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 An Investigation of the Efficacy of an Editing Strategy with

 Postsecondary Individuals with Developmental Disabilities

 Suzanne Woods-Groves, Youjia Hua, William J. Themen, Erica R. Kaldenberg,
 Rudia W. Kihura, and Jo M. Hendrickson

 University of Iowa

 Abstract: This study examined the efficacy of the EDIT Strategy on proofreading skills of postsecondary

 individuals who attended a campus-based college program for students with developmental disabilities. A
 random assignment to treatment or control groups and a pre- and posttest with maintenance follow-up design

 were employed. The EDIT Strategy was taught through a multi-step mnemonic strategy to students in the

 treatment group. The instruction addressed essential proofreading skills including identifying and correcting

 spelling, punctuation, capitalization, overall appearance, and substance errors in electronic documents through

 the use of a computer and word processing tools. The posttest and maintenance data revealed a significant

 difference in favor of the treatment group when compared with the control group concerning the overall number

 of editing errors and the respective types of errors that were corrected. The results provide support for the efficacy

 of the EDIT Strategy for postsecondary learners with developmental disabilities.

 The postsecondary landscape has dramatically
 changed for young adults with developmental
 disabilities. Over the past decade there has
 been an exponential increase in the type and
 number of educational opportunities avail
 able to individuals with developmental disabil
 ities upon exiting high school (Griffin, Sum
 mer, McMillan, Day, & Hodapp, 2012; Papay
 & Bambara, 2011). With the passage of the
 Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008,
 individuals who wish to enroll in a college
 program that provides support for individuals
 with developmental disabilities now have the
 opportunity to apply for federal funding (i.e.,
 Pell grants).

 These college-based postsecondary pro
 grams serve individuals with a heterogeneous

 The research reported herein was supported in
 part by the Office of Postsecondary Education
 (OPE), U.S. Department of Education, through
 Grant P407A100030 to The University of Iowa. The
 opinions expressed are those of the authors and do
 not represent views of the OPE or the U.S. Depart
 ment of Education. Correspondence concerning
 this article should be addressed to Suzanne Woods

 Groves, Department of Teaching and Learning, 246
 Lindquist Center North, University of Iowa, Iowa
 City, Iowa 52242-1529. E-mail suzanne-woods
 groves@uiowa.edu

 array of developmental disabilities (e.g., au
 tism, Asperger's syndrome, intellectual dis
 abilities, multiple disabilities) who have exited
 their K-12 educational settings with diverse
 personal profiles of strengths and areas of
 need. It is imperative that these postsecondary
 programs provide evidence-based instruction
 to ameliorate core academic skills in which

 individuals still experience difficulty. One
 core academic area that permeates across an
 individual's lifespan is written expression
 (MacArthur, Philippakos, Graham, & Harris,
 2012).

 McNaughton, Hughes, and Clark (1994;
 1997) noted that proficient writing skills are
 an integral part of one's ability to fully partic
 ipate in society. A survey of a sample of Amer
 ican corporations found that concise writing is
 considered by employers as an essential skill
 for a variety of vocations in fields such as
 service industries, finance, insurance, real es

 tate, manufacturing, and construction (Na
 tional Commission on Writing in America's
 Schools and Colleges, 2004). Educators in
 K-12 and postsecondary schools concur with
 employers that written expression is an impor
 tant skill for students to obtain (National
 Commission on Writing in America's Schools
 and Colleges, 2003).
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This content downloaded from 
������������129.237.35.237 on Fri, 07 Jan 2022 21:56:58 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Despite universal agreement of the impor
 tance of written expression, the National Cen
 ter for Education Statistics (NCES, 2012)
 indicated that only 24% of students in eighth
 and twelfth- grades obtained a proficient level
 (i.e. students' clearly demonstrated skill) in
 the area of writing. One reason for the low
 level of proficiency on the NCES 2012 assess
 ment may reflect the fact that written expres
 sion is a multifaceted construct. MacArthur,

 Schwarz, and Graham (1991) view writing as
 "a complex process that draws on an individ
 ual's knowledge, basic skills, cognitive strate
 gies, and ability to coordinate cognitive pro
 cesses" (p. 230). Hayes and Flower (1987) and
 Hayes (1996) described the writing processes
 as a cyclical practice that encompasses plan
 ning, sentence development, and revision.

 Individuals with disabilities who experience
 difficulties in written expression often spend
 the majority of their cognitive skills on the
 basic mechanics of writing (e.g., creating con
 tent; finding and corrective errors in spelling
 and punctuation) which may interfere with
 their employment of effective strategies (e.g.,
 developing text, revising beyond mechanics
 during the writing process (MacArthur, Gra
 ham, Schwartz, 8c Schäfer, 1995; MacArthur et

 al., 1991; McNaughton et al., 1997). When
 editing and revising their own written prod
 ucts these learners often struggle with detect
 ing and correcting the following types of er
 rors: spelling, substance (e.g., not providing
 enough information), overall appearance of
 text (e.g., spacing, margins, neatness of work),
 capitalization, and punctuation (De La Paz,
 1999; Dixon, 1991; Graham & Harris, 2009;
 MacArthur et al., 1991 ; McNaughton, Hughes,
 & Ofiesh, 1997; McNaughton et. al., 1997;
 Okolo, Cavalier, Ferretti, 8c MacArthur, 2000;
 Schumaker & Deshler; 2009).

 The use of computers holds potential to aid
 students with disabilities in the mechanical

 (e.g., correcting grammatical errors) aspects
 of writing and revising (Cochran-Smith, 1991;
 MacArthur & Shneiderman, 1986; MacArthur

 et al., 1995, 2012; McNaughton et al., 1994,
 1997). Computers have become a basic staple
 in many classrooms across the United States.
 The use of computers to construct written text
 allows for numerous iterations of the revision

 process without placing an undue burden on
 the writer (Cochran-Smith, 1991; MacArthur

 et al., 1991, 2012). Researchers caution
 against promoting the employment of com
 puters with individuals who struggle in con
 structing written text without the support of
 explicit instruction in writing strategies and
 computer use (Cochran-Smith, 1991; MacAr
 thur et al., 1991, 2012; MacArthur 8c Shneider
 man, 1986).

 For young adults with developmental dis
 abilities, who continue to experience chal
 lenges when revising and editing their written
 work, it is imperative that they receive effec
 tive strategy-based instruction. Effective strat
 egy instruction within the area of written ex
 pression incorporates: (a) an assessment of
 prerequisite skills; (b) teacher-led demonstra
 tion of strategy steps; (c) guided practice that
 incorporates "think aloud" processes with er
 ror correction and feedback; and (d) inde
 pendent practice until mastery is achieved
 (Archer & Hughes, 2010; Gersten 8c Baker,
 2001; Graham, 2006; MacArthur et al., 1995;
 Schumaker 8c Deshler, 2009). Previous inves
 tigations have revealed that instruction which
 incorporates these core aspects of strategy in
 struction has been successful in increasing the
 writing proficiency for individuals with behav
 ior disorders, Asperger's Disorder, intellectual
 disabilities, and learning disabilities (Delano,
 2007; Graham & Harris, 2009; Hallenbeck,
 2002; Harris, Graham, & Mason, 2003; Lane et

 al., 2008; Schumaker & Deshler, 2009; Wolge
 muth, Cobb, & Alwell, 2008).

 One strategy instruction program that is de
 signed to increase students' skills in editing
 text through the use of computers is the EDIT
 Strategy (Hughes, Schumaker, McNaughton,
 Deshler, & Nolan, 2010). Hughes et al. (2010)
 developed the EDIT Strategy from their work
 concerning two previous learning strategies,
 the Error Monitoring Strategy (Schumaker,
 Nolan, & Deshler, 1985) and the InSPECT
 Strategy (McNaughton & Hughes, 1999). The
 EDIT Strategy was designed to aid students in
 finding and correcting grammatical errors
 within electronically written passages. Hughes
 et al. (2010) described an initial study con
 ducted by Carranza and Hughes (2009) that
 investigated the efficacy of the EDIT Strategy
 with 22 fifth-, sixth-, and seventh-grade stu
 dents. A pre- and posttest experimental design
 with random assignment to control and treat
 ment groups was used. The EDIT Strategy was
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 taught to students in the treatment group in
 an explicit instruction format that incorpo
 rated the use of computers, electronic pas
 sages, spell checkers, along with the following
 components: (a) pretests; (b) teacher-led
 demonstration of the strategy with "think
 aloud" procedures; (c) verbal practice of the
 EDIT steps; (d) guided practice sessions with
 error correction and feedback; and (e) inde
 pendent practice with feedback (Hughes et
 al., 2010). The steps in the EDIT Strategy
 mnemonic included: (1) Enter your first draft;
 (2) Do a spell check; (3) Interrogate yourself
 using the capitalization, overall appearance,
 punctuation, and spelling (COPS) questions,
 and (4) Type in corrections and run the spell
 checker (Hughes et al., 2010).

 After three weeks of instruction, students in

 the treatment group, mastered the strategy,
 and increased their average pretest scores of
 28% of errors corrected to an average of 80%
 of errors corrected on the posttest. No signif
 icant differences were revealed on posttest
 performance between a sample of students
 without disabilities and students in the treat

 ment group. Maintenance data indicated that
 students who were taught the EDIT strategy
 maintained their posttest skill levels several
 weeks after instruction ended.

 The purpose of this study was to investigate
 the efficacy of the EDIT Strategy and evaluate
 the impact of the strategy on improving the
 editing skills of young adults with develop
 mental disabilities enrolled in a postsecondary
 program. The following research questions
 were posed:

 1. Will there be a significant difference in
 the overall EDIT score for the total num

 ber of editing errors corrected for stu
 dents who received the EDIT Strategy in
 struction when compared to students who
 did not receive the intervention?

 2. Will there be a significant difference in
 the specific types of editing errors cor
 rected (i.e. spelling, capitalization, overall
 appearance, punctuation, and missing
 words) for students who received the
 EDIT Strategy instruction when com
 pared to students who did not receive the
 intervention?

 3. During the maintenance stage, will there
 be a significant difference in overall EDIT

 scores and type of editing errors corrected
 for students who received the EDIT Strat

 egy instruction when compared to stu
 dents who did not receive the interven

 tion?

 Method

 Participants

 Originally 23 students agreed to participate in
 the study. However two students who per
 formed at or above the designated mastery
 criterion of 80% on the EDIT pretest were not
 included in the study. In addition, two partic
 ipants in the control group were absent dur
 ing the posttest and were subsequently not
 included in the data analysis. Ultimately there
 were 19 participants included in the study
 with 11 students in the treatment group and
 eight students in the control group. All partic
 ipants were young adults with developmental
 disabilities who were enrolled in a two-year
 postsecondary program located at a university
 in the Midwest. The participants' ages ranged
 from 20 to 23 years (M = 21.16, SD = 1.12).
 There were 5 (26.3%) females and 14 (73.7%)
 males. With regard to race, all of the partici
 pants were White. There were five (26.3%)
 individuals from urban areas, seven (36.8%)
 from suburban areas, and seven (36.8%) from
 rural areas. With regard to disability catego
 ries, two (10.5%) individuals were diagnosed
 with Asperger's Disorder, one (5.3%) with a
 non-verbal learning disorder, six (31.6%) with
 autism, eight (42.1%) with intellectual disabil
 ities, one (5.3%) with an intellectual disability
 and cerebral palsy, and one (5.3%) with other
 health impairment and cerebral palsy. The
 participants' Woodcock Johnson Achieve
 ment III (WJIII; Woodcock, McGrew, &
 Mather, 2001) Total Scores (standard scores
 with a M = 100, SD = 15) ranged from 50 to
 98, (Mdn = 77) while Broad Reading scores
 ranged from 58 to 92, (Mdn = 78). Partici
 pants' Broad Writing scores ranged from 48 to
 100, (Mdn = 76).

 A series of ANOVAs were conducted to ex

 plore the differences among the treatment
 and control groups' number of correct re
 sponses on the EDIT pretest. No significant
 differences F{1, 18) = .131, p = .722 between
 groups were found for overall pretest scores.
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 Analysis of variance (ANOVA) comparisons,
 Rvalues, and effect sizes for the treatment and
 control group pretests are depicted in
 Table 1.

 Materials

 Prior to administering the EDIT pretest
 prompts the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Lit
 eracy Skills Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) and
 Retell Fluency (DIBELS, Good & Kaminski,
 2002) curriculum-based measures were ad
 ministered to each of the study participants in
 order to determine the minimum ORF level

 and Retell Fluency among the participants.
 The minimum ORF level and Retell Fluency
 for the participants was determined to fall
 within the third grade level.

 All of the EDIT pre- and posttest prompts,
 teaching materials, practice exercises, and
 maintenance prompts were adapted or con
 structed using a third grade reading level. The
 EDIT Strategy instructional manual (Hughes
 et al., 2010) served as the guide for developing
 each of the EDIT lessons. Each lesson was

 supplemented with the use of graphic organiz
 ers that contained the steps of the EDIT mne
 monic. In addition, at the beginning of each
 lesson, students were each given a computer
 memory stick, a student folder with a self
 monitoring graph, a visual mnemonic with
 each of the EDIT steps, and cue sheets for
 respective lessons. The class was conducted in
 a computer lab. Each student had a PC desk
 top computer. The instructor used a projec
 tor, document camera, and PC desktop com
 puter located in the front of the room to
 present material to the class.

 The two EDIT pre- and posttest prompts
 were adapted from the student EDIT passages
 provided within the EDIT Strategy manual
 (Hughes et al., 2010) to fall within a third
 grade reading level according to the Flesh
 Kincaid Readability score. Prompt A was enti
 tled "Giant Panda" and pertained to the habits
 and environment of Giant Pandas. This

 prompt contained three paragraphs with a
 total word count of 221. Prompt B was entitled
 "California Redwood" and consisted of a de

 scription of the California Redwood forests.
 Prompt B contained three paragraphs and
 consisted of 222 words. Prompt A and Prompt
 B, each contained 25 errors.

 Each EDIT prompt contained spelling, cap
 italization, overall appearance, punctuation,
 and substance (i.e. missing words) errors. To
 tal scores for each of the respective error types
 (i.e., spelling, capitalization, overall appear
 ance, punctuation, and substance) could
 range from 0 to 5. There were five spelling
 errors that consisted of one contextual spell
 ing error (i.e., defined as a word that is spelled
 correctly yet used incorrectly such as a homo
 phone) and four incorrectly spelled words
 within each EDIT prompt. There were five
 capitalization errors (e.g., proper nouns, be
 ginning of sentences). There were five Overall
 Appearance errors (e.g., errors in indenting
 paragraphs, errors in spaces between sen
 tences, errors in spacing between paragraphs)
 and five punctuation errors (e.g. commas, pe
 riods, exclamation marks, and question
 marks). The final category was Substance (i.e.
 missing words) which included five errors
 which pertained to missing words within sen
 tences (e.g. a, an, the, subject of a sentence).

 The maintenance prompt was adapted from
 the teacher material provided in the EDIT
 Strategy instructional manual. Adaptations in
 cluded revising the prompt so it fell within the
 third grade reading level. The topic of the
 maintenance prompt pertained to purchasing
 a vehicle and weighing the pros and cons of
 different types of vehicles. The number and
 type of errors were designed to emulate the
 pre- and posttests prompts and included 25
 errors. There were five of each of the follow

 ing errors: spelling, capitalization, overall ap
 pearance, punctuation, and substance (i.e.
 missing words). The prompt consisted of 211
 words.

 Design and Procedure

 Design. A 2-level (treatment or control)
 single factor, pre- and posttest experimental
 design was employed. Students were randomly
 assigned to a treatment or control group.
 There were 21 participants each assigned a
 number from a random number chart. The

 students were assigned to the treatment or
 control groups based upon whether an odd
 number or even number had been assigned
 (i.e., odd number = treatment group; even
 number = control group). There were 11 stu
 dents in the treatment group and ten students
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 in the control group. A pretest was given to
 all the participants two weeks before the EDIT
 intervention began. In order to control for
 difficulty levels across the pre and posttest
 prompts, they were counterbalanced. For
 the pretest, Prompt A and B were randomly
 assigned to the students. For the posttest, stu
 dents who responded to Prompt A in the pre
 test were administered Prompt B. Subse
 quently, students who responded to Prompt B
 in the pretest were given Prompt A for their
 posttest.

 Each student took the pre- and posttests in
 a large group format, on a PC that had either
 Prompt A or Prompt B loaded in the form of
 a Microsoft Word 2010 document. Prior to the

 pretest, posttest, and maintenance test the in
 structor told the students "We have placed a
 word document on your computer. When I
 tell you please click on the document to open
 it. You will have 30 minutes to read the docu

 ment and then run the spell checker and
 correct any errors you find" (adapted from
 Hughes et al., 2010).

 Students who did not meet the established

 exclusion criterion of 80% correct on the pre
 tests were included in the study. As a result of
 this criterion, two students were not included

 in the study. Two students in the control
 group were absent from the posttests and were
 not included in the data analysis. For the pre
 and posttests analyses there were 11 students
 in the treatment group and eight in the con
 trol group.

 Intervention. The EDIT intervention was

 administered in sixteen, 50 min sessions. Stu

 dents were taught the intervention two times a
 week on Tuesdays and Thursdays for eight
 consecutive weeks. The collective instruc

 tional time for the administration of the inter

 vention was approximately 13.3 hrs. The EDIT
 strategy was taught during a regularly sched
 uled time for the duration of the semester

 where students were to receive instruction in

 editing strategies. A group setting was em
 ployed to deliver the EDIT instruction. The
 instructor was a doctoral candidate in special
 education and held a Master's degree in spe
 cial education. The instructor met with the

 first author before each respective lesson was
 delivered in order to review the EDIT manual,

 lesson plans, and materials.
 Students were taught the EDIT strategy

 through the use of the EDIT mnemonic and a
 sequence of explicit instruction lessons. The
 EDIT mnemonic is depicted in Figure 1. In
 addition, the EDIT strategy steps and a sum
 mary of each lesson are shown in Table 2. The
 instructor taught the EDIT strategy to the
 treatment group over the course of 16 ses
 sions. Within the EDIT strategy manual each
 lesson was structured in an explicit instruction
 format that was executed through the use of a
 detailed teacher scripts. Each lesson con
 tained an advance organizer that delineated
 what material had been covered in the previ
 ous lessons, what material was going to be
 covered in the present lesson, and teacher
 expectations for the students (e.g., pay atten
 tion, take notes).

 Throughout each lesson the instructor
 modeled the skills to be taught and subse
 quently led the students through practicing
 the skills using "think aloud" procedures.
 Next, through guided practice students re
 hearsed the skills and received immediate

 feedback. Students would then complete an
 independent mastery exercise. The instructor
 scored the independent exercise, provided
 students feedback, and had students record

 their score on a graph attached inside their
 folders. The criterion for mastery for each
 independent exercise was 80%. An example
 of an independent passage scoring key is pro
 vided in Figure 2.

 Within each lesson a graphic organizer was
 employed that depicted the EDIT strategy
 steps that were going to be presented in the
 lesson and the steps that had been presented
 in previous lessons. Supports within each
 EDIT lesson included the visual EDIT mne

 monic that was attached to the front of the

 students' folders. Each student was also given
 the EDIT mnemonic in a graphic organizer
 that included places where the students could
 check off each step of the strategy as they were

 completed. The EDIT mnemonic graphic or
 ganizer is depicted in Figure 1.

 At the beginning of each lesson students
 uploaded three files to their desktops (i.e.,
 model passage, guided practice passage, and
 an independent passage). The instructor then
 led the students in a large group format
 through each of the EDIT steps that had been
 previously taught and proceeded to model the
 respective new step. The EDIT Strategy man
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 □ Enter Your First Draft

 D Do a SPELL Check. Put cursor at beginning

 □ Read the sentence with the error out loud

 □ Select the correct option

 * If vou don't see the correct option

 □ 1. Say the word aloud.
 □ 2. Add any letters that you hear.
 □ 3. Run the spellchecker on the word.
 d 4. If you see the correct option, select it.

 □ Pass over the document

 □ Express each sentence

 □ Look for homophone errors

 □ Look for typos

 y

 □ Interrogate yourself Use the COPS Questions

 □ Put the cursor at the end of the document

 □ Capitalization questions
 □ Look at the beginning of sentences
 □ Proper Nouns (people, places, and things)

 □ Overall appearance questions
 □ Look at paragraph indention
 □ Spacing between sentences

 □ Punctuation questions
 □ Is there punctuation at the end of the

 sentence?

 d Is it correct?

 □ Substance questions
 o Read the sentence out loud.

 □ Is the sentence missing any words.
 d Does it make sense?

 D Type in corrections and run spellchecker

 Figure 1. EDIT Graphie Organizer.

 ual provided teacher and student passages for
 each lesson via a compact disc. Passages were
 adapted so that they fell within the third grade
 reading level. In addition, original third grade
 passages were created. The original passages
 were adapted to include approximately 25 to
 30 errors and to address the previously taught
 and current skills to be covered in each lesson.

 The types of errors (e.g., spelling, capital
 ization, punctuation, overall appearance, and
 substance/missing words) included within the
 model passage, guided practice passage, and
 independent passage for each lesson were de
 pendent upon the previously taught and tar
 get skills to be introduced for each respective
 lesson. Spelling errors targeted within the pas
 sages included misspelled words in which the
 spell checker would give the student the cor
 rect option within the first or second word
 choice, contextual spelling errors (i.e., homo

 phones) , and spelling errors in which the stu
 dent had to add letters to the misspelled word
 then run the spell checker to generate the
 correct word choice. Capitalization errors in
 cluded errors in words at the beginning of
 sentences and proper nouns within the pas
 sages.

 Punctuation errors within the passages in
 cluded errors at the end of sentences and the

 misuse of commas within passages. Overall
 appearance errors within passages included
 paragraphs that were not indented or that
 were indented too far (e.g., 10 spaces), two
 paragraphs that had too many spaces between
 each other, and words within sentences or
 between sentences that had too much space
 or not enough space between them. Sub
 stance errors within passages included missing
 words within sentences such as a noun, pro
 noun, or an article (i.e., a, an, the). The
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 Table 2

 Implemented EDIT Strategy Lessons (adapted from Hughes et al., 2010).

 Lesson  Sessions  Lesson Activities

 1 1 The instructor led a discussion with students and identified the current

 strategies used when editing documents. The utility of the EDIT
 strategy was discussed and the EDIT mnemonic was introduced. The
 students committed to learning the EDIT strategy.

 2 7 Through teacher modeling and guided practice students completed
 step 1, "Examine your first draft." They opened and examined an
 electronic passage. In the next step "Do a SPELL Check" students
 placed the cursor at the beginning of the document and started the
 spell checker. When an error was found the students read the
 sentence that contained the error and looked at the spell checker
 options. If the correct option was not provided, students said the
 word out loud, added letters that were needed, ran the spell
 checker, and selected the correct option. If the correct option was
 not found the students were instructed to use a word with the same

 meaning.
 3 3 Students reviewed and completed the previous EDIT steps (i.e.,

 examine your first draft, do SPELL Check). The instructor modeled
 and led the students through guided practice and thinking out loud
 through each of the COPS Questions (i.e., Were there any
 capitalization, overall appearance, punctuation, or substance errors)?
 The students performed the last EDIT step "T" by correcting typos
 and running the spell checker again.

 4 1 The instructor led a discussion with the students to evaluate their

 understanding (e.g., rationale for applying the EDIT steps) and
 ability to recall the EDIT strategy steps. Students completed a verbal
 practice session as a group and one to one with the instructor and
 recited the EDIT steps with the rationale for applying each step.

 5 4 The instructor led a discussion with the students where they stated how
 and why they would apply each of the SPELL and COPS steps when
 editing an electronic passage. Next, the students were given a guided
 practice electronic passage and were instructed to apply all of the
 EDIT strategy steps. The students were provided with immediate
 feedback. Next the students completed an independent exercise
 where they applied the EDIT strategy steps to an electronic passage.
 The students recorded and graphed their score.

 length of each passage ranged from approxi
 mately 198 to 240 words and consisted of
 three to four paragraphs. Examples of EDIT
 passages used within lessons three through
 four included topics such as favorite pets, de
 sirable vacation destinations, and several sto
 ries about visiting a farm.

 The first author and a doctoral student col

 lected treatment integrity data for each lesson.
 A treatment integrity sheet was constructed

 for each lesson. The treatment integrity sheet
 delineated the instructional components
 (e.g., advance organizer, instructor expecta
 tions, EDIT steps to be taught) of each respec

 tive lesson. Both raters observed the instructor

 and subsequently checked off each instruc
 tional step that was completed. If steps were
 not completed then they were not checked
 off.

 Control group intervention. Students in the
 control group participated in a science class
 during the intervention time. Outside of the
 time spent in editing and science instruction,
 students in the treatment and control groups
 attended their regularly scheduled classes and
 participated in their other respective course
 work (e.g., career development, money man
 agement).
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 Lesson  Sessions  Lesson Activities

 1 1 The instructor led a discussion with students and identified the current

 strategies used when editing documents. The utility of the EDIT
 strategy was discussed and the EDIT mnemonic was introduced. The
 students committed to learning the EDIT strategy.

 2 7 Through teacher modeling and guided practice students completed
 step 1, "Examine your first draft." They opened and examined an
 electronic passage. In the next step "Do a SPELL Check" students
 placed the cursor at the beginning of the document and started the
 spell checker. When an error was found the students read the
 sentence that contained the error and looked at the spell checker
 options. If the correct option was not provided, students said the
 word out loud, added letters that were needed, ran the spell
 checker, and selected the correct option. If the correct option was
 not found the students were instructed to use a word with the same

 meaning.
 3 3 Students reviewed and completed the previous EDIT steps (i.e.,

 examine your first draft, do SPELL Check). The instructor modeled
 and led the students through guided practice and thinking out loud
 through each of the COPS Questions (i.e., Were there any
 capitalization, overall appearance, punctuation, or substance errors)?
 The students performed the last EDIT step "T" by correcting typos
 and running the spell checker again.

 4 1 The instructor led a discussion with the students to evaluate their

 understanding (e.g., rationale for applying the EDIT steps) and
 ability to recall the EDIT strategy steps. Students completed a verbal
 practice session as a group and one to one with the instructor and
 recited the EDIT steps with the rationale for applying each step.

 5 4 The instructor led a discussion with the students where they stated how
 and why they would apply each of the SPELL and COPS steps when
 editing an electronic passage. Next, the students were given a guided
 practice electronic passage and were instructed to apply all of the
 EDIT strategy steps. The students were provided with immediate
 feedback. Next the students completed an independent exercise
 where they applied the EDIT strategy steps to an electronic passage.
 The students recorded and graphed their score.
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 Lesson 3 Independent Passage EDIT Scoring Key

 Gulf Shores is(M) a fun vacation spot. It is located in alabama(C). Gulf Shores has pure

 white beaches and cler(S) blue ocean waters. It is one of the most popular vacation places in the

 state of Alabama(P) Many people visit this area eah(S) year. Gulf Shores became famous

 during a big oil spill a few years ago?(P) An oil drill off the(M) coast of gulf(C) Shores blew

 up. Oil began to(M) be spilled in the ocean. The oil spilled into the ocean for three months. The

 ocean water was black with oil(P)

 (O)

 Many people tried to fix the oil leak(0)Everyone in the United States watched the oil

 spill on the news. The beaes(S) in Gulf shores(C) began to be covered in black oil. The people

 of Gulf Shores were very worried about the(M) ocean and the sea animals. (O) Lots of

 people tried to help(P)

 (O)The oil leak was finally fixed after three long months. the(C) people of Gulf Shores were

 very happy. Now they began to try and clean up all of the oil. Many pele(S) around the word

 came to help the people of Gulf Shores.(0)The people worked very hard to(M) clean up the oil.

 today(C) when you visit Gulf Shores you will sea(H) white pretty beaches again(P)

 Errors
 Spelling  Capitalization  Overall

 Appearance

 P unctuation  Substance

 Missing
 Word

 25  1 Homophone

 Errors

 Corrected

 Errors Not

 Corrected

 correct out of 25 :  %  total errors

 Errors
 Spelling  Capitalization  Overall

 Appearance

 P unctuation  Substance

 Missing
 Word

 25

 Errors Not

 Corrected

 1 Homophone

 correct out of 25 =  %  total errors

 Figure 2. Lesson 3 Independent Passage EDIT Scoring Key.
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 Dependent variable. The pre- and posttest
 EDIT prompt responses were scored using the
 two respective EDIT scoring keys. The EDIT
 scoring keys (i.e., Prompt A scoring key and
 Prompt B scoring key) provided a guide for
 determining if students had corrected the 25
 errors contained in each EDIT prompt. Each
 EDIT scoring key yielded a total score that
 consisted of the sum of all the editing errors
 that were corrected. Scores could range from
 0 to 25 for the total score. In addition, each

 EDIT scoring key provided the sum of the
 errors that were corrected for five categories.
 The following five editing areas were ad
 dressed: spelling, capitalization, overall ap
 pearance, punctuation, and substance (i.e.
 missing words). Possible scores for each of the
 five editing areas could range from 0 to 5.

 Data collection. The pretest EDIT prompts
 were administered to all students in a group
 format two weeks before the EDIT strategy was
 implemented. One week following the com
 pletion of the EDIT strategy instruction, the
 EDIT posttest prompts were administered. A
 maintenance test was administered to all the

 participants 11 weeks following the conclusion
 of instruction. The pre- and posttest responses
 and maintenance tests were scored by two ed
 ucation doctoral students who had previous
 experience in scoring and evaluating assess
 ments. Each rater was provided with two EDIT
 scoring keys for EDIT Prompt A and EDIT
 Prompt B. The raters had no knowledge as to
 whether the EDIT prompt responses they
 were scoring belonged to the treatment or
 control groups. The raters met with the first
 author who reviewed the six scoring compo
 nents (i.e., total score, spelling, capitalization,
 punctuation, overall appearance, and sub
 stance) of each of the EDIT scoring keys. The
 raters then practiced scoring sample EDIT
 prompt responses.

 Data Analysis

 The data were analyzed using SPSS 11.0
 (2002). A series of ANOVAs and analysis of
 covariance (ANCOVAs) were conducted to
 examine the differences between the treat

 ment and control groups' pre- and posttests
 and maintenance EDIT responses. Cohen's d
 effect sizes were examined in order to discern

 the strength of statistically significant findings

 with < .2 as small, < .5 as medium, and >.8 as

 large (Cohen, 1988).

 Results

 Treatment Integrity and Inter-Rater Reliability

 During each lesson treatment integrity check
 lists were completed by two raters. Each check
 list included all the steps for each of the re
 spective EDIT lessons. The overall treatment
 integrity across all of the EDIT checklist rat
 ings over the course of sixteen, 50 min lessons
 was 100%. The treatment integrity rater agree
 ment was 100%. The results from the EDIT

 pre- and posttest scores and maintenance
 probes were determined by the averages of
 the two raters' scores on the EDIT scoring
 keys. In order to determine inter-rater reliabil
 ity, the individual raters' scores were com
 pared and yielded correlations that ranged
 from 1.00 to .97 (Mdn = 97) across all areas
 (i.e., the total EDIT score and each of the five
 editing error types).

 EDIT scoring key. The differences between
 the treatment and control groups' posttests
 were examined via a series of ANCOVAs using
 the students' pretests as the covariate. The
 raters' average EDIT scoring key posttest
 scores for the treatment and control groups
 yielded significant results in favor of the treat
 ment group F\\, 17) = 8.157, p = .011 with a
 large effect size d = 1.01.

 In order to further investigate the source of
 the overall significance between the treatment
 and control groups' posttest responses the av
 erage of the raters for each of the five types of
 editing errors (i.e., spelling, capitalization,
 overall appearance, punctuation, and sub
 stance) delineated in the EDIT scoring keys
 were examined. A significant difference was
 revealed in favor of the treatment group for
 the Overall Appearance total score, p — .048,
 with a large effect size d = 1.06 and for the
 Punctuation total score, p = .004, with a large
 effect size d = 1.54. While the Substance (i.e.

 missing words) total score was not determined
 to be significant, p = .053, a large effect size
 d = 1.08 was revealed. A non-significant dif
 ference was found for the Spelling total score,
 p — .803, with a small effect size d = 0.21 and
 for the Capitalization total score, p = .201,
 with a medium effect size d = 0.62. The mean
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 values, standard deviations, p values, effect
 sizes, and ANOVA results for the overall EDIT

 scoring key total score and for the respective
 five types of editing error total scores are de
 picted in Table 1.

 Maintenance. Eleven weeks after the EDIT

 intervention had concluded 17 (n = 8, con
 trol group; n = 9, treatment group) partici
 pants were given an EDIT maintenance
 prompt in a large group setting. Two students
 in the treatment group were absent and due
 to time constraints and the students' sched

 ules we were not able to administer the main

 tenance prompt to these students. The EDIT
 strategy was not reviewed. The average of the
 raters' EDIT scoring key total scores and indi
 vidual area scores were compared for the
 treatment and control groups.

 The overall total score was significant in
 favor of the treatment group F(l, 15) = 5.863,
 p = .029, and yielded a large effect size, d =
 1.19. The average EDIT scoring key scores for
 the individual areas of spelling, capitalization,
 overall appearance, punctuation, and sub
 stance were also examined. A significant dif
 ference was found in the area of overall ap
 pearance, jFXI, 15) = 11.403, p = .004, with a
 large effect size, d = 1.67 in favor of the
 treatment group. The individual areas of spell
 ing, capitalization, punctuation, and sub
 stance were determined to be not significant
 when the treatment and control groups'
 scores were compared. The mean values, stan
 dard deviations, p values, effect sizes, and
 ANOVA results are depicted in Table 1.

 Discussion

 This was the first investigation of the EDIT
 Strategy (Hughes et al., 2010) within a post
 secondary setting with young adults with de
 velopmental disabilities. The results of the
 study revealed that students who were taught
 the EDIT Strategy were able to learn and ap
 ply the multi-step strategy to identify and cor
 rect errors within an electronic word docu

 ment. Students who were taught the EDIT
 Strategy corrected a significantly higher num
 ber of errors on the posttests when compared
 to the control group. When the pre- and post
 test performances were compared within each
 group, students in the treatment group cor
 rected an average of 35.1% of the errors on

 the pretest and 68.4 % of the errors on the
 posttest, while the control group corrected an
 average of 38% of the pretest errors and 42%
 of the posttest errors.

 With regard to the types of editing errors
 corrected in the posttests, a significant differ
 ence was found in favor of the treatment

 group who identified and corrected 28.4%
 more overall appearance errors and 47.8%
 more punctuation errors than the control
 group. While no significant differences were
 found, a further examination of the posttest
 data revealed that the treatment group cor
 rected 35% more substance errors, 5% more
 spelling errors, and 15% more capitalization
 errors than the students who were not taught
 the intervention. In addition, students in the

 treatment group significantly outperformed
 the control group in the total number of ed
 iting errors and the overall appearance errors
 corrected in the maintenance test adminis

 tered 11 weeks after the intervention had

 ended.

 Results of this study were compared to the
 Carranza and Hughes' (2009) previous inves
 tigation of the EDIT Strategy with elementary
 and middle school students with learning dis
 abilities. Carranza and Hughes found that fol
 lowing three weeks of instruction, students
 who learned the EDIT strategy increased their
 average pretest scores of 28% of errors cor
 rected within an electronic passage to an av
 erage of 80% of errors corrected within an
 electronic passage on the posttest. The stu
 dents who participated in this current study
 were young adults with developmental disabil
 ities such as intellectual disabilities, Asperger's
 syndrome, and autism with varying ranges of
 academic performance. Over a period of eight
 weeks the students who learned the strategy
 were able to correct editing errors within an
 electronic word document. These students

 corrected an average of 35.1% of the errors on
 the pretest and 68.4 % of the errors on the
 posttest. In both of the studies, students that
 were taught the EDIT Strategy were able to
 successfully correct a significantly higher
 number of errors on their posttests when com
 pared to the number of errors corrected on
 the pretests.

 Cochran-Smith (1991) asserted that intra
 individual factors can affect one's ability to
 effectively complete one or all of the iterative
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 phases of writing (e.g., pre-planning, con
 structing text and revising text) via word pro
 cessing. The authors identified the following
 intra-individual factors: (a) prerequisite skills
 in constructing text and revising; (b) previous
 computer experience (e.g., keyboarding, us
 ing editing functions); and (c) pre-existing
 strategies used in the writing process as vari
 ables that can affect the quality of an individ
 ual's writing (Cochran-Smith, 1991).

 The students with developmental disabili
 ties who were taught the EDIT Strategy exhib
 ited many of the intra-individual factors noted
 by Cochran-Smith (1991). Students entered
 instruction with a wide variety of skill sets with

 regard to computer use. Some students had
 previous experience loading, labeling, and
 saving electronic files from a memory stick
 while others did not. With regard to typing,
 skills varied within the group with some stu
 dents using two fingers to type while others
 exhibited greater typing skill. While some stu
 dents were able to access the spell checker
 function in Microsoft Word without help
 other students needed modeling and guided
 practice to acquire this skill.

 All of the students required explicit model
 ing and guided practice in how to employ the
 SPELL steps of the strategy especially in the
 identification of homophones and in the pro
 cess of correcting spelling errors by adding
 letters and running the spell checker again to
 generate the correct word choice. With regard
 to the COPS steps, students often would skip
 sentences during their "interrogation process"
 when they asked themselves the COPS ques
 tions for each sentence. Support was provided
 through guided practice and the use of
 graphic organizers where the students
 checked off the COPS steps as they were com
 pleted. Despite the differences in intra-indi
 vidual factors exhibited by the students, each
 student was able to learn the EDIT Strategy
 steps.

 Limitations and Future Research

 There were several limitations with regard to
 this study. First, while students who were
 taught the EDIT Strategy corrected signifi
 cantly more posttest total errors, a significant
 difference was found for only two (i.e., overall
 appearance, punctuation) out of the five error

 types corrected. Following 11 weeks of instruc
 tion once again the students who received the
 editing intervention corrected a significantly
 higher number of total errors, however only
 one (i.e., overall appearance) out of five error
 types yielded a significant difference when
 compared to the control group. Due to the
 fact that the pretest, posttest, and mainte
 nance tests were designed with only five errors
 per each of the five error types (i.e., capital
 ization, spelling, overall appearance, punctu
 ation, and substance) there could have been a
 ceiling effect. Therefore individuals were only
 given a narrow range in which to perform.
 Future dependent measures could consist of a
 series of paragraphs with more editing errors
 (i.e., capitalization, spelling, overall appear
 ance, punctuation, and substance) in which
 students would have the opportunity to iden
 tify and correct a greater number of editing
 errors.

 The second limitation concerned the fact

 that students' skills in correcting editing er
 rors were only appraised through passages
 provided by the instructor. Due to time con
 straints, students did not generate their own
 passages and correct errors within their own
 work. It is important that future studies exam
 ine if students can generalize their editing
 skills with their own written products.

 Implications for Practice

 Individuals who possess competent writing
 and computer skills can effectively utilize com
 ponents of word processing (e.g., revising and
 editing via grammatical and spelling func
 tions; adding substance to text; and improving
 the overall appearance of text) while writers
 that struggle with the basic components of
 writing and who have limited computer skills
 do not produce written products of equal
 quality (Cochran-Smith, 1991). It is impera
 tive that individuals with disabilities who con

 tinue to experience difficulty in editing their
 written text beyond their K-12 schooling be
 provided with strategy instruction.

 Findings from this study indicated that
 young adults with developmental disabilities
 were able to acquire and apply the EDIT Strat
 egy within a postsecondary setting. Given the
 impact that one's skill in written expression
 has across one's lifetime it is essential to iden

 106 / Education and Training in Autism and Developmental Disabilities-March 2015

This content downloaded from 
������������129.237.35.237 on Fri, 07 Jan 2022 21:56:58 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 tify and investigate the efficacy of proofread
 ing and revising strategies. While further in
 vestigation is needed the EDIT Strategy holds
 promise as an effective instructional tool for
 young adults with developmental disabilities.

 References

 Archer, A. L., & Hughes, C. A. (2010). Explicit in
 struction: Effective and efficient teaching. New York;
 The Guilford Press.

 Carranza, M., & Hughes, C. A., (2009). Effects of
 teaching an editing strategy to middle school students

 with learning disabilities, Unpublished manuscript.
 Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the be

 havioral sciences (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
 Earlbaum Associates.

 Cochran-Smith, M. (1991). Word processing and
 writing in elementary classrooms: A critical review
 of related literature. Review of Educational Research,
 61, 107-155. doi: 10.3102/00346543061001107

 De La Paz, S. (1999). Self-regulated strategy instruc
 tion in regular education settings: Improving out
 comes for students with and without learning dis
 abilities. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice,
 14, 92-106.

 Delano, M. E. (2007). Improving written language
 performance of adolescents with Asperger syn
 drome. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 40,
 345-351.

 Dixon, R. C. (1991). The application of sameness
 analysis to spelling. Journal of Learning Disabilities,
 24(5), 285-310.

 Gersten, R., & Baker, S. (2001). Teaching expressive
 writing to students with learning disabilities: A
 meta-analysis. The Elementary School Journal, 101,
 252-274. doi:10.1086/499668

 Good, R. H„ & Kaminski, R. A. (Eds.). (2002).

 Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
 (6th ed.). Eugene, OR: Institute for the Develop
 ment of Education Achievement.

 Graham, S. (2006). Writing. In P. A. Alexander &
 P. H. Winne, (Eds.), Handbook of educational psy
 chology (2nd ed., pp. 457-478). Mahwah, NJ: Erl
 baum.

 Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (2009). Almost 30 years
 of writing research: Making sense of it all with
 The Wrath of Khan. Learning Disabilities Research,

 24, 58-68. doi: 10.1111/j.l540-5826.2009.01277
 Griffin, M. M., Summer, A. H., McMillan, E. D., Day,

 T. L., & Hodapp, R. M. (2012). Attitudes toward
 including students with intellectual disabilities at
 college. Journal of Policy and Practice in Intellectual
 Disabilities, 9, 234-239.

 Hallenbeck, M.J. (2002). Taking charge: Adoles
 cents with learning disabilities assume responsi

 bility for their own writing. Learning Disability
 Quarterly, 25, 227-246.

 Harris, K. R., Graham, S., & Mason, L. H. (2003).
 Self-regulated strategy development in the class
 room: Part of a balanced approach to writing
 instruction for students with disabilities. Focus on

 Exceptional Children, 35, 1-17.
 Hayes, J. R. (1996). A new framework for under

 standing cognition and affect in writing. In C. M.
 Levy & S. Ransdell (Eds.), The science of writing:
 Theories, methods, individual differences and applica

 tions (pp. 1-27). Mahwah, NJ: Erbaum.
 Hayes,J. R., & Flower, L. S. (1987). On the structure

 of the writing process. Topics in Language Disorders,
 7(4), 19-30.

 Higher Education Opportunity Act. (2008). Pub. L.
 No. 110-315. 122 STAT. 3078 (2008).

 Hughes, C. A., Schumaker, J. B., McNaughton,
 D. B., Deshler, D. D„ & Nolan, S. M. (2010). The
 EDIT strategy. Lawrence, KS: The University of
 Kansas.

 Lane, K. L., Harris, K. R., Graham, S., Weisenbach,

 J. L„ Brindle, M„ & Morphy, P. (2008). The ef
 fects of self-regulated strategy development on
 the writing performance of second-grade students
 with behavioral and writing difficulties. The Jour
 nal of Special Education. 41, 234-253. doi:10.1177/
 0022466907310370

 MacArthur, C. A., Graham, S., Schwartz, S. S., &
 Shafer, W. D. (1995). Evaluation of a writing in
 struction model that integrated a process ap
 proach, strategy instruction, and word processing.
 Learning Disability Quarterly, 18, 278-291.

 MacArthur, C. A., Philippakos, Z., Graham, S. &
 Harris, K. (2012). Writing instruction. In B. Wong
 & D. L. Butler (Eds.), Learning about learning
 disabilities, 4th ed. (pp. 243-270). London:
 Elsevier.

 MacArthur, C. A., Schwartz, S. S., & Graham, S.
 (1991). A model for writing instruction: Integrat
 ing word processing and strategy instruction into
 a process approach to writing. Learning Disabilities
 Practice, 6, 230-236.

 MacArthur, C. A., & Shneiderman, B. (1986).
 Learning disabled students' difficulties in learn
 ing to use a word processor: Implications for in
 struction and software evaluation./ourna/ of Learn
 ing Disabilities, 19, 248-253.

 McNaughton, D. B., & Hughes, C. A. (1999). In
 SPECT: A strategy for finding and correcting spelling

 errors. Lawrence, KS: Edge Enterprises Inc.
 McNaughton, D. B., Hughes, C. A., & Clark, K.

 (1994). Spelling instruction for students with
 learning disabilities: Implications for research
 and practice. Learning Disability Quarterly, 17,169
 185.

 McNaughton, D. B., Hughes, C. A., & Clark, K.
 (1997). The effect of five proofreading conditions

 Editing Strategy / 107

This content downloaded from 
������������129.237.35.237 on Fri, 07 Jan 2022 21:56:58 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 on the spelling performance of college students
 with learning disabilities. Journal of Learning Dis
 abilities, 30, 643-651.

 McNaughton, D. B., Hughes, C. A., & Ofiesh, N.
 (1997). Proofreading for students with learning
 disabilities: Integrating computer and strategy
 use. Learning Disabilities Research &f Practice, 12,
 16-28.

 National Center for Education Statistics. (2012). The

 nation's report card: Writing2011 (NCES 2012-470).
 Institute of Education Sciences, U.S., Department
 of Education, Washington, D. C.

 National Commission on Writing in America's
 Schools and Colleges. (2003). The neglected "R"
 The need for a writing revolution. College Entrance
 Examination Board.

 National Commission on Writing in America's
 Schools and Colleges. (2004). Writing: A ticket to
 work. . .or a ticket out: A survey of business leaders.

 College Entrance Examination Board.
 Okolo, C. M., Cavalier, A. R., Ferretti, R. P., &

 MacArthur, C. A., (2000). Technology, literacy,
 and disabilities: A review of the research. In R.

 Gersten, E. P. Schiller, & S. Vaughan (Eds.), Con
 temporary special education research: Syntheses of the

 knowledge base on critical instructional issues (pp.
 179-250). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Asso
 ciates, Inc.

 Papay, C. K., & Bambara, L. M. (2011). Postsecond
 ary education for transition-age students with in
 tellectual and other developmental disabilities: A
 national survey. Education and Training in Autism
 and Developmental Disabilities, 46, 78-93.

 Schumaker, J. B., & Deshler, D. D. (2009). Adoles
 cents with learning disabilities as writers: Are we
 selling them short? Learning Disabilities Research
 &■ Practice, 24, 81-92. doi:10.1111/j. 1540-5826.
 2009.00282.x

 Schumaker, J. B., Nolan, S. M., & Deshler, D. D.
 (1985). The error monitoring strategy: Instructor's
 manual. Lawrence KS: The University of Kansas
 Center for Research on Learning.

 SPSS Version 11.0 for Windows. (2002). Chicago,
 IL: Prentice Hall.

 Wolgemuth,J. R., Cobb, R. B., & Alwell, M. (2008).
 The effects of mnemonic interventions on aca

 demic outcomes for youth with disabilities: A sys
 tematic review. Learning Disabilities Research, 23,
 1-10.

 Woodcock, R., McGrew, K., & Mather, N. (2001).
 Woodcock-Johnson III Tests of Achievement. Itasca, IL:

 Riverside Publishing.

 Received: 12 May 2013
 Initial Acceptance: 10 July 2013
 Final Acceptance: 12 September 2013

 108 / Education and Training in Autism and Developmental Disabilities-March 2015

This content downloaded from 
������������129.237.35.237 on Fri, 07 Jan 2022 21:56:58 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	p. 95
	p. 96
	p. 97
	p. 98
	p. 99
	p. 100
	p. 101
	p. 102
	p. 103
	p. 104
	p. 105
	p. 106
	p. 107
	p. 108

	Issue Table of Contents
	Education and Training in Autism and Developmental Disabilities, Vol. 50, No. 1 (March 2015) pp. 1-124
	Front Matter
	Barriers to Sexuality for Individuals with Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities: A Literature Review [pp. 3-16]
	Access to the Common Core State Standards in Mathematics through Early Numeracy Skill Building for Students with Significant Intellectual Disability [pp. 17-30]
	Effects of the TIP Strategy on Problem Solving Skills of Young Adults with Intellectual Disability [pp. 31-42]
	Technology Mediated Self-Prompting of Daily Living Skills for Adolescents and Adults with Disabilities: A Review of the Literature [pp. 43-55]
	Comparison of Methods for Demonstrating Passage of Time when Using Computer-Based Video Prompting [pp. 56-70]
	Effectiveness and Efficiency of Peer and Adult Models Used in Video Modeling in Teaching Pretend Play Skills to Children with Autism Spectrum Disorder [pp. 71-83]
	Spelling Practice Intervention: A Comparison of Tablet PC and Picture Cards as Spelling Practice Methods for Students with Developmental Disabilities [pp. 84-94]
	An Investigation of the Efficacy of an Editing Strategy with Postsecondary Individuals with Developmental Disabilities [pp. 95-108]
	Foundations for Self-Determination Perceived and Promoted by Families of Young Children with Disabilities in China [pp. 109-122]
	Back Matter



