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Abstract
There is little empirical research on effective academic interventions for students with emotional and behavioral disabilities (EBD), despite the acute need for such evidence-based practices.  Writing is one academic area where a body of research is emerging that supports the use of self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) to improve the writing skills of students with EBD.  This single subject multiple baseline study seeks to replicate and extend this research base by including a peer-revision component to SRSD instruction to teach persuasive writing to 15 middle school students with EBD.  Following baseline data collection, two instructional phases will be included.  In the first instructional phase, students will be taught the SRSD persuasive writing strategy POW+TREE.  In the second instructional phase, students will be taught a strategy for peer-revision.  Maintenance and generalization probes will also be included, as well as measures of students’ strategy knowledge, on-task behavior, self-efficacy for writing, and a social validity interview.  It is anticipated that students’ writing will improve as a result of SRSD instruction, and will further improve after instruction in the peer-revision strategy.
The Effects of Instruction in Peer-revision on the Persuasive Writing and Self-efficacy of Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disabilities


Few groups of students have more negative outcomes than students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD).  In school, students with EBD are at high risk for academic failure (Bradley, Henderson & Monfore, 2004; Wagner, Kutash, Duchnowski, Epstein & Sumi, 2005), When compared to other students with disabilities, students with EBD are often identified later and are served in more restrictive settings (Bradley et al., 2004). They change schools more often than their peers (Wagner et al., 2005) and receive more failing grades than other students with disabilities (Bradley et al.).  Students with EBD are four times more likely to be suspended than their non-disabled peers.  Furthermore, they have a staggering 51% dropout rate – the highest dropout rate of all students with disabilities.  Parents of students with EBD are more likely to report dissatisfaction with their child’s school, and that they have had to work harder than other parents to get their children needed services (Wagner et al., 2005).
Outside of school, the outlook is just as grim.  Individuals with EBD have higher rates of unemployment when compared to both their peers with disabilities and those without disabilities.  Furthermore, students with EBD have more difficulty maintaining jobs than their peers. (Carter & Wehby, 2003).  Another disturbing outcome is that youth with EBD are more likely than others to be incarcerated (Bradley et al.). In short, being labeled as a student with an emotional or behavioral disorder puts a child at risk for lifetime of negative consequences.  This group of students is one of the most poorly served by our educational system.  

For over 40 years, those in the field of special education have been highlighting the need for more information about how to better serve students with emotional and behavioral disorders (Bradley et al.).  While much research has been done on effective behavioral interventions for these students, there is a relative lack of research on effective academic interventions for students with EBD (Wehby, Lane, & Falk, 2003).  The increased emphasis on high-stakes testing for all students in No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002), with its requirement that teachers use evidence-based practices, has highlighted this glaring omission in educational research.  How can teachers be expected to use evidence-based practices for teaching students with EBD if there is little research on effective academic instruction for students with EBD?

Written expression is one academic area where students with EBD perform lower than most of their peers (Nelson, Benner, Lane, & Smith, 2004).  While there is over 30 years of research on writing interventions for students with learning disabilities, from early elementary grades through college, to date there are only 7 studies published in peer-reviewed journals that focus on teaching writing to students with EBD (Lane et al., 2008; Little et al., 2008; Mason, Kubina, Valasa, & Mong Cramer, 2010; Mason & Shriner, 2007; Mastropieri et al., 2010; Mastropieri et al., 2009; Morris Kindzierski, 2009).  Therefore, a great need exists to develop a research-base to identify evidence-based instructional strategies to teach writing to students with EBD. 
Research on Writing Instruction


In 1980, Hayes and Flowers wrote their highly influential paper, ”Identifying the Organization of the Writing Process.”  In it, they discussed writing as a three-stage process of planning, translating (or drafting), and revising.   Furthermore, they emphasized the meta-cognitive processes that govern the writing process.  The Hayes and Flower conceptualization of the writing process changed writing research and instruction.  As a result of their work, the teaching of writing has shifted from a focus on isolated aspects of writing, such as grammar instruction, to the writing process.   The research on writing also shifted to focus on writing processes.  
Meta-analyses are a useful tool for summarizing the body of research on a given topic.  Since the seminal work of Hayes and Flower (1980), five meta-analyses of writing instruction for students with learning disabilities (LD) have been conducted (Gersten & Baker, 2001; Graham, 2006; Graham & Harris, 2003; Mason & Graham, 2008; Rogers & Graham, 2008).  Students with learning disabilities make up the largest group of students in special education.  As such, much of the research on instructional strategies in the field of special education focuses on this population.  As Rock, Fessler and Church (1997) pointed out, the academic characteristics of students with EBD are similar to those of students with LD.  For example, both students with LD and students with EBD demonstrate deficits in executive functioning, inattentiveness, and hyperactivity.  In the absence of research on students with EBD, the information on students with LD is a useful place to start to identify effective strategies that may work with students with EBD.  
The findings of meta-analyses of writing research for student with LD have been relatively consistent.  In their meta-analysis of research on expressive writing for students with LD, Gersten and Baker (2001) reviewed 13 studies focused on students in grades 1-9.  They found an overall strong, positive effect for writing instruction for students with LD (ES = .81).   Two meta-analyses reviewed several programs of writing research for students with LD (Mason & Graham, 2008; Rogers & Graham, 2008).  Both reviews found strategy instruction to be the most effective method of teaching writing as measured by effect sizes.  For example, Rogers and Graham (2008) reviewed 88 single-subject studies, finding effect sizes in the effective to very effective ranges for strategy instruction for planning and drafting (mean PND for text elements = 96%, mean PND for quality = 99%), editing (mean PND for errors corrected = 84%), and paragraph construction (mean PND for text elements = 97%).  Mason and Graham (2008) analyzed writing research across programs of research.  Again, the instructional programs that focused on strategic instruction – the strategic instruction model (SIMS), cognitive strategy instruction for writing, interactive dialogues, and self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) – outperformed other writing interventions. 
In 2006, Graham conducted a meta-analysis focused exclusively on strategy instruction.   He found the overall effect size for strategy instruction to be in the very high range (ES = 1.15).  Results were high across measures of quality, text structure elements, length and revision.  The findings held for type of student (i.e., with learning disabilities, at risk, normally achieving, high achieving), grade level (grades 1-12), genre (e.g., persuasive writing, story writing), and strategy taught.  Students who were taught writing through strategy instruction were also able to generalize their skills to other writing tasks, and maintained their skill gains over time.  Of the types of strategy instruction analyzed, SRSD had higher effect sizes in group experimental studies than other approaches, but not in single-subject studies.
The results of meta-analyses of writing instruction for students with LD clearly point to strategy instruction as the most powerful method for improving students’ skills.  Several programs of research over the last 25 years use strategy instruction to improve the writing skills of struggling learners.  These programs of research are briefly described below.

Strategy instruction.  Strategy instruction focuses on teaching writing by teaching students the processes involved in writing and scaffolding their learning along the way.  The progression of strategy instruction moves from teacher modeling to guided practice to independent practice.  Several strategy instruction models have been developed for use with writers with LD.  For example, the interactive dialogue approach developed by Bernice Wong utilizes verbal teacher modeling and teacher-student and student-student conferencing throughout the writing process to promote improved writing skills for students with LD (Wong,  Butler, Ficzere, & Kuperis, 1996).  Englert and colleagues (2009) developed the Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing approach to teach writing to students with LD.  This approach focused on teaching students text structures, and employed teacher modeling and scaffolds such as graphic organizers.  As with the interactive dialogue approach, research on Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing found that student learning was greatly enhanced by student-student collaboration during the writing process.
Schumaker and Deshler (2009) took a different approach to strategy instruction in writing.  Instead of focusing on the writing process as a whole (i.e., planning, drafting, and revising), the researchers developed discrete strategies for teaching skills such as sentence construction, paragraph writing, and editing.  As with other strategy instruction interventions, the Strategic Instruction Model writing strategies follow a sequence of developing background knowledge, teacher modeling, guided practice, and independent practice to support student learning.


Self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) is another instructional approach to writing that has over 25 years of research supporting its effectiveness with struggling writers (Graham & Harris, 2003).  Developed by Karen Harris and Steve Graham (Harris, Graham, Mason, & Friedlander, 2008), SRSD combines strategy instruction with instruction in self-regulation.  It has been shown to be effective for writers of all ability levels from elementary to secondary grades.  All writers, with varying degrees of success, are able to maintain their gains over time and generalize their skills to other genres.  It is effective for both narrative and expository texts (Graham & Harris, 2003).  A recent meta-analysis by Baker, Chard, Ketterlin-Geller Apichatabutra and Doabler (2009) found that SRSD met the criteria for an evidence-based practice (Gersten et al., 2005; Horner et al., 2005) and recommended its use for learners with special needs.
Self-regulated strategy development.  There are six stages of SRSD instruction (Graham & Harris, 2009).  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 the self-regulatory skills of 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.
De La Paz (2007) reviewed studies that contrasted elements of strategy instruction to determine which components were most important for improving students’ writing skills.  In her review of 12 studies, the author determined that there was a modest gain in writing performance when self-regulation components were added to strategy instruction, as SRSD does.  Additionally, peer support appeared to aid transfer and generalization of writing skills.  Supporting students with the mechanical demands of writing was also beneficial.  Finally, inconclusive results were found across studies that sought to increase motivation to improve writing performance. 


Self-regulated strategy development and students with emotional and behavioral disorders.  While there is a wealth of research establishing SRSD as an effective, research-based instructional strategy for students with LD (Baker et al., 2009), less is known about its effectiveness with students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD).  Six recently published studies have begun to point to the effectiveness of SRSD in improving the writing skills of students with EBD (Lane et al., 2008; Little et al., 2008; Mason, Kubina, Valasa, & Mong Cramer, 2010; Mason & Shriner, 2007; Mastropieri et al., 2010; Mastropieri et al., 2009).  
Mason and Shriner (2008) studied the effects of instruction in the SRSD persuasive writing strategy, POW+TREE, on the writing ability of six second through fifth grade students with EBD.  POW+TREE stands for: Pick your idea, Organize your notes, and Write and say more, plus Topic, Reasons, Ending, and Examine (i.e., the parts of a persuasive essay).  After 11-13 individual, 30-minute, instructional sessions, five of the six students increased the number of persuasive essay parts, the total number of words, and the number of transition words included in the essay.  Additionally, they improved the overall quality of their writing.  Maintenance and generalization scores varied across students, with the authors concluding that these variations were due to individual student’s behaviors rather than skill levels.
Lane et al. (2008) conducted a study assessing the effectiveness of SRSD in combination with school-wide positive behavioral supports in improving the writing skills of six second grade students at risk for emotional and behavioral problems who also were below average writers.  After 10-15 30-minute instructional sessions in the POW+WWW, What = 2, How = 2 story writing SRSD strategy, all students’ essays improved in terms of story elements included, length, and quality.  (POW+WWW, What = 2, How = 2 represents: Pick my idea, Organize my notes, Write and say more, plus Who is the main character? When does the study take place? Where does the story take place?  What does the main character do or want to do? What happens when the main character tries to do it; what happens with the other characters? How does the story end? And How does the main character feel; how do the other characters feel?)  All students maintained gains over baseline at maintenance testing.  Furthermore, students and teachers both rated the goals, procedures, and outcomes of the SRSD instruction favorably.  
In a follow-up study, Little et al. (2010) taught 13 second grade students with behavioral and writing problems the POW+TREE strategy for persuasive writing within the context of a school-wide positive behavioral support system.  In this study, students were grouped according to whether they exhibited internalizing or externalizing behaviors.  Additionally, three students in the study had below-average IQ scores.  Again, results showed that students increased in the number of text structure elements, number of words, and overall quality from baseline to post-instruction.  They were able to maintain their gains over baseline at maintenance testing.  There were no differences in performance for students with internalizing and externalizing behaviors.
Mastropieri et al. (2010) also used the POW+TREE strategy to teach students with EBD to write persuasive essays, this time focusing on middle school students.  In this design experiment, 10 eighth graders in a public day school were taught to write persuasive essays over 55 30-minute instructional sessions.  Throughout the course of the study, the researchers modified SRSD materials and instructional procedures that had been used in previous studies with students with learning disabilities to meet the needs of students with severe emotional and behavioral disabilities.  As a result of this intensive instruction, students increased the length, number of essay parts, number of transition words, and overall quality of their persuasive essays.  Additionally, their fluency scores improved.  Students were able to maintain gains over baseline 12 weeks after post-testing.    

Lastly, two studies have been conducted using SRSD to teach middle school students with EBD to write fluently.   First, in a follow-up to the previous study, Mastropieri et al. (2009) taught 12 eighth graders with severe EBD the POW+TREE strategy for persuasive writing.  In the second instructional phase of the study, students were taught to apply the POW+TREE strategy to write one-paragraph essays in 10 minutes.  Students improved the length, number of paragraphs, number of essay parts, number of transition words, and holistic quality of their essays following instruction in SRSD.  After fluency instruction, students scores decreased somewhat, but were still significantly higher than their baseline scores.  They were able to maintain above-baseline scores at maintenance testing.

In their study of the effects of fluency instruction on the writing of students with EBD, Mason, Kubina, Valasa, & Mong Cramer (2010) used POW+TREE to teach five middle-school students a quick-write strategy.  After a relatively short intervention period of six to seven 30-minute sessions, all students showed improvement in their ability to write persuasive essays within 10 minutes.  Quality scores improved for all students.  However, the total number of essay parts did not increase significantly, and the total number of words actually decreased for four of the five students.  The researchers noted that all students were on-grade level writers when the intervention began, but they were highly inconsistent in their performance.  Following the quick-write instruction, their performance stabilized markedly. This consistency in writing performance improved the overall quality of their writing.
In spite of the promising results of research on teaching SRSD to students with EBD, studies conducted to date have only addressed two aspects of the writing process, as articulated by Hayes and Flowers (1980) – planning and translating.  Only one study has been conducted teaching revising skills to students with emotional and behavioral disorders (Morris Kinderzierski, 2009), and it did not specifically teach students to write essays using strategy instruction.  Nearly all of the studies that have been conducted on revision focus on students with learning disabilities, and most were conducted more than 15 year ago.

Revision research.  Two basic approaches have been used to conduct research on revision instruction for students with disabilities – independent revising strategies (e.g., Graham & MacArthur, 1988; Reynolds, Hill, Swassing, & Ward, 1988) and peer-revising strategies (e.g., MacArthur, Schwartz, & Graham, 1991; Stoddard & MacArthur, 1993; Wong, Butler, Ficzere, & Kuperis, 1996).  One recent study (Morris Kindzierski, 2009) examined which method – independent or peer-revision – produced more meaningful revisions for students with emotional and behavioral disabilities.  In an alternating treatment, single subject study, eight students with EBD wrote both narrative and descriptive essays, and then revised the essays either using an independent checklist or a peer-revision checklist.  No instruction was given on how to complete the revision checklists.  Results indicated that students made fewer conventional errors, used fewer words, and had more repetition of words when revising independently.  In the peer revision condition, students used more personal references, wrote longer drafts, and their writing was more organized.  

Independent revision strategies.  Two studies have been conducted teaching revision strategies to students with learning disabilities using an independent revision approach (Graham & MacArthur, 1988; Reynolds et al., 1988).   In one, Reynolds, Hill, Swassing, and Ward (1988) conducted a quasi-experimental study of 54 sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students to determine the relative effectiveness of two types of revision strategies – one for content revisions and one for mechanical revisions – and the effect order of instruction had on the types of revisions students made in their essays.  Both experimental and control groups received the same instruction in planning and drafting.  Then, the first experimental group received instruction in the evaluative and declarative phrases strategy for content revision, and then received instruction in COPS for mechanical revisions.  The second experimental group received instruction in the reverse order: COPS first, evaluative and declarative phrases second.  The control group did not receive instruction in revision.  

After each phase of revision instruction, students revised two paragraph-long essays they had written during baseline testing.  Post-test scores were analyzed for content and mechanics using Deiderich’s (1974) analytic scale.  The scale rated each of the following eight factors on a 5-point scale: Areas of general merit, including (1) ideas, (2) organization, (3) wording, and (4) flavor; and mechanics, including (5) usage, (6) punctuation, (7) spelling, and (8) handwriting.  Both experimental groups increased scores on measures of mechanical revisions, but did not increase scores on content revisions.  The control group did not increase its scores on content or mechanical revisions.
Graham and MacArthur (1988) also taught students with LD to use an independent revision strategy.  In this multiple baseline study, three fifth and sixth graders with LD were taught a six-step revision strategy: (1) Read your essay; (2) Find the sentence that tells what you believe – Is it clear?; (3) Add two reason why you believe it; (4) SCAN each sentence (S = Does it make sense? C = Is it connected to my beliefs? A = Can I add more? N = Note errors); (5) Make changes on the computer; and (6) Re-read the essay and make final changes.
Students were given essay probes at baseline and post-instruction.  Both the first and final drafts of each essay were scored according to a number of factors.  Revisions (i.e., any changes between drafts) were scored according to four factors: (1) the total number of revisions, (2) the level of change of each revision (i.e., surface change or nonsurface change); (3) all non-surface revisions were coded by type (i.e., addition, deletion, substitution, rearrangement) and (4) all revisions were coded as meaning-preserving or meaning changing.  In this and subsequent studies by MacArthur and colleagues (MacArthur et al., 1991; Stoddard & MacArthur, 1993), surface change revisions included “changes in spelling, capitalization, morphological changes for tense of number, changes in format, and abbreviations” (p. 139).  All other changes were considered non-surface level revisions.  In addition to scoring of revision, each essay was also scored for total number of words written; total number of spelling, capitalization and punctuation errors; overall quality, and overall change in quality from draft 1 to draft 2; and the purposes of the revisions.  The purposes of the revisions matched the six stages of the revision strategy and were scored to measure the degree to which each student implemented the revision strategy.  Finally, students were given a self-efficacy for writing scale.

Results showed that students increased the total number of revisions following instruction in the revision strategy.  While more revisions at baseline were surface-level revisions, two of the three students changed following instruction to having more non-surface-level revisions.  By far, the majoring of revisions were additions (84%).  This was true at both baseline and post-testing.  The number of changes that changed the meaning of text increased as a result of instruction.  Students also showed increases on other essay measures.  The total number of words written on final drafts increased for all participants.  Two participants also increased the total number of words on the first draft of their essays.  The number of spelling, capitalization, and punctuation errors did not decrease between first and second drafts at baseline or following instruction. However, two of the three students had fewer errors on the first drafts of their essays post-instruction.  On the quality measure, there was not change from first two second draft at baseline testing, but at post-testing, second drafts were better than first drafts.  Additionally, all students showed increased scores on the self-efficacy for writing measure following training in the revision strategy.  Finally, analysis of the purpose of revision indicated that students did follow the steps of the revision strategy.
Peer revision strategies.  Following the study using an independent revision strategy, MacArthur and colleagues conducted two more studies of revision instruction for students with LD (MacArthur et al., 1991; Stoddard & MacArthur, 1993), this time using a peer-revision approach.  The first of these studies (MacArthur et al., 1991), a quasi-experimental study, included 40 fourth, fifth, and sixth graders with learning disabilities.  The student editor strategy required peers to meet together twice during the revision process.  During the first meeting, student partners focused on substantive revisions.  To do this, the students editor listed while the author read his essay aloud, then told the author what the paper was about and what she liked about it.  Then, the student editor reread the paper to her self and made notes about the revision questions: (a) Is there anything that is not clear? and (b) Could more details or information be added?  The student editor then discussed the suggestions with the author.  After one student partner acted as the editor, the partners switched roles.

Following the first peer-revision meeting, both partners revised their essays independently, based on the feedback from their partner.  The partner meeting focused on mechanical revisions.  During this meeting, each partner discussed the changes he or she had made to the first draft and edited their partner’s paper for complete sentences, capitalization punctuation, and spelling.  Lastly, each partner made final revisions independently.

In this study, dependent measures included pre- and post-instruction writing samples,  a pre- and post-instruction metacognitive interview that asked about the criteria of good writing and the writing process, and a strategy use checklist to determine whether students had followed all steps of the peer editing strategy.  Each writing sample was given over three days.  On the first day, students wrote a first draft in response to a given prompt.  On the second day, students made revisions to their first draft using pencil and paper, and then made changes on the computer.  On the third day, students met with a partner and gave suggestions, then made individual revisions on the computer.  All three drafts were scored on a variety of measures, including: (1) total number of words; (2) total number of spelling, punctuation, and capitalization errors; (3) overall quality; (4) change in quality from first to final draft; and (5) revisions – total number of revisions, level of revisions (i.e., surface or non-surface level), impact on meaning (i.e., meaning changing or non-meaning changing), and quality of revisions.

Results of the study indicated that all students in the experimental condition used the majority of the steps in the peer-revision strategy.  As a result, students in the experimental group made more revisions post-instruction than students in the control group, even though experimental students made fewer revisions at baseline testing.  The experimental group showed no difference between draft 1 and draft 2 (i.e., when revising independently) on non-surface level revision, but they had significantly more non-surface revisions on draft 3 after revising with a peer.  Students made more surface level revision on draft 2.  The experimental group outperformed the control group on the quality measure (ES = 1.33).  Furthermore, they showed a significant decrease in the number of spelling and capitalization measures, but no difference in punctuation errors following instruction.  The metacognitive interview yielded few differences between groups.

Stoddard and MacArthur (1993) used a similar format for teaching revision to six seventh and eighth grade students with LD using a single-subject, multiple probe across pairs design.  In this study, students wrote personal narratives.  The revision strategy had instructional procedures similar to the six stages of self-regulated strategy instruction (SRSD).  As in MacArthur et al. (1991), the first peer-revision conference focused on content level revisions.  First, the revision partner listened as the author read the essay aloud, and then the partner said what they liked best.  Next, the partner reread the essay to himself and made notes on the revision questions.  The revision questions included: (1) Parts – Does it have a good beginning, middle, and end? (2) Order – Does it follow a logical sequence? (3) Details – Where could more details be added? And (4) Clarity – Is there any part that is hard to understand?  After discussing these issues with the author, the author revised her own essay independently.  The second peer conference, then, focused on mechanical errors.


Similar to the previous study, essays were scored for number of words, proportion of spelling, capitalization, and punctuation errors, and the number and type of revisions.  All revisions were coded as being surface or non-surface level changes, as meaning preserving or meaning changing, and the quality of the change (better, no change, or worse).  Additionally, two quality measures were used – overall quality of the final draft, and change in quality from first draft to final draft.

Results indicated that students increased non-surface level revisions from baseline to post-testing and maintained those gains (PND = 96%).  Additionally, the quality of these non-surface revision increased from first to final drafts (PND = 100%).  Three of the six students increased the number of surface level revisions from baseline to post-testing (PND = 58%), but the quality of these revisions did not improve.  The overall quality of the essays increased substantially following instruction, and the quality of post-instruction essays improved from first to final drafts, indicating that students’ revisions helped make their writing better.  Furthermore, the length of students’ essays increased from first to final drafts following instruction, while they did not increase following revision during the baseline phase.  Spelling errors decreased following instruction, while capitalization and punctuation errors were unchanged.  Finally, on a measure generalizing to paper-pencil writing, students made more revisions when handwriting than when typing.

The final study using peer-revision with students with LD was conducted by Wong, Butler, Ficzere, and Kuperis (1996) using the interactive dialogue approach to write opinion essays.  This quasi-experimental study included 28 eighth and ninth grade students classified as LD or low achieving in writing.  In this approach, peers met during both the planning and the revising stages of the writing process.  The focus of these conferences was on the cogency of the author’s argument and the clarity of his writing.   During the peer-revision conference, the role of the “student-critic” was to identify ambiguities in the partner’s writing, and ask the author for clarification.  Each student also participated in a conference with the teacher to discuss any ambiguities and the cogency of the author’s arguments.  Finally, the COPS strategy was used to correct mechanical errors.


Pre- and post-test essays were scored for clarity of writing and cogency of the writer’s argument.  Two essays were given during pre-testing, one essay was given during post-testing, and one essay was done during one-week maintenance testing.  Three additional measures were given at pre-test and maintenance: (1) an attitude toward writing scale, (2) a self-efficacy for writing scale, and (3) a metacognition for writing scale.  Results indicated that the students in the experimental condition showed significant gains from pre- to post-test on both clarity and cogency measures, and those gains were maintained at one-week maintenance testing.  Students in the experimental condition outperformed control students on both clarity (ES = 2.55) and cogency (ES = 2.52).  No pre-post differences were found on the attitude and meta-cognition measures for students in the experimental group.  However, they did show a significant difference from pre- to post-test on the self-efficacy measure.  There were no significant difference between control and experimental groups on the attitude toward writing measure, but there was a statistically significant difference between the groups on the self-efficacy and metacognition measures favoring the experimental condition. 
The Present Study

As these studies show, students with disabilities who receive instruction in revising strategies consistently show an increase in the number of non-surface level revisions made, a decrease in mechanical errors, and an improvement in overall essay length and quality.  However, there are few published studies on revising for students with LD, and only one for students with EBD.  Research also indicates that instruction in self-regulation improves the writing of students with EBD, but current studies are limited to the planning and drafting stages of writing.  Therefore the present study seeks to extend the literature on writing for students with emotional and behavioral disorders by investigating the effects of instruction in peer-revision on the writing abilities of these students.  
The purpose of this study is to determine the effectiveness of a peer-revision strategy that incorporates self-regulation components in improving persuasive writing length, content, and quality for students with EBD.  Research questions include:

1. Does persuasive writing improve (as measured by length, content, and quality) after instruction in revision?

2. What types of revisions do students make using the peer-revision process?  
3. Does student self-efficacy for writing improve as a result of the instruction?
4. Are students with emotional and behavioral disabilities able to accurately conduct all steps of the peer-revision strategy?
5. Do students find the revision strategy easy to implement, useful and enjoyable? 
Method
Design

A single-subject, multiple probe across participants design (Kennedy, 2005) will be used to determine the effects of instruction in peer-revision on the persuasive writing of 15 middle school students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD).  A single-subject design was selected because of the limited number of students with EBD.  A multiple baseline approach is necessary because the skills being taught cannot be reversed (Kennedy, 2005).  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 group of four students will begin the intervention while the other students remain in the baseline condition.  When the first group has completed strategy instruction, the second group of four will begin instruction while the other two groups remains in baseline.  The third group of four will start the intervention after the second group completes strategy instruction, and the fourth group will begin after the third group completes instruction (Horner et al., 2005; Kennedy, 2005).  

Instruction will consist of two phases.  During the first phase, students will learn the self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) approach to writing persuasive essays.  After mastering the essay-writing process, three post-strategy instruction essay prompts will be given.  Next, the second instructional phase will focus on peer revision.  Three more post-instruction essay prompts will be given following the revision instruction phase.  At that time, other dependent measures will also be assessed, including students’ knowledge of the writing strategy, their self-efficacy for writing, their ability to generalize their writing and revising skills to a different writing genre, and the social validity of the instruction.  Finally, one month after all post-testing is completed, students will be given one writing prompt to assess maintenance of their writing skills and will again complete strategy knowledge questioning and the self-efficacy measure. 
Setting 


This study will take place in a suburban middle school in the Mid-Atlantic region.  The school district of which the middle school is a part currently serves 173,573 students.  Students in the school district are ethnically diverse with 46.2% of students classifying themselves as white, 18.5% classifying themselves as Asian American, 18.1% classified as Hispanic, 10.5% African American, 6% multiracial, and .2% American Indian.  They are also linguistically diverse with 21,347 (12.3%) of students receiving services through English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), and economically diverse with 39,019 (24.5%) of student receiving free and reduced meals.  The school district also has a large special education program serving 24,363 (14.0%) students.  Over 90% of students in the district graduate on-time after four years of high school.


Demographic information about the middle school where this study will take place will be collected and describe.  Such demographic information will include total number of students, ethnicity of students, the proportion of students participating in the free and reduced lunch program, the proportion of students receiving ESOL services, and the proportion of students receiving special education services.  Additional descriptive information about the school will be provided, such as any school-wide positive behavior support system, center programs for students with disabilities, or special school-wide literacy initiatives. 

Participants


Fifteen seventh and eighth graders with EBD will participate in this study.  To be selected for participation, a student must be identified as having an emotional disability by the school district.  Additionally, the student must participate in a self-contained language arts course designed to remediate deficits in reading and writing.  


Data about each participant will be collected, including age, grade, gender, ethnicity, disability status, IEP behavior and writing goals, and scores on norm-referenced test and state high-stakes writing test.  Table 1 will summarize this information.  In addition to providing a summary of the participants, brief descriptions of each individual will be provided. 
Dependent Measures 
Dependent measures have been selected to assess students’ writing skills, knowledge of the writing and revising strategies, and self-efficacy for writing.  Data will also be gathered reflecting students’ on-task behavior during instruction.  Finally, interviews with students will be conducted to obtain information about the usefulness and effectiveness of the writing and revising strategies.

Persuasive essay writing.  Students will be given a choice of two prompts and asked to write a good persuasive essay in response to the selected prompt.  I will brainstorm possible prompts, and ask the students’ special education teacher to review them.  The special education teacher will be asked to provide feedback about the level of difficulty of each prompt and the level of interest students are likely to have for each prompt.  With that information, I will develop a list of prompts to be used for baseline, post-instruction, and maintenance measures, as well as during the instructional phases, that are of comparable difficulty and will generate a high level of interest from participants. 

Each essay will be written over two days.  On the first day, the student will receive two prompt choices, select a prompt, and write a persuasive essay on the topic using a word processing program.  The essay will be saved and two copies printed out – one for scoring and one for the student to revise the next day.  On day two, the student will be given the hard copy of his or her essay and asked to mark any revisions.  After pen-and-paper revision are made, the student will be asked to make the changes on the computer and print out a copy for scoring.  The first draft, pen-and-paper revisions, and final draft will be collected for analysis.

Both the first and final drafts of each essay will be scored across four dimensions.  First, essay length will be evaluated by counting total number of words.  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 includes counter-reasons.  Third, essays will be scored according to a holistic scoring rubric, similar to the rubrics used in other SRSD studies (see Appendix A).  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.  Fourth, errors in punctuation, capitalization, and spelling will be counted and reported as the proportion of errors per 100 words.


The revisions made from first draft to final draft will also be tallied and categorized.  Specifically, all changes made from the first draft to the final draft will be counted as revisions.  Next, each revision will be classified as either a meaning-change revision or a surface-change revision (as in MacArthur, Schwartz & Graham, 1991; and Stoddard & MacArthur, 1994).  Surface-change revisions refer to revisions of mechanics (i.e., capitalization, punctuation, and spelling), format, or morphological changes (e.g., change in tense or number).  All other revisions will be classified as meaning-change revisions.


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


Self-efficacy scale for writing.  Students’ self-efficacy for writing will be measured using the Persuasive Writing Self-efficacy Scale (see Appendix B). This 16-item scale asks students to rate their confidence in performing different parts of the writing tasks such as planning, drafting, and revising. Using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), students will be asked to respond to a series of statements such as, “I can write a good essay on this topic,” and “When writing an essay on this topic, I can think of good reasons to persuade the reader.”  Cronbach’s alpha and the number of item correlations over .50 will be reported.


On-task behavior.  Time sampling will be used to code students’ on-task behavior during 60% of instructional sessions.  On-task behavior will be defined as students being in the assigned areas of the room, engaging with instructional materials, writing to the given prompt, and asking relevant questions (Mastropieri et al., 2009).  During the writing task, students may appear to be thinking or look away from their material for short periods of time (i.e., 10 seconds or fewer) and still be considered on task.  All other behaviors will be coded as off-task. Two trained observers will code student behavior.  Their scores will be compared to calculate inter-rater agreement using the interval agreement approach (Kennedy, 2005).  The percentage of time on-task will be reported for each student.

Social validity interviews.  Students will be interviewed to provide feedback about the writing instruction.  Sample questions include: “How has the POW+TREE strategy helped you become a better writer?” “If you were the teacher, what would you change about the POW+TREE lessons?” and “How did working with a writing partner help you revise?”   Students’ interview responses will be inductively coded to look for themes across participants.

Strategy knowledge.  Students’ knowledge of the writing and revising strategies will also be assessed as a way to verify that they have, in fact, learned the writing and revising strategies.  Students will be asked to identify the parts of a good persuasive essay.  One point will be given for each of the following parts, for a total of five possible points: (1) topic sentence, (2) reasons, (3) explanations, (4) counter reason, and (5) ending sentence.   Similarly, students will be asked to explain the parts of the revising strategy they have learned.  They will also be asked the components of the peer-revision strategy, earning a possible total of four points for: (1) parts, (2) clarity, (3) reasons, and (4) compliment.
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 C for copies of these handouts).  One aid is a visual mnemonic to help students remember the strategy for persuasive 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 the number of essay parts included in each essay.  Finally, a revision checklist (see Appendix D) will be used to remind students of the steps of the peer-revision process and provide written feedback to their writing partners.
Procedures 

HSRB approval from George Mason University and the school district have already been obtained through a large, multi-year grant.  Parental consent and student assent will be obtained before beginning the study.  Consent will be sought for all students in the targeted classes who fit the selection criteria, and participants will be selected from those students providing consent and assent.  The special education teacher will be asked to help select students who would benefit from additional assistance with writing, and to group students for instruction who can work well together.  

All students will begin with baseline testing, including essay prompts, strategy knowledge questioning, and the self-efficacy scale.  Students will receive additional essay prompts until a stable baseline is reached.  At least three baseline writing prompts will be given.  Once a stable baseline is established, group one will begin the self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) instructional phase.  While group one begins the SRSD instructional phase, groups two and three will remain in baseline, receiving essay prompts.  Once group one has mastered the SRSD persuasive writing strategy, they will receive another series of three post-strategy instruction essay prompts and strategy questioning.  Each essay will be administered over two days, following the same procedures as baseline testing.

After the strategy instruction phase post-testing, group one will begin instruction in the peer-revision strategy.  Upon completion of instruction on revision, group one will again complete three essay prompts following baseline procedures.  Students will also complete a descriptive essay to measure their ability to generalize their writing skills to a different genre.  All other dependent measures – strategy knowledge questioning, self-efficacy scale for writing, and social validity interviews – will also be given at this time.  Maintenance testing will occur four weeks after the final post-instruction writing prompt is given, and will consist of one persuasive essay, strategy knowledge questioning, and the self-efficacy scale for writing.

As group one enters post-testing for the strategy instruction phase, group two will begin instruction, following the same sequence as group one.  Group three will continue to receive baseline prompts.  As group two moves into the post-testing for the strategy instruction phase, group three will begin the same sequence of instruction.


Self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) 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 C.

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 C.  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 one of their baseline testing essays to 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 C).  To 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 recording 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.

Revision strategy instruction.  Revision strategy instruction is designed to follow procedures similar to SRSD instruction, beginning with a discussion of the importance of revision, moving on to teacher modeling, guided practice, and independent practice.  Lesson one will begin with a discussion of what revision is and why it is important.  Then the revision strategy will be introduced.  The revision strategy prompts students to evaluate four aspects of an essay: (1) Parts – Does this essay have all the parts of a good persuasive essay?  Which parts are missing or need to be stronger?  (2) Clarity – Highlight words, phrases, or sentences that are not clear.  Ask you partner to explain them to you.  What does your partner need to add so this will be clear to another reader?  (3) Reasons – Does the author make a strong argument for his or her position?  Which reasons persuade you to agree with the author?  Which reasons are not convincing to you? and (4) Compliment – What is one thing the author has done well in this essay?  Next, the class will reread a sample essay used in SRSD lesson one and go through the revision steps.  The revision checklist will be used to record students’ suggestions for revision (see Appendix D).  Finally, students will memorize the revision strategy during this lesson.  


Lesson two will begin with a review of the revising strategy, followed by a brief review of the basic rules for capitalization and punctuation.  Next, the class will edit the revised essay completed during the previous lesson with an emphasis on capitalization, punctuation, and spelling.   After that, the whole group will revise a second essay from SRSD instruction together using the revision checklist as a guide. 

Lesson three will focus on peer conferences.  To begin, expectations for peer revision conferences will be introduced.  These expectations include both the logistics and the content of the conferences.  Logistical steps include:

1. Find a place in the classroom to conference where you will not distract other students.

2. Turn on the audio recorder to record your conference.  

3. Use quiet voices.  Be respectful of other students who are working.
4. Take turns reading your essays to each other.

5. Re-read your partner’s essay to yourself and fill out the peer-revision checklist.

6. Conference with your partner about your suggestions.

7. Revise your own essay on the computer.  Save your work.  Print out a copy.

8. Meet with the teacher to talk about your revisions.

9. When both partners are done revising on the computer, meet again to edit your partner’s essay for capitalization, punctuation, and spelling errors.  Remember to record your conference.

10. Make your final corrections on the computer.  Save your work.  Print out a final copy and turn it in to the teacher. 

Teacher conferences in step eight will provide an opportunity for students to discuss their revisions with the teacher and explain why they made the changes they did.  Teacher-student conferences will also provide an opportunity for teachers to provide feedback to students about the clarity of their writing and the cogency of their persuasive arguments.  

During lesson three, time will also be spent talking about how to provide constructive feedback to peers and practicing this skill.  The teacher will then model a peer-revision conference, using the essay developed during SRSD lesson three.

Lesson four will provide guided practice to student pairs as they use the peer-revision strategy.  Each student will select one of the essays he or she wrote during strategy instruction to use for this peer-revision conference.  The teacher will select peer-revision partners.  All of the steps of the process will be completed as the teacher provides feedback to students.  Particular attention will be paid to helping the students provide their suggestions in supportive and constructive ways.


During lesson five, students will practice planning, drafting, and revising persuasive essays, combining both the POW+TREE strategy and the peer-revision strategy to complete the entire writing process.  Students will continue at this stage until they are proficient at the peer-revising strategy.  For each essay, the teacher will select different peer-revision pairs so that students have an opportunity to receive feedback from several people throughout the course of instruction.

Fidelity of Treatment


To ensure that the instructional program is implemented as intended, instructional sessions will be videotaped.  I will view all instructional sessions, and a second trained observer will observe at least 60% of instructional sessions.  We 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.

Students’ use of the peer-revision strategy will also be reported.  Each peer-revision session will be audio-recorded.  I will listen to all audiotapes and check off the steps of the peer-revision strategy as they are completed.  A second scorer will listen to 60% of the revision conferences to assess fidelity of treatment.  When there are discrepancies between the two scorers, averages of the scores will be used. 
Proposed Data Analysis
Traditional visual analysis will be done to analyze data from the persuasive essays students write (Kennedy, 2005).  Within-phase patterns will be analyzed, including level, trend, and variability.  Between-phase patterns to be analyzed include immediacy of effect and overlap of data points between phases.  Additionally, the percent of non-overlapping data (PND; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2001) will be used to calculate effect sizes for all essay measures from baseline to post-strategy instruction, post-strategy instruction to post-revision instruction, and post-revision instruction to maintenance.  PND is calculated to dividing the number of nonoverlapping data points between two phases by the total number of data points in those phases.  It offers a method for evaluating the magnitude of effectiveness of a given intervention.  Guidelines provided by Scruggs and Mastropieri (2001) suggest that PND values greater than 90% indicate highly effective interventions.  PND values between 70% and 90% indicate effective interventions, PND values between 50% and 70% indicate interventions that are questionable, and PND values less than 50% indicate ineffective interventions.  Effect size values such as PND are also useful for comparing results across studies that use different dependent measures.
Descriptive information about the results of the self-efficacy scale will be provided, including means and standard deviations at baseline, post-instruction, and maintenance.  Students’ scores on the strategy knowledge measure will be reported, and means and standard deviations will be calculated at baseline, post-instruction, and maintenance.  Likewise, the mean percentage of time on-task for each student will be calculated, and overall means and standard deviations across students will be reported.

Finally, information obtained from social validity interviews will be analyzed using inductive coding.  First, interviews will be transcribed and coded.  Next, initial codes that are common across interviews will be grouped into larger themes.  During this step, interviews may be reread and recoded based on larger themes that emerge.  Final themes will be reported, using direct quotes from students to support the themes.  It is anticipated that themes regarding the most useful aspects of the strategy, suggested changes to the strategy, how the strategy has been used in other classes will be reported.
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Appendix A 

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.

Appendix B

Persuasive Writing Self-efficacy Scale

Persuasive Writing Self-Efficacy

Directions: Read the essay prompts below and circle your choice. Answer the questions below based on how you feel about your writing on this topic.

Should your family do a staycation (i.e., vacation at home with day trips) instead of going away for a vacation?
OR

Should all kids your age be required to play a sport to stay physically active? 

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral or Maybe
	Agree
	  Strongly Agree

	1. I will be able to start writing this essay without any difficulty.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2. Even if I don’t like this topic, I will still be able to write a good essay about it.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3. I can write a good plan for this essay.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5



	4. I can write a good introduction sentence on this topic.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	5. It will be able to find and correct all the grammatical errors in my essay.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	6. In writing an essay on this topic, it will be able to decide what goes first, second, third, and so on.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7. If I get stuck while I am writing, I will be able to find ways to overcome the problem.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral or Maybe
	Agree
	  Strongly Agree

	8. When writing an essay on this topic, I can think of good reasons to persuade the reader.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	9.  I can write a good essay on this topic.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


	10. I will be able to rewrite my wordy sentences clearly.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	11. When writing this essay I will be able to think of agreements for both sides of the topic.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	12. I will be able to revise my first draft of this paper to make a better-organized essay.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	13. I will be able to write good transitional sentences from one idea to another.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	14. I will be able to manage my time effectively to finish this paper during this class period.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	15. It will be able to concentrate on my writing if there are many distractions around me.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	16. I will be able to find someone to give me ideas about how to make my paper better.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


Appendix C

Self-regulated Strategy Development (SRSD) Materials

POW+TREE Mnemonic


Graphic Organizer


Self-monitoring Graph
Appendix D

Peer-revision Checklist

Peer-revision Checklist
· Find a place in the classroom to conference where you will not distract other students.

· Turn on the audio recorder to record your conference.  

· Use quiet voices.  Be respectful of other students who are working.

· Take turns reading your essays to each other.

· Re-read your partner’s essay to yourself and fill out the peer-revision checklist.

· Conference with your partner about your suggestions.

· Revise your own essay on the computer.  Save your work.  Print out a copy.

· Meet with the teacher to talk about your revisions.

· When both partners are done revising on the computer, meet again to edit your partner’s essay for capitalization, punctuation, and spelling errors.  Remember to record your conference.

· Make your final corrections on the computer.  Save your work.  Print out a final copy and turn it in to your teacher. 

Partner:  _____________________________
Date  ____________________

Essay topic:  ________________________________________________________

Parts  
Does this essay have all the parts of a good persuasive essay?  Which parts are missing or need to be stronger?
Clarity

Highlight words, phrases, or sentences that are not clear.  Ask your partner to explain them to you.  What does your partner need to add so this will be clear to another reader?

Reasons

Does the author make a strong argument for his or her position?  Which reasons persuade you to agree with the author?  Which reasons are not convincing to you? 

Compliment

What is one thing the author has done well in this essay?
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