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All students increased the mean essay length from Phase A to Phase B. The group
mean increased from 96.05 words during Phase A to 177. 23 words during Phase B.
Students A, B, and C entered intervention at the same time, writing essay six. A visual
inspection of the data shows Student A and B followed a downward trend during
baseline, and Student C remained consistent at baseline. Of note, both Student A and B
wrote initial baseline essays that were similar in length to their intervention essays, yet
declined as baseline continued. The data of all three students increased from the last
baseline data point to the first intervention point. Next, students D, E and F entered
intervention, writing essay seven. Student D wrote three of six baseline essays of similar
length to intervention essays. Again all three students increased from the last baseline
data point to the first intervention point. Finally, students G and H entered intervention,
writing essays eight through ten. Baseline data for both students shows consistency.
Student G data showed an immediate increase at intervention, and Student H showed an
intervention increase at essay nine and ten. All students maintained the increased essay
lengths throughout intervention.
Number of Essay Parts

The number of essay parts had a possible range of zero to six. Essays were
assessed to determine how many essay parts students wrote. Essay parts included a topic
sentence, three supporting reasons, a rejection of an argument from the other side, and a
concluding sentence. Table 4 provides means and standard deviations for each student,
while Table 5 provides the same information for the whole group of students. Figure 6

provides graphs of individual student results.
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Table 4

Number of Essay Parts
Phase A (Baseline) Phase B (Intervention)
Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
Student A 2.60 1.02 5.67 0.47
Student B 3.40 0.80 5.80 0.40
Student C 3.00 0.89 5.25 0.83
Student D 3.17 1.07 5.00 0.71
Student E 2.33 0.74 6.00 0.00
Student F 2.83 1.57 5.75 0.43
Student G 3.17 0.90 5.33 0.47
Student H 3.33 0.45 6.00 0.00
Table 5

Number of Essay Parts: Group Means and Standard Deviations

Group

Phase A (Baseline) Phase B (Intervention)
Mean Standard Mean Standard

Deviation Deviation
2.98 0.30 5.60 0.28
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All students increased the number of essay parts they wrote. During Phase A, all
students had means below 4. During Phase B, all students had means above 5. The group
mean increased from 2.98 to 5.60. Students A, B, and C entered the intervention phase at
the same time, writing essay six. Student A’s baseline data declined, while Student B’s
baseline data was somewhat inconsistent. Student C’s baseline data showed an
improvement during the phase. The data of all three students increased from the last
baseline essay to the first intervention phase essay. Students A and B included either five
or six essay parts in each intervention essay. However, Student C returned to baseline for
essay nine, with an essay that included four parts. Students D, E, and F entered the
intervention phase next, with essay seven. Students D and E both had generally stable
baseline data, although both showed a decrease for essay five. However, Student F
showed improvement throughout the baseline phase.

All three students showed an increase between the last baseline essay and the first
intervention essay. Student D’s intervention essays were somewhat inconsistent, starting
at five parts but dropping to four before increasing to six for the last essay. Student E’s
four intervention phase essays all included six parts. Student F’s first intervention essay
included five parts, which was the same as one of his baseline essays. Finally, Students G
and H entered the intervention phase beginning with essay eight. Student G’s baseline
data showed some variation, while Student H’s baseline data was consistent. Both
students showed an increase from the last baseline essay to the first intervention essay.
Student G wrote one intervention essay that included six parts, but the last two decreased

to five parts. Student H’s intervention essays all included six essay parts.
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Quality of Essays

Essay quality was assessed using a 7-point holistic rubric. Table 6 provides the
means and standard deviations for each student, while Table 7 provides the same
information for the whole group of students. Figure 7 provides graphs for individual

student essay quality results.

Table 6
Quality of Essays
Phase A (Baseline) Phase B (Intervention)
Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
Student A 2.00 0.63 3.67 0.47
Student B 2.60 0.49 5.00 1.26
Student C 2.40 1.02 5.50 0.87
Student D 2.00 0.58 3.75 0.43
Student E 1.83 0.37 4.50 0.50
Student F 2.00 0.82 4.75 0.83
Student G 2.67 0.75 4.00 0.00
Student H 2.86 0.35 5.33 0.47
Table 7

Quality of Essays: Group Means and Standard Deviations

Phase A (Baseline) Phase B (Intervention)
Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
Group 2.29 0.21 4.56 0.35
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All students wrote higher quality essays during Phase B compared with Phase A.
During Phase A, all student means fell below 3 (group M=2.29). During Phase B, all
students’ means were above 3 (group M=4.56). Students A, B, and C entered the
intervention phase at the same time, writing essay six. Students A and B’s essay quality
declined during baseline, while Student C’s essay quality generally increased. The essay
quality of all three students increased when they entered the intervention phase. However,
all three students wrote one or more essays during intervention that returned to the same

quality as baseline essays. Of note is Student C’s drop to a quality level of 4 for essay
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nine after an absence prevented him from writing essay eight. Students D, E, and F
entered the intervention phase next, beginning with essay seven. Students D and E show a
similar pattern during baseline, writing essays of consistent quality, dropping for essay
five, then slightly increasing for essay six. Student F gradually improved during baseline.

All three students improved from their last baseline essays to their first
intervention essays. Student D wrote one essay during intervention that was the same
quality as his last baseline essay. However, Students E and F maintained their
improvements and did not return to baseline level quality. Finally, Students G and H
entered the intervention phase beginning with essay eight. Student G wrote baseline
essays of widely varying quality, showing a dramatic increase in the last baseline essay.
Student H’s baseline data was consistent. Student G’s essay quality did not improve from
the baseline to intervention phase, but the increase that was achieved in the last baseline
essay was maintained during intervention. Student H’s essay quality increased from the
last baseline essay to the first intervention essay and did not return to baseline levels.
Student Surveys

All eight students completed an intervention satisfaction survey after writing the
last essay of Phase B. Students rated the statements using a Likert scale of 1 through 5,
with a score of 5 indicating “strongly agree,” 4 “agree,” 3 “undecided,” 2 “disagree,” and
1 “strongly disagree.” Table 8 provides the percent of students who responded with each

answer on the survey. Table 9 provides the mean score for each statement.
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Table 8

Likert Survey Results: Percentages

Strongly Agree Undecided
Agree
5 4 3
(%) (%) (“e)

Statements

Disagree

(“e)

Strongly
Disagree
1
(%)

2. It was easy for me to
learn what the letters 375 25.0 37.5
in STOP and DARE
stand for.
2. Learning STOP and
DARE helped me 50.0 37.5 12.5
write better persuasive
essays.
3. I would use the STOP
and DARE strategy in = 250 75.0 0
other classes to write
persuasive essays.
4. 1 enjoyed learning the
STOP and DARE 50.0 25.0 12.5
strategy in class.
5. I spend more time
planning my 37.5 25.0 12.5
persuasive essays now
that I have learned the
STOP and DARE
strategy.
6. I think learning STOP
and DARE could help 625 12.5 25
other students
improve their
persuasive essay
writing.

25.0

12.5
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Table 9

Likert Survey Results: Means

Mean
Statements
Response
1. It was easy for me to learn what the
4.00
letters in STOP and DARE stand for.
2. Learning STOP and DARE helped me
4.38
write better persuasive essays.
3. I would use the STOP and DARE
strategy in other classes to write 4.25
persuasive essays.
4. 1 enjoyed learning the STOP and
4.00
DARE strategy in class.
5. I spend more time planning my
persuasive essays now that I have 3.75
learned the STOP and DARE strategy.
6. I think learning STOP and DARE
could help other students improve their 4.38

persuasive essay writing.

Overall, the mean scores are 4 or above for five of the six statements. A response
of at least 4 indicated that the students either agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement. The only statement that received a mean score below 4 was “I spend more

time planning my persuasive essays now that I have learned the STOP and DARE
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strategy” (M = 3.75). The statements with the highest mean responses were “Learning
STOP and DARE helped me write better persuasive essays” and “I think learning STOP
and DARE could help other students improve their essay writing,” which both had a
mean of 4.38.

There were two statements that received at least one response of 1 or 2, which
represented “strongly disagree” and “disagree” respectively. These two statements were
“I spend more time planning my persuasive essays now that I have learned the STOP and
DARE strategy,” which 25% of students responded to with a score of 2, and “I enjoyed
learning the STOP and DARE strategy in class,” which 12.5% of students responded to

with a score of 1.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effect of the SRSD
instructional model on the writing of seventh grade students with disabilities, specifically
using the STOP and DARE strategy for persuasive essays. The study investigated the
effects of SRSD on the length, quality, and number of parts of essays written by students
with disabilities, as well as the social validity of the SRSD instructional model.
Findings

All students increased the mean essay length after receiving the STOP and DARE
instruction. All students except Students F and H demonstrated dramatic increases after
the final baseline essay. This suggests that the intervention was effective in increasing
essay length. These results corroborate prior research that also demonstrated increases in
mean essay length after STOP and DARE instruction (De La Paz & Graham, 1997;
Jacobson & Reid, 2010; Jacobson & Reid, 2012; and Ennis, Jolivette, & Boden, 2013).
Of note, Students A, B, and D showed a decline in essay length during the baseline phase.
This suggests that Students A, B, and D may have become fatigued as they wrote each
consecutive essay. In contrast, Students G and H increased essay length during the
baseline period. Students G and H were in the last group to receive instruction, so they
completed more baseline essays than the other groups. Therefore, the increase in essay
length during the baseline phase may be due to the extra practice. Student A, B, D, and H
wrote first baseline essays of similar length as essays that they wrote during the
intervention phase. This suggests that they may have been enthusiastic about writing as

much as they could when they were given the first baseline essay assignment, but their
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stamina decreased as time went on. Regardless, Students A, B, and D did show
improvement between the last baseline essay and the first intervention, which suggests
that the STOP and DARE strategy was effective. Overall, students wrote longer essays on
average after they received SRSD instruction.

There was a similarly notable improvement in the number of essay parts that
students included in their essays during the intervention phase. Students were expected to
include a maximum of six essay parts. All means increased from the baseline to
intervention phase. No student included a score of four or more essay parts during the
baseline phase, which shows that students did not include at least two parts before
receiving instruction. During the intervention phase, all students included a mean score of
five or more essay parts. This suggests that the STOP and DARE instruction was
effective in improving the number of essay parts that students included. These results
corroborate those found in the literature, including De La Paz and Graham (1997)
Jacobson and Reid (2012) Ennis, Jolivette, and Boden (2013) and Ennis and Jolivette
(2014).

In terms of essay parts, patterns were found that were similar to those in essay
length. For example, Students A and E showed declining baselines, possibly due to
fatigue. Students B, C, and F increased the number of essay parts during the baseline
phase, possibly due to the continued practice. The students who started out writing essays
with more parts did not show increases as dramatic as some other students, and
sometimes they included the same number of parts in a baseline essay as they had in an
intervention essay. For example, Students C and D wrote two or three baseline essays

with four parts and one intervention essay with four parts. Student F wrote one essay with
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five parts during baseline and his first intervention essay had five parts, but then he
increased to six for the rest of the intervention phase. This suggests that Students C, D,
and F already knew most of the essay parts but had trouble remembering to include the
new ones they had learned. In contrast, students who included few essay parts in the
baseline phase showed dramatic increases. For example, Student H wrote essays with
three or four parts during baseline and then wrote intervention essays that had all six.
Student E never wrote more than three parts during the baseline phase and then during
intervention all the essays included six parts. This suggests that the STOP and DARE
instruction was especially helpful for students who were unfamiliar with the parts of a
persuasive essay. It is important to note, however, that only two students included all six
parts for every intervention essay. Jacobson and Reid (2010) found that two of the three
students in their study included all six parts in every intervention essay. However, in
Jacobson and Reid’s 2012 study, no student, out of four total, included all the essay parts.
Similarly, Kiuhara, O’Neill, Hawken, and Graham (2012) found that students were
sometimes missing one essay part during the intervention phase. The present study
corroborates these previous studies, which all found that students sometimes did not
include all of the essay parts even after receiving SRSD instruction.

Students in the present study showed significant improvement in essay quality.
During baseline, all students wrote essays that averaged less than 3, on a 7-point scale.
During the intervention phase, all means were above 3. All students except Student G
increased from the last baseline to the first intervention. This suggests that the STOP and
DARE instruction helped students improve essay quality. Student G showed an increase

in the last two baseline essays, and then maintained this increase for all of the
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intervention essays. This might suggest that the continued writing practice, or possibly
overhearing some of the instruction, allowed Student G to improve writing quality for the
last baseline essay.

Although mean essay quality increased for all students, essay quality for many
students was inconsistent during intervention. Student E’s essay quality actually
decreased during the intervention period. Perhaps this was due to fatigue or lack of effort
as the days and weeks passed. Also of note, Student C demonstrated a significant drop
from Essay 7 to Essay 9. He was absent for Essay 8. It is possible that having the extra
time pass between essays caused essay quality to decline. Additionally, Student B’s first
intervention essay earned a quality score of 3, which is the same quality as some of her
baseline essays, however, the rest of her intervention essays were quality scores of 6.
This suggests that she was able to write higher quality essays after receiving the
instruction, but perhaps needed more practice beyond the first intervention essay. The
increases in essay quality corroborate the results of De La Paz and Graham (1997) who
also found that students increased essay quality using STOP and DARE. Likewise,
Jacobson and Reid (2010) and Ennis and Jolivette (2014) found that holistic quality
increased for all students after they received SRSD instruction.

The majority of students either agreed or strongly agreed with all of the
statements on the intervention satisfaction survey. This suggests that they found the
instruction to be helpful and acceptable. The statement with the lowest mean rating was
“I spend more time planning my persuasive essays now that I have learned the STOP and
DARE strategy.” This might suggest that students did not truly learn or understand the

importance of planning, even though it was emphasized during the lessons, or perhaps
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STOP and DARE provided students the tools to plan faster. Of note, anecdotal
observations by the teacher showed that many students did plan their essays during the
intervention period, while many did not plan during the baseline period. Further research
in the effect of SRSD instruction on planning is recommended. Most students reported
that they felt it was easy to learn the strategy and that it helped them write better essays.
No students disagreed with either of these statements. This suggests that students felt the
instruction was valuable and useful. All students either agreed or strongly agreed that
they would use the strategy in other classes, which suggests that they believed it was
applicable for other classes. A majority of students either agreed or strongly agreed that
STOP and DARE could help other students, which suggests that they felt it was a valid
instructional strategy that should be used for future classes. These positive results for the
social validity of STOP and DARE instruction corroborate the findings of Ennis and
Jolivette (2014) and Kiuhara et al. (2012).
Limitations

One limitation of this study was the classroom setting constraints. Students were
all in one room together, so they may have overheard or observed some of the small
group instruction taking place on the opposite side of the classroom. This may have
impacted baseline data for students who were not in the first instructional group.
Additionally, there were a few gaps in intervention data due to student absences. All
students did write at least three intervention essays. Another limitation of this study was
that the instruction did not cover editing and revising, which may have affected essay

quality. Maintenance was also not assessed, so students’ ability to retain the knowledge

59



and skills was not measured. Further research is recommended on students’ ability to
maintain improvements after SRSD instruction.

Another limitation to this study is the time frame in which it was conducted. A
limited time frame between university IRB approval and the end of the school year led to
the lessons being scheduled for consecutive days rather than two or three times a week as
in previous studies. The baseline phase was also limited by time, so students were writing
several essays a week in order to complete five baseline essays. This may have caused
baseline essay length and quality to decline. Finally, a limitation inherent to single
subject design is small sample size. This study was conducted with eight students. Data
from this study may not be generalizable beyond this number of participants, and
additional research with a larger sample size is warranted.

Implications and Recommendations

The results suggest that it might be beneficial to rethink the way that writing is
taught in the special education middle school class. Perhaps the writer's workshop model
should not be used exclusively as it often is in the general education classroom. In the
present study, students with disabilities were able to remember all six persuasive essay
parts when they used the mnemonic STOP and DARE. Special education teachers may
need to consider using explicit research-based instructional models such as SRSD instead
of merely modifying the general education curriculum. Students with disabilities may
benefit more from the use of structured direct instruction as in SRSD.

The results also suggest that writing too many essays in a short span of time may
cause students to be fatigued and to actually lose stamina, resulting in shorter essays.

Students demonstrated improvement during the intervention period, which suggests that
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SRSD might help students improve their ability to write longer, more complete essays of
higher quality. Students found the strategy helpful and stated that it could be helpful for
other students and in other writing situations. This suggests that future students may be
receptive to SRSD instruction.

The present study corroborates findings from the literature. However, more
research is needed. Long-term studies that include collection of maintenance data to
assess whether improvements are maintained over time are warranted. Additionally,
research should be conducted using other genres of writing, such as expository essays.
Finally, research using larger groups of students, as well as with groups that include
students without disabilities, should be conducted.

Conclusions

The present study supports the use of SRSD with students with disabilities such as
LD and ADHD. After receiving SRSD instruction using the STOP and DARE
mnemonic, mean essay length increased, as did the number of essay parts and essay
quality. Social validity was confirmed with the use of an intervention satisfaction survey.
SRSD instruction, specifically the STOP and DARE mnemonic, seems to be an effective

research-based strategy that can be used in classrooms with students with disabilities.

61



References

Andrews, R., Torgerson, C., Low, G., and McGuinn, N. (2009). Teaching argument
writing to 7- to 14-year olds: an international review of the evidence of successful
practice. Cambridge Journal of Education, 39(3), 291-310. doi:
10.1080/03057640903103751

Baker, S. K., Chard, D. J., Ketterlin-Geller, L. R., Apichatabutra, C., & Doabler, C.
(2009). Teaching writing to at-risk students: The quality of evidence for self-
regulated strategy development. Exceptional Children, 75(3), 303-318. Retrieved
from http://ecx.sagepub.com

Chalk, J. C., Hagan-Burke, S., & Burke, M. D. (2005). The effects of self-regulated
strategy development on the writing process for high school students with
learning disabilities. Learning Disability Quarterly, 28, 75-87. Retrieved from
http://Idq.sagepub.com/

De La Paz, S. (2001a). Stop and dare: a persuasive writing strategy. Intervention in
School and Clinic, 36(4), 234-243. Retrieved from http://isc.sagepub.com/

De La Paz, S. (2001b). Teaching writing to students with attention deficit disorders and
specific language impairment. The Journal of Educational Research, 95(1), 37-
47. Retrieved from http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/vjer20

De La Paz, S. (2005). Effects of historical reasoning instruction and writing strategy
mastery in culturally and academically diverse middle school classrooms. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 97(2), 139-156. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.139

De La Paz, S., & Graham, S. (1997a). Effects of dictation and advanced planning
instruction on the composing of students with writing and learning problems.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(2), 203-222. Retrieved from
http://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/edu/index.aspx

De La Paz, S., & Graham, S. (1997b). Strategy instruction in planning: effects on the
writing performance and behavior of students with learning disabilities.
Exceptional Children, 63(2), 167-181. Retrieved from http://ecx.sagepub.com/

De La Paz, S., & Graham, S. (2002). Explicitly teaching strategies, skills, and
knowledge: writing instruction in middle school classrooms. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 94(4), 687-698. doi: 10.1037//0022-0663.94.4.687

62



Ennis, R. P., & Jolivette, K. (2014). Using self-regulated strategy development for
persuasive writing to increase the writing and self-efficacy skills of students with
emotional and behavioral disorders in health class. Behavioral Disorders 40(1),
26-36. Retrieved from http://ccbdjournals.com/

Ennis, R. P., Jolivette, K., & Boden, L. J. (2013). Stop and dare: self-regulated strategy
development for persuasive writing with elementary students with e/bd in a
residential facility. Education and Treatment of Children, 36(3), 81-99. Retrieved
from http://www.educationandtreatmentofchildren.net/

Ennis, R. P., Jolivette, K., Terry, N. P., Fredrick, L. D., & Alberto, P. A. (2015).
Classwide teacher implementation of self-regulated strategy development for

writing with students with e/bd in a residential facility. Journal of Behavioral
Education, 24, 88-111. doi: 10.1007/s10864-014-9207-7

Gillespie, A., & Graham, S. (2014). A meta-analysis of writing interventions for students
with disabilities. Exceptional Children, 80(4), 454-473. Retrieved from
http://ecx.sagepub.com

Graham, S., Capizzi, A., Harris, K. R., Hebert, M., & Morphy, P. (2014). Teaching
writing to middle school students: A national survey. Reading and Writing, 27(6),
1015-1042. doi:10.1007/s11145-013-9495-7

Graham, S., Harris, K. R., & Mason, L. (2004). Improving the writing performance,
knowledge, and self-efficacy of struggling young writers: the effects of self-
regulated strategy development. Contemporary Educational Psychology 30, 207-
241. doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2004.08.001

Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007). A meta-analysis of writing instruction for adolescent
students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(3), 445-476. do1:10.1037/0022-
0663.99.3.445

Harris, K. R., & Graham, S. (2013). “An adjective is a word hanging down from a noun’:
Learning to write and students with learning disabilities. Annals of Dyslexia, 63,
65-79. do0i:10.1007/s11881-011-0057-x

Harris, K. R., Graham, S., Friedlander, B., & Laud, L. (2013). Bring powerful writing
strategies into your classroom: Why and how. The Reading Teacher, 66(7), 538-
542. doi:10.1002/TRTR.1156

Harris, K. R., Graham, S., & Mason, L. H. (2003). Self-regulated strategy development in
the classroom: Part of a balanced approach to writing instruction for students with
disabilities. Focus on Exceptional Children, 35(7), 1-16. Retrieved from
http://www.lovepublishing.com/catalog/focus_on_exceptional children 31.html

63



Harris, K. R., Graham, S., Mason, L. H., & Friedlander, B. (2008). Powerful writing
strategies for all students. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co., Inc.

Harris, K. R., Lane, K. L., Driscoll, S. A., Graham, S., Wilson, K., Sandmel, K., Brindle,
M., & Schatschneider, C. (2012). The Elementary School Journal, 113(2), 160-
191. Retrieved from http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/toc/esj/current

Jacobson, L. T., & Reid, R. (2010). Improving the persuasive essay writing of high
school students with ADHD. Exceptional Children, 76(2), 157-174. Retrieved
from http://ecx.sagepub.com

Jacobson, L. T., & Reid, R. (2012). Improving the writing performance of high school
students with attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder and writing difficulties.
Exceptionality, 20(4), 218-234. doi: 10.1080/09362835.2012.724624

Kiuhara, S. A., O’Neill, R. E., Hawken, L. S., & Graham, S. (2012). The effectiveness of
teaching 10™-grade students stop, aims, and dare for planning and drafting
persuasive text. Exceptional Children, 78(3), 335-355. Retrieved from
http://ecx.sagepub.com

Mason, L. H., Harris, K. R., & Graham, S. (2011). Self-regulated strategy development
for students with writing difficulties. Theory into Practice, 50, 20-27.
doi:10.1080/00405841.2011.534922

Monroe, B. W., & Troia, G. A. (2006). Teaching writing strategies to middle school
students with disabilities. The Journal of Educational Research, 100(1),21-33.
Retrieved from http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/vjer20

New Jersey Department of Education (2016). NJ school performance report. Retrieved
from
https://rc.doe.state.nj.us/report.aspx?County=03&District=2620&School=055&Sc
hoolYear=2015-2016&SY=1516

Reid, R., Hagaman, J. L., & Graham, S. (2014). Using self-regulated strategy
development for written expression with students with attention deficit
hyperactivity disorder. Learning Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal, 12(1), 21-
42. Retrieved from http://www.ldw-ldcj.org/

Santangelo, T., Harris, K. R., & Graham, S. (2007). Self-regulated strategy development:
A validated model to support students who struggle with writing. Learning
Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal, 5(1), 1-20. Retrieved from
http://www.ldw-1dcj.org

64



Sexton, M., Harris, K. R., & Graham, S. (1998). Self-regulated strategy development and
the writing process: effects on essay writing and attributions. Exceptional
Children, 64(3),295-311. Retrieved from http://ecx.sagepub.com

Troia, G. A., Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (1999). Teaching students with learning
disabilities to mindfully plan when writing. Exceptional Children, 65(2), 235-252.
Retrieved from http://ecx.sagepub.com

65



