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By Cassandra L.O. Sacher, Bloomsburg University

The Writing Crisis and How to Address It through
Developmental Writing Classes

Abstract

Since high school students are failing to master writing
proficiency, developmental writing programs at the college level have
become increasingly necessary. This article explains the lack of readiness
with which students are entering college and the workplace, examines
the reasons students are having trouble writing, and describes elements
of effective writing instruction for developmental writing programs.
By combining self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) with peer
and teacher feedback, developmental writing students will receive a
combination of cognitive and affective support. Students will be able
to raise writing achievement, improve motivation and self-efficacy in
writing, and develop more positive writing experiences.

Introduction

A great number of students in America today are reaching the
college level without writing proficiency skills. On the NAEP 2011
writing test, only 24% of twelfth graders performed at a proficient level,
with a staggering 73% of students achieving basic or below basic levels;
a mere 3% of students achieved advanced status (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2012). While ACT (2012) has reported slight
increases in scores for college and career readiness, specifically in math
and science scores, many students are still unprepared for post-high
school writing demands. The report references the gap between expected
student writing proficiency and actual data, making an important point
regarding college readiness and lifelong success: in order for America’s
students to compete worldwide and obtain well-paying jobs, they will
need stronger skills than those they currently possess.

Coker and Lewis (2008) further analyze the link between
poor writing skills in today’s students and their chances of long-term
achievement. Employees may be hired or not hired, and promoted or
not promoted, based upon their writing skills. Indeed, the National
Commission on Writing (2005) reports that nearly two-thirds of
employees in professional positions will utilize writing as an important
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aspect of their jobs, such as in areas of communication and presentation.
Most professional employees possess the needed writing skills, but
up to thirty percent are “below standard” (National Commission on
Writing, 2005). Today’s students with poor writing skills are tomorrow’s
employees who will negatively impact the ability of US businesses to
compete at a global level.

Developmental writing courses exist to help underprepared
students succeed in higher-level writing courses. In a study that measured
the effectiveness of developmental writing classes in a community
college in Florida, Southard and Clay (2004) measured results of both
developmental and non-developmental students’ success in a college
English composition class. All developmental students, who were
identified based on achievement on the Florida College Placement Test,
had taken a developmental course prior to the composition class. Since
mean grades between the two separate groups of students showed no
significant differences, the researchers concluded that the developmental
course addressed deficiencies adequately enough to prepare students to
succeed as much as their non-developmental counterparts.

However, not all developmental writing courses have been able
to address students’ needs. While there are countless higher education
institutions offering developmental writing courses as a way to assist
students in becoming more proficient writers, it is important to address
specifically what students’ limitations are and identify both strategic and
affective approaches to be utilized in such programs.

At the Core of the Problem: Difficulties in Persuasive and
Argumentative Writing

Perhaps the area of greatest need in improving students’ skills
is in persuasive and argumentative writing. On the 2007 NAEP writing
test, persuasive writing accounted for 40% of the writing tested by
twelfth-graders, a higher percentage than the tasks for measuring
narrative and informative skills (Salahu-Din, Persky, & Miller, 2008).
However, despite the abundance of persuasive writing required on the
test, students scored poorly in this genre. Only 60% of the students tested
received a rating of “sufficient” or more on persuasive writing tasks,
with only a combined 26% receiving “skillful” (21%) or “excellent”
(5%). That leaves 39% of students receiving the ratings of “uneven,”
“insufficient,” or “unsatisfactory” (Salahu-Din, et al, 2008). While 40%
of the twelfth grade 2011 NAEP test was also allotted to persuasive
writing tasks (National Assessment Governing Board, 2010), the 2011
report did not break down how students performed on individual genres
of writing.
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In a study conducted by Ferretti, MacArthur, and Dowdy (2000),
despite an intervention in persuasive writing, students continued to
produce “minimally developed” (p. 700) responses with only 54% of
students attempting to address alternative viewpoints. This omission
is echoed by Kuhn and Crowell (2011); they cite students’ preference
for focusing on writing about their favored argument while essentially
ignoring the opposing side except to occasionally list a negative aspect
of it. Even when an attempt was made to address the opposing viewpoint,
students frequently omitted rebutting or fully addressing it.

The failure to address another perspective in both persuasive
and argumentative writing has been shown as a common and serious
weakness in student compositions. Students may avoid including
or developing alternative perspectives in their writing because they
believe these will weaken their arguments (Ferretti, Lewis, & Andrews-
Weckerly, 2009), although neglecting the opposing viewpoint entirely
is far worse. In addition, students often fail to consider critical questions
about their own arguments, resulting in “shallow” writing (p. 587).

Haynes (2011), in a policy brief about the literacy crisis written
for the Alliance of Excellent Education, stresses the importance for
students to learn to write “coherent and persuasive arguments based on
evidence” (p.3), citing the connection between the ability to do this with
college and workplace success. Perhaps most alarming, on a nation-
wide level, is the direct line Haynes draws between literacy skills and
economic success; she states that “dramatic improvements” will be
needed for the United States to “maintain its position at the top” (p. 1).

Many Students Are Not Receiving Quality Writing Instruction

In Writing Next, Graham and Perin (2007b) recognize the lack of
guidance that educators have in providing appropriate writing instruction
to their students, accounts for the lack of appropriate training with which
students are provided. In fact, many high school English teachers report
that they were never explicitly taught how to teach writing during their
teacher educational programs; instead, they utilized state standards, other
teachers, and continuing education classes or workshops to inform their
methods of writing instruction (Hochstetler, 2007). Fearn and Farnan
(2007) and Troia (2006) also acknowledge the disconnect, stating that
teachers need to be taught how to teach writing, and current pre-service
training is not equipping teachers with the pedagogical knowledge they
need to be successful.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, many instructors are uncomfortable with
teaching writing because they are not confident in their own writing
abilities. Mathers, Benson, and Newton (2006) interviewed pre-service
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teachers in order to discover what they believed about writing success
as it related to effort, natural ability, and other factors. Out of the 192
subjects interviewed, 109 rated themselves as poor writers. The study
revealed that 40% of the subjects felt that the influence of others, mainly
teachers, was the most important factor leading to writing success; 28%
believed it was natural ability, and 32% rated effort as the top predictor.

This study reveals some very disturbing information. If 40% of
the pre-service teachers felt that a teacher’s instruction was the most
important factor in determining writing success, but nearly 60% of these
future teachers were unconfident in their own writing abilities, logic
dictates that it will be unlikely that they will be able to deliver the quality
of instruction necessary to help their students become better writers.
From this, it can be concluded that teachers who are not providing
enough writing guidance for their students are doing so because they
did not have much direction themselves. Thus, many students exit high
school without the skills they need for college writing.

Indeed, some teachers feel so unconfident in their teaching of
writing that they neglect to change their instruction despite the evidence
proving it to be ineffective. One example of this is the preponderance
of grammar instruction that abounds in high school classrooms across
the country masquerading as writing instruction. In Writing Next,
the researchers express concern over “some educators’ enthusiasm
for teaching traditional grammar instruction as a focus for writing
instruction for adolescents” (Graham & Perin, 2007b, p. 21), since
research shows that this can have a negative impact on writing, as it
takes up instructional time and resources (Smith, Cheville, & Hillocks,
2006). Instead, Graham and Perin (2007b) urge educators to make use
of contextualized grammatical approaches and sentence combining
instruction.

Implications for Practice in
College Developmental Writing Classes

Although students’ instructional needs are not being met
at the secondary level, it is important to figure out how to address
these requirements at the college level, rather than simply assigning
culpability. McCusker (1999) notes the importance of designing and
implementing effective developmental writing programs; knowing the
needs of the student population, understanding the writing requirements
of non-developmental courses, and using effective teaching strategies
can all help students increase their writing skills while decreasing their
drop-out risk.
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Training is a key ingredient in producing educators who can
instruct students to write. For example, in a study of instructors using
the process writing approach (one of the eleven identified effective
strategies in Writing Next), those who had received “explicit” training
received far greater effect sizes in student writing outcomes than those
who had not undergone training (Graham & Perin, 2007b). Additionally,
in a study to examine how professional development could influence
student outcomes, researchers concluded that successful pre-service
teacher education in writing required modeling and clearly stated
learning objectives; students whose teachers participated in this type of
professional development showed gains in writing achievement (Fearn
& Farnan, 2007).

Determining what constitutes effective writing instruction is
a difficult process. Although Writing Next outlines eleven effective
elements of instruction, Graham and Perin (2007b) state that there is no
“optimal mix” (p. 12) that will offer a perfect writing curriculum. Instead,
educators must experiment with a variety of strategies and approaches
in different combinations to ascertain what works for their particular
students. Reviewing research to assess the effectiveness of teaching
strategies based on effect size, Graham and Perin (2007a) concluded
that grammar instruction was not effective in any treatment, but several
other interventions, such as sentence combining, strategy instruction,
and inquiry yielded positive effect sizes in different treatments.

Self-Regulated Strategy Development

In Writing Next, the element identified as most important on the
list is strategy instruction. While there are various approaches, Graham
and Perin (2007b) identified Self-Regulated Strategy Development
(SRSD) as the instructional strategy with the largest effect sizes, based
on well-documented research across various SRSD and non-SRSD
studies, with particularly great gains for low-achieving writers.

According to Graham, Harris, and Mason (2005), “the
primary focus of SRSD is teaching students strategies for successfully
completing an academic task” (p.208). However, the researchers point
out that SRSD is especially helpful because students are using self-
regulatory procedures which will allow them to progress through and
better comprehend the learning activity. SRSD is broken into six stages:
Develop Background Knowledge, Discuss It, Model It, Memorize It,
Support It, and Independent Use (Graham & Perin, 2007b). Instruction
is criterion-based, meaning that students must pass through one stage
before moving to the next, which can be beneficial to students who
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have struggled with time constraints (Zito, Adkins, Gavins, Harris, &
Graham, 2007). Within the six stages, students will receive “explicit
teaching” and “individualized instruction” while being treated as “active
collaborators in the learning process” (Graham, 2006, p. 204). As part of
their self-regulation skills, students may create self-statements to work
with “problem definition, planning, self-evaluation, self-reinforcement,
and coping” (Reid & Lienemann, 2006, p. 60). Educators employing
SRSD instruction may also allow students to employ peer support to
understand and use the strategies (Graham, et al, 2005).

In countless studies using SRSD, students have shown gains
in their writing, often producing longer, better quality responses that
include more of the desired essay elements (Kiuhara, O’Neill, Hawken,
& Graham, 2012; Jacobson & Reid, 2010; Reid & Lienemann,
2006; Graham, et al, 2005; Sexton, Harris, & Graham, 1998). SRSD
instruction works well with persuasive writing and has several different
instructional approaches.

Many SRSD studies have shown positive and significant effect
sizes at the elementary and secondary levels, but few studies on writing
strategy instruction, in general, have been done in higher education.
In a study of developmental writing courses in community colleges,
MacArthur and Philippakos (2013) developed a curriculum focusing
on teaching five genres of writing, revamping the course from one that
had focused mainly on grammar and paragraph writing in the past. All
instruction was based around the SRSD model and focused on strategies
for planning, drafting, and revising. From pre- to post-intervention,
students overwhelmingly increased their writing achievement and
reported higher self-efficacy and motivation in writing. In a
follow-up round of the study that included classes in two four-year
institutions, the researchers added control groups to confirm that SRSD
instruction, rather than writing instruction in general, resulted in higher
writing achievement. Across classes, based on pre- to post-intervention
persuasive writing essays, questionnaires, and interviews, students in
the treatment groups scored more highly in writing quality and self-
efficacy than those in the control groups (MacArthur, Philippakos, &
Ianetta, 2015). This indicates that SRSD instruction can be a successful
intervention for developing the skills and confidence levels of
developmental writing students.

In an earlier study on SRSD instruction with adult learners in
their forties trying to pass a GED exam, MacArthur and Lembo (2008)
examined the results of three students who were taught text structure
characteristics and writing strategies in conjunction with goal-setting
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and self-evaluation techniques. All students improved the quality of
their writing significantly, further showing that adult learners can benefit
from SRSD.

Similarly, Bail, Zhang, and Tachiyama (2008) studied the effects
of teaching a self-regulation learning course to underprepared college
students. As predicted, students in the treatment group significantly
improved their long term GPAs in comparison with those in the control
groups, demonstrating that self-regulatory practices in general benefit
college students.

SRSD, motivation, and self-efficacy

Motivation and self-efficacy are affected by the utilization
of SRSD, since “instructional procedures for fostering” these are
“embedded within the model” (Graham, et al, 2005, p. 209). Students’
beliefs as to what kind of writers they are can influence their writing
outcomes. Klassen (2002) explains self-efficacy’s impact on writing:

...the demands of the task are many—spelling, punctuation,

grammar, word choice, and organization—and the need for

belief in one’s own capabilities to monitor and execute these
individual skills—often simultaneously—is correspondingly

high. (p. 173-174)

He elaborates by explaining the correlation between students’ beliefs
about writing and their writing performance. Indeed, SRSD instruction
fosters self-efficacy because students’ “perceptions of writing
competence” (Graham & Harris, 1993, p. 177) increase when they learn
how to use the strategies.

As an experiment on how to better engage students in literacy
activities and increase motivation, Young, Mathews, Kietzmann, and
Westerfield (1997) performed a qualitative study in an alternative high
school in Florida serving low-achieving and at-risk students. After
setting up and implementing a literacy program that included such
elements as direct instruction, conferencing, and group activities, the
teachers and researchers observed and interviewed the participating
students. Through the program, students largely reported increased
motivation and interest; they were able to connect their efforts with their
outcomes, and they attributed this to the fact that they had more control
over their learning since they were able to set some of their own goals
and choose learning activities. Similarly, through SRSD instruction,
students set goals, take responsibility for their own learning, and control
task management (Harris, Santangelo, & Graham, 2008), all of which
can lead to higher motivation and engagement.
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Self-efficacy is very closely related to motivation; if students
do not believe that they can complete an activity, they are unlikely
to even attempt it (Pajares, Johnson, & Usher, 2007) and are less
likely to willingly engage in new writing activities (Hidi & Boscolo,
2006). Countless students are plagued with self-doubts about learning in
general, communicating with their writing instructor, or controlling the
writing process (Holmes, 2001), all of which contribute to their choices
as to whether they will participate in literacy activities. However, when
students are given explicit strategies to use, and when these strategies
are made feasible for them through such SRSD activities as modeling,
self-monitoring, self-statements, and coping (Zito, et al, 2007), it is
natural that students will be more confident that they are able to complete
learning activities.

Pajares and Valiente (2006) researched the relationship between
students’ feelings of self-efficacy in writing, their motivation to write,
and student writing achievement. They explain how students’ beliefs
in whether or not they can write may predict whether or not they will
write; the higher their self-efficacy in a task, the more effort they will
likely exert. The researchers discuss the “self-fulfilling prophecy” (p.
159) in which completion of a writing assignment is based on what the
students believe they can accomplish, and this is correlated with writing
achievement. Through SRSD, when students take responsibility for
their own learning by self-monitoring and applying strategies, they are
better able to make connections between the level of effort they exert
and increased performance; this causes more positive beliefs about
themselves as learners and writers (Harris, et al, 2008).

The Importance of Feedback from the
Instructor and Peers Providing individualized instruction
through the use of written feedback

Due to numerous curricular demands, classroom time for
instructors to engage students in authentic and meaningful writing
experiences is often diminished, negatively impacting the quality
of instruction (Pajares, et al, 2007). However, educators can provide
thoughtful and individualized instruction that does not take up valuable
classroom time through the use of one-on-one written feedback. By
modeling how to elaborate or develop ideas through written comments
to the student, an instructor can play an important role in the student’s
development as a writer, asking for more information and helping focus
student thinking on adding specific details (Staton, Shuy, Peyton, &
Reed, 1988).
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Many educators fail to take full advantage of utilizing written
feedback asaninstructional tool. Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, and Valdés
(2004) conducted a study of the opportunities for student improvement
based on the quality of the instructor’s feedback on written work, as
feedback is considered crucial to students’ writing development. In the
papers they collected, instructors were quick to edit mechanics, but few
made more than superficial comments on content (Patthey-Chavez, et.
al, 2004; Beach & Friedrich, 2006). The researchers also examined
multiple drafts of the same papers to see if feedback influenced writing
outcomes; students who received feedback on content expanded their
essays far more than those who received surface-level feedback. Thus,
quality written feedback can lead to improvement over time, but poor
feedback will likely not advance improvements in student writing.

In order to make maximum instructional use of written
comments, educators should ensure that feedback serves the following
purposes: to reference rubrics or requirements, to focus on content and
organization, and to describe or explain specific points. Beach and
Friedrich (2006) argued against instructors making too many comments,
marking countless grammatical errors, and making suggestions that
were outside a student’s zone of proximal development.

Similarly, Wingate (2010) addresses how educator feedback
can influence and instruct student writing when students are taught
how to use the suggestions. She identifies reasons why students often
fail to make use of instructor feedback, such as poor quality or unclear
comments. In the study, researchers focused on explaining to the
students how utilizing the feedback they received on assignments would
help with future writings. Results supported that, when students read
the feedback and altered their writing as a result of it, writing scores
were higher. Additionally, students who were interviewed reported
overwhelmingly that their scores were higher when they focused
on improving an area that the instructor had criticized in a previous
assignment. Wingate concludes that feedback can lead to higher writing
achievement when students are encouraged to understand the benefits of
it as an instructional tool.

Written feedback can also help students think more positively
about their writing abilities and therefore improve the writing
experience. In a study involving the use of dialogue journaling between
tutors and students, the students most valued positive comments that
gave specific suggestions; these comments were thought to build trust
and relationships between the students and tutors (Todd, Mills, Palard,
& Khamcharoen, 2001).
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In developmental writing classes, instructors are specifically
concerned with framing written feedback in a way that is helpful to
students without damaging their often fragile confidence in writing.
Zinn (1998) addresses the notion of giving feedback in an informal
manner or without grades attached to lessen the intimidation factor and
provide more usefulness for apprehensive developmental writers. Self-
assessment, peer-assessment, and instructor response are three ways
students can receive informal feedback. She additionally stresses that
feedback should give the student information that instructs on how to
improve rather than just focusing on what was not done well.

In a study to measure effects of feedback in developmental
writing classes, Gulley (2012) describes how rough, pre-feedback drafts
and revised, post-feedback drafts were rated by evaluators. Across all
groups, developmental writing students made significant revisions to
their essays and improved the word count after receiving instructor
feedback. As written and oral feedback methods were both investigated,
the researchers concluded that different students responded better to
different methods, and developmental writing instructors should provide
a combination of both approaches to maximize revision potential to
students in the areas of organization and development.

Dialogic support for argumentative and persuasive writing

Ferretti and Lewis (2012) discuss the importance of oral and
written dialogue in support of developing students’ argumentative and
persuasive writing skills, arguing that students will better understand
multiple perspectives if they have the chance to discuss or interact with
them in some form. Newell, Beach, Smith, VanDerHeide, Kuhn, and
Andriessen (2011) claim that, in order for students to transcend merely
summarizing points to try to convince an audience to share their own
perspectives, they should engage in discourse with another point of
view, as that will mimic an audience more so than merely writing to the
instructor. When students have the opportunity to interact socially and
argue about a topic, they are able to reframe their preexisting ideas on
the perspective.

Instructors can set up situations for dialogic argumentation in
several ways. Morgan and Beaumont (2003) conducted an observation
in which students experienced dialogic argumentation through face-
to-face oral dialogue, online chat sessions, and follow-up oral and
written activities. The researchers sought for students to understand
the development of argumentation through interaction (including
acknowledgement and negotiation) with the other side rather than
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thinking of the differing perspectives as black and white. After having
the opportunity to engage with another perspective, the researchers
reported that students developed “more substantial, sound points of
argument” (Morgan & Beaumont, 2003, p. 154).

Hughes, Kooy, and Kanevsky (1997) discuss the use of dialogic
writing within a double-entry journal to promote student learning. The
process can begin with the individual (as students take notes and reflect
upon assigned readings), move to a small group (where students share
and debate, orally and through writing, each other’s thoughts on the
readings), and progress to the whole class (as groups report out their
conclusions). The researchers believe that “true learning” (p. 187) can
occur when students are involved in constructing their own knowledge,
rather than just attempting to soak up information.

Englert (1992) discusses the merits of dialogic support as a means
of scaffolding instruction and expanding on ideas through collaboration
and meaningful communication. In a study of writing instruction in
special education and general education classrooms, she discovered that
alarmingly few writing instructors involved students in collaborative
writing activities (including peer review or sharing), emphasized writing
for real audiences, or allowed students to have choices in what to write;
according to Englert (1992), all of these deficits resulted in students
receiving limited opportunities to fully engage in writing activities and
learn to develop as writers. To improve students’ understanding of the
metacognitive process of writing, as well as actual writing performance,
Englert emphasizes a sociocultural approach involving collaborative
dialogue between the instructor and student, the student and peer, and
the student and self (through a “think sheet” or other reflective activity).

Conclusion

Clearly, the writing crisis must be addressed; most students are
not proficient writers, and the consequences extend beyond their poor
NAEP scores into dire predictions of their future success. When students
enter college developmental writing classes, they may have already
been jaded by their lack of success in writing in high school. By taking
an instructional approach that combines cognitive strategy instruction
supported by written and dialogic feedback, instruction that utilizes
these elements will, theoretically, improve student performance, as
these supports have had positive effects on student writing. Students can
benefit from a writing curriculum that lays out a clear plan for writing,
encourages the production of texts for different purposes and audiences,
and provides a framework for peer, instructor, and self-support.
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Cassandra O’Sullivan Sacher teaches developmental writing courses
in the Department of Academic Enrichment at Bloomsburg University of
Pennsylvania. A former high school English teacher, she received her Doctorate
of Education in Educational Leadership with a Literacy Specialization from
the University of Delaware.

References

ACT, Inc. (2012). The condition of college and career readiness. lowa
City, IA: ACT, Inc.

Bail, F. T., Zhang, S., & Tachiyama, G. T. (2008). Effects of a self-
regulated learning course on the academic performance and
graduation rate of college students in an academic support
program. Journal of college reading and learning, 39, 54-73.

Beach, R., & Friedrich, T. (2006). Response to writing. In C.A.
MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of
writing research, (pp. 222-234). New York: Guilford.

Coker, D., and Lewis, W.E. (2008). Beyond Writing Next: A discussion
of writing research and instructional uncertainty. Harvard
Educational Review, 78(1), 231-251.

Englert, C.S. (1992). Writing instruction from a sociocultural
perspective: The holistic, dialogic, and social enterprise of writing.
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 25, 153-177.

Fearn, L., & Farnan, N. (2007). The influence of professional
development on young writers’ writing performance. Action in
Teacher Education, 29(2), 17-28.

Ferretti, R.P., & Lewis, W.E. (2012). Best practices in teaching
argumentative writing. To appear in S. Graham, C.A. MacArthur,
& J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Best practices in writing instruction (2nd
ed.). NY: Guilford.

Ferretti, R.P., Lewis, W.E., & Andrews-Weckerly, S. (2009). Do goals
affect the structure of students’ argumentative writing strategies?
Journal of Educational Psychology, 101(3), 577-589.

Ferretti, R.P., MacArthur, C.A., & Dowdy, N.S. (2000). The effects
of an elaborated goal on the persuasive writing of students with
learning disabilities and their normally achieving peers. Journal of

RTDE ¢ Vol. 32 Issue 2 Page 57

This content downloaded from
72.195.177.31 on Sun, 30 May 2021 01:04:43 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Educational Psychology, 92(4), 694-702.

Graham, S. (2006). Strategy instruction and the teaching of writing:
A meta-analysis. In C.A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald
(Eds.), Handbook of writing research, (pp. 187-207). New York:
Guilford.

Graham, S., & Harris, K.H. (1993). Self-regulated strategy
development: Helping students with learning problems develop as
writers. The Elementary School Journal, 94(2), 169-181.

Graham, S., Harris, K.R., & Mason, L. (2005). Improving the writing
performance, knowledge, and self-efficacy of struggling young
writers: The effects of self-regulated strategy development.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 30, 207-241.

Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007a). A meta-analysis of writing
instruction for adolescent students. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 99(3), 445-476.

Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007b). Writing next- Effective strategies
fo improve writing of adolescents in middle and high schools: A
report to Carnegie Corporation of New York. New York: Alliance
for Excellent Education.

Gulley, B. (2012). Feedback on developmental writing students’ first
drafts. Journal of Developmental Education, 36(1), 16-36.

Harris, K.R., Santangelo, T., & Graham, S. (2008). Self-regulated
strategy development in writing: Going beyond NLEs to a more
balanced approach. Instructional Science, 36(5/6), 395-408.

Haynes, M. (2011). Engineering solutions to the national crisis
in literacy: How to make good on the promise of the Common
Core State Standards. Washington, D.C.: Alliance for Excellent
Education.

Hidi, S., & Boscolo, P. (2006). Motivation and writing. In C.A.
MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of
writing research, (pp. 144-157). New York: Guilford.

Hochstetler, S. (2007). The preparation of preservice secondary
English teachers in writing instruction: A case study of three
California colleges’ education programs. Action in Teacher
Education,29(2), 70-79.

Holmes, L.A. (2001). What do students mean when they say, “I hate
writing”? Teaching English in the Two Year College, 29(2), 172-
178.

Page 58 RTDE ¢ Vol. 32 Issue 2

This content downloaded from
72.195.177.31 on Sun, 30 May 2021 01:04:43 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Hughes, H.W., Kooy, M., & Kanevsky, L. (1997). Dialogic reflection
and journaling. The Clearing House, 70, 187-190.

Jacobson, L.T., & Reid, R. (2010). Improving the persuasive essay
writing of high school students with ADHD. Exceptional Children,
76(2), 157-174.

Kiuhara, S.A., O’Neill, R.E., Hawken, L.S., & Graham, S. (2012).

The effectiveness of teaching 10" grade students STOP, AIMS,
and DARE for planning and drafting persuasive text. Exceptional
Children, 78(3), 335-355.

Klassen, R. (2002). Writing in early adolescence: A review of the role
of self-efficacy beliefs. Educational Psychology Review, 14(2),173-
203.

Kuhn, D., & Crowell, A. (2011). Dialogic argumentation as a vehicle
for developing young adolescents’ thinking. Psychological Science,
22(4), 545-552.

MacArthur, C. A., & Lembo, L. (2009). Strategy instruction in writing
for adult literacy learners. Reading and Writing, 22, 1021-1032.

MacArthur, C. A., & Philippakos, Z. (2013). Self-regulated strategy
instruction in developmental writing: A design research
project. Community College Review, 41(2), 176-195.

MacArthur, C. A., Philippakos, Z. A., & lanetta, M. (2015). Self-
regulated strategy instruction in college developmental writing.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 107(3), 855-867.

Mathers, B.G., Benson, S.K., & Newton, E. (2006). “The teacher said
my story was excellent”: Pre-service teachers reflect on the role of
the “external” in writing. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy,
50(4), 290-297.

McCusker, M. (1999). ERIC Review: Effective Elements of
Developmental Reading and Writing Programs. Community
College Review, 27(2), 93-105.

Morgan, W., & Beaumont, G. (2003). A dialogic approach to
argumentation: Using a chat room to develop early adolescent
students’ argumentative writing. Journal of Adolescent & Adult
Literacy, 47(2), 146-157.

National Assessment Governing Board. (2010). Writing framework
for the 2011 National Assessment of Educational Progress. U.S.
Department of Education: Washington, D.C.

National Center for Education Statistics (2012). The nation s
report card: Writing 2011. Institute of Education Sciences, U.S.
Department of Education: Washington, D.C.

National Commission on Writing. (2005). Writing: A powerful message

RTDE ¢ Vol. 32 Issue 2 Page 59

This content downloaded from
72.195.177.31 on Sun, 30 May 2021 01:04:43 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



from state government. New York: The College Board.

Newell, G.E., Beach, R., Smith, J., VanDerHeide, J., Kuhn, D., &
Andriessen, J. (2011). Teaching and learning argumentative
reading and writing: A review of research. Reading Research
Quarterly, 46(3), 273-304.

Pajares, F., Johnson, M.J., & Usher, E.L. (2007). Sources of writing
self-efficacy beliefs of elementary, middle, and high school
students. Research in the Teaching of English, 42(1), 104-120.

Pajares, F., & Valiente, G. (2006). Self-efficacy beliefs and motivation
in writing development. In C.A. MacArthur, S. Graham, &

J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research, (pp. 158-
170). New York: Guilford.

Patthey-Chavez, G.G., Matsumura, L.C., & Valdés, R. (2004).
Investigating the process approach to writing instruction in urban
middle schools. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 47(6),
462-4717.

Reid, R., & Lienemann, T.O. (2006). Self- regulated strategy
development for written expression with students with attention
deficit hyperactivity disorder. Exceptional Children, 73(1), 53-68.

Salahu-Din, D., Persky, H., & Miller, J. (2008). The nation's
report card: Writing 2007. Washington, D.C. National Center
for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S.
Department of Education.

Sexton, M., Harris, K.R., & Graham, S. (1998). Self-regulated strategy
development and the writing process: Effects on essay writing and
attributions. Exceptional Children, 64(3), 295-311.

Smith, M.W., Cheville, J., & Hillocks, G. (2006). “I guess I’d better
watch my English”: Grammars and the teaching of the English
language arts. In C.A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald
(Eds.), Handbook of writing research, (pp. 263-274). New York:
Guilford.

Southard, A. H., & Clay, J. K. (2004). Measuring the effectiveness of
developmental writing courses. Community College Review, 32(2),
39-50.

Staton, J., Shuy, R.W., Peyton, J.K., & Reed, L. (1988). Dialogue
Jjournal communication: Classroom, linguistic, social, and
cognitive views. Norwood, NJ: Ablex Publishing Corporation.

Todd, R. W., Mills, N., Palard, C., & Khamcharoen, P. (2001). Giving

Page 60 RTDE ¢ Vol. 32 Issue 2

This content downloaded from
72.195.177.31 on Sun, 30 May 2021 01:04:43 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



feedback on journals. ELT Journal, 55(4), 354-359.

Troia, G.A. (2006). Writing instruction for students with learning
disabilities. In C.A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.),
Handbook of writing research, (pp. 324-336). New York: Guilford.

Wingate, U. (2010). The impact of formative feedback on the
development of academic writing. Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education, 35(5), 519-533.

Young, J.P., Mathews, S.R., Kietzmann, A.M., & Westerfield, T.
(1997). Getting disenchanted adolescents to participate in school
literacy activities: Portfolio conferences. Journal of Adolescent &
Adult Literacy, 40(5), 348-360.

Zinn, A. (1998). Ideas in practice: Assessing writing in the
developmental classroom. Journal of Developmental Education,
22(2), 28-33.

Zito, J.R., Adkins, M., Gavins, M., Harris, K.R., & Graham, S. (2007).
Self-regulated strategy development: Relationship to the social-
cognitive perspective and the development of self-regulation.
Reading & Writing Quarterly, 23(1), 77-95.

RTDE ¢ Vol. 32 Issue 2 Page 61

This content downloaded from
72.195.177.31 on Sun, 30 May 2021 01:04:43 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



	Contents
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50
	p. 51
	p. 52
	p. 53
	p. 54
	p. 55
	p. 56
	p. 57
	p. 58
	p. 59
	p. 60
	p. 61

	Issue Table of Contents
	Research and Teaching in Developmental Education, Vol. 32, No. 2 (Spring 2016) pp. 1-92
	Front Matter
	Research
	Evaluating the Effectiveness of a Non-Cognitive Assessment Instrument [pp. 4-22]
	The Myths of Redesign in Developmental Mathematics [pp. 23-45]

	Teaching
	The Writing Crisis and How to Address It through Developmental Writing Classes [pp. 46-61]
	Challenging Linguistic Stereotypes on the Internet [pp. 62-72]
	Crossing Borders: Generation 1.5's Journey from Alien to Master [pp. 73-77]

	Columns
	Bits & Bytes: Connected [pp. 78-80]
	Innov8 and Collabor8 [pp. 81-81]
	Exploration in Dialogic Learning with College Readers [pp. 82-84]
	Non-Discriminatory Compensation and the Enhanced Opportunities for Those with Disabilities over the Last Seventy Eight Years [pp. 85-88]

	Back Matter



