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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Scope 

The present review responds to the request from the Ministry of Education for an 

analysis of quantitative and mixed methods studies since 2005 on effective 

approaches to the teaching of writing in English-medium settings, largely in 

Anglophone countries. Qualitative research was deemed out of scope for this review. 

Eight areas of focus guided the review, as follows: 

• The development of writing expertise 

• The approaches to teaching writing and the evidence regarding the 

success of these approaches 

• The depth of teacher knowledge 

• The role of Initial Teacher education (ITE). 

• Professional learning and development 

• Wellbeing and self-efficacy in writing. 

It was intended that the review primarily inform and provide recommendations for 

New Zealand teacher knowledge and practice in writing. 

Methods and approach 

 
A ‘mixed analysis’ of research in writing practice was undertaken, drawing on 

evidence from three key sources. The first was a review of existing meta-analyses of 

experimental and quasi-experimental studies. The second was a review of recent 

experimental and quasi-experimental work, published after existing meta-analyses. 

Finally, we obtained methodologically robust mixed-methods studies. These included 

studies of effective teachers of writing, the practices that they employ, and how these 

practices are established as effective. After completing these separate searches and 

a summary of our analyses for each, we then conducted a “mixed analysis” 

(Onwuegbuzie et al., 2011) to consider the dimensions of practice which emerge 

from all three sources. In this analysis we have highlighted relevant NZ studies. 

There were notable omissions in terms of dimensions of practice not readily 

examinable within experimental and quasi-experimental paradigms. Specifically, 

there is a lack of investigation of culturally sustaining practice in the teaching of 
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writing; of practices effective in teaching writing specifically to bi-lingual and multi- 

lingual students, or studies with a focus on enhancing well-being or efficacy. 

 

 
Key findings 

An overview of theoretical understandings that underpin writing reinforces the belief 

that writing is primarily a social-cultural activity designed and used to communicate 

ideas and information among people in order to generate shared understandings and 

meanings. As such, it is best taught, learned and practised in social circumstances 

as writers create shared understandings and meanings with understood purposes 

and audiences in mind. 

Writing is a complex goal-directed problem-solving process. As such, it requires 

writers to acquire and call upon a broad range of knowledge items about how 

language works in written communication; writing processes and what writers do; 

skills and strategies that can be utilised for composition, as well as motivational 

resources. Both monolingual and multi-lingual writers develop expertise in writing for 

different social contexts, in using language(s) in increasingly sophisticated ways, in 

crafting increasingly sustained coherent texts and in managing their own writing 

processes. Multi-lingual writers draw from across their linguistic repertoires to do so. 

For all writers, emerging expertise in these aspects of writing needs to be promoted 

and taught explicitly by teachers, within contexts that are socially meaningful for 

learners. This means teaching knowledge items (including foundational literacy 

skills) within the context of students having ‘something to say’ that is important to 

them, not as isolated entities and apart from meaningful communicative intents. 

Further, recent research shows that teaching higher level skills and processes in a 

social communicative context is motivating and can enhance the acquisition of basic 

skills. 

The resulting nine dimensions of effective practice, discussed in the body of the 

report, are the result of the mixed analysis process. The overarching principle we 

distilled relates to the need for teachers to take action to learn about their students 

as culturally- and socially-situated learner writers in the unique context of bicultural 

and multi-cultural Aotearoa, New Zealand. This is particularly important given the 

diversity of ethnicities and languages in our schools and the longstanding 
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achievement gap between New Zealand European and Māori and Pasifika learners. 

Teachers’ responsibility continually to seek to learn more about their learners 

underpins the effectiveness of each of the key findings. 

1. Opportunities to Write 
 

Provide opportunities for learners to write regularly and in a sustained way for a 

range of communicative purposes and for a variety of audiences, through meaningful 

and purposeful activities or tasks, and around engaging topics. 

2. Process(es) (Writing as a Process and Cognitive Processes in Writing) 
 

Recognise that writing is a complex goal-oriented communicative process that 

learners must be guided through, and explicitly taught strategies in relation to, in 

order to learn as self-regulated and independent writers. 

3. Direct/ Explicit Instruction 
 

Employ direct instruction through judicious use of instructional practices (such as 

active and passive modelling/demonstrating, high cognitive demand questioning, 

prompting, and explaining) at the time and point of need. 

4. Feedback 
 

Ensure that there is timely, relevant and accessible feedback for learners about 

writing and writing behaviours so as to enhance learner efficacy and inform actions 

to be taken by them. 

5. Technology 
 

Use technology in a pedagogically sound way to support writers. 

 
6. Collaboration (Co-operative Learning, Peer Assistance, Collaborative 

Writing). 

Incorporate collaborative activities designed to enhance engagement and offer 

opportunities for learners to share knowledge and experiences and to learn from one 

another about writing. 
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7. Differentiating Instruction to be Responsive to Learners 
 

Differentiate teaching in relation to learners’ strengths and needs as developing 

writers. 

8. Integration: Writing and Reading, Discussion and Writing and Writing-to- 

learn in the Disciplines 

Strengthen writing, reading and oral language by integrating them in meaningful 

ways and by using learners’ language resources to support writing development 

Understand the ways in which writing within a discipline (such as science or 

technology) is an important part of that discipline’s knowledge base and seek 

discipline appropriate opportunities to teach discipline-specific aspects of writing. 

9. Best Practice in Teaching Emergent Bilinguals 
 

Validate and utilise emergent bilinguals’ existing language and literacy resources 

to scaffold English writing development 

Inquire into and utilise pedagogy that has been recognised as effective for 

emergent bilingual and plurilingual learners as developing biliterate writers. 

 

 
Recommendations: 

These key findings, presented here in summary, form the basis of most of the 

recommendations we make from the evidence considered for the Review. 

Supporting evidence and guidelines for programme implementation related to the 

findings are included in the body of the Review and further detailed evidence is in the 

Appendices. Our recommendations consider the importance of the findings for each 

of the potential contributors to increasing expertise in writing- including resources, 

guidance and texts for teachers, and the roles of teacher education, professional 

learning and research- in order to build Aotearoa, New Zealand’s response to this 

body of evidence. 

We recommend that the Ministry of Education: 

• Ensure that Ministry documents and communications recognise that 

writing is primarily a social-cultural activity 
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• Review, up-date, enhance the accessibility of, and promote the use of 

research-informed resources for practice (e.g., Effective Literacy 

Practice books, progressions information, TKI resources etc.) 

• Review official documents to ensure that they reflect the essence of 

recent research findings and theoretical perspectives. 

• Recognise and celebrate the unique nature of our context, the 

reputation and further potential of our education system, and actively 

enable research to be conducted that is focussed on culturally- 

responsive teaching and learning with respect to writing in bicultural 

and multi-cultural Aotearoa/New Zealand. 

• Consider the high level of professional learning and support necessary 

to enable teachers, within a professional inquiry paradigm, to 

contextualise and recontextualise findings from international evidence- 

based practice in writing. 

• Continue to promote instructional writing/writing pedagogy as a focus 

of PLD for all teachers in view of the complexity of writing, as an act and 

to teach, and the expanding knowledge base regarding teaching writing. 

• Ensure PLD providers are conversant with current knowledge and 

research in writing and provide research-informed content to teachers. 

• Consider initial teacher education curriculum design in terms of the 

current limited time for core curriculum subjects and in light of 

historical neglect of writing in favour of reading. 

 
 

We also emphasise the need to ensure that the findings (as listed above) are 

embodied in all relevant Ministry of Education documents and promulgated 

through all Ministry of Education sanctioned Professional Learning and 

Development (PLD) for school leaders and teachers, as well as by providers of 

Initial Teacher Education (ITE). This is especially important given the lack of 

current New Zealand research related to the nature and impact of writing-related 

ITE preparation or PLD on teacher knowledge and understandings, and on 

engagement, progress and achievement by learners with diverse cultural, 

linguistic and social expertise. 
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Theory and Development in Writing: An Overview 
 

The view of writing adopted in this Review is that writing is a “social technology 

designed to communicate among people. It is learned and produced in social 

circumstances, establishes social relationships, changes the writer’s social 

presence, creates shared meanings and accomplishes social action” (Bazerman, 

2016, p.11). The studies reviewed are therefore considered in relation to the context 

of Aotearoa/New Zealand. What is learned in writing, from a cognitive perspective, is 

a complex, goal directed, problem solving process that draws from a writer’s 

knowledge, strategies, language, skills and motivational resources. Therefore, there 

is a variety of approaches and areas of focus within the study of writing, 

necessitating a wide understanding of what writing entails. 

Early writing skills contribute to writing expertise, either individually, or in 

interaction with other developing skills (Kim et al., 2011). Identified skills include idea 

generation, linguistic skills, cognitive skills like working memory and executive 

functions, and transcription skills and sub-skills. Processes and strategies are 

employed by writers while writing. The writer is engaged in active mental work to 

solve a specific problem or to meet a particular goal. Motivation and affect are 

increasingly recognised to play a key part in composing processes(Gadd, Parr, et al., 

2019; Hayes, 2000). Within social interaction, language provides a psychological 

tool for thinking and learners are conceived as active interpreters. The role of 

teachers, peers and families is crucial for organising, supporting and guiding 

writing development. Theories of text, genre and linguistics recognise the 

underlying social purposes of texts in different contexts. Socio-cultural research 

emphasises the cultural context in which learners become writers. Through writing 

children try out and take up social identities developing a sense of who they are, or 
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want to be, in society (Dyson, 2016). Relationality, between people and between 

people and their environment, has prominence in both Māori and Pacific theorising 

about learning and literacy (Bishop et al., 2007; Coxon, 2020; Thaman, 2008). In 

New Zealand, research increasingly points to the importance of both identity and 

social interaction as contributors to writing success (Fletcher et al., 2013; Si’ilata, 

2014). Researchers with a critical positioning investigate how to provide children 

with the tools to disrupt unequal power relationships (Luke & Freebody, 1999), by 

offering resistant readings and the opportunity for counter narratives or storying 

(Sandretto & Tilson, 2017). 

Writing develops along a number of differing levels of expertise. Linguistic 

development involves the increasing sophistication of written expression. Cognitive 

development includes developing increasingly effective processes for composing 

messages, translating ideas into language and transcribing language into 

orthographic forms. Socially, development in writing entails increasing expertise in 

meeting the communicative needs of interlocutors who are not present (McCutchen, 

2006). Features of social and cultural contexts foster changes over time in students’ 

texts and their use of social practices. Such a perspective moves beyond a focus on 

development as the acquisition of text-level skills or features, or of certain cognitive 

processes and strategies. 

Linguistic, transcription and cognitive skills provide foundations for early 

writing performance (Dockrell et al., 2014). An additive-cumulative view of writing 

development sees written language development as the gradual mastery of written 

language units, from word, to sentence, to text (Tolchinsky, 2016). The premise is 

that skills such as handwriting and spelling would precede higher level cognitive 

processes like idea generation or planning. Physical writing (copying/ forming) 
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seems essential for developing the brain networks associated with letter processing 

(James & Engelhardt, 2012; Kersey & James, 2013). Spelling skills have been 

studied extensively, specifically in relation to English. Oral language and text 

generation skills are also necessary for the development of early writing skills (Kim et 

al., 2014, 2015). Oral language skills are important as concurrent contributors to 

writing in children ranging from kindergarten to the intermediate grades of 

elementary school (Hooper et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2011, 2014; Olinghouse, 2008; 

Olinghouse & Leaird, 2009). 

According to the developmental model of writing of Berninger and Winn 

(2006), three interrelated component skills underlie written text production, as they 

interact functionally during the writing process: transcription skills, oral language 

skills, and executive functions (EFs). EFs allow writers to guide and monitor their 

cognitive and affective processes during writing (Drijbooms et al., 2015). Key 

amongst the EFs are inhibitory control, working memory, cognitive flexibility, and 

planning. 

Other researchers posit the notion of mutual enhancement. This view does 

not ascribe to sequential acquisition but argues that transcriptional, linguistic and 

rhetorical dimensions influence each other (McCutchen, 2011). Research within this 

view emphasises that text production requires the integration of bottom-up and top- 

down processes (Berman & Nir-Sagiv, 2007). What is clear from recent research is 

that teaching of higher-level processes need not wait for mastery of lower level ones 

(e.g., Arrimada et al., 2019). Teaching that promotes students’ enthusiasm for writing 

will increase opportunity for learning both high- and low-level skills. 

In terms of language, students need to develop both linguistic literacy 
 

(Ravid & Tolchinsky, 2002) and discursive literacy (Christie, 2012). Broadly, 
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developing writers show movements toward producing more sophisticated words, 

more complex syntactic structure and a movement away from the use of local 

cohesion devices in writing toward the development of more global cohesion 

features. This facility is acquired slowly and presents a challenge for many writers 

(Snow & Uccelli, 2009). Linguistic features examined by writing researchers are 

largely divided into three major constructs: lexical, syntactic, and cohesion 

(McNamara et al., 2010). There is general agreement that oral and written 

vocabulary skills contribute to an essential component of writing performance (Kent 

& Wanzek, 2016; Wood et al., 2017). Development in syntactic complexity is a key 

feature of language development in later elementary and middle or early high school 

(Nippold, 2006) and reflects students’ growing ability to express complex ideas, and 

their frequent exposure to, and familiarity with, the written genre (Fang et al., 2006). 

Facility with linguistic crafting is termed “design ability”, and is a key marker of 

development (Myhill, 2008). 

In New Zealand, the original norming of asTTle:Writing shows that average 

development in writing was most marked between years 8 and 10 of schooling. This 

take-off comes as writing becomes a requirement in most curriculum areas, as 

writing can support and extend the learning of content in subject areas (Bangert- 

Drowns et al., 2004; Graham & Perin, 2007a). However, the distribution of total 

scores suggests a considerable tail of achievement at secondary level. A simple 

explanation may be that lower progress writers simply forgo, for numerous reasons, 

including motivational, opportunities to practice the craft. 

Social practices are acquired by student writers as they learn to adopt and 

adapt in constructing social and cultural contexts for their writing. One of the 

earliest understandings developed is the awareness that signs have a signifying 
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function(Clay, 1975; Saada-Robert et al., 2005). Through the experience of 

communicating with others using marks and letters on a page children discover the 

conventions of writing (Tolchinsky, 2006). Recognisable development occurs as 

children learn visually to discern graphemes from one another, employ directional 

conventions, and encode specific sounds with appropriate graphemes, toward more 

standard orthography (Berninger et al., 2010; Clay, 1975; Ehri, 2014; Ferreiro, 1986) 

and an understanding of the way texts work (Heath, 1983). Young children have 

been shown to develop awareness of written discourse forms appropriate for written 

language (Ferreiro, 1986), and an awareness that writing can be used to create a 

fictional world (Dyson, 1997). 

Features seen in development are shaped by instruction and by experiences 

in students’ social and cultural context. Development in early writing begins with a 

basis in oral language, through experience with written language in everyday life and 

through exposure to socially situated forms of writing during their preschool years. 

Experience with early writing events is thought to play a considerable role in early 

development (Bissex, 1980; Clay, 1975). Through active participation in writing 

activity, students acquire the use of language, genres, discourses and tools specific 

to that activity. Development is therefore a trajectory in the uses of certain social 

practices that evolve, continuing to develop through activity as students face novel 

situations (Beach et al., 2016). The shaping of experience can be developmentally 

detrimental if there is an incomplete understanding of development, and 

opportunities to engage in writing practices are constrained (Christianakis, 2011). 
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Emergent Bilingual Learners 

 
There is an essential paradox, a contradiction, in the way we have conceived of 
the role of languages other than English in public life… This paradox can be 
stated simply as follows: Other languages are to be pursued by those who don’t 
have them, but they are to be abandoned by those who do (Ruiz, 2008, p. 182). 

 
 

A socio-cultural framing of development in writing is especially salient in the 

NZ context, a bi-cultural nation with increasing numbers of students from other 

cultures. The label ‘emergent bilingual’ recognises that bilingual learners are on a 

‘bilingual continuum’ and are acquiring the dominant language and literacies of 

English-medium schooling, while also maintaining and utilising their existing linguistic 

repertoire in oracy and writing and reading tasks. Use of the ‘emergent bilingual’ 

term highlights bilingual learners' strengths, viewing these students through their 

potential of becoming bilingual and biliterate, with their bilingualism being recognised 

as a cognitive, social and educational resource, rather than focusing on their deficit 

in English (Cummins, 2007, 2008, 2012; García & Kleifgen, 2010; Hornberger, 2017; 

Paris, 2012). 
 

Emergent bilingual students are doing more than learning to write in English; 

they are simultaneously developing a second or additional language, acquiring 

subject area knowledge/s, languages and literacies, and honing their thinking skills 

and communicative competencies across multiple language domains (Baker & 

Wright, 2017; Cummins, 2000, 2007, 2008; Gibbons, 2002, 2009; Weimer et al., 

2019). They are developing Grammatical Competence (words, phrases and 

sentences), Sociolinguistic Competence (language appropriateness), Discourse 

Competence: (cohesion and coherence) and Strategic Competence: (appropriate 

use of communicative strategies) (Canale and Swain, 1980). Moreover, they are 

developing the continuum of different types of language that bilingual learners 
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acquire and need to succeed at school, including Basic Interpersonal 

Communicative Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) 

(Cummins, 1980, 1981). It is likely that New Zealand born and even migrant students 

arriving at school may have informal varieties of BICS already developed in English. 

CALP or academic language proficiency describes the more formal variety of 

language used in the classroom and that children need to use effectively if they are 

to progress successfully at school. Although researchers have critiqued the BICS 

and CALP binary dichotomy (e.g. Ackerman, 2007), it remains helpful for prompting 

teachers to focus on teaching the academic language of the curriculum. 
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Effective Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

 
 
 

Methodological Approach 

 
The approach encompassed a systematic analytical review of robust research 

published, from 2005, in peer reviewed outlets of standing within the academic field. 

We were particularly cognisant of the features of the New Zealand context, a 

context in many ways dissimilar to the contexts where most research on teaching 

writing has been conducted. 

There is no agreed method of identifying evidence-based practices although 

there is agreement from most that they need to have a positive effect on students’ 

learning across multiple investigations (Hjørland, 2011). The gold standard to 

establish the source of this effect has been randomised control designs (RCTs), true 

experiments. Recent conceptual analyses challenge the desirability, in areas like 

education, of privileging evidence-based practice (EBP) obtained from research 

employing RCTs. Winne (2017) questions, methodologically, the extent to which 

RCTs allow conclusions about individual patterns of learning or progress. Wrigley 

(2018) considers not only the “technical shortcomings” of RCTs but also the 

“ideological and epistemological shortcomings of ‘evidence-based’ methods, and the 

simplification and reductionism of their approach to causation” (p. 360). 

Statistically, where an intervention is experienced under different conditions, 

the predictive ground becomes shakier (Winne, 2017). A considerable degree of 

variability characterises educational settings at all levels; this is marked in the NZ 

context. In effect, practices are context-specific and need to be tested within, and 

likely adapted to, a new context, particularly one with a different socio-cultural milieu, 

philosophical underpinnings and traditions (Smagorinsky, 2018). Significantly, for the 
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NZ context, this seems to be left to teachers to ascertain. “In practice, teachers must 

contextualize knowledge gained from research with their own knowledge about their 

students, the context in which they operate, and what they know about how to teach 

writing” (Graham et al., 2016, p. 211). This is not an inconsiderable ask, to marry 

professional and contextual knowledge with information from robust research. And, 

we add, teachers need to be able to analyse the nature of, and evaluate the success 

of, that marrying, in order to instantiate the practice for ongoing transfer, adaptation 

and further honing as contexts change. 

Our consideration of evidence-based or effective practices in writing began 

with a review of existing meta-analyses. Meta analyses are a relatively blunt tool for 

synthesising large amounts of data by providing a statistical analysis of the results of 

individual studies with the aim, in this case, of identifying which teaching practices 

are most effective in writing, using the metric of effect size. Details of how we went 

about identifying these meta-analyses are in Appendix A (as are key definitions), 

together with a summary of the themes emerging from them. Then we sourced 

recent experimental and quasi-experimental work, published after existing meta-

analyses. Appendix B describes our method for this and presents a summary of 

results. In Appendix C we present our method of obtaining methodologically robust 

mixed methods studies and a summary of the resulting analysis. These include 

studies of effective teachers of writing (albeit the studies use different criteria and 

means to establish this), designed to identify the practices that they employ, and 

establish what practices are effective. 

Following, we present a synthesis that employed a form of cross-checking 

that is akin to “mixed analysis” (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2011), to consider the 

dimensions of practice which emerge from all three sources. This triangulation 
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approach allows us to move beyond the constraints of the findings from one source. 

A significant contribution of this current review is the integration of the findings from 

multiple methodological approaches into themed dimensions of effective practice 

and the provision of NZ-focussed material within these dimensions. 

 
 

Results of the Mixed Analysis: A Synthesis Across Sources 

 
The integration of findings from the three major sources is presented under 

dimensions of practice. Both the delineation, the composition and the labelling of 

these overarching dimensions could be debated, depending on your theoretical 

perspective and, arguably, your context. Each dimension is supported by a selection 

of explanatory and exemplifying detail from the sources. 

Dimensions of Effective Practice 
 

There are nine dimensions identified (although the final one is, arguably, 
 

multi-dimensional) and we order them very roughly as they might occur in the course 

of organising and implementing writing instruction. For each dimension, we highlight 

the practice implications. We begin with Opportunities to Write. This includes the 

time (amount and frequency) given to writing and writing instruction, and the range 

and type of opportunities presented to students through the contexts and tasks or 

writing activities. We then move to Process (Teaching Writing as a Process and 

Teaching Cognitive Processes in Writing), within which we consider process both 

as an approach to teaching writing and as instruction in the cognitive processes, in 

particular strategies, that support the writing process. Explicit/ Direct Instruction, 

Feedback, Collaboration and Technology are dimensions that also emerge as 

common across our different sources. Other dimensions are absent from one or 

more of the sources, notably the notion of Differentiating Instruction which, we will 
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argue, includes ongoing learning about your students as developing writers and as 

social and cultural beings and having cognisance of their resources in order to teach 

responsively and in a sustaining way. Under-emphasised across the sources is the 

Integration of Literacy, particularly the integration of writing, reading and 

discussion, and writing-to-learn in the disciplines. We see a certain logic in following 

these latter two dimensions with a consideration of Best Practice for Teaching 

Emergent Bilinguals as it is, arguably, closely aligned with the rationale for 

differentiation and the notion of strengthening that emerges from our consideration of 

the integration of writing, reading and oracy; both dimensions could well encompass 

notions of strategically building links to the heritage languages of students. 

1. Opportunities to Write 
 
 

 

 

Our synthesis of mixed methods research identified the dimension, “Ensure that 

students receive regular instructional writing time and are encouraged to practise 

writing regularly” (Coker et al., 2018; De Smedt & Van Keer, 2018), as an effective 

practice. One meta-analysis reported for extra writing as an intervention (9 studies), 

a significant but low average effect size (ES) gain of 0.24, while another reported a 

0.30 ES for the practice of writing frequently. The major writing instructional practices 

 
 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINTS 
 
: Students be given daily opportunities to write independently. 

: Implement a planned instructional writing programme at least three times 

per week, more often for junior students. 

: Recognise the importance of task and topic orientation ensuring these are 

motivating, purposeful and challenging for students and that students are 

involved in the selection and construction of them whenever possible. 
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of effective teachers from the synthesis of qualitative studies of exemplary teachers 

(Graham et al., 2016) listed, in addition to “provide time dedicated to writing and 

writing instruction…”, the context, “…with writing occurring across the curriculum” 

and also the form of that practice, namely, “involve students in various forms of 

writing over time” (p. 221). This list of instructional practices of exemplary teachers 

from Graham and colleagues (2016) further identifies, “Keep students engaged and 

on-task by involving them in thoughtful activities”. Emphasising both the engagement 

and meaningful activities, our analysis of mixed methods studies identifies, “develop 

purposeful and meaningful writing tasks with and for students”, as a dimension of 

effective practice. 

While there are many variations that can play out in terms of writing tasks in 

the classroom (see Gadd & Parr, 2017), the benefits of providing students with some 

form of topic choice has been a common theme (Anderson, 2008; Coker et al., 2018; 

Fisher, 2017; Sullivan, 2007), shown to be strongly related to engagement and 

greater success. Fisher (2017) describes the best writing topics as having an 

“authentic purpose” which she defines as having “a real-world connection” (p. 102), 

helping students make particular sense of their lives and learning. 

Opportunity to Write in the New Zealand Context. In their survey of writing 

instructional practices of Aotearoa/NZ primary teachers, Parr and Jesson (2016) 

note there was considerable variability in responses but teachers reported spending 

almost three hours per week, on average, teaching writing and that students spend, 

on average, almost five hours per week writing in the classroom. This latter figure is 

considerably more than American students spend (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Cutler 

& Graham, 2008) and suggests that writing is being employed across the curriculum. 
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Analysis of the writing instructional practices of nine highly effective New 

Zealand teachers of Year 5-8 (Gadd & Parr, 2016, 2017) confirmed the importance 

of task orientation which comprised evidence of teachers devising: learning tasks 

that match students’ identified learning needs; open-ended tasks that can be 

undertaken over an extended period of time; tasks that students can identify as 

purposeful; tasks involving students in their construction and taking account of 

students’ backgrounds when devising learning tasks. 

There was a significant correlation (Spearman’s rho) overall between teacher 

effectiveness around learning tasks and learner gains (rs=.73, p<.05). Two features 

stood out: teachers’ capacity to devise learning tasks that students can identify as 

purposeful (rs=.76, p<.05) and their capacity to involve students in the selection or 

construction of learning tasks (rs=.68, p<.05). 

Students also consider task to be significant. In a survey of senior primary 

students’ attitudes to writing (Gadd, Parr, et al., 2019), students (n=449) were asked 

to nominate What teachers do that makes writing easier for you at four regular points 

over two years. One strategy (The teacher selected a topic that was interesting for 

me) was ranked top each time. Significantly, of those who liked writing just ‘a little’ or 

‘not at all’ at school (41.3%), gave reasons referring to topic, more than to any other 

aspect of writing. 

 
 

2. Process(es) (Writing as a Process and Cognitive Processes in Writing) 
 
 

 
 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINTS 
 
: Teachers hold deep knowledge of the processes and strategies that writers 

use when composing texts. 
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The syntheses drawn from the practices of expert teachers suggest that these 

teachers “treat writing as a process, where students plan, draft, revise, edit, and 

share their work” (Graham et al., 2016, p. 221). Our synthesis of mixed methods 

studies lists “Organise and manage instruction so that students receive regular and 

ongoing opportunities to move between the writing processes” as a dimension of 

effective practice. The meta-analytic findings for the process writing approach to 

teaching writing yield very modest results. One (33 studies, but few recent) reported 

an average weighted ES of 0.34 and other meta-analyses reported similar ES (0.32, 

0.37 and 0.40). Koster et al. (2015) report, at grades 4-6, a negative ES (-0.25) for 

the process approach. There is a lack of recent process approach studies in these 

meta-analyses and, the approach has, arguably, undergone change as a result of 

critique (Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2007). 

A related aspect relates to instruction concerning the major cognitive 

processes within writing. Exceptional teachers(Graham et al., 2016), were identified 

as teaching students “how to plan, draft and revise” (p. 221). In the meta-analyses, 

pre-writing activities include gathering and analysing content but also organising it as 

part of planning and the average ES (13 studies, grades 2-9) was 0.48 in one and 

: Teachers demonstrate and discuss use of writing processes and strategies 

with students within the context of authentic writing tasks. 

: Teachers scaffold students to use writing processes and strategies 

independently. 

: Explicitly teach strategies for, and promote, self-regulation by student 

writers (e.g. encourage students to select own topics, write outside 

instructional writing time, write collaboratively, and assume responsibility 

for self-monitoring and seeking support). 
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0.54 and 0.55 in others. Yet two further meta-analyses report much lower effects (ES 
 

0.13 and 0.32). Support for the revision process yielded an ES of 0.58. 
 

The most researched area concerns the teaching of strategies to support 

cognitive processes. Across several meta-analyses, the ES for teaching cognitive 

strategies in general are mostly high: ES are 0.56, 0.62, 1.00, 1.02, 1.06 and 1.26. A 

marked concentration of authorship in meta-analytic studies in writing means self- 

regulation strategy development (SRSD) receives considerable attention. Teaching 

self-regulatory strategies showed consistently high ES gains: 1.59, 1.3, 1.21, 1.14. 

Interventions focussed on the specific self-regulatory processes of goal setting and 

self-monitoring/ evaluation/ assessment are reported separately in some. Goal 

setting showed ESs of 2.03, 0.80 and 0.70 across different meta-analyses and 

setting product goals, 0.76. Considered separately, the act of self-assessment, self- 

evaluation and using self-evaluative standards yielded moderate ESs of 0.43, 0.46 

and 0.51, respectively. 

Self-regulation was also a key dimension of effective practice in our synthesis 

of mixed methods studies, “Scaffold self-regulation and independence for writers”, 

together with a further dimension concerning goal setting, “Develop and utilise 

strategically selected learning goals with and for students”. And, in the writing 

instructional practices of effective teachers from Graham et al. (2016) mentioned is 

“…encourage students to act in a self-regulated fashion, doing as much as they can 

on their own” (p. 221). 

Self-Regulation in the Aotearoa/New Zealand Context. In their review of 

engagement and motivation amongst older primary students in Aotearoa/NZ, Gibbs 

and Poskitt (2010) concluded that students “who have been taught how to use self- 

regulation processes and are provided with opportunities to use them, demonstrate 
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high levels of engagement and achievement” (p. 20). Two recent Aotearoa/NZ 

studies (Finlayson & McCrudden, 2019; Hutchinson, 2017) investigated the impact of 

SRSD instruction on learner gains in writing through a planned intervention. In their 

study of teaching self-regulated strategies for story-writing to a group of six-year olds 

(n=17), Finlayson and McCrudden (2019) concluded that there was improvement in 

performance and in completeness of stories. Teaching self-regulated strategies for 

argument writing to a group of Year 9-10 students in low decile secondary school 

classrooms also improved writing performance generally (Hutchinson, 2017). Both 

studies are limited as there was no comparison or control group so other influences 

could not be ruled out. (Note: Finlayson’s PhD research (2020) uses a quasi- 

experimental design). Gadd and Parr (2017) found a significant correlation between 

teacher proficiency at promoting self-regulation by students and a decrease in 

variability in achievement amongst students (rs=.67, p<.05). Investigation into 

pedagogical actions used by the teachers whose students made the greatest 

learning gains suggested four instructional practices related to self-regulation: time 

and opportunity for students to write on self-selected topics (reinforcing the 

importance of learner involvement in topic selection); time and opportunity for 

students to write outside prescribed instructional times; opportunities for students to 

write collaboratively, and encouragement for students to take responsibility for 

seeking support. 

3. Direct/ Explicit Instruction 
 
 

 
 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINTS 
 
: Instruction should always be ‘just in time’ rather than ‘just in case’. 
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Direct or explicit instruction is defined as the act of teachers “providing 

information that fully explains the concepts and procedures that students are 

required to learn as well as learning strategy support that is compatible with human 

cognitive architecture” (Kirschner et al., 2006, p. 75). Direct instruction involves 

teachers utilising a range of instructional practices (such as demonstrating and 

questioning) that lead learners toward knowledge and skill construction (Hmelo- 

Silver et al., 2007). 

In the meta-analyses, direct instruction encompasses both the act and the 

major areas that have employed this type of instruction in writing interventions. So, 

teacher modelling actions including studying and emulating models, together with a 

specific activity like sentence combining, are identified as means of direct instruction. 

And, the areas of direct instruction include transcription fluency/ handwriting/ 

keyboarding, spelling, vocabulary instruction, sentence construction, paragraph 

construction, and text structure (instruction in strategies dealt with in the previous 

section). 

: Use a range of direct or explicit instructional strategies (especially 

demonstrating, prompting, explaining and questioning, specifically high 

cognitive-demand questions). 

: Employ explicit instructional strategies matching the degree of challenge of 

the writing task and the level of scaffolding required by students to be 

successful. 

: Demonstrate writing knowledge, processes and strategies through regular 

modelling (including co-constructing texts with students, instruction around 

model or mentor texts, and strategic use of teacher ‘think-alouds’) for all age 

groups. 
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Explicit teaching of transcription skills (spelling) shows varying levels of effect: 

a moderate ES 0.55 (from 8 studies) in one meta-analysis; in another 0.49 and, in 

yet another, the ES is only 0.19. Handwriting (HW) instruction shows effect sizes 

ranging from quite modest to high (0.40, 0.49 and 0.84). The most recent meta- 

analysis (Feng et al., 2019) of 13 studies yielded an ES of 0.40. Improved typing 

skills have been shown to have positive effects on spelling and also narrative writing 

ability for students in middle primary years (van Weerdenburg et al., 2019). The 

suggested mechanism is the freeing up of working memory to focus on higher order 

skills. Students with touch typing skills can read their work while writing it, allowing 

for greater flexibility in the composition and executive function processes. Explicit 

teaching of vocabulary is reported to have an ES of 0.78 and is noted to be (rightly or 

wrongly) the criteria most seen in writing assessment rubrics. Explicit teaching of 

content-specific vocabulary in the context of learning that content is seen as 

justifiable. Teaching grammar, much debated in relation to teaching it explicitly, 

shows highly variable effects sizes in the meta-analyses, from a low 0.33 to negative 

effects of -0.32, - 0.37 and -0.41. Teaching sentence construction explicitly yields an 

ES of 0.50; for the activity employing sentence combining (Saddler & Graham, 

2005), the ES is 0.56 (Graham & Perin, 2007a). Teaching the structure of text types 

is reported in the meta-analyses as having a moderate effect, with ESs ranging from 

0.41 to 0.76. 

Recent studies, not incorporated in the meta-analyses we compiled and 

synthesised, continue to focus on the effectiveness of explicit teaching of features of 

writing. A strategy instructional intervention focused on a text structure routine 

(Hebert et al., 2018) involved students being taught a strategy for selecting the topic 

and how to structure their writing, organising facts for the text structure, including 
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paragraph writing. Students were taught linguistic knowledge to support text 

structure. Results suggest moderate to large effect sizes compared with control 

groups (ESs 0.61 to 0.94). Recently, Wyse and Torgerson (2017) revisited the 

evidence for effectiveness of grammar teaching, concluding that, at primary level, it 

is ineffective while at secondary level they discuss in detail how two robust 

experimental studies (Elley et al., 1976 and Myhill et al., 2012) can yield opposing 

results.  Approaches which focus on learning about using grammatical features in 

the process of writing are emerging. Myhill and colleagues’ (2012) contextualised 

grammar teaching approach has shown positive effects (the approach is discussed 

following under Collaboration). 

There is disagreement about the degree or extent of direct instruction that is 

effective in teaching. However, almost all international researchers of writing whose 

mixed methods studies we analysed have concluded that some direct instruction is 

required if teachers are to ensure positive learner outcomes in writing. Grossman et 

al. (2013) concluded that “explicit…. instruction is the dominant dimension that 

differentiates between high-quartile and low-quartile teachers” (p. 459). Much of the 

discussion about the degree of instruction required suggests that the answer is 

related to learner needs. Direct instruction is best provided on a ‘just-in-time’ (rather 

than ‘just-in-case’) basis because knowledge is most meaningful when applied 

directly or immediately to a problem-solving or investigational situation (Hmelo-Silver 

et al., 2007; Purcell-Gates et al., 2007). Our synthesis of the mixed methods 

literature identified as an effective practice dimension, “Provide direct instruction 

about writing at the time of need, particularly through strategic use of questioning, 

prompting and demonstrating.” The writing instructional practices of effective 

teachers from the qualitative synthesis of Graham et al. (2016) included “Model, 

explain, and provide guided assistance when teaching” in their 10 selected practices. 
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Demonstrating (also referred to as ‘modelling’) is a mode of direct instruction 

associated with high learner gains in writing (De Smedt & Van Keer, 2018; Fidalgo et 

al., 2015; Jones, 2015; Kennedy, 2010; Regan & Berkeley, 2012). Regan and 

Berkeley (2012) suggest that effective teachers discuss what and why particular 

formats and strategies should be used, and model how they should be used. They 

conclude that demonstrating “is a necessary stage of effective instruction that helps 

students to conceptualise and apply new skills and strategies” (p. 276). They and 

others (e.g., Jones, 2015; Kennedy, 2010), discuss ‘teacher think-alouds’ as an 

integral part of the demonstrating process, suggesting that, “Modelling strategic 

behaviours while students listen [and watch]….is the first step in raising student 

awareness of what it means to be a strategic learner” (p. 277). Fidalgo and 

colleagues’ (2015) study of strategy-focused writing instruction with Grade 6 

students (n=62) concluded that the higher gains made by learners in this group 

“were associated almost exclusively with….modelling and reflection” (p. 37). These 

teacher acts, they suggest, might be effective because observing someone 

demonstrating a particular strategy, might motivate a learner and lift his/her belief 

that its use is possible, and it may also help a learner bind strategy knowledge to 

performance in a concrete way as s/he observes the strategy being applied to a real- 

life writing task. 

Researchers have differentiated between active demonstrating and product- 

oriented instruction which involves teachers providing learners with text models or 

samples (often referred to as mentor texts) for analysis and joint de-construction. 

Some researchers (e.g., Cremin & Baker, 2010; Fidalgo et al., 2008; Regan & 

Berkeley, 2012; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007) argue the benefits of exposing 

learners to the process of observing, listening to and reflecting on the actions of 
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expert others in order to acquire the knowledge, understandings and skills needed to 

be self-regulating writers. Others (e.g., Pytash & Morgan, 2014; Whitney et al., 2011) 

argue the benefits of encouraging learners to reflect on a text model, code and 

receive the information within the model and become motivated to produce it 

independently. The meta-analytic results suggest that emulation of a model text has 

a relatively low average ES (0.3 and 0.4). Decisions about which mode to use (and 

indeed the level of demonstrating to provide) should be based on the degree of 

expertise that students bring to a task as well as the degree of cognitive and 

operational challenge contained within the task (Kirschner et al., 2006). It may be 

that different students require different degrees of demonstrating for different tasks, 

depending on the nature of their strengths and needs (Hmelo-Silver et al., 2007; 

Vanderburg, 2006). 

The pedagogical act of demonstrating involves the use of high-quality 

teacher-student discourse. Teacher questioning in particular has been the subject of 

in-depth research, especially related to the level of cognitive challenge and 

complexity (high, medium or low) inherent in particular types of questions and the 

differential impact of asking different types of questions with high cognitive demand 

questions yielding more positive results on learning (Dickman, 2009; Stronge et al., 

2011). 

Direct Instruction in the Aotearoa/New Zealand Context. The analysis of 

the instructional writing practice of highly effective teachers of Year 5-8 students 

(Gadd & Parr, 2017) confirmed the critical importance of providing direct and explicit 

instruction. There was a significant correlation (Spearman’s rho) between teacher 

effectiveness at providing direct instruction and high learner gains (rs=.67, p<.05). 

Observations suggested that direct instruction in these classrooms encompassed 
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demonstrating or explaining clearly what students are expected to do, learn and 

achieve in the lesson; making clear links and building on what the students know or 

have practiced already; utilising ‘teachable moments’; questioning students in a way 

that requires them to think further about, or explore, the learning goal; prompting 

students toward learning points that appear to be within their immediate grasp and 

are related to the learning goal and checking that students know and understand 

what they have learnt and achieved from the lesson. Two of these explicit teaching 

actions were predominantly found in teachers whose students made the greatest 

learning gains: demonstrating clearly what students were expected to do, learn and 

achieve in lessons and questioning students effectively. While all teachers in the 

study utilised receptive modelling (instructing through model or mentor texts) on 

occasions, only those whose students made the greatest progress also co- 

constructed texts with students and used ‘teacher think-alouds’ as they did so. With 

regard to questioning – an integral aspect of demonstrating- the teachers whose 

students made the greatest progress asked 2.5 times more high cognitive-demand 

questions (those that involved analysis, evaluation and synthesis of text-related 

issues) than did the teachers whose students made the least learning gains. These 

high cognitive demand questions focused more on ‘how?’ and ‘why? 

In their mixed-methods study of the hallmarks of effective teachers of writing 

(n=6) working with Year 4-8 students, Parr and Limbrick (2010) also noted a close 

association between aspects of direct instruction (“deliberate acts of teaching”, after 

Ministry of Education, 2006) and positive learner outcomes in writing. The deliberate 

acts of teaching observed in writing lessons were modelling, prompting, questioning, 

giving feedback, telling, explaining and directing. 
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4. Feedback 
 
 

 

 

Feedback has several functions: motivational; reinforcement or informational 

(arguably, the most important) (Guénette, 2007; Nelson & Schunn, 2009; Tunstall & 

Gipps, 1996). For the informational function to be utilised effectively, teachers need 

to: provide information, in a timely, accessible way, about the extent to which 

performance and outputs actually meet expected notions of quality; diagnose any 

gap between expectations and performance or outputs, and articulate what the writer 

needs to do to address any gap, encouraging the writer to reflect closely on both the 

particular output they are generating and their overall proficiency as a developing 

writer (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Nelson & Schunn, 2009; Nicol & Macfarlane‐Dick, 

2006; Sadler, 1989). 

Feedback is an instructional practice that shows generally high ES gains in 

the meta-analyses; feedback in general realises ESs of 0.77, 0.88 and 0.96 in 

different meta-analyses. There is evidence of the relative effectiveness of the source 

of feedback. Where the studies considered adult feedback, the ES was 0.87 and, 

where it was from peers, 0.77 and 0.58. A recent mixed methods study in middle 

 
 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINTS 
 

: Provide regular, timely opportunities for students to discuss their writing 

with teacher and peers to help reflect on what has been achieved and is still 

to be achieved in relation to desired outcomes. 

: Support students to self-evaluate as well as to utilise feedback from varied 

sources, and to translate this feedback into action. 

: Be aware that teachers’ language in feedback can either support or 

undermine motivation to write (error correction lowers motivation). 
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school compared teacher and peer feedback (Neumann & Kopcha, 2019). A peer 

provided feedback on the first draft and then the teacher to a subsequent draft. Both 

led to statistically significant improvements but in different aspects of writing: peers 

for conventions and teachers for organisation, language and vocabulary and also 

conventions. Interestingly, students interacted (via Google Docs) more with the peer 

than teacher feedback. Peer feedback has also been shown to support the giver of 

the feedback. Recent experimental work (Philippakos & MacArthur, 2016) 

investigated the effectiveness of giving feedback to others. Students in the study 

(n=145) were trained in evaluating other students’ writing, then randomly assigned to 

three groups: reviewers, who read and reviewed others’ essays, readers, who only 

read the essays, but did not review them, and a time effect control, who read 

narratives for a similar amount of time. The reviewer group wrote texts of better 

quality than the other two groups at post-test. Other recent feedback interventions 

consider feedback in relation to activities like goal setting (Koenig et al., 2016). In a 

randomised controlled trial with 3rd graders, students in the two performance 

feedback conditions, one that included goalsetting, significantly improved their 

writing fluency compared to the control. Contrary to expectations, providing students 

with an additional goal-setting component did not improve students' writing fluency 

more than performance feedback alone. 

Additionally, experimental/ quasi-experimental work considers feedback in 

relation to affective factors in writing. After participating in an intervention that 

provided individualised feedback about students' writing productivity, second grade 

students (n=117) in the USA experienced significant improvement in their writing 

self-efficacy (Hier & Mahony, 2018). Although their experiences with task mastery 

and positive feedback did not impact their writing self-efficacy, the effort they 
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expended during the intervention was a significant predictor. Truax (2018) 

investigated the impact of teachers’ language on motivation to write. While she found 

no identifiable effects between control and experimental conditions, an important 

finding was that error identification undermined writing motivation in both conditions, 

whereas the use of specific objective feedback about students’ choices led to 

increased writing motivation for both control and experimental groups. The study 

indicates that teachers’ language can either support or undermine motivation to write 

which is considered an important outcome in and of itself, and a necessary condition 

for writing progress. 

We note, from our searches, that there is a large literature on feedback or, 

more specifically, error correction, in the L2 literature (see Hyland & Hyland, 2019; 

Lee, 2017) and that a number of articles are appearing reporting the use of 

technology and automated responses for giving feedback to writing (see Technology 

section). 

Feedback in the Aotearoa/New Zealand Context. Given Aotearoa/NZ’s 

assessment policies where ongoing teacher assessment predominates, it is not 

surprising that feedback is reportedly a practice that Aoteaora/NZ teachers rate 

highly. Parr and Jesson (2016) found, from their survey, that feedback was the 

instructional practice that teachers were reportedly most confident about. In addition, 

overwhelmingly, these teachers reported placing most emphasis amongst all 

practices, on providing feedback; in total, 98% of teachers reported that they 

emphasised this to a great or very great extent. 

The strong relationship between the ability of a teacher to give high quality 

feedback, defined (after Hattie & Timperley, 2007) in terms of features designed to 

promote self-regulatory behaviours, and students’ progress in writing, was 
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demonstrated statistically in a study by Parr and Timperley (2010). At a secondary 

level, Price et al. (2017) compared the relative effectiveness and efficiency of 

personalised feedback versus annotated exemplars as two approaches to providing 

high school students with formative feedback in the development of their writing 

skills. The study was a randomised experiment conducted "in situ" in two English 

classes in one high school. The findings show that there was substantial growth in 

writing performance with both approaches and, while students appreciated both 

approaches, they preferred personalised feedback. Of interest to practice was the 

finding that, in general, providing personalised feedback took between two and eight 

times as much teacher time to deliver than annotated exemplars. 

5. Technology 
 
 

 

Technology within writing includes computer-based scoring, automated 

evaluation of writing, intelligent tutoring systems and computer-assisted instruction. 

In addition, technology can facilitate access to audiences, collaborators and a myriad 

of digital resources; it can provide a platform for web-based interactive tutoring and it 

can support production and presentation of text through voice recognition, word 

processing or multimedia formats. 

 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINTS 

Limited literature so implications are indicative 

: Potential for providing computer-generated feedback (high level as well as 

mechanics) and revision guidance 

: Teachers can capitalise on authentic opportunities for writing (e.g. blogging), 

more open-ended tasks and collaboration. 

: Technology use helps persistence, sustaining practice in writing with 

potential to enhance motivation and autonomy 
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In the meta-analyses, word processing dominates, perhaps, reflecting a 

prevalent and early use of technology in writing. A meta-analysis specifically on word 

processing studies (Morphy & Graham, 2012), reports an average ES of 0.52 (NB: 

only 1 of the 27 studies included was after 2004). Other meta-analyses report similar 

moderate or close to moderate ES (0.47, 0.48 and 0.55). In a more recent meta- 

analysis (Little et al., 2018) which focused on technology use more broadly, the ES 

was small, using writing quality as an outcome (0.28). The uses of technology 

included a computer tutor for writers; computer assisted scaffolding; computer 

assisted instruction of summarisation and a multi-user virtual environment. A 

similarly low ES (0.20) was reported for writing quality in a one-to-one laptop 

intervention (Zheng et al., 2016). 

Major arguments for technology use in writing include the potential of 

obtaining high-quality feedback from a source other than the teacher, helping 

enhance the engagement in sustained, deliberate practice of writing. Provision of 

feedback about product or process enhances the motivation of writers, particularly 

younger ones, to be engaged in writing and to persist in the acquisition of such a 

complex skill (Berninger et al., 2015). The more traditional software has generally 

provided low level feedback which does little to enhance overall quality of writing. 

This is likely reflected in the results from studies of computer-generated feedback 

included in the meta-analysis of Graham, Hebert, et al. (2015) (where around 20% of 

the studies were post 2004), which reported a low weighted ES of 0.38 for computer 

feedback. 

Intelligent tutoring systems in writing are in their infancy and, for an ill-defined 

domain like writing, it is very challenging to provide individualised feedback and 

follow-up adaptive instruction (Allen et al., 2016). Educators have begun adopting 
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automatic writing evaluation (AWE) systems (Palermo & Thomson, 2018; Stevenson, 

2016; Wilson & Czik, 2016) but this adoption proceeds ahead of research that 

explores ways that AWE may be effectively implemented and integrated into different 

forms of teacher-led writing instruction (Palermo & Wilson, 2020; Roscoe et al., 

2014). There are some promising indicative results of use of AWE within the 

compulsory schooling sector showing that use has been associated with benefits for 

certain writing outcomes. These include improvements in time on task, the extent of 

revising students completed, and the content of school students’ writing (e.g., 

Franzke et al., 2005; Graham, Hebert, et al., 2015; Grimes & Warschauer, 2010). A 

smaller number of studies have found automated feedback associated with 

improvements in writing attitudes (Roscoe et al., 2018), writing motivation and self- 

efficacy (Grimes & Warschauer, 2010; Wilson & Czik, 2016; Wilson & Roscoe, 

2020), and improvements in writing quality, particularly mechanical aspects of writing 

across revisions (Kellogg et al., 2010; Wilson, 2017; Wilson & Czik, 2016). The study 

in middle schools by Grimes and Warschauer (2010) examined use of an AWE 

(MyAccess) over three years. Teacher reports suggested students wrote more often, 

demonstrated greater autonomy in their writing development and were also more 

motivated to engage in writing. 

AWEs have been extended and also integrated with different approaches to 

writing instruction. Palermo and Wilson (2020) used an AWE system (MI Write), 

which was integrated into two approaches to writing instruction, in a study with 

grades 6 to 8. Findings revealed the potential of MI Write, with observed increases in 

several measures of writing quality, the length of their essays, and the number of 

basic elements included in their first drafts. The W-Pal system, which provides both 

higher level feedback to writing plus strategies that students can use to revise their 
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writing, uses game-based practice to encourage students’ understanding of the 

strategies taught in the system. Findings from high school students show the 

usefulness of including game-based strategy practice such as that provided by 

Speech Writer, compared to engaging in essay writing (Allen et al., 2014). 

There are other emphases in the recent experimental and mixed methods 

literature with respect to technology and writing. In their review of technology and 

writing, Williams and Beam (2019) considered the classroom-based, technology- 

mediated writing on-line environment in terms of online tutoring, web-based writing 

and hypermedia authoring. Significantly, a qualitative analysis, looking for words or 

phrases repeated across multiple studies in the review yielded three themes, 

namely, the importance of technology in enhancing motivation, enabling 

collaboration and engaging reluctant writers. With young children, an experimental 

study showed that PictoPal products, used in dramatic play centres and for other 

authentic purposes, led to statistically significant improvements in emergent literacy 

and early writing skills (McKenney & Voogt, 2009). Primary-grade students 

demonstrated statistically significant improvements in narrative composition skills 

when they created digital stories (Yamac & Ulusoy, 2016). And, primary students 

wrote more cohesive narratives when composing with iPad applications as opposed 

to paper-and-pencil (Sessions et al., 2016). Middle-school students demonstrated 

significantly higher expository writing skills when they used the multimodal features 

of PowerPoint to organise their research prior to writing science reports (Hitchcock et 

al., 2016). Informational writing of high school students improved when they used a 

range of ICTs to create comic strips about a contemporary social justice issue 

(Lawrence et al., 2009). 
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Writing and Technology Use in Aotearoa/New Zealand. Studies of writing 

and technology in New Zealand have focussed on teachers’ practices in the context 

of digital equity innovations and interventions that are increasing in low 

socioeconomic areas across the nation as schools seek to collaborate for 

improvement. For example, Starkey and Zhong (2019) investigated the introduction 

of an optional netbook purchasing scheme for children in a low socio‐economic 

community. Their naturally occurring comparison contrasted the academic 

improvement for those who joined the netbook scheme with those who did not. The 

results for writing identified no statistically significant differences between the 

students who had netbooks, and those who did not. In these contexts, the students 

went to the same schools and had the same teachers, and therefore received similar 

types of instruction. 

By contrast, Jesson, McNaughton, Wilson, et al. (2018) investigated a context 

where all students had netbooks (a 1:1 digital environment). In such an environment, 

teaching did not need to accommodate those children without digital access. Their 

three-year, quasi-experimental study reported moderate/high effect sizes for all 

those students with complete data over the study (N=553). For tracked students, the 

pre–post net effect size shift (in addition to normative gains) was d= 0.62. In a follow 

up study, Jesson, McNaughton, Rosedale et al. (2018), identified the practices of 

those teachers whose students made the greatest gains in writing. Identified 

practices cohere with practices of effective non-digital teachers: more opportunities 

to writing, open ended activities (tasks), collaborative writing, teaching through 

discussion, and provoking critical thinking. Arguably, while these practices are also 

the practices of effective teachers in non-digital environments, digital tools might 
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allow teachers to capitalise on the opportunities provided for these practices, for 

example using collaborative, word processing or multimedia and composition tools. 

One specifically digital practice that has been investigated in NZ is the use of 

blogs to promote writing out of school time. While international studies have 

identified the promise of blogging, these have been small scale, teacher innovations, 

rather than intervention studies. Williamson et al. (2020) and Williamson and Jesson 

(2017) used a digital platform to promote blogging over the summer school holidays. 

After an initial trial proved successful for volunteer students, a larger rollout was 

conducted in five clusters of schools who used blogging during the school year. Their 

results suggested that frequency of blogging had an effect on both reading and 

writing. Participants who posted on average more than twice a week had a 

significantly higher mean gain over the summer period than less frequent or non- 

bloggers. 

 
 

6. Collaboration (Co-operative Learning, Peer Assistance, Collaborative 
Writing). 

 
 

 
 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINT 
 
: Provide regular opportunities for students to work collaboratively when 

undertaking writing tasks and addressing writing challenges. Dialogic 

interactions with other students as they work together increase students’ 

understanding of writing processes and enhance their critical awareness of 

text composition. They emulate and learn from others, pool resources and 

gain a heightened sense of audience awareness. 
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While grouping is a hallmark of differentiated instruction (see following), 

collaborating with others involves groups that are more learner-led co-operative or 

collaborative groups, or ‘peer tutoring’ groups. A working definition might be: 

“…writing is collaborative in the broad sense that at some time during the learning [or 

writing] cycle, writers engage with peers, and this is expected to contribute to 

learning or [writing]” (Klein, 2015, p. 206). Other researchers subscribe to a narrower 

definition of collaboration where collaborative writing entails students producing a 

joint text by each writing text (Bradley et al., 2010) which participants modify, by 

editing, and revising the text of others (Witney & Smallbone, 2011). Collaboration 

during the writing process helps learners to emulate and learn from other’s writing 

and regulation processes (Corcelles & Castelló, 2015); it encourages critical 

reflection; the pooling of resources (MacArthur et al., 1991); a heightened sense of 

audience awareness (Boscolo & Ascorti, 2004) and, as a result, is believed to have a 

positive effect on individual writing (Dobao, 2012; Storch, 2005). The same general 

provisos have been found to operate in collaborative writing as in other forms of 

group work including providing appropriate forms of scaffolding or instruction for 

collaborators and considering group composition (Saddler & Graham, 2005), in 

combination with task complexity and instruction (Van Steendam et al., 2014). 

Meta-analyses provide evidence of moderate to high ESs for peer 

collaboration around the process of writing (0.74), collaborative writing (0.66) and 

peer assistance in writing (0.59, 0.75 and 0.89). Our synthesis of mixed methods 

studies identified the dimension, “Provide regular opportunities for students to work 

collaboratively as developing writers” as a practice effective in supporting learning 

(De Smedt & Van Keer, 2018; Graham et al., 2005; Kennedy, 2010; Paquette, 2008; 

Raphael et al., 2008; Schrodt et al., 2019). Incorporating collaborative discussion 
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arguably interfaces in some instances with studies discussed in the later section on 

Integration. For example, an innovative means of teaching grammar in context 

(Myhill et al., 2012) involves a multi-componential approach, linking reading (of 

model texts), small group discussion (of the effects of grammatical features) and 

writing (using the discussed feature). Whereas studying grammar out of context 

seemed purposeless, the use of small group discussion to investigate the effects of 

writers’ choices is emerging as a fruitful endeavour supporting adolescent writing 

composition. 

The investigation of the use of dialogic methods to impact writing has been a 

part of the seminal work of Richard Anderson. A dialogic approach is thought to 

foster perspective taking and argumentation. Students who participate in 

collaborative reasoning interventions have been found to write stronger arguments 

(Reznitskaya et al., 2009). Recent studies also highlight the potential of collaborative 

reasoning activities on the development of causal reasoning, syntactic complexity 

and narrative story telling skills for English Language Learners (Ma et al., 2017). 

Observation of students’ development within intervention groups indicates that 

students develop in argumentation skills by moving from supporting their own 

position, to increasing inclusion of other perspectives (Kuhn et al., 2016). Hemberger 

et al. (2017) used an experimental design to investigate the effectiveness of this 

approach combined with prompts to exemplify evidence in relation to a claim. Their 

scaffolded approach was significant in supporting evidence-based claims in essays 

of low-performing middle schoolers, compared to the unsupported condition and 

compared with previous non-dialogic conditions. 

Collaboration in the Aotearoa/New Zealand Context. Dialogue is known to 

support critical thinking, which, in turn, is a necessary condition for writing. Davies 
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and Meissel (2016) investigated the impact of a Quality Talk intervention on 

secondary students’ ability to write with a critical analytical stance. Such higher-level 

thinking skills, demonstrated in writing skill, are commonly a requisite of secondary 

school subject areas. The intervention study demonstrated that students who 

participated in the quality talk curriculum activities outperformed students in control 

classes in the ability to talk and write with a critical analytical stance (ES= 0.92). 

 
 

7. Differentiating Instruction to be Responsive to Learners 
 
 

 

 

Differentiated instruction is a teaching approach “that embodies both a 

philosophy of addressing individual needs of students in heterogeneous classrooms 

and the instructional approaches embedded within and supportive of that philosophy” 

(Schumm & Avalos, 2009, p. 146). Researchers emphasise the need to differentiate 

 

 
PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINTS 

 
: Differentiated instruction can be effective if it is flexible, namely, needs-based (rather 

than ability-based). 

: Match teaching to need by asking “who needs what teaching, when and what should 

this teaching look like?” 

: Engage in ongoing learning about students as developing writers, analysing and 

identifying emerging needs and searching for subsequent opportunities to address 

them. 

: Organise and manage the classroom to generate multiple opportunities to work with 

students in small groups or as individuals, during any aspect of the writing process. 

: Be sensitive to issues of student-self-efficacy when organising and managing 

differentiated instruction. 
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instructional strategies (including the amount of scaffolding they give groups or 

individual students) if learners are to engage fully in learning tasks (Coker et al., 

2018; Fisher, 2017; Gibbs & Poskitt, 2010; Paratore & McCormack, 2009; Reutzel, 

2007; Schumm & Avalos, 2009). Differentiated instruction is planned and 

implemented by teachers to address the diverse cognitive, social (we would add 

cultural and linguistic which we address below), emotional and physical strengths 

and needs of learners in relation to particular learning tasks (Paratore & McCormack, 

2009; Tomlinson et al., 2003). The empirical basis for models of differentiated 

instruction and their impact on student outcomes is yet to be determined (Schumm & 

Avalos, 2009). Our review of studies since then suggests that this latter observation 

still stands. 

Unsurprisingly, given that meta-analyses involve the reporting of average 

results, there appears to be no specific mention of differentiation or individualised 

instruction (other than studies of students with learning disabilities). While the 

multifaceted nature of writing requires that all aspects are eventually learned, there 

are few studies to show how interventions to develop the knowledge, strategies and 

skills vary in their effectiveness for particular students. Recently, Parker et al. (2018) 

investigated the effects of matching instruction in writing to the needs of students. 

Their analysis suggests that students with different profiles benefitted differently from 

various interventions, supporting the notion of matching teaching to need, rather than 

considering a particular intervention as an effective practice for all. Within their 

review of reviews (Graham et al., 2016), the list of practices of effective teachers 

from qualitative studies includes, “Adapt writing assignments and instructions to 

better meet the needs of individual students” (p. 221). 
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The mixed methods literature generally takes a standard approach and 

considers classroom organisation and management that generates differentiated 

instruction; predominantly the notion of organising and managing the classroom so 

that it is possible to work with students as individuals or in small groups from time to 

time (Paratore & McCormack, 2009; Reutzel, 2007; Schrodt et al., 2019; Schumm & 

Avalos, 2009; Worthy, Hungerford-Kresser, & Hampton, 2009). The list of practices 

generated from qualitative studies of exemplary teachers (Graham et al., 2016) 

contains as one of the hallmark practices, “Teach often to the whole class, in small 

groups and with individual students…,” However, the rationale for this has to be 

inferred, that is to meet differing needs. We will not revisit the discussion of the 

advantages and disadvantages of forming and utilising different types of groups. We 

support the notion that there is “mountains of evidence indicating that [ability] 

grouping doesn’t consistently help anyone learn better….and that the learning of 

average and slow students [is] negatively affected…” and that long-term ability 

grouping is in fact “blatant discrimination against poor and minority students” (Worthy 

et al., 2009, p. 223-224). 

Our review of mixed methods studies, gave rise to the dimension, 

“Differentiate instruction according to the varying needs of students” (Coker et al., 

2018; Fisher, 2017; Gadd & Parr 2017; Gadd et al., 2019; Parr & Limbrick, 2010). 

The list also included “Hold a good knowledge of their students, both as developing 

writers and as unique and culturally-centred learners”. This dimension owes much to 

the Aotearoa/NZ literature consulted. Learning about students is a critical element in 

meeting the needs of individual students, in interacting with them and in planning 

instructional activities and support that build on the known, as a bridge to new 

learning. In the international literature on writing, particularly the meta-analytic 
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literature, there is a silence on meeting the needs of students from different cultures 

and those who are emergent bilinguals. 

Differentiation in the Aotearoa/New Zealand Context. In their discussion of 

classroom routines and structures apparent in New Zealand classrooms during 

writing instruction, Parr and Jesson (2016) note the use of grouping as a common 

practice, commenting on how, from PIRLS data on practices, Aotearoa/NZ teachers 

stood out, internationally, as employing grouping as a practice (in reading). They 

suggest that lesson patterns that include an abundance of whole class 

demonstrating sometimes “constrain teachers’ and students’ ability to incorporate 

diverse learners’ existing textual and communicative repertoires of expertise” (p. 

988). 
 

Differentiated instruction emerged as an important component of effective 

writing instruction in Gadd (2014); he noted ‘who needs what teaching, when and 

what does it need to look like?’ The practice of exemplary teachers showed a very 

high proficiency rating for ‘differentiated instruction’ (Gadd & Parr, 2017). This was 

manifested largely through the strategic use of many and different small group 

(rather than whole class) teacher-student interactions during instructional writing 

periods, an approach in all observed writing lessons during the study (n=31) for at 

least a portion of instructional time. On average, time allocated to differentiated 

instruction was nearly three-quarters of each lesson (Gadd, 2014). Conversely, in 

their study of a group of typically performing Year 4-6 teachers (n=15), Jesson and 

Cockle (2015) reported that whole class teaching sessions comprised 53% of all 

recorded [two-minute] blocks” over 15 observed lessons. 

Grouping for instruction across highly effective teachers in the Gadd (2014) 

study was principally flexible (rather than ability-based). Teachers tended to select or 
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invite students for instruction according to identified learning needs. And they 

reported different approaches with groups according to needs: for some more 

modelling with deliberate think-alouds, more writing together, more chunking and, for 

others, sharing and discussion. Most of differentiated instructional time was 

reportedly allocated to lower achieving students. An issue of student self-efficacy 

arose in the follow-up Parr et al. study (2018) around effective writing instruction for 

priority learners. While the teacher participants (n=23) rarely undertook direct writing 

instruction with the whole class but worked instead with small groups for short 

periods, teachers reported that some low-achieving students resisted being part of 

small group instructional sessions. Investigation into this, through a student survey 

(Gadd et al., 2019), suggested that some low-achieving students equated small 

group instruction with a visible reminder to their class-mates (as well as themselves) 

that they needed more support than others, reinforcing a self-perception that they 

were not good at writing. Teachers explained that they needed to ensure that 

grouping was always flexible, that students were sometimes invited rather than 

directed to be part of a group, and that low-achieving students received regular 

opportunities to work independently or with a buddy rather than with the teacher. 

 
 

8. Integration: Writing and Reading, Discussion and Writing and Writing-to- 
learn in the Disciplines 

 
 

 
 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY POINTS 
 
: That teachers understand how reading and writing are linked, especially in 

terms of processes and strategies used to make and create meaning in texts, 

and they purposefully alert students to these points of integration. 
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The instructional relationship is considered from three standpoints: reading 

and then writing about material read; reading instruction and its relationship to 

enhancing writing and writing instruction and its contribution to improving reading 

outcomes. The integration of all three in terms of reading, discussing what is read 

and then writing is also considered (and cross-referenced with the Collaboration 

dimension section). Finally, writing in the disciplines is considered from perspectives 

which reflect the transition in the view of writing from an individual almost generic 

process which is “useful” for any discipline to the notion of writing processes closely 

connected to specific disciplinary contexts. And, with respect to learning within a 

discipline, writing is seen as a pattern of activities which can have productive effects 

on knowing and thinking by interacting with different knowledge fields and learning 

contexts (Klein & Boscolo, 2016). 

Theoretically, cognitive models of the relationship between writing and 

reading posit that they share knowledge and cognitive substrata, namely, domain or 

content knowledge, metaknowledge about written language, that is “knowing about 

the functions and purposes of reading and writing; knowing that readers and writers 

interact; monitoring one’s own meaning making” (Fitzgerald & Shanahan, 2000, p. 

40); knowledge of text attributes and procedural knowledge which includes how to 

: Use reading texts to help students understand the structure and features of 

diverse texts, develop grammatical fluency at the sentence and paragraph 

level, build knowledge of vocabulary and language features, and create more 

engaging and interesting writing outputs. 

: Understand that writing is not a generic “skill” but varies across 

disciplines. Writing should be strategically taught across content areas, 

recognising that content areas have domain-specific ways of representing 

knowledge in text. 
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access, use and generate information, and use of cognitive strategies such as 

prediction, questioning and summarising. 

With regard to instruction, qualitative research with teachers suggests that the 

positive effects of combining reading and writing instruction are known, however 

teachers but feel unsure of how to go about this (Doubet & Southall, 2018). The 

meta-analysis (Graham, Liu, Aitken, et al., 2018), which examined what was termed 

a ‘balanced’ approach, where no more than 60% of instruction time was devoted to 

either reading or writing, yielded an ES of 0.47. The instruction included cooperative 

learning; content literacy; literature-based reading and writing; strategy instruction; 

whole language and writing to read. Other than this one example, the meta-analyses 

focus largely on reading to enhance writing or writing to enhance reading. The first 

focus is reflected in our conclusion from analysis of the mixed methods studies that 

an effective instructional practice in writing is to “Use reading activities and 

instruction to help students learn what good writers do”. The dimension represented 

the practice of effective teachers of using texts shared in reading or from student 

writing, to exemplify and call attention to what writers do to achieve their 

communicative purposes. Research in Aotearoa/NZ primary schools (Parr & 

McNaughton, 2014), however, would suggest that the links made by teachers, in 

both reading and writing segments of a literacy lesson, tend to be less to texts than 

to real world experience. 

The meta-analyses on reading to enhance writing focus on the effect of 

increasing students’ interaction with words or text through reading or observing 

others read, for example reading and analysing another person’s text, on writing 

quality. These actions showed an ES of 0.44. The analyses also consider how 

teaching reading skills impacts writing. Teaching reading (e.g., phonological 
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awareness instruction, reading fluency instruction) yielded an ES on writing quality of 
 

0.63 (Graham, Liu, Bartlett, et al., 2018). In another meta-analysis (Kent & Wanzek, 

2016), teaching phonological awareness generated an ES of 0.48. Writing about 

material read yields an effect size (on writing quality) of 0.50. In this regard, there is 

an expanding literature on instruction related to writing from sources, most of it 

focussed at tertiary level and, although both L1 and L2 students may struggle with 

this activity, there is an emphasis on instruction to support L2 students. 

Meta-analyses also report studies that look at the effect of writing on reading, 

largely reading comprehension. The ES appears to differ depending on whether the 

reading comprehension outcome measure is norm referenced (NR) or a researcher 

created (RC) test, the latter consistently yielding higher ES. In Graham and Herbert 

(2010, 2011), writing about text read shows an ES of 0 .40 on reading 

comprehension for NR and 0.51 for RC, with effects higher in middle school than in 

high school. The effect of writing instruction (process writing, text structure, and 

paragraph/sentence skills instruction) on reading showed an ES of 0.22 for NR, and 

0.27 for RC, while a specific activity, sentence construction, generated an ES of 0.66 

for combined NR and RC, and spelling instruction an ES of 0.62 for combined NR 

and RC. Simply engaging in extra writing generates an ES of 0.35 on reading 

comprehension for combined NR and RC. Recently, an experimental study by 

Collins et al. (2017) examined the effect of writing on reading comprehension. The 

randomised control trial used assisted writing approaches (think sheets) to support 

reading comprehension in reading-writing workshops. Moderate effect sizes (0.35- 

0.46) were reported for reading comprehension, on both multiple choice and 

constructed responses (long answer). 
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Finally, the effect of writing in the disciplines is considered from two inter- 

related perspectives. The first perspective concerns how writing in content areas can 

enhance learning. The processes involved in writing such as generating or locating 

ideas, organizing these ideas, ongoing monitoring and checking and revising have 

synergies with the processes through which thinking takes place (Bereiter & 

Scardamalia, 1987). In developing their academic writing, students may learn, for 

example, to expose their thinking, select an appropriate lexicon, and organize their 

texts. Importantly, they develop awareness of an audience that is absent and largely 

unknown (Olson, 2014). This writing in content areas is often referred to as writing- 

to- learn whereby writing is thought to enable deeper learning of curriculum content. 

The evidence for this enhanced learning, however, is mixed. One meta- 

analyses (31 studies) show an ES of 0.29 when the outcome is content learning 

(Graham et al., 2016). A much higher effect on writing quality and content learning is 

obtained from summarisation, ES = 0.82. A recently published meta-analysis 

(Graham et al., 2020), with 55 studies (of which 40% were from 2005 on), reporting 

writing-to-learn activities, shows very modest effect sizes (ES = .31 for science; ES 

= .31 for social sciences; ES = .32 for mathematics). In a recent study (Gillespie 

Rouse et al., 2017) used an experimental design to investigate the effectiveness of 

writing to learn in science. Their study of Grade 4 students suggests that students in 

the control condition were superior on low-level content questions. Students in the 

writing-to-learn conditions outperformed the control students on questions requiring 

higher cognitive level processing. 

Part of the explanation for mixed results in the writing-to-learn literature may 

arise from the fact that views of writing have moved from considering it an individual 

process which is “useful” for any discipline, to a fabric of processes closely 
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connected to specific disciplinary contexts. Writing in content or discipline areas 

may, as Klein and Boscolo (2016) note, have productive effects on thinking and 

learning in the area but in interaction with the discipline’s knowledge field and 

learning context. This interaction involves the second perspective regarding writing in 

the disciplines. The notion of discipline or subject specific writing is now widely 

accepted in the literature; students need to write effectively in a number of disciplines 

and contexts (for a review of writing and rhetoric as they differ in various academic 

disciplines, see Bazerman et al. (2005)). Learning to write effectively in a discipline is 

part of that discipline’s knowledge base. Largely, research concerning writing-to- 

learn in elementary and secondary education has shifted toward more discipline- 

specific genres and practices. 

The Science Writing Heuristic (SWH) (Akkus et al., 2007; Benus et al., 2013) 

is an approach that embodies the idea that professional science is a community of 

inquiry, mediated largely by writing and creates analogous communities in school 

classrooms. Students carry out an inquiry process; throughout and connecting the 

phases are individual and collaborative writing activities. Students’ writing is guided 

by a template that is similar to a scientific research report, but with the elements of 

argumentation strongly foregrounded. The findings from the experimental study of 

Akkus et al. (2007) show that the effect on student performance was related to the 

level of implementation by the teacher. Similarly, research on writing-to-learn in 

history has become largely discipline-specific in its approach (e.g., De La Paz, 2005; 

De La Paz & Felton, 2010; van Drie et al., 2014; Wiley et al., 2014). In empirical 

studies, researchers assemble collections of documents and students are taught to 

read such historical materials, interpret them critically, and use them as evidence in 

written arguments. Argumentation is an important curriculum outcome in secondary 
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school subject writing. De La Paz et al. (2017) investigated argument writing in 

history. Their intervention (total of 18 days), taught over the course of one year, was 

implemented with culturally diverse adolescents. Teachers used a cognitive 

apprenticeship model (see also Greenleaf et al., 2011) to demonstrate subject 

specific reading and writing strategies and content learning with the goal of 

improving students' historical argument writing. The intervention had moderate 

effects for writing quality and language effects on writing length. 

It is important to note that, in many of these studies, students have been 

taught strategies, which are specific to a discipline, to employ in critically reading and 

interpreting documents. Strategy instruction in writing has been taught within 

disciplines. MacArthur (2014) reviewed cognitive strategy instruction research in 

writing at the elementary and secondary level as applied in three disciplines, namely, 

science, history and literature. Based on the findings of the limited number of studies 

available, he suggests that, just as knowledge of teaching strategies has become 

part of a literacy teacher’s pedagogical content knowledge, the students of teachers 

in other subject areas could well profit if researchers were able to provide further 

insight into domain specific strategies for writing in that domain. 

 
 

9. Best Practice in Teaching Emergent Bilinguals 
 
 

 

PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS: KEY ISSUES 

: Need for recognition of own cultural-locatedness 

: Recognition of the nature of bi-linguals’ funds of knowledge in writing: as a 

teacher cultivate an additive mindset 

: Include specific pedagogies such as inviting students to annotate texts with 

their own words and images, or use mentor texts which exemplify rich writing, 
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We focus on the Aotearoa/NZ context here, with reference to the international 

literature on writing, given the dearth of acknowledgement of emergent bilingualism 

in much of that literature. Some of the practices are not specifically referenced to 

writing but we endeavour to source writing-relevant practices from research, noting 

synergy with findings about effective practices in teaching writing in the international 

literature discussed above. Before examining practices, two key theoretical or 

conceptual underpinning framings of practice from the international literature are 

considered briefly, namely, the notions of critical multi-culturalism and of funds of 

knowledge. 

Critical multi-culturalism involves teachers recognising their own cultural- 

locatedness, rather than perceiving themselves as ‘normal’, otherwise “they will likely 

have difficulty understanding that their normal is underpinned by strong cultural 

assumptions that will limit their ability to connect with and teach those who are 

different” (Timperley, 2013, p. 17). When teachers see themselves as normal rather 

than cultural, “they use their own unexamined frames of reference against which to 

judge students, students’ families, and their communities” (Sleeter, 2008, p. 561). 

Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti (2005) argue that teachers should focus on the 

“funds of knowledge” that minority students bring with them and use it as a 

foundation for learning, rather than focusing on what these learners lack with regard 

to the language and knowledge sanctioned by schools. They define ‘funds of 

knowledge’ as, “those historically developed and accumulated strategies (skills, 

abilities, ideas, practices) or bodies of knowledge that are essential to a household’s 

authored by bilingual writers who use translanguaging in ways that connect to 

students’ worlds and experiences. 
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functioning and well-being” (p. 92). A key finding from their research is that these 

funds of knowledge are abundant and diverse. Connected to this idea is the notion of 

‘culturally responsive’ and ‘culturally relevant’ teaching, defined by Gay (2010), as 

using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and 

performance styles of linguistically and ethnically diverse learners to make learning 

more appropriate and effective, teaching to, and through the strengths of these 

learners. 

Others have argued that the terms ‘culturally responsive’ and ‘culturally 

relevant’ do not “go far enough in their orientation to the languages and literacies 

and other cultural practices of communities marginalized by systemic inequalities” 

(Paris, 2012, p. 93). Instead, Paris offers the term, “culturally sustaining pedagogy” 

to support the conception of a multi-ethnic and multilingual present and future: 

Culturally sustaining pedagogy seeks to perpetuate and foster—to sustain— 

linguistic, literate, and cultural pluralism as part of the democratic project of 

schooling. In the face of current policies and practices that have the explicit 

goal of creating a monocultural and monolingual society, research and practice 

need equally explicit resistances that embrace cultural pluralism and cultural 

equality (p. 93). 

In order to enact culturally sustaining pedagogies in writing, it is first 

necessary for teachers to examine critically ‘whose knowledge is valued at school?’ 

(Si’ilata, 2014). Teachers need to ensure that they are co-constructing curriculum 

inquiries that create space for the valued knowledge/s of their families and 

communities to be privileged within the valued system of schooling and within 

curriculum writing tasks (Si’ilata, 2015, 2018). McNaughton (2011) argued that 

teachers who work with learners traditionally underserved by schools, need additive 
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rather than deficit mindsets about students and their families. Emergent bilingual 

learners may require different forms of linguistic and literacy scaffolding that connect 

with and build on existing schemata that are likely to be encoded in their first 

languages. 

Research Informed Practices in Literacy Teaching of Emergent Bilinguals. 
 

There are a number of existing syntheses and research to draw on to find out what 

works for students from linguistically diverse backgrounds in Aotearoa/New Zealand 

schools although none is specific to writing (e.g. The Best Evidence Synthesis on 

Quality Teaching for Diverse Students in Schooling (Alton-Lee, 2003); Franken and 

McComish (2005); the Education Review Office’s (2018) report on responding to 

language diversity in Auckland which integrated key findings from these two 

syntheses; and Franken et al.’s (2005, 2007) Language Enhancing the Achievement 

of Pasifika (LEAP) research report and digital material 

(https://pasifika.tki.org.nz/LEAP)) developed seven underpinning principles for 

effective teacher practice with Pasifika emergent bilingual learners, principles. 

Drawing on Franken et al and the Ministry’s (2003, 2005) dimensions of effective 

practice, Si’ilata’s (2014, 2018) research considered these sources, alongside 

findings from her teacher data from literacy classrooms to develop dimensions of 

effective practice for Pasifika learners. Each dimension has two indicators that 

elucidate the dimensions in practice and each dimension is illustrated with examples 

from practice. The examples within indicators can be closely related to writing and 

the international effective practice literature, namely, … linking listening, reading and 

viewing with speaking, writing and presenting; ‘planning language learning outcomes 

and ensuring a focus on form that includes explicit teaching of academic vocabulary 

and language features within meaningful contexts; expanding academic language 

https://pasifika.tki.org.nz/LEAP
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through teacher-initiated exchanges that provide oral modelling, and student-initiated 

exchanges that build inquiry and enable trialling’; creating authentic purposes for 

writing, relevant to Pasifika learners’ interests and experiences, and supporting 

Pasifika learners to read and write in both English and first languages to support 

biliteracy development. 

Following we consider key practices from the literature regarding teaching 

‘additional language’ learners that pertain to writing and link to the international and 

NZ writing effective practice literature already presented. 

Rich tasks: Task-based communicative language learning (Ellis, 2005) 

provides opportunities for learners to practice using their receptive and productive 

language. In the teaching of emergent bilinguals, Gibbons (2009) talked about the 

concept of rich tasks, defined as tasks that focus on central ideas of a topic or issue, 

and that require learners to demonstrate deep knowledge of the field rather than 

simply knowledge of isolated facts. She pointed out that “students need to 

manipulate the information and ideas that they have previously developed, and 

combine facts and ideas in order to synthesize, generalise, explain, and interpret” (p. 

22). Learners invest their identities in creating products arising from rich tasks that 

are presented to an audience broader than the teacher, and that have relevance 

beyond the classroom. This echoes findings about authentic, meaningful tasks with 

sufficient cognitive challenge, discussed earlier in Opportunities to Write. The role 

of the teacher in enabling bilingual learners to engage in cognitively demanding or 

rich tasks is central to students’ success in being able to create high quality 

products. 

Utilising language resource: Emergent bilingual learners have a language 

resource that includes all their language and cognitive resources, that can be 
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thought of as one central operating system in the brain, including heritage and 

English language resources (e.g. Cummins’ (2008) common underlying proficiency 

(CUP) model). The implications are that teachers in English-medium contexts should 

draw on, make links to, and build on students’ language, literacy and curriculum 

content knowledge in their heritage languages and show students how to transfer 

skills, strategies and content learned in English to their other language (Cummins, 

2007, 2008, 2012). The normalising of bilingualism means that language is framed 

as a social and cultural practice, so that English-medium classrooms become spaces 

where the utilisation of translation, interpreting, language sharing, and hybrid 

language and literacy practices are also normalised. 

Translanguaging and biliteracy: Translanguaging has a role “as a means of 

enabling learners to create multimedia texts that communicate in powerful and 

authentic ways with multiple audiences in both L1 and L2” (Cummins, 2008, p. 65). 

The term originated with Williams (1996, 2000), who used it in Welsh-medium 

education to name a pedagogical practice that switches the language mode – for 

example, reading is done in one language and writing in another. García and Kleigen 

(2019) argue that a focus on translanguaging enables multilingual speakers, signers, 

readers, and writers to make dynamic and fluid use of their entire linguistic repertoire 

and this allows learners to be seen as active and agentic. As Ascenzi‐Moreno and 

Espinosa (2018) note, translanguaging in writing is an important tool are that writing 

is writing regardless of language and writers need to capitalize on their entire 

linguistic repertoire throughout the writing process, regardless of the language the 

final product will be in. Emergent bilinguals benefit from engaging in literacy 

practices in their home language, such as reading, taking notes, conferencing and 

sharing, and translating to reach the goals of the final written product. 
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There is a growing body of research related to writing that shows the veracity 

of translanguaging at all levels of schooling. The following examples were reported in 

a recent article by García and Kleifgen (2019) and the description is taken directly 

from the article. A study with bilingual preschoolers (Gort, 2015; Gort & Sembiante, 

2015) showed how translanguaging operates to enable the children's two languages 

to remain activated throughout the writing process. Then, at elementary and middle 

school levels, research by Fu (2003, 2009) demonstrated how emergent bilingual 

students leverage translanguaging to write in English. In her early work, Fu 

demonstrated how Chinese emergent bilingual students in U.S. elementary 

classrooms were able to write more complex texts in English when they drew on 

their full linguistic repertoire to think, reason, imagine, and organise ideas. More 

recently, Fu et al. (2019) have presented several vignettes showing how 

translanguaging helps emergent bilingual writers. Similarly, Velasco and García 

(2014) analysed five written texts produced by young bilingual writers in which 

translanguaging was used to show its appearance in the planning, drafting, and 

production stages of writing. The researchers showed how bilingual writers use 

translanguaging to write agentively and independently, depending on students’ 

language repertoire and the tasks in which they are engaged. 

Si‘ilata’s (2018) Aotearoa/NZ based study with Pasifika emergent bilingual 

learners demonstrated that non-Pacific teachers in the Pasifika Early Literacy Project 

could be supported to use communicative translanguaging approaches to language 

and literacy learning by using Pasifika dual language books as catalysts, or ‘mentor 

texts’ for learners’ own bilingual writing. One example was a teacher who supported 

students to connect their own funds of knowledge with the schema in the book, and 

to utilise the text structure to tell and write their own bilingual digital stories using 
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iPads. The use of their linguistic resources had a direct impact on their English 

language acquisition, their biliteracy development and their meaningful use of digital 

tools for multilingual storying within the translanguaging space. 

In summary, Cummins argues that when educators are freed “from exclusive 

reliance on monolingual instructional approaches, a wide variety of opportunities 

arise for teaching bilingual learners by means of bilingual instructional strategies that 

acknowledge the reality of, and strongly promote, cross-language transfer” (2008, p. 

65). 



59  

References (both consulted and cited) 

 

Abbott, R. D., Berninger, V. W., & Fayol, M. (2010). Longitudinal relationships of levels of 

language in writing and between writing and reading in Grades 1 to 7. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 102(2), 281–298. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019318 

Adesope, O. O., Lavin, T., Thompson, T., & Ungerleider, C. (2011). Pedagogical strategies 

for teaching literacy to ESL immigrant students: A meta‐analysis. British Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 81(4), 629–653. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044- 

8279.2010.02015.x 

Ahmed, Y., Wagner, R. K., & Lopez, D. (2014). Developmental relations between reading 

and writing at the word, sentence, and text levels: A latent change score analysis. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 106(2), 419–434. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035692 

Akkus, R., Gunel, M., & Hand, B. (2007). Comparing an inquiry‐based approach known as 

the science writing heuristic to traditional science teaching practices: Are there 

differences? International Journal of Science Education, 29(14), 1745–1765. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690601075629 

Allen, L. K., Crossley, S. ., Snow, E. ., & McNamara, D. . (2014). L2 writing practice: Game 

enjoyment as key to engagement. Language Learning and Technology, 18(2), 124–150. 

Allen, L. K., Jacovina, M. E., & McNamara, D. S. (2016). Computer-based writing 

instruction. In C.A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of Writing 

Research (pp. 316–329). Guilford Press. 

Alton-Lee, A. (2003). Quality teaching for diverse students in schooling: Best evidence 

synthesis. Report from the Medium-Term Strategy Policy Division. Ministry of 

Education. 

Alves, R. A., Limpo, T., Fidalgo, R., Carvalhais, L., Pereira, L. Á., & Castro, S. L. (2016). 

The impact of promoting transcription on early text production: Effects on bursts and 



60  

pauses, levels of written language, and writing performance. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 108(5), 665–679. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000089 

Andersen, S. C., Christensen, M. V., Nielsen, H. S., Thomsen, M. K., Østerbye, T., & Rowe, 

 

M. L. (2018). How reading and writing support each other across a school year in 

primary school children. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 55, 129–138. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.09.005 

Anderson, M. (2008). The correlation between choices, motivation, and writing scores in 

elementary school students (Unpublished PhD thesis). 

Andrews, R., Torgerson, C., Beverton, S., Freeman, A., Locke, T., Low, G., Robinson, A., & 

Zhu, D. (2006). The effect of grammar teaching on writing development. British 

Educational Research Journal, 32(1), 39–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920500401997 

Apel, K. (2014). A comprehensive definition of morphological awareness. Topics in 

Language Disorders, 34(3), 197–209. https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0000000000000019 

Applebee, A. N., & Langer, J. A. (2011). “EJ” Extra: A Snapshot of Writing Instruction in 

Middle Schools and High Schools. The English Journal, 100(6), 14–27. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/23047875 

Arrimada, M., Torrance, M., & Fidalgo, R. (2019). Effects of teaching planning strategies to 

first-grade writers. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(4), 670–688. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12251 

Ascenzi-Moreno, L., & Espinosa, C. M. (2018). Opening up spaces for their whole selves: A 

case study group’s exploration of translanguaging practices in writing. NYS Tesol 

Journal, 5(1), 10–29. 

Baker, C. (2006). Foundations of bilingual education and bilingualism (4th ed.). Multilingual 

Matters. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/23047875


61  

Baker, C. (2011). Foundations of bilingual education and bilingualism (5th ed.). Multilingual 

Matters. 

Baker, C., & Wright, W. (2017). Foundations of bilingual education and bilingualism (6th 

ed.). Multilingual Matters. 

Bangert-Drowns, R. L., Hurley, M. M., & Wilkinson, B. (2004). The effects of school-based 

writing-to-learn interventions on academic achievement: A meta-analysis. Review of 

Educational Research, 74(1), 29–58. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001029 

Bazerman, C. (2016). What do sociocultural studies of writing tell us about learning to write? 

 

In C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research 

 

(2nd ed., pp. 11–23). 

 

Bazerman, C., Little, J., Bethel, L., Chavkin, T., Fouquette, D., & Garufis, J. (2005). 

Reference guide to writing across the curriculum. Parlor Pressthe and The WAC 

Clearinghouse. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc. 2008.05.002 

Beach, R., Newell, G. E., & VanDerHeide, J. (2016). A sociocultural perspective on writing 

development: Toward an agenda for classroom research on students’ use of social 

practices. In C. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing 

research (2nd ed., pp. 88–101). Guilford Press. 

Beers, S. F., & Nagy, W. E. (2011). Writing development in four genres from grades three to 

seven: syntactic complexity and genre differentiation. Reading and Writing, 24(2), 183– 

202. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-010-9264-9 

Benus, M. J., Yarker, M. B., Hand, B. M., & Norton-Meier, L. A. (2013). Analysis of 

discourse practices in elementary science classrooms using argument-based inquiry 

during whole-class dialogue. In Approaches and Strategies in Next Generation Science 

Learning (pp. 224–245). IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-2809-0.ch012 

Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. (1987a). The psychology of written composition. Lawrence 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc


62  

Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

 

Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. (1987b). The psychology of written composition. Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates. 

Berman, R. A., & Nir-Sagiv, B. (2007). Comparing narrative and expository text construction 

across adolescence: A developmental paradox. Discourse Processes, 43(2), 79–120. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326950dp4302_1 

Berninger, V., & Richards, T. (2010). Inter-relationships among behavioral markers, genes, 

brain and treatment in dyslexia and dysgraphia. Future Neurology, 5(4), 597–617. 

https://doi.org/10.2217/fnl.10.22 

Berninger, V. W., Abbott, R. D., Nagy, W., & Carlisle, J. (2010). Growth in phonological, 

orthographic, and morphological awareness in grades 1 to 6. Journal of Psycholinguistic 

Research, 39(2), 141–163. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10936-009-9130-6 

Berninger, V. W., & Chanquoy, L. (2012). What writing is and how it changes across early 

and middle childhood development: A multidisciplinary perspective. In E. L. 

Grigorenko, E. Mambrina, & D. D. Preiss (Eds.), Writing: A mosaic of new perspectives 

(pp. 65–84). Psychology Press. 

Berninger, V. W., Nagy, W., & Beers, S. (2011). Child writers’ construction and 

reconstruction of single sentences and construction of multi-sentence texts: contributions 

of syntax and transcription to translation. Reading and Writing, 24(2), 151–182. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-010-9262-y 

Berninger, V. W., Nagy, W., Tanimoto, S., Thompson, R., & Abbott, R. D. (2015). Computer 

instruction in handwriting, spelling, and composing for students with specific learning 

disabilities in grades 4–9. Computers & Education, 81, 154–168. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.10.005 

Berninger, V. W., Vaughan, K., Abbott, R. D., Begay, K., Coleman, K. B., Curtin, G., 



63  

Hawkins, J. M., & Graham, S. (2002). Teaching spelling and composition alone and 

together: Implications for the simple view of writing. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 94(2), 291–304. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.94.2.291 

Berninger, V. W., & Winn, W. D. (2006). Implications of advancements in brain research and 

technology for writing development, writing instruction, and educational evolution. In 

C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research2 

 

(pp. 96–114). The Guilford Press. 

 

Biber, D., Nekrasova, T., & Horn, B. (2011). The effectiveness of feedback for L1-English 

and L2-Writing Development: A meta-analysis. ETS Research Report Series, 2011(1), 

i–99. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.2011.tb02241.x 

Bishop, D., & Clarkson, B. (2003). Written language as a window in to residual language 

deficits: A study of children with persistent and residual speech and language 

impairments. Cortex, 39(2), 215–237. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-9452(08)70106-0 

Bishop, R., Berryman, M., Cavanagh, T., & Teddy, L. (2007). Te Kōtahitanga Phase 3 

Whānaungatanga: Establishing a culturally responsive pedagogy of relations in 

mainstream secondary school classrooms. Ministry of Education. 

Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in 

Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 5(1), 7–74. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0969595980050102 

Boscolo, P., & Ascorti, K. (2004). Effects of collaborative revision on children’s ability to 

write understandable narrative texts (L. Allal, L. Chanquoy, & P. Largy (Eds.); pp. 

157–170). Springer Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-1048-1_10 

Both-de Vries, A. C., & Bus, A. G. (2010). The proper name as starting point for basic 

reading skills. Reading and Writing, 23(2), 173–187. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145- 

008-9158-2 



64  

Bourke, L., & Adams, A.-M. (2003). The relationship between working memory and early 

writing assessed at the word, sentence and text level. Educational and Child Psychology, 

20(3), 19–36. 

Bradley, L., Lindström, B., & Rystedt, H. (2010). Rationalities of collaboration for language 

learning in a wiki. ReCALL, 22(2), 247–265. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344010000108 

Britton, J., Burgess, T., Martin, N., McLeod, A., & Rosen, H. (1975). The development of 

writing abilities (11-18). 

Calkins, L. (1994). The art of teaching writing (2nd ed.). Heinemann. 

 

Canale, M., & Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to second 

language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1(1), 1–47. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/I.1.1 

Christianakis, M. (2011). Children’s text development: Drawing, pictures, and writing. 

 

Research in the Teaching of English, 46(1), 22–54. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/23050588 

Christie, F. (1987). Factual writing in the first years of school. Australian Journal of Reading, 

10(4). 

Christie, F. (2012). A language theory for educational practice. Language Learning, 62, 1– 

31. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2012.00678.x 

Christie, F., & Derewianka, B. (2008). School discourse: Learning to write across the years 

of schooling. A&C Black. 

Clay, M. M. (1975). What did I write? Beginning writing behaviour (1st ed.). Heinemann. 

 

Coffin, C. (2006). Learning the language of school history: The role of linguistics in mapping 

the writing demands of the secondary school curriculum. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 

38(4), 413–429. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220270500508810 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/23050588


65  

Coker, D. (2006). Impact of first-grade factors on the growth and outcomes of urban 

schoolchildren’s primary-grade writing. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(3), 471– 

488. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.3.471 

Coker, D. L., Jennings, A. S., Farley-Ripple, E., & MacArthur, C. A. (2018a). When the type 

of practice matters: The relationship between typical writing instruction, student 

practice, and writing achievement in first grade. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 

54, 235–246. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.06.013 

Coker, D. L., Jennings, A. S., Farley-Ripple, E., & MacArthur, C. A. (2018b). The Type of 

Writing Instruction and Practice Matters: The Direct and Indirect Effects of Writing 

Instruction and Student Practice on Reading Achievement. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 110(4), 502–517. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/edu0000232 

Collins, J. L., Lee, J., Fox, J. D., & Madigan, T. P. (2017). Bringing Together Reading and 

Writing: An Experimental Study of Writing Intensive Reading Comprehension in Low- 

Performing Urban Elementary Schools. Reading Research Quarterly, 52(3), 311–332. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.175 

Corcelles, M., & Castelló, M. (2015). Learning philosophical thinking through collaborative 

writing in secondary education. Journal of Writing Research, 7(1), 157–200. 

https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2015.07.01.07 

Cordeiro, C., Limpo, T., Olive, T., & Castro, S. L. (2020). Do executive functions contribute 

to writing quality in beginning writers? A longitudinal study with second graders. 

Reading and Writing, 33(4), 813–833. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-019-09963-6 

Coxon, E. (2020). Introduction: Education for “development” in Oceania. In Relationality 

and Learning in Oceania (pp. 1–14). Brill. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004425316_001 

Cremin, T., & Baker, S. (2010). Exploring teacher-writer identities in the classroom: 

Conceptualising the struggle. English Teaching: Practice and Critique2, 9(3), 8–25. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/edu0000232


66  

Crossley, S. (2020). Linguistic features in writing quality and development: An overview. 

 

Journal of Writing Research, 11(3), 425–443. 

 

Crossley, S. A., & McNamara, D. S. (2016). Say more and be more coherent: How text 

elaboration and cohesion can increase writing quality. Journal of Writing Research, 

7(3), 351–370. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2016.07.03.02 

Crossley, S. A., Weston, J. L., McLain Sullivan, S. T., & McNamara, D. S. (2011). The 

development of writing proficiency as a function of grade level: A linguistic analysis. 

Written Communication, 28(3), 282–311. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088311410188 

Cumming, A., Lai, C., & Cho, H. (2016). Students’ writing from sources for academic 

purposes: A synthesis of recent research. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 23, 

47–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2016.06.002 

Cummins, J. (1981). Bilingualism and minority language children. Ontario Institute for 

Studies in Education. 

Cummins, J. (2000). Language, power and pedagogy: Bilingual children in the crossfire. 

 

Multilingual Matters. 

 

Cummins, J. (2007). Rethinking monolingual instructional strategies in multilingual 

classrooms. The Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 10(2), 221–240. 

Cummins, J. (2008). Teaching for transfer: Challenging the two solitudes assumption in 

bilingual education. In J. Cummins & N. H. Hornberger (Eds.), Encyclopedia of 

Language and Education (pp. 1528–1538). Springer US. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0- 

387-30424-3_116 

Cummins, J. (2012). The intersection of cognitive and sociocultural factors in the 

development of reading comprehension among immigrant students. Reading and 

Writing, 25(8), 1973–1990. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-010-9290-7 

Curcic, S., & Johnstone, R. S. (2016). The Effects of an Intervention in Writing with Digital 



67  

Interactive Books. Computers in the Schools, 33(2), 71–88. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07380569.2016.1181478 

Cutler, L., & Graham, S. (2008). Primary grade writing instruction: A national survey. 

 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(4), 907–919. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012656 

Davies, M., & Meissel, K. (2016). The use of Quality Talk to increase critical analytical 

speaking and writing of students in three secondary schools. British Educational 

Research Journal, 42(2), 342–365. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3210 

De La Paz, S. (2005). Effects of historical reasoning instruction and writing strategy mastery 

in culturally and academically diverse middle school classrooms. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 97(2), 139–156. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.139 

De La Paz, S., & Felton, M. K. (2010). Reading and writing from multiple source documents 

in history: Effects of strategy instruction with low to average high school writers. 

Contemporary Educational Psychology, 35(3), 174–192. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.03.001 

De La Paz, S., Monte-Sano, C., Felton, M., Croninger, R., Jackson, C., & Piantedosi, K. W. 

(2017). A Historical Writing Apprenticeship for Adolescents: Integrating Disciplinary 

Learning With Cognitive Strategies. Reading Research Quarterly, 52(1), 31–52. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.147 

De Smedt, F., & Van Keer, H. (2018). Fostering writing in upper primary grades: A study 

into the distinct and combined impact of explicit instruction and peer assistance. 

Reading and Writing, 31(2), 325–354. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9787-4 

Deane, P., & Quinlan, T. (2010). What automated analyses of corpora can tell us about 

students’ writing skills. Journal of Writing Research, 2(2), 151–177. 

https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2010.02.02.4 

Dickman, N. . (2009). The challenge of asking engaging questions. Currents in Teaching & 



68  

Learning, 2(1). 

 

Dix, S., & Amoore, L. (2010). Becoming curious about cats: A collaborative writing project. 

 

Australian Journal of Language and Literacy2, 33(2), 134–150. 

https://hdl.handle.net/10289/4141 

Dix, S. M., & Cawkwell, G. (2011). The influence of peer group response: Building a teacher 

and student expertise in the writing classroom. English Teaching: Practice and Critique, 

10(4), 41–57. 

Dobao, F. A. (2012). Collaborative writing tasks in the L2 classroom: Comparing group, pair, 

and individual work. Journal of Second Language Writing, 21(1), 40–58. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2011.12.002 

Dockrell, J. E., Lindsay, G., Connelly, V., & Mackie, C. (2007). Constraints in the production 

of written text in children with specific language impairments. Exceptional Children, 

73(2), 147–164. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290707300202 

Dockrell, J. E., Ricketts, J., Charman, T., & Lindsay, G. (2014). Exploring writing products 

in students with language impairments and autism spectrum disorders. Learning and 

Instruction, 32, 81–90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2014.01.008 

Doubet, K. J., & Southall, G. (2018). Integrating Reading and Writing Instruction in Middle 

and High School: The Role of Professional Development in Shaping Teacher 

Perceptions and Practices. Literacy Research and Instruction, 57(1), 59–79. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19388071.2017.1366607 

Drijbooms, E., Groen, M. A., & Verhoeven, L. (2015). The contribution of executive 

functions to narrative writing in fourth grade children. Reading and Writing, 28(7), 989– 

1011. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-015-9558-z 

Drijbooms, E., Groen, M. A., & Verhoeven, L. (2017). How executive functions predict 

development in syntactic complexity of narrative writing in the upper elementary grades. 



69  

Reading and Writing, 30(1), 209–231. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-016-9670-8 

Duke, N. K. (2000). 3.6 Minutes per day: The scarcity of informational texts in first grade. 

Reading Research Quarterly2, 35(2), 202–224. https://www.jstor.org/stable/748074 

Dyson, A. H. (1997). Writing superheroes: Contemporary childhood, popular culture, and 

classroom literacy. Teachers College Press. 

 

Dyson, A. H. (Ed.). (2016). Child cultures, schooling, and literacy: Global perspectives on 

composing unique lives. Routledge. 

Education Review Office. (2018). Responding to language diversity in Auckland. Author. 

 

Ehri, L. C. (2014). Orthographic mapping in the acquisition of sight word reading, spelling 

memory, and vocabularylearning. Scientific Studies of Reading, 18(1), 5–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2013.819356 

Elley, W. B., Barham, I. H., Lamb, H., & Wyllie, M. (1976). The Role of Grammar in a 

Secondary School English Curriculum. Research in the Teaching of English, 10(1), 5– 

21. 

Ellis, R. (2005). Instructed second language acquisition. Report to the Ministry of Education. 

 

Ministry of Education. 

 

Eltringham, K., Hawe, E., & Dixon, H. (2018). Checking, highlighting, adding and ticking 

off: Year 6 students’ understandings of and responses to the use of goals in the New 

Zealand writing classroom. Education 3-13, 46(7), 851–866. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2017.1379549 

Englert, C. S., Zhao, Y., Dunsmore, K., Callings, N. Y., & Wolbers, K. (2007). Scaffolding 

the writing of students with disabilities through procedural facilitation: Using an 

internet-based technology to improve performance. Learning Disability Quarterly, 

30(1), 9–29. https://doi.org/10.2307/30035513 

Fang, Z., Schleppegrell, M. J., & Cox, B. E. (2006). Understanding the language demands of 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/748074


70  

schooling: Nouns in academic registers. Journal of Literacy Research, 38(3), 247–273. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15548430jlr3803_1 

Feng, L., Lindner, A., Ji, X., & Joshi, R. M. (2019). The roles of handwriting and 

keyboarding in writing: A meta-analytic review. Reading and Writing, 32(1), 33–63. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9749-x 

Ferreiro, E. (1986). The interplay between information and assimilation in beginning literacy. 

In W. . Taele & E. Sulzby (Eds.), Emergent Literacy: Writing and Reading (pp. 15–49). 

Ablex Publishing. 

Ferreiro, E., & Teberosky, A. (1982). Literacy before schooling. Heinemann Educational 

Books Inc. 

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. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014702 

Fidalgo, R., Torrance, M., Rijlaarsdam, G., van den Bergh, H., & Lourdes Álvarez, M. 

(2015). Strategy-focused writing instruction: Just observing and reflecting on a model 

benefits 6th grade students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 41, 37–50. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2014.11.004 

Finlayson, K., & McCrudden, M. T. (2019). Teacher-implemented self-regulated strategy 

development for story writing with 6-year-olds in a whole-class setting in New Zealand. 

Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 33(2), 307–322. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2019.1568328 

Fisher, H. M. (2017). Using activity theory to understand effective writing instruction with 

high poverty middle school students (Unpublished PhD thesis). 

Fitzgerald, J., & Shanahan, T. (2000). Reading and Writing Relations and Their 

Development. Educational Psychologist, 35(1), 39–50. 



71  

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3501_5 

 

Fletcher, J., Grimley, M., Greenwood, J., & Parkhill, F. (2013). Raising reading achievement 

in an ‘at risk’, low socioeconomic, multicultural intermediate school. Journal of 

Research in Reading, 36(2), 149–171. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9817.2011.01497.x 

Franken, M., May, S., & McComish, J. (2005). Pasifika languages research and guidelines 

project: Literature review. Ministry of Education. 

Franken, M., May, S., & McComish, J. (2007). Languages enhancing the achievement of 

Pasifika (LEAP). Ministry of Education. http://leap.tki.org.nz 

Franken, M., & McComish, J. (2003). Improving English language outcomes for students 

receiving ESOL services in NZ schools, with a particular focus on new immigrants. A 

report to the Ministry of Education. Ministry of Education. 

Franken, M., & McComish, J. (2005). Characteristics of quality teaching for students in New 

Zealand schools whose first language is not English. 

Franzke, M., Kintsch, E., Caccamise, D., Johnson, N., & Dooley, S. (2005). Summary 

street®: Computer support for comprehension and writing. Journal of Educational 

Computing Research, 33(1), 53–80. https://doi.org/10.2190/DH8F-QJWM-J457-FQVB 

Fu, D. (2003). An island of English: Teaching ESL in Chinatown. Heinemann. 

 

Fu, D. (2009). Writing between languages: How English language learners make the 

transition to fluency, grades 4-12. Heinemann. 

Fu, D., Hadjioannou, X., & Zhou, X. (2019). Translanguaging for emergent bilinguals: 

Inclusive teaching in the linguistically diverse classroom. Teachers College Press. 

Gadd, M. (2014). What is critical in the effective teaching of writing? A study of the 

classroom practice of some Year 5 to 8 teachers in the New Zealand context 

[Unpublished PhD thesis] [The University of Auckland]. 

http://hdl.handle.net/2292/23491 

http://leap.tki.org.nz/
http://hdl.handle.net/2292/23491


72  

Gadd, M., Berthen, D., & Lundgren, L. (2019). Helping students with intellectual disabilities 

become better writers: An inquiry into writing instruction. International Journal of 

Disability, Development and Education, Advance online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.2019.1687855 

Gadd, M., & Parr, J. M. (2016). It’s all about Baxter: task orientation in the effective teaching 

of writing. Literacy, 50(2), 93–99. https://doi.org/10.1111/lit.12072 

Gadd, M., & Parr, J. M. (2017). Practices of effective writing teachers. Reading and Writing, 

30(7), 1551–1574. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9737-1 

Gadd, M., Parr, J. M., Robertson, J., Carran, L., Ali, Z., Gendall, L., & Watson, K. (2019). 

 

Portrait of the student as a young writer: some student survey findings about attitudes to 

writing and self‐efficacy as writers. Literacy, 53(4), 226–235. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/lit.12178 

García, O. (2009). Bilingual education in the 21st century: A global perspective. Wiley- 

Blackwell. 

García, O. (2012). Theorizing translanguaging for educators. In C. Celic & K. Seltzer (Eds.), 

 

Translanguaging: A CUNY-NYSIEB guide for educators (pp. 1–6). CUNY-NYSIEB. 

 

García, O., & Kleifgen, J. (2010). Educating emergent bilinguals: Policies, programs, and 

practices for English language learners. Teachers College Press. 

García, O., & Kleifgen, J. A. (2019). Translanguaging and literacies. Reading Research 

Quarterly, Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.286 

Gatlin, B., & Wanzek, J. (2015). Relations among children’s use of dialect and literacy skills: 

A meta-analysis. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 58(4), 1306– 

1318. https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-L-14-0311 

Gay, G. (2010). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research and practice (2nd ed.). 

 

Teachers College Press. 



73  

Gibbons, P. (2002). Scaffolding language, scaffolding learning. Heinemann. 

 

Gibbons, P. (2009). English learners, academic literacy, and thinking; Learning in the 

challenge zone. Heinemann. 

Gibbs, R., & Poskitt, J. (2010). Student engagement in the middle years of schooling (Years 

7-10): A literature review. 

Gillespie Rouse, A., Graham, S., & Compton, D. (2017). Writing to learn in science: Effects 

on Grade 4 students’ understanding of balance. The Journal of Educational Research, 

110(4), 366–379. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2015.1103688 

Glasswell, K. (1999). The patterning of difference: Teachers and children constructing 

development in writing. The University of Auckland. 

Glasswell, Kathryn, Parr, J., & Aikman, M. (2001). Deveolpment of the asTTle Writing 

assessment rubrics for scoring extended writing tasks. 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/bc7e/8b6e4e18249029d512bf82a569ef8368b3ff.pdf?_g 

a=2.28357564.1493090236.1591001001-1512879772.1588154252 

Göncü, A., & Gauvain, M. (2012). Sociocultural approaches to educational psychology: 

Theory, research, and application. In K. R. Harris, S. Graham, T. Urdan, C. B. 

McCormick, G. M. Sinatra, & J. Sweller (Eds.), APA educational psychology handbook, 

Vol 1: Theories, constructs, and critical issues. (pp. 125–154). American Psychological 

Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/13273-006 

Gonzalez, N., Moll, L., & Amanti, C. (2005). Funds of knowledge, theorizing practices in 

households, communities, and classrooms. Routledge. 

Goodwin, A. P., & Ahn, S. (2010). A meta-analysis of morphological interventions: effects 

on literacy achievement of children with literacy difficulties. Annals of Dyslexia, 60(2), 

183–208. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-010-0041-x 

Goodwin, A. P., & Ahn, S. (2013). A meta-analysis of morphological interventions in 



74  

English: Effects on literacy outcomes for school-age children. Scientific Studies of 

Reading, 17(4), 257–285. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2012.689791 

Gort, M. (2015). Transforming literacy learning and teaching through translanguaging and 

other typical practices associated with “doing being bilingual.” International 

Multilingual Research Journal, 9(1), 1–6. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19313152.2014.988030 

Gort, M., & Sembiante, S. F. (2015). Navigating hybridized language learning spaces through 

translanguaging pedagogy: Dual language preschool teachers’ languaging practices in 

support of emergent bilingual children’s performance of academic discourse. 

International Multilingual Research Journal, 9(1), 7–25. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19313152.2014.981775 

Gough, P. B., & Tunmer, W. E. (1986). Decoding, reading, and reading disability. Remedial 

and Special Education, 7(1), 6–10. https://doi.org/10.1177/074193258600700104 

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). Guilford Press. 

Graham, S., Bollinger, A., Booth Olson, C., D’Auost, C., MacArthur, C., McCutchen, D., & 

Olinghouse, N. (2012). Teaching elementary school students to be effective writers: A 

practice guide. National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, 

Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 

Graham, S., Gillespie, A., & McKeown, D. (2013). Writing: Importance, development, and 

instruction. Reading and Writing, 26(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-012- 

9395-2 

Graham, S., Harris, K., & Hebert, M. (2011). Informing writing: The benefits of formative 

assessment. A carnegie corporation time to act report. Alliance for Excellent Education. 



75  

Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (1996). Self-regulation and strategy instruction for students who 

find writing and learning challenging. In The science of writing: Theories, methods, 

individual differences, and applications. (pp. 347–360). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 

Inc. 

Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (2017). Evidence-based writing practices: A meta-analysis of 

existing meta-analyses. In Design principles for teaching effective writing (Vol. 34, pp. 

13–37). Brill. 

Graham, S., Harris, K. R., & Chambers, A. B. (2016a). Evidence‑based practice and writing 

instruction: A review of reviews. In C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), 

Handbook of writing research (2nd ed., pp. 211–226). Guilford Press. 

Graham, S., Harris, K. R., & Chambers, A. B. (2016b). Evidence‑based practice and writing 

instruction: A review of reviews. In C. A MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), 

Handbook of writing research (2nd ed., pp. 211–226). Guilford Press. 

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(2), 207–241. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2004.08.001 

Graham, S., Harris, K. R., & McKeown, D. (2013). The writing of students with LD and a 

meta-analysis of SRSD writing intervention studies: Redux. In H. L. Swanson, K. R. 

Harris, & S. Graham (Eds.), Handbook of learning disabilities (2nd ed., pp. 405–438). 

Guilford Press. 

Graham, S., Harris, K. R., & Santangelo, T. (2015). Research-based writing practices and the 

common core: Meta-analysis and meta-synthesis. Elementary School Journal, 115(4), 

498–522. https://doi.org/10.1086/681964 

Graham, S., & Hebert, M. (2010). Writing to read: Evidence for how writing an improve 



76  

reading. A carnegie corporation time to act report. Alliance for Excellent Education. 

 

Graham, S., & Hebert, M. (2011). Writing to read: A meta-analysis of the impact of writing 

and writing instruction on reading. Harvard Educational Review, 81(4), 710–744. 

https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.81.4.t2k0m13756113566 

Graham, S., Hebert, M., & Harris, K. R. (2015). Formative assessment and writing: A meta- 

analysis. Elementary School Journal, 115(4), 523–547. https://doi.org/10.1086/681947 

Graham, S., Kiuhara, S. A., & MacKay, M. (2020). The effects of writing on learning in 

science, social studies, and mathematics: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational 

Research, 90(2), 179–226. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320914744 

Graham, S., Liu, X., Aitken, A., Ng, C., Bartlett, B., Harris, K. R., & Holzapfel, J. (2018a). 

Effectiveness of literacy programs balancing reading and writing instruction: A meta- 

analysis. Reading Research Quarterly, 53(3), 279–304. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.194 

Graham, S., Liu, X., Aitken, A., Ng, C., Bartlett, B., Harris, K. R., & Holzapfel, J. (2018b). 

Effectiveness of Literacy Programs Balancing Reading and Writing Instruction: A Meta- 

Analysis. Reading Research Quarterly, 53(3), 279–304. 

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rrq.194 

Graham, S., Liu, X., Bartlett, B., Ng, C., Harris, K. R., Aitken, A., Barkel, A., Kavanaugh, 

C., & Talukdar, J. (2018). Reading for writing: A meta-analysis of the impact of reading 

interventions on writing. Review of Educational Research, 88(2), 243–284. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317746927 

Graham, S., McKeown, D., Kiuhara, S., & Harris, K. R. (2012). A meta-analysis of writing 

instruction for students in the elementary grades. Journal of Educational Psychology, 

104(4), 879–896. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029185 

Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007a). A meta-analysis of writing instruction for adolescent 

students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(3), 445–476. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rrq.194


77  

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.445 

 

Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007b). What we know, what we still need to know: Teaching 

adolescents to write. Scientific Studies of Reading, 11(4), 313–335. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430701530664 

Graham, S., & Sandmel, K. (2011). The process writing approach: A meta-analysis. Journal 

of Educational Research, 104(6), 396–407. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2010.488703 

Graham, S., & Santangelo, T. (2014). Does spelling instruction make students better spellers, 

readers, and writers? A meta-analytic review. Reading and Writing, 27(9), 1703–1743. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-014-9517-0 

Graves, D. H. (1983). Writing: Teachers and children at work. Heinemann Educational 

Books. 

Greaney, K., & Arrow, A. (2014). The importance of teaching phonological-based spelling 

skills. Kairaranga, 15(1), 20–25. 

Greenleaf, C. L., Litman, C., Hanson, T. L., Rosen, R., Boscardin, C. K., Herman, J., 

Schneider, S. A., Madden, S., & Jones, B. (2011). Integrating literacy and science in 

biology. American Educational Research Journal, 48(3), 647–717. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831210384839 

Grimes, D., & Warschauer, M. (2010). Utility in a fallible tool: A multi-site case study of 

automated writing evaluation. Journal of Technology, Learning, and Assessment, 8(6). 

Grossman, P., Loeb, S., Cohen, J., & Wyckoff, J. (2013). Measure for measure: The 

relationship between measures of instructional practice in middle school English 

language arts and teachers’ value-added scores. American Journal of Education, 119(3), 

445–470. https://doi.org/10.1086/669901 

Guénette, D. (2007). Is feedback pedagogically correct? Journal of Second Language 



78  

Writing, 16(1), 40–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.01.001 

 

Hall, K. (2002). Developing the protocol for a systematic review of literature on effective 

literacy teachers and their teaching. Reading: Literacy and Language, 36(1), 44–47. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9345.00184 

Hall, K., & Harding, A. (2003). A systematic review of effective literacy teaching in the 4 to 

14 age range of mainstream schooling. Research Evidence in Education Library. EPPI- 

Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education. 

Harris, K. R., & Graham, S. (1996). Making the writing process work: Strategies for 

composition and self-regulation. Brookline Books. 

Harris, K. R., Graham, S., & Mason, L. H. (2006). Improving the writing, knowledge, and 

motivation of struggling young writers: Effects of self-regulated strategy development 

with and without peer support. American Educational Research Journal, 43(2), 295– 

340. https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312043002295 

Harris, K. R., Lane, K. L., Driscoll, S. A., Graham, S., Wilson, K., Sandmel, K., Brindle, M., 

& Schatschneider, C. (2012). Tier 1, teacher-implemented self-regulated strategy 

development for students with and without behavioral challenges: A randomized 

controlled trial. Elementary School Journal, 113(2), 160–191. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/667403 

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research, 

77(1), 81–112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487 

Hayes, J. R. (2000). A new framework for understanding cognition and affect in writing. In 

 

R. Indrisano & J. R. Squire (Eds.), Perspectives on writing: Research, theory, and 

practice (pp. 6–44). International Reading Association. 

Heath, S. B. (1983). Ways with words: Language, life and work in communities and 

classrooms. Cambridge University Press. 



79  

Hebert, M., Bohaty, J. J., Nelson, J. R., & Roehling, J. V. (2018). Writing informational text 

using provided information and text structures: an intervention for upper elementary 

struggling writers. Reading and Writing, 31(9), 2165–2190. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-018-9841-x 

Hebert, M., Gillespie, A., & Graham, S. (2013). Comparing effects of different writing 

activities on reading comprehension: A meta-analysis. Reading and Writing, 26(1), 111– 

138. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-012-9386-3 

Hemberger, L., Kuhn, D., Matos, F., & Shi, Y. (2017). A Dialogic Path to Evidence-Based 

Argumentive Writing. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 26(4), 575–607. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2017.1336714 

Hier, B. O., & Mahony, K. E. (2018). The contribution of mastery experiences, performance 

feedback, and task effort to elementary-aged students’ self-efficacy in writing. School 

Psychology Quarterly, 33(3), 408–418. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000226 

Hitchcock, C. H., Rao, K., Chang, C. C., & Yuen, J. W. L. (2016). TeenACE for Science: 

Using Multimedia Tools and Scaffolds to Support Writing. Rural Special Education 

Quarterly, 35(2), 10–23. https://doi.org/10.1177/875687051603500203 

Hjørland, B. (2011). Evidence-based practice: An analysis based on the philosophy of 

science. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 

62(7), 1301–1310. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21523 

Hmelo-Silver, C. E., Duncan, R. G., & Chinn, C. A. (2007). Scaffolding and achievement in 

problem-based and inquiry learning: A response to Kirschner, Sweller, and Clark 

(2006). Educational Psychologist, 42(2), 99–107. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520701263368 

Hooper, S. R., Costa, L.-J., McBee, M., Anderson, K. L., Yerby, D. C., Knuth, S. B., & 

Childress, A. (2011). Concurrent and longitudinal neuropsychological contributors to 



80  

written language expression in first and second grade students. Reading and Writing, 

24(2), 221–252. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-010-9263-x 

Hooper, S. R., Roberts, J. E., Nelson, L., Zeisel, S., & Kasambira Fannin, D. (2010). 

 

Preschool predictors of narrative writing skills in elementary school children. School 

Psychology Quarterly, 25(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018329 

Hopewell, S., & Butvilofsky, S. (2016). Privileging Bilingualism: Using Biliterate Writing 

Outcomes to Understand Emerging Bilingual Learners’ Literacy Achievement. Bilingual 

Research Journal, 39(3–4), 324–338. 

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2016.1232668 

Hornberger, N. (2003). Continua of biliteracy: An ecological framework for educational 

policy, research, and practice in multilingual settings. Multilingual Matters. 

Hornberger, N. (2017). Honoring Richard Ruiz and his Work on Language Planning and 

Bilingual Education. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 

23(5), 637–640. https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783096701 

Hübner, S., Nückles, M., & Renkl, A. (2010). Writing learning journals: Instructional support 

to overcome learning-strategy deficits. Learning and Instruction, 20(1), 18–29. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.12.001 

Hutchinson, K. (2017). Improving adolescent girls’ argument writing: A tier 1 self-regulated 

strategy development intervention in a New Zealand secondary school social studies 

classroom (Unpublished PhD thesis). 

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (Eds.). (2019). Feedback in second language writing: Contexts and 

issues (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press. 

Ivanič, R. (1998). Writing and identity: The discoursal construction of identity in academic 

writing. John Benjamins. 

James, K. H., & Engelhardt, L. (2012). The effects of handwriting experience on functional 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2016.1232668


81  

brain development in pre-literate children. Trends in Neuroscience and Education, 1(1), 

32–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tine.2012.08.001 

Jarmulowicz, L., & Taran, V. L. (2013). Lexical Morphology: Structure, process, and 

development. Topics in Language Disorders, 33(1), 57–72. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0b013e318280f5c0 

Jesson, R., & Cockle, V. (2016). The Opportunities to Build on Existing Expertise in Writing 

Classrooms: A Study of Writing Lessons in New Zealand Primary Schools. Education 

3-13, 44(6), 604–616. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2014.923479 

Jesson, R., Fontich, X., & Myhill, D. (2016). Creating dialogic spaces: Talk as a mediational 

tool in becoming a writer. International Journal of Educational Research, 80, 155–163. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2016.08.002 

Jesson, R., McNaughton, S., & Parr, J. M. (2011). Drawing on intertextuality in culturally 

diverse classrooms: Implications for transfer of literacy knowledge. English Teaching: 

Practice and Critique, 10(2), 65–77. 

Jesson, R., McNaughton, S., Rosedale, N., Zhu, T., & Cockle, V. (2018). A mixed-methods 

study to identify effective practices in the teaching of writing in a digital learning 

environment in low income schools. Computers & Education, 119, 14–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.12.005 

Jesson, R., McNaughton, S., Wilson, A., Zhu, T., & Cockle, V. (2018). Improving 

achievement using digital pedagogy: Impact of a research practice partnership in New 

Zealand. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 50(3), 183–199. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2018.1436012 

Jones, C. D. (2015). Effects of writing instruction on kindergarten students’ writing 

achievement: An experimental study. Journal of Educational Research, 108(1), 35–44. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2013.836466 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2014.923479


82  

Juel, C., Griffith, P. L., & Gough, P. B. (1986). Acquisition of literacy: A longitudinal study 

of children in first and second grade. Journal of Educational Psychology, 78(4), 243– 

255. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.78.4.243 

Jung, P.-G., McMaster, K. L., & DelMas, R. C. (2017). Effects of Early Writing Intervention 

Delivered Within a Data-Based Instruction Framework. Exceptional Children, 83(3), 

281–297. https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402916667586 

Kang, E., & Han, Z. (2015). The efficacy of written corrective feedback in improving L2 

written accuracy: A meta-analysis. Modern Language Journal, 99(1), 1–18. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12189 

Kellogg, R. T. (1988). Attentional overload and writing performance: Effects of rough draft 

and outline strategies. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and 

Cognition, 14(2), 355–365. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.14.2.355 

Kellogg, R. T. (1990). Effectiveness of prewriting strategies as a function of task demands. 

 

The American Journal of Psychology, 103(3), 327. https://doi.org/10.2307/1423213 

Kellogg, R. T. (2008). Training writing skills: A cognitive developmental perspective. 

Journal of Writing Research, 1(1), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2008.01.01.1 

Kellogg, R. T., Whiteford, A. P., & Quinlan, T. (2010). Does automated feedback help 

students learn to write? Journal of Educational Computing Research, 42(2), 173–196. 

https://doi.org/10.2190/EC.42.2.c 

Kennedy, E. (2010). Narrowing the achievement gap: Motivation, engagement, and self- 

efficacy matter. Journal of Education, 190(3), 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002205741019000302 

Kent, S. C., & Wanzek, J. (2016). The relationship between component skills and writing 

quality and production across developmental levels: A meta-analysis of the last 25 years. 

Review of Educational Research, 86(2), 570–601. 



83  

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315619491 

 

Kersey, A. J., & James, K. H. (2013). Brain activation patterns resulting from learning letter 

forms through active self-production and passive observation in young children. 

Frontiers in Psychology, 4. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00567 

 

Kim, Y.-S., Al Otaiba, S., Folsom, J. S., Greulich, L., & Puranik, C. (2014). Evaluating the 

dimensionality of first-grade written composition. Journal of Speech, Language, and 

Hearing Research, 57(1), 199–211. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2013/12-0152) 

Kim, Y.-S., Al Otaiba, S., Puranik, C., Folsom, J. S., Greulich, L., & Wagner, R. K. (2011). 

 

Componential skills of beginning writing: An exploratory study. Learning and 

Individual Differences, 21(5), 517–525. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2011.06.004 

Kim, Y.-S., Al Otaiba, S., Wanzek, J., & Gatlin, B. (2015). Toward an understanding of 

dimensions, predictors, and the gender gap in written composition. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 107(1), 79–95. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037210 

Kim, Y. S. G., Petscher, Y., Wanzek, J., & Al Otaiba, S. (2018). Relations between reading 

and writing: A longitudinal examination from Grades 3 to 6. Reading and Writing, 

31(7), 1591–1618. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-018-9855-4 

Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J., & Clark, R. E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during 

instruction does not work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery, 

problem-based, experiential, and inquiry-based teaching. Educational Psychologist, 

41(2), 75–86. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_1 

Kiuhara, S. A., Graham, S., & Hawken, L. S. (2009). Teaching writing to high school 

students: A national survey. Journal of Educational Psychology, 101(1), 136–160. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013097 

Klein, P. D. (2015). Mediators and moderators in individual and collaborative writing to 

learn. Journal of Writing Research, 7(1), 201–214. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr- 



84  

2015.07.01.08 

 

Klein, P. D., & Boscolo, P. (2016). Trends in Research on Writing as a Learning Activity. 

 

Journal of Writing Research, 7(3), 311–350. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr- 

2016.07.03.01 

Klein, P. D., Haug, K. N., & Arcon, N. (2017). The Effects of Rhetorical and Content 

Subgoals on Writing and Learning. The Journal of Experimental Education, 85(2), 291– 

308. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2016.1143795 

Knapp, P., & Watkins, M. (2005). Genre, text, grammar: Technologies for teaching and 

assessing writing. New South Publishing. 

Koenig, E. A., Eckert, T. L., & Hier, B. O. (2016). Using performance feedback and goal 

setting to improve elementary students’ writing fluency: A randomized controlled trial. 

School Psychology Review, 45(3), 275–295. 

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.17105/SPR45-3.275-295 

Koster, M., Tribushinina, E., de Jong, P. F., & van den Bergh, H. (2015). Teaching children 

to write: A meta-analysis of writing intervention research. Journal of Writing Research, 

7(2), 249–274. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2015.07.02.2 

Krashen, S. (1985). The input hypothesis: Issues and implications. Longman. 

 

Krashen, S. (1989). We acquire vocabulary and spelling by reading: Additional evidence for 

the input hypothesis. The Modern Language Journal, 73(4), 440–464. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/326879 

Krashen, S. (2004). The power of reading. Heinemann. 

 

Kress, G. (1996). Writing and learning to write. In D. R. Olson & N. Torrance (Eds.), The 

handbook of education and human development: new models of learning, teaching and 

schooling (pp. 225–256). Wiley-Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 

Kuhn, D., Hemberger, L., & Khait, V. (2016). Tracing the Development of Argumentive 

http://dx.doi.org/10.17105/SPR45-3.275-295


85  

Writing in a Discourse-Rich Context. Written Communication, 33(1), 92–121. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088315617157 

Ladson-Billings, G. (2006). From the achievement gap to the education debt: Understanding 

achievement in U.S. schools. Educational Researcher, 35(7), 3–12. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X035007003 

Ladson-Billings, G. (2009). The dreamkeepers: Successful teachers of African-American 

children. Jossey-Bass. 

Lancaster, L. (2007). Representing the ways of the world: How children under three start to 

use syntax in graphic signs. Journal of Early Childhood Literacy, 7(2), 123–154. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798407079284 

Land, C. L. (2019). Designing critical, humanizing writing instruction: Exploring 

possibilities for positioning writers as designers (Unpublished PhD thesis). 

Lane, K. L., Harris, K. R., Graham, S., Weisenbach, J. L., Brindle, M., & Morphy, P. (2008). 

 

The effects of self-regulated strategy development on the writing performance of 

second-grade students with behavioral and writing difficulties. Journal of Special 

Education, 41(4), 234–253. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022466907310370 

Langer, J. A. (2001). Beating the odds: Teaching middle and high school students to read and 

write well. American Educational Research Journal, 38(4), 837–880. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312038004837 

Lawrence, J. F., White, C., & Snow, C. E. (2010). The words students need. Educational 

Leadership, 68(2), 23–26. 

Lawrence, S. A., McNeal, K., & Yildiz, M. N. (2009). Summer program helps adolescents 

merge technology, popular culture, reading, and writing for academic purposes. Journal 

of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 52(6), 483–494. https://doi.org/10.1598/JAAL.52.6.3 

Lee, I. (2017). Classroom writing assessment and feedback in L2 school contexts (Springer 



86  

S). 

 

Lewis, H. E. (2014). Mapping the development of children’s writing: A functional perspective 

[Unpublished PhD thesis]. http://ro.uow.edu.au/theses/4265 

Li, S. (2010). The effectiveness of corrective feedback in SLA: A meta-analysis. Language 

Learning, 60(2), 309–365. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2010.00561.x 

Lietz. (2009). Variance in performance between students within schools and between schools. 

 

Australian Council for Educational Research. 

 

Limpo, T., & Alves, R. A. (2017). Written language bursts mediate the relationship between 

transcription skills and writing performance. Written Communication, 34(3), 306–332. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088317714234 

Little, C. W., Clark, J. C., Tani, N. E., & Connor, C. M. (2018). Improving writing skills 

through technology-based instruction: A meta-analysis. Review of Education, 6(2), 183– 

201. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3114 

Loban, W. (1976). Language development: Kindergarten through grade twelve. NCTE 

Committee on Research Report No. 18. 

Lodewyk, K. R., Winne, P. H., & Jamieson-Noel, D. L. (2009). Implications of task structure 

on self-regulated learning and achievement. Educational Psychology, 29(1), 1–25. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410802447023 

Luke, A., & Freebody, P. (1999). A map of possible practices: Further notes on the four 

resources model. Practically Primary, 4(2), 5–8. 

Ma, S., Anderson, R. C., Lin, T.-J., Zhang, J., Morris, J. A., Nguyen-Jahiel, K., Miller, B. W., 

 

Jadallah, M., Scott, T., Sun, J., Grabow, K., Latawiec, B. M., & Yi, S. (2017). 

Instructional influences on English language learners’ storytelling. Learning and 

Instruction, 49, 64–80. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.12.004 

MacArthur, C. A. (2014). Strategy instruction in writing in academic disciplines. In P.D 

http://ro.uow.edu.au/theses/4265


87  

Klein, P. Boscolo, L. . Kirkpatrick, & C. Gelati (Eds.), Writing as a Learning Activity 

 

(pp. 149–168). Brill. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004265011_008 

 

MacArthur, C. A., Schwartz, S. S., & Graham, S. (1991). Effects of a reciprocal peer revision 

strategy in special education classrooms. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 

6(4), 201–210. 

Mackey, A., & Goo, J. (2007). Interaction research in SLA: A meta-analysis and research 

synthesis. In A. Mackey (Ed.), Conversational interaction in SLA: A collection of 

empirical studies (pp. 408–452). Oxford University Press. 

Mackrell, K. (2019). Text(uring) the fabric of teachers’ beliefs [Unpublished master’s 

thesis]. http://hdl.handle.net/2292/46423 

Malpique, A. A., Pino-Pasternak, D., & Valcan, D. (2017). Handwriting automaticity and 

writing instruction in Australian kindergarten: an exploratory study. Reading and 

Writing, 30(8), 1789–1812. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9753-1 

Mason, L. H., Davison, M. D., Hammer, C. S., Miller, C. A., & Glutting, J. J. (2013). 

 

Knowledge, writing, and language outcomes for a reading comprehension and writing 

intervention. Reading and Writing, 26(7), 1133–1158. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145- 

012-9409-0 

Mason, L. H., Meadan, H., Hedin, L. R., & Cramer, A. M. (2012). Avoiding the struggle: 

Instruction that supports students’ motivation in reading and writing about content 

material. Reading and Writing Quarterly, 28(1), 70–96. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2012.632734 

Mason, L. H., & Zheng, S. (2018). Writing from Text in Eight Middle School Learning 

Support Classrooms: Ascertaining Aspects of Intensive Intervention. Learning 

Disabilities: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 23(2), 87–101. 

http://ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/21308482 

http://hdl.handle.net/2292/46423
http://ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/login?url=https%3A//search.proquest.com/docview/21308482


88  

07?accountid=8424 

 

McCaffrey, D. F., Sass, T. R., Lockwood, J. R., & Mihaly, K. (2009). The intertemporal 

variability of teacher effect estimates. Education Finance and Policy, 4(4), 572–606. 

https://doi.org/10.1162/edfp.2009.4.4.572 

McComish, J., May, S., & Franken, M. (2008). Language enhancing the achievement of 

Pasifika. Learning Media. 

McCutchen, D. (2011). From novice to expert: Language and memory processes in the 

development of writing skill. Journal of Writing Research, 3(1), 51–68. 

https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2011.03.01.3 

McCutchen, D. (2006). Cognitive factors in the development of children’s writing. In 

 

Handbook of writing research (pp. 115–130). 

 

McCutchen, Deborah, & Stull, S. (2015). Morphological awareness and children’s writing: 

accuracy, error, and invention. Reading and Writing, 28(2), 271–289. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-014-9524-1 

McKenney, S., & Voogt, J. (2009). Designing technology for emergent literacy: The PictoPal 

initiative. Computers & Education, 52(4), 719–729. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2008.11.013 

McMaster, K. L., Kunkel, A., Shin, J., Jung, P.-G., & Lembke, E. (2018). Early Writing 

Intervention: A Best Evidence Synthesis. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 51(4), 363– 

380. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219417708169 

McNamara, D. S., Crossley, S. A., & McCarthy, P. M. (2010). Linguistic features of writing 

quality. Written Communication, 27(1), 57–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088309351547 

McNaughton, S. (2011). Designing better schools for culturally and linguistically diverse 

children: A science of performance model for research. Routledge. 



89  

McNeill, K. L., & Krajcik, J. (2009). Synergy between teacher practices and curricular 

scaffolds to support students in using domain-specific and domain-general knowledge in 

writing arguments to explain phenomena. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 18(3), 416– 

460. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508400903013488 

Medwell, J., Wray, D., Poulson, L., & Fox, R. (1998). Effective teachers of literacy. A report 

commissioned by the UK Teacher Training Agency. University of Exeter. 

Midgette, E., Haria, P., & MacArthur, C. (2008). The effects of content and audience 

awareness goals for revision on the persuasive essays of fifth- and eighth-grade students. 

Reading and Writing, 21, 131–151. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-007-9067-9 

Ministry of Education. (2003). Effective literacy practice in years 1 to 4. Learning Media. 

Ministry of Education. (2005). Effective literacy practice in years 5 to 8. Learning Media. 

Ministry of Education. (2006). Student achievement in New Zealand. 

Ministry of Education. (2007). The New Zealand Curriculum. Learning Media. 

 

Moore, N. S., & MacArthur, C. A. (2012). The effects of being a reader and of observing 

readers on fifth-grade students’ argumentative writing and revising. Reading and 

Writing, 25(6), 1449–1478. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-011-9327-6 

Morphy, P., & Graham, S. (2012). Word processing programs and weaker writers/readers: A 

meta-analysis of research findings. Reading and Writing, 25(3), 641–678. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-010-9292-5 

Mortensen, L., Smith-Lock, K., & Nickels, L. (2009). Text structure and patterns of cohesion 

in narrative texts written by adults with a history of language impairment. Reading and 

Writing, 22(6), 735–752. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-008-9150-x 

Myhill, D. (2008). Towards a linguistic model of sentence development in writing. Language 

and Education, 22(5), 271–288. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780802152655 

Myhill, D. A., Jones, S. M., Lines, H., & Watson, A. (2012). Re-thinking grammar: The 



90  

impact of embedded grammar teaching on students’ writing and students’ metalinguistic 

understanding. Research Papers in Education, 27(2), 139–166. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2011.637640 

Myhill, D., Jones, S., & Wilson, A. (2016). Writing conversations: fostering metalinguistic 

discussion about writing. Research Papers in Education, 31(1), 23–44. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2016.1106694 

Nagy, W., & Townsend, D. (2012). Words as tools: Learning academic vocabulary as 

language acquisition. Reading Research Quarterly, 47(1), 91–108. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/RRQ.011 

Nelson, M. M., & Schunn, C. D. (2009). The nature of feedback: How different types of peer 

feedback affect writing performance. Instructional Science, 37(4), 375–401. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-008-9053-x 

Nemirovsky, M. (2009). Experiencias escolares con la lectura y la escritura. In M. 

Nemirovsky (Ed.), La escuela: espacio alfabetizador (pp. 11–32). Graó. 

Neumann, K. L., & Kopcha, T. J. (2019). Using Google docs for peer-then-teacher review on 

middle school students’ writing. Computers and Composition, 54, 102524. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2019.102524 

Newell, G. E., VanDerHeide, J., & Olsen, A. W. (2014). High school English language arts 

teachers’ argumentative epistemologies for teaching writing. Research in the Teaching 

of English, 49(2), 95–119. http://www.jstor.org/stable/24398670 

Nicol, D. J., & Macfarlane‐Dick, D. (2006). Formative assessment and self‐regulated 

learning: A model and seven principles of good feedback practice. Studies in Higher 

Education, 31(2), 199–218. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090 

Nippold, M. A. (2006). Language development in school-age children, adolescents, and 

adults. In Encyclopedia of Language & Linguistics (pp. 368–373). Elsevier. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/24398670


91  

https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-08-044854-2/00852-X 

 

Northey, M., McCutchen, D., & Sanders, E. A. (2016). Contributions of morphological skill 

to children’s essay writing. Reading and Writing, 29(1), 47–68. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-015-9579-7 

Nückles, M., Hübner, S., & Renkl, A. (2009). Enhancing self-regulated learning by writing 

learning protocols. Learning and Instruction, 19(3), 259–271. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.05.002 

O’reilly, T., & Mcnamara, D. S. (2007). Reversing the reverse cohesion effect: Good texts 

can be better for strategic, high-knowledge readers. Discourse Processes, 43(2), 121– 

152. https://doi.org/10.1080/01638530709336895 

Olinghouse, N. G. (2008). Student- and instruction-level predictors of narrative writing in 

third-grade students. Reading and Writing, 21(1–2), 3–26. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-007-9062-1 

Olinghouse, N. G., & Leaird, J. T. (2009). The relationship between measures of vocabulary 

and narrative writing quality in second- and fourth-grade students. Reading and Writing, 

22(5), 545–565. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-008-9124-z 

Olson, D. R. (2014). Schooling and literacy in mind and society. In A. Antonietti, E. 

Confalonieri, & A. Marchetti (Eds.), Reflective Thinking in Educational Settings (pp. 

227–242). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139198745.011 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., Leech, N. L., & Collins, K. M. T. (2011). Toward a New Era for 

Conducting Mixed Analyses: The Role of Quantitative Dominant and Qualitative 

Dominant Crossover Mixed Analyses. In The SAGE Handbook of Innovation in Social 

Research Methods (pp. 353–384). SAGE Publications Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446268261.n21 



92  

Palermo, C., & Thomson, M. M. (2018). Teacher implementation of Self-Regulated Strategy 

Development with an automated writing evaluation system: Effects on the 

argumentative writing performance of middle school students. Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 54, 255–270. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.07.002 

Palermo, C., & Wilson, J. (2020). Implementing automated writing evaluation in different 

instructional contexts: A mixed-methods study. Journal of Writing Research, 12(vol. 12 

issue 1), 63–108. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2020.12.01.04 

Palmer, D., & Martínez, R. A. (2013). Teacher agency in bilingual spaces. Review of 

Research in Education, 37(1), 269–297. https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X12463556 

Paquette, K. R. (2008). Integrating the 6+1 Writing Traits Model with cross-age tutoring: An 

investigation of elementary students’ writing development. Literacy Research and 

Instruction, 48(1), 28–38. https://doi.org/10.1080/19388070802226261 

Paratore, J. ., & McCormack, R. . (2009). Grouping in the middle and secondary grades: 

Advancing content and literacy knowledge. In K. . Wood & W. . Blanton (Eds.), 

Literacy instruction for adolescents: Research-based practice (pp. 420–441). The 

Guilford Press. 

Paris, D. (2012). Culturally sustaining pedagogy. Educational Researcher, 41(3), 93–97. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X12441244 

Parker, D. C., Burns, M. K., McMaster, K. L., Al Otaiba, S., & Medhanie, A. (2018). 

 

Examining the Relations Between Instructional-Level Data and Intervention Response 

in Early Writing. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 43(3), 157–168. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1534508417731999 

Parr, J. (2010). A dual purpose data base for research and diagnostic assessment of student 

writing. Journal of Writing Research, 2(2), 129–150. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr- 

2010.02.02.3 



93  

Parr, J. M., Gadd, M., Carran, L., Robertson, J., Watson, K., Gendall, L., & Summary, Z. A. 

(2018). Generating positive outcomes by Years 5 to 8 priority learners in writing: An 

inquiry into effective teacher practice. A report for the Teaching and Learning Research 

Initiative. Teaching & Learning Research Initiative. 

Parr, J. M., Glasswell, K., & Aikman, M. (2007). Supporting teacher learning and informed 

practice in writing through assessment tools for teaching and learning. Asia-Pacific 

Journal of Teacher Education, 35(1), 69–87. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13598660601111281 

Parr, J. M., & Jesson, R. (2016). Mapping the landscape of writing instruction in New 

Zealand primary school classrooms. Reading and Writing, 29(5), 981–1011. 

http://hdl.handle.net/2292/28788 

Parr, J. M., & Limbrick, L. (2010). Contextualising practice: Hallmarks of effective teachers 

of writing. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(3), 583–590. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.09.004 

Parr, J. M., & McNaughton, S. (2014). Making connections: The nature and occurrence of 

links in literacy teaching and learning. Australian Journal of Language and Literacy, 

37(3), 141–150. http://hdl.handle.net/2292/36518 

Parr, J. M., & Timperley, H. S. (2010). Feedback to writing, assessment for teaching and 

learning and student progress. Assessing Writing, 15(2), 68–85. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2010.05.004 

Perry, N. E., Hutchinson, L., & Thauberger, C. (2008). Talking about teaching self-regulated 

learning: Scaffolding student teachers’ development and use of practices that promote 

self-regulated learning. International Journal of Educational Research, 47(2), 97–108. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2007.11.010 

Peterson, S. S., & Parr, J. M. (2012). Gender and literacy issues and research: Placing the 

http://hdl.handle.net/2292/28788
http://hdl.handle.net/2292/36518


94  

spotlight on writing. Journal of Writing Research, 3(3), 151–161. 

https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2012.03.03.1 

Philippakos, Z. A., & MacArthur, C. A. (2016). The Effects of Giving Feedback on the 

Persuasive Writing of Fourth- and Fifth-Grade Students. Reading Research Quarterly, 

51(4), 419–433. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rrq.149 

Pressley, M., Mohan, L., Raphael, L. M., & Fingeret, L. (2007). How does Bennett Woods 

elementary school produce such high reading and writing achievement? Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 99(2), 221–240. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.2.221 

Pressley, M., Wharton-McDonald, R., Mistretta-Hampston, J., & Echevarria, M. (1998). 

Literacy instruction in 10 fourth-grade classrooms in upstate New York. Scientific 

Studies of Reading, 2(2), 159–194. https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr0202_4 

Pressley, M., Yokoi, L., Rankin, J., Wharton-McDonald, R., & Mistretta, J. (1997). A survey 

of the instructional practices of Grade 5 teachers nominated as effective in promoting 

literacy. Scientific Studies of Reading, 1(2), 145–160. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr0102_3 

Price, D., Smith, J. K., & Berg, D. A. G. (2017). Personalised feedback and annotated 

exemplars in the writing classroom: An experimental study in situ. Assessment Matters, 

11, 122–144. https://doi.org/10.18296/am.0027 

Pritchard, R. J., & Honeycutt, R. . (2007). Best practices in implementing a process approach 

to teaching writing. In S. Graham, C. MacArthur, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Best practices 

in writing instruction. Guilford Press. 

Purcell-Gates, V., Duke, N. K., & Martineau, J. A. (2007). Learning to read and write genre- 

specific text: Roles of authentic experience and explicit teaching. Reading Research 

Quarterly, 42(1), 8–45. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.42.1.1 

Pytash, K. E., & Morgan, D. N. (2014). Using mentor texts to teach writing in science and 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rrq.149


95  

social studies. The Reading Teacher, 68(2), 93–102. https://doi.org/10.1002/trtr.1276 

Raphael, L. M., Pressley, M., & Mohan, L. (2008). Engaging instruction in middle school 

classrooms: An observational study of nine teachers. The Elementary School Journal, 

109(1), 61–81. https://doi.org/10.1086/592367 

 

Ravid, D., & Tolchinsky, L. (2002). Developing linguistic literacy: a comprehensive model. 

 

Journal of Child Language, 29(2), 417–447. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000902005111 

Regan, K., & Berkeley, S. (2012). Effective Reading and Writing Instruction: A Focus on 

Modeling. Intervention in School and Clinic, 47(5), 276–282. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451211430117 

Regan, K., Evmenova, A. S., Good, K., Legget, A., Ahn, S. Y., Gafurov, B., & Mastropieri, 

 

M. (2018). Persuasive Writing With Mobile-Based Graphic Organizers in Inclusive 

Classrooms Across the Curriculum. Journal of Special Education Technology, 33(1), 3– 

14. https://doi.org/10.1177/0162643417727292 

Reutzel, D. R. (2007). Organizing effective literacy instruction: Differentiating instruction to 

meet the needs of all children. In L. B. Gambrell, L. M. Morrow, & M. Pressley (Eds.), 

Best practices in literacy instruction (3rd ed., pp. 313–343). Guilford Press. 

Reznitskaya, A., Kuo, L., Clark, A., Miller, B., Jadallah, M., Anderson, R. C., & Nguyen‐ 

Jahiel, K. (2009). Collaborative reasoning: a dialogic approach to group discussions. 

Cambridge Journal of Education, 39(1), 29–48. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03057640802701952 

Rijlaarsdam, G, Bergh, G., van den, H., Couzijn, M., Janssen, T., Braaksma, M., Tillema, M., 

& Steendam, E. (2011). Writing. In S. Graham, A. Bus, S. Major, & L. Swanson (Eds.), 

Application of Educational Psychology to Learning and Teaching (pp. 189–228). APA 

Handbook. 



96  

Rogers, L. A., & Graham, S. (2008). A meta-analysis of single subject design writing 

intervention research. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(4), 879–906. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.4.879 

Rogoff, B. (2003). The cultural nature of human development. Oxford University Press. 

 

Roozen, K. (2010). Tracing trajectories of practice: Repurposing in one student’s developing 

disciplinary writing processes. Written Communication, 27(3), 318–354. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088310373529 

Roscoe, R. D., Allen, L. K., Johnson, A. C., & McNamara, D. S. (2018). Automated writing 

instruction and feedback: Instructional mode, attitudes, and revising. Proceedings of the 

Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 62(1), 2089–2093. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1541931218621471 

Roscoe, R. D., Allen, L. K., Weston, J. L., Crossley, S. A., & McNamara, D. S. (2014). The 

Writing pal intelligent tutoring system: Usability testing and development. Computers 

and Composition, 34, 39–59. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2014.09.002 

Rose, D. (2009). Writing as linguistic mastery: The development of genre-based literacy 

pedagogy. In R. Beard, D. Myhill, J. Riley, & N. Nystrand (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook 

of Writing Development (pp. 151–166). SAGE Publications Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9780857021069.n11 

Rowe, D. W. (2009). Early written communication. In The SAGE Handbook of Writing 

Development (pp. 213–231). SAGE Publications Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9780857021069.n15 

Ruiz, R. (2008). Paradox of bilingualism. In N. H. Hornberger (Ed.), Honoring Richard Ruiz 

and his work on language planning and bilingual education (pp. 182–190). Multilingual 

Matters. 

Saada-Robert, M., Balslev, K., & Mazurczak, K. (2005). Emergent writing in kindergarten 



97  

and the emergence of the alphabetic principle. In Gert Rijlaarsdam, H. van den Bergh, & 

 

M. Couzijn (Eds.), Effective Learning and Teaching of Writing: A Handbook of Writing 

in Education (pp. 17–30). Springer Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020- 

2739-0_2 

Saddler, B., & Graham, S. (2005). The effects of peer-assisted sentence-combining 

instruction on the writing performance of more and less skilled young writers. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 97(1), 43–54. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.1.43 

Sadler, D. R. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems. 

 

Instructional Science, 18(2), 119–144. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00117714 

Sandretto, S., & Tilson, J. (2017). Discursive constructions of literacies: shifting sands in 

Aotearoa New Zealand. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 38(2), 

222–234. https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2015.1075472 

Santangelo, T., & Graham, S. (2016). A comprehensive meta-analysis of handwriting 

instruction. Educational Psychology Review, 28(2), 225–265. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-015-9335-1 

Santangelo, T., Harris, K. R., & Graham, S. (2016). Self-regulation and writing: Meta- 

analysis of the self-regulation processes in Zimmerman and Risemberg’s model. In C. 

A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research (2nd 

ed., pp. 174–193). Guilford Press. 

Schrodt, K. E., Elleman, A. M., FitzPatrick, E. R., Hasty, M. M., Kim, J. K., Tharp, T. J., & 

Rector, H. (2019). An examination of mindset instruction, self-regulation, and Writer’s 

Workshop on kindergarteners’ writing performance and motivation: A mixed-methods 

study. Reading and Writing Quarterly, 35(5), 427–444. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2019.1577778 

Schumm, J. S., & Avalos, M. A. (2009). Responsible differentiated instructions for the 



98  

adolescent learner: Promises, pitfalls, and possibilities. In W. E. Blanton & K. D. Wood 

(Eds.), Literacy instruction for adolescents: Research-based practice (pp. 144–169). 

Guilford Press. 

 

Schunk, D. H., & Zimmerman, B. J. (2007). Influencing children’s self-efficacy and self- 

regulation of reading and writing through modeling. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 

23(1), 7–25. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560600837578 

Scruggs, T. E., Mastropieri, M. A., Cook, S. B., & Escobar, C. (1986). Early Intervention for 

Children with Conduct Disorders: A Quantitative Synthesis of Single-Subject Research. 

Behavioral Disorders, 11(4), 260–271. 

Sessions, L., Kang, M. O., & Womack, S. (2016). The neglected “R”: Improving writing 

instruction through iPad apps. TechTrends, 60(3), 218–225. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-016-0041-8 

Shanahan, T. (2016). Relationships between reading and writing development. In Handbook 

of writing research, 2nd ed. (pp. 194–207). The Guilford Press. 

Si‘ilata, R., Samu, T. W., & Siteine, A. (2017). The Va‘atele framework: Redefining and 

transforming Pasifika education. In E. McKinley & L. Smith (Eds.), Handbook of 

indigenous education (pp. 907–936). Springer. 

Si’ilata, R. (2014). Va’a Tele: Pasifika learners riding the success wave on linguistically and 

culturally responsive pedagogies (Unpublished PhD thesis). 

Si’ilata, R. K. (2015). Cultural diversity in the New Zealand Curriculum. 

https://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/Curriculum-resources/Media-gallery/Cultural- 

diversity/Cultural-diversity-in-the-classroom 

Si’ilata, R. K. (2018). Multilingual digital translanguaging and storying with New Zealand 

Pasifika learners. In J. Buendgens-Kosten & D. Elsner (Eds.), Multilingual computer 

assisted language learning (pp. 213–232). Multilingual Matters. 



99  

Sleeter, C. (2008). Preparing white teachers for diverse learners. In M. Cochran-Smith, S. 

Feiman-Nemser, D. McIntyre, & K. Demers (Eds.), Handbook of research on teacher 

education (3rd ed., pp. 559–582). Routledge. 

Sleeter, C. (2013). Teaching for social justice in multicultural classrooms. Multicultural 

Education Review, 5(2), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/2005615X.2013.11102900 

Smagorinsky, P. (2018). Literacy in teacher education: “It’s the context, stupid.” Journal of 

Literacy Research, 50(3), 281–303. https://doi.org/10.1177/1086296X18784692 

Snow, C. E., & Uccelli, P. (2009). The challenge of academic language. In D. R. Olson & N. 

Torrance (Eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of Literacy (pp. 112–133). Cambridge 

University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511609664.008 

St Clair-Thompson, H. L., & Gathercole, S. E. (2006). Executive functions and achievements 

in school: Shifting, updating, inhibition, and working memory. Quarterly Journal of 

Experimental Psychology, 59(4), 745–759. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470210500162854 

Stagg Peterson, S., Parr, J., Lindgren, E., & Kaufman, D. (2018). Conceptualizations of 

Writing in Early Years Curricula and Standards Documents: International Perspectives. 

Curriculum Journal, 29(4), 499–521. 

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585176.2018.1500489 

Starkey, L., & Zhong, J. (2019). The effect of netbook ownership on children’s academic 

achievement in mathematics, reading, and writing. Journal of Computer Assisted 

Learning, 35(1), 34–41. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12308 

Stevenson, M. (2016). A critical interpretative synthesis: The integration of automated 

writing evaluation into classroom writing instruction. Computers and Composition, 42, 

1–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2016.05.001 

Storch, N. (2005). Collaborative writing: Product, process, and students’ reflections. Journal 

of Second Language Writing, 14(3), 153–173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2005.05.002 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585176.2018.1500489


100  

Stronge, J. H., Ward, T. J., & Grant, L. W. (2011). What makes good teachers good? A cross- 

case analysis of the connection between teacher effectiveness and student achievement. 

Journal of Teacher Education, 62(4), 339–355. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487111404241 

Struthers, L., Lapadat, J. C., & MacMillan, P. D. (2013). Assessing cohesion in children’s 

writing: Development of a checklist. Assessing Writing, 18(3), 187–201. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.05.001 

Sullivan, A. S. (2007). The effects of topic choice and prompts on student writing and student 

attitudes about writing (Unpublished PhD thesis). 

Sulzby, E., & Teale, W. H. (1985). Writing development in early childhood. Educational 

Horizons, 64(1), 8–12. http://www.jstor.org/stable/42925853 

Teale, W. H. (1986). Home background and young children’s literacy development. In W. . 

 

Taele & E. Sulzby (Eds.), Emergent Literacy: Writing and Reading (pp. 173–206). 

Ablex Publishing. 

Teberosky, A., & Sepúlveda, A. (2009). El texto en la alfabetización inicial. Infancia y 

Aprendizaje, 32(2), 199–218. https://doi.org/10.1174/021037009788001770 

Thaman, K. H. (2008). Nurturing relationships and honouring responsibilities: A Pacific 

perspective. International Review of Education, 54(3–4), 459–473. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11159-008-9092-1 

Timperley, H. (2013). Learning to practise: A paper for discussion. Ministry of Education. 

 

Timperley, H. S., & Parr, J. M. (2009). What is this lesson about? Instructional processes and 

student understandings in writing classrooms. Curriculum Journal, 20(1), 43–60. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585170902763999 

Tolchinsky, L. (2006). The emergence of writing. In C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. 

Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research (1st ed., pp. 83–95). Guildford Press. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/42925853


101  

Tolchinsky, L. (2016). From text to language and back: The emergence of written language. 

In C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham, & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook of writing research 

(2nd ed., pp. 144–159). Guilford Press. 

Tomlinson, C. A. (2003). Fulfilling the promise of the differentiated classroom: Strategies 

and tools for responsive teaching. Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development. 

Tomlinson, C. A., Brighton, C., Hertberg, H., Callahan, C. M., Moon, T. R., Brimijoin, K., 

Conover, L. A., & Reynolds, T. (2003). Differentiating instruction in response to student 

readiness, interest, and learning profile in academically diverse classrooms: A review of 

literature. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 27(2–3), 119–145. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/016235320302700203 

Torrance, M., Fidalgo, R., & García, J.-N. (2007). The teachability and effectiveness of 

cognitive self-regulation in sixth-grade writers. Learning and Instruction, 17(3), 265– 

285. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.02.003 

 

Tracy, B., Reid, R., & Graham, S. (2009). Teaching young students strategies for planning 

and drafting stories: The impact of self-regulated strategy development. Journal of 

Educational Research, 102(5), 323–332. https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.102.5.323-332 

Treadwell, J. (2010). The impact of discovery learning in writing instruction on fifth grade 

student achievement (Unpublished PhD thesis). 

Troia, G. A., Lin, S. C., Cohen, S., & Monroe, B. W. (2011). A year in the Writing 

Workshop. The Elementary School Journal, 112(1), 155–182. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/660688 

Truax, M. L. (2018). The impact of teacher language and growth mindset feedback on writing 

motivation. Literacy Research and Instruction, 57(2), 135–157. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19388071.2017.1340529 



102  

Tunstall, P., & Gipps, C. (1996). ‘How does your teacher help you to make your work 

better?’ Children’s understanding of formative assessment. The Curriculum Journal, 

7(2), 185–203. https://doi.org/10.1080/0958517960070205 

Tunstall, P., & Gsipps, C. (1996). Teacher feedback to young children in formative 

assessment: A typology. British Educational Research Journal, 22(4), 389–404. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192960220402 

Uzoglu, M. (2014). Determining the effects of using different writing activities on the 

academic achievements secondary school 7th grade students and their attitudes towards 

the course. Educational Research and Reviews, 9(20), 1065–1070. 

https://doi.org/10.5897/ERR2014.1861 

van Drie, J., van Boxtel, C., & Braaksma, M. (2014). Writing to engage students in historical 

reasoning. In Writing as a Learning Activity (pp. 94–119). BRILL. 

https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004265011_006 

van Ockenburg, L., van Weijen, D., & Rijlaarsdam, G. (2019). Learning to write synthesis 

texts: A review of intervention studies. Journal of Writing Research, 10(3), 401–428. 

https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr-2019.10.0 / 03.01 

Van Steendam, E., Rijlaarsdam, G. C. W., Van den Bergh, H. H., & Sercu, L. (2014). The 

mediating effect of instruction on pair composition in L2 revision and writing. 

Instructional Science, 42(6), 905–927. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-014-9318-5 

van Weerdenburg, M., Tesselhof, M., & van der Meijden, H. (2019). Touch-Typing for 

Better Spelling and Narrative-Writing Skills on the Computer. Journal of Computer 

Assisted Learning, 35(1), 143–152. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12323 

van Weijen, D., & Janssen, T. (2018). High-quality writing instruction in Dutch primary 

education: A framework for national assessment. L1 Educational Studies in Language 

and Literature, 18, 1–41. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2018.18.03.03 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12323


103  

Vanderburg, R. M. (2006). Reviewing research on teaching writing based on Vygotsky’s 

theories: What we can learn. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 22(4), 375–393. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560500455778 

Vandermeulen, N., Leijten, M., & Van Waes, L. (2020). Reporting writing process feedback 

in the classroom. Using keystroke logging data to reflect on writing processes. Journal 

of Writing Research, 12(vol. 12 issue 1), 109–140. https://doi.org/10.17239/jowr- 

2020.12.01.05 

 

Velasco, P., & García, O. (2014). Translanguaging and the writing of bilingual learners. 

 

Bilingual Research Journal, 37(1), 6–23. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2014.893270 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1962). Thought and language. (E. Hanfmann & G. Vakar (Eds.)). MIT 

Press. https://doi.org/10.1037/11193-000 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in Society: Development of higher psychological processes (M. 

Cole, V. Jolm-Steiner, S. Scribner, & E. Souberman (Eds.)). Harvard University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvjf9vz4 

Wagner, R. K., Puranik, C. S., Foorman, B., Foster, E., Wilson, L. G., Tschinkel, E., & 

Kantor, P. T. (2011). Modeling the development of written language. Reading and 

Writing, 24(2), 203–220. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-010-9266-7 

Wanzek, J., Gatlin, B., Al Otaiba, S., & Kim, Y.-S. G. (2017). The Impact of Transcription 

Writing Interventions for First-Grade Students. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 33(5), 

484–499. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2016.1250142 

Ward, R., & Dix, S. (2004). Highlighting children’s awareness of their texts through talk. Set: 

Research Information for Teachers, 1, 7–11. 

Wardle, E., & Roozen, K. (2012). Addressing the complexity of writing development: 

Toward an ecological model of assessment. Assessing Writing, 17(2), 106–119. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2016.1250142


104  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2012.01.001 

 

Weimer, A. A., Gil, M., & Esquierdo, J. J. (2019). Understanding diverse bilingual learners. 

 

In Handbook of research on engaging immigrant families and promoting academic 

success for English language learners (pp. 172–185). IGI Global. 

https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-8283-0.ch009 

Whitney, A. E., Ridgeman, M., & Masquelier, G. (2011). Beyond “Is this OK?”: High school 

writers building understandings of genre. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 54(7), 

525–533. https://doi.org/10.1598/JAAL.54.7.6 

Wiley, J., Steffens, B., Britt, M. A., & Griffin, T. D. (2014). Writing to Learn from multiple- 

source inquiry activities in history. In Writing as a Learning Activity (pp. 120–148). 

BRILL. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004265011_007 

 

Williams, C. (1996). Secondary education: Teaching in the bilingual situation. In The 

language policy: Taking stock. Cai. 

Williams, C. (2000). Welsh-medium and bilingual teaching in the further education sector. 

 

International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 3(2), 129–148. 

 

Williams, C., & Beam, S. (2019). Technology and writing: Review of research. Computers & 

Education, 128, 227–242. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.09.024 

Williamson, R., & Jesson, R. (2017). Log on and blog: An exploratory study assessing the 

impact of holiday blogging on student literacy achievement. English Teaching: Practice 

and Critique2. 

Williamson, R., Jesson, R., & Shepherd, D. (2020). The summer learning journey: 

Ameliorating the summer learning effect using blogging. Computers & Education, 145, 

103738. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103738 

Wilson, J. (2017). Associated effects of automated essay evaluation software on growth in 

writing quality for students with and without disabilities. Reading and Writing, 30(4), 



105  

691–718. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-016-9695-z 

 

Wilson, J., & Czik, A. (2016). Automated essay evaluation software in English Language 

Arts classrooms: Effects on teacher feedback, student motivation, and writing quality. 

Computers & Education, 100, 94–109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.05.004 

Wilson, J., & Roscoe, R. D. (2020). Automated writing evaluation and feedback: Multiple 

metrics of efficacy. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 58(1), 87–125. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633119830764 

Winne, P. H. (2017). Leveraging big data to help each learner and accelerate learning 

science. Teachers College Record, 119(3), 1–24. 

Witney, D., & Smallbone, T. (2011). Wiki work: can using wikis enhance student 

collaboration for group assignment tasks? Innovations in Education and Teaching 

International, 48(1), 101–110. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2010.543765 

Wood, C. L., Bustamante, K. N., Schatschneider, C., & Hart, S. (2019). Relationship between 

children’s lexical diversity in written narratives and performance on a standardized 

reading vocabulary measure. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 44(3), 173–183. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1534508417749872 

Wood, C. L., Schatschneider, C., & Hart, S. (2020). Average one year change in lexical 

measures of written narratives for school age students. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 

36(3), 260–277. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2019.1635544 

Wood, C., Schatschneider, C., & Hart, S. (2017). Grade level expectations in lexical 

measures and accuracy of written narrative samples. Journal of Child Language 

Acquisition and Development, 5(2), 127–144. 

Wrigley, T. (2018). The power of ‘evidence’: Reliable science or a set of blunt tools? British 

Educational Research Journal, 44(3), 359–376. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3338 

Wyse, D., & Torgerson, C. (2017). Experimental trials and ‘what works?’ in education: The 



106  

case of grammar for writing. British Educational Research Journal, 43(6), 1019–1047. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3315 

Yamac, A., & Ulusoy, M. (2016). The effect of digital storytelling in improving the third 

graders’ writing skills. International Electronic Journal of Elementary Education, 9(1), 

59–86. 

Yang, C., Zhang, L. J., & Parr, J. M. (2020). The reactivity of think-alouds in writing 

research: quantitative and qualitative evidence from writing in English as a foreign 

language. Reading and Writing, 33(2), 451–483. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-019- 

09970-7 

Zheng, B., Warschauer, M., Lin, C.-H., & Chang, C. (2016). Learning in one-to-one laptop 

environments: A meta-analysis and research synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 

86(4), 1052–1084. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316628645 

Zimmerman, B. J. (1990). Self-regulated learning and academic achievement: An overview. 

 

Educational Psychologist, 25(1), 3–17. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2501_2 

Zumbrunn, S., & Bruning, R. (2013). Improving the writing and knowledge of emergent 

writers: The effects of self-regulated strategy development. Reading and Writing: An 

Interdisciplinary Journal, 26(1), 91–110. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-012-9384-5 



107  

 

APPENDIX A 

Detailed Method for Meta-Analysis Section 
We sought existing meta-analyses on writing published from 2005 onwards which 

included Year 1-10 students in countries where curricula are predominantly delivered in 

English. Studies which focused on English learners in these contexts were also in scope. 

Three strategies were used to locate relevant meta-analyses: (1) two electronic databases 

(Education Resources Information Centre [ERIC] and PsycINFO) were searched for articles 

that included the words “writing” (or derivatives thereof, e.g., “write”) and “meta-analysis” 

(or derivatives thereof, e.g., “meta-analyses”) in the title; (2) the text of the articles identified 

in the electronic search were hand-searched for other relevant meta-analyses; and (3) we 

asked colleagues who are experts in the field of writing to identify relevant meta-analyses 

that we may have missed. 

Altogether, we located 41 meta-analyses / meta-syntheses and 4 reviews of meta- 

analyses (review of reviews), a total of 45. Of the 41 meta-analyses / meta-syntheses, we 

omitted two which were duplicates (i.e., was a conference paper or report of an already 

included peer-reviewed journal publication) and five which were out of scope (i.e., students 

with disabilities only [k = 3], outcome not writing [k = 1], and not a systematic review [k = 

1]). One potential exclusion, given our criteria, was Graham et al. (2020) which considered 

the effects of writing on learning in science, social studies and mathematics. We retained it, 

both given its recency and its focus on writing in the curriculum areas. One review of reviews 

(Graham & Harris, 2017) was also excluded as we could not locate the full text, but a 

preview of this article suggests that it may be similar to (Graham et al., 2016) review of 

reviews, which we have included. Table 1 shows the remaining 37 meta-analyses and reviews 

of meta-analyses, grouped under four headings: Review of reviews, Meta-analyses / Meta- 

syntheses (or both), English Language Learners, and Meta-analyses of Effects of Writing on 

https://www.eric.ed.gov/
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Curriculum Areas, each grouping beginning with the most recent publication. The most 

recent review of reviews regarding evidence based effective writing practices was that of van 

Weijen and Janssen (2018), which included 28 review articles (both meta-analysis and meta- 

synthesis). However, they did not conduct an additional meta-analysis based on the included 

primary studies. Some meta-analyses included investigations beyond the scope of writing 

instruction. For example, in Feng et al. (2019), authors investigated the effect of handwriting 

on writing outcomes and the relationship between handwriting and keyboarding separately. In 

this case, only the writing as outcome portion was reported. 

The majority of these reviews focus on studies of the effect of writing instruction 

interventions (e.g., strategy instruction, grammar instruction, and text structure instruction) 

on enhancing students’ writing quality, as tested using true experiments or quasi-experiments 

(k = 22) or, less frequently, single-subject designs and participants as own control studies. 

However, there were also studies which focused on the effect of writing assessment and 

feedback (e.g., adult feedback, peer feedback, machine feedback, and self-assessment), 

writing medium (e.g., pen and paper versus word processing), and the effect that writing 

instruction or activities had on reading or learning. While most of the review studies focused 

on teaching in English classrooms to students with a range of ability, four of them 

specifically investigated additional language acquisition. There is also a disproportionate 

emphasis on struggling writers or those with learning difficulties. 

Averaged effect sizes are primarily reported for writing quality as it is the most 

consistent outcome measurement throughout the meta-analyses to facilitate comparability. 

There are some exceptions (specified), for example, in the cases of meta-analyses that 

focused on second language acquisition, grammar accuracy is often the outcome measure. 

Two different types of effect sizes are reported according to the type of primary studies 

within the meta-analyses. For meta-analyses with true or quasi-experimental studies, 
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averaged effect sizes are reported, which could be interpreted as per Cohen’s 

recommendation (0.2 small, 0.5 medium, and 0.8 large). Alternatively, percentage of 

nonoverlapping data points (PND) is reported for meta-analyses with single-subject studies. 

PND represents the percentage of data points in treatment that surpassed the highest baseline 

value during baseline and treatment phases. Scruggs et al. (1986) suggested that PND below 

50% indicates no effect, PND between 50.1% and 70% indicates a small effect, PND 

between 70.1% and 90% indicates a moderate effect, and PND greater than 90% indicates a 

large effect. 

There are two further features to be noted regarding these meta-analytic studies. The 

first concerns the country of origin of the authors and, relatedly, the location for the studies 

which comprise the meta-analysis. The majority of the meta-analyses were conducted by 

researchers in the United States, with Steve Graham and colleagues being particularly 

prominent. It is unclear the extent to which individual studies or groups of studies appear in 

more than one meta-analysis by this group of authors or across meta-analyses. The second 

point concerns the fact that meta-analyses draw on existing studies and, while the meta- 

analysis article may be published recently, the studies reviewed within it may not. So, the 

proportion of primary studies within the review articles that are within the required timeframe 

(i.e., post-2004) is reported when data needed to calculate this are available. In cases such as 

reviews of reviews, the authors located primary empirical studies based on existing reviews. 

The number of primary studies is often not reported in the article (e.g., Graham, Harris, et al., 

2015). The proportion of post-2004 studies varies substantially in the meta-analyses, in part 

depending on the date of publication of the analysis, the number of studies and the 

intervention considered (word processing, for example had only 3.7% of studies published 

post 2004). In a recently published meta-analysis, Graham, Liu, Aitken, et al. (2018), 

approximately 64% of the primary studies were conducted prior to 2004. 
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Overview of Findings from Meta-Analytic Studies 
We chose a table (Table 1) as the optimal way to present a summary of the findings 

from the 37 meta-analyses/ review of meta-analytic reviews. The main analysis section of this 

Review of Writing Research, the Mixed Analysis, will further consider many of these 

findings in a high-level thematic analysis which integrates meta-analytic and recent 

experimental and quasi-experimental results with mixed methods studies. Here we focus on 

some trends that arise from the largely experimental and quasi-experimental studies. The 

studies, to accommodate an experimental or quasi-experimental paradigm, are tightly 

controlled. They tend to be quite narrowly focussed and experimenter devised and driven. 

They compare the treatment group with a control or comparison group who mostly receive, 

‘business as usual’, or normal or traditional teaching. However, depending on the context, the 

quality of non-treatment teaching can vary markedly (both between and within schools) and 

that quality potentially can impact the magnitude of the effect size. Clearly, higher quality 

‘normal’ teaching may mean less room for improvement. As noted earlier in the section on 

Approach, the results of meta-analyses, reported in terms of average results, give little, if any, 

indication of what works for whom under which conditions. And, as discussed later, there are 

a number of interventions that are not included in meta-analyses, for various reasons, and 

these may be instructional practices that have considerable merit in particular contexts. 

A key column in the table is the one labelled “Intervention” which contains details of 

the nature of the instructional practices investigated and reported in the existing meta- 

analyses. We have recorded, alongside the description of the intervention, the effect size (ES) 

reported. This is either an average effect size across the studies or, where available, the range 

of effect sizes obtained for that intervention. This range is often the result of the 

‘intervention’ being broadly characterised in the description, for example, the descriptor, 

explicit instruction (in Graham et al.'s, 2016, Review of Reviews), includes instruction in 

writing strategies, general strategy instruction, self-regulation strategy instruction (SRSD), 
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motivation, sentence combining, emulating model text, vocabulary skills etc. The effect sizes 

range from 0.30 for emulating model text to 1.59 for SRSD (Graham et al., 2016a). 

A consideration of high moderate to large effect sizes (>.65) shows that some 

groupings with respect to practice, predominate. Strategy instruction, that is instruction in the 

cognitive strategies for writing is one of these. It is potentially over-represented in the meta- 

analyses, given that Graham and Harris are the devisers of SRSD, teaching self- regulatory 

strategies to writers and Graham is an author on 19 of the 37 meta-analyses we present here. 

The effect sizes for SRSD range from 0.82 to 1.59. More specifically, goal setting as a self- 

regulatory activity yields effect sizes ranging from 0.70 to 2.03, underscoring the need for 

students to know what they are aiming for in their writing, both in terms of learning about 

writing and in terms of the intended outcome of their writing. 

Feedback is another instructional practice that shows high effect size gains; these are 

variable according to the source of feedback. Groups of studies relating to feedback in 

general have reported effect sizes of 0.77, 0.88 and 0.96. Where the studies considered adult 

feedback, the ES was 0.87 and, where it was from peers, 0.77 and 0.58. Another further 

grouping that has high-moderate effect sizes relates to peers, either as collaborators in writing 

(ES 0.66, 0.74) or in relation to peer assistance (0.59, 0.75, 0.89). 

Instruction in specific dimensions of writing like text structure (ES 0.76 but also 0.59) 

or vocabulary (ES 0.78) have effect sizes that approach the high effect range. Handwriting 

instruction shows mixed results (0.84 and 0.40 with 0.55 for transcription skills). Finally, the 

use of mental imagery as a strategy is also of high-moderate effectiveness (ES 0.76 and 0.70). 

In the moderate effect size range (0.5-0.65), there are a raft of practices. Some 

concern supports for the process of writing like pre-writing activities (ES 0.54. 0.55) or 

instruction in revision (ES 0.58). Another relates to a specific activity related to syntax, 

namely sentence combining (0.56, 0.55). Reading fluency instruction and writing about 
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material read yield effects sizes (on writing quality) of 0.63 and 0.50, respectively. 

Instruction regarding self- assessment in writing, a self-regulatory activity, has an ES of 0.51. 

It is difficult to interpret the use of word processing to enhance writing quality as the studies 

are not recent but yield effect size gains of 0.52 0.54 and 0.55. 
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Table 1 

 

Key characteristics of existing meta-analyses (2005-2020) on effective writing instruction (ordered by descending year of publication) 

 

Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Review of reviews (some with additional meta-analysis) 

van 
Weijen & 
Janssen 
(2018) 

Netherland 
s 

Review of 
reviews 

Not 
applicable 

Writing framework (ES = 
N/A): 
General educational 
quality (e.g., safe and 
stimulating learning 
environment); general 
teacher behaviour (e.g., 
class management); 
domain-specific 
characteristics (e.g., time, 
goals, learning tools) 

Writing quality; 
content learning; 
text 
comprehension 

Full range K-college Not 
reporte 
d 

28 
reviews 

20 reviews 
(71.4%) 

Graham, 
Harris, & 
Chambers 
(2016) 

U.S. Review of 
reviews; 
Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; POC; 
SSD 

From T and Q meta- 
analysis: 
Students write (i.e., extra 
writing, ES = .24); 
supporting students’ 
writing (ES ranges 
from .25 – 1.46; e.g., 
process writing 
approach); 
explicit writing instruction 
(ES ranges from .30 – 
1.59; e.g., SRSD 

instruction); 

Writing quality 
(e.g., holistic or 
analytic writing 
scales); 
remembering/lear 
ning content 
material; 
comprehension; 
elements; 
production; error 
corrected; 
complete 
sentences 

Full range 1-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

20 
reviews; 
520 
primary 
empirical 
studies 

15 reviews 
(75%) 

 
Not 
available 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

    
writing assessment (ES 
ranges from .34–1.87; 
e.g., self-assessment); 
From SSD meta-analysis: 
teaching grammar/usage 
(PND = 83% for grammar, 
TX); 
goal setting for 
productivity (PND = 79% 
for production, TX/POST); 
strategy instruction 
planning/drafting (PND = 
72%, TX); strategy 
instruction, editing (PND = 
84% for error correction, 
POST); 
word processing (PND = 
70% for production, TX); 
reinforcement (PND = 
96% for production, TX); 
prewriting activities (PND 
= 52%, TX/POST); 
sentence construction 
(PND = 86% for complete 
sentence, TX/POST); 
strategy instruction 
paragraph construction 
(PND = 97% for elements, 
TX/POST); 
self-monitoring (PND = 
51% for production, TX) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Graham, 
Harris, et 
al. (2015) 

U.S. Review of 
reviews; 
meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; SSD Positive environment; 
process approach (ES 
= .37); write frequently 
(ES = .24); collaborative 
writing (ES = .66); goal 
setting (ES = .80); word 
processing (ES = .47); 
feedback; teach writing 
skills (i.e., text- 
transcription skills, ES 
= .55; sentence combining 
skills, ES = .56); teach 
knowledge about writing 
(i.e., prewriting activities, 
ES = .54; structure of 
different text types, ES 
= .41; text models, ES 
= .40; vocabulary, ES 
= .78; strategy instruction, 
ES = 1.00); writing to 
support learning 

Writing quality; 
content learning; 
reading 
performance; 
spelling 
correctness 

Full range; 
learning 
disabilities 

K-8 Not 
reporte 
d 

20 
reviews 

14 reviews 
(70%) 

Meta-analysis / Meta-synthesis / Both 

Feng et al. 
(2019) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Handwriting (ES = .40) Writing quality; 
writing fluency; 
substantive 
quality; complexity 

Full range K-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

19 13 
(68.4%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

van 
Ockenburg 
, van 
Weijen, & 
Rijlaarsda 
m (2019) 

Netherland 
s 

Systemati 
c review 
of studies 
with 
ES >.80 

T; Q Meta-strategic scaffold; 
web-based interactive 
tutoring; integrating 
sources; historical 
reasoning strategy 
instruction; taking notes; 
self-regulation strategies, 
etc. (ES = N/A) 

Writing quality 
(i.e., write 
synthesis tests; 
write from 
sources) 

Full range Senior 
elementary, 
secondary, or 
higher 
education 

Not 
reporte 
d 

19 13 
(68.4%) 

Graham, 
Liu, 
Aitken, et 
al. (2018) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Balanced reading/writing 
instruction (e.g., no more 
than 60% of instructions 
devoted to either reading 
or writing) (ES = .47): 
Cooperative learning; 
content literacy; early 
literacy; home based; 
literature based; 
remedial, strategy 
instruction; whole 
language; writing to read 

Reading: 
Reading 
comprehension; 
decoding; reading 
vocabulary 
Writing: 
Writing quality; 
writing mechanics; 
writing output 

Full range; 
students 
with 
literacy 
challenges 

K-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

47 17 
(36.2%) 

Graham, 
Liu, 
Bartlett, et 
al. (2018) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Teaching reading (e.g., 
phonological awareness 
instruction, reading 
fluency instruction; ES 
= .63); 
increasing students’ 
interaction with words or 
text through reading or 
observing others read 

Writing quality; 
spelling; words 

Full range K-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

90 41 
(45.6%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

    
(e.g., reading and 
analysing another 
person’s text; ES = .44) 

      

Little, 
Clark, Tani, 
& Connor 
(2018) 

Australia; 
U.S. 

Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; RDD Technology (ES = .28): 
Computer tutor for 
writers; computer 
assisted scaffolding; 
computer assisted 
instruction of 
summarisation; multi-user 
virtual environment; 
overall classroom 
technology 

Writing quality 
(holistic) 

Full range; 
learning 
disabilities 

K-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

6 5 
(83.3%) 

Cumming, 
Lai, & Cho 
(2016) 

Canada Meta- 
synthesis 

T; Q Writing from sources (ES 
= N/A) 

Academic writing L1; L2 UG, PG, 
Secondary 

Assesse 
d quality 

69 44 
(63.8%) 

Kent & 
Wanzek 
(2016) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Handwriting (ES = .49); 
spelling (ES = .49); reading 
(e.g., phonological 
awareness; ES = .48); oral 
language (e.g., receptive, 
grammar; ES = .33) 

Writing quality 
(6+1 Traits of 
writing rubric, or 
holistically); text 
generation 
production/fluenc 
y 

Full range; 
high 
achieving; 
struggling 
readers; 
struggling 
writers 

K-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

38 27 
(71.1%) 

Santangel 
o & 
Graham 
(2016) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Handwriting (HW) 
instruction (ES = .84); 
motor instruction; 
individualized HW 

HW legibility; 
writing quality, 
length, fluency 

Students 
learning in 
alphabetic 
ally based 

K-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

80 18 
(22.5%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

    
instruction; HW without 
tears program; teaching 
individual letters with 
motion models; 
technology as HW 
instruction; multisensory 
HW instruction; copying 
letters from models 

 
writing 
systems: 
full range; 
HW high 
achieving; 
HW 
average; 
HW 
struggling 

    

Santangel 
o, Harris, 
& Graham 
(2016) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Self-regulatory processes 
self-selected models, 
tutors, or books (ES = .30); 
goal setting (ES = .73); 
self-evaluative standards 
(ES = .51); cognitive 
strategies (i.e., cognitive 
strategies instruction ES = 
1.06; pre-writing ES = .55; 
cognitive strategies 
instruction with versus 
without additional self- 
regulation ES = .50); 
mental imagery (ES = .76) 

Writing quality 
(holistic, analytic) 

Full range; 
straggling 
writers 

K-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

79 26 
(32.9%) 

Zheng, 
Warschau 
er, Lin, & 
Chang 
(2016) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q One-to-one laptop 
program (ES = .20 for 
writing achievement) 

Writing 
achievement (i.e., 
norm-referenced 
district-or school- 
wide tests) 

Full range K-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

3 3 
(100%) 



119  

 

Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Gatlin & 
Wanzek 
(2015) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; POC Dialect use (ES = -.22 for 
writing outcomes) 

Reading literacy 
(i.e., Phonological 
awareness; 
decoding, word 
identification; 
fluency, oral 
language and 
comprehension); 
writing literacy; 
spelling 

Full range K-6 Not 
reporte 
d 

19 in 
total; 
8 on 
writing 

16 in total 

(84.2%); 
8 on 
writing 
(100%) 

Graham, 
Hebert, & 
Harris 
(2015) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; POC Overall Feedback (ES 
= .61) 
Adult feedback (ES = .87); 
peer feedback (ES = .58); 
self-assessment (ES = .62); 
computer feedback (ES 

= .38); progress 
monitoring (ES = .18); 6+1 
trait writing model (ES 
= .05) 

Writing quality 
(i.e., holistic and 
analytic quality) 

Full range; 
average; 
above 
average; 
learning 
disabilities 

K-8 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

39 8 
(20.5%) 

Koster, 
Tribushini 
na, de 
Jong, & 
van den 
Bergh 
(2015) 

Netherland 
s 

Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Strategy instruction (ES 
= .96); text structure 
instruction (ES = .76); pre- 
writing activities (ES 
= .13); peer assistance (ES 
= .59); grammar 
instruction (ES = -.37); 
feedback (ES = .88); 
evaluation (ES = .43); 

Writing quality 
(holistic) 

Full range 4-6 Not 
reporte 
d 

32 13 
(40.6%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

 

 

 

 
Graham & 
Santangel 
o (2014) 

 

 

 

 
U.S. 

 

 

 

 
Meta- 
analysis 

 

 

 

 
T; Q 

process approach (ES = 
-.25); goal setting (ES = 
2.03); revision (ES = .58) 

 

Spelling instruction (ES 
= .19 for writing skills) 

 

 

 

 
Spelling; correct 
spelling in writing; 
phonological 
awareness; 
reading skills; 
writing skills 

 

 

 

 
Full range; 
high 
achieving; 
average; 
struggling 

 

 

 

 
K-12 

 

 

 

 
Assesse 
d study 
quality 

 

 

 

 
53 

 

 

 

 
21 
(39.6%) 

Graham, 
Harris, & 
McKeown 
(2013) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; SSD Self-regulated strategy 
development (ES = 1.30, 
MAINT; PND = 76, MAINT) 

Writing quality, 
length, structural 
elements 

Full range; 
Learning 
disabilities 
; 
poor 
writers 

1-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

84 61 
(72.6%) 

Graham, 
Bollinger, 
et al. 
(2012) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; SSD Time for writing/writing 
instruction; teaching 
writing 
process/strategies, 
teaching text 
transcription/sentence 
skills; establishing a 
supportive environment 
(No ES provided) 

Writing quality, 

genre elements; 
ideation; 
mechanics; 
sentence 
structure; 
organisation; 
output; 
vocabulary; voice 

Full range; 
struggling 
writers 

K-6 Assesse 
d study 
quality 
& best 
evidenc 
e 
studies 
only 

44 17 
(38.6%) 

Graham, 
McKeown, 
Kiuhara, & 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Strategy instruction (ES = 
1.02); adding self- 
regulation to strategy 

Writing quality Full range; 
Struggling 
writers; 

1-6 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

115 28 
(24.3%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Harris 
(2012) 

   
instruction (ES = .50); text 
structure instruction (ES 
= .59); creativity/imagery 
instruction (ES = .70); 
teaching transcription 
skills (ES =.55); grammar 
instruction (ES = -.41); 
prewriting activities (ES 
= .54); peer assistance (ES 
= .89); product goals (ES 
= .76); assessing writing 
(ES = .42); word 
processing (ES = .47); 
extra writing (ES = .30); 
comprehensive writing 
programs (ES = .42); 
process approach (ES 
= .40); Others 
comprehensive programs 
(ES = .55) 

 
average; 
students 
with 
disabilities 
; L2; 
bilingual; 
high 
achieving 

    

Morphy & 
Graham 
(2012) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; POC Word processing (ES 

= .52) 
Word processor; word 
processor with 
instruction; word 
processor with internal 
tutor; voice recognition; 
voice recognition with 
instruction 

Writing quality 
(holistic); 
grammar; 
development/orga 
nization of text; 
length; 
vocabulary; 
mechanical 
correctness; 
motivation to 

Weaker 
writers 
(incl. low 
SES, 
learning 
disabilities 
, L2, etc.) 

1-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

27 1 
(3.7%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

     
write; preference 
for word 
processing 

     

Biber, 
Nekrasova 
, & Horn 
(2011) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; POC Feedback source; 
feedback mode; feedback 
focus; feedback type; (No 
overall ES provided, refer 
to the report for detailed 
effect sizes) 

Grammar/form; 
content; writing 
quality (holistic); 
spelling 

L2; Full 
range; 
Adults 

Not specified Not 
reporte 
d 

25 3 
(12%) 

Graham & 
Sandmel 
(2011) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Process approach to 
writing (ES = .34) 

Writing quality Full range; 
Struggling 
writers 

1-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

29 0 
(0.0%) 

Graham, 
Harris, & 
Hebert 
(2011) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; POC Formative writing 
assessment: 
provide feedback (ES 
= .77); students assess 
their own writing (ES 
= .46); Monitor students’ 
writing progress (ES = .24) 
Apply best practices for 
assessing writing: 
i.e., allow multiple modes 
of writing (word 
processing if experienced, 
ES = .54; paper and pencil 
if inexperienced with 
word processing, ES = .48; 
legibility vs less legibility 

Writing quality 
(e.g., holistic and 
analytic scoring) 

Full range 1-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

136 26 
(19.1%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

    
on paper, ES = 1.03; 
computer vs handwriting, 
ES = -.47) knowledge of 
students’ identity when 
marking (ES = -.58). 

      

Rogers & 
Graham 
(2008) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

SSD Strategy instruction for 
planning/drafting (PND = 
99%); teaching grammar 
(83% for grammar skills, 
for struggling writers 
only); goal setting (PND = 
79% for productivity); 
strategy instruction for 
editing (PND = 84% for 
error reduction); strategy 
instruction for paragraph 
construction (PND = 97% 
on elements); word 
processing (PND = 70% for 
productivity); 
reinforcement (PND = 
96% for productivity); 
prewriting activities (PND 
= 52%); sentence 
construction (PND = 86% 
for sentences completed); 
self-monitoring (PND = 
51% for productivity) 

Writing quality; 
elements; 
production; 
grammar; error 
corrected; 
complicated 
sentences; 
complete 
sentences; 
creativity 

Full range; 
struggling 
writers 

1-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

88 11 
(12.5%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Graham & 
Perin 
(2007a) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Process approach (ES 
= .32); professional 
development (ES = .46); 
explicit teaching (i.e., 
grammar, ES = -.32; 
sentence combining, ES 
= .50; strategy instruction, 
es = .82; SRSD, ES = 1.14; 
non-SRSD, ES = .62, 
summarization, ES = .82); 
scaffolding students’ 
writing (i.e., prewriting, ES 
= .32; inquiry, ES = .32; 
peer assistance, ES = .75; 
study of models, ES = .25; 
setting goals, ES = .70); 
word processing (ES = .55) 

Writing quality; 
content learning 

Full range; 
high 
achieving; 
average; 
poor 
writers; 
L2; 
learning 
disabilities 

4-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

123 6 
(4.9%) 

Graham & 
Perin 
(2007b) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis; 
meta- 
synthesis 

SSD; Qual Strategy instruction (PND 
= 91%); word processing 
(PND = 77%; self- 
monitoring (PND = 67%); 
direct instruction (PND = 
62%); grammar (PND = 
61%); behavioural 
reinforcement (PND = 
56%); practices of 
exceptional teachers 
(N/A) 

Writing quality Full range; 
struggling 
writers 

4-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

25 in 
meta- 
analysis 
portion; 
5 in meta- 
synthesis 

1 
(4%) in 
meta- 
analysis; 
2 (40%) in 
the meta- 
synthesis 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Andrews 
et al. 
(2006) 

U.K. Meta- 
synthesis 

T; Q Sentence combining; 
grammar (ES = N/A) 

Accuracy: 
grammatical 
appropriateness; 
quality (e.g., 
syntactic maturity) 

Full range 5-16 Assesse 
d study 
quality 
& best 
evidenc 
e 
studies 
only 

11 on 
grammar; 
18 on 
sentence 
combinin 
g 

0 on 
grammar; 
Not 
available 
for 
sentence 
combining 

Graham 
(2006) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; SSD Strategy instruction (ES = 
1.21; PND = 89%) 

Quality, length, 
structural 
elements, 
revisions 

Full range 1-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

39 2 (5.1%) 

Meta-analysis for English as a second language population only 

Kang & 
Han (2015) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Corrective feedback 
provided by a teacher (ES 
= .68 for grammar 
accuracy) 

Grammatical 
accuracy of 
students’ writing 

L2 Not specified Not 
reporte 
d 

16 
targeted 
English 
5 non- 
English 

15 
targeted 
English 
(93.8%) 

Adesope, 
Lavin, 
Thompson 
, & 
Ungerleide 
r (2011) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Pedagogical strategies (ES 
= .51 for writing 
proficiency) 
Collaborative reading; 
systematic phonics 
instruction and guided 
readings; multimedia- 
assisted reading; writing 
(structured & diary) 

Reading; writing L2 K-6 Not 
reporte 
d 

26 7 
(26.9%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Li (2010) U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Corrective feedback (ES 
= .61) delivered either 
face-to-face or via the 
computer (e.g., recasts, ES 
= .51; metalinguistic 
feedback, ES = .58; explicit 
correction, ES = .88; 
negotiation, ES = .53; 
implicit feedback, ES 
= .54; explicit feedback, ES 
= .69) 
Note. effect sizes listed in 
this cell are for L2 
acquisition. 

Constrained 
constructed 
responses; free 
constructed 
responses / 
metalinguistic 
judgements / 
selected responses 

L2 Not specified Not 
reporte 
d 

15 
targeted 
English 
17 in total 

10 
targeted 
English 
(66.7%) 

Mackey & 
Goo 
(2007) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis; 
meta- 
synthesis 

T; Q Feedback type (i.e., recast 
negotiation, ES = .96, 
metalinguistic feedback, 
ES = .47); feedback focus 
(i.e., general, ES = .69, 
specific, ES = .72) 
Note. effect sizes listed in 
this cell are for L2 
acquisition. 

L2 acquisition 
lexical or 
grammatical 
features 

L2 children, 
adolescents, 
or adults 

Not 
reporte 
d 

16 
targeted 
English 
28 in total 

11 
(39.3 % 
out of the 
28 in total) 

Meta-analyses of Effects of Writing on Curriculum Areas 

Graham, 
Kiuhara, & 
MacKay, 
(2020) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Writing-to-learning 
activities (ES = .31 for 
science; ES = .31 for social 

science learning; 
mathematics 
learning; social 
studies learning; 

Full range; 
summer 
school 
program; 

1-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

56 22 
(39.3%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

    
sciences; ES = .32 for 
mathematics) 
Informative text; 
argumentative text; 
journal writing; graphical 
representation; 
information recording; 
metacognitive prompting; 
no metacognitive 
prompting; promote 
knowledge/comprehensio 
n; promote 
analysis/synthesis; 
promote evaluation 

 
college 
laboratory 
school 

    

Hebert, 
Gillespie, 
& Graham 
(2013) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q; POC Summary writing vs. 
answering questions (ES 
= .24 for reading); 
summary writing vs. note 
taking (ES = -.05 for 
reading); answering 
questions vs. note taking 
(ES = -.20 for reading); 
answering questions vs. 
extended writing activities 
(ES = .01 for reading); 
note taking vs. extended 
writing (ES not 
calculated); summary 
writing vs. extended 
writing (ES not calculated) 

Reading 
comprehension 
(standardised 
measures, 
researcher created 
outcomes) 

Full range; 
high 
achieving; 
average; 
L2 

1-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

19 1 
(5.3%) 
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Review Origin Review 
Type 

Study Type Intervention Outcome Student 
Type 

Grade Study 
Quality 

No. of 
Studies 

No. of 
Post-2004 
Studies 
(%) 

Graham & 
Hebert 
(2011) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Wiring about text read (ES 
= .37 for NR, ES = .50 for 
RC); 
Writing instructions 
process writing, text 
structure, and 
paragraph/sentence skills 
instruction (above three, 
ES = .22 for NR, ES = .27 
for RC); sentence 
construction and spelling 
instruction (ES = .66 for 
combined NR and RC); 
spelling instruction (ES 
= .62 for combined NR 
and RC); 
extra writing (ES = .35 for 
combined NR and RC) 

Reading 
comprehension 
(norm-referenced, 
researcher 
created); reading 
fluency; word 
reading skills 

Full range; 
average; 
above 
average; 
learning 
disabilities 

1-12 Assesse 
d study 
quality 

95 7 
(7.4%) 

Graham & 
Hebert 
(2010) 

U.S. Meta- 
analysis 

T; Q Write about text read (ES 
= .40 for NR, ES = .51 for 
RC); writing instruction 
(ES = .18 for NR, ES = .27 
for RC); extra writing (ES 
= .30 for NR) 

Comprehension of 
text; reading skills 

Full range; 
average; 
above 
average; 
L2 

2-12 Not 
reporte 
d 

93 4 
(4.3%) 

Note. T, true experiment; Q, quasi-experiment; SSD, single-subject design; POC, participant as own control; RDD, regression discontinuity design; Qual, qualitative study of 

the writing practices of exceptional literacy teachers; L2, English as a second language learners; ES, effect size from meta-analysis of true or quasi-experimental studies; 

PND, percentage of data points in treatment, calculated from meta-analysis of single-subject design studies as effect size; The outcome measurement of the effect sizes listed 

is writing quality unless specified otherwise; NR and RC represent norm-referenced and researcher created assessments, respectively; TX, scores during treatment; TX/POST, 

scores during treatment as well as immediately after treatment (less than 3 weeks after treatment ended); MAINT, maintenance (3 or more weeks after treatment ended); 

GEN, scores for generalization probes. 



129  

 

APPENDIX B: Recent Experimental Studies 

Detailed Method for the Recent Experimental, Quasi-Experimental Studies Analysis 
We also searched for writing intervention studies published from 2015 onwards 

because these studies were less likely to have been covered by the meta-analyses we had 

already identified. We conducted an electronic database search in ERIC for articles that 

fulfilled all of the following criteria: 

• Included “writing” or “write” in the title; 
 

• Did not include “meta-analysis” or “systematic review” in the title; 
 

• Included “research”, “control group”, “comparison group”, “quasi-experiment”, “true 

experiment”, or “randomised control design” in the abstract or body of the text; 

• Did not include “qualitative study”, “case study”, “action research”, “single subject design”, 

or “descriptive study”, “ethnography”, “university, or “higher education” in the abstract or 

body of the text; 

• Was peer-reviewed; and 
 

• Was published from 1 January 2015. 
 

This search yielded 466 results. We then used the filter options available in ERIC to 

limit the results to articles which (a) included “writing” in the indexed subject heading(s); (b) 

were not classified as being from an education level that was out of scope (i.e., not early 

childhood education, preschool education, colleges, or adult education; note not all articles 

were classified with an education level so we had to exclude the ones which were out of 

scope rather than include the ones which were in scope); and (c) were published in scholarly 

journals (e.g., not dissertations or theses, reports, or conference proceedings). This reduced 

the number of results to 327. However, this list still included many studies out of scope such 

as studies conducted in contexts with a language other than English was employed or with 
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specialist groups like dementia patients. So, a hand cull was undertaken by two of the 

research team, independently. The final agreed list contained a total of 23 studies. 

Summary of Results of Analysis of Recent Studies 
Table 2 contains the final list of reviewed recent studies. In accordance with the 

criteria, all were published in peer reviewed journals, in English. All were also interventions 

conducted in an English-speaking context. The greatest number of studies were conducted in 

the USA. Only two of the more recent experimental studies were conducted in New Zealand, 

and a further two were conducted in the United Kingdom. Such contextual bias within 

experimental studies potentially reflects the more sociocultural theoretical positioning of 

researchers in Australia, New Zealand and the United Kingdom, whose studies might more 

often include qualitative or mixed methods approaches, and the non-English medium contexts 

of key writing researchers in the Netherlands, Belgium, and Portugal. Also introducing the 

potential for bias, the populations studied varied, and many interventions were conducted to 

redress underachievement for students who were identified as low achieving (LA) or learning 

disabled (LD). A particular caveat when considering such studies with these populations is to 

bear in mind the different educational contexts within which the studies were conducted, as 

withdrawal or researcher implemented studies. Interventions designed for particular 

populations might indicate specific practices for students with identified difficulties learning 

to write, which may differ from effective practices for the general population by the 

classroom teacher. Effective practices for classroom teachers were the specific focus of the 

subsequent stage of review: the mixed methods analysis. 
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Table 2 

 

Key characteristics of recent experimental studies on effective writing instruction (n=23 

studies) 

Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Quantitative 
Outcome(s) 

Student 
Year Level 
(or 
Grade/Age) 

N of 
Students 

van 
Weerdenburg 
et al. (2019) 

USA Journal 
article 

Touch Typing Typing, spelling, 
narrative writing 

Grades 4-6 207 

Finlayson & 
McCrudden 
(2019)* pre- 
post design 
only 

NZ Journal 
article 

Teacher 
implemented 
SRDS 

Story components Year 2 17 

Hebert et al. 
(2018) 

USA Journal 
article 

Structures writing Description writing, 
compare contrast 
writing and 
sequence writing, 
identifying text 
structure in 
reading. 

Grades 4-5 61 
struggling 
writers 

Hier & Mahony 
(2018) 

USA Journal 
article 

Feedback Self-efficacy Grade 2 117 

McMaster et al. 
(2018) 

USA Journal 
article 

BES of 
interventions: 
Transcription, 
text generation, 
self-regulation 

Writing fluency, 
writing quality 

Grades 1-3 25 studies 
met criteria 

Parker et al. 
(2018) 

USA Journal 
article 

Matching 
intervention to 
need 

Writing quality Grade 1 147 
struggling 
students 

Regan et 
al.( 2018) 

USA Journal 
article 

Mobile-based 
graphic 
organisers 

Persuasive writing Grades 6-8 94 

Mason & Zheng 
(2018) full text 
not available 
through UoA. 

USA Journal 
article 

SRDS Oral and written 
retelling 

Special 
education 

8 classes. 

Truax (2018) USA Journal 
article 

Teacher feedback Writing motivation Grade 2-3 28 

Wyse & 
Torgerson 
(2017) 

UK Journal 
article 

Comparison of 
two grammar 
RCTs 

Writing quality Secondary 
school/ 
Grades 4-6 

Two studies. 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Quantitative 
Outcome(s) 

Student 
Year Level 
(or 
Grade/Age) 

N of 
Students 

Collins et al. 
(2017) 

USA Journal 
article 

Assisted writing Reading 
comprehension 

Grades 4-5 1062 

Jung et al. 
(2017) 

USA Journal 
article 

Data based 
instruction 

Curriculum 
measures, 
Woodcock 
Johnstone III 

Grades 1-3 46 

Hemberger et 
al. (2017) 

USA Journal 
article 

Dialogic 
argumentation 

Writing quality Grade 6 58 

De La Paz et al. 
(2017) 

USA Journal 
article 

Cognitive 
apprenticeship/ 
disciplinary 
literacy 

Historical argument 
writing; quality and 
length 

Grade 8 1029 

Wanzek et al. 
(2017) 

USA Journal 
article 

Transcription Curriculum 
measures 

Grade 1 81 (70% 
lowest 
performing) 

Gillespie Rouse 
et al. (2017) 

USA Journal 
article 

Writing to learn Science knowledge Grade 4 69 

Klein et al. 
(2017) 

USA Journal 
article 

Content and 
Rhetorical 
subgoals 

Argument writing Grades 5-7 73 

Philippakos & 
MacArthur 
(2016) 

USA Journal 
article 

Feedback giving Writing quality Grades 4-5 145 

Davies & 
Meissel (2016) 

NZ Journal 
article 

Quality talk Critical analytical 
stance in writing 

Secondary 
school 

3 schools, 8 
teachers 

Hopewell & 
Butvilofsky 
(2016) 

USA Journal 
article 

Biliteracy Writing quality in 
two languages 

Grades 1- 5 200 

Kuhn et al. 
(2016) 

USA Journal 
article 

Dialogic 
argumentation 

Argument 
development 

Grade 6 38 

Curcic & 
Johnstone 
(2016) 

USA Journal 
article 

Interactive books Writing quality Grade 7-8 22 learning 
disabled 

Myhill et al. 
(2016) 

UK Journal 
article 

Contextualised 
grammar 

Writing quality 10-11 yrs 54 schools 
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APPENDIX C 

Detailed Method for the Mixed Methods Analysis 
In the mixed methods analysis, we undertook a review of international and New 

Zealand studies. All selected studies employed a mixed methods research design (generally 

involving planned interventions) and indicated a strong relationship between aspects of 

classroom writing instruction and high learner gains. Our aim was to draw conclusions about 

the impact of effective instruction “from the scientific testing of specific instructional 

practices” (Graham, Gillespie, et al., 2013, p.7). Although our focus was on more recent 

studies (2005-2020), we recognised that many studies published prior to 2005 (e.g., Langer, 

2001; Medwell et al., 1998; Pressley et al., 1997, 1998) had generated significant findings 

about effective writing instruction in relation to learner gains. 

We began the review process by undertaking a search of academic catalogues, 

education-related databases and citation indexes for relevant studies. Utilisation of a 

combination of keywords and search items including ‘effective’, ‘literacy’, ‘writing’, 

‘teacher’, ‘pedagogy’, ‘instructional practices or strategies’, ‘learner outcomes’, ‘primary (or 

elementary) school’, ‘intermediate (or middle) school’ and ‘mixed methods’ yielded a list of 

48 studies which we considered and deemed to be methodologically robust as successful 

blends of quantitative and qualitative data. 

We subsequently undertook a process of content analysis and synthesis, using 

established protocols for undertaking systematic reviews of literature, in order to search for 

commonalities of ideas across the studies (Hall, 2002). This involved a close reading of each 

study and the utilisation of an approach whereby we identified key pedagogical points in each 

study, searched for and noted the prevalence of key points across studies and developed 

categories or dimensions from the emergence of key points. Key points were deemed to be 
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those that were replicated and consistent across studies. These coalesced into dimensions of 

practice. 

Summary of Results of Analysis of Mixed Method Studies 
Analysis and synthesis of the mixed method studies generated the following 

dimensions around the practices of effective teachers of writing or practices shown in 

intervention type studies to be associated with accelerated gains in writing. Table 3 

summarises features of the studies consulted. There was considerable variation of research 

contexts and demographics across the studies. Of the 48 studies, more were undertaken in the 

United States than in any other country (n=29) but more than a quarter were undertaken in 

New Zealand (n=13). More were undertaken predominantly in low socio-economic schools 

or districts (n=40) than in medium or high socio-economic schools or districts. Some 

involved many more teacher participants than others (ranging from 2 to 133 with a median of 

6 teacher participants per study) as well as many including more student participants than 

others (ranging from 8 to 1160 with a median of 112 student participants per study). The 

distribution of studies across student age groups was somewhat even but with slightly more 

studies having been undertaken with 8-11 year old students (45.5%) than with 5-7 year olds 

(25.8%) or 12-15 year olds (28.8%). Data collection periods ranged from five years to eight 

weeks, with data in most studies collected within one school year. 

There was a reasonable consistency of mixed methods research designs across the 

studies, meaning that defensible generalisations could be made on effective writing 

instruction from the process of content and analysis that was undertaken. All studies involved 

researchers using qualitative data (generally collected through observations or interviews) to 

explain and exemplify quantitative data (generally writing scores) that had been collected and 

analysed at the beginning and end of studies. Just over half (54%) of studies (54%) involved 

teachers operationalising a planned intervention (mostly with a form of comparison group). 

Other studies involved researchers collecting and analysing data regarding the practice of 
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exemplary or expert teachers in relation to an a priori framework drawn from empirical 

studies and theory. 
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Table 3 

 

Key characteristics of mixed methods studiesa on effective writing instruction 

 

Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Good Knowledge of Students 

Si‘ilata et al., 
(2017) 

NZ Book 
chapter 

*National literacy 
professional development 
project 

Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

N/A Years 1-2, 5-6 N/A 

Parr & 
Limbrick, 
(2010) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; analysis of 
classroom environment; 
student and teacher 
interviews; teacher 
documentation 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 4-8 18 

Land (2019) US PhD thesis Teacher inquiry group 
discussions 

Observations; fieldnotes; 
audio and video recordings; 
student and teacher 
interviews; artefacts 

N/A Grades 1, 4, 7, 
and 9 

3-6 students 
from each of 
the 4 
classrooms 

Parr et al. 
(2018) 

NZ Report Design research (intervening 
iteratively to hone individual 
teacher practice) 

Teacher Practice Classroom 
Observation tool; Teacher 
Reflection Journal; student 
and teacher interviews 

Student Survey about Writing; 
writing achievement (e-asTTle) 

Years 5-8 2016: 231 
2017: 367 

Si’ilata (2014) NZ PhD thesis *National literacy 
professional development 
project 

Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

Reading/writing achievement 
(depending on school focus) 

Years 1-8 N/A 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Bishop et al., 
(2007) 

NZ Report Te Kōtahitanga Professional 
Development Programme 
(Effective Teaching Profile) 

Student and teacher 
interviews 

Teacher Participation Survey; 
numeracy achievement (asTTle) 
and literacy achievement 
(Essential Skills Assessment) 

Years 9-10 2004: 810 
(literacy) 
2005: 2094 
(literacy), 403 
(numeracy) 

    
Regular Writing Time 

   

Coker et al. 
(2018) 

US Journal 
article 

Writing instruction; student 
writing practice 

Observations Global writing achievement; 
length; contextual spelling; 
writing quality 

Grade 1 391 

De Smedt & 
Van Keer 
(2018) 

Belgium Journal 
article 

Explicit instruction; writing 
with peer assistance 

Student writing portfolios; 
teacher logbooks; 
observations 

Writing quality Grades 5-6 206 

Purposeful and Meaningful Tasks 

Gadd et al. 
(2019) 

Sweden Journal 
article 

Instructional writing 
intervention 

Case study; student 
interviews; reflection by 
researchers 

Number of words and sentences; 
length of sentences; number of 
ideas or main clauses 

Ages 17-18 8 

Schrodt et al. 
(2019) 

US Journal 
article 

Enhanced writer’s workshop 
plus self-regulation and 
growth-mindset instruction 

Writing samples; interviews; 
task discussions; field notes; 
observations; recordings 

Standardised writing scores; 
student motivation survey 

Kindergarten 27 

Coker et al. 
(2018) 

US Journal 
article 

Writing instruction; student 
writing practice 

Observations Global writing achievement, 
length, contextual spelling, 
writing quality 

Grade 1 391 

Gadd & Parr 
(2017) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 5-8 210 



138  

 

Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Kennedy 
(2010) 

Ireland Journal 
article 

Research-based multi- 
faceted professional 
development programme 

Student, teacher, and 
parent interviews; 
observations; digital 
recordings 

Teacher survey on current 
literacy practices; standardised 
test scores of reading and 
spelling 

Ages 6-7 56 

Parr & 
Limbrick, 
(2010) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; analysis of 
classroom environment; 
student and teacher 
interviews; teacher 
documentation 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 4-8 18 

Lodewyk et 
al. (2009) 

Canada Journal 
article 

Well-structured task vs ill- 
structured task 

Open-ended student survey Student surveys on motivation, 
use of learning strategies, self 
and task perception; task 
performance grade 

Grade 10 90 

Purcell-Gates 
et al. (2007) 

US Journal 
article 

Authentic literacy activity; 
explicit teaching of genre 
features 

Instructional portraits of 
teachers 

Reading and writing assessment 
scores 

Grades 2-3 420 

Land (2019) US PhD thesis Teacher inquiry group 
discussions 

Observations; fieldnotes; 
audio and video recordings; 
student and teacher 
interviews; artefacts 

N/A Grades 1, 4, 7, 
and 9 

3-6 students 
from each of 
the 4 
classrooms 

Parr et al. 
(2018) 

NZ Report Design research (intervening 
iteratively to hone individual 
teacher practice) 

Teacher Practice Classroom 
Observation tool; Teacher 
Reflection Journal; student 
and teacher interviews 

Student Survey about Writing; 
writing achievement (e-asTTle) 

Years 5-8 2016: 231 
2017: 367 

Fisher (2017) US PhD thesis N/A Teacher interviews; 
observations; documents 
and photos 

Writing proficiency scores Grades 6-8 29,091 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Anderson 
(2008) 

US PhD thesis Choice of writing prompt Observations; student 
interviews 

Writing test scores; student 
survey on engagement 

Grade 5 24 

Sullivan 
(2007) 

US PhD thesis Topic choice and prompts Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

Writing test scores; student 
writing preference survey 

Grade 3 46 

Strategically Selected Learning Goals 

Eltringham et 
al. (2018) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Student and teacher 
interviews; observations; 
informal chats with 
students; teacher 
documents and resources; 
student artefacts 

Persuasive writing rubric Year 6 6 

Parr & 
Limbrick 
(2010) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; analysis of 
classroom environment; 
student and teacher 
interviews; teacher 
documentation 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 4-8 18 

Ferretti et al. 
(2009) 

US Journal 
article 

General goal condition vs 
elaborated goal condition 

Graphical representations of 
essay structures 

Scores for writing quality, overall 
persuasiveness, and 
argumentative structures 

Grades 4 and 6 96 

Timperley & 
Parr (2009) 

NZ Journal 
article 

N/A Observations; student 
interviews 

Writing achievement (asTTle); 
survey on teacher confidence 

Grades 2-8 Approx. 6 
students from 
each of the 15 
classrooms 

Midgette et 
al. (2008) 

US Journal 
article 

General goal vs improve 
content goal vs improve 

N/A Persuasive discourse element 
scores; overall persuasiveness 

Grades 5 and 8 181 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

   
content and communication 
goal 

    

Direction Instruction about Writing 

Gadd, 
Berthen, et 
al. (2019) 

Sweden Journal 
article 

Instructional writing 
intervention 

Case study; student 
interviews; reflection by 
researchers 

Number of words and sentences; 
length of sentences; number of 
ideas or main clauses 

Ages 17-18 8 

De Smedt & 
Van Keer 
(2018) 

Belgium Journal 
article 

Explicit instruction; writing 
with peer assistance 

Student writing portfolios; 
teacher logbooks; 
observations 

Writing quality Grades 5-6 206 

Gadd & Parr 
(2017) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 5-8 210 

Fidalgo et al. 
(2015) 

Spain Journal 
article 

Strategy-focused writing 
instruction 

Notes and outlines made on 
students’ “planning” sheet 

Writing quality Grade 6 62 

Jones (2015) US Journal 
article 

Writing workshop vs 
interactive writing vs control 

Observations; teacher 
interviews 

Standardised writing assessment 
of foundational writing skills and 
compositional writing skills 

Kindergarten 112 

Grossman et 
al. (2013) 

US Journal 
article 

N/A Observations; teacher logs Value added by teacher Grades 6-8 N/A (48 
teachers) 

Harris et al. 
(2012) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Observations Cognitive ability; writing 
outcomes (elements, quality, 
word count, transition words, 
academic engaged time); 
surveys (overall problem 
behaviour and social validity) 

Grades 2-3 56 



141  

 

Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Kennedy 
(2010) 

Ireland Journal 
article 

Research-based multi- 
faceted professional 
development programme 

Student, teacher, and 
parent interviews; 
observations; digital 
recordings 

Teacher survey on current 
literacy practices; standardised 
test scores of reading and 
spelling 

Ages 6-7 56 

Parr & 
Limbrick 
(2010) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; analysis of 
classroom environment; 
student and teacher 
interviews; teacher 
documentation 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 4-8 18 

Tracy et al. 
(2009) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Observations Cognitive ability; writing quality, 
parts and length 

Grade 3 127 

Troia et al. 
(2011) 

US Journal 
article 

Professional development in 
writing instruction 

Observations; teacher 
interviews 

Rating scales assessing teachers’ 
theoretical orientations, self- 
efficacy beliefs, and self- 
reported instructional practices 

Grades 1-5 112 

Purcell-Gates 
et al. (2007) 

US Journal 
article 

Authentic literacy activity; 
explicit teaching of genre 
features 

Instructional portraits of 
teachers 

Reading and writing assessment 
scores 

Grades 2-3 420 

Harris et al. 
(2006) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Open-ended questions from 
a writing knowledge survey 

Writing outcomes (length, 
elements, quality); surveys 
(intrinsic motivation & 
motivation, social validity) 

Grade 2 66 

Graham et al. 
(2005) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Open-ended questions from 
a writing knowledge survey 

Student self-efficacy survey; 
writing quality; composing time; 
number of words; story 
elements; persuasive elements 

Grade 3 73 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Treadwell 
(2010) 

US PhD thesis Discovery learning 
component within Writer’s 
Workshop 

Student interviews; teacher 
journals 

Writing rubric scores Grade 5 46 

Targeted Feedback and Feed-Forward 

Philippakos & 
MacArthur 
(2016) 

US Journal 
article 

Peer review vs reader 
control vs time control 

Observations Writing quality; length; 
persuasive elements 

Grades 4-5 145 

Parr & 
Timperley 
(2010) 

NZ Journal 
article 

National professional 
development project in 
literacy 

Teacher feedback quality Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 4-8 375 

Reading Activities and Instruction 

Andersen et 
al. (2018) 

Denmark Journal 
article 

Only control group was 
analysed 

N/A Spelling, microstructure, 
narrative discourse, narrative 
genre, decoding, language 
understanding, text 
comprehension 

Grades 2-3 1160 

Kim et al. 
(2018) 

US Journal 
article 

Longitudinal study with no 
intervention 

N/A Word reading, reading 
comprehension, spelling, quality 
of writing ideas 

Grades 3-6 1271 

Fisher (2017) US PhD thesis N/A Teacher interviews; 
observations; documents 
and photos 

Writing proficiency scores Grades 6-8 29,091 

Ahmed et al. 
(2014) 

US Journal 
article 

Longitudinal study with no 
intervention 

N/A Decoding, sentence reading, oral 
reading fluency, reading 

Grades 1-4 316 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

     
comprehension, spelling, written 
expression, holistic writing score 

  

Mason et al. 
(2013) 

US Journal 
article 

Reading comprehension 
instruction vs reading 
comprehension + writing 
instruction vs no treatment 

Oral retells, written retells Holistic writing quality score, 
standardised reading 
comprehension score 

Grade 4 77 

Moore & 
MacArthur 
(2012) 

US Journal 
article 

Being a reader vs observing 
readers vs practicing writing 

Think alouds; student 
interviews 

Overall writing persuasiveness; 
writing quality and elements 

Grade 5 87 

Abbott et al. 
(2010) 

US Journal 
article 

Longitudinal study with no 
intervention 

N/A Handwriting, spelling, written 
expression, word reading, 
reading comprehension 

Grades 1-7 241 

Mason et al. 
(2012) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction for 
expository reading 
comprehension vs SRSD 
instruction for expository 
reading comprehension + 
informative writing 

Student interviews Student motivation survey Grade 4 20 

Organise and Manage Instruction 

Gadd & Parr 
(2017) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 5-8 210 

Jesson & 
Cockle (2016) 

NZ Journal 
article 

N/A Observations; student 
interviews 

Descriptive statistics of coded 
observation data 

Years 4-6 N/A (15 
classrooms) 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Parr et al. 
(2018) 

NZ Report Design research (intervening 
iteratively to hone individual 
teacher practice) 

Teacher Practice Classroom 
Observation tool; Teacher 
Reflection Journal; student 
and teacher interviews 

Student Survey about Writing; 
writing achievement (e-asTTle) 

Years 5-8 2016: 231 
2017: 367 

    
Utilise Technology 

   

Jesson et al. 
(2018) 

NZ Journal 
article 

Design-based research 
collaboration 

Observations; case studies; 
artefacts 

Writing achievement (e-asTTle) Years 4-8 606 

Sessions et al. 
(2016) 

US Journal 
article 

iPad writing applications vs 
paper-and-pencil 

Student learning journals; 
student interviews 

Student writing coded according 
to Common Core Standards 

Grade 5 30 

Englert et al. 
(2007) 

US Journal 
article 

TELE-Web (Technology- 
Enhanced Learning 
Environments on the Web) 
vs control 

Qualitative analysis of 
written stories 

Primary trait rubric; writing 
conventions rubric 

Grades K-6 35 

Fisher (2017) US PhD thesis N/A Teacher interviews; 
observations; documents 
and photos 

Writing proficiency scores Grades 6-8 29,091 

    
Differentiate Instruction 

   

Gadd, 
Berthen, et 
al. (2019) 

Sweden Journal 
article 

Instructional writing 
intervention 

Case study; student 
interviews; reflection by 
researchers 

Number of words and sentences; 
length of sentences; number of 
ideas or main clauses 

Ages 17-18 8 

Coker et al., 
(2018) 

US Journal 
article 

Writing instruction; student 
writing practice 

Observations Global writing achievement; 
length; contextual spelling; 
writing quality 

Grade 1 391 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Gadd & Parr 
(2017) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 5-8 210 

Parr & 
Limbrick 
(2010) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; analysis of 
classroom environment; 
student and teacher 
interviews; teacher 
documentation 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 4-8 18 

Fisher (2017) US PhD thesis N/A Teacher interviews; 
observations; documents 
and photos 

Writing proficiency scores Grades 6-8 29,091 

Provide Opportunities for Students to Work Collaboratively 

Schrodt et al. 
(2019) 

US Journal 
article 

Enhanced writer’s workshop 
plus self-regulation and 
growth-mindset instruction 

Writing samples; interviews; 
task discussions; field notes; 
observations; recordings 

Standardised writing scores; 
student motivation survey 

Kindergarten 27 

De Smedt & 
Van Keer 
(2018) 

Belgium Journal 
article 

Explicit instruction; writing 
with peer assistance 

Student writing portfolios; 
teacher logbooks; 
observations 

Writing quality Grades 5-6 206 

Kennedy 
(2010) 

Ireland Journal 
article 

Research-based multi- 
faceted professional 
development programme 

Student, teacher, and 
parent interviews; 
observations; digital 
recordings 

Teacher survey on current 
literacy practices; standardised 
test scores of reading and 
spelling 

Ages 6-7 56 

Paquette 
(2008) 

US Journal 
article 

Cross-age tutoring writing 
programme 

Written journal responses; 
group discussions; student 
interviews 

Writing scores Grades 2 and 4 85 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Raphael et al. 
(2008) 

US Journal 
article 

N/A Observations; teacher 
interviews; artefacts 

Assessment of student 
engagement 

Grade 6 N/A (6 
teachers) 

Graham et al. 
(2005) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Open-ended questions from 
a writing knowledge survey 

Student self-efficacy survey; 
writing quality; composing time; 
number of words; story 
elements; persuasive elements 

Grade 3 73 

Scaffold Self-Regulation and Independence 

Finlayson & 
McCrudden 
(2019) 

NZ Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction N/A Writing performance; writing 
knowledge survey 

Age 6 17 

Gadd et al. 
(2019) 

Sweden Journal 
article 

Instructional writing 
intervention 

Case study; student 
interviews; reflection by 
researchers 

Number of words and sentences; 
length of sentences; number of 
ideas or main clauses 

Ages 17-18 8 

Schrodt et al. 
(2019) 

US Journal 
article 

Enhanced writer’s workshop 
plus self-regulation and 
growth-mindset instruction 

Writing samples; interviews; 
task discussions; field notes; 
observations; recordings 

Standardised writing scores; 
student motivation survey 

Kindergarten 27 

Gadd & Parr 
(2017) 

NZ Journal 
article 

*N/A Observations; student and 
teacher interviews 

Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 5-8 210 

Harris et al. 
(2012) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Observations Cognitive ability; writing 
outcomes (elements, quality, 
word count, transition words, 
academic engaged time); 
surveys (overall problem 
behaviour and social validity) 

Grades 2-3 56 
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Study Origin Publication 
Type 

Intervention Qualitative Outcome(s) Quantitative Outcome(s) Student Year 
Level (or 
Grade/Age) 

N of Students 

Parr & 
Timperley 
(2010) 

NZ Journal 
article 

National professional 
development project in 
literacy 

Teacher feedback quality Writing achievement (asTTle) Years 4-8 375 

Lane et al. 
(2008) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Observations Writing quality, elements, total 
words; social validity survey 

Grade 2 6 

Graham et al. 
(2005) 

US Journal 
article 

SRSD instruction Open-ended questions from 
a writing knowledge survey 

Student self-efficacy survey; 
writing quality; composing time; 
number of words; story 
elements; persuasive elements 

Grade 3 73 

Hutchinson 
(2017) 

NZ PhD thesis SRSD instruction Student interviews Writing performance; self- 
efficacy survey; writing self- 
regulation aptitude survey; 
writing knowledge survey 

Year 9 27 

Note. SRSD = self-regulated strategy development. * denotes a study of expert teachers (i.e., the “effective” practices are those exhibited by them). 
aStudies are sorted by theme, then by publication type (journal articles and book chapters, then reports and PhD theses), then by publication year. Note some studies are 

listed in more than one theme. 
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From the analysis of these studies, we concluded that the practices relating to 

enhanced outcomes or those exhibited by teachers deemed to be expert were: 

• Hold a good knowledge of their students, both as developing writers and as unique and 

culturally-centred learners (Bishop et al., 2007; Land, 2019; Parr et al., 2018; Parr & Limbrick, 

2010; Si‘ilata et al., 2017; Si’ilata, 2014). 

• Ensure that students receive regular instructional writing time and are encouraged to 

practise writing regularly (Coker. et al., 2018; De Smedt & Van Keer, 2018). 

• Develop purposeful and meaningful writing tasks with and for students (Anderson, 2008; 

Coker et al., 2018; Fisher, 2017; Gadd & Parr, 2017; Gadd et al., 2019; Kennedy, 2010; Land, 

2019; Lodewyk et al., 2009; Parr et al., 2018; Parr & Limbrick, 2010; Purcell-Gates et al., 

2007; Schrodt et al., 2019; Sullivan, 2007). 

• Develop and utilise strategically selected learning goals with and for students (Eltringham et 

al., 2018; Ferretti et al., 2009; Midgette et al., 2008; Parr & Limbrick, 2010; Timperley & Parr, 

2009). 

• Provide direct instruction about writing at the time of need, particularly through strategic 

use of questioning, prompting and demonstrating (De Smedt & Van Keer, 2018; Fidalgo et 

al., 2015; Gadd & Parr, 2017; Gadd et al., 2019; Graham et al., 2005; Grossman et al., 2013; 

Harris et al., 2012; Harris et al, 2006; Jones, 2015; Kennedy, 2010; Parr & Limbrick, 2010; 

Purcell-Gates et al., 2007; Tracy et al., 2009; Treadwell, 2010; Troia et al., 2011). 

• Give targeted feedback and feed-forward to students, largely through meaningful 

conversations about writing (Parr & Timperley, 2010; Philippakos & MacArthur, 2016). 

• Use reading activities and instruction to help students learn what good writers do (Abbott et 

al., 2010; Ahmed et al., 2014; Andersen et al., 2018; Fisher, 2017; Kim et al., 2018; Mason et 

al., 2013; Mason et al., 2012; Moore & MacArthur, 2012). 
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• Organise and manage instruction so that students receive regular and ongoing opportunities 

to move between the writing processes (Gadd & Parr, 2017; Jesson & Cockle, 2016; Parr et 

al., 2018). 

• Enable students to utilise technology as an integral part of creating and presenting texts 

(Englert et al, 2007; Fisher, 2017; Jesson et al., 2018; Sessions et al., 2016). 

• Differentiate instruction according to the varied needs of students (Coker et al., 2018; Fisher, 

2017; Gadd & Parr 2017; Gadd et al., 2019; Parr & Limbrick, 2010). 

• Provide regular opportunities for students to work collaboratively as developing writers (De 

Smedt & Van Keer, 2018; Graham et al., 2005; Kennedy, 2010; Paquette, 2008; Raphael et 

al., 2008; Schrodt et al., 2019). 

• Scaffold self-regulation and independence for writers (Finlayson & McCrudden, 2019; Gadd 

& Parr, 2017; Gadd et al., 2019; Graham et al., 2005; Harris et al., 2012; Hutchinson, 2017; 

Lane et al., 2008; Parr & Timperley, 2010; Schrodt et al., 2019). 

It is necessary to note at this point that none of the above 12 dimensions should be 

regarded as a discrete or stand-alone item; instead, they should be considered as critical and 

inter-linking parts of a coherent whole. As Hall and Harding (2003) state, “There simply is no 

one single critical variable that defines outstanding instruction” (p. 4). They suggest that 

effective instruction is “a complex interaction of many components, an intelligent weaving 

together” (p.42) of a wide variety of components which appear to be associated with the 

successful teaching of writing. The synthesis of the research evidence suggests that the above 

dimensions are likely candidates as significant components which need to be ‘intelligently 

woven together’ by effective teachers of writing. 


