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Abstract


There is a strong research base supporting the use of self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) with students with learning disabilities, but little is known about its effectiveness for improving the writing performance of students with intellectual disabilities. This study seeks to determine the effect of self-regulated strategy development on the writing performance of students with mild intellectual disabilities. A single subject, multiple baseline design will be used to teach the SRSD opinion essay strategy POW+TREE to 3 post-secondary students with intellectual disabilities. Self-efficacy and self-regulation skills will also be assessed. It is anticipated that students will demonstrate improved writing performance, higher self-efficacy for writing tasks, and an increase in self-regulation skills related to writing, as a result of instruction in the POW+TREE strategy.

The Effect of Self-regulated Strategy Development on the 

Writing Performance, Self-efficacy, and Self-regulation of 

Post-secondary Students with Mild Intellectual Disabilities

Although the No Child Left Behind Act (2002) is controversial among educators, one of the benefits of the law that most support is NCLB’s focus on students typically excluded from measures of student achievement, including students in special education. Before 2002, schools only tested “typical” students, and only the performance of typical students mattered when schools considered whether or not they were successful. With NCLB, all students must participate in high-stakes testing in reading, writing, and math. The law also mandates that teachers’ instruction be supported by research. 


In spite of this new focus on research-based practices, there continues to be a lack of research on writing for students with intellectual disabilities. The research on literacy skills, in general, for this population of students is heavily focused on isolated skills rather than meaning-based instruction (Katims, 2000). There is very little research on writing composition for students with intellectual disabilities (Guzel-Ozmen, 2006), making it difficult for teachers of students with intellectual disabilities to provide meaningful writing instruction. Compounding the problem is the fact that many, if not most, teachers serving students with mild intellectual disabilities in inclusive school settings are not trained to teach students with intellectual disabilities. In some states, like Virginia, teacher licensure requirements are changing. Now, rather than be certified to teach students with learning disabilities, students with emotional disabilities, students with intellectual disabilities or students with severe disabilities, in Virginia teachers will be licensed to teach the general curriculum or to teach an adapted curriculum (Licensure Requirements for School Personnel, 2007). This means that teachers who are trained and experienced in teaching students with learning disabilities or emotional disabilities will now also be required to instruct students with intellectual disabilities. Given the federal requirement for the use of research-based practices, and the lack of such research for students with intellectual disabilities, there is a critical need for such studies if teachers are to effectively serve their students.


The self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) approach to writing has a strong research base to support its use with students with learning disabilities (Graham & Harris, 2003), and some research is emerging to support its use with students with or at-risk for emotional disabilities (Lane et al., 2008). In contrast, only one study has been conducted using strategy instruction with students with mild intellectual disabilities (Guzel-Ozmen, 2006), and just two students with intellectual disabilities were included in other studies (De La Paz & Graham, 1997; Lane, et al., 2008). 


The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of SRSD instruction on the writing performance of three post-secondary students with mild intellectual disabilities. It extends research in three important ways. First, it examines the effectiveness of SRSD with students with intellectual disabilities, extending the work of Guzel-Ozmen (2006). Second, it focuses on post-secondary students, a population that has not been included in previous studies of SRSD. Third, it adds a self-regulation measure to those reported in previous studies to gain a better understanding of how students’ self-regulatory skills are refined as a result of the intervention.

Self-regulated Strategy Development


Self-regulated strategy development is an approach that combines strategy instruction with self-regulation skills to improve the academic performance of students. SRSD was designed specifically with students with learning disabilities in mind (Zito et al., 2007). Not only do students with learning disabilities have deficits in self-regulation, but they also have affective challenges that make writing difficult. SRSD explicitly teaches the self-regulation skills of goal setting, self-monitoring, self-instruction, self-evaluation, and self-reinforcement. It also seeks to increase student self-efficacy for the writing task. 


Zimmerman (2000) describes four levels in the development of self-regulation. First, novices observe a skilled model perform the task at hand. Second, novices emulate the model’s performance. During the emulation phase, the learner’s performance can be improved with feedback from a model. Self-control is the third stage. At this stage, the learner can independently perform the skill under certain, controlled conditions. It is not until the final stage, self-regulation, that the individual has mastered the skill sufficiently to generalize it to a variety of situations. The instructional stages of SRSD follow a similar progression from observation (SRSD’s “Model It” stage), to emulation (SRSD’s “Support It” stage), to self-control (SRSD’s “Independent Performance” stage).


There are six proscribed stages in the SRSD instructional model (Graham, Harris & Troia, 1998). The first stage, “Develop Background Knowledge,” addresses pre-skills needed to learn and apply the writing strategy and self-regulation procedures. In the second stage, “Discuss It,” students are introduced to the writing strategy and make a commitment to learn it. In “Model It,” the third stage, the teacher models the strategy while thinking aloud and students develop self-statements they can use for writing. During the fourth stage, “Memorize It,” students memorize the strategy’s mnemonic and their self-statements. “Support It,” the fifth stage, provides guided practice for students to implement the strategy and to perform self-regulatory skills such as goal setting, self-instruction, and self-monitoring. Finally, “Independent Performance” is the sixth stage of the SRSD model. At this stage, students use the writing strategy and self-regulation skills to write independently.


SRSD across ability levels. Some studies have been done examining the effects of SRSD on writing performance across ability levels. De La Paz and Graham (1997), for instance, conducted a study with 3 fifth graders labeled as having learning disabilities who were all struggling with writing. They selected 1 student with a low IQ, 1 with an average IQ, and 1 with an above-average IQ for their study, which employed a multiple probe design across subjects. The study found that all students substantially increased the number of text structure elements, the length of their essays, and their essay quality. Additionally, all 3 students showed gains over their baseline scores at maintenance testing. While the students with average and above-average IQs learned the planning component of the strategy, which is a key self-regulation component of SRSD, the student with a low IQ score did not. Although the writing of the student with the low IQ improved, it should be noted that his improved scores brought him up to the baseline performance of the other students in the study.


De La Paz (1999) also conducted a study with students at the middle school level. In this study, 22 students from 3 classes (2 eighth grade classes and 1 seventh grade class) were selected. Six of the participants were labeled as LD, 6 were defined as low-achieving students in writing based on standardized writing test scores, 6 were defined as average-achievers in writing, and 4 were identified as high-achievers. General education teachers implemented the SRSD strategy in their inclusive classrooms, focusing on expository writing. Results indicated that students in all groups showed an increase in essay length and number of text structure elements. Additionally, all groups showed a decrease in irrelevant content in their essays. Given these improvements, all groups showed increases on an overall essay quality measure. About half of the students used the mnemonic strategy that was taught in some way (e.g., planning before writing, writing the mnemonic on top of their paper). Furthermore, all groups retained their gains over baseline measures at maintenance testing.


There have been a few recent studies using the SRSD intervention with students with emotional and behavioral disabilities or at risk for behavioral problems. Of particular interest to this proposed study is an investigation conducted by Lane et al. (2008) employing SRSD within the context of an established positive behavioral support system to teach story writing to 6 second grade students at-risk for behavioral problems. One participant in the study had an IQ in the low range. Post-test results found that all students had made large improvements in essay length, the number of text structure elements, and the overall quality of their writing. At maintenance testing, however, all students maintained gains except the students with the low IQ. He required an additional “booster session” of instruction to bring his second maintenance essay score back up to his post-test level. 


In addition to the two previously mentioned studies that each included 1 student whose IQ scores would place them in the mild intellectual disabilities range (De La Paz & Graham, 1997; Lane et al., 2008), one study has been conducted looking exclusively at students with intellectual disabilities. Guzel-Ozmen (2006) combined cognitive strategy instruction in writing with some self-regulation components from SRSD to teach problem-solution text writing. She taught the modified strategy to 4 adolescents (ranging in age from 13 to 17 years) with mild intellectual disabilities (IQ scores ranged from 65-71) using a multiple probe, multiple baseline design. Results of the study indicate that all students improved their writing time, length of essay, essay coherence, number of text structure elements, and overall quality on post-instructional prompts. They maintained gains in number of text structure elements and overall quality at maintenance testing. Students’ writing time, essay length and coherence decreased at maintenance testing, although maintenance scores remained higher than baseline scores on all measures. 


Although there is a thorough base of research supporting SRSD for students with learning disabilities, the findings presented here send a mixed message about the intervention’s potential effectiveness with students with mild intellectual disabilities. While students in the Guzel-Ozmen (2006) study were able to apply and maintain both the writing strategy and the self-regulation skills, the 2 students included in studies of students with learning disabilities (De La Paz & Graham, 1997; Lane et al., 2008) showed evidence of not mastering the self-regulation skills. One student did not apply the self-regulatory planning strategy when writing (De La Paz & Graham, 1997), and the other did not retain the self-regulatory skills over time, requiring a “booster session” that the students with learning disabilities did not (Lane et al., 2008). Although the strategy component of SRSD appeared to be successful for all students with intellectual disabilities to date, these students may have had some difficulty automating the self-regulation piece.


Strategy instruction with and without self-regulation. There have been studies that look at the effectiveness of strategy instruction alone compared to the strategy instruction with self-regulation that comprises SRSD. These studies may begin to help us understand what students may gain from SRSD instruction, even if they are unable to master the self-regulatory skills inherent in SRSD (Glaser and Brunstein, 2007; Sawyer, Graham, & Harris, 1992). First, Glaser and Brunstein (2007) taught story writing to 113 fourth graders in 6 classes across 3 elementary schools in Germany. This quasi-experimental study had three conditions. In the first condition, students received strategy instruction plus self-regulation. The self-regulation skills taught included self-monitoring of strategic planning, self-assessment, self-monitoring of revision activities, criterion setting and procedural goals. In the second condition, students were taught the strategy only, without the self-regulation component. The third condition was the control. Students in the two experimental conditions were taught the interventions in one session per week for 4 weeks. Each weekly session included 2 consecutive 45-minute lessons. Students in the control condition were given the same writing stimuli on the same days as the four instructional sessions that were conducted with the students in the experimental conditions.


Following instruction, Glaser and Brunstein (2007) measured students’ strategy-related knowledge, writing performance, and story recall at post-test and maintenance. (Story recall was a transfer measure that required students to write a story they had heard read aloud. The story was designed to include all of the text structure elements taught in the writing strategy.) There were multiple measures for each area. Results showed that students in the strategy plus self-regulation condition had higher scores on number of text structure components and overall quality than students in either of the other groups at post-test and maintenance. The strategy only group performed better than the control group on all measures. Additionally, the strategy plus self-regulation group performed much better than the other groups on the transfer task.


In another study, Sawyer, Graham and Harris (1992) looked at the variable effects of full SRSD, SRSD without some self-regulatory components, and direct teaching on the story writing skills of fifth and sixth grade students with learning disabilities, as compared to practice control groups of students with and without learning disabilities. In this study, students in the full SRSD condition received SRSD writing instruction just as it has been conducted in other studies by the authors. Students in the SRSD without some self-regulatory components group did not receive instruction in goal setting or self-monitoring. They also did not know the number of story grammar elements in their pretest essays. Students in the direct teaching group received no self-instruction prompts, no overt modeling of the strategy, no collaborative practice in applying the strategy, limited feedback during independent practice, and no goal setting or self-monitoring.


At post-testing, the number of story grammar elements for students in the full SRSD condition and the SRSD without self-regulation condition were significantly different from the control groups, but not significantly different from the direct teaching condition. There was no difference in story quality among the three experimental conditions. The only significant advantage the full SRSD group appeared to have was on a generalization task. At maintenance testing, there was no significant difference between the three experimental groups in terms of story structure or quality. Similarly, there was no difference in self-efficacy scores across the three groups. Taken together, results of these studies (Glaser & Brunstein, 2007; Sawyer, Graham & Harris, 1992) suggest that the real benefit of the self-regulation component of SRSD comes in maintaining writing skills over time and generalizing those skills to other situations.

Self-regulation and Intellectual Disabilities


Some have suggested that a lack of self-regulation skills may, in fact, be the central deficit for individuals with intellectual disabilities (Whitman, 1990). In this view, IQ measures are not the best indicator of ability (Whitman, 1990). Rather, it is individuals’ ability to self-regulate that will determine whether they are successful in school. Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986) demonstrated, through use of a structured interview focused on self-regulated learning strategies, that one could predict students’ academic achievement based on their use of self-regulation strategies. In fact, using the Self-regulated Learning Interview Schedule (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986), the investigators could predict with 93% accuracy whether a student was on a high-achieving track, a mid-achieving track, or a low-achieving track in school. This provides strong evidence that facility with self-regulation is at the heart of academic achievement for all students.


Work has been done focusing on specific aspects of self-regulated learning with students with intellectual disabilities. Although there are no studies specifically teaching self-regulation skills within the context of writing, aside from the Guzel-Ozmen (2006) study, there are studies that address self-regulation skills for individuals with intellectual disabilities in other learning or behavioral contexts. Here we focus on examples of studies using goal setting, self-monitoring, self-instruction, self-evaluation, and self-reinforcement with students with intellectual disabilities – the key self-regulation strategies embedded in SRSD. While not specific to writing, these studies offer some insight into whether students with intellectual disabilities can be taught self-regulation skills.


Wehmeyer et al. (2003) studied the use of goal setting and self-monitoring to improve the behavior of three adolescent males (ages 13-14) with developmental disabilities (range of IQ scores from 50 to 65) in the general education classrooms. Each student had his own behavioral goal, and his own corresponding self-regulation package. Self-regulation packages included either antecedent cue regulation (i.e., arranging stimulus conditions to prompt desired behavior) or self-monitoring, along with self-evaluation and self-reinforcement. Students were taught to discriminate between appropriate and inappropriate behaviors, plans were designed for the students, and they were taught the self-regulation strategies. Self-regulation strategies were taught at least once each day in the general education setting until students had reached 100% mastery of the self-regulation processes over three consecutive sessions. Two students required three instructional sessions to achieve mastery, while the third student received seven instructional sessions before reaching mastery. All students showed strong changes in their behaviors during intervention, and those improvements were carried over into maintenance. Additionally, teachers reported that students had achieved their behavioral goals more than the teachers had expected they would. 

Self-instruction is another self-regulatory strategy emphasized in SRSD. In the Vygotskian view of self-regulated learning, internal speech plays the central role in self-regulation (Zimmerman, 1989). Children learn to self-instruct by modeling the verbal directions they receive from adults.  Over time, children internalize this language and become self-directed at an intrapersonal level (Zimmerman, 1989). Grote and Baer (1999) found that adults with intellectual disabilities could learn to use self-instruction to complete a two-step sorting task. Specifically, their study focused on 4 middle-aged males with mild intellectual disabilities living in community-based group homes. Using a single subject, ABCBA design, subjects were taught to look for a common picture on a set of cards, and sort a second set of cards to find all those with the common picture. Two levels of verbal self-instruction prompts were given. Type 1 prompts cued the subject to name the common picture. Only 1 of the 4 subjects could complete the sorting task with Type 1 prompts. The other subjects required Type 2 prompts, which linked naming the common object with a cue for performing the sorting action. With Type 2 prompting, all subjects could complete the task.


Grote and Baer (1999) followed up this study with a second one, involving 2 of the subjects from the first study, to see if they could generalize their newly learned sorting skill to new stimuli. In this second study, the task remained the same, but the cards contained a combination of old and new pictures. One of the 2 participants was able to generalize his skills to the new cards. The second participant required two rounds of self-instruction prompts with fading before he was able to generalize the skill. Taken together, these two studies suggest that it is possible to teach self-instruction skills to individuals with mild intellectual disabilities, but generalization may be difficult. 


The present study seeks to extend the literature base on both self-regulation for students with intellectual disabilities and self-regulated strategy development. One of the primary deficits for students with intellectual disabilities is self-regulation skills, and we know that these students can be taught self-regulation skills. Teaching self-regulation skills must be part of any effective instructional program for students with mild intellectual disabilities. SRSD offers such an instructional program. It has been proven to be effective for teaching writing to students with other types of mild disabilities. However, there is very little research on SRSD’s effectiveness for students with mild intellectual disabilities.

Research Questions


In an effort to replicate and extend the research on SRSD, and link it to the research on self-regulation training for individuals with intellectual disabilities, this study addresses the following research questions:

1. Can POW+TREE, an SRSD writing strategy for opinion essays, improve the length, content, and quality of writing for students with mild intellectual disabilities at the post-secondary level?

2. Can the SRSD model of writing intervention improve the writing self-efficacy of students with mild intellectual disabilities at the post-secondary level?

3. Can the SRSD model of writing intervention improve the self-regulation skills of students with mild intellectual disabilities at the post-secondary level for the opinion essay task?

It is hypothesized that the length, content, and quality of participants’ writing will increase and that these increases will be maintained over time. Additionally, it is anticipated that students’ self-efficacy for the writing task will increase as a result of mastering the POW+TREE strategy. Furthermore, it is expected that students will report using more self-regulation skills for the opinion essay task after learning the writing strategy.

Methods

Design


A single-subject multiple baseline design will be used to determine the effects of self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) on the writing, self-efficacy and self-regulation of 3 postsecondary students with mild intellectual disabilities. A single-subject design was selected because of the limited number of postsecondary students with mild intellectual disabilities. A multiple baseline approach is necessary because the skills being taught cannot be reversed (Creswell, 2008). In this model, baseline measurements of student writing performance will be taken until student performance stabilizes. Each student’s baseline performance acts as his or her own control. Once baseline has been established, the first student will begin the intervention while the other students remain in the baseline condition. When the first student has completed instruction, the second student will begin instruction while the third student remains in baseline. The third student will start the intervention after the second student completes it (Horner et al., 2005). 

Sample


Setting. This study will be conducted at a large, public university in the eastern United States. The university enrolls over 30,000 students, 55.3% of whom are female and 44.1% of whom are male. (Note that percentages do not add up to 100 because some students do not report this information.) Fifty-one percent of students are Caucasian, 12.4% are Asian, 7.1% are Black, 5.7% are Hispanic, 0.3% is American Indian, 5.9% are classified as nonresident aliens, and 17.8% of students did not report their ethnicity. 

The university has a special program that provides a postsecondary experience for students with intellectual disabilities. Students in the program live on campus, take classes, and are involved in campus life. The program has its own classes, taught by Master’s students in special education. Courses focus on reading, writing, math, technology, independent living, and vocational skills. A few students also attend typical university classes as part of their studies. Students must be 18-23 years of age when starting the program. No demographic data are publicly available about participants.


Participants. To be included in the study, students must be identified by their English instructor as needing additional instruction in writing. Next, they must have a full-scale IQ score between 55 and 70 as measured on an ability test administered within the last 3 years. Finally, students must be able to write at least five sentences on a topic.

Three students will participate in this study. The first, “Martin,” is a 24-year-old, Caucasian male. Martin’s full-scale IQ score as measured by the Woodcock Johnson III Test of Cognitive Ability (WJIII) (Woodcock, McGrew & Mather, 2001) is 60. The second student, “Jenny,” is a 20-year-old, Caucasian female. Jenny’s most recent full-scale IQ score on the WJIII was 70. Third, “Sam,” is a 19-year-old, African American male with a WJIII full-scale IQ score of 67.

Materials


During the course of SRSD instruction, students will be introduced to several self-regulatory aids to assist them during the writing process. These materials have been adapted from Harris et al. (2008) Powerful Writing Strategies for All Students (see Appendix A for copies of these handouts). One aid is a visual mnemonic to help students remember the strategy for opinion essays – POW+TREE. Another visual aid students will use is a graphic organizer for planning their essays. Additionally, students will use a self-monitoring graph to chart their performance on a daily basis. 

Data Sources


Data sources have been selected to assess student writing, self-efficacy, and self-regulation skills.


Writing measures. Students will be given a choice of two prompts and asked to write a good opinion essay in response to the selected prompt. The researcher brainstormed possible prompts, and gave it to the students’ English teacher to review. The English teacher provided feedback about the level of difficulty of each prompt and the level of interest students were likely to have for each prompt. With that information, the researcher developed a list of prompts to be used for baseline, post-instruction, and maintenance measures, as well as during the instructional phase, that were of comparable difficulty and would generate a high level of interest from participants. 


Three aspects of students’ written essays will be evaluated. First, essay length will be evaluated by counting total number of words and total number of paragraphs. A paragraph is operationally defined as having three sentences. 


Second, the total number of essay parts will be counted. Parts include topic sentence, reasons, explanations, and ending sentence. Each part is given one point, with each reason and explanation receiving a point. For instance, if a student has a complete essay, he would receive 1 point for a topic sentence, 3 points for 3 reasons (1 point for each reason), 3 points for 3 explanations (that is, an explanation for each reason), and 1 point for an ending sentence, for a total of 8 points. An essay may score higher than 8 points on the number of parts measure if it includes more than 3 reasons or more than 3 explanations.


Third, essays will be scored according to a holistic scoring rubric, similar to the rubrics used in other SRSD studies (see Appendix B). This rubric evaluates essays on a 10-point scale, focusing on content and organization. Writing mechanics are not evaluated as part of the holistic rubric.

The researcher will score student essays according to the above measures. In addition, a second, trained scorer will evaluate the essays. The two scorers will then compare their results to compute inter-rater reliability. Any discrepancies in scoring will be discussed. If the scorers can come to an agreement on how the essay should be scored, the agreed upon score will be used. If scorers cannot reach agreement on scoring discrepancies, an average of the two scores will be used.


Self-efficacy scale. Students’ self-efficacy for components of the writing task will be measured using the Component Skills subscale of Shell et al.’s (1989) Writing Skills Self-efficacy Scale. This eight-item subscale asks students to rate their confidence in performing writing skills such as spelling, composing simple sentences, and writing an essay. For example, one item asks students to rate their confidence in “organiz[ing] sentences into a paragraph so as to clearly express a theme” (p. 99). Students rate themselves on each item on a scale ranging from 0 (no chance) to 100 (complete certainty). Shell et al. (1989) report a Cronbach’s alpha of .95 for the component skills subscale when used with undergraduates. Additionally, correlations between items exceeded +.40 for all items.


Self-regulation interview. The Self-regulation Learning Interview Schedule (SRLIS) developed by Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986) will be used to assess students’ self-regulation strategy use. The SRLIS presents scenarios to students in an interview format. For example, the scenario related to writing reads as follows: “Teachers often assign their students the task of writing a short paper outside class on a topic such as your family history. They also often use the score as a major part of the grade. In such cases, do you have any particular method to help you plan and write your paper?” (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988, p. 285). If a student does not respond to the scenario, the interviewer will say, “What if you are having difficulty? Is there any particular method you use?” If the student still fails to respond, the interviewer moves on to the next question. If, however, the student indicates more than one self-regulation strategy, the interviewer will ask the student to rate how consistently he or she uses the strategy on a four-point scale ranging from “seldom” to “most of the time” (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986).


Each student’s responses to the interview scenarios are then reviewed to identify self-regulation strategies used the student. (Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986) provide 14 categories of self-regulation strategies.) The information is then summarized by identifying which strategies the student uses, the frequency with which he or she uses each strategy, and how consistently he or she reports using each strategy. Such a description provides an overall view of the student as a self-regulated learner. With this information, Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons were able to predict high and low student academic achievement with 93% accuracy.


While only one of the six scenarios on the SRLIS pertains directly to writing, all six scenarios will be included in the interview. Currently, there is nothing in the literature directly measuring students’ self-regulation skills before and after SRSD. It is necessary, therefore, to cast a wide net to see what, if any, impact SRSD has on improving students’ overall self-regulation skills.

Procedure 

Before beginning this research study, the researcher will obtain HSRB approval. Parental consent will be required for all study participants. When students enter this special postsecondary program, their parents give blanket permission for their children to participate in research conducted by the program. Therefore, no additional parental consent is required. Student assent, however, will be obtained before beginning the study.

 
To begin, all students will receive a baseline essay prompt, and complete the self-efficacy scale and self-regulation interview with the researcher. Students will receive additional prompts each day until a stable baseline is reached. As recommended by Horner et al. (2005), at least 5 baseline writing prompts will be given. Once a stable baseline is established, Student 1 will begin the instructional phase. While Student 1 is in the instructional phase, Students 2 and 3 will remain in baseline. Once Student 1 has completed the instructional phase, he or she will receive another series of essay prompts. One essay prompt will be given each day for 5 days. On the day of the final post-instruction essay prompt, Student 1 will also be given the self-efficacy scale and self-regulation interview again. Maintenance testing on all dependent measures will occur 4 weeks after the final post-instruction prompt is given. All essay prompts will be given by the researcher, and she will provide all instruction to participants.


When Student 1 enters the post-instruction phase, Student 2 will begin instruction, following the same sequence as Student 1. Student 3 will continue to receive baseline prompts while Student 2 is in the instructional phase. When Student 2 moves into the post-instruction phase, Student 3 will begin instruction.


SRSD instruction will be provided individually to students outside of their program course work. Instructional sessions will take place in a small classroom on campus. The instructor and participant will sit next to each other at a table as they work. All baseline, post-instruction, and maintenance measures will be given in the same classroom. There will be no other individuals present in the classroom aside from the instructor, the participant, and, at times, observers trained to collect fidelity of treatment information.


Self-regulated strategy development intervention. Students in this study will learn the POW+TREE SRSD strategy for writing persuasive essays. Instruction will follow five lessons, as outlined by Harris et al. (2008) in their book Powerful Writing Strategies for All Students. Students will repeat each lesson as many times as necessary in order to master the material before moving on to the next stage of instruction.


During the first lesson, students will discuss what makes a good opinion essay. They will then be introduced to the POW+TREE mnemonic. POW stands for Pick my idea, Organize my notes, Write and say more. TREE represents the components of an opinion essay: Topic, Reasons, Explanations, and Ending. A visual representation of the mnemonic will be given to students. This handout has a picture of a tree on it, along with an explanation of the components of POW+TREE. A copy of the POW+TREE mnemonic can be found in Appendix A.

Next, students will practice finding all of the components of TREE in sample essays and filling in the POW+TREE graphic organizer with that information. In particular, students will be taught to identify the topic sentence, three or more reasons that support the writer’s topic, explanations for these reasons, and the ending. The graphic organizer has spaces for each of these essay parts. There are also spaces on the graphic organizer for students to include transition words to go with each reason, as well as a space for students to check off after they examine their essay to make sure it includes all the necessary parts. A copy of the graphic organizer is included in Appendix A. Finally, students will memorize the mnemonic during the first lesson.


In lesson two, students will continue to practice identifying parts of previously written essays. In addition, students will look at writing they have done prior to learning POW+TREE. Students will identify which essay parts they have included in their own writing, and which parts are missing. Using that information, students will graph their currently level of performance on a self-monitoring graph (see Appendix A). That do this, students will count up the number of essay parts included in their writing, and color in that many sections on a bar graph. Lastly, students will set goals for the number of parts that will be included in their next essay.


Lesson three consists of the teacher modeling how to write a good opinion essay. Following all of the steps in POW – Pick my idea, Organize my notes, Write and say more – the teacher will think aloud while planning and writing an essay. Afterwards, the teacher will guide students in developing self-statements they can use before, during, and after writing to provide positive self-talk throughout the process. The lesson ends with students graphing the number of essay parts included in the new, teacher-generated essay on the Student Record Sheet.


The next step in the process, lesson four, is for the teacher and students to draft an essay together, combining all of the elements they have used so far. The teacher and students will use a graphic organizer to organize notes, use positive self-statements throughout the writing process, graph their progress, and set goals for the next essay. In the final lesson, lesson 5, students will practice writing opinion essays independently. The goal is that students will eventually be able to write essays without the teacher giving them a pre-made graphic organizer (i.e., students will draw the graphic organizer for themselves). After completing each essay, students will graph their progress and set goals for the next essay. 

Fidelity of Treatment


To ensure that the instructional program is implemented as intended, 2 trained observers will observe at least 30% of instructional sessions. The observers will follow a copy of the teacher’s lesson plans and check off each component of the lesson as it is completed. Percentages of instructional components completed will be calculated to assess fidelity of treatment. When there are discrepancies between the two scorers, averages of the scores will be used.

Results

Proposed Data Analysis


As explained by Horner et al. (2005), determining the results of single-subject research has traditionally involved a visual analysis of the data. When analyzing the data visually, individual participant results are displayed on a line graph, and evaluated in terms of level, trend and variability. Analyzing the level of a participant’s performance means looking at their average performance during each phase of the study (e.g., during baseline, during post-instruction). Trend takes into account the slope of the best-fit line during each phase. For instance, trend would indicate how rapidly student performance increases as a result of the intervention. Variability looks at how much a participant’s performance fluctuates from the mean or best-fit line during each phase. Taking these factors into account, a determination can be made about whether there is a functional relationship between the independent and dependent variables (Horner et al., 2005, pg. 171).


Writing performance. To assess students’ performance on writing measures, four different graphs will be generated for each student: (1) number of words, (2) number of paragraphs, (3) number of essay parts, and (4) holistic quality score. On these graphs, the vertical axis will represent the student’s score on the given writing measure. The horizontal axis will list the session number, beginning with baseline and going through maintenance. A visual analysis of level, trend and variability will be done to determine the effectiveness of the intervention on improving student writing.


Self-efficacy and self-regulation.  Changes in students’ responses on the Writing Skills Self-efficacy Scale (Shell et al., 1989) and the SRLIS (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986) across phases of the study will be described at the individual student level.  If there are common responses or response patterns across subjects, those commonalities will be identified.   
Expected Results

It is expected that, as a result of instruction in the POW+TREE strategy, students’ performance on writing measures will improve. Specifically, the length of students’ writing is expected to increase, as measured both by word count and by number of paragraphs. It is also expected that students will increase the number of essay parts included in their writing. As a result, it is expect that students’ holistic writing scores will increase.


Similarly, it is expected that students’ self-efficacy for the writing task will improve as a result of instruction in the POW+TREE strategy, as evidenced by higher scores on the Writing Skills Self-efficacy Scale (Shell et al., 1989). In particular, it is anticipated that students will show increased self-efficacy for items targeting composition skills. It is unlikely they will show improvement on items focused on the mechanics and grammar of writing. Likewise, it is expected that students will report using more self-regulatory strategies for completing writing assignments as measured by the Self-regulation Learning Interview Schedule (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986). It is not anticipated that students will report using more self-regulatory strategies to complete other academic tasks on the SRLIS.
Discussion

Limitations

One of the major limitations of this study is the small sample size. Although a single-subject, multiple-baseline design is sufficiently rigorous, the ability to generalize the findings of this study to other post-secondary students with mild intellectual disabilities is limited. The ability to generalize findings to the larger population is further limited by the clinical setting of this study. One-on-one instruction outside of a students’ normal course schedule does not mirror conditions in the classroom where instruction typically occurs. Additionally, the study is limited by the selection of a self-efficacy measure that looks at writing generally, rather than at the particular task of writing an opinion essay. As Bandura (1997) explains, self-efficacy is specific to a particular task. Therefore, a general writing self-efficacy measure may be too broad to fully capture an increase in self-efficacy for the opinion essay task.
Educational Implications
There are several potential educational implications of the proposed study. If results are as expected, this study will indicate that SRSD instruction is effective in teaching writing to students with mild intellectual disabilities. To date, there is little research on meaningful writing instruction for this population of students. This study would provide evidence of the ability of students with intellectual disabilities to learn to effectively express themselves through writing. It would also help to build a research base for SRSD as a “best practice” for students with intellectual disabilities. 

This study will also add to our understanding of self-regulation and students with intellectual disabilities. Including the Self-regulation Learning Interview Schedule (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986) as a dependent measure may give some indication about the degree to which an intervention can improve a student’s overall self-regulatory skills. It may also help us understand how we might design self-regulation measures that are sensitive enough to pick up changes in students’ self-regulation skills as a result of a single intervention. Such self-regulation measures would be useful for researchers.
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Appendix A

POW+TREE Mnemonic 

Graphic Organizer

Self-monitoring Graph

[image: image1.jpg]POW + TREE Mnemonic Chart for Older Students

POW

Pick my idea.
Organize my notes.
Write and say more.

TREE

Topic Sentence Tell what you believe!

Reaqonq Why do I believe this?
(3 or More) Will my readers
believe this?

Explain Reasons Say more about
each reason.

Ending Wrap it up right!
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POW + TREE

	Topic Sentence 

Tell what I believe!



	
	Reasons – 3 or more

Why do I believe this? Will my readers believe this?
	Explain Reasons

Say more about each reason.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Ending

Wrap it up!




Self-Monitoring Graph
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Appendix B

Holistic Scoring Rubric

Score of 10. Persuasive essay includes topic sentence, more than three reasons with at least three explanations, and an ending sentence. Essay is written in a logical sequence that strengthens the writer’s argument. Writer uses more than one counter argument/point in the essay.

Score of 9. Persuasive essay includes topic sentence, more than three reasons, at least 3 explanations, and an ending sentence. Essay is written in a logical sequence that strengthens the writer’s argument. Writer uses 1 counter argument/point in the essay.

Score of 8. Persuasive essay includes topic sentence, more than three reasons, at least 2 explanations, and an ending sentence. Essay is written in a logical sequence that strengthens the writer’s argument.

 Score of 7. Persuasive essay includes topic sentence, three reasons with at least two explanations, and ending sentence. Essay is written in a logical sequence that strengthens the writer’s argument.

 Score of 6. Persuasive essay includes topic sentence, three reasons with at least 1 explanation, and ending sentence. Essay’s sequence is weak, therefore limiting the writer’s argument.

 Score of 5. Persuasive essay includes topic sentence, three reasons, and ending sentence.

 Score of 4. Persuasive essay includes four of the following parts: topic sentence, reasons, and ending sentence.

 Score of 3. Persuasive essay includes three of the following parts: topic sentence, reasons, and ending sentence.

 Score of 2. Persuasive essay includes two of the following parts: topic sentence, reasons, and ending sentence.

 Score of 1. Persuasive essay includes one of the following parts: topic sentence, reason, and ending sentence.

 Score of 0. No essay parts.







