Ipero3HaBaar
KOTa Jia ja KOpHUCTaT CTpaTerujara 3a Aa CH I0-
MOTHaT BO YYEHETO, BO cropenda co Opyru
CTpaTeruy ITO KOPHUCTAT eTHOKPATHHI aKTHBHOC-
TH 32 MEXaHUYKO MTOMHEHE, Koe € J0Opo camMo BO
enHa cnenuduyHa cpeanHa (15).

[Iperxomuure MeTaaHanmu3u ce (QoOKycHpaa Ha
caMoperyaipaykara CTparerija 3a MHTEpBEHIH]a
BO pa3BOjOT Ha THIIYBAaKETO Ka] YUEHHIIH CO
TEIIKOTHH BO MuIIyBameTo (16), MHTEpBEHIIU]a
BO Pa3BOjOT Ha NHIIYBAKETO Kaj YUYCHUIH CO
€MOIMOHATHN TEITKOTHUH WJIM TEIIKOTHH BO Of-
HecyBameTo (10) 1 Ha ONMIITHTE HHTEPBEHIINH BO

widely considered as a theoretically and
empirically tested method that helps the
improvement of writing outcomes for both
students with LD and students with emotional
and writing difficulties (10,11). In SRSD,
teachers assist their students in understanding
the writing process, which includes planning,
composing, editing, and revising. They also
help them to develop positive attitudes
towards writing (12,13).

SRSD includes strategies for expository
(TWA + PLANS) and persuasive writing
(POW-TREE), story writing (W-W-W- What
= 2, How = 2; POW-WWW), quick writes
(POW-TREE), opinion writing (STOP-
DARE), and essay composition (TREE). The
philosophy behind SRSD is to provide
individualized, explicit instruction to meet
the needs of students, specific to the skill
being taught (14). SRSD employs a
structured format of instructional stages
(develop and activate background knowledge,
discuss, model, memorize, support, and
independent performance) through which
students can progress at their own pace to
meet their specific learning needs. A key
feature of SRSD is that it is not a specific
curriculum, rather it can be used with the
current curriculum. SRSD instruction is
intended to teach students to recognize when
to use the strategy to assist their learning, in
contrast with other strategies that use a single
use rote memorization activity that is only
good in one specific setting (15).

Previous meta-analyses focused on SRSD
writing interventions for students expe-
riencing difficulty with writing (16), writing
interventions for students with emotional or
difficulties (10),

writing interventions (e.g.,17,18) for students

behavioral and general

! Cxparennnara e u3Be/ieHa cropes IpeBooT Ha Texuukata Think Before Reading, Think While Reading, Think After
Reading (TWA) - mucau npes 4uTameTo, MUCIIH 000eKd YUTALl, MACIH 10 YUTakeTo (3a0. mpeB.)

2 Crpareryja 3a IMIIyBambe COCTABEHA OJ1 CIICIHUBE eTaIlH: IUIaHupatbe [P], oprannsuparme [O] (oBaa erara e
cocraBena ox1 eiementute Ha aApBoto [TREE]: BoBenna peuennna [T], HaBeayBame Ha npuunHuTe [R], 06jacHyBame

[E] u 3aBpuen nen [E]), mumryBame [W] (3a20. mpes.)

3 [S] - HekakBu npoueHky; [T] uzdbupame crpana; [O] opranusupame Ha uaeute; [P] manupame moBeke goaeka ce
nmuinyBa; [D] uzjaBa 3a mo3unujara; [A] qogaBame moapKyBauku uaeH; [R] n3HecyBame U moOuBame Ha
KoHTpaapryMeHTHTe; [E] 3aBpIryBame co CHIIEH 3aKIydoK (3a0. IpeB.)
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nuuryBameTo (Ha mpumep 17, 18) 3a yueHunu co

mwm Oe3 temkotuu. llenta Ha OBOj Tpyd € Aa

00e30enn axypupaHa CHHTE3a 32 KOPHUCTCHETO

Ha uHrepBeHuuute Ha CPCP Bo muiryBameTo

Kaj YYEHHIU CO CHeu(UIHN TEMIKOTUH BO yde-

weTo. Pasriienanu ce cleaHMBE HCTPa)KyBauku

npanama;

1. Kou ce ceBxymaute eextn Ha CPCP-unTep-
BEHLIMHTE, OJHOCHO KOJIKABH CE MOCTUTHYBA-
’BaTa BO MHUIIYBambETO Ha JIelara co CIEeLH-
(PUYHY TEIIKOTHUH BO yYEHETO?

2. Kou CPCP-uHTepBEHIINH BO MTUIITYBAKHETO CE
Haje(eKTUBHU?

3. Hamu edpexrure Ha CPCP-nHTEpBEHIIHTE BO
MHUIIYBakETO CE Pa3iMKyBaaT Bp3 OCHOBA Ha
OKOJIHATa, TIOJIOT, CTENEeHOT Ha 00pa3oBa-
HUE WU Bo3pacTa?

Memooonocuja

MoenoT Ha TOSTUHEYHH CIyYaH ja UCTTUTYBA U
ja nmoxkymeHTHpa (yHKIIMOHAJHATa BpCKa Mery
HE3aBHCHUTE M 3aBHCHUTE BapHjabIiid BO IIPUMeE-
Hetn cpexuam (19, 20, 21). Monenmure Ha moe-
JMHEYHH CIIy4au ce 0J1 0cOOeHa IMOMOII Kora ce
OLICHYBAaaT WHTEPBEHIMUTE BO CIEIUJATHOTO
oOpa3zoBaHMe, Kajie IITO YeCTO MMa Mall Opoj
YUCHUIH INTO MOKa)KyBaaT HEKOE MOCeOHO Of-
HecyBame (22). OBaa cuHTe3a 00e30eayBa ceor-
(dareH OCBPT Ha JHUTEpaTypara IMOCBETEHAa Ha
MOCTUHEYHUTE MHTEPBEHIIMU BO MHUIITYBAHETO.
bea xopucrenu ciieqauBe 0a3n Ha TIOIATOITH: (a)
Academic Search Complete, (0) Taylor &
Francis Online, (8) ERIC, (r) PsycINFO, ()
Sage Journal Online, (f) Wiley Online
Library, (e) SpringLink, (k) ScienceDirect u
(3) ProQuest. bea w3BpIIeHN W TOTIOTHUTETHA
CCKYHJapHH IpedapyBama BO JTUPESKTOPHUYMOT
Ha Google Scholar. [IpebapyBamaTa v BKITy-
yyBaa cieIHuTe 300poBU: (a) camopecyrupayka
cmpamezuja 3a paseoj, (0) unmepeenyuja, (B)
CPCP, (1) oucepaguja, (1) nuutysarbe npuxas-
Hu, () nuwyeare uzecwmau, (€) HAPAMUBHO,
(x) o0jacHyBaukOo W yOemyBauyko nuuLysarbe
(excnoze) M (3) amarumuuxo nuuiysarve. bea
npebapaHy MPETXOAHUTE COOABETHH HUCTPAXKY-
Bama, a Oca HalpaBeHH W MPUPAYHH TIpedapyBa-
wa Ha: (a) Learning Disabilities Quarterly, (0)
Learning Disabilities Research and Practice,
(B) Journal of Learning Disabilities, (T)
Exceptional Children u (n) The Journal of
Special Education

with and without disabilities. The purpose of

this study is to provide an updated synthesis

on the use of SRSD writing interventions for
students with specific learning disabilities.

The following research questions are

addressed:

1. What are the overall effects of SRSD
interventions on the writing achievement of
children with specific learning disabilities?

2. What SRSD writing interventions are most
effective?

3. Do the effects of SRSD writing interven-
tions differ across settings, genders, grades,
and ages?

Method

Single case designs examine and document
functional relationships between independent
and dependent variables in applied settings
(19,20,21). Single case designs are parti-
cularly helpful when evaluating interventions
in special education as there are often small
samples of students exhibiting a particular
behavior (22). This synthesis provides a com-
prehensive review of the single case writing
intervention literature.

The following databases were used: (a) Aca-
demic Search Complete, (b) Taylor & Francis
Online, (c¢) ERIC, (d) PsycINFO, (e) Sage
Journal Online, (f) Wiley Online Library, (g)
SpringLink, (h) ScienceDirect, and (i)
ProQuest. Additional secondary searches in
Google Scholar were also completed. Search
terms included: (a) self-regulated strategy de-
velopment, (b) intervention, (c) SRSD, (d)
dysgraphia, (e) story writing, (f) report
writing, (g) narrative, (h) expository, and (i)
persuasive writing. Ancestral searches of re-
levant research articles were completed as
well as a manual search of (a) Learning Disa-
bilities Quarterly, (b) Learning Disabilities
Research and Practice, (c¢) Journal of
Learning Disabilities, (d) Exceptional Chil-
dren, and (e) The Journal of Special Educa-
tion.
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HctpaxyBamaTa BKIy4eHH BO OCBPTOT: (2) ro
KOPHCTEJIe MOJEJIOT Ha IMOSANHEUCH CiIy4aj; (0)
ja npouenysane CPCP-untepBeHIjata BO mH-
IIyBamkeTo; (B) BKIyUyBalle Jela Ha YYWIIAIIHA
BO3pAacT €O CrenU(pHYHN TEITKOTHH BO YUCHETO
(IOKOJIKY MCTpaKyBameTO BKIydYyBallle Y4eHHU-
11 0e3 TEIIKOTHH BO yUEH-ETO, EINHCTBEHO Oea
aHaJM3UpaHU TOAATOLMTE 3a ydeHHnure), (T)
0ea M3BEJICHH BO YYHJIWINTA WA BO KIMHUYKU
ycioBH, (1) Oea 00jaBeHU Ha aHTJIUCKH ja3WK W
(f) Gea o0jaBeHU BO peLIEH3UPAHO CIHMCAaHUE Me-
ry jaayapu 1970 u mapt 2014. Ilonaramy, Oca
KOIU(HIIMPAHU PAKOIUCH INTO TH MPOy4yBaat
WHKITy3UBHHUTE KPUTEpUyMH, Kou Oea Koqudwu-
IUPaHHA CO KOPHCTEHE CUCTEMATCKH CeT O Ipa-
BWJIA U TIOCTAIKH.

Cekoj kopuceH TpadWKOH OJf CEIICKTHPAHHUTE
cTynuu Oellle aHAM3UPaH 3a Jia ce YTBPIH Mpo-
IEHTOT Ha HENPeKIOMyBauyKUTe TOAAaTONHN
(ITHIT) u mpomeHTOT Ha TIOJATOITH HaJl IPOCEKOT
(TIIIIT). W ITHIT u TIIIT Gea mpecMeTyBaHU CO
el f1a ce 00e30eau ToueH pe3ynTar of MoAaTo-
mute. ITHII Gemre mpecMmeTyBaH cO cMeTame Ha
OpOjOT Ha MOEHU O] MOJATOIUTE O] TPETMAHOT
IITO TW Ha/IMHHYBaa HajBHCOKHUTE IIOEHU O] OC-
HOBHHUTE IOJIATOIM U JICICHE HAa OBOj Opoj co
BKYITHHOT Opoj Ha TIoeHH BO (hazaTa Ha TpeTMa-
HoT (22, 23). [IHII-pe3ynraTure ce OBMKAT OJ
0% 1o 100%. ITIIT co momanky ox 50% yxaxy-
Ba Ha Oe3HanexeH TpetMaH, 50% - 70% yxaxy-
Ba Ha AMCKyTaOmiHa edexktuBHOCT, 70% - 90%
YKa)KyBa Ha MPWIAYHO €(DEeKTUBEH TpeTMaH H
Haja 90% wiM moBeke yKaxKyBa Ha BUCOKOe(deK-
TUBEH TpeTMaH (22). Anrepnartusno, I[IIIIT ce
MpecMeTyBa CO Haorame Ha CpefHa BpPEAHOCT
WM BPEIHOCT MOMeTry JIBE CPEIHU TO3UIIMU BO
OCHOBHUTE TIOJIATOIH, KaJIe IITO CpeaHaTa Bpe/-
HOCT TIPETCTaBYyBa CPENeH NN BO AUCTPHOYIH-
jara (24). IIIII co 0.90 unu MOBHUCOKO ce cMeTa
3a BucokoedekTuBHO, 0.70 10 0.90 ce cmera 3a
cpenHo edextuBHO U 0.69 U MOHUCKO Ce CMETa 3a
mickytabmiHa edektuBHOCT. Co KOpUCTEHE Ha
JBaTa METOAM Ha HEMPEKIIOMyBame, MOXKaT Ja
OUaaT OLIEHETH Pa3TUYHU METOH CO KOPHCTEHE
Ha BOOOMYAacH METPHUIKH CHCTEM, a HAjHHCKHUTE
W HAjBHCOKUTE €(DEKTH OJf TPETMAHOT C€ OIleHE-
TH Kako JIECHO M 00jeKTUBHO mpecMmeraHu (20).
BepomocrojHocta Ha MeryceOHOTO OIEHYBame
Oelre mpecMeTaHa 3a CHTE BapHjabiHM cO KOAHM-
paHa JINCTa CO JeNieH-¢ Ha BKYITHHOT Opoj coria-
CyBama CO BKYNHHOT Opoj coriacyBama U He-
corilacyBama U MHOXeEHe co Opojot 100 (21).

Studies included in the review: (a) used a
single case design, (b) evaluated a SRSD
writing intervention, (c¢) included school-aged
children with specific learning disabilities (if
a study included students without learning di-
sabilities, only data for individual par-
ticipants with SLD was analyzed), (d) were
conducted in a school or clinic setting, (e)
were published in English, and (f) were
published in a peer-reviewed journal between
January 1970 and March 2014.  Next,
manuscripts meeting study inclusion criteria
were coded utilizing a systematic set of rules
and procedures.

Each usable graph in the selected studies was
analyzed to determine the Percentage of
NonOverlapping Data (PND) and Percentage
of Data Exceeding the Median (PEM). Both
PND and PEM were calculated to provide an
accurate reflection of the data. PND was
calculated by counting the number of
treatment data points that exceeded the
highest baseline data point and dividing this
number by the total number of data points in
the treatment phase (22, 23). PND scores
range from 0% to 100%. A PND of less than
50% reflects unreliable treatment, 50%-70%
reflects questionable effectiveness, 70%-90%
reflects a fairly effective treatment, and 90%
or greater reflects a highly effective treatment
(22). Alternatively, PEM is calculated by
finding the median point, or point between
the two median positions in the baseline data,
where the median is the middle part in the
distribution (24). A PEM of 0.90 or greater
is considered highly effective, 0.70 to 0.90 is
considered moderately effective, and 0.69
and below represent questionable effects. By
using both non-overlap methods, multiple
designs can be evaluated using a common
metric and floor and ceiling treatment effects
are evaluated-both easily and objectively
calculated (20). Inter-rater reliability was
calculated for all variables in the coding sheet
by dividing the total number of agreements
by the total number of agreements plus
disagreements and multiplying by 100 (21).
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Pesyararu

On 123 npBUYHO JNOUUpPAaHU CTaTUU 32 UHTEP-
BEHIIMM BO MHUIIYBaWkETO, 15 T HCHOJHYBaaT
KPUTEPHUYMHUTE 3a WHKIIY3WBHO 0Opa3zoBaHUe.
BeponmocrojHocTa 3a MeryceOHOTO OLICHYBambe
3a uctpaxyBamero Oeme 100%. Cryauurte
BKITy4eHHU BO CHMHTe3ara Oea 00jaByBaHM TTOMETY
1989 u 2012 Bo mIecT cnmcaHuja, Kaje ITo IMo-
BeKeTo cTyiuu Oea 00jaBeHH BO MOCIICTHUTE ITET
TOIMHHU.

P-1: Kaxeu ce ceékynuume egpexmu na CPCP-
UHMmMeEpBEeHUUUmME 60 HOCMUZHYEAILAMA 60
00HOC Ha NUWLY8ATLEMO Kaj deyama co che-
uuuuHu mewkomuu 60 yuerwemo?
CPCP-unTepBEeHIIMMTE BKIIydyBaa CEIyM MoOJe-
T 32 TIMIITYBame aHAIN3a, eKCII03€e, 33 COCTaB Ha
ecej W packaxxyBame mpukasHa. Cekoja cTpare-
rHja BKIyYyBalle KIy4YHH 300pOBH IITO WM
roMaraa Ha y4YSHHIIUTE BO YEKOPHTE Ha COB-
JmaayBamke Ha mporecor Ha numnryBame. CPCP-
WHTEPBEHIIMHUTE BO NMHUIIYBAKETO TH MOJO0pH)ja
CCBKYITHUTE pE3yJITaTH HAa YYCHUIIMUTE W Ha
HacTaBaTa BO Pa3NUYHU KOHTeKcTH. CpemHara
BpenHoct u Ha [THIT (89.69%, omcer=38%-
100%) wu na IIIIIT (0.98, omcer=0.91-1.00)
ykaxyBaar aeka CPCP-unTepBeHUMUTE BO IU-
IITyBamETO C€ CPEKTUBHH 10 BHCOKOC(ECKTHBHH.
Tabenara 1 ru cymupa BUJOBUTE HHTCPBECHIIHH.

Tabena 1: CPCP-unmepgenyuu co yeanu
BEUUMUHU U KAPAKMEPUCMUKU HA YYeCHUYUme

Results

Of the 123 writing intervention articles
initially located,

criteria.

15 met study inclusion
Inter-rater reliability for the search
was 100%. Studies included in the synthesis
were published between 1989 and 2012 in six
with the majority of
published within the last five years.

R-1: What are the overall effects of SRSD
interventions on the writing achievement
of children with specific learning disa-
bilities? SRSD interventions included seven

journals, studies

models for addressing persuasive writing,
expository writing, essay composition, and
storytelling. Each strategy included mnemo-
nics that assisted students with mastering
steps in the writing process. SRSD writing
interventions improved overall student per-
formance and instruction in varying contexts.
Both mean PND (89.69%, Range = 38% —
100%) and mean PEM (0.98, Range = 0.91 —
1.00) suggest that SRSD writing interventions
are effective to highly effective. Table 1

summarizes intervention types.

Table 1. SRSD Interventions by Targeted Skill
and Participant Characteristics

. Kapakrepucruku Ha
i Ko ! | s Faan
ey Characteristics

Koj e raBauor ;mk? / Who is the main character? Cpemna: OCHOBHO 00pa3oBaHe

Kora ce ciryuysa npukasnara? / When does the story take place? / Setting: Elementary
K-K-K-Koj =2, Kape ce ciyuysa npukassara? / Where does the story take place? N Atse TTon: 1 xeHcko, 2 Mariku /
Kako=2 (25)/ IITo caxa a HarpaBy riaBHKOT JTHK? / What does the main character want to do? Gender: 1 female, 2 males

_ , p HpHKa3Ha/ ;

W-W-W- What =2, o ce ciydyBa Kora INIaBHUOT JIMK Ke ce 00myie 1a ro Harpasy Toa? / What Storywritin: OpyiernieHue: 4eTBpTo, NeTTo /
How =2 (25) happens when the main character tries to do it? ) 2 | Grade: 4" 5t

Kaxo 3aBpuryBa npukasnara? / How does the story end? Bospacrt: He e HaBeneHo /

Kaxo ce uyBctByBa rapuuot Juk? / How does the main character feel? Age: not provided

Cobepu ru monte nner. / Pick my ideas.

Opranmsupaj ru Moute Genentky. / Organize my notes. Cpenuna: OcHOBHO 0Opa3oBaHHe
POW - KKK Koj =2, Harmmm n xaxu noeke. / Write and say more. Tlom: 9 sxencku, 10 Marku

_ Kou ce rmaBauTe mmkoBn? / Who were the primary characters? Oniernenne: BTopo

Kako=2(26,27,28,29) . TTyryBarme .

Kae ce onsrBa npukassara? / Where did the story occur? Bospacr: 7-4 no 7-11/
/POW-WWW 0 ) TpUKasHa / b

_ Kora ce cydya npukassara? / When did the story happen? .. Setting: Elementary
What=2 . . Storywriting
How =2 (2627,2829) o npagar riasuuTe ykoBu? / What did the primary characters do? Gender: 9 females, 10 males
? 7 IITo ce cy4yBa Bo npukasHata? / What happened in the story? Grade: 2™
Kaxo 3aBpurysa npukassara? / / How did the story end? Age: 7-4t07-11
Kaxo ce uycrBysa rnasanor jimk? / How did the main characters feel?
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Kapakrepucruku Ha

Crparernja / Kuryden 300p / Kanp / L.
Strategy Mnemonic Genre yqu}gll:::;eciel;?slt'iticslpant
Tpruy ' HaCTpaHa JIMYHATE MUCIICHbA, TyPH U IIPEAPACyTUTE CO KPATKO
3aMHILyBAe HA IPHUMHATE 32 CEKOj CTaB Mpe H30Uparbe mpeMrca. /
Suspend personal opinions and even biases by jotting down reasons for every
position before choosing a premise.
3a3eMu CTaB 110 OLEHYBAHE HA HABEICHUTE IIPHUMHH. / Cpempaa: OCHOBHO 00pa3oBaH¥e
Take a position after assessing these listed reasons. Tom: 5 sxenckw,
OpraHu3ipaj T HICHTE CO 3aI0YHYBAtbe O/l HajcnabaTa mm/Hajmamcy BUKHATAM | g Z)Mamm
3aBpILYBASE CO HAjCUITHATA WIM HAJMHOT'Y BayKHATa MOCHTA. IIeTICHHE: TIETTO
(S;B%}I_?SRE Organize ideas by beginning with the weakest or the least important ones and ig;gl;zg(;m Bospact: 10-5 o 11-6/ Setting:
e ending with the strongest or the most important points. Opinion Elementary
TtaHupaj 1 NUIIYBaj 32 BpeMe Ha HPOLIECOT Ha MUIITyBakbe. / Essavs Gender:5 females,
Plan and write during the writing process. Y 7 males
PasBuBrBaj BoBeHa pedenniia. / Develop topic sentences. Grade: 5"
JloaBaj Mjer WM IPUMEPH KOM OJIaT BO MPWJIOT Ha BOBEAHATA PEUCHHLIH. / Age: 10-5to 11-6
Add ideas or examples that support the topic sentences.
Or1dpim ru wim 0101j TH apryMEHTHTE Ha CIIPOTHBHATA CTpaHa. /
Reject or rebuff the arguments of opponents.
3aBpium co cuien 3akiyyok. / End with a strong conclusion.
Tprau rv HaCTpaHa JIMYHHTE MUCTICHA, TyPU U PEAPACy/IUTe CO KPaTKO
3aMHILBAE HA IPHUMHUTE 32 CEKOj CTaB Mpel H30Uparbe Ha pemuca. /
Suspend personal opinions and even biases by jotting down reasons for every
position before choosing a premise.
3a3eMu CTaB 32 OLEHYBAETO HA HABEJICHUTE IIPUIHHIL. /
Take a position after assessing these listed reasons.
Opranu3upaj 'v UASUTE CO 3aN0YHyBabe O Hajc1abaTa MM HajMalIKy BaykKHaTa U
3aBPIIYBAKLE CO HAjCHITHATA WJTH HAJMHOTY BayKHATa IOCHTA. /
Organize ideas by beginning with weakest or least important ones and ending with
the strongest or most important points. Cpempaa: CpeiHO yuuiIITe
Tlnanvpaj ¥ MiIIIyBaj 32 BpeMe Ha MPOLIECOT Ha MHUIIIyBambe. / TTor: 2 mamku
Plan and write during the writing process. Ecei co TommHa: ipea
STOP. AIM. & DARE TprBrean ro BAMMaHHETO Ha quTaTenor. / Attract the reader’s at,tention. an aJJn/B a/ Bospacr: 15-0/
33) ’ > Mrermiduxysaj ro npobIeMOT 07 TeMATa TAKA LITO YHTATENOT Ke MOXKE Jia I Persuasive Setting: High School
pasoepe npobiemure. / Identify the problem of the topic so the reader understands E Gender: 2 males
the issues. Ssays Grade: 10"
Hagey ja conpykiHaTa Ha POOIEMOT WM HABEIM OCHOBHU IOJATOLIH KOH €& Age: 15-0
notpeOHH 3a pasduparse Ha pobiemort. / Map the content of the problem or
provide background knowledge information needed to understand the problem.
Hageu ja Temara Taka ITo npemrcara ke ouze jacHa. /
State the thesis so the premise is clear
PasBuBrBaj BoBeHM peyenni / Develop topic sentences.
Jloz1aBaj Mjien WK IPUMEPH KOU OZIAT BO MPHJIOT Ha BOBEHUTE PEYCHHLIH. /
Add ideas or examples that support the topic sentences.
Ordpim ri nim 0101j TH apryMEHTHTE Ha CIIPOTHBHATA CTpaHa. /
Reject or rebuff the arguments of opponents.
3aBpium co cuie 3akiyyok. / End with a strong conclusion.
CpenpHa: OCHOBHO YUHIIHIIITE
TTos: 4 >xeHCKH, S5 MAIIKK
Temarcka pedenntia / Topic sentence C Om[ene}fne. fierro, Lue;:'ro
Tpwausm / Reasons OCTaB Ha Bo3paCT. 10-5 no 12-7
TREE (34,35) H e / Examine ecej/ Essay | Setting: Elementary
3;;11)3‘*}]:}“ / Endin Composition | Gender: 4 females,
Py e 5 males
Grade: 5", 6"
Age: 10-5 to 12-7
Cobepu ru moute nner. / Pick my ideas. Cpepatia: OCHOBHO  CpeHO
Opranmsupaj i Moute 6enenky. / Organize my notes. mgﬂcm PR v—
Harmm u kaxu noBeke. / Write and say more. AHATHTHUKO | OJLICTCHIE, FONMHA: CEIMO.
Kow ce rasrure mmkosu? / Who were the primary characters? 6 A » TOTHEA: CEIMO,
POW-TREE Kape ce onsuBa npukasHara? / Where did the story occur? P30 / BBT(’pa’ TPesza7 19:0/
(36,37,38) Kora ce cyqysa npukasznara? / When did the story happen? }r:muyBa}}Le So3'pac.r].v[_ d-dl HOH. }'1
II'To npapar rnasxuTe KoBu? / What did the primary characters do? crsuasive ettmg.. odie. g
o cec. a B npukasHata? / What happened in the story? Quick Writes | Gender: 6 females,
LY IYB P at napp Ty 5 males
Kaxo 3aspurysa npuxasnara? / How did the story end? Grade: 71 11 12
Kaxo ce uycrBya rmaBHuotT k? / How did the main characters feel? Age: 12710 190
Pazmucim npext ia unramt. / Think before reading.
PasmucityBaj 3a: aBTOpHTE, LIe/1Ta, IITO 3HAELLL, ILITO CAKAlll /]a HAYHII /
Think about: the authors purpose, what you know, what you want to learn.
JHoneka unranr/ While reading
Ppa3MHCITyBaj 3a: OpP3UHATA HA YUTAHLETO, TIOBP3AHOTO 3HACH:E, TIOBTOPHOTO YHNTAME Cpenuna: OCHOBHO YUHITHIIITE
Ha OTIPEIEIICHH JIEJIOBH. / Io: 2 marxn
Think about: reading speed, linking knowledge, rereading parts. ObjachyBarbe | OieneHue: 4eTBpTo
MUIT+TIIAH (39)/ | Ho unramero / After reading / Bospacr: 10-1 o 10-2 / Setting:
TWA +PLANS (39) | pa3mucityBaj 3a: IIaBHaTa HJIEja, CyMUPAETo Ha HH(opMaumuTe, 1mto cu Haywm. | Expository | Elementary

/ Think about: the main idea, summarizing information, what you learned.
W36epu nemm. / Pick goals.

Habpoj HaunHH 3a ocTBapyBarbe Ha enurte. / List ways to meet goals.
M/ And

Harnpasy 3a0€MeIIKy 1

Hu3a o1 3abenerky. / make Notes

and Sequence notes.

Gender: 2 males
Grade: 4"
Age: 10-1 to 10-2
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P-2: Kou CPCP-uHTepBeHUMH BO NHUIIYBa-
mbeTo ce HajedpexkTuBHu? Pasrienannre CPCP-
WHTEPBEHIIUN BO THUIIyBameTo Oea CpemaHo 10
BUCOKOE(EKTUBHU. VHTEpBEHIIMUTE KOPHCTEHU
Kaj TIOMJIAJINTE JIEIa CO IIeT pa3Boj Ha MUIIlyBa-
BCTO HA IMMPpUKa3Ha, nMaa HajFOHeMI/I LCJIOKYITHN
edextn. EdextuTe Ha TpeTMaHOT ITOACICHH TIO
CTpaTeruja ce CyMHpaHH Bo Tabemara 2.

Tabena 2. Epexmume na mpemmarom

R-2: What SRSD writing interventions are
most  effective? The SRSD  writing
interventions reviewed were moderately to
highly effective. Interventions used with
younger children to support story develop-
ment had the greatest overall effects. Treat-
ment effects by strategy are summarized in
Table 2.

Table 2. Treatment Effects by

no ukmepgeHyuja Intervention
0,

Crparernja / Strategy I_][nI]{\Jr]; 0/2/ O?ﬁgﬂﬁeﬁgg / TIIIIT / PEM Or;fg;f;ggi—[ /
FZIg(/’ \Iifo\])\;\i;,lisflli(;t_jz, 100.00 BI/I(?}(;(ahGI:(bCI;;HBI-IOCT / 99 Bucogahj:(belgcnm_mﬂ /
How=2 (25) ighly Effective Highly Effective
POW + KKK, Koj=2,

Kaxo=2 Cpenna edexTuBHocT / Bucoka edexruHoct /
(26,27,28,29) / POW + 83.33 Moderately Effecti 1.00 Hiehly Effecti
WWW, What=2, How=2 oderately Effective ighly Effective
(26,27,28,29)

TREE 7681 CpenHa eekTHBHOCT / 1.00 Bucoxka edexruBHoCT /
(34,35) ) Moderately Effective ) Highly Effective
POW & TREE 30,29 CpenHa eekTHBHOCT / 9% Bucoxka edexruBHoCT /
(36,37,38) ) Moderately Effective ) Highly Effective
STOP & DARE 9630 Bucoka edextuBHOCT / 08 Bucoxka edexruBHoCcT /
(30,31,32) ) Highly Effective i Highly Effective
STOP, AIM, & DARE 85.64 Cpenna edexTuBHOCT / 08 Bucoka edexrusnoct /
(33) ) Moderately Effective ) Highly Effective
MJIIT + TUJTAH / TWA + 100.00 Bucoka edexruBHOCT / 1.00 Bucoxa edexrusnoct /
PLANS (39) ) Highly Effective i Highly Effective

P-3: lanu edextute on CPCP-unTepBEeHIINN-
Te BO MUIIYBAHETO C€ PATNKYBAaT BO 3aBUC-
HOCT OJ1 MOJIOT, BO3PACTa, YYWIUIIHATA OKO-
JIMHA WJIH O[/IeJIEHHETO?

[lerHaeceT ucTpaxyBama BKIydyBaa BKYITHO 58
YYECHHUIM, BO IMPOCEK J0 YECTUPU YUCHHUIH MO
cryauja. [loBekero nctpaxyBama (N=11) Bxiy-
YyBaa Jiella Ha BO3PACT OJ1 OCHOBHO YYHJIHIIITE.
[Nomanky ctymum Oea HACOYEHH KOH MOCTApUTE
Jieria o1 OCHOBHO oOpazosanue (N=1) u nema ox
cpennoto oopazosanue (N=3). Ox 58 yuecHuim,
30 (52%) Oeca momumma u 28 (49%) Oea neBoj-
yna. Bo ofHOC Ha BO3pacTa, IOBEKETO 01 ydec-
aumute (N=78%, 71%) Gea Ha BO3pacT of oc-
HOBHO oOpazoBanme (orcer=7-12 romuHu) 3amm-
HIaHW OJl BTOPO JO Imiecto omaencHue. [Toman
0poj on yuecHuure (N=2, 3%) Oea Ha BO3pact
0]l OCHOBHO 00Opa3oBanue (oricer=12-14 roguHn)
3alMIIaHd BO CEJAMO M OCMO OJICJICHHE U Ha
BO3pacT on cpeaHo obpazoBanme (N=11, 19%)
(omcer=15-19 romuHM) 3alMITaHA Ol TIPBa IO
TpeTa rofivHa CPeTHO 00pa30BaHUE.

Cute wucTpaxkyBama Oea W3BPIICHH BO jaBHHU
VUHJIMINTA KOW HWMaa eIyKaTHBHA YUYHMJIHHIIA

R-3: Do the effects of SRSD writing
interventions differ across genders, ages, and
school settings, and grades?

The 15 studies included a total of 58
participants, with a mean of 4 students per
study. The majority of studies (N = 11)
included elementary aged children. Fewer
studies targeted middle school (N = 1) and high
school students (N = 3). Of the 58 participants,
30 (52%) were male and 28 (49%) participants
were female. Regarding age, the majority of
participants (N = 78%, 71%) were elementary
aged (Range = 7-12 years) enrolled in grades 2
to 6. Fewer participants (N = 2, 3%) were
middle school aged (Range = 12-14 years)
enrolled in 7th and 8th grades and high school
(N = 11, 19%) aged (Range = 15-19 years)
enrolled in grades 10 to 12.

All studies were completed in public school
settings that included the general education
classroom (N = 5), a room outside of the
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(N=5), mpocropuja HamBOp OF eAyKaTHBHATA
yumnauna (N=3), nmpocropuja 3a pecypeu (N=3),
caina 3a yuewe (N=1), HHIUBUAYATHO aIMHUHHUC-
TpupaHa mpocTopuja 3a mnojupmka (N=2) wu
HeonpeaeHo (N=3). Hemame no3HavajHu pasiu-
KU TTOMery TIOJIOBUTE WIJIM OKOJIMHATa BO Koja ce
Bprrerie naTepBernujata. Cemak, CPCP-cTparte-
runTe Oea MmoBeke e()eKTUBHU Kaj YUCHHIIUTE O]
OCHOBHOTO 00pa30BaHUE OTKOJIKY Kaj YUCHHUIIUTE
0]l CPETHOTO 0Opa30BaHUE.

WupuBunyanHuTe pe3ynTaTi Ha YYSCHUIIUTE Ba-
pupaa HU3 cTynuuTe. ENeH y4eCHUK HE OATOBO-
pY Ha TPETMAHOT; CEMaK Pe3yJITaTUTe YKaKyBaat
Jieka MHO3MHCTBOTO OJ YUECHHIM TOKakaa Op3
HANpeIoK BO MHUIIYBAKETO 32 BpeMe Ha (asara
Ha WHTepBeHNWjara. Tabenara 3 ru cymupa Io-
JATOLUTE O] YUYECHHULIUTE.

Tabena 3. E¢hexmu na mpemmanom no yuecHux

general education classroom (N = 3), the
resource room (N = 3), study hall (N = 1),
individually administered support room (N =
2), and unspecified (N = 1). There were no
significant differences between genders or
intervention setting. However, SRSD strategies
were generally more effective with elementary
and middle school students than high school
students.

Individual participant results varied across
studies. One participant did not respond to
treatment; however, results suggest that the
majority of participants demonstrated rapid wri-
ting improvement during intervention phases.
Table 3 provides a summary of participant level
data.

Table 3. Treatment Effects by Participant

Hcrpaxysame / Study VYuecnuk / Participant
Asrop / Author TTHIT/ PND III111 / PEM ITHIT / PND TII1I1 / PEM
100 0.91 100 1
JManod u cop. / Danoff et al. (21) 100 0.50
100 1
100 1 100 1
Jle na Ia3 / De La Paz (22) 100 1
100 1
92.59 0.96 77.77 0.88
77.77 0.88
100 1
Jle na Ia3 / De La Paz (23) 100 1
100 1
100 1
Je na ITa3 u I'paxam / 100 ! igg i
De La Paz & Graham (24) 100 1
94.33 1 83.00 1
I'paxam n Xapuc / Graham & Harris (25) 100 1
100 1
38.00 0.92 74.99 1
50.00 0.80
Xysep u cop. / Hoover et al. (26)
00.00 0.90
30.00 1
. 85.64 0.97 85.57 1
Kuyxapa u cop. / Kiuhara et al. (27) 3571 095
JIueneman u cop. / Lienemann et al. (28) 100 1 100 1
93.00 0.93 100
50.00 1
MacoH u cop. / Mason et al. (29) 100 1
66.66 0.83
83.00 1
71.00 0.94 100 0.50
62.50 1
87.50 1
100 1
MacoH u cop. / Mason et al. (30) 62.50 1
50.00 1
80.00 1
25.00 1
75.00 1
MacoH u cop. / Mason et al. (31) 100 1 100 1
100 1 100 1
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Hcrpaxysame / Study Cy6jexr / Subject
Astop / Author IIITHIT / PND ITHII / PEM ITIITHIT / PND ITHIT / PEM
Craanep / Staddler (32) 100 1 100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
Cannep u Azapo / Saddler & Asaro (33) 97.22 1 100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
88.88 1
Cannep u cop. / Saddler et al. (34) 100 1 100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
CexctoH u cop. / Sexton et al. (35) 68.00 1 33.33 1
100 1
100 1
100 1
00.00 1
75.00 1
Huckycuja Discussion
[locTon noOpo mokymeHTupana paziauka momery — There is a well-documented difference

VUCCHHUIIUTE IITO HMMaa THUIHWYCH HANpPEIOK H
YUEHHUIIUTE CO TEUIKOTUU BO yuewmero (1). Ort-
TyKa, HE € W3HEHaJyBaukd IITO YYSHHIIUTE CO
crie()MYHA TEIIKOTHH BO YUCHETO, BKITyUyBaj-
KU ¥ Jena co mucrpaduja, 6apaat JOMONMHUTETHA
pecypcH W TOAPINKA 33 Aa TH HaJMHHAT Tped-
KHUTE OJ] TEUIKOTUUTE CO KOU ce coouyBaat. Ilo-
KOHKPETHO, Ha YUCHHITUTE CO AUCTpaduja UM ce
MOTPEOHU IIEJIHA MHTEPBEHIIMK 33 Ja CEe OJISCHU
3aJJpKyBambETO U OPraHU3UPAHETO HA MUCIUTE
Ha xaptrja. Cemak, OBEKETO O MPEITTOKESHHUTE
WHTEPBEHIIMM HEMaaT MOJIPIIKA O] EMITUPUCKU
nokasu (3). Pesynrarure ox oBaa cuHTE3a MOKa-
xKyBaar neka CPCP-uHTepBeHIIMHMTE MMaaT II0-
TEHIIWjall 32 MO3UTHUBHO BITMjaHUE BP3 YUCHHUIIUTE
co crenmupUUHE TEMKOTHH BO yuemeTo. OBaa
CHHTE3a JIaBa J0Ka3u JIeKa JPKEHETO Ha HacTaBa
Ha ydeHulure co kopucreme Ha CPCP-monenor
3HAYajHO TO MMOI00PYBa HAMPEIOKOT BO MHUIITyBa-
weTo. CPCP-unTepBeHIIMUTE Oca e()eKTUBHHU Kaj
pa3UYHY TIOJIOBH, CTETIEHH Ha OOpa3oBaHUE H
YYWIUIIHU CPEIMHU.

HMaxko oBaa cunaTe3a masa nokasu nexka CPCP-un-
TEPBEHIIMUTE BO IMHUINYBAKETO C€ HAJCIKHHU,
Celak MCTOTO He € 0e3 orpaHuuyBama. Haj30y-
HYBa4KH OTPaHWYyBamba C€ OHHUE IITO IOKaXKY-
Baar JieKa CUHTE3aTa BKIIydyBa CaMO HCTPaXKyBa-
HBa [ITO KOPHCTAT MOJIETH HA TOSTUHEYHU CITy-
yan. JlomomHuTenHo, 6ea KOPUCTEHH CaMmo IBa

between typically achieving learners and
students with specific learning disabilities
(1). Therefore, it is not surprising that stu-
dents with specific learning disabilities,
including children with dysgraphia, require
additional resources and support to overcome
the obstacles that their disability presents.
Specifically, students with dysgraphia need
targeted interventions to facilitate capturing
and organizing thoughts on paper. However,
most proposed interventions are not suppor-
ted by empirical evidence (3). Results of this
synthesis indicate that SRSD interventions
have the potential to positively impact
students with specific learning disabilities.
This synthesis provides evidence that
explicitly teaching students using an SRSD
model  significantly  increased  writing
achievement. SRSD interventions were eff-
ective across genders, grade levels, and
settings.

Although this synthesis provides evidence
that SRSD  writing interventions are
promising, it is not without limitations. The
most confounding limitation is that the
synthesis only includes studies that utilized
single case designs. Additionally, only two
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MeTozia Bo aHanmm3ute. CaMo J1Bajiia HCTpaKyBa-
g TipebapyBaa HU3 YHUBEP3UTETCKUTE 0a3n Ha
MOAATOIHM, Oea UCKITYYeH! TE3H U TUCEPTAlU U
TEKOBHHUTE MCTPaKyBaul He Oea KOHTaKTHPaHU
3a J1a T'¥ YTBpAAT UCTpaXKyBambaTa IITO MOXKAT Ja
ce HajIar BO jaBHOCTA; OTTYKa BO3MOXKHO € JeKa
CHHTE3aTa He I'l BKIIydyBa cuTe cTyauu. Jlomon-
HHUTEITHO, METHACCETTE CTYIUM BKIydyBaa pelna-
THBHO MaJI PUMEPOK U OrPaHUYeH OpOj )KaHPO-
Bu. [lorosemMuor en oj1 yuecHUIUTe Oea yueH -
M O OCHOBHOTO OOpa3oBaHHWE, 3alHIIaHH BO
BTOPO, YETBPTO M METTO ojyieieHue. Mako panu-
T€ MHTEPBEHIMU CE€ OJ] CYIITHHCKO 3HAUCHE 3a
JONTOPOYHO MOCTUTHYBAE, CO 3TOJIEMYBamke Ha
BO3pacTa Ha yYCHHIUTE CE 3TOJIEMyBaaT M 3a/ia-
YUTE 3a MUIIYBAKBE, & CO TOA U PA3IIHKUTE TIOMe-
Iy YUCHHITUTE CO THUIMYCH Pa3BOj W YUCHHUITUTE
CO TCHIKOTHH BO IMHUIIYBAaHKETO. Hopam/l TOa,
MHOT'Y C€ MOTPEOHN CTPATervy 3a MOMarame co
JOTIOJHUTETTHN BUOBH INHUIIYBamka M 3a IOBO3-
pacHu ydyeHuu. On roneMo 3Haueme Ou OMio
OJIpeyBabe Ha JO3UPABETO Ha TPETMAHOT KaKO
1 reHepainsvpanC Ha MEPKUTE BO IMPCIAMETHUTE
noapadja. KoprcHu Ou Omile W JONONTHUTETHU
aHAJIM3W 3a HUBOTO, TPEHJOT, NPOMEHIIMBOCTA,
HETIOCPEHOTO BIIMjaHUE U KOH3UCTEHTHOCTA.

3axkay4uok

CamMoperyipadKuTe CTPATerny 3a MUIIYBake ce
e(peKTUBHA MHTECPBEHIIM]jA 32 YUCHHUITUTE CO TEIlI-
KOTUH BO YUYCH-ETO BKIYUCHH BO BTOPO U METTO
omnenenne. Ctpatermjata POW-TREE e nocra
cwiHa crparervja. Cenak, MOTPeOHO € JOMOJIHH-
TEITHO UCTPAKYBAE 32 KPUTHUKO MPOLICHYBAHC
Ha MHTEPBEHIMHUTE BO MHIITYBAKETO 33 IMOBUCO-
KHTE ojieneHuja. Mcro Taka moTpeOHO € HcTpa-
KyBambe 32 €(pUKACHOCTA HA MHTCPBEHIMUTE BO
MUITYBAKETO BO PAMKUTE HA HACTABHUTE MPOTpa-
mu. Cenak, co ceramHata 0a3a Ha JJOKa3W, Hac-
TABHHITUTE MOXKAT JIa TH pa3riieiaaT CaMOperyIiu-
payKHUTE CTPATETMU BO MHIITYBABETO KAKO CPEI-
CTBO TIPH PEIIABAKETO HA TIOTPEOUTE HA yUCHH-
IIUTE CO TEUIKOTHH BO YUCH-ETO.

Kongnuxkm na unmepecu

ABTOpHTE H3jaByBaar Jicka HeMaaT KOH(QIUKT
Ha UHTEPECH.

methods of analysis were utilized. Only two
researchers searched university databases,
theses and dissertations were excluded, and
current researchers were not contacted to
ascertain studies that may be in press;
therefore, it is possible that the synthesis does
not include all studies. Further, the fifteen
studies included a relatively small sample
size and a limited number of genres. The
majority of participants were elementary aged
students enrolled in second, fourth, and fifth
grades.  Although early interventions are
essential for long-term achievement, as
students age writing demands increase and
discrepancies between typically achieving
and students with specific learning
disabilities widen. Therefore, strategies to
assist with additional types of writing and
older students are desperately needed. Focus
on treatment dosage would be beneficial, as
would generalizability measures across
subject areas. Additional analyses addressing
level, trend, variability, immediacy, and
consistency may be beneficial.

Conclusion

Self-regulated writing strategies are an
effective intervention for students with
learning disabilities enrolled in grades 2 and
5. The POW-TREE strategy was a
particularly robust intervention. However,
additional research is needed to critically
evaluate writing interventions in the upper
grades. Studies exploring the efficacy of
writing interventions across the curriculum
are also needed. However, given the current
evidence base, teachers may consider self-
regulated writing strategies as a means of
addressing the needs of students with learning
disabilities.
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