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ABSTRACT 

 Students with emotional behavioral disorders often exhibit comorbid academic and 

behavior deficits and benefit from strategies that address those needs. Writing can be 

significantly difficult for students with EBD due to the complex requirements when completing 

written activities. Chapter 1 consists of two research to practice papers discussing how to address 

deficits in persuasive writing skills and behavior needs through explicit instruction in persuasive 

writing strategies (e.g., self-regulated strategy development) and embedded function-based 

choice making. Chapter 2 consists of a multiple probe across students with embedded reversal 

single case design on POW+TREE, a persuasive writing strategy used within the self-regulated 

strategy development (SRSD) instructional approach. Three students in grades 3rd, 5th and 6th 

with emotional behavioral disorders were recruited to receive SRSD POW+TREE with 

embedded function-based choice making in a residential education setting. The number of pers 

essay elements and a variety of writing quality indicators along with student motivation and 

active academic engagement were examined. Participants who completed the study demonstrated 

varied engagement and an increase in included essay elements along with overall essay quality 

and increased motivation to write persuasively. Implications for teachers, limitations, and future 

directions are presented. Data collection and results of this study were impacted by the COVID-

19 pandemic. 

 

 
 

NOTE: Data collection and subsequent results of this study were impacted by the COVID-
19 pandemic
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CHAPTER ONE: RESEARCH TO PRACTICE ARTICLES 

Considerations for Embedding a Low Intensity Behavioral Strategy – Choice Making – 
into Academic Instruction in Alternative Education Settings 

 
 For years, researchers working in special education and adolescent mental health fields 

have examined the effectiveness of strategies targeting the academic, social, emotional, and 

behavioral needs of students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD; Lloyd et al., 2019). 

Students with and at risk for EBD often exhibit deficits across academic contexts and behavioral 

and social emotional skills while benefitting from a wide range of evidence-based strategies to 

address those deficits. To address such deficits, researchers have called for the embedment of 

low-intensity behavior strategies into typical classroom instruction and daily routines (e.g., Lane 

et al., 2015). Low intensity behavior strategies have been defined as strategies that can be 

implemented across content areas with minimal planning and training (Lane et al., 2018) with 

examples including behavior-specific praise, precorrection, active supervision, instructional 

choice (i.e., choice making), and instructional feedback (see Table 1 for descriptions and 

resources of each). These strategies require minimal materials and are compatible within a 

variety of academic activities and contexts (Lane et al., 2015) while deliverable by any adult 

within and across settings. These strategies can a) increase active academic engagement with the 

potential to then impact academic performance (e.g., Ennis et al., 2018a; Ramsey et al., 2010; 

Ramsey et al., 2017); b) may increase peer interaction opportunities (e.g., Ennis et al., 2020); and 

c) provide a context for more frequent, positive feedback related to student academic and 

behavioral performance (e.g., Ennis et al., 2018b; Lane et al., 2015). The focus of this paper is to
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highlight the functionality of the low-intensity behavioral strategy of choice making into and 

across instructional contexts for teacher and staff use with students with EBD. 

Choice Making as a Low-Intensity Behavioral Strategy 

 Choice making is one low-intensity behavioral strategy that can be implemented across 

grade levels, content areas, routines, and within multi-tiered systems of support (e.g., DiCarlo et 

al., 2013; Ennis et al., 2017; Jolivette et al., 2020; Jolivette et al., 2017; Ramsey et al., 2010; 

Skerbetz & Kostewicz, 2013). Choice making serves as a motivator for students when presented 

a task that may be less preferred (Laraway et al., 2003) and allows for student voice to be 

activated during instruction which allows students with EBD to more appropriately navigate and 

participate in instructional contexts (Jolivette et al., 2020). Offering students with EBD the 

opportunity to make choices within a structured environment (i.e., classroom) can help support 

the development of self-esteem, self-determination, and feelings of control and independence 

which positively supports the prevention of problem behaviors (Shogren et al., 2004). Also, 

evidence continues to mount showing connections between choice making opportunities and 

higher rates of task engagement and lower rates of problem behavior (Skerbetz & Kostewicz, 

2013). For students with EBD, the use of choice making has been recommended for student 

behaviors such as noncompliance, lack of engagement, disruption, disrespect, and task 

incompletion (Jolivette et al., 2017) with others suggesting task accuracy (e.g., Ramsey et al., 

2010; Ramsey et al, 2017). The flexibility of choice making as a low-intensity behavioral 

strategy makes the intervention feasible within more restrictive academic settings like residential 

classroom settings. AE settings like classrooms within residential treatment facilities contend 

with increased behavioral needs, high staff turnover, frequent student turnover, and a wide range 

of behavioral and academic needs of students (Baker et al., 2008; Connor et al., 2003; Lehre et 



 

 2 

al., 2009: Gagnon et al., 2018). Research indicates an emphasis on strategies and resources that 

help prepare students with EBD for postschool success and may find the procedures of explicit 

choice making instruction beneficial in preparing students with EBD for instruction within less 

restrictive settings and life outside of school. 

The Empirical Evidence 

 Royer and colleagues (2017) examined the evidence base of instructional choice for 

reducing problem behavior and academic success in traditional K-12 settings. They found that 

choice can a) increase student motivation when there are clear preferences, b) options provided 

are appreciated, c) the act of choosing is enjoyable, and d) and multiple outcome benefits occur. 

Many high-quality studies have demonstrated success with choice making in multiple settings 

and contexts with a variety of student populations (e.g., Jolivette et al., 2001; Lane et al., 2015; 

Rispoli et al., 2013). Findings indicated that the provision of choice increased desired academic 

behavior while decreasing disruptive behavior. Across the literature, teachers have been able to 

implement choice successfully and with high fidelity with minimal support from research teams. 

Many studies highlighting choice making demonstrate the ease and effectiveness of 

implementing the strategy with a wide range of students (e.g., students with and at risk for 

behavioral disorders, students with developmental disabilities) and in a variety of settings (e.g., 

self-contained classrooms, inclusive contexts and within public schools and residential treatment 

facilities; DiCarlo et al., 2013; Ramsey et al., 2010; Skerbetz & Kostewicz, 2013). Providing 

students with choice versus no choice yields higher levels of task engagement and lower levels 

of disruptive behavior (Lane et al., 2015). In another meta-analysis of single-case design 

methodology and choice making, Shogren and colleagues (2004) examined the efficacy of the 

use of choice-making as an intervention for reducing problem behavior. They found that 
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providing choice opportunities resulted in clinically significant reductions in the number of 

occurrences of problem behaviors. Overall, implementing choice making for students who 

demonstrate challenging behavior has been successfully studied across student ages and 

educational settings (e.g., Ennis et al., 2017; Ramsey et al., 2017; 2010; Jolivette et al., 2009; 

2001) while highlighting increases in preferred, appropriate classroom behaviors (e.g., task 

completion, completion, accuracy, and academic engagement). Choice making is an adaptable, 

low-intensity strategy to implement when working with students with EBD as a mean to support 

prosocial behaviors in academic settings. 

Choice Making Process 

Making a choice is not without a process and it is important to utilize previous research to 

explicitly teach students the most effective way to choose an option when presented with a 

choice. Choice making involves an adjustable seven-step process to meet the unique needs of a 

student and classroom context (Jolivette et al., 2001; Kern & State, 2009). The steps for 

implementing choice making in the classroom with students with EBD are: (1) verbally and/or 

visually offering the student two or more options to select from either at the beginning, during, or 

after a lesson/task; (2) explicitly asking the student to make a choice from the options offered per 

the lesson/activity objectives; (3) providing wait time for the student to make their selection; (4) 

waiting for student’s response to the choice making opportunity; (5) at the conclusion of wait 

time, if no choice is made the student may need reprompting; (6) the student makes their 

selection; and (7) the teacher delivers the student the option selected (Jolivette et al., 2001).

 Jolivette and colleagues (2017) acknowledge teacher hesitations in the choice making 

steps when implemented with students with EBD and offer several adaptations that may be 

made. For example, during step 1 when the teacher is providing the choice options to the student 
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the options may be adjusted based on the student’s cognitive and developmental abilities. A 

teacher might choose to adjust choice options based on goals, materials, and aspects of a 

situation or activity. For a student who may engage in power struggles or become argumentative, 

providing minimal choice options to prevent opportunity to engage might be appropriate. While 

during step 3 when providing wait time, the teacher may adjust the amount of wait time based on 

their knowledge of the student and their needs during the school day. For a student who 

demonstrates inappropriate behaviors during transitions between classroom activities, a teacher 

may provide a choice and indicate they will be back to check in in 30 seconds. The verbal “be 

right back” cue signals the student to process what choice option they would like to choose. This 

allows the teacher time to provide instructions to other students or take care of other tasks during 

the transition. Given the simplicity of embedding choice making as a low-intensity behavioral 

strategy into instruction, we provide examples of its use with students with EBD across writing, 

math, and reading content areas. Then, we provide examples of other ways in which to embed it 

into educational contexts with students with EBD. 

Embedding Choice Making into Instruction 

 Teachers have ten types of choice making opportunities to select from when embedding 

choice into instruction - tangible, refusal, alternative, within, when, future, terminate, where, 

between/among, and whom (Jolivette et al., 2020; Jolivette et al., 2002). Beyond the purposeful 

delivery of the choice – before, during, or after instruction (Jolivette et al., 2002), the timing of 

the choice making opportunity during instruction is important - across or within activity (Ennis et 

al., 2017; Rispoli et al., 2013). For example, a teacher may provide a student with EBD with an 

across activity choice of what they will do, what order they will do the activities, or what future 

activity they will engage with following a task. While another teacher may use within choice and 
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provide a student with EBD with a choice in the task like location, material, or staff member. 

This additional flexibility may better address the needs of students with EBD. Teachers should 

first determine when the choice making opportunity takes place during instruction (e.g., as an 

antecedent, within activity, as reinforcement). It is important to determine student needs to 

provide choice opportunities during a timeframe that is both effective and reinforcing making 

note that provision of choice making opportunities can happen more than once within a lesson. 

 Choice making has been explored within writing, math, and reading instruction for 

students with EBD with research pointing to utilizing choice making as both effective and 

feasible across academic contexts. Choice making is an impactful low intensity strategy for 

teachers to utilize as it is flexible and fits easily within established routines to support academics 

and behaviors during writing, math, and reading instruction. Below are examples and findings of 

investigations of choice making across academic content areas.  

Choice Making During Writing 

Writing requires students to navigate complex academic and self-regulation skills that 

many students, particularly students with and at risk for EBD, struggle with during writing tasks. 

Choice making is an appropriate low-intensity strategy to embed into writing instruction and has 

been examined at the elementary level (e.g., first – fifth grades) within a variety of academic 

settings (e.g., general education classrooms, special education settings; Ennis et al., 2017; Lane 

et al., 2015; Michael et al., In Preparation). Choice is a promising intervention for students who 

struggle with writing as it may motivate students to write more while promoting the completion 

of written tasks. Lane and colleagues (2015) examined choice finding that the students 

demonstrated an increase in academic engagement during writing with one student also 

demonstrating decreases in disruptive behavior. Teachers were able to implement choice making 
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with fidelity within their previously established writing routines and were not asked to adjust 

their writing instruction outside the addition of the choice making opportunities. Ennis, Jolivette, 

and Losinski (2017) investigated the choice of writing prompts on student narrative writing skills 

also finding that teachers were able to embed choice making within the writing process with 

fidelity within a residential treatment facility. These two examples demonstrate the versatility of 

choice making and highlight the need for the teacher to consider which choice making type 

would motivate a student: a critical consideration when working with students with EBD and 

those within more restrictive education settings (e.g., residential treatment facilities). Michael et 

al. (in preparation) utilized function-based logic to inform choice making opportunities as a 

means to connect student needs to choice making opportunities. They found choice was easily 

embedded within an established instructional approach (i.e., self-regulated strategy development) 

for teaching persuasive writing with student improvement in both the number and quality of 

essay elements and task engagement. Choice making as an effective low intensity strategy has 

been explored across writing genres (e.g., informative, persuasive, narrative) with improved 

outcomes related to a variety of academic variables (e.g., number of genre parts, word count, 

correct word sequence, holistic essay quality; Garwood et al., 2019).  

Choice Making During Math 

Choice making opportunities have been embedded within math content classes for 

students with EBD to address task engagement, task accuracy, and attempted task items. Math 

instruction is a natural context for choice making given the structure and requirements of the 

subject. Additionally, choice can be implemented as a strategy to increase motivation given 

student frustration with the subject matter (Jolivette et al., 2020). Given that math instruction 

often requires whole group and small group work followed by individual practice, the provision 
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of choices is applicable as the flexibility of choice allows for it to be embedded into instruction 

with whole group, small group, and individual per the way the teacher delivers it. Ramsey and 

colleagues (2010) implemented choice making within a math classroom in a residential treatment 

facility school for students with EBD ranging in age from 13 through 16 in grades seventh 

through ninth and found positive effects related to students’ task completion, accuracy, and 

disruptive behavior. In another study, Ramsey and colleagues (2017) investigated the impact of 

functionally indicated choice making within a mathematics classroom with middle school 

students ages 12 through 16 in grades sixth through eight with EBD in a residential facility. 

Results from this study were that the functionally indicated choices had a greater positive impact 

on student task completion, accuracy, and disruption for most of the students. Ennis and 

colleagues (2018) investigated choice making with third grade teachers working with students 

with behavioral and academic needs during mathematics while supporting teachers with student 

progress monitoring data. A clear functional relationship was not found between choice and 

increased student academic engagement; however, some students did demonstrate an increase in 

level when introduced to the intervention (e.g., instructional choice). This study was promising 

because the teachers were able to implement baseline and intervention practice with high fidelity 

while simultaneously collecting direct observation data.  

Choice Making During Reading 

Reading is critical for access to other skills (e.g., writing, success in postsecondary school 

and the workplace) and reading deficits may negatively impact a student’s ability to access 

content and realize positive outcomes in other subjects (Benner et al., 2010; Burke et al., 2015). 

Students with EBD demonstrate significant gaps in their foundational and content knowledge 

related to reading often exasperated by comorbid behavior deficits. Many students with EBD 
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demonstrate reading skills between fifth and seventh grade levels upon reaching the age of 17 

(Wei et al., 2011). Students with EBD who demonstrate both behavior and reading difficulties 

make less progress in furthering their reading skills than students who demonstrate difficulties in 

one or the other area (Kamps et al., 2003). Major emphasis has been placed on behavioral 

interventions when working with students with EBD (Rivera et al., 2006); however, in recent 

years more focus has been placed on the reading achievement of all students shifting the focus to 

include both academic and behavioral interventions to support their needs. Sanders and 

colleagues (2021) suggest choice making as a means to intensify other reading interventions. For 

example, choice making can be embedded into the self-regulated strategy development 

instructional approach - TRAP strategy - for supporting reading comprehension in multiple ways 

including within, where, and future choice types of opportunities. Often, students with EBD 

demonstrate low motivation for academic tasks where they demonstrate a deficit like with 

literacy skills (e.g., reading and writing) Teachers who are working one-on-one with a student 

with EBD who demonstrates low engagement when reading and makes attempts to escape from 

unpreferred activities like reading passages aloud by stalling the start of a task might consider 

asking a student “Should we read the passages at this desk or at that table”. Ennis and colleagues 

(2020) investigated choice as a means for increasing student engagement during reading 

instruction with students in third grade working in an elementary school setting indicating a 

functional relation between choice and engagement for students. Teachers in this study led the 

planning, screening, implementation, collection, and monitoring of treatment integrity further 

supporting teacher implementation of choice making within established reading instruction 

routines. Both teacher and student participants found choice making acceptable overall. 
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Other Connections and Considerations 

 Students with EBD present unique instructional needs and often require teachers to 

consider a wide array of aspects when selecting, adapting, intensifying, and embedding low-

intensity behavioral strategies, such as choice, into ongoing instruction and daily routines.  

Selecting a Low Intensity Behavioral Strategy to Embed 

Teachers have a variety of low-intensity behavior strategies to implement in the 

classroom but should consider student needs when selecting which strategy to implement. For 

student with EBD, strategies that increase engagement, particularly active engagement, have the 

potential to impact academic performance. Strategies to increase engagement are critical for 

students with EBD as they demonstrate low levels of academic engagement of 50% or less 

(Johns et al., 2008). Providing students with choice can get rid of the punishing effects of an 

unpreferred activity and/or establish the activity as a reinforcer (Michael, 2007). For example, if 

a student has a choice of where to sit to complete their writing tasks, the student’s choice of seat 

can make the unpreferred activity (e.g., writing) more reinforcing. Choice making is versatile 

and can be implemented at an individual, small group, and whole group level to promote 

engagement and support students throughout the educational day. Teachers looking for a low 

intensity behavior strategy to increase engagement should consider choice making for its 

versatility, flexibility, and impact on student active engagement. 

Function-based Logic 

Researchers have long hypothesized that to best address the behavioral and academic 

needs of students with EBD, teachers need to consider the function of the student’s inappropriate 

behaviors (e.g., Umbreit et al., 1997; Umbreit, 1995). Function can be thought of in a general 

sense as the purpose a behavior serves or the type of reinforcement a student receives when 
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engaging in a behavior (Alberto & Troutman, 2013). Researchers suggest the different choice 

making types can be linked to the gain or escape functions to maximize students’ response to 

choice making opportunities (Ennis et al., 2017; Jolivette et al., 2020; Jolivette et al., 2002; 

Ramsey et al., 2017). Jolivette and colleagues (2020) detail linking and adapting choice by type 

and function during academic instruction. For example, a student with EBD who engages in 

inappropriate behaviors to access people, activities, items, and/or attention (e.g., gain) may 

benefit from whom, where, future, within or tangible choice opportunities, while another student 

who engages in inappropriate behaviors to avoid people, activities, items, and/or attention (e.g., 

escape) may benefit from between/among order, where, terminate, when, refusal, or alternative 

choice opportunities. For example, Ramsey and colleagues (2017) implemented task sequence 

(escape) and within among (gain) function-based choice making during math class positively 

affected task completion, accuracy, and disruption. They found that function-based choice 

making was easily embedded within the instructional routine. When choice making opportunities 

are functionally indicated, there is a higher likelihood that even more improvements in student 

behavior and performance will be observed (e.g., Jolivette et al., 2020). 

Trauma-Informed Approach 

It is now recognized that our instruction and approaches implemented with students with 

EBD need to be trauma-informed (Cavanaugh, 2016) given the high degrees of trauma 

experienced by them (Mueser & Taub, 2008). Trauma is identified as one of the largest public 

health issues school-age children are facing today (CDC, 2021). Being trauma-informed means 

understanding the impact trauma has on a students’ neurodevelopment and attachments from 

which teachers may integrate this knowledge into instruction (Kinniburgh et al., 2005; Roseby & 

Gascoigne, 2021). A trauma informed approach is critical as students who have experienced 
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trauma often have difficulties with self-regulation, peer and adult relationships, positive mindset, 

and engaging in appropriate social interactions (Terrasi & de Galarce, 2017). It is critical that 

academic instruction consider student trauma when planning and implementing interventions 

expected to impact behavior and in turn academics. For example, providing writing prompts that 

are trauma informed acts as a means for engaging a student in the writing process without 

triggering or re-traumatizing a student by unintentionally asking about an experience that might 

have been traumatic. If students are given the choice between two trauma-informed writing 

prompts both prompts should be structured to consider the ability level, prior knowledge and 

experience, and potential triggers of the students. These same considerations can be taken when 

selecting choice opportunities for students. Selected choice making opportunities should consider 

the experience of youth and their ability level while ensuring the choices provided are free of any 

potential triggers. For example, if a student becomes frustrated while completing written tasks, 

the teacher may consider implementing a within activity choice opportunity (e.g., “Do you want 

to write on neon paper or plain paper?; Would you like to finish your persuasive writing with a 

colored pencil, regular pencil, or mechanical pencil?”) to promote student engagement 

throughout the duration of the task. By offering choice opportunities to students, the teacher is 

focusing on a positive way of engaging the student in the task they need to complete or work on 

while also motivating the student and refocusing on the task at hand (e.g., the writing 

prompt).The provision of choice making opportunities can reflect a trauma informed approach 

by taking time to explicitly teach students the choice making procedures and individualizing 

choice opportunities to meet the needs of students. This individualization creates a more positive 

learning environment that promotes completion of academic tasks while maintaining trauma-

informed practices by engaging students in positive social and academic interactions. 



 

 12 

Intensifying Choice  

Students with EBD may not respond to choice opportunities as expected if only provided 

once or with only one type of choice. Teachers may need intensify their use of choice making to 

further support students’ needs. One option for intensifying choice is matching function of 

behavior with a choice type. Using function-based logic mentioned previously, teachers can 

adjust choice types based on the needs of students. For example, if a teacher knows a students’ 

function of behavior is access to a preferred adult, they should consider implementing a choice 

type that will match the gain/access function of behavior. A teacher might ask the student, “Do 

you want to work with Dr. Rollins or Mrs. Rankin on your writing task this morning?” This 

choice opportunity might be more effective for the student than other choices because it provides 

a reinforcer and refocuses the student’s perspective and motivation toward the less preferred 

task. Additionally, teachers might increase the frequency of when choices are provided and vary 

the choice type as needed. A means for intensification is to use choice making as an antecedent 

to an activity and again within the activity. For example, before asking a student with EBD to 

engage in a written task, the teacher may provide a choice of where they will work on their 

written task (i.e., “Do you want to work at your desk or at our small group table?”) and once the 

student has made that choice and has begun working, an additional choice making opportunity 

within the task can be provided (e.g., “Do you want to finish your writing with a mechanical 

pencil or a colored pen?”). To further intensify choice making, once the student has completed 

the writing task the teacher may provide a future choice (i.e., “Excellent work completing your 

writing! Next, would you like 5 minutes to color/draw or 5 minutes to look at comics at your 

desk?”). For students with EBD being asked to engage in written activities where they have 

histories of both peer performance and problem behavior, the teacher may consider selecting 
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multiple prompts for the student to select from and provide them a between/among choice of 

which prompt the student will write about.  

Teaching Resources 

 There are several other resources (e.g., research-to-practice manuscripts and websites; see 

Table 3) related to choice making and its use with students with EBD available for teachers 

wanting to incorporate choice making as a low-intensity behavioral strategy into their daily 

instructional practices. While not an exhaustive list, these resources will lead teachers to others 

per their specific implementation needs. 

Conclusion 

 Providing feasible and flexible strategies for teachers working with students with EBD in 

AE settings that are evidence-based and effective is of upmost importance. The current state of 

education has filled teachers’ plates and embedding low-intensity behavior strategies like choice 

within academic instruction helps meet the needs of all needs of the student while allowing ease 

and flexibility for teachers. With the proven effectiveness of choice making as a low intensity 

behavioral strategy that can be used alone or embedded within other instructional approaches, we 

hope that teachers of students with EBD will consider its use to best meet the complex needs of 

their students.  
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Using Strategy Instruction to Teach Writing and Self-Regulation Skills for Elementary 
Students in Residential School Settings 

 Writing is complex. It draws on a writers’ basic skills, motivation, content knowledge, 

and cognitive and metacognitive strategies (Graham, 2018). Writing requires students to have a) 

knowledge of writing mechanics, b) the content presented in the writing topic (e.g., vocabulary, 

previous experiences), and c) motivation required for completing a writing task. On top of the 

heavy cognitive load required when students are writing, they also must maintain an 

understanding of the different writing genres and requirements within each genre. This adds to 

the already taxing writing process, making writing an often daunting task for students who 

struggle with juggling the requirements to be a successful writer. This taxing process can be 

amplified for younger students and especially for students with or at risk for emotional 

behavioral disorders (EBD) demonstrating comorbid academic and behavioral deficits (Benner et 

al., 2009). Students with EBD present major deficits in language, literacy, and written expression 

that present the need for more significant academic and social supports (e.g., Ennis et al., 2017; 

Gagnon & Leone, 2005; Scott et al., 2011). At the elementary level, students with EBD function 

at least one year below grade level and by high school this gap has grown with students falling at 

least 3.5 years below grade level in subjects related to language, literacy, and writing (Coutinho, 

1986; Falk & Wehby, 2001).These deficits make receiving instruction in typical school 

environments more difficult often resulting in the student then receiving their educational 

services in more restrictive educational settings where behavioral and therapeutic supports are
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intensified (Kauffman, 2014). A residential treatment facility for students with EBD is a 

comprehensive, therapeutic, educational school in its own setting where students have 24-hour 

monitoring where their social, emotional, and educational needs are addressed (Kauffman & 

Smucker, 1995). AE settings like residential schools are nontraditional education settings that 

seek to address the complex needs of students that are not met in a typical school, special 

education setting, or vocational education setting (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). Over 

any other student with any other disability eligibility, students with EBD are more likely to be 

placed in restrictive settings (e.g., residential treatment facility). It is critical for teachers working 

in AE settings to have evidence-based strategies to implement with students to improve 

academic skills like writing. 

 Researchers have continued making progress in their understanding of the processes 

involved in writing with emphasis placed on the need for explicit strategy instruction and 

integration of self-regulation skills to support students with EBD in the complex writing process 

(MacArthur et al., 2022). Proficient writers have a toolkit of strategies for planning, drafting, 

evaluating, and revising. These are complex skills for a student to navigate simultaneously and 

present an even larger challenge for students in grades K – 5 as they are still developing their 

academic writing abilities. Writers who are still developing often show little goal directed 

behavior while writing and often approach a writing task by retrieving any somewhat relevant 

information and writing it down with little attention focused on planning, organization, or 

audience (Graham & Harris, 2000). For teachers working with students with and at risk for EBD 

on improving writing skills it is important to implement interventions that explicitly instruct and 

support students’ writing skills while also supporting self-regulation skills that promote task 
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engagement and follow through with the demands of the writing process. To do so, teachers may 

consider implementing approaches which use both strategy instruction and self-regulation. 

What is Strategy Instruction? 

 Strategy instruction is an instructional approach. Strategy instruction refers to the explicit 

teaching of steps, processes or actions that must be taken to improve academic skills like 

planning, translating, or revising (Graham, 2006). It provides students with explicit strategies to 

help them process the information they learn while teaching a process of how to learn and use 

the targeted skills to be successful in school (Fletcher et al., 2019). Strategy instruction involves 

teaching students skills that facilitate and improve student learning (Pressley & Harris, 1990). A 

major goal of strategy instruction is student independent and thoughtful use of selected strategies 

that support success within the classroom. Strategy instruction is effective for students with a 

wide range of academic challenges (Graham et al., 2012; Graham et al., 2013; Rogers & 

Graham, 2008).  

 The foundation of strategy instruction stems from the idea that it is possible to teach 

students to use strategies based on cognitive and metacognitive skills used by successful students 

utilize across content areas (MacArthur, 2011). Researchers have demonstrated the positive 

impact of strategy instruction with students in grades K-12 on reading comprehension (Sanders 

et al., 2018; Mason et al., 2012), writing (DeSilva & Graham, 2015; Graham et al., 2012; 

McKeown et al., 2016), and math (e.g., Ennis & Losinski, 2019; Losinski et al., 2020) skills. 

Strategy instruction pulls from a plethora of research areas to address three questions: What 

strategies do I teach? How do I support self-regulation and independence? What methods do I 

use to teach and support my students? (Harris & Graham, 2009). Teachers can use these 
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questions as a guide when seeking instructional approaches to support students in residential 

treatment facilities.  

Critical in that list of questions is “How do I support self-regulation and independence?” 

because of the need of self-regulation skills like goal setting, self-instruction, self-motivation, 

and self-reinforcement before, during, and after writing. 

What is Self-Regulation? 

 Self-regulation is the process students systematically use to support and orient their 

behavior during academic tasks to support thinking and achieve academic goals (Schunk & 

Zimmerman, 2003). Researchers have examined the relationship between self-regulation, 

motivation, and learning with results identifying the important links between the three (Pintrich, 

2003). Academic self-regulation has a critical place in a student’s toolkit in addition to 

combating negative outcomes and the failure cycle many students served in residential school 

facilities experience (Sanders et al., 2018). Self-regulation may help explain differences in 

achievement among students and with flexibility to focus on explicit components of self-

regulation to improve student overall academic achievement (Boekaerts et al., 2000). Self-

regulation skills hold significant value during school and are critical for lifelong learning. Self-

regulation includes both external and internal processes to systematically support behavior which 

is a critical skill set for students with significant emotional and behavioral challenges (Popham et 

al., 2018). Students with EBD often have not developed the capacity to self-regulate through 

planning, progress monitoring, and evaluation and providing students with instruction so that 

they can independently self-regulate is critical. For students with EBD served in AE settings self-

regulation skills are critically important as they often demonstrate difficulties during academic 

tasks such as focus on tasks, maintaining effort, ignoring distractions, and persisting during 
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complex tasks like written expression (Garwood et al., 2018). The ability to self-regulate 

behavior is an essential factor in student success in the classroom as it effects academic, social, 

and behavioral outcomes (Mason & Reid, 2018). It is often the norm that students with EBD 

served in AE settings have not developed the skills and capacity to self-regulate their behaviors 

(Mason et al., 2013; Sanders et al., 2019). 

Components of Self-Regulation 

There are essential components of self-regulation as established by the field including 

goal setting, self-monitoring, self-reinforcement, and self-instructions. Each of these components 

provide students with skills to be successful in and out of any educational setting but do not 

always come naturally to students, particularly students with EBD who may exhibit additional 

behavioral challenges and those presenting the most need whom are served in residential school 

facilities. 

Goal Setting. Setting goals is a component of self-regulation where students and teachers 

can identify target outcomes for a lesson or activity (e.g., “I will write 6 persuasive essay parts 

during my written task today”). Setting goals is critical as it increases overall engagement in 

addition to behavioral and academic outcomes while students determine the expectation and 

evaluate their progress toward a goal (Harris et al., 2008). The goal setting process during 

writing is important as it can act as a catalyst to motivate students to engage in and continue with 

writing. Goals should be attainable and measurable for students based on their current writing 

abilities. For example, having a student set a goal related to the number of essay parts they will 

include in their writing tasks each week can increase motivation and help students focus on 

continuing the writing process even when they feel it is becoming difficult or frustrating.  
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 Self-Monitoring. Self-monitoring is a two-step process utilized to provide feedback on 

individual social and academic behaviors. Self-monitoring requires students to assess if they 

have met academic and behavioral expectations accurately (Mason et al., 2012). Self- monitoring 

includes both the self-assessment and recording of the completion or non-completion of a target 

behavior (Nelson & Hayes, 1981). Within academic and behavioral contexts, self-monitoring can 

be taught by explicitly teaching students to monitor completion of a task or strategy using 

checklists, verbal prompts, and/or visual prompts. Self-monitoring is a validated strategy proven 

effective to improve attention, behavior, and academic engagement (Lloyd et al., 1998; Mooney 

et al., 2005). All students, but specifically students with and at risk for EBD, benefit from 

monitoring their attention and academic performance (Reid, 1996). During persuasive writing, 

utilizing a checklist containing each step and parts required within that type of writing can better 

support students with and at risk for EBD.  

Self-Reinforcement. Self-reinforcement occurs when a student selects a reinforcer and 

awards themselves once they have met a pre-specified criterion (Graham et al., 1992). This 

process takes place when the teacher and student set criteria for the student to meet and then both 

collaborate to select an approved reinforcer. Students can pre-select reinforcers from 

reinforcement menus or select from teacher presented options. For example, a student may want 

to play a short game like tic tac toe or spend some time talking with a preferred adult upon 

completion of the writing task. With little planning this can be facilitated so when the student 

meets their writing goal, they can reinforce themselves with the agreed upon reinforcer. Students 

with EBD often struggle to meet expectations both academically and behaviorally leading to 

fewer experiences of success and subsequently fewer experiences and opportunity with positive 

reinforcement (Scott et al., 2001). Students with and at risk for EBD may need more frequent 
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opportunities for reinforcement to maintain desired academic and behavior expectations (Mason 

et al., 2012). Teachers may consider using self- reinforcement plans to provide guidance and 

structure for students who struggle with self-reinforcement. Additionally, the use of positive 

reinforcement to motivate students with EBD can provide external reinforcement for behavior 

that can benefit students with EBD. 

 Self-Instructions. Self-instructions or the statements used to change or influence 

behavior, demeanor, or mindset are used as mental prompts on how to complete an activity while 

providing encouragement and validation (Harris & Graham, 1999; Lange et al., 1998). During 

the self-reinforcement process, students are taught and supported in making positive self-

instructions and statements to create a positive learning environment. Teaching students to use 

self-instructions follows four steps: (1) discuss the importance of self-instructions; (2) 

collaborate to create self-instructions with the student; (3) explicitly model self-instructions out 

loud with the student; and (4) establish activities to provide opportunities for the student to use 

and practice self-instruction statements (Mason et al., 2012). These statements help students 

direct, or self-regulate, behavior as they are able to talk themselves through a task or activity. 

Teachers should model the use of self-instruction through a variety of contexts to provide 

students with examples and opportunities to practice their own self-instruction. For example, a 

teacher might model the process of using self-instructions while writing a persuasive essay. 

Before walking through the writing process with included self-instructions, the teacher and 

student might create a “self-instruction menu” that will support the student in listing out and 

practicing the use of self-instructions within a specific academic context before beginning, 

during and at the conclusion of a task. Some of these self-instructions could include statements 

like “I need a topic sentence; I know that is how I should get my reader’s attention.” Or “I have 
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two essay parts, but I know I need at least three more. I can keep going!” Before writing, a 

student might need self-instructions related to getting started with an activity (e.g., “I know to 

finish this task I need to include at least five parts and when I am done I will get to draw.”). 

During writing, students might use self-instruction statements like “I have four essay parts now, 

only one more to go and I have all the parts I need” or “I am almost finished writing. Before I 

stop, I should check that I have all the parts I should have”. After writing, a student should use 

self-instructions focused on reinforcement and what to do at the conclusion of an academic task 

(e.g., “I double checked my essay parts and I have at least 5. I did a great job writing and now I 

can draw until lunch”). Students with and at risk for EBD who demonstrate academic and/or 

behavioral deficits often have self-instruction statements that are negative (e.g., “This is too 

hard” and “I am not good at writing, I can’t do this”). Teachers should consider explicitly 

teaching and modeling self-statements for students, especially students with and at risk for EBD, 

so they have a toolkit of instructions to guide them throughout the complex academic tasks they 

navigate. Explicit and intentional teacher modeling of self-instructions supports students’ 

adoption and utilization of more positive self-instructions in the classroom (Mason et al.,2012). 

Meeting the Writing Needs of Students in Residential Treatment Facilities  

 Academic performance is negatively impacted by low academic engagement, limited 

motivation, and limited self-determined behaviors (Carter et al., 2011; DiPerna & Elliot, 2002). 

Lack of academic motivation is a major concern for students with EBD served in residential 

treatment facilities as academic motivation is one of the strongest predictors of academic 

achievement (DiPerna et al., 2002). When considering writing skills, students with EBD are well 

behind their peers and some studies suggest writing is the most significant academic deficit for 

students with EBD (e.g., Benner et al., 2009; Wagner & Davis, 2006). For teachers working in 
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these facilities, it is critical to implement interventions that meet academic needs while targeting 

strategies to improve behavior (e.g., self-regulation, motivation, academic engagement). 

Implementing Strategy Instruction: Self-Regulated Strategy Development 

A common, evidence-based instructional approach that combines direct instruction of an 

academic strategy with self-regulation skills is self-regulated strategy development (SRSD; 

Graham et al., 1998; Harris & Graham, 1992). SRSD utilizes learning strategies specific to the 

academic skills being taught while self-regulation strategies support and encourage students’ use 

of the learning strategies in completing the academic tasks (Harris et al., 2014). SRSD includes 

procedures for goal setting, self-monitoring, self-instruction, and self-reinforcement to support 

skills that promote self-regulation and in turn support academic skills – the skills needed to 

complete writing tasks. This instructional approach provides teachers with a roadmap for 

teaching a strategy while simultaneously addressing self-regulation to best support students with 

EBD. The SRSD instructional approach provides explicit instruction in content knowledge, 

strategy acquisition, and self-regulation to support students across content areas (Chandler & 

Hagaman, 2020). SRSD has been implemented successfully with students with a variety of 

disabilities including students with EBD and specific learning disabilities (SLD) across 3rd - 12th 

grades. SRSD is an ideal approach for use with a variety of students across a variety of learning 

environments especially students who might need strategies focusing on both learning behaviors 

and metacognitive skills (Harris & Graham, 1999). SRSD is effective for use with students 

working in more restrictive settings as it helps students develop learning behaviors that 

positively impact academics and behavior specifically addressing self-regulation skill attainment 

(Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2014). The structure of SRSD makes it supportive for the learning needs 

of students with and at risk for EBD in residential facilities (Ennis & Jolivette, 2014). 
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SRSD uses six stages to teach an academic strategy like writing to mastery. The stages 

are recursive and can be combined, reordered, or repeated as needed based on the students’ 

performance (Harris et al., 2002). In Stage 1, Develop and Activate Background Knowledge, the 

teacher establishes student prerequisite skills (e.g., writing a sentence, adequate spelling ability) 

and prior knowledge of associated vocabulary (e.g., persuasive writing, opinion). In Stage 2, 

Discuss It, the teacher selects the mnemonic device, describes the strategy, and gains student 

buy-in of the selected strategy and mnemonic using goal setting and learning contracts (Harris et 

al., 2003). This stage is also where instruction on self-regulation skills begin. Stage 3, Model It, 

is the stage when the teacher models the strategy for the student with step-by-step explanation of 

what the student should do. This is the stage when teachers should verbalize explanations of the 

steps while modeling the thought process involved within the specific strategy. In Stage 4, 

Memorize It, it is critical that the student memorizes the mnemonic device and the steps in the 

selected strategy. This stage is very important and should be repeated for students who are not 

demonstrating mastery of the mnemonic device and specific strategy steps. During Stage 5, 

Support It, the teacher offers support and/or scaffolding while the student can practice the 

strategy skills collaboratively. In Stage 5, teachers should monitor student performance and fade 

supports as students become more independent in applying the self-regulation and learning 

strategies being taught. This stage is where reteaching should take place in areas where progress 

monitoring indicates the student is struggling. The final stage, Stage 6, Independent 

Performance, presents the opportunity for student to use the learning skills and self-regulation 

strategies independently. See Figure 2 for a visual of how the components of self-regulation fit 

within the six stages of SRSD. 
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Thinking about a student with or at risk for EBD who is presenting significant deficits in 

an academic area it may be necessary for the teacher to reorder and reteach steps to meet the 

specific needs presented by the student. Additionally, it may be necessary for the teacher to adapt 

to meet the needs of students. Teachers working with students with EBD in residential classroom 

settings might consider reordering, repeating, and reteaching steps to meet the specific needs 

presented by their students. Within each step, certain components may need to be adapted to fit 

student needs. For example, a student with EBD who has demonstrated frequent absences might 

need additional practice within Stage 4 when the student is tasked with memorizing the steps 

within the selected mnemonic. For students with EBD served in AEs, frequent absences are a 

reality due to behavioral problems increasing students’ time out of class. This reality calls for 

adaptations to instruction like repeating lessons that support student mastery of a skill. Because 

the stages of SRSD are recursive, teachers might consider reordering the steps to meet specific 

student needs. For example, if a teacher is working with a student in Stage 5 it could be 

necessary for Stage 4 to be repeated if the student is unable to engage independently in the 

processes of the instructional approach. Outside of the missed instruction and practice, students 

with EBD may struggle with memorization of the SRSD instructional approach mnemonic 

requiring additional supports. For example, a teacher might provide a student who needs 

additional memorization support with visual prompts that can be placed on the students’ working 

area as a reminder of the procedure steps being taught. These visual reminders may not be faded 

as quickly with students with EBD in AE settings. 

Evidence of Use and Considerations for Residential Populations 

 As previously mentioned, when working with students in residential settings it is likely 

that your students will need both behavioral and academic strategies to be successful. Utilizing 
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the SRSD instructional approach for writing has been validated for use with students with and at 

risk for EBD (Ennis & Jolivette, 2012). Sreckovic et al. (2014) evaluated the evidence base of 

the SRSD instructional approach for writing. The researchers found that SRSD for writing met 

the standards as an evidence-based practice for use with students with EBD. Graham et al. 

(2013) evaluated 84 studies investigating the impact that SRSD writing had on the writing 

quality, elements, and lengths of students’ writing in grades 1-12 finding SRSD to be highly 

effective for use with students in general in addition to students with EBD. Additionally, Ennis 

and Jolivette (2012) reviewed studies involving SRSD writing instruction with students with and 

at risk for EBD with documented findings that also suggest SRSD for writing is an evidence-

based practice for student with and at risk for EBD. The body of research focusing on SRSD, and 

residential populations offers evidence of effectiveness and feasibility of SRSD for students with 

EBD in AE settings (Ennis et al., 2014). From the body of research implemented utilizing SRSD 

in AE settings there are some considerations that teachers should think about when planning to 

implement and implementing SRSD with students in more restrictive settings.  

Need for Intensification 

The need for intensification of components within the SRSD instructional approach, both 

academic and behavioral, is based on individual student need. When implementing SRSD, 

teachers are encouraged to individualize lessons while also intensifying aspects to promote 

improved writing outcomes. Students with EBD in AE settings often exhibit less academic 

engagement than their peers (Wagner & Cameto, 2004) magnifying the need for strategies that 

will increase student engagement. Teachers might consider repeating stages 1 and 2 of the SRSD 

instructional approach as those stages help promote buy-in and understanding of the strategy. 

These stages can be repeated as needed to build confidence and increase student buy-in. 



 

 25 

Intensifying the reinforcement provided during the instruction and implementation of the SRSD 

instructional approach can also increase student motivation and alleviate the barrier of low 

motivation in students with EBD. Increasing the frequency of specific praise and celebrations of 

student achievement through graphing can facilitate motivation (Hirsch et al., 2013). Graphing 

progress can act as a motivator for students and increasing praise and positive reinforcement 

around strategy use can act as an intensification to address needs for increased engagement for 

students with EBD. 

Consider a student who struggles with self-regulation skills needed to be successful in the 

writing process and across other academic contexts. The SRSD instructional approach 

encourages individualization and intensification of the self-regulation components within the 

SRSD instructional approach (e.g., goal setting, self-monitoring, self-instruction, self-

reinforcement). Goal setting is a critical component of self-regulation and students with EBD 

often struggle with goal setting as a result of a history of academic failure, self-regulation and 

lack of motivation to succeed academically (Popham et al., 2018). Teachers should consider 

including explicit instructions on goal setting with individual conferencing on goals before and 

after academic activities. A learning contract can be completed with the student to support goal 

setting on a more intense and individualized level. During the writing process and within 

instructional approaches, learning contracts can be completed by the teacher and student to guide 

reinforcement. See Figure 1 for a sample learning contract. During writing instruction, the 

teacher and student might complete a learning contract focused on the number of essay elements 

included in written tasks with preferred reinforcement provided as the student meets benchmarks 

within the learning contract.  Self-instructions, or self-talk, help students assess the task at hand 

while taking time to identify next steps. Student who have a history of academic or behavioral 
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concerns like those with EBD do not always have the skills and understanding of engaging with 

self-instructions. To support these students, teachers should consider the use of visual and verbal 

precorrections and prompts. For example, a teacher might start by collaborating with a student on 

appropriate self-talk during writing instruction (e.g., “What is an example of self-instructions 

you can use if you get frustrated with writing?”). For more specifics on the intensification of 

self-regulation components within the SRSD instructional approach see Sanders et al., 2021. 

Trauma Informed Approach 

Students who have experienced trauma often struggle with self-regulation, peer and adult 

relationships, positive mindset, and engaging in appropriate social interactions making a trauma 

informed approach critical (Terrasi & Galarce, 2017). It is estimated that about 30% of students 

with EBD have experienced trauma or show signs of post-traumatic stress disorder (Mueser & 

Taub, 2008). Teachers working with students with EBD in AE settings should consider a trauma 

informed approach and be aware of the impact that trauma can have on students and their 

academic and behavioral outcomes. Trauma-informed practices should focus on student safety, 

positive interactions, culturally responsive practices, peer supports, targeted supports, and 

strategies that support the individual needs of students (Cavanaugh, 2016). Teachers may 

consider adaptations to the SRSD stages, lessons, and/or self-regulation components to meet the 

specific needs of students with EBD who exhibit signs of trauma. Within the SRSD instructional 

approach lessons, teachers may consider including supports that reinforce strategy use and 

appropriate academic and social behavior (e.g., increased reinforcement, explicit instruction on 

self-regulation components). Teachers should also consider topics included in writing prompts 

when working with students who exhibit signs of trauma. Being mindful of prompts that are 

selected for students, specifically when learning a new strategy to support writing skills, can 
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support student understanding. For example, a teacher might avoid using a prompt that asks 

about home or family life when working with students in AE settings as this can often illicit a 

trauma-response from a student. This consideration also relates to the experience level of 

students with EBD working in AE settings. For example, teachers working with students in AE 

settings might avoid prompts that relate to the structure of a traditional school setting or 

experiences that are unfamiliar to students (e.g., flying on an airplane; going on a cruise; visiting 

another state, country; going on a family vacation; unrealistic situations). Providing positive 

interactions through the SRSD instructional approach with targeted and individualized supports 

to meet students’ needs should be considered as teachers focus on implementing strategies in AE 

settings with a trauma informed lens. 

Progress Monitoring 

Progress monitoring is critical in the success of academic supports and interventions 

implemented with students within more restrictive education settings. Data driven decision 

making is the foundation to meet the needs of students particularly when students are 

demonstrating significant deficits across content areas and behavior domains. The teacher can 

make instructional decisions related to frequency of sessions and the need for booster sessions 

based on student skill mastery. Data collection when working with students in residential 

treatment facilities can be a challenge due to gaps in data collection that can occur within AE 

settings due to circumstances often outside of the classroom teacher’s control. The teacher might 

consider planning additional times throughout the week where writing could be built in if the 

regularly scheduled writing time had to be adjusted due to behavior, or rescheduling of daily 

activities (i.e., therapies, lunch, required health monitoring). Teachers will need to make a few 

considerations when planning for and engaging with the progress monitoring process. Teachers 
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will need to schedule additional instructional time for SRSD lessons due to missed instruction 

that is probable for a variety of reasons when working with students with EBD in AE settings. 

Additionally, booster sessions are very likely due to gaps in writing skills and prior academic 

knowledge. Teachers should plan for lessons within the SRSD instructional approach to be 

repeated as needed. This planning for booster sessions can help teachers working with students 

who historically have varied attendance (e.g., students with significant behavior deficits; students 

working in residential treatment facilities) bolster both instruction and maintain progress 

monitoring even when scheduling was shifted. By engaging with progress monitoring, the 

teacher can make instructional decisions about when booster sessions will take place and at what 

frequency based on students’ mastery of skills. Another consideration teachers should make 

when progress monitoring during writing instruction is the frequency when writing probes take 

place. For example, asking students who demonstrate difficulties writing persuasive essays might 

demonstrate significant frustration if asked to write a full persuasive essay every day. Allowing 

for space between progress monitoring probes when writing can account for writing fatigue and 

frustration that can be present when working with students with EBD who demonstrate 

significant academic deficits. 

Case Study  

 Meet William. He is a third-grade student receiving his education in a residential 

treatment facility for students who demonstrate significant academic and behavioral deficits. 

William exhibits both internalizing (e.g., anxiety, depression) and externalizing behaviors (e.g., 

non-compliance, verbal, or physical outburst) during writing tasks that significantly and 

negatively impacts his engagement and performance in writing instruction. William’s writing 

skills are two grade-levels behind his peers. His comorbid academic and behavior concerns make 
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writing a struggle as William lacks the self-regulation skills needed to support him in being a 

successful writer and demonstrates writing fatigue and inattention to task early on in instruction. 

During writing instruction, he is regularly impulsive in asking for help before independently 

attempting the writing task and shouts at his peers while others write. If re-prompted to task, he 

engages in negative self-talk (e.g., “I can’t write anything else” and “I’m finished”) and will 

write one to two more sentences before completely disengaging in the task (e.g., lay his pencil on 

the table and state “I’m done”). William has been taught how to self-monitor and self-reinforce 

during other academic content areas but has not generalized those skills to writing tasks. 

William’s teacher selected the SRSD instructional approach as it best matches his writing and 

behavioral needs. Given the class focus on persuasive writing, his teacher selects the mnemonic, 

POW+TREE (see Figure 3 for a POW+TREE graphic organizer). Before beginning SRSD 

instruction with William, his teacher used previous progress monitoring data to determine a) his 

writing goal (e.g., I will include at least 5 essay parts when asked to write a persuasive or opinion 

essay), b) his behavioral goal (e.g., I will complete three written tasks per week using my new 

strategy), c) possible self-instructional statements (e.g., “I need to include five parts in a 

persuasive essay.”; “When I get frustrated, I can stop and think about my strategy to help me 

keep going.”), and d) preferred and appropriate reinforcement menu. 

After using previous data to make instructional decisions for William to meet his needs, 

his teacher began the first SRSD instructional approach lesson. The POW+TREE mnemonic 

within the SRSD instructional approach was selected by William’s teacher to support him during 

their current work on opinion essays. During the first lesson the teacher worked to obtain 

William’s buy in for using the strategy. They also completed a learning contract to support goal 

setting and progress monitoring of goals. Because William was intrigued by the new strategy 
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being presented, William’s teacher felt confident moving to lesson 2 within the approach. During 

lesson 2, the POW+TREE strategy mnemonic steps were modeled by the teacher and the self-

regulation component skills were introduced. William’s teacher modeled the use of the 

POW+TREE strategy emphasizing the importance of memorizing the steps. Multiple times 

William demonstrated difficulties with memorization and his teacher made the instructional 

decision to repeat lesson 2 the next session with William. After repeating lesson 2 and 

determining that William demonstrated progress to move on, his teacher modeled the use of 

POW+TREE and self-statements when writing a persuasive essay. William’s teacher, guided by 

his input, modeled the POW+TREE strategy steps and when finished writing counted and 

graphed the number of included essay parts in the final product. The importance of self-

monitoring or keeping track of writing progress was emphasized by the teacher. During lesson 4, 

William and his teacher worked collaboratively to complete all strategy and self-regulation tasks 

within the lesson. William’s teacher began to fade the POW+TREE graphic organizer. William 

began to demonstrate signs of frustration and began to ask if he could have the full organizer 

back to help him write. His teacher determined it would be important for him to repeat this 

lesson. During the repeat of lesson 4, William was more successful completing the written task 

with faded support from his teacher. After repeating lesson 4, the teacher provided support as 

needed while William did a majority of the brainstorming and writing during lesson five. The 

self-regulation components (e.g., goal setting, self-monitoring, self-instructions, self-

reinforcement) were not faded during this lesson. In lesson 5, William focused on using the 

POW+TREE strategy independently without the use of the graphic organizer with faded support 

from his teacher. After completing 7 lessons focusing on explicitly teaching the procedures and 

requirements when writing a persuasive essay, William demonstrated more willingness to 
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participate in writing activities especially when he could utilize his skills learned within the 

SRSD instructional approach. William’s teacher did complete two additional lessons with him as 

he did require additional instruction to support mastery of the using the POW+TREE mnemonic 

within the SRSD instructional approach. To monitor progress as William independently worked 

on persuasive writing tasks, his teacher used a timer and momentary time sampling to collect 

active academic engagement data during his writing tasks. When he produced written products, 

his teacher assessed his writing for the total number of persuasive essay parts and his total 

number of words written. This gave his teacher data that matched the goals set during the first 

stage of the SRSD instructional approach. William also used self-monitoring strategies to track 

and graph the number of essay elements he was including in his written products. William 

demonstrated more motivation for writing opinion pieces and began to demonstrate increased 

academic engagement when working on writing tasks. William’s teacher noticed an increase in 

both persuasive essay elements included in his writing and the number of total words (i.e., 

length). On top of the demonstrated increase in writing skills for William, he continually 

verbalized to his teacher how much better he was at writing now that he had a strategy for what 

to do when he was asked to write. William’s teacher also provided him with ample opportunity 

to practice his newly acquired skills without probing him to frustration level. For writing, this 

looks like prompts provided with opportunity to complete writing tasks to be assessed by the 

teacher for the data determined writing quality indicators. From the data collected from the 

written assessments over time, William’s teacher can make the instructional decisions to 

continue student practice or move on and reassess William to tackle another academic need 

utilizing these procedures. Figure 2 presents the process that William’s teacher followed that can 

be implemented with other students who demonstrate needs like those William demonstrates. 
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Conclusion 

 Using strategy instruction is an effective way for teachers to best meet their students’ 

academic and behavioral needs within residential treatment facilities. Instructional approaches 

like SRSD provide a flexible means to explicitly teach a targeted academic skill while also 

teaching and supporting student use of a host of self-regulation skills. Researchers strongly 

suggest teachers implement SRSD to address the writing skills of students with EBD (Losinski et 

al., 2014) and those served in residential facilities (Sanders et al., 2019).   
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CHAPTER TWO: GIVING VOICE THROUGH CHOICE: EMBEDDING A LOW 
INTENSITY BEHAVIOR STRATEGY INTO STRATEGIC WRITING INSTRUCTION 
TO MEET THE NEEDS OF STUDENTS WITH EBD IN A RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

 
Writing is a critical skill for academic success throughout one’s schooling, the acquisition 

of a college degree, and employment with a living wage (Garwood et al., 2019; National 

Commission on Writing, 2004). Regardless of the content area, students are expected to 

complete a variety of writing tasks to learn new content and express their understanding of their 

learning across all grades (Ray et al., 2016). The last National Assessment of Education Progress 

(NAEP; 2017) reports only a quarter of students in both 8th and 12th grades were considered 

proficient at using writing to convey an experience, explain a belief, or persuade a reader to their 

viewpoint (National Center for Education Statistics, 2019). Additionally, the preliminary results 

from the NAEP’s report indicates students in 4th and 8th grade continue to demonstrate writing 

deficits across quality indicators (i.e., development and organization of ideas, language facility 

and conventions; NAEP; 2017). Even more concerning, are the dismal writing abilities of 

students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) who, consistently and on average, are 

performing at least two grade levels behind their peers across content areas (Campbell, 2018). 

Nearly 15% of students with EBD are placed in separate education settings and 1.6% of these 

students are served in residential treatment facilities causing concern as academic progress for 

students with EBD in more restrictive settings often becomes stagnant (Ennis et al., 2014). 

Students with EBD in more restrictive settings often have splintered skill sets across skill areas

making them ill-equipped to be successful with the academic and social demands of a typical 

school setting (Lane et al., 2012). Writing tasks require expressive language and self-regulation 
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skills, both of which are areas of deficits among students with EBD; demonstrating a clear need 

for writing interventions tailored to meet the needs of students with EBD served in residential 

treatment facilities (Garwood et al., 2019; Mason et al., 2017). In fact and overtime, some 

researchers suggest writing is the most significant deficit area for students with EBD (e.g., 

Benner et al., 2009; Sreckovic et al., 2014). 

For students with EBD, writing may be a method for reflection and act as a vessel for 

appropriate self-advocacy (Cuenca-Carlino et al., 2013; Jozwik et al., 2020); however, many 

students with EBD struggle with the complex skills required of writing while simultaneously 

regulating their behaviors. As such, these students would benefit from explicit writing instruction 

with embedded low-intensity behavioral strategies to improve their written expression skills. We 

highlight an evidence-based instructional approach focused on writing, self-regulated strategy 

development (SRSD: Graham & Harris, 2005), and a best practice low-intensity behavioral 

strategy, choice making, to co-instruct and support students with EBD in improving their written 

expression skills and behaviors during instructional tasks. 

Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD)  

SRSD is a mastery-based, multi-component instructional approach that allows teachers to 

flexibly repeat lessons and concepts in response to the unique performance of the student so as to 

achieve mastery in the targeted writing skills (Harris et al., 2003). Within SRSD, systematic 

procedures and instructional mnemonics are taught and modeled across writing genres with 

options to intensify SRSD lesson aspects to better meet the specific academic and behavioral 

needs of students with EBD (Sanders et al., 2021). SRSD has been successfully implemented 

with a variety of students with and without disabilities and has been found to be an evidence-

based practice for students with and at-risk for EBD (Ennis & Jolivette, 2014; Losinski et al., 
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2014; WWC, 2017). SRSD is a well-established model for addressing writing deficits that has 

proven successful in promoting student engagement with the explicit teaching of the embedded 

self-regulation techniques (e.g., goal setting, self-monitoring, self-talk, self-reinforcement; Harris 

& Graham, 2016). SRSD includes six-stages which are recursive and highly flexible: 1) Develop 

Background Knowledge; 2) Discuss It; 3) Model It; 4) Memorize It; 5) Support It; 6) 

Independent Performance (Graham & Harris, 2003; Harris et al., 2003; Harris & Graham, 1992). 

POW+TREE  

One mnemonic within the SRSD instructional approach used to support students with the 

persuasive writing process and persuasive writing tasks is POW+TREE. POW+TREE stands for 

Pick my idea, Organize my notes, Write and say more; Topic sentence, Reasons: 3 or more, 

Explanations, Ending (Harris et al., 2008). The POW component of this mnemonic is used to 

support students with writing in general and the TREE component is used to support students 

with persuasive writing by encouraging them to take a position and explain their opinion on a 

topic (Harris et al., 2008). Researchers have evaluated the impact of POW+TREE on persuasive 

writing quality of students with EBD demonstrating the strategy as effective in improving their 

persuasive writing quality. For example, Mason and Shriner (2008) focused on the use of 

POW+TREE within the SRSD instructional approach to support persuasive writing performance 

of 2nd through 5th grade students with EBD. This age range is critical as many studies utilizing 

SRSD focused on secondary grade ranges with few on prevention of writing challenges at the 

elementary level. Student performance was evaluated before, during, and after the POW+TREE 

instruction with results of improved persuasive writing performance and with mixed results for 

generalization and maintenance which was attributed to behavior versus the students’ memory 

and application of the strategy (i.e., writing with an unfamiliar adult; need for additional longer-
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term support for students with EBD). Except for one student, all percentage of non-overlapping 

data points reflected the intervention to be very effective. This study provided needed evidence 

that elementary students with EBD can be taught to write persuasively using the SRSD 

instructional approach with POW+TREE.  

Emerging in the literature is the extension of POW+TREE studies with students with 

EBD in more restrictive education settings. For example, Mason and colleagues (2010) 

implemented POW+TREE to support persuasive writing focused on persuasive quick writing 

tasks. They evaluated the effects of POW+TREE with five 7th and 8th grade students served in an 

alternative school for students with severe EBD. Using a multiprobe multiple baseline design, 

students’ persuasive quick writes were evaluated for writing quality with improved quality of 

written responses with effects maintaining over time. Their findings provide evidence of 

effectiveness for implementing SRSD with students with EBD in alternative education settings. 

In another study, Cuenca-Sanchez and colleagues (2012) implemented the SRSD instructional 

approach with embedded self-determination (i.e., choice/decision making, goal setting, self-

awareness, problem solving, self-advocacy, self-monitoring, and self-efficacy) to improve 

student persuasive writing skills and self-determination for middle school students in a nonpublic 

day school for youth with severe mental health and behavioral needs. The students improved 

their abilities to plan and write essays with increased number of persuasive essay parts indicating 

a functional relation between the SRSD instructional approach implemented and an increased 

number of essay parts and overall holistic quality for the student writing. Instruction was 

implemented by three teachers with high fidelity again demonstrating the ability for teachers to 

successfully implement the SRSD instructional approach in the classroom setting. In an 

extension of the Cuenca-Sanchez et al. (2022) study, Pitzel et al. (2022) examined the effects of 
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SRSD POW+TREE embedded with self-determination skills on self-advocacy focused 

persuasive writing probes for adolescent youth with EBD in a juvenile justice setting. They 

found a functional relation with increases in organizational quality and self-advocacy in written 

responses as well as an increase in youths’ perceptions/knowledge of self-determination skills 

post-instruction. In another study within a residential treatment facility serving youth with EBD, 

Ennis and Jolivette (2014) implemented SRSD POW+TREE with students in a health class to 

improve their persuasive writing skills. They found that SRSD was implemented with high levels 

of fidelity and resulted in increases in the number of essay elements included, quality of writing 

products, and number of correct word sequences for all students. SRSD was incorporated within 

the health curriculum with ease, results were overall consistent with other SRSD persuasive 

writing studies with students with EBD in residential treatment facilities and was the first to 

explore SRSD with this population outside of a traditional academic class (e.g., language arts).  

Based on the above limited body of SRSD literature used with students with EBD in 

restrictive educational settings, SRSD is considered effective in improving student writing skills 

with the caveat of calls for additional research focused on students in the most restrictive settings 

(e.g., residential treatment facilities and juvenile justice facilities; Ennis & Jolivette, 2014). 

Within this call, researchers suggest pairing SRSD instruction with low-intensity behavioral 

strategies to simultaneously address the academic and behavior needs of students with EBD (e.g., 

Cuenca-Sanchez et al., 2012; Harris et al., 2008; Sanders et al., 2018).  

Choice Making 

While the field has made advancements in understanding effective writing instructional 

approaches for students with EBD (e.g., SRSD with POW+TREE for persuasive writing), it is 

likely that for these students we will need to have aspects of SRSD intensified (e.g., Sanders et 
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al., 2021) and/or additional low-intensity behavioral strategies embedded into the SRSD 

approach (e.g., Ennis et al., 2017) to maximize improvements in student writing. Low-intensity 

behavioral strategies are those which are cost and time effective, have an evidentiary-base, and 

can improve both academic and behavior skills (Lane et al., 2018). Choice making is a low-

intensity behavioral strategy that is versatile and has been implemented successfully across 

grades, student populations, and educational settings to increase positive behaviors and decrease 

inappropriate behaviors during academic contexts, including with students with EBD and 

students in restrictive educational settings (e.g., Ennis et al., 2018; Jolivette et al., 2001; Lane et 

al., 2015; Ramsey et al., 2010). Choice making can be easily implemented into previously 

established classroom routines and researchers of several literature reviews suggest choice 

making has positive effects for students with EBD (Lancioni et al., 1996; Morgan, 2006; 

Shogren et al., 2004).  

Choice making is defined as a verbal or written statement with or without gestures and/or 

objects delivered by a teacher to a student or group of students with two or more selection 

options a student may make (Peck, 1985). Implementing choice making as an intervention 

includes a seven-step procedure (Jolivette et al., 2001; Kern & State, 2009; Ramsey et al., 2017). 

These procedural steps include: (1) the teacher visually and/or verbally offers the student two or 

more options to select from either at the beginning, during, or after a lesson/task/activity; (2) the 

teacher explicitly asks the student to make a choice from the options presented; (3) the teacher 

provides wait time for the student to make the selection; (4) the teacher waits for the student’s 

response to the choice making opportunity; (5) at the end of the wait time, if the student has not 

made a choice the teacher reprompts the student; (6) the student makes their selection; and (7) 

the teacher gives the student the option they selected. The appeal of choice making as a low-
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intensity behavioral strategy is its flexibility of the opportunities to meet the unique needs of the 

educational environment and student (Jolivette et al., 2020). To intensify choice making to 

support students with EBD, function-based logic may be layered into the selection of the choices 

to be provided during academic instruction (e.g., Jolivette et al., 2002; Jolivette et al., 2020; 

Ramsey et al., 2017).  

Students with EBD benefit when interventions are based on the function of their behavior 

as adaptive skills are then more likely to develop (Reid & Nelson, 2002). Behaviors occur 

because the individual exhibiting the behavior gets something out of the behavior. The reason a 

behavior continues is referred to as the function of that behavior. Escape from an unpreferred 

task, activity, peer, or adult and gain of a preferred item, activity, peer or adult act as reinforcers 

for student behavior Cipani & Schock, 2010). Researchers have hypothesized that different 

choice types can be functionally linked to maximize youth response to the choice making 

opportunity (Jolivette et al., 2002; Jolivette et al., 2020; Ennis et al., 2017). For example, 

Ramsey and colleagues (2017) implemented function-based choice making using a reversal 

design with 9 students with EBD during math in a residential treatment facility. They used the 

choice types of between/among (e.g., task sequence) appropriate for escape-maintained 

behaviors and where to complete tasks appropriate for escape and gain maintained behavior. The 

researchers found improvements in academic task completion and accuracy and decreases in 

disruption. They found that providing function-based choice making opportunities was feasible 

and manageable for both the teacher and students. Matching the function of behavior to choice 

making opportunities can improve outcomes for students who demonstrate the need for 

interventions to be embedded easily into classroom routines. Also, Ennis, Jolivette, and Losinski 

(2017) investigated the effects of the choice of which writing prompt to respond to on the 
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number of story elements included in written tasks. The study was abandoned due to 

countertherapeutic effects on number of story elements; however, this study provided continued 

promise for the evaluation of choice making within residential treatment facilities.   

Purpose 

When considering the educational needs of students with EBD served in residential 

treatment facilities, it is critical for service providers (e.g., teachers, staff, therapists) to address 

all of the student’s academic, behavioral, and social-emotional needs by designing and 

implementing interventions to support and meet the needs of the whole child (Ennis, 2015; Ennis 

et al., 2018; Jolivette, 2016; Whittaker, 2017); however, there is limited research due to facility 

contextual variables (e.g., youth retention, scheduling, security; Jolivette, 2013) on what 

evidence-based practices are feasible for implementation given student needs and setting. The 

purpose of this study was to evaluate the effects of the SRSD instructional approach with 

function-based choice making as a low-intensity behavioral strategy on the persuasive writing 

performance, writing motivation, and academic engagement of students with and at-risk for EBD 

in a residential treatment facility by replicating and extending the SRSD literature base (Mason 

et al., 2010). Furthermore, researchers continue to call for systematically incorporating supports 

to a) include those supports considered low-intensity (Ennis, 2016); b) assess function of 

behavior prior to intervention selection (e.g., Sanders et al., 2020; Lane et al., 2010) and then 

match intervention to function (e.g., Jolivette et al., 2002); c) utilize trauma informed materials 

(i.e., writing prompts; Ennis et al., 2014); and d) increase student academic engagement (e.g., 

Ennis et al., 2014; Ramsey et al., 2017) to better meet the needs of students in these facilities. 

The research questions were: 1) What are the effects of the POW+TREE SRSD strategy with and 

without function-based choice making (FBCM) on the writing skills (i.e., the quality of the 
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persuasive essay, essay parts, length, correct word sequence, appropriate content, and relevance 

to prompts), motivation, self-regulation, and academic engagement of elementary-aged students 

with EBD in a residential treatment facility; 2) How well will the POW+TREE SRSD strategy 

with and without FBCM generalize from traditional writing methods (i.e., pencil, paper, pen) to 

technology-supported writing methods (i.e., iPad and Apple Pencil); 3) Are the effects of the 

POW+TREE SRSD strategy with and without FBCM maintained across time; 4) Is the 

POW+TREE SRSD strategy with and without FBCM a socially valid intervention for use with 

this population per student voice; and 5) To what degree can the POW+TREE SRSD strategy 

with and without FBCM be implemented with fidelity? 

Method 

Participants 

Students  

Three of the 18 students in the residential treatment facility met all inclusion criteria: a) 

exhibiting chronic behavioral problems across programming; b) exhibiting frequent disruptions 

during classroom instruction per teacher report; c) struggling in the area of writing based on 

performance, grades, and attitude/motivation per teacher nomination; d) being in grades 3-6; e) 

being able to independently use writing or typing instruments to respond to a written prompt 

(McKeown et al., 2015); and f) obtaining both parent/guardian consent and youth assent. Austin, 

Seth, and Jonathan each were receiving special education services (see Table 1 for full 

demographic details). After the second baseline session, Austin was unexpectantly transferred 

from the facility.  
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Interventionist 

The interventionist was a 30-year-old White female doctoral candidate with a K-12 

special education teaching license and a combined 6 years’ experience teaching primary (K – 2) 

and secondary (6 – 12) self-contained special education. She completed SRSD training online 

(SRSD Online: Writing to Learn K-6; see srsdonline.org) and was trained in 12 one to two and a 

half hour sessions to reach 100% fidelity for each of the 5 lesson plans by an SRSD expert with 6 

years of experience implementing and researching SRSD with students with EBD in restrictive 

educational settings.  

Setting 

The children’s residential treatment facility was in the southeastern United States and 

provided a continuum of on-site services, treatments, and educational programs for male students 

ages 6-14 years in first through eighth grades. At full capacity, the facility serves 24 students; 

however, during this study the census was 18 with 20% African American and 80% White. Of 

the 78% eligible for services per the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 2004) 

and state criteria, the majority received services for emotional disturbance. Also, most students 

had one or more of the following DSM-V diagnoses: attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, 

mood disorder, post-traumatic stress disorder, depressive disorder, anxiety disorder, 

schizoaffective disorder, reactive attachment disorder. The facility was accredited by the 

Department of Human Resources (DHR) and the Commission of Accreditation of Rehabilitation 

Facilities (CARF) with student referrals originating from Department of Human Resources 

(68%) or the Department of Mental Health (32%). The average length of stay was one calendar 

year (range, 2-16 months). Besides administration and housing units, the school had 4 

classrooms, gymnasium, cafeteria, swimming pool, outdoor recreation yard, and several 
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auxiliary spaces for various group therapy configurations and meeting rooms. Each classroom 

was staffed with a certified special education teacher assisted by 1-2 unit staff with varying 

degrees and experience levels to teach mixed-grade-level, mixed content classes with an adult to 

student ratio of 2:8 to 3:8. The classrooms contained typical instructional equipment including 

student and teacher desktop computers and a Smart Board with connected laptop. Each student 

had their own desk with connected baskets to contain instructional materials. Bookshelves and 

cubbies lined the walls containing a variety of classroom supplies and textbooks along with 

posters ranging from motivation to educational topics appropriate for the corresponding grade 

levels.  

The study sessions occurred in three places: 1) baseline and instructional sessions 

occurred in a small, windowless room connected to a conference room with a small writing desk, 

four chairs, and a small bookshelf; and post-intervention probes occurred in either 2) a small 

group therapy room near the conference room with multiple windows or 3) a hallway close to a 

classroom, a calm-down room, and water fountain. The hallway was closest to the students’ 

classrooms and was quiet without other students or adults present. The specific location was 

based on open availability each session. 

Materials 

 The materials included: a) adapted lessons from the book Powerful Writing Strategies for 

All Students along with the POW+TREE mnemonic chart, TREE graphic organizer, Transition 

Word Lists, Self-Statement graphic organizer, essay graphing chart, and strategy transfer sheet 

(Harris et al., 2008) with inclusion of function-based choice making steps; b) fidelity checklists 

per phase and specific lesson; c) paper, pencils, and pens; d) iPad 6th Generation and Apple 

Pencil 1st Generation (generalization phase only); e) vibrating timer; and f) 65 essay prompts 



 

 44 

adapted from the Harris et al. (2008) text. To ensure all the prompts were trauma-informed, as 

recommended by previous SRSD researchers (Ennis et al., 2014), each prompt was reviewed by 

two researchers with expertise in EBD, SRSD, and residential facilities as well as reviewed by 

the Curriculum and Instruction Director from the facility. Due to COVID-19 protocols, each 

participant had their own set of materials stored in individual plastic boxes or a binder with print 

materials that were cleaned after each session.  

Data Collectors 

Due to COVID-19, additional persons (i.e., data collectors) were not permitted within the 

facility and as such, they coded data from de-identified audio recordings and permanent products 

brought outside the facility. Two of the data collectors were female doctoral students with 

advanced special education pedagogy, K-12 special education teaching licenses, a combined 16 

years of special education teaching experiences, and experience working in restrictive 

educational settings. Data collectors were trained using lesson audio recordings and permanent 

products. The same scripted instructions were provided to the data collectors prior to their 

completion of the fidelity sheet. The data collectors were trained to criterion for fidelity by 

reaching 100% accuracy across 3 training sessions each containing 5 practice lessons. 

Additionally, the data collectors were trained to criterion for data coding of permanent products 

by reaching an average agreement of 95% across 3 training sessions with 10 practice written 

permanent products.   

Per facility policy, one of three rotating teaching interns were present during each 

session. Each was trained to collect in vivo active academic engagement (AAE) data by the 

interventionist. Each intern observed the AAE data collection processes and received a minimum 
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of a two hour-long practice session. Interns were trained to 90% agreement with the 

interventionist prior to collecting study data. 

Preassessment Measures 

Writing  

Woodcock Johnson Tests of Achievement-IV (WJ-IV). The WJ-IV Writing Samples 

(median reliability of .84) and Sentence Writing Fluency assessments (median reliability of .86) 

were conducted prior to the baseline phase to assess student current writing ability level related 

to a variety of writing demands (Shrank et al., 2014). A standard score in written language, 

written expression, broad written language, spelling, writing samples, and sentence writing 

fluency was obtained.  

Qualitative Reading Inventory (QRI-6; Leslie & Caldwell, 2017). The QRI-6 was 

used to assess student’s independent reading levels related to prior knowledge of content, 

vocabulary, reading fluency, oral retells, and reading comprehension. The QRI-6 was conducted 

for each student prior to baseline to establish independent reading level. The QRI is a valid and 

reliable informal reading inventory used to provide diagnostic information for teachers 

(Sitthitikul, 2018). 

Behavior  

Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff (FACTS; Anderson & 

Borgmeier, 2007; March et al., 2000). The FACTS was conducted before the baseline phase for 

each student to determine the function of problem behavior exhibited in the classroom via 

teacher interview and direct observations (see Table 1). Results from a review of FACTS 

literature and summary of reliability and validity data indicate a) test – .77 retest reliability, b) 
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(.50-.88) interrater reliability, and d) treatment utility with findings indicating 80% of students 

receiving interventions informed by the FACTS exhibited a 50% or greater reduction in problem 

behaviors (McIntosh et al., 2008).  

Behavior Assessment System for Children – 3 (BASC-3; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 

2015). The BASC-3 Teacher Rating Scales (TRS) and Self-Report of Personality (SRP) were 

conducted for each student prior to baseline and post-instruction. The TRS is a comprehensive 

measure of adaptive and problem behaviors in the school setting, with high internal-consistency 

and reliability across gender, age, and groups (Karr & Garcia-Barrera, 2017). Composite scale 

scores were abstracted for each student participant as reliable estimates of observed behaviors. 

The SRP is a personality inventory to which youth respond to statements about personal 

relationships, feelings about school, and adaptive skills, with internal-consistency reliability 

coefficients of the composite and scale scores for the Self-Report of Personality range from 

adequate to excellent across the various nonclinical and clinical samples. Clinical, adaptive, and 

content scales and composites were abstracted for each student participant.  

Pre/Post Measures 

Behavior 

Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI; McAuley et al., 1987). The IMI measured 

student perceptions of their motivation to write using a Likert scale with 1 = very true to 4 = not 

true at all with lower score representing higher levels of intrinsic motivation across subscales 

related to the interest/enjoyment, sense of competency, and perceived effort when writing. 

Strong support has been presented for the validity of the IMI (McAuley et al., 1989).  
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Self-Regulation Formative Questionnaire (SRFQ; Gaumer et al., 2018). The SFRQ 

measured student perceived use of self-regulation skills with 22 statements comprising 3 

subscales related to making, monitoring, changing, and reflecting on plans to reach a specific 

goal. Scores are on a 100-point scale mirroring the traditional letter grading (i.e., 60 – 69 is 

equivalent to a D or “below average”) with higher percentages indicating higher self-regulatory 

abilities. The overall Self-Regulation Formative Questionnaire was found to be highly reliable 

(22 items; α = .894), and factor analyses supported the scale as measuring a single construct 

(Gaumer & Noonan, 2021). 

Dependent Variables 

Persuasive Essay Elements 

Persuasive essay element scores were the primary dependent variable. For each written 

response, points were provided for: a) one point for including a topic sentence, b) one point for 

each supporting argument or reason, c) one point for explanations of supporting argument or 

reason, and d) one point for a conclusion (McKeown et al., 2018).  

Holistic Essay Quality  

Student written responses to prompts were the primary measure of holistic essay quality. 

The written responses were scored on a scale where “0” was off-topic or no response and a “6” 

was the highest essay quality (McKeown et al., 2018). Anchor papers were used to represent 

each score from 0-6 and were provided to the data collectors scoring the essay. We used the 

procedures implemented by McKeown et al. (2015): (a) each essay was read carefully, but not 

laboriously; (b) an estimate essay score was developed; (c) the corresponding score anchor 
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paper, the score above and below were read; (d) determined the most similar corresponding 

paper to the essay being scored; and (e) final holistic essay quality was determined. 

Length 

Word count (WC) was assessed using the total number of words written (TWW) process 

(Hosp et al., 2007). Student written responses were not scored for grammatical errors and context 

as only the total number of words written within the response were assessed. A word defined 

within TWW is a letter or group of letters with a space before and after. For example, “I read the 

book” or “I red the book” both would equal four total words written.  

Correct Writing Sequence (CWS)  

CWS is “two adjacent, correctly spelled words that are acceptable within the context of 

the phrase to a native speaker of the English language” (Videen et al., 1982, p.7). Assessing for 

spelling, capitalization, punctuation, syntax, and semantics, a CWS score was provided for each 

essay by placing a caret between each pair of adjacent accurate words and/or ending punctuation 

considered acceptable within the context of the written phrase.  

Words Spelled Correctly (WSC)  

WSC was assessed by circling the misspelled words within a written response. Words 

were counted if they could be found in the English language and WSC was calculated by 

subtracting the total number of circled incorrectly spelled words from the total number of words 

written.  
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Content Appropriateness and Match to Prompt (CAMP)  

To evaluate written responses for content appropriateness and match related to the 

prompt, written responses were scored as either a “0” (not appropriate/not a match) or “1” 

(appropriate; match). CAMP was evaluated as suggested based on lessons learned when 

implementing SRSD with students with EBD in RTFs and other AE settings (e.g., Ennis et al., 

2014).  

Active Academic Engagement (AAE) 

AAE was operationally defined as a) looking at the implementer or materials; b) 

remaining in their designated area of the room; c) writing to/reading the writing prompts; d) 

asking relevant question(s); e) using writing materials appropriately; and f) engaging in on-topic 

academic conversation with the interventionist. Students were coded as not actively engaged if 

they were: a) engaged with distractions/irrelevant stimuli (i.e., touching the wall, playing with an 

object); b) left designated area without permission; c) asked irrelevant questions; d) engaged in 

nonacademic talk; e) read books/materials that were not part of the lesson; f) colored or wrote on 

non-lesson materials; and/or g) slept during instruction. AAE was measured through momentary 

time sampling using 1-minute intervals indicated by a small vibrating timer.  

Interobserver Agreement (IOA)  

 IOA was collected across each phase for each student by one of three rotating data interns 

within the facility previously described and the interventionist. AAE data were then compared by 

the interventionist and scored for agreement. Using procedures set forth by Ayres and Ledford 

(2014), IOA was calculated using percent agreement or gross/total method.  
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Active Academic Engagement (AAE)  

For Austin, IOA was collected for 100% of probes in which he participated (N = 2). IOA 

for his baseline phase was 100% agreement for both sessions. For Seth, IOA was collected 

across 100% of Seth’s sessions with overall agreement across all sessions at 91% (SD = 14.22; 

range = 57 – 100%). His IOA for baseline and first no-choice phases was 100%. For the second 

no-choice phase, agreement was 96% (SD = 10.85; range = 69 – 100%); the first choice phase 

agreement was 93% (SD = 12.06; range = 67 -100%); for the second choice phase agreement 

was 87% (SD = 16.87; range = 57 – 100%); and for the maintenance probes (N = 3), agreement 

was 92% (SD = 11.79; range = 75 -100%). For Jonathan, IOA was collected across 100% of his 

sessions with overall agreement at 97% (SD = 7.68%; range = 60 – 100%). For his baseline and 

maintenance phases, agreement was 100%. For the first no-choice phase, agreement was 91% 

(SD = 14.99; range = 60 – 100%); the second no-choice phase agreement was 99% (SD = 2.98; 

range = 92% - 100%); the first choice phase, agreement was 98% (SD = 12.06; range = 89 – 

100%); and the second choice phase, agreement was 98% (SD = 4.18; range = 89 – 100%).  

Interrater Agreement (IRA) 

 IRA was collected for 100% of permanent products across phases and students. 

Permanent products created during the SRSD lessons were not scored for IRA. IRA was 

calculated by summing the numbers of agreements and dividing by the number of agreements 

and disagreements and then multiplying by 100 (Gast & Ledford, 2014).  

Persuasive Essay Elements (EE)  

Austin’s baseline performance had 100% agreement. EE agreement for all of Jonathan’s 

sessions was 95% (SD = 6.99; range = 75 – 100%). Jonathan’s baseline phase agreement was 
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97% (SD = 7.86; range = 75 – 100%); first no-choice phase agreement was 97% (SD = 4.85; 

range = 88 – 100%); second no-choice phase agreement was 94% (SD = 6.16; range = 84 – 

100%); first choice phase agreement was 92% (SD = 5.70; range = 84 – 100%); and second 

choice phase agreement was 91% (SD = 8.54; range = 78 – 100%). Jonathan’s maintenance 

phase agreement was 100% across all sessions. His generalization probe agreement was 95% 

(SD = 10; range = 75 – 100%). Overall, EE agreement for all of Seth’s sessions was 98% (SD = 

7.45; range = 75 – 100%). Seth’s baseline phase was 97% agreement (SD = 8.75; range = 75 – 

100%); first no-choice phase agreement was 96% (SD = 8; range 80 – 100%); second no-choice 

phase agreement was 98% (SD = 3.73; range = 90 – 100%); first choice phase agreement was 

99% (SD = 3.50; range = 90 – 100%); and second choice phase agreement was 98% (SD = 3.73; 

range = 90 – 100%). Seth’s maintenance phase agreement was 96% (SD = 5.66; range 88-100%) 

across all sessions (N = 3). His generalization probe agreement was 95% (SD = 5.2; range = 88 – 

100%). 

Holistic Essay Quality (HEQ) 

Austin’s baseline performance had 100% agreement. HEQ agreement for all of 

Jonathan’s sessions was 94% (SD = 7.96; range = 75-100%). Jonathan’s baseline phase 

agreement was 100%; first no-choice phase agreement was 92% (SD= 11.79; range = 75-100%); 

second no-choice phase agreement was 91% (SD = 7.15; range = 80 – 100%); first choice phase 

agreement was 93% (SD = 6.40; range = 88-100%); second choice phase agreement was 92% 

(SD = 7.69; range = 78 – 100%). Jonathan’s maintenance phase agreement was 93% (SD = 4.71; 

range = 90-100%). His generalization probe agreement was 96% (SD = 5.43; range = 88-100%). 

Overall, HEQ agreement for all of Seth’s sessions was 95% (SD = 7.45; range = 75 – 100%). 

Seth’s baseline phase agreement was 100%; first no-choice phase agreement was 94% (SD = 8; 
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range 80 – 100%); second no-choice phase agreement was 96% (SD = 4.90; range = 90 – 100%); 

first choice phase agreement was 98% (SD = 4; range = 90 – 100%); second choice phase 

agreement was 85% (SD = 8.09; range = 75 – 100%). Seth’s maintenance phase agreement was 

95% (SD = 6.59; range 86-100%). His generalization probe agreement was 91% (SD = 8.66; 

range = 75-100%). 

Length 

Austin’s baseline performance had 100% agreement. Length agreement for all of 

Jonathan’s sessions was 98% (SD = 3.33; range = 84-100%). Jonathan’s baseline phase 

agreement was 100%; first no-choice phase agreement was 99% (SD = 1.86; Range = 95-100%); 

second no-choice phase agreement was 97% (SD = 3.23; Range = 90-100%); first choice phase 

agreement was 97% (SD = 5.53; Range = 84-100%); second choice phase agreement was 97% 

(SD =2.84; range = 92-100%). Jonathan’s maintenance phase agreement was 98% (SD = 3.54; 

range = 90-100%). His generalization probe agreement was 98% (SD = 3.6; range = 91 – 100%). 

Overall, length agreement for all of Seth’s sessions was 99% (SD = 1.90; range = 91-100%). 

Seth’s baseline phase agreement was 99% (SD = 3.35; range = 91 – 100%); first no-choice phase 

agreement was 100%; second no-choice phase agreement was 100%; first choice phase 

agreement was 99% (SD = 0.94; range = 98-100%); second choice phase agreement was 100%. 

Seth’s maintenance phase agreement was 100%; generalization probe agreement was 99% (SD = 

1.6; range 96-100%). 

Correct Writing Sequence (CWS)  

Austin’s baseline performance had 100% agreement. CWS agreement for all of 

Jonathan’s sessions was 88% (SD = 12.90; range = 50-100%). Jonathan’s baseline phase 
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agreement was 91% (SD = 11.02; range = 72-100%); first no-choice phase agreement was 90% 

(SD = 6.45; range = 82-100%); second no-choice phase agreement was 81% ((SD = 11.98; range 

= 67-100%); first choice phase agreement was 89% (SD = 15.13; range = 50-100%); second 

choice phase (N = 8) agreement was 87% (SD =13.67; range = 65-100%). Jonathan’s 

maintenance phase agreement was 95% (SD = 5.09; range 88 -100%) across all sessions (N = 3). 

His generalization probe agreement was 93% (SD = 7.32; range = 80 – 100%). Overall, CWS 

agreement for all of Seth’s sessions was 92% (SD = 10.20; range = 77-100%). Seth’s baseline 

phase agreement was 86% (SD = 17.90; range = 50-100%); first no-choice phase agreement was 

91% (SD = 7.90; range 77-98%); second no-choice phase agreement was 94% (SD = 3.53; range 

= 86-100%); first choice phase agreement was 93% (SD = 7.16; range = 80-100%); second 

choice phase agreement was 94% (SD = 6.04; range = 83-100%). Seth’s maintenance phase 

agreement was 89% (SD = 15.56; range 67-100%); generalization probe agreement was 88% 

(SD = 6.47; range = 83 – 100%). 

Words Spelled Correctly (WSC) 

Austin’s baseline performance had 100% agreement. WSC agreement for all of 

Jonathan’s sessions was 95% (SD = 5.97; range = 80-100%). Jonathan’s baseline phase 

agreement was 98% (SD = 4.88; range = 86-100%); first no-choice phase agreement was 95% 

(SD = 4.78; range = 86-100%); second no-choice phase agreement was 94% (SD = 9.44; range = 

73-100%); first choice phase agreement was 97% (SD = 92.43; range = 94-100%); second choice 

phase agreement was 94% (SD =9.44; range = 73-100%). Jonathan’s maintenance phase 

agreement was 98% (SD = 2.05; range = 95-100%). His generalization probe agreement was 

89% (SD = 15.05; range = 60 – 100%). Overall, WSC agreement for all of Seth’s sessions was 

95% (SD = 10.74; range = 55-100%). Seth’s baseline phase agreement was 86% (SD = 20.87; 
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range = 55-100%); first no-choice phase agreement was 86% (SD = 3.25; range 81-90%); second 

no-choice phase agreement was 99% (SD = 0.94; range = 98-100%); first choice phase 

agreement was 98% (SD = 1.68; range = 96-100%); second choice phase agreement was 99% 

(SD = 1.53; range = 96-100%). Seth’s maintenance phase agreement was 96% (SD = 2.94; range 

93-100%); generalization probe agreement was 95% (SD = 4.71; range = 86 – 100%). 

Content Appropriateness and Match to Prompt (CAMP) 

For all three students across all sessions and phases, agreement for CAMP was 100%. 

This includes maintenance phases and generalization probes. 

Design 

 A multiple probe design across students (Gast et al., 2014) with an embedded reversal 

design was used to investigate the effects of SRSD POW+TREE with embedded function-based 

choice making on the persuasive writing skills, motivation, self-regulation, and active academic 

engagement for students with and at-risk for EBD in a residential treatment facility. By 

replicating the choice making procedures of Jolivette et al. (2017) and Ramsey et al. (2017) and 

embedding those procedures within the SRSD instructional approach using POW+TREE, this 

study sought to determine if including a low-intensity behavioral strategy could further increase 

writing quality and engagement for these students in their restrictive educational setting.  

Baseline Condition  

During baseline, each student was given a randomly selected persuasive writing prompt 

requiring them to take a position, formulate an argument, and provide support for their argument. 

They were provided with 45 minutes (Mong et al., 2014) to independently write their responses 
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with pen and paper as it is typical of SRSD lessons to last between 30 – 45 minutes for students 

to complete the writing activities (Harris et al., 2008). 

Instructional Condition 

The instructional condition included five lessons focused on the use of the POW+TREE 

strategy with function-based choice making. Lessons were repeated for mastery, as needed. 

Lesson One. During the first lesson, the main goal was to obtain a commitment from the 

student to learn the POW+TREE strategy, work toward writing a better persuasive essay, and to 

make a function-based choice. The students were introduced to the POW+TREE strategy and 

function-based choice making procedures. During this lesson, the interventionist worked to 

develop student background knowledge of persuasive writing, discussed the POW+TREE 

strategy, and established understanding of a good persuasive essay (i.e., has a topic sentence, at 

least three reasons, an ending, makes sense to the reader). Additionally, choice making 

procedures were presented and practiced with support from the interventionist. The following 

procedures were followed for each participant during choice phases: a) offer the student a 

function-based choice of two options; b) ask the student to make a choice; c) provide wait time 

for the student to make their choice; d) wait for the students’ response; e) at the end of wait time, 

if the student does not make a choice the implementer prompts the student; f) the student makes 

their selection; g) the implementer reinforces with the chosen option (i.e., gives the student the 

chosen option (Jolivette et al., 2001; Jolivette et al., 2017; Ramsey et al., 2017). The function of 

Seth’s behavior was escape and he was provided with the ‘where’ choice type (e.g., the location 

where he was going to work on the task; Jolivette et al., 2001). The function of Jonathan’s 

behavior was escape and he was provided the ‘within’ choice type (e.g., the materials he would 
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use to complete a writing task, Jolivette et al., 2001). A single choice making opportunity was 

presented to each student as an antecedent prior to the SRSD writing prompt.  

 Lesson Two. During lesson two, the POW+TREE strategy mnemonic and choice making 

procedures detailed above were followed with the self-regulation skills introduced (i.e., self-

statements, goal setting, self-monitoring). The interventionist modeled the use of POW+TREE, 

expressed the importance of memorizing the strategy steps, and introduced the student to a 

graphic organizer to utilize for note taking and organization of notes. Students located essay 

parts from a sample essay and collaboratively practiced utilizing the graphic organizer to monitor 

essay parts and goal achievement with the interventionist.  

 Lesson Three. In this lesson, the interventionist modeled using POW+TREE and self-

statements when writing a persuasive essay. The student continued engaging with the choice 

making procedures, as detailed above, and observed the interventionist model how to write a 

persuasive essay while employing POW+TREE. An essay with all parts included (i.e., topic 

sentence, three reasons, ending, makes sense to reader) was created with input from the student 

while the actual writing was completed by the interventionist. The students also were introduced 

to a graph and procedures to use to monitor the number of persuasive essay parts included during 

their writing tasks. The interventionist modeled counting and graphing the number of persuasive 

essay parts using the POW+TREE strategy as a guide. The interventionist emphasized the 

importance of keeping track (i.e., self-monitoring) of writing progress. 

 Lesson Four. The focus of the fourth lesson was to provide additional practice with the 

choice making procedures and persuasive essay writing using POW+TREE and self-regulation 

components. This session was collaborative and involved the interventionist supporting the 

student in completing all strategy and self-regulation tasks within the lesson. Fading of the 



 

 57 

POW+TREE graphic organizer began, and the interventionist provided instruction on how to 

recall the mnemonic without the use of the graphic organizer. Fading this self-regulation 

component was done gradually with scaffolded support from the interventionist as needed. 

Additional practice locating essay parts was provided to students, as needed. Jonathan repeated 

this lesson once during the instructional condition.  

 Lesson Five. In lesson five, the student continued to use choice making procedures and 

practiced using the POW+TREE strategy to write a persuasive essay. The focus of this lesson 

was to fade use of the graphic organizer while the student continued to practice writing their 

essay. Other aspects of self-regulation within the instructional approach were not faded. For 

example, the students continued to set goals and progress monitor the number of included essay 

elements. The interventionist provided support as needed but most of the brainstorming and 

writing was completed independently by the student. Seth repeated this lesson once during the 

instructional condition. 

Post-Instruction without Choice Condition  

During the post-instruction without choice condition, procedures from baseline were 

followed. The fourth probe in this condition was a generalization probe using the procedures 

described below. 

Post-Instruction with Choice Condition  

The same procedures used during baseline were employed for the post-instructional 

condition with the addition of function-based choice making procedures taught and practiced 

during the instructional phase (e.g., lessons 1-5; see Appendix lesson 1 description). The choice 
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type remained the same for each student. Again, the fourth probe during this condition was a 

generalization probe using procedures described below. 

Generalization Probes 

During the generalization probes, baseline procedures were followed but the writing was 

on an iPad using an Apple Pen and the Notability (2010) app. instead of pen and paper. 

Additional instructions were provided to the student related to technology (i.e., “the iPad stays 

flat on the table”, “the pen stays in our hand when writing”). It was important to select materials 

that are regularly used in a more inclusive educational settings and equipping students with EBD 

in more restrictive education settings to use those materials. In typical K-12 settings, many 

classrooms are working with one-to-one technology ratios where students are utilizing various 

technologies within the classroom (e.g., iPad; Chromebook). Researchers suggest utilizing 

strategies to improve and maximize the educational performance of students with EBD who are 

going to move to working in more inclusive settings (Garwood & Ampuja, 2019). Students with 

EBD in more restrictive settings are not exposed to technology and are not provided regular 

opportunities with technology in more restrictive settings. Providing exposure and practice with 

writing using higher tech materials (e.g., iPad) was selected to support students with materials 

utilized in more inclusive education settings. 

Maintenance Probes  

During the maintenance probes, baseline procedures were followed. Both Jonathan and 

Seth were given a randomly selected persuasive writing prompt requiring them to take a position, 

formulate an argument, and provide support for their argument. They were provided with 45 

minutes (Mong et al., 2014) to independently write their responses with pen and paper. 
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Social Validity 

Children’s Usage Rating Profile (CURP; Briesch & Chafouleas, 2009)  

The CURP was adapted per our focus to gather student perceptions and opinions about 

the POW+TREE with function-based choice making intervention at the conclusion of the study. 

The CURP used a 4-point Likert scale consisting of 21 questions related to the factors of 

personal desirability, feasibility, and understanding of the intervention. An average score was 

calculated for each of the three factors, with a minimum score of zero and a maximum score of 

four with higher scores for personal desirability and understanding and lower scores for 

feasibility indicating high acceptability. It is indicated that the CURP is an internally reliable and 

valid measure to evaluate children’s usage of the intervention (Briesch & Chafouleas, 2009). 

Fidelity 

Treatment fidelity data were collected during each session across phases and students by 

the interventionist. The fidelity checklists were based on the condition processes and contained 

between 8 and 38 steps with each step coded as either observed or not observed. Treatment 

fidelity was recorded as the number of observed steps by the total number of expected steps and 

multiplying the sum by 100 (DiGennaro et al., 2007).  

Data Analysis 

Visual analyses were conducted to evaluate changes in student written essay elements 

and active academic engagement variables (Gast & Spriggs, 2014). Data were analyzed to 

determine changes in trend, direction, and variability per guidelines for single-case design 

(Ledford, 2018). Percentage of nonoverlapping data (PND) was calculated to measure the 

significance of the effect between two adjacent conditions (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2013). The 
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higher the percentage, then the effect is considered greater. PND was calculated by identifying 

the data point range in the baseline condition, how many data points fell inside of the range 

during the intervention, and how may points fell outside of the range from the baseline condition. 

PND was calculated by dividing the number of data points that fell outside of the range by the 

number of data points that fell inside the range (Gast et al., 2014). PND equal to or exceeding 

70% are considered effective, between 70-50% are questionable, and PND below 50% are 

ineffective (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1987). 

Results 

Research Questions 1 (Writing Quality Indicators, Motivation, Self- Regulation, Academic 
Engagement) and 3 (Maintenance) 

Figure 1 represents the overall number of persuasive essay elements by student. Table 3 

represents the remaining writing quality indicators (e.g., holistic essay score, length, correct 

word sequence, words spelled correctly, content appropriateness and match to prompt) observed 

for each student across phases. Figure 4 represents the percentage of active academic 

engagement by student. 

Austin 

For Austin’s two baseline sessions, he demonstrated an upward change in direction and 

trend for his AAE data collected during both session in which he participated. Austin completed 

the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) during pre-assessment but was removed from the 

facility prior to post-assessment data collection. On the IMI, Austin indicated he was interested 

in writing (2.6) and perceived himself as very confident when writing (3.17). Austin did not 

demonstrate enjoyment for writing (1) and demonstrated slight tension when he wrote (1.8). He 

also indicated he felt like he had very little choice when he was writing (-2.43) and verbalized 
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that he “was only able to write about stuff his teacher made him write about stuff they wanted 

him to write about.” During pre-assessment Self-Regulation Formative Questionnaire (SRFQ), 

Austin scored 71% demonstrating his current level of self-regulation at the time of pre-

assessment. 

Jonathan  

Evaluation of Jonathan’s baseline AAE performance (N = 9) demonstrated low 

variability and moderate stability with 67% of data points (N = 6) falling within the stability 

envelop. His baseline performance demonstrated a low level with a zero-trend in data. Data 

patterns demonstrate a deteriorating relative level change and a stable absolute level change. 

Jonathan’s PND comparing baseline to intervention (choice and no-choice phases) was 97% 

indicating the intervention was effective in increasing the number of his persuasive essay 

elements. Jonathan’s post-instruction choice performance demonstrated high variability and low 

stability with 54% of data points (N = 7) falling within the stability envelop. Evaluation of his 

post-instruction no-choice performance demonstrated high variability and low stability with 53% 

of data points (N = 8) falling within the stability envelop. Jonathan’s maintenance data were 

lower than the previous choice condition but maintained above baseline levels. Jonathan’s data 

began an upward trend in his engagement during lessons with a downward trending point during 

the last session of instruction. This pattern of trending upward and dropping down during the last 

data point of a phase was displayed in four of Jonathan’s phases (e.g., post-instruction no choice 

1; post-instruction choice 1; post-instruction choice 2). It should be noted that the effect size 

reported is between baseline and no choice which examined no-choice to no-choice conditions. 

This indicates SRSD was effective for increasing his number of persuasive essay elements. 

During pre-assessment, Jonathan indicated on the IMI that he had very little interest in writing 



 

 62 

(0.86) and felt that he had little choice when writing (-3). He indicated he felt pressure when 

writing (-1) and perceived his competence when writing relatively high (3.5) especially when 

compared to other subscales. Overall, Jonathan presented little motivation and enjoyment for 

writing. Post-assessment IMI indicated that Jonathan was more interested in writing (2.14) and 

perceived himself as a competent writer (3.83). He also viewed writing as more important than 

during pre-assessment (3.4). Data indicates Jonathan was more motivated to write after 

mastering the SRSD instructional approach for persuasive writing. During pre-assessment, 

Jonathan’s SRFQ scored 66% and at post-assessment scored 71%, indicating an increase in self-

regulation.  

Seth  

Evaluation of Seth’s baseline performance (N= 6) demonstrated high variability and low 

stability with only 33% of data points (N = 2) falling within the stability envelop. His baseline 

performance demonstrated a low level with a decreasing trend in data. Data patterns 

demonstrated slightly more variability in the baseline condition versus the subsequent phases. 

Seth’s data during baseline demonstrates a deteriorating relative level change and stable absolute 

level change. Seth’s percentage of non-overlapping data (PND) comparing baseline to 

intervention (choice and no-choice phases) was 100% indicating the intervention was effective in 

increasing the number of his persuasive essay elements. Seth’s post-instruction choice 

performance evaluation demonstrated low variability and high stability with 100% of data points 

(N = 12) falling within the stability envelop. Evaluation of his post-instruction no-choice 

performance also demonstrated low variability and high stability with 100% of data points (N = 

11) falling within the stability envelope. Seth’s PND comparing choice conditions to no-choice 

conditions was 100%. It should be noted that the effect size reported is between baseline and no 
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choice which examined no-choice to no-choice conditions. This indicates SRSD was effective 

for increasing his number of persuasive essay elements. Seth’s performance maintained at 

comparable post-probe levels throughout the maintenance phase. Seth’s AAE data during 

baseline was varied with an upward trend. Jonathan’s AAE data during baseline was varied with 

a stable trend of 100% demonstrated in the last three sessions of baseline. During instruction, 

Seth demonstrated a varied, upward trending active academic engagement while Jonathan 

demonstrated a more stable, downward trending AAE. During pre-assessment, Seth’s IMI data 

indicated he had little interest when writing (1) and little choice (0.14). He did not perceive 

himself as a competent writer (-0.3) and indicated he felt tension when he had to write (-1.6). He 

also indicated little importance when thinking of writing (-1.61). Overall, Seth presented little 

motivation and enjoyment for writing prior to the introduction of the intervention. His post-

assessment IMI data did indicate an increase in both his interest in writing (2.34) and improved 

perception of himself as a writer (2.83). He indicated he felt less tension to write in his data (1) 

but verbalized that “writing still stressed him out sometimes”. He did indicate writing to be more 

important (1.43) after the intervention. Overall, Seth’s post-assessment IMI indicated increased 

motivation and enjoyment for writing. During pre-assessment, Seth’s SRFQ score was 70% and 

his post-assessment score was 74%; indicating improved self-regulation. 

Research Question 2 (Generalization) 

Overall, POW+TREE with FBCM demonstrated generalizability from traditional writing 

methods to more non-traditional methods (i.e., iPad and Apple Pencil) when compared to 

baseline probes. 

Austin 
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Due to Austin leaving the facility prior to any generalization probes, there are no data to 

report. 

Jonathan 

Evaluation of Jonathan’s generalization probes (N= 5) indicates an upward, stable trend. 

During baseline, he included one essay element in his generalization probe writing task. During 

the first no-choice phase (Session 24), Jonathan included four essay elements in the writing task 

and nine essay elements in the second no-choice phase (Session 37) writing task. During his first 

choice phase (Session 31), he included six essay elements and during the second choice phase 

(Session 48) he included nine essay elements in his writing task. Generalization probes gathered 

during both the choice and no-choice phases indicate an upward trend when compared with the 

baseline generalization probes. 

Seth 

Evaluation of Seth’s generalization probes (N=5) indicates an upward, stable trend. 

During baseline he included two essay elements in his generalization writing task. During both 

no-choice post instruction probes, Seth included five essay elements in both generalization 

writing tasks (Sessions 20 and 31). During the choice post-instruction probes, Seth included five 

essay elements (Session 25) and four essay elements (Session 38). Generalization probes 

gathered during the choice and no choice post-instruction phases demonstrate a stable, upward 

trend when compared with baseline generalization probes. 

Research Question 4 (Social Validity) 

Results of the CURP survey indicate Seth found the intervention to be feasible (M = 

2.38; SD = 0.69), understandable (M = 3.33; SD = 0.75), and personally desirable (M = 3; SD = 
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0.53). Survey results also indicate Jonathan found the intervention to be feasible (M = 1.5; SD = 

0.94), understandable (M= 3.83; SD = 0.37), and personally desirable (M = 3.86; SD = 0.33). For 

feasibility on the CURP, lower mean scores reflect lower mean scores reflect lower levels of 

intrusiveness and difficulty. The statement with the lowest average related to the feasibility of 

the intervention was “The POW+TREE strategy was too much for me”. The statement related to 

feasibility with the highest average was “Using the POW+TREE strategy in class would get in 

the way of other things “The statement with the highest average for understandability was “I 

clearly understood what I needed to do with the POW+TREE strategy” and the statement with 

the lowest average was “I understand why my teacher choose the POW+TREE strategy to help 

me write better”. For personal desirability, the statement with the highest average was “I like the 

POW+TREE strategy” and the lowest average was “If my friend was having trouble writing I 

would tell them to try the POW+TREE strategy.” 

Research Question 5 (Fidelity)  

Fidelity collected by the interventionist for all students was a mean of 94% (range, 94 – 

100%), and individually for Seth at 99.8% (range, 98.3 – 100%) and for Jonathan at 99.7% 

(range, 94 – 100%). For baseline fidelity, Austin and Seth were 100% while Jonathan was 98.9% 

(range, 94 – 100%). For both no choice conditions and both choice conditions, fidelity was 100% 

for Seth and Jonathan. An additional 40% of the audio-recorded sessions across each phase for 

each student were assessed for fidelity by a second data collector for interobserver agreement 

(IOA). IOA for fidelity for Austin was 100%, Seth was 97.5% (range, 94 – 100%), and Jonathan 

was 99.8% (range, 98.3% – 100%).
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Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of the SRSD instructional 

approach persuasive writing strategy POW+TREE with function-based choice making as a low-

intensity behavioral strategy on the number of persuasive essay elements, overall persuasive 

writing quality, motivation, self-regulation, and academic engagement of elementary students in 

a residential treatment facility. Both Jonathan and Seth indicated multiple times throughout the 

study that they enjoyed making choices and it helped them feel like they “actually had a say in 

something at school”, When presented with a choice during the intervention, students were 

enthusiastic and willing to make choices. On two occasions, Jonathan refused to make a choice 

after the first attempt. On both occasions, he stated that he was just ready to get done and he 

didn’t care where he wrote to which he was offered the option to write in a closer location than 

the therapy room (e.g., the hallway outside of the classroom) which he accepted. Overall, both 

students verbalized their acceptance of the choice making strategy and participated in the process 

throughout the intervention. Overall, both Jonathan and Seth were able to make choices when 

presented with them while the intervention positively increased their persuasive writing and self-

regulation skills, students found POW+TREE with choice making socially valid, motivation and 

perceived importance of writing increased, and students had mixed results in terms of AAE. 

Choice was a strategy both students wanted after it had been offered and would question why 

choices were not offered during no-choice and maintenance conditions. Anecdotal data indicated 

a strong positive response from the students related to choice. Choice was a motivating factor for 

both Seth and Jonathan, but the impact was not clear. Future researchers should continue to 

explore choice making to determine the impact on student motivation, achievement, and 

engagement. Students were able to generalize their writing skills to a non-traditional writing tool 
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(i.e., iPad and Apple Pencil) from traditional writing methods (i.e., pen and paper) and 

maintained these persuasive writing skills across time. The intervention was implemented with 

acceptable levels of fidelity. It is important to note that this study took place from February 2021 

to July 2021 due to COVID disruptions. Even with the lengthy study, including disruptions in 

scheduled sessions due to COVID, both Seth and Jonathan had strong maintenance data. Both 

students maintained their skills for a long period of time at a proficient level.  

Persuasive Essay Elements 

Both Seth and Jonathan showed improvement in their number of persuasive essay 

elements post-instruction with some variance. Anecdotal notes indicate for Seth that when he 

expressed liking the writing prompt topic, he wrote more. For Jonathan, his performance was 

consistent after learning that essays included five elements. Often, he would include the five 

elements and then end his writing session stating, “I have to get five parts and I got five parts”. 

Jonathan nor Seth returned to baseline numbers once taught to use POW+TREE to mastery. All 

post-instruction probes for Seth included four or more persuasive essay elements and for 

Jonathan included three or more with 9 essay elements included as his highest count. Findings in 

this study were consistent with that of other studies utilizing SRSD to improve the quality and 

writing outcomes including essay elements (e.g., Adkins & Gavin, 2012; Little et al., 2010; 

Mason et al., 2010; Mastropieri et al., 2014; Santangelo et al., 2008). As indicated by previous 

researchers, the SRSD instructional approach was successful in improving writing outcomes of 

students with EBD in residential treatment facilities (Ennis & Jolivette, 2014). Effect size results 

confirm the effect of SRSD on the writing outcomes of both Jonathan and Seth. Visual analysis 

of the persuasive essay element writing outcomes indicated improvements after instruction for all 
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students. SRSD with function-based choice making was effective in improving all writing 

variables. 

Motivation 

During pre-assessments, all students demonstrated generally low motivation to write, and 

each student felt very strongly that they had little to no choice in what they wrote. Each student 

verbalized that their teacher makes the choice about what they write and indicated that they 

typically wrote about “only school stuff”. Both Jonathan and Seth demonstrated increased 

motivation based on data from the IMI collected during post-assessment. Student motivation 

increased along with each students’ perceived competence and choices when writing. Jonathan 

mentioned several times during his post-assessment IMI that he liked writing when it was writing 

where he “knew what he was doing”. He indicated that he felt like when he had to write his 

opinions, he felt like writing more. Consistent with previous researchers (e.g., Mason & Shriner, 

2008), it is possible that students with EBD had not established the intrinsic motivation to “write 

and say more” as learned within the POW+TREE mnemonic. Seth verbalized multiple times that 

he “only liked writing about topics he liked” and that was observed in his data. For students with 

EBD working in residential education settings, lack of motivation can stem from and be 

amplified by significant deficits across grade levels which are further exacerbated by the 

transient nature of students and lack of quality academic instruction in residential treatment 

facilities. It is important to mention that choice was a motivator for both students. Anecdotal 

notes demonstrated a pattern of both students questioning why they were not provided choices 

during the no-choice probes. Both students made comments like, “Well, I like have some kind of 

option when I come in here” and “Writing and working on this isn’t as good when I don’t get to 

choose anything”.  
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Self-Regulation 

Self-regulation increased for both Jonathan and Seth. Their scores demonstrated increases 

in point values indicating an increase of self-regulation skills. Jonathan’s data prior to 

intervention showed strengths in reflecting and adjusting when things did not go as planned. 

Both strengths were demonstrated after the intervention with the addition of planning for and 

articulating goals. Jonathan did not always want to graph his progress and verbalized that he “did 

not care about his graphs” at multiple points. He did however enjoy letting me know prior to 

working on a written task what he was planning to include in his written product. Jonathan 

demonstrated an increase in his self-regulation. Seth also demonstrated an increase in his point 

values indicating an increase of self-regulation skills. Seth rated his planning and adjusting when 

things did not go as planned as his strengths prior to the intervention. Post-intervention Seth 

included reflecting as a strength as demonstrated by his scores. Both students scored lower on 

items focused on monitoring progress in a timely manner and interfacing with goals. Jonathan 

was less motivated by progress monitoring (e.g., graphing essay parts) than Seth as demonstrated 

by anecdotal notes throughout the intervention and post-assessment probes. This was also 

demonstrated in the lower scores on the monitoring items within the SRFQ. 

Active Academic Engagement 

The AAE for the students varied. Visual analysis of AAE percentage indicated that both 

Seth and Jonathan demonstrated variability in AAE across sessions and phases no matter their 

number of persuasive elements. For example, during session 38, Seth was in a fight in the 

housing unit before coming to school and he made comments about having a “really bad 

morning” prior to making the walk to school. The classroom teacher also indicated that Seth had 

a “tough morning” and he might not want to write. On this day, Seth had his lowest essay 
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element score and lowest AAE of his post instruction choice or no choice phases. Variable AAE 

data are consistent with prior interventions with students with EBD and choice making research 

with these students in residential facilities (e.g., Lane et al., 2008; Ramsey et al., 2010; Ramsey 

et al., 2017). Students with EBD often engage in behaviors that are problematic as a means to 

avoid classroom demands particularly with cognitively complex tasks like writing and/or access 

more preferred tasks over the complex academic tasks (Filter & Horner, 2009; Ramsey et al., 

2017;). This study focused on two functionally based choice making opportunities to address 

both escape and access/gain functions of behaviors to increase engagement for students with 

EBD with tasked with completing persuasive writing activities. 

Limitations 

The results presented in the study should be considered along with several limitations. 

First, this study took place during the COVID-19 pandemic and not typical instructional 

conditions. Due to the state of the Covid-19 pandemic, access to facilities was limited and 

permissions to be considered essential personnel within more restrictive facilities like the one 

included in this study were limited. This study should be replicated outside of a global pandemic 

when a residential treatment facility once again operates under a more typical “business as usual” 

model. For example, our study included intern turnover, quarantine periods for our students, and 

additional stressors for our students (e.g., ongoing trauma of the pandemic, limited visitation 

schedules, disruptive classroom routines). On two different occasions, students were quarantined 

due to COVID-19 exposure after going on home visits. This caused additional time in between 

sessions. For example, Jonathan was quarantined after Session 35 and was not back at the facility 

until the next week and Seth was quarantined after Session 18 which was during his instructional 

lessons. This caused for a gap in instruction that was made-up after the student return in the form 
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of an additional instructional lesson. Future studies should replicate procedures with plans in 

place for the possibility of gaps in instruction or data collection probes. Planning for this could 

include built in booster sessions or a plan for missed probes and the adjustments needed for 

make-up sessions to take place. The flexibility of both function-based choice making and the 

SRSD instructional approach allows for the implementor to plan for and include additional 

instructional sessions when needed. This was important during the presented study as there was 

need for the flexibility and the additional instructional sessions due to the unpredictable schedule 

due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Second, due to Covid-19 facility protocols, additional persons 

(e.g., outside researchers) besides the interventionist were not permitted into the facility. Thus, 

this study relied on de-identified audio-recordings of each session for fidelity IOA, and the 

training of multiple interns due to their variable schedule and turnover to collect in vivo AAE 

data. We observed differing levels of AAE for both Seth and Jonathan depending on which 

intern was present. For example, when the intern who worked most closely and often with both 

students was present, both students had higher levels of engagement. Future replications of this 

study will want to provide consistency of the adults present so as not to influence student 

engagement behaviors. Third, our student sample was small. We began with three students, but 

one was discharged from the facility during the baseline phase. Students being transient is one 

barrier that teachers and researchers should prepare for when implementing interventions with 

students within residential treatments facilities. Future researchers should include a larger sample 

size and prepare for students potentially leaving prior to the completion of a phase or study. 

Fourth, our study was conducted in a single facility. This study should be replicated for 

generalizability of findings. Fifth, this facility only served male students with EBD. Future 
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researchers should include female students to understand if there any demographic variables 

(e.g., gender) effects.  

Future Directions  

As with any study, there are several future research directions to continue inquiry into the 

effects of SRSD POW+TREE with FBCM for students with EBD in residential treatment 

facilities. First and foremost, the primary future direction with this study is for it to be replicated. 

Second, future researchers should consider exploring POW+TREE with FBCM with further 

intensified self-regulation components and the impact on student writing outcomes. For both 

Seth and Jonathan, they scored lower on the monitoring portions of the self-regulation 

questionnaire while also verbalizing the lack of motivation found from monitoring writing 

progress. Planning intentional and explicit instruction and practice around setting and monitoring 

goals may have benefitted the students in the present study. The intensification of self-regulatory 

skills like progress monitoring may contribute to increased motivation for previously 

unmotivating activities. Researchers have indicated intensification of self-regulation components 

like goal setting and self-monitoring can support students who need additional help within the 

SRSD instructional approach (Sanders et al., 2021). By focusing on explicit instruction on how 

to set a goal, monitoring said goal, and providing positive self-talk to reach the goal, the SRSD 

instructional approach can be intensified to meet the needs of a student who is struggling to 

master the skills within the SRSD instructional approach. Third, researchers should consider 

focusing on the writing prompts included as part of the intervention. In addition to the FBCM 

provided, future researchers also may continue to investigate the writing prompts offered to 

students, in particular students with EBD who have histories of trauma. We attempted to control 

for trauma-triggering writing prompts through additional layers of review. Within this vein, 
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future researchers may intensify the number of opportunities to make choices by replicating 

choice of writing prompt as suggested by Ennis and colleagues (2017). Fourth, researchers 

should consider including other function-based types of choice. We selected and investigated the 

effects of just two types of choice, both which were matched to the escape function. Researchers 

may replicate this study but use other function types of choices adjusted to meet the function of 

their students’ behavior (Jolivette et al., 2001; Jolivette et al., 2009). Fifth, when the function-

based choice making option was offered, it was delivered once and as an antecedent prior to the 

writing probe. Future researchers may provide choice opportunities more than once for students 

with EBD who need additional behavioral supports and as a mechanism to increase academic 

engagement. Choice making opportunities may be investigated as an antecedent, within 

activities, and/or as a reinforcement, or in combination (Ramsey et al., 2010; Ramsey et al., 

2017).  

Conclusion 

 Strategic instruction (e.g., SRSD) with embedded low-intensity behavior strategies (e.g., 

choice making) includes components of effective instruction so critical when working with 

students who present significant academic and behavioral deficits, like students with EBD in 

residential treatment facilities. The POW+TREE strategy within the SRSD instructional 

approach allows students to take ownership of their writing and develop a systematic approach to 

writing specific to the persuasive genre. Both the SRSD instructional approach and choice 

making as an intervention have demonstrated success for students with EBD in residential 

treatment facilities. The act of writing gives students an opportunity to have a voice and can 

serve as an outlet for students to express their wants and needs (e.g., self-advocate). Focusing on 
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systematic instruction that teaches students to write in a structured and organized way they have 

more time to focus on the content and other components required in the taxing writing process. 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE 1 
Low-Intensity Strategies, Definitions, and Implementation 

Strategy Definition Implementation Steps 

Active 
Supervision 

Purposeful interaction with students to create opportunities 
for instruction and feedback on expected behaviors 
(Haydon et al., 2019, 2012; Haydon & Kroeger, 2016) 

1) Move around the classroom; 2) Scan and monitor interactions; 3) Interact 
with students; 4) Acknowledge and reinforce appropriate academic and social 
behavior  

Increased Rates 
of Behavior 

Specific Praise 

Praise statements explicitly referencing the particular 
behavior for which the student is being recognized 
(Sutherland et al., 2000) 

Use IFEED-AV to implement: Immediately; Frequently; Enthusiasm; Eye 
Contact; Describe; Anticipation; Variety (Rhode et al., 1992). 

Increased 
Opportunities to 

Respond 

Behaviors that require student responses and are usually 
followed by feedback. OTR can be delivered by teachers, 
peers or via technology (MacSuga-Gage & Simonsen, 
2015; Haydon et al., 2012). 

1) Identify content and instructional objective; 2) Prepare questions, prompts or 
cues related to content; 3) Determine content delivery; 4) Determine mode of 
student response; 5) Implement lesson with a minimum of three OTR per 
minute; 6) Respond to students with encouraging feedback; 7) Offer students 
opportunity to give feedback 

Pre-Correction A proactive approach involving manipulating the classroom 
environment to prevent the occurrence of predictable 
challenging behaviors and increase the likelihood of 
desirable behaviors occurring (Colvin et al., 1997) 

1) identify context and anticipated behaviors; 2) determine the expected 
behavior; 3) Adjust the environment; 4) Provide opportunities for behavior 
practice; 5) provide reinforcement to encourage student engagement in expected 
behaviors; 6) develop a prompting plan; 7) develop monitoring plan; 8) offer 
student opportunity to give feedback (Ennis et al., 2018) 

Instructional 
Feedback 

A teacher/student interaction where the teacher (or other 
adult) provides a cue followed by a student action and then 
specific teacher feedback to the student regarding the action 
taken. The three part cycle of cue, student action, and 
feedback can be repeated as needed (Heward, 1994). 

1) identify learning goals; 2) provide instruction to meet established goals; 3) 
provide clear directions and check for understanding; 4) plan opportunities for 
practice and feedback; 5) implement active supervision and provide 
instructional feedback; 6) provide time and direction for students to review 
work or have additional practice opportunities; 7) evaluate instructional 
practices; 8) offer student opportunity to give feedback (Oakes et al., 2018) 
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TABLE 2 
Types of Choice and Examples Embedded in Writing Instruction 
 

Choice Type Function Writing Instruction Examples 
Whom – Who the student will write with Gain -Would you like your writing partner to be Austin or Seth? 

-Would you like Mrs. Loftin or Ms. Rankin to sit with you while you write?  

Future- what the student is going to work on 
or do after they finish a task 

Gain -When you finish your journal entry, do you want to color or work on a puzzle? 
-After we check your writing task, you can choose which book you will read from the ones 
on the table. 

Tangible- the items the student wants prior 
to, during, or after completing a task  

Gain -Would you like to listen to classical or jazz music while you write? 
-Do you want to put your fidget in your lap or next to you on the table while you write? 

Within- the materials the student will use to 
complete the task 

Gain -Would you like to use neon colored paper or pastel colored paper for your writing? 
-Would you like to write with a mechanical pencil or a colored pencil? 

Where- the location where the student will 
work on the task 

Gain/Escape -Do you want to write at your desk or the small group table? 
-Of the chairs in or room, where will you sit to write? 

Between/Among – What tasks the student 
will work on – the order of the tasks 

Escape -You have two journal prompts to complete today-choose one of the envelopes at the 
writing station and begin working. 
-You have three short answer questions to complete, which one will you write first? 
Second? Third? 

Terminate- the time when the student will 
stop working 

Escape -Are you finished with your writing task now or will you finish it in the next 5 minutes? 
-You are going to be writing independently for the last part of class; do you want to take a 
break after 5, 10 or 15 minutes? 

When- the time the student is going to begin 
working on a task 

Escape -You have all your writing materials; will you start writing now or in 3 minutes? 
-We will start writing in 10 minutes; do you want to sharpen your pencil now or right before 
we begin? 

Refusal- whether the student will begin or 
finish a task 

Escape -Do you want to continue writing or are you finished? 
-Our writing time has started; are you going to write with a partner or alone? 

Alternative- the method in which the 
student will complete a task 

Escape -Are you going to handwrite or type your final story? 
-Are you going to write with pen and paper or iPad and Apple Pencil? 

Note: Examples adapted from Jolivette, K., Stichter, J. P., Sibilsky, S., Scott, T. M., & Ridgley, R. (2002). Naturally occurring opportunities for 
preschool children with or without disabilities to make choices. Education and Treatment of Children, 396-414. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42899719; Jolivette, K., Ennis, P. R., Swoszowski, N. C. (2020). Choice-making at tier 2: Linking and adapting choice 
by type and function. Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 64(1), 37-47. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1045988X.2019.1653256 
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TABLE 3 
Choice Making Resource Grid 

Resource 
Type 

Title Description Link/Citation 

Book Powerful Writing 
Strategies for All 
Students 

Book covering the 
research, implementation, 
and assessment of SRSD 
for writing including 
lesson plans, graphic 
organizers, videos and 
other materials for 
implementation 

Harris, K.R., Graham, S., Mason, L.H., & Friedlander, B. (2007). Powerful 
Writing Strategies for All Students. 

 

Peer-
Reviewed 
Article 

Making Choices, 
Improving 
Behavior, 
Engaging in 
Learning 

Highlights choice making 
opportunities as an 
effective strategy to 
increase appropriate 
behaviors in students with 
EBD & demonstrates how 
teachers might incorporate 
the strategy  

Jolivette, K., Stichter, J. P., & McCormick, K. M. (2002). Making choices, 
improving behavior, engaging in learning. Teaching Exceptional Children, 
34(3), 24-29. 

Peer-
Reviewed 
Article 

Effects of Choice 
making on The 
Behavior of 
Students with 
Emotional and 
Behavioral 
Disorders.  

Implemented choice 
making opportunities with 
elementary students during 
math activities within the 
special education 
classroom  

Jolivette, K., Wehby, J. H., Canale, J., & Massey, N. G. (2001). Effects of 
choice making on the behavior of students with emotional and behavioral 
disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 26, 131-145.  
 

Peer-
Reviewed 
Article 

Choice making at 
Tier 2: Linking 
and Adapting 
Choice by Type 
And Function 

Details steps for 
implementing, planning 
for and adapting choice 
making at both tier 1 & 2 

Jolivette, K., Ennis, R. P., & Swoszowski, N.C. (2020). Choice making at Tier 
2: linking and adapting choice by type and function. Preventing School 
Failure: Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 64, 37-47. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1045988X.2019.1653256 
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Peer-
Reviewed 
Article 

Making Choices: 
A Proactive Way 
to Improve 
Behaviors for 
Young Children 
with Challenging 
Behaviors 

Provides details of choice 
making opportunities and 
adapting the strategy for 
use with young children 
and children with 
challenging behaviors  

Green, K.B., Mays, N.M., & Jolivette, K. (2011). Making choices: A proactive 
way to improve behaviors for young children with challenging behaviors. 
Beyond Behavior, 20, 25-31 

Brief Using Choice and 
Preference to 
Promote 
Improved 
Behavior 

Brief presenting a short, 
easy to read information 
on choice making and 
preference as evidence-
based practices 

http://csefel.vanderbilt.edu/briefs/wwb15.pdf  

Instructional 
Module 

Choice making Interactive module 
focusing on strategies to 
encourage student 
compliance in the 
classroom  

https://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/bi2/cresource/q3/p04/  

Instructional 
Module 

SRSD Writing to 
Learn 

Online professional 
development programming 
that includes interviews 
with experts, tools and 
books, and links to teacher 
created websites related to 
SRSD writing 

https://srsdonline.org/teacher-training-courses/  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 87 

Table  4 
Student Demographics 

Note: A = Acceptable; AA = African American; BSI: Behavioral Symptoms Index; BWL = Broad Written Language; Bx = Behavior; EBD = Emotional 
Behavioral Disorder; ESI = Emotional Symptoms Index; FACTS = Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff; FI = F Index; IHC: 
Inattention/Hyperactivity Composite; IRL = Independent Reading Level; IPC = Internalizing Problems Composite; ISL = Instructional Reading Level; 
M=Male; MD = Multiple Disabilities; MR = multi-racial; N = No; OHI = Other Health Impairment; PAC = Personal Adjustment Composite; QRI-6 = 
Qualitative Reading Inventory 6th Edition; S = Spelling; SLD = Specific Learning Disability; SPC = School Problems Composite; SRP = Self-Report V = 
Validity Index; W = white; WJ-IV = Woodcock Johnson 4 Edition; WE= Written Expression; WL = Written Language; Y = Yes 
 

Student Age 
(Y-M) 

Grade Gender Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Length of 
stay (M-D) 

IEP/ 
Writing 

Goal 

IDEA  
Eligibility 

Function of Bx 
from FACTS 

WJ-IV QRI-6 BASC-3 
SRP 

BASC-
3 

TRS 

Austin 12-5 6th M AA/MR 8-10 Y/Y MD  
(OHI/EBD) 

Gain BWL:71 
WL: 77 
WE: 73 
S: 77 

WS: 84 
SWF: 63 

IRL: 
3rd  

ISL: 
4th 

SPC:56 
IPC:61 
IHC:67 
PAC:49 
ESI:57 
VI: A 

EPC:65 
IPC:45 
SPC:68 
BSI:67 
ASC:41 
BSI:67 
FI:A 

Jonathan 11-7 5th M W 4-10 Y/N EBD Escape BWL: 
66 

WL: 67 
WE: 79 
S: 56 

WS: 88 
SWF:72 

IRL: 
3rd  

ISL: 
4th 

SPC: 69 
IPC: 55 
IHC: 53 
PAC: 51 
ESI: 56 
VI: A 

EPC:68 
IPC:57 
SPC:70 
BSI:68 
ASC:53 
BSI:68 
FI: A 

Seth 10-8 3rd M AA 9-10 Y/N SLD Escape BWL: 
94 

WL: 95 
WE: 93 
S: 97 

WS: 95 
SWF: 92 

IRL: 
4th   

ISL: 
5th 

SPC: 51 
IPC:50 
IHC:50 
PAC:47 
ESI:42 
VI: A 

EPC:77 
IPC:59 
SPC:70 
BSI:78 
ASC:31 
BSI:78 
FI:A 
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Table 5 
Student Participant Writing Quality Indicators 

Austin* 

                           Baseline 

Measure M 
(R) 

SD 

HES 2 
(2) 

0      
 

     

EE 1.5 
(1-2) 

0.5    
 

    
 

   

L 13.5 
(11-16) 

2.5    
 

       

CWS 11 
(9-13) 

2    
 

       

WSC 11 
(10-12) 

1           

CAMP 1 
(1) 

0           

Jonathan 

                         Baseline                      No-Choice 1                 Choice 1                     No-Choice 2               Choice 2                    Maintenance 

Measure M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD 

HES 1.11 
(1-2) 

0.31 2.14 
(2-3) 

0.5 2.86 
(2-5) 

0.94 3.86 
(3-5) 

1.11 4.38 
(1-6) 

1.62 3 
(3) 

0 

EE 1.33 
(1-2) 

0.43 4 
(3-5) 

0.58 5.14 
(4-6) 

0.64 7.14 
(5-9) 

2.24 6.38 
(2-9) 

2.39 4 
(4) 

0 
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L 11.78 
(2-20) 

5.20 16 
(13-26) 

4.15 24.57 
(13-51) 

13.76 47 
(17-83) 

22.92 33.5 
(7-63) 

17.69 13 
(10-16) 

2.45 

CWS 2.88 
(0-9) 

2.42 4.83 
(2-8) 

1.95 3.57 
(1-11) 

4.26 7.66 
(0-14) 

4.78 5.38 
(1-13) 

3.84 3.33 
(0-7) 

2.87 

WSC 6.11 
(2-13) 

3.07 10 
(6-16) 

3.09 13.14 
(8-29) 

8.23 26.29 
(8-50) 

15.43 19.5 
(4-43) 

11.82 12 
(7-20) 

5.72 

CAMP 0.89 
(0-1) 

0.31 0.83 
(0-1) 

0.37 1 
(1) 

0 1 
(1) 

0 0.71 
(0-1) 

0.45 1 
(1) 

0 

Seth 

 Baseline  No-Choice 1 Choice 1 No-Choice 2 Choice 2 Maintenance 

Measure M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD M 
(R) 

SD 

HES 1.6 
(1-3) 

0.82 4.2 
(3-5) 

0.84 3.67 
(3-5) 

0.55 4 
(3-5) 

0.63 2.85 
(2-4) 

0.69 4.33 
(4-5) 

0.58 

EE 1.6 
(1-3) 

0.82 5 
(4-6) 

0.71 4.3 
(5-6) 

0.40 5.33 
(5-6) 

0.52 5.42 
(4-6) 

0.71 5 
(5) 

0 

L 14 
(9-22) 

5.51 27.2 
(25-36) 

3.96 26.3 
(24-43) 

7.16 24.33 
(21-28) 

2.25 19.43 
(13-34) 

6.92 20.33 
(17-23) 

3.05 

CWS 11.5 
(5-21) 

6.69 15.4 
(7-21) 

5.22 13.5 
(11-20) 

3.42 13.67 
(6-18) 

4.68 9.57 
(5-12) 

2.64 10 
(8-11) 

1.73 

WSC 14 
(9-22) 

5.51 25.8 
(21-29) 

3.42 26 
(24-43) 

7.26 24.17 
(21-27) 

1.94 18.4 
(13-33) 

7.34 16.67 
(10-23) 

6.50 

CAMP 1 
(1) 

0 1 
(1) 

0 1 
(1) 

0 0.83 
(0-1) 

0.41 0.83 
(0-1) 

0.41 .67 
(0-1) 

0.56 

*Austin was discharged from the facility after baseline data collection 
Note: CAMP = Content Appropriateness & Match to Prompt; CWS = Correct Word Sequence; EE = Essay Elements; HES = Holistic Essay 
Score; L = Length; M=Mean; PIC = Post Instruction Choice; PINC = Post Instruction No Choice; R = Range; SD = Standard Deviation; WSC = 
Words Spelled Correct
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FIGURE 1 
Sample Learning Contract 
 

Strategy: POW+TREE 

Student: William 
Teacher: Mrs. Lucy 

Date: February 14, 2022 
Target Completion Date: March 5, 2022 

Goal: I will learn to use the POW+TREE strategy when writing a persuasive essay to help 
me include at least 5 persuasive essay parts. 

How to meet this goal: Practice POW+TREE; Listen to my teacher; focus on what each of 
the steps in the strategy mean 

Signatures 

Student: William Teacher: Mrs. Lucy 

_____________________has successfully completed instruction in the 
_____________________Strategy and agrees to use it in  
 

Date: 
 

Student: 
Teacher: 

Adapted from Harris, K.R., Graham, S., Mason, L. H., & Friedlander, B. (2008). Powerful writing strategies for all students. Brooks 
Publishing Co. Inc. 
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FIGURE 2 
Stages of SRSD and Within Stage Self-Regulation Components  

 
Adapted from: Mason, L. H., Reid, R., & Hagaman, J. L. (2012). Building comprehension in adolescents: Powerful strategies for improving 
reading and writing in content areas. Brookes Publishing Company; Sanders, S., Rollins, L. H., Mason, L. H., Shaw, A., & Jolivette, K. (2021). 
Intensification and individualization of self-regulation components within self-regulated strategy development. Intervention in School and 
Clinic, 56(3), 131-140. 

Stage 1: Develop 
& Activate 

Background 
Knowledge

Introduce self-regulation 
skills. The focus skills should 

match student need

Develop needed 
background knowledge 

for success with self-
regulation skills

If beginning with goal 
setting, for example, 
students may need 

instructions on what 
makes a good goal

Stage 2: Discuss 
It

Emphasize the 
importance of self-

instructions & discuss 
example statements 

with students

Describe ways to 
measure self-monitoring 

skills to support goal 
setting

Meet with students to 
review current 

performance positively 
& set goal

Stage 3: Model It
Model self-statements 

for students while 
modeling strategy steps

Explain that positive 
self-statements 

promote motivation & 
help meet goals set in 

Stage 1

Model how to respond 
to negative thoughts & 
have students produce 

their own self-
statements

Stage 4: 
Memorize It

Focus should be on 
students becoming solid 
with the strategy steps 
& self-regulation skills

Support students in 
applying the self-

regulation skills like self-
instruction & 

reinforcement 
statements

Support students in 
becoming familiar 

enough to be automatic 
with strategy use 

Stage 5: Support 
It

Use writing and self-
regulation strategies 

collaboratively

Goals should be 
increased gradually until 
final goals are reached

Use self-reinforcement 
statements to support & 

boost performance

Stage 6: 
Independent 
Performance

Monitor and support 
student performance 
with self-monitoring, 
self-instructions, self-

reinforcement &

Reflect with students 
about the strategy & 

gather feedback about 
self-regulation skills

Support students in 
identifying other areas 
to use self-regulation & 

strategy skills 
(generalization)
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FIGURE 3 
POW+TREE GRAPHIC ORGANIZER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from Harris, K.R., Graham, S., Mason, L. H., & Friedlander, B. (2008). Powerful 
writing strategies for all students. Brooks Publishing Co. Inc.  

TREE 

1 2 3 

Topic 
Sentence 
 

•Tell what you 
believe! 

 

Reasons 
 

•3 or more 
•Why do I believe 

this?  
 

•Will my readers          
believe this? 

 

Explain   
Reasons 
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Figure 4 
Teacher Implementation Process 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Collect Student 
Data

•Determine academic and behavior needs
•Select academic and behavior indicators for progress 

monitoring

Implement 
Instruction

•Monitor student progress to assess for need of additional 
instruction

•Booster sessions should be provided to meet student 
needs

Provide Practice 
Opportunity 

•Implement practice opportunities to allow student 
stuctured time to engage with learned skills

Evaluate Written 
Products for 

Mastery

•Assess writing and determine if students have maintained 
and generalized skills 
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Figure 5 
Essay Elements 
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Figure 6 
Active Academic Engagement 
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