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DIFFERENCES IN SOL VING COM PARE PROBL EMS: A COMPARISON
OF MATHEMATICALLY GIFTED AND MATHEMATICALLY DISABL ED
THIRD GRADERS OF AN BL EMENTARY SCHOOL

Li Xiaodong, Zhang Xiangkui
( Department of Psychology, Northeast Normal University, Changchun 130024)

Wo Jianzhong
(Institute of Development Psychology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing,100875)

Abstract

This study compared mathematicaly gifted and mathematicaly disabled studentsin solving compare problems and the
efectsof metacognition on problem solving achievement with both experimentd and dinica interview methods. Ss were
40 third gradersof an dementary school. Compare problems were divided into condstent problems and inconsg stent prob-
lems. Metacognition incduded metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive monitoring skills. The results showed that :
(1) There were sgnificant differences between the two group of students, mathematicaly gifted students performed bet-
ter than mathematicaly disabled studentsin both condstent and incondstent problems. These diff erences were due to the
different representing strategy used by mathematicdly gifted and mathematicaly disabled sudents. (2) The main errors
in s0lving compare problems were reversa errors, there were more errorsin condstent problems than those in incons stent
problems. (3) There were sgnificant differences between mathematicaly gifted and mathematicaly disabled studentson
metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive monitoring skills, metacognitive monitoring skill is a sgnificant predictor in
lving compare problems.

Key words mathematics, problem olving, metacognition.



