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Figure 5. Essay Length Results 
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Figure 5 (continued). Essay Length Results 
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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 

Deviation 
Mean Standard 

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

Deviation 
Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Group 2.98 0.30 5.60 0.28 
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Figure 6. Number of Essay Parts Results 
 



46	
	

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6 (continued). Number of Essay Parts Results 
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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 

Deviation 
Mean Standard 

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 

Deviation 
Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Group 2.29 0.21 4.56 0.35 
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Figure 7. Quality of Essays Results 
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Figure 7 (continued). Quality of Essays Results 
 
 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 

Statements  

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
(%) 

Agree 
 
4 

(%) 

Undecided 
 
3 

(%) 

Disagree 
 
2 

(%) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 
(%) 

2. It was easy for me to 
learn what the letters 
in STOP and DARE 
stand for. 

 
37.5 

 
25.0 

 
37.5 

 
0 

 
0 

2. Learning STOP and 
DARE helped me 
write better persuasive 
essays. 

 
50.0 

 
37.5 

 
12.5 

 
0 

 
0 

3. I would use the STOP 
and DARE strategy in 
other classes to write 
persuasive essays. 

 
25.0 

 
75.0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

4. I enjoyed learning the 
STOP and DARE 
strategy in class. 

 
50.0 

 
25.0 

 
12.5 

 
0 

 
12.5 

5. I spend more time 
planning my 
persuasive essays now 
that I have learned the 
STOP and DARE 
strategy. 

 
37.5 

 
25.0 

 
12.5 

 
25.0 

 
0 

6. I think learning STOP 
and DARE could help 
other students 
improve their 
persuasive essay 
writing. 

 
62.5 

 
12.5 

 
25 

 
0 

 
0 
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Table 9 

Likert Survey Results: Means 

Statements  
Mean 

Response 

1. It was easy for me to learn what the 

letters in STOP and DARE stand for. 
4.00 

2. Learning STOP and DARE helped me 

write better persuasive essays. 
4.38 

3. I would use the STOP and DARE 

strategy in other classes to write 

persuasive essays. 

4.25 

4. I enjoyed learning the STOP and 

DARE strategy in class. 
4.00 

5. I spend more time planning my 

persuasive essays now that I have 

learned the STOP and DARE strategy. 

3.75 

6. I think learning STOP and DARE 

could help other students improve their 

persuasive essay writing. 

4.38 

 

 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



55	
	

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 
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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. 
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