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CHAPTER

29

riting classrooms have changed as
Wthc information society and linguis-

tic environment have changed. Stu-
dents’ writing experiences are multiple and
more intensive than ever; they participate in
social media, wikis, blogs, personal websites,
e-lists and e-fora, many of which are open
to publishing for anyone. At the same time,
multilingualism has become the default for
many students in many regions. Students’
home language and language of instruction
represent different worlds. Even when their
home language and the language of schooling
coincide, students function as multilinguals,
in education and in the digital social world,
with scarcely overlapping coding and gente
systems.

In addition, in non-English-speaking coun-
tries, most students must learn at a certain
stage in their education, at least in higher
education, one “foreign” language, a version
of English in most cases, and they may have
to learn an additional language of one of the
border countries. For students all over the
world, Global English is their lingua franca,
which is available in different versions in their
digital world.

Gurrently language users experience a
world that is linguistically, textually, and cul-
turally heterogeneous, They are living in a
world of multimodal texts that is changed by
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technology, with new and constantly devel-
oping production systems, including writing
produced on screens, by dictation, and even
by direct connections to the brain. They have
access to information from all over the world,
experience a broader range of genres than
they would experience otherwise, get support
from technology when writing with predic-
tion software, and have the opportunity to
pay less attention to lower-level aspects of
writing (e.g., spelling) because technologi-
cal tools are available and fill in letters, add
capitals where necessary, and correct mis-
spellings. They ecasily borrow information
and often do not consider copying and past-
ing from sources without attribution as pla-
giarizing, This does not imply that creating
onscreen text has become easier. Indeed, it is
easier to get text on the screen, but selecting
valid and reliable sources, and monitoring
and reviewing the quality of text to ensure
coherence requires much effort. Handwritten
texts feel like a relic from the past, even if the
shift to technology-supported ertmg started
only one generation ago.

The importance of computer technolegy
for writing and writing education can hardly
be overstated, The use of a computer for writ-
ing invokes radical changes in the kinds of
text we write, in the writing process, and in
ourselves as writers with larger repertoires, a
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546 LANGUAGE AND LITERACY CHALLENGES

higher writing frequency, and a broader audi-
ence, especially when the popular services of
the Internet are used. Texts are now dynamic,
multimodal, interconnected, and multiau-
thored. Producing texts calls for even more
flexible writing processes with more complex
planning and revision processes.

Technology has also led to a sweeping
change in writing education, Grabill and
Hicks (2005, p. 304) used the term “digital
writing” when referring to “a changed writ-
ing environment, to writing produced on
the computer and distributed via networks.”
MacArthur (2006} pointed to new technolo-
gies for a variety of supportive technologies,
such as computer support for planning and
revising processes, spell-checkers, speech syn-
thesis and speech recognition, hypermedia,
and hypertext. Neuwirth, Van Waes, and
Leijten (2006) expanded the effects of digiral
writing by including the effects on social pro-
cesses of writing,.

Our purpose in this chapter is to present
the features of effective instruction, based on
intervention studies. Although the current
writing environment is rich and challeng-
ing for students, much intervention research
so far has been quite traditional regarding
the conception of writing and writing tools.
Therefore, in this chapter, the content pre-
sented from intetvention studies is relatively
traditional. Provided that research was avail-
able, we have paid explicit attention to tech-
nology in respective sections. Because the het-
erogeneity of school populations increase(s)
we also made sure to pay attention to indi-
vidual characteristics in each section when
possible. We divided the main body of the
chapter into four sections, trying to follow
the different cycles in students’ education,
which allowed us to touch upon the differ-
ent/new instructional situations in which stu-
dents quite frequently find themselves,

We start with a brief section on writing
process studies, as these insights may help
us to understand the effects of interventions.
Then we address (1) young students whose
home language is different from the language
of schooling, when they are learning to write
in a multilingual context; {2) students who
are learning to use writing to acquire and
display knowledge in content domains; (3)
students who are learning to write in the lan-
guage of schooling in language arts classes,
and (4) students in higher education, who are
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learning, in many regions all over the globe,
to write academically in a foreign language
(FL), with different culturally defined genres.
Each section ends with a brief summary. In
the final section we draw some general con-
clusions.

Writing Process Studies

Since about 1980, researchers have studied
writing processes. We now know much more
about the components of the writing process,
differences in writing processes among writ-
ers, relations between these differences and
text quality, and writer variables that affect
the writing process. We highlight seme major
insights that may help us to understand why
some interventions are more successful than
others.

The Hayes—Flower (1980) model of writ-
ing processes is a valid model of constituent
components, such as generating, structuring,
goal setting, formulating, reading, evalu-
ating and revising. Hayes and Flower also
included a monitoring function that regulates
the interaction among these different com-
ponents, regulated by individual schemes or
styles of writing. Breetvelt, Van den Bergh
and Rijlaarsdam (1994) found that this set of
constituent components explained more than
80% of the variance in the quality of the text
produced if the interaction among them was
also taken into account. Findings also indi-
cated that writers must [lexibly adapt their
writing process and writing product to the
moment of writing,

Flexibility is indeed key to success in writ-
ing (Ransdell, Levy, & Kellogg, 2002; Rau
& Sebrechts, 1996). Better writers show
variation in their processes: They alternate
between activities such as generating, struc-
turing, formulating, and revising more often
than do weaker writers. They also vary their
processes among tasks, whereas weaker writ-
ers approach each task more or less in the
same way, that is, as being the same task
{Van Weijen, 2009). Tillema (2012) studied
the performance loss between writing in the
first language {L1), as the language of school-
ing, and in the second language {L2), as an
additional, FL. She found that for 15-year-
olds who used their successful L1 writing
strategy in L2 task conditions, performance
loss in these L2 tasks was very high.
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Writer and Task Characteristics Influencing
Writing Processes

Writing Skill and Writing Style

We may expect that skilled execution of pro-
cesses, such as generating or goal setting,
affects the way writers distribute their atten-
tion across these activities. Van der Hoeven
(1997) illustrated chat linguistic skill has an
impact on the writing process. Compared
with their peers, students with higher linguis-
tic skill generated and structured more often,
and started the formulation process later. A
similar pattern was observed for revising skill.
Students who were relatively highly skilled in
revising postponed the rereading, evaluating,
and revising activity in the writing process.
They revised relatively little in the beginning
and more toward the end of the writing pro-
cess, Revision skill did predict the quality
of texts when the writing process was taken
into account, If revision skill influenced the
pattern of revision activities (i.e., postponing
revision), then text quality was affected posi-
tively. This finding implies that the skill itself
is necessary but not sufficient; writers have to
apply the skill to the writing process. Tillema
(2012} showed that when students considered
themselves as preferred planners or revisers,
the distribution of activities, such as formu-
lating, planning, and reading one’s own text
during the writing process, was affected.

New Media of Writing

Writing hypertext also affects the writing
process. In a think-aloud study, Braaksma
and colleagues asked eighth- and ninth-grade
students to perform two linear writing tasks
and two hypertext-like writing tasks under
think-aloud conditions. Results showed that
all types of processes were present in both
types of tasks, that planning and analyzing
activities during writing contributed to the
quality of both hypertexts and linear texts,
and that these activities were more often elic-
ited in hypertext tagks than in linear writing
(Braaksma, Rijlaarsdam, Couzijn, & Van
den Bergh, 2002; Braaksma, Rijlaarsdam, &
Janssen, 2007).

Summary

The more we know, the more complex the
writing process appears to be, and the less
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straightforward the telationship between the
process and the teaching of writing becomes.
Nevertheless, three issues could serve as heu-
ristics when designing writing instruction.

There is no best rowute to success. Writers
compensate for less developed subskills. Vari-
ation in instructional content and approaches
is needed to build on strongly developed
capacities, and to develop weaker skills or
strategies.

The guality of subskill performance is
decisive. Teaching students subskills in pro-
ductive and complex situations may promote
writing growth. Some writing media may
evoke these subskills more than others,

The gquality of managing the subskills/
processes is decisive. Students must learn
to exploit relevant cognitive activities, They
must kearn what is effective at which moment
and be aware of and understand the weaket
elements in their patterns of writing activities.
This means that students must learn to guide
and monitor their processes. They must build
task schemes (Hayes, 1996, 2012) and learn
to use these schemes flexibly. This requires
observation, heightened awareness, practice,
and reflection to develop metacognition.

Young Writers Learning io Write
in a Multilingual Setting

In this section we focus on language-minority
children beginning their learning-to-write
journey throughout formal schooling,
“Young second language learners,” the term
Matsuda, Ortmeier-Hooper, and Matsuda
(2009} used for L2 students from kindergar-
ten to grade 12, comprise a specific group
of learners who may be in need of specific
kinds of educational support to promote their
writing development. The term comprises a
variety of subgroups, including, among oth-
ers, illiterate and semiliterate newcomers; sec-
ond- and third-generation migrant children
of parents from a low-socioeconomic-status
(SES) background; children who are enrolled
in immersion programs, many of whom have
highly educated patents; and the children of
expatriates in international schools. Within
this group, the subgroup of minority-language
children poses the greatest challenge. Their
numbers are steadily growing in Furope, as
well as the United States {Genesee, Lindholm-
Leary, Saunders, 8 Christian, 2005; Golden-
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berg, 2008). Studies have shown that their L2
written output is of a much lower quality than
that of their L1 peers in the same class (e.g.,
for Europe: Colpin, Heymans, & Rymenauns,
2005; for the United States: National Center
for Educational Statistics, 2007,

These children have to develop writing
proficiency in a language that is not the lan-
guage they speak or understand best, As a
result, they may be expected to experience
major problems in trying to match preverbal
semantic—-syntactic structures with gram-
matical and lexical structures in an attempt
to produce a verbal entity, for example, a
sentence {Alamargot & Changuoy, 2001).
They often lack the grammatical and lexical
resources to turn a preverbal message into an
adequate L2 construction, which might come
to the surface in these young children’s texts
in different ways {Reese, Garnier, Gallimore,
& Goldenberg, 2000).

Moreover, a large number of L2 pupils in
Western countries belong to sociosconomi-
cally disadvantaged families {e.g., Turkish
and Moroccan in Burope; Spanish-speaking
in the United States). In general they lack
family support in literacy development,
while numerous studies illustrate the strong
impact of family support on the development

of reading and writing skills, Genesee and
colleagues (2005) pointed out that early L2
learners draw on a host of linguistic, meta-
cognitive, and experiential resources. Some
of these are linked to the target langnage,
while others are clearly linked to the home
language. Successful early L2 writers appeat
to be able to transfer L1 strategies to the L2
(Carlisle & Beeman, 2000; Lanauze & Snow,
1989; Reese et al., 2000). They view writing
in both languages as highly similar activities
and tap both the home and the school lan-
guage as rich resources. However, children
who have not experienced literacy tasks at
home have no strategies to transfer, and have
to develop early writing skills almost entirely
in the L2,

The developmental patterns of young L2
writers are capricious and therefore highly
unpredictable, which adds to the complex-
ity of designing appropriate educational
approaches (Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2008},
Verheyden {2010) revealed that young L2
writers (grade 3, ages 8 to 11) actually shape
their own highly individual developmental
paths (see Figure 29.1), The variation in indi-
vidual growth patterns of text quality perfoe-
mance among children in one academic year
require that teachers, who are very cognizant

Tl T2 T3

T4
Time

T5 T6

FIGURE 29,1, Growth patterns, Writing performance of 30 students in grade 3 on six measurement
moments. Adapted from Verheyden {2010} with permission from the author.
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of large variations with students over time,
provide adequate support and feedback.

What Works for Low-SES Early L2 Writers?

Based on the available research regarding the
impact of writing education on the develop-
ment of young minority-children’s writing
skills, we formulate four educational design
principles: (1) practice, {2} direct instruction
and interactional mediation, (3) oral lan-
guage proficiency, and (4) strategic use of the
native language.

Practice

Early L2 learncrs need a considerable amount
of practice in reading and writing for varying
purposes and audiences (Goldenberg, 2008;
Reynolds, 2005), The teacher needs to pres-
ent a variety of writing tasks to the pupils,
both in the language class and in content
classes (Goldenberg, 2008; Schleppegrell,
2009), The focus of these activities should
be on meaning making and communicative
engagement (O’Day, 2009; Verheyden, Van
den Branden, Rijlaatsdam, Van den Bergh, &
De Maeyer, 2012).

Direct Instruction and Interactional Mediation

Genesee and colleagues {2005) made a strong
case for a combination of direct instruction
(explicit and dircct instruction of specific
reading/writing skills and strategies) and
interactive activities to mediate learning
through interaction with other learners or
more competent readers and writers, such as
the teacher. Far less evidence is available on
the effectiveness of a purely process-based
approach to writing education {see Graham
& Sandmel, 2011). Young 1.2 learners can-
not be expected to acquire writing skills and
strategies inductively while being immersed in
a literacy-rich environment. Classrooms that
combine direct instruction with interactive
activity constitute powerful learning environ-
ments. The explicit instruction component
can cover content that has proven useful for
L1 writers, for example, strategy instruc-
tion or sentence combining (Graham &
Perin, 2007a), Lienemann, Graham, Leader-
Janssen, and Reid (2006) demonscrated “that
explicitly teaching young writers, including
those with special needs, strategies for plan-
ning and writing text, the knowledge needed
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to apply these strategies, and procedures for
fostering self-regulation and motivation was
an effective instructional approach with these
childeen” (p. 76). Direct instruction may also
allow L2 pupils to learn specific subskills
and strategies that are bound to impede the
writing process when mastered to an insuf-
ficient degree {Goldenberg, 2008; Gutiérrez,
1992; Saddler & Graham, 2005). The inter-
active component allows for peer assistance
(Saddler & Graham, 2005), which has also
proven to be effective in L1 writing (Graham
& Perin, 2007a). It also allows for fine-tuned
scaffolding (Genesee et al., 2005; Gibbons,
2002).

Oral Language Proficiency

Young L2 learners usually attain levels of
performance equal to those of native speak-
ers in technical aspects of writing, for exam-
ple, spelling (Verhaeghe & Van Damme,
2007), but fail to do so for the text-level
skills of writing. Oral L2 proficiency lies at
the heart of this discrepancy. Systematic and
sustained support enhancing the development
of oral skills in the 1.2 are beneficial to writ-
ing development (O’Day, 2009; Reese et al,,
2000), Oral interaction should also accom-
pany the writing process. Forty years ago,
Britton (1970) used the metaphor of writing
in classrooms, “floating on a sea of talk”
(cited in Parr, Jesson, & McNaughton, 2009,
0. 246), More recently, Leki and colleagues
(2008) have pointed out the importance of
talk “using oral interaction to scaffold text
construction and model texts” (p. 13). Talk
can be introduced when children are generat-
ing ideas, or while they are translating their
thoughts into verbal language. This process
of “writing aloud” can be employed by teach-
ets and children alike to reflect on the ongo-
ing writing process, or to talk about written
output in order to construct knowledge about
wtiting processes or text features (Fisher,
Myhill, Jones, & Larkin, 2007). These find-
ings were corroborated in Verheyden and col-
leagues® qualitative study (2012) of early L2
writers’ development.

Strategic Use of the Native Language

In the eatly stages of L2 literacy develop-
ment, L1 literacy skills are transferred to
L2, even when children have only limited
knowledge of L2 (Carlisle & Beeman, 2000;
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Goldenberg, 2008; Lanauze & Snow, 1989).
Children and their environment should be
encouraged to support L1 literacy devel-
opment. Once the learners acquire more
advanced L2 skills, their L2 literacy seems to
become less dependent on L1 literacy {Gen-
esee et al,, 2005}, At that intermediate stage,
L1 can be used {Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007)
to help students explore the writing task
content, for instance, via inquiry activities
(Hillocks, 1986). More recen: research into
“language awareness” clearly indicates that
the L1 is a valuable resource for L2 literacy
(Hélot, 2010). Tt might help teachers realize
that multilingual/language-minority children
are “no blank states™ {August & Shanahan,
2006, p. 5), and that they should support
their non-native students in promoting self-
efficacy (Sweetland, 2006).

Whiting to Learn:
Whriting in the Confent-Area Classes

“Writing to learn” refers to writing activities
aimed at increasing students’ learning in con-
tent areas. The premise of writing to learn is
that writing is not only a way of communi-
cating but also a tool for acquiring content
knowledge, developing understanding, and
improving thinking skills. This “learning
through writing” can be applied in all subject
areas—ranging from science to literature—
and at various educationzl levels. Given that
learning to write is a complex and long-term
process, and that students must practice
much to acquire stable procedures to produce
all kinds of texts, the teaching of writing can-
not be exclusively the domain of the language
arts teacher. All writing tasks at school pro-
vide opportunities to teach writing, to stimu-
late writing competence and the acquisition
of domain-specific genres, thinking, and dis-
courses.

Genre-Based Wiriting Instruction
in Corfent Areas

Writers may learn when they frame content
knowledge to compose in a particular genre
(Klein, 1999). Some genres, such as explana-
tion and argumentation, require deep process-
ing, including the construction of relations
between prior knowledge and new knowl-
edge. Klein and Kirkpatrick {2010) found
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that students with more genre knowledge
wrote better texts, and students who wrote
better texts learned more. Moreover, several
studies showed that composing in elabora-
tive genres significantly improved students’
recall and comprehension of source texts, as
opposed to restricted writing (Newell, 2006;
Newell & Winograd, 1995). Four elabora-
tive genres, in particular, play an important
role in content areas: written explanations,
compare—contrast texts, synthesis texts, and
argumentative texts.

Written Explanations

The purpose of explanation is telling how or
why phenomena occur; so it invites writets to
understand processes and theories (Klein &
Rose, 2010). Writing an explanation is a diffi-
cult task; writers must continually keep their
readers in mind, as well as what they them-
selves know about the topic. In addition, they
must choose appropriate subexplanations,
examples, and analogies, and present these
in a logical order. Several studies have shown
that the task of composing explanations may
support students’ learning, reasoning skills,
and understanding in science (Chambliss,
Christenson, & Parker, 2003; Klein, 2000,
2004; Klein & Rose, 2010; Myer & Wood-
ruff, 1997; Rowan, 1988). Chambliss and
colleagues (2003), for instance, examined
whether primary school children could write
explanations about a scientific phenomenon
intended for younger readers, and whether
their written explanations suggested the pres-
ence of reasoning and scientific understand-
ing. In their intervention, they integrated sci-
ence instruction with genre instruction, with
children both reading and writing explana-
tions. Findings indicated that most of the
children in the study learned to write logi-
cally ordered explanations, and that at least
some of the children acquired understandings
that were more complex than those that they
held before they wrote.

Compare—Contrast Texts

In a compate—contrast text, the writer com-
pares two or more objects or topics (e.g.,
black bears and polar bears) on particular
aspects (e.g., habitat, appearance, diet) and
ascertains in which ways the objects are alike
or different. A compare—contrast text does
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not follow a single conventional pattern. For
instance, writers must choose between an
organization by object or by aspect, by pre-
senting differences and similarities sepatately
or not. Students find compare—contrast writ-
ing difficult. They experience difficulties with
acquiring source information, with organiz-
ing information in a compare-contrast for-
mat, or both (Hammann & Stevens, 2003},

Kitkpatrick and Klein {2009) developed
and tested an intervention in which seventh-
and eighth-grade students learned to write
compare—contrast reports from sources,
Students were provided with examples of
compare—contrast texts and learned to use
a planning scrategy designed to help them to
select and connect information, to organize
related aspects into groups, and to present
paragraphs in a logical order. Results indi-
cated that the holistic quality of their writing
improved significantly and that students were
able to connect and integrate information
from sources in their comparisons as a result
of the genre-specific writing instruction,

Synthesis Texts

Formulating a synthesis requires students to
select, organize, and connect content from
various source texts as they compose their
own texts. In contrast to summary writing,
a synthesis task requires high levels of elabo-
ration, and integrating one’s own ideas and
knowledge into a written conversation with
one’s sources. This makes synthesis writing
a highly demanding task, even for competent
readers and writers (Mateos & Solé, 2009;
Segev-Miller, 2004),

Martinez, Mateos, Martin, and Rijlaars-
dam (2013} tested an intervention for 11- and
12-year old primary school children focused
on learning to write syntheses in the domain
of history. Five processes were taught: orga-
nizing content, selecting and elaborating
relevant ideas from two source texts, inte-
grating prior knowledge with new kanowl-
edge, and integrating information from both
source texts. These processes were taught by
means of teacher modeling, joint activity, and
guided and individual activity, while the class
as a whole constructed & recursive strategy
guide. Results showed that the quality of stu-
dents’ written work improved as a result of
the training, Moreover, students in the exper-
imental condition used more sophisticated
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procedures when both reading and writing,
with an effect on the quality of content learn-
ing, especially at the higher cognitive levels,

Argumentative Texts

Arpgumentation and reasoning are essential
critical thinking skills in any discipline and
at all levels of schooling. As students progress
through their academic careers, the ability to
write arguments becomes increasingly impor-
tant; in higher education, a majority of writ-
ing assignments require students to engage in
argumentation {Wolfe, 2011).

By constructing and evaluating arguiments,
learners may change their understanding of
concepts. There are indications that writing
an argumentative essay produces better con-
ceptual understanding than writing a narra-
tive, summary, or explanation (Le Bigot &
Rouet, 2007; Naumann,Wechsung, & Krems,
2009; Wiley & Voss, 1999), However, other
studies indicate that only students with high
prior knowledge benefited from constructing
arguments from multiple sources, whereas
students with low prior knowledge scored
better on understanding when they had to
write a summary task (Gil, Brdten, Vidal-
Abarca, & Stremse, 2010).

There are many ways to scaffold students’
argumentation, for instance, by incorporat-
ing specific directions into the writing assign-
ment (e.g., content goals); implementing col-
laborative writing activities; or providing
prewriting -activities, such as small-group
discussion. The use of question prompts and
graphic tools was also found to be effec-
tive (Jonassen & Kim, 2010; Nussbaum &
Schraw, 2007). De La Paz and Felton (2010},
developed a historical reasoning strategy
instruction for 11th-grade students. Students
learned historical inquiry strategies using
events from American history, as well as a
prewriting strategy for compesing argumen-
tative essays about each historical event. The
strategy instruction resulted in longer, more
persuasive essays containing more arguments
and more accurate historical content in com-
patison to essays written by a control group.

New Media for Writing fo Learn

In the last two decades, researchers studied
the possibility of replacing the regular, linear
writing-to-learn tasks with hypertext writ-
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ing or hypermedia tasks, including nonlinear
electronic compositions {e.g., websites), that
often incorporate multiple forms of media,
such as text, graphics, animation, sound,
images, and video. Haas and Wickman
(2009) reviewed empirical studies in hyper-
text writing as a means of increasing learning
outcomes. They report increased motivation,
more creative thinking, more complex knowl-
edge structures, and greater recall of content
knowledge. One of the studies reviewed is
the influential work of Lehrer (1993). He
asked eighth-grade students in history classes
to create hypermedia ptesentations on the
American Civil War, and he compared the
resulting content knowledge of these students
(the experimental group) with students who
did not participate in the hypertext design
project (the control group). Results showed a
long-term retention of content knowledge of
students in the experimental group.

Bromme and Stahl (2002, 20035) examined
the effects of hypertext writing on knowledge
acquisition., They asked college students to
create hypertexts in two sessions by linking
given nodes on the topic “Internet.” In the first
session, participants constructed a hypertext
for readers who were mainly interested in the
historical aspects of the Internet, In the second
session, participants constructed a hypertext
for readers who particularly wanted informa-
tion about the services of the Internet. The
control group had to find an “optimal hyper-
text structure” without specifying a concrete
goal during both sessions. Constructing a
hypertext from different reader perspectives
was found to suppoert knowledge gain.

Learner Characleristics Influencing
the Learning Process

Whether students learn by writing depends
on not only the genre or medium of writing
but also learner characteristics, Galbraith
(1996, 1999}, for example, showed that
whereas discovering new ideas through the
act of writing is effective for some learners,
others produce more new ideas in the plan-
ning phase, before the act of writing. Students
who are high self-monjtors, who control their
expressive behavior to present themselves in
a pleasing way to others, perform differently
than low self-monitors, who tend to express
their affective state directly, without filtering,
High self-monitors produce more new ideas
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when they make notes in the planning phase,
while low self-monitors produce more ideas
during writing full text as a planning tool.

Kieft, Rijlaarsdam, and Van den Bergh
(2008) showed in an experimental study
that the effects of writing-to-learn tasks
depend on the interaction between students’
preferred writing strategy and the type of
writing instruction. Results indicated that
adapting writing tasks to students’ writing
strategies increases their learning in the field
of literature. Learners with a preference to
plan before writing interpreted literary sto-
ries better when they were allowed to plan
before writing instead of writing a quick first
draft, then revising; learners who preferred
first to draft, then revise, learned to interpret
stories better when they were instructed to
draft first, then revise. These findings imply
that when the lesson’s aim is content learning,
the instruction should match siudents’ writ-
ing style preference.

Components of Successful
Writing-to-Learn Practices

In their meta-analysis of writing-to-learn
interventions, Bangert-Drowns, Hurley, and
Wilkinson (2004) found that content-area
writing instruction was most effective if stu-
dents wrote for brief periods, three to four
times each week. So brief and frequent writ-
ing appears to be an ingredient of effeciive
writing-to-learn programs.

On the basis of the available research lit-
erature, Klein and Kirkpatrick (2010) for-
mulated a set of design principles for creat-
ing writing-intensive content-area units for
science and social studies. According to this
framework, students must do more than just
perform writing tasks, and more than just
learn how to write; they must learn how to
use writing as a tool for learning. The design
principles include the following:

1. Provide instruction in analytical genres
(e.g., argumentation and explanation),
constructing genre knowledge by analyz-
ing models,

2. Use analytical genres as heuristics for
thinking and learning (e.g., writing argu-
ments to think critically about content}.

3. Provide inquiry writing as a preferred les-
son scenario (e.g., writing lessons built
around interpretation of data).
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4. Apply cognitive strategy approach to
instruction {(e.g., scaffold instruction in
writing strategies).

5. Scaffold self-assessment, focused on ideas
{e.g., teaching self-evaluation, instruc-
tions to revise).

6. Plan for intrinsic motivation {(e.g., inter-
esting topics, hands-or experiences, peer
collaboration},

For science, use of the science writing heuris-
tic (SWH) developed by Keys, Hand, Prain,
and Collins (1999) was found to be effec-
tive across national settings, gender, ages,
and science disciplines. In the SWH, writing,
reading, and discussion activities are used to
support students’ thinking about science top-
ics. Students are encouraged to investigate
their own questions about an activity and to
use scientific methods. In sharing their find-
ings, students are encouraged to use everyday
language. Results of experimental studies
indicate that students who used the SWH
performed better on conceptual science ques-
tions than students who did not {Hand, Wal-
lace, & Yang, 2004),

Summary

Whether students learn by writing depends
on many factors, including characteristics
of the writing task, the medium of writ-
ing (e.g., hypertext), learner characteristics,
teacher practices, and the context as a whole.
However, recent research has provided some
indications of critical elements of successful
writing-to-learn programs. These elements
include frequent writing, explicit instruc-
tion in elaborative and analytical genres, and
engagement in rhetorical elements of text pro-
duction. This set of design principles means
that content teachers must also be aware of
the ingredients of effective writing instruc-
tion. Writing is a learning activity that must
be instructed, if teachers want to achieve
maximum benefits.

Writing in the Language of Schocling
in Language Arts Classes

The formal curriculum for learning to write
is established in the language arts classes in
primary and secondary education. In the past
decades, several attempts integrally to review
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K-12 writing intervention research have been
published. We select some highlights from a
meta-analysis by Hillocks (1986), the first
and influential meta-analysis of intervention
studies, and from a more recent meta-analysis
{Graham & Perrin, 2007a).

Hillocks’s Meta-Analysis

Hillocks (1986) focused on students in grade
3 to collepe. From S00 empirical interven-
tion studies he selected 100 studies that met
strict methedological criteria. Then he distin-
guished four main instructional approaches
to writing education:

1. Presentation: In this widely used deduc-
tive approach, in which the teacher or the
textbook explains what “good texts” or
effective writing processes entail, with
students studying examples and applying
them as models for writing.

2. Natural Process: The teacher provides
students with possibilities to acquire expe-
rience writing on topics they like to write
about.

3. Environmental The teacher sets or nego-
tiates the task, then organizes students’
practicing of specific subskills {e.g., con-
tent generation, organization, or review-
ing}, contributing to the composition of
full text, with students actively discussing
texts and exchanging feedback,

4. Individualized: The teacher ensures that
students practice certain subskills individ-
ually and in isolation from the composi-
tion of a whole text and from other writ-
ing students’ practicing,

The environmental mode appeared clearly
superior. In the best format, the environmen-
tal mode creates communities of learners, in
which students and teachers collectively set
goals for writing and learning, and do group
work and group discussion, The teacher
knows where to go, but does not prescribe
the route, has a good understanding of the
writing process, and integrates this in assign-
ments for which group work pays off. This
approach matches what we know about effec-
tive teaching strategies (Marzano & Picker-
ing, 2001), that is, favoring inquiry-like
thinking activities, such as identifying simi-
farities and differences and testing hypoth-
eses, These thinking activities support the
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construction of content, genre specifics, and
how readers process texts (see, e.g., Rijlaars-
dam et al., 2008).

Furthermore, Hillocks analyzed the studies
with the criterion “focus of instruction,” He
distingnished six categories: (1) grammar and
mechanics; {2) free writing; (3} text models;
{4) scales: lists of specific criteria that assist
students in determining text quality; (5) sen-
tence combining: combining simple sentences
into more complex structures using connec-
tives; (6) inguiry: analyzing data, which can
vary from objects, figures, texts, to experi-
ences to answer questions about a real-world
topic; the focus is on the ability to describe,

.explain, interpret, compare and summarize,

Hillocks™ analysis indicated that inguiry,
scales, and sentence combining were the best
choices for teaching writing. They represent
three components of writing processes: con-
tent generation and structuring, genre knowl-
edge, and formulation. Interesting is the dif-
ference in effects between models and scales:
Both approaches aim at developing text struc-
ture awareness, but scales work far better. In
models students receive and study a model to
imitate; in scales students “research” differ-
ent texts to construct 4 textual dimension.

Graham and Perin's Meta-Analysis

Graham and Perin {2007a) drew on a body
of 123 empirical studies, partly overlapping
the selection of Hillocks (1986). Their list of
effective approaches was a mix of content-
specific clements and approaches: what to
teach and how to teach. The most successful
were strategy instruction (e.g., planning or
revising) and summarization. Two cases of
“scaffolding” also yielded strong effects: col-
laborative writing and setting product goals,
Word processing and sentence combining
were moderately effective.

Why is teaching strategies to students effec-
tive? A strategy is a sequence of goal-directed
activities that helps to decrease the cognitive
load of the demanding task of writing a text.
Strategy training comprises various compo-
nents. Modeling is one of the first, if not the
first phase. A study that assessed the contri-
bution of various phases in strategy training
showed that this observational learning phase
contributed the most to learning (Fidalgo,
Torrance, Rijlaarsdam, Robledo, & Van den
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Bergh, 2011). In this phase, students observe
and evaluate the teacher, who performs a
planning task in an imperfect way, stimulat-
ing students to comment. Students learn more
from “impetrfect” coping models than from
mastery models (Zimmerman 8 Kitsan-
tas, 2002). Components that follow, such as
learning the strategy by heart {mnemonics),
practicing with peers, then practicing individ-
ually, also contributed to the learning effect,
but to a lesser degree (Fidalgo et al., 2011).

Alternatively, teachers showed video
recordings of peers executing the writing
task while thinking aloud. This proved to be
effective for various kinds of writing tasks
and strategies, such as reader-oriented think-
ing, revision {Holliway & McCutchen, 2004;
Lumbelli & Paoletti, 2004), planning and
organizing ideas {Braaksma, Rijlaarsdam, &
Van den Bergh, 2002; Raedts, Rijlaarsdam,
Van Waes, & Daems, 2007}, and revision
(Van Steendam, Rijlaarsdam, Sercu, & Van
den Bergh, 2010).

Learner Characteristics

Given the increasing heterogeneity in current
classrooms, we may expect that some inter-
ventions are more effective for some students
than for others. Differences between writ-
ers who are typical and writers who struggle
were found for setting product goals and
instructional atrangements for collaborative
writing and revision, These interventions
proved to be less effective for writers who
struggle (Graham & Perin, 2007h). Differ-
ences between levels of academic aptitude
were found to affect the results of observa-
tional learning or modeling (Braaksma, Rij-
laarsdam, & Van den Bergh, 2002), Students
with low aptitude profited more frotn reflec-
tion on coping models, whereas students with
high IQs profited more from reflection on the
observation of mastery models,

Kieft, Rijlaarsdam, Galbraith, and Van
den Bergh (2007) examined the benefits of
adapting learning-to-write tasks to students
with different writing process styles. Students
with strong tendencies to invoke planning or
revising strategies profited more from writ-
ing instruction based on a planning strategy,
while students without such strong tenden-
cies profited more from instruction based on
a revising strategy.
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Digital Wriling as a Tool for Learning
to Write

Graham and Perin (2007a) found evidence
for several instruction strategies related to
digital writing. The use of word processing
software has been widely investigated in com-
parison to pen-and-paper writing, Almost all
studies show a positive effect on global text
quality as a result of a number of weeks’ prac-
tice with a word processor (Graham & Perin,
2007a). Therefore, the authors recommend
that schools make it possible for adolescents
to use word processing as a primary tool for
writing. Two areas of classroom writing prac-
tice do not require much investment: using
tools already available during the writing
process, and including tools in the feedback
phase of teaching,

Assisted Writing

Word processing software contains various
tools in order to support the writer. The writer
can safely postpone the solution of grammati-
caland spelling errors, knowing that a built-in
tool will assist later on, and on demand, with
detection and repair. DeSmet, Brand-Gruwel,
Broekkamp, and Kirschner (2011) investi-
gated the usefulness of the “outline tool”
in many popular word processing software
packages. This tool presents a graphical cut-
line of the content structure of a text, based
on a hierarchy that the student builds before
or during writing. Results showed a positive
effect on text quality for writing assignments
with high task demands, on the condition that
the student has sufficiently mastered the tool.
The tool appeared to pay off when the content
structure of the text was not evident to the
student before writing.

Besides word processing software, other
computer programs have been created to
stimulate learning to write. Pullens (2012}
found striking long-term effects of frequent
practice in writing when using a computer
program providing scaffolds at all stages of
the writing process, that is, supporting learn-
ers in the invention, organizing, formulation,
and revision stage of writing,.

Feedback and Revision

Teachers can more casily and flexibly arrange
peer feedback by means of computer tools

Learning and Instruction in Writing 555

(Bouzidi & Jaillet, 2009; Cho & Schunn,
2007). Hardware and software help teachers
to present students with more contexts for their
writing, such as reader feedback by means of
audio recordings (Berner, Boswell, & Kahan,
1996), podcasting (Davis & McGrail, 2009),
or video recordings (Rijlaarsdam, Couzijn,
Janssen, Braaksma, & Kieft, 2006}, Digital
learning-to-write environments can enhance
process-oriented writing instruction. Some of
these include “writing models” that display
mastery and/or coping writing strategies for
text production, organization, and revision
{Van Steendam et al., 2010). Another option
is to use “screen f[lms” of text processing
as learning tools for discussion and analysis
with students (Lindgren, 2004). Screen films
replay the development of text on the word
processor screen, including hesitations, revi-
sions, rearrangements, and insertions, as seen
on the screen when the text was produced,
and can be easily produced with screen cap-
ture software such as Camtasia. The screen
capture software records what students write
on a computer and enables usets to play back
part of or the entire recorded writing process
on screen, including hesitations by the writer,
revisions, and fluency bursts.

New Possibilities for Various Types
of Writers: New Problems to Tackle

A number of writing tools have been devel-
oped with writers who struggle in mind,
specially people dealing with transcription
problems {(handwriting or typing, spelling,
and punctuation) that often lead to motiva-
tion problems or avoidance of writing and
impair further writing development, MacAr-
thur {2006} reported on the benefits and
limitations of assistive technology for writing
students with learning disabilities, such as
spell- and grammar-checkers, speech synthe-
sis, word prediction, and speech recognition.
Many of these tools are helpful to overcome
problems with transcription, he concluded,
but they have their own limitations, yield new
types of etrors, and impose new cognitive
burdens on the writer. Many tools require at
least training, some level of skill, and some-
times external support.

Hypertext, on the other hand, a new type
of text that can be easily written with the
technology available, does not require a great
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deal of training. Composing a hypertext
offers opportunities for students to practice
important planning and analyzing activities
in writing. Therefore, Braaksma, Rijlaars-
dam, and Van den Bergh (2013) tested this
assumption in experimental studies with
10th- and 11th-grade students who followed
a lesson series in writing argumentative text
in either hypertext or traditional linear form.
Results showed that students with higher ini-
tial writing skills learned more in the hyper-
text condition. Students with a lower initial
level of writing did not transfer what they
learned in the hypertext condition to “nor-
mal” linear writing and may need extra sup-
port or training. This last finding supports
MacArthur’s conclusion: For some students,
technology creates new problems.

Summary

There is no panacea for effective writing
instruction for all kinds of texts, all kinds
of writing goals or problems, and all levels
of expertise, let alone for all kinds of writ-
ers. There is no need to treat instructional
approaches as competitors. We would rather
treat them as complementary and as part of a
rich and varied writing curriculum in which
students meet several options to extend their
writing expertise (Galbraith 8 Rijlaarsdam,
1999). From the meta-analyses on interven-
tion studies we may elaborate on the design
principles we formulated earlier in this chap-
ter.

Students have to establish, by (guided) dis-
covery and discussion, clear goals and crite-
ria for what makes a “good text” for certain
communicative purposes and certain audi-
ences. Inquiry activities of textual models
{“scales”) are then effective learning activi-
ties. Students should construct flexible genre
models that guide their content search, orga-
nization, and text processing, Students need
to create knowledge about texts and how
texts work for the reader,

Students must acquire subskills (planning,
reading sources, formulating, revising, etc.)
within the writing process and learn to regu-
late the process as a whole. That is, students
must acquire strategies: flexible sequences
of actions. Active watching, comparing, and
evaluating teachers or peer writers at work
while thinking aloud (e.g., via videos or com-
puter screen films) may establish schemes or
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metacognitive strategies that guide and sup-
port monitoring of the writing process. Stu-
dents need to create knowledge about how to
accomplish a writing task.

The process of learning to write might be
best guided in a classroom whete the envi-
ronmental mode (Hillocks, 1986) is imple-
mented, It requires a well-informed teacher
who knows what to target, creates rich
interactions, and endorses effective strate-
gies. Interaction, guided discovery, scaffold-
ing, and setting learning goals are prominent
ingredients in the successful strategy training
programs.

Students in Higher Education Who Write
in a Foreign Language

It is especially in higher education that accu-
rate, fluent, and reader-oriented writing in
English as a foreign language (EFL) becomes
important. In non-English-speaking coun-
tries, coutses ate taught in English to prepare
students for both professional and academic
careers. Therefore, in Europe and Asia, stu-
dents take coutses offered in English in theit
own non-English-speaking country or move
to other countries, doing their studies in
Global English. It is then crucial to acquire
literacy in (1) real academic, disciplinary spe-
cific discourse, and (2) Academic English.
Therefore, a majority of studies on foreign
language writing are conducted with students
in higher education who write in English as
an additional language to their L1 and L2.
The internationalization of educational insti-
tutions and universities in Asia, as well as the
graduation requirement for Chinese Mas-
ter’s and PhD students to publish in English
(cf. Flowerdew & Yongyan, 2009) may also
explain why an increasingly growing body of
research studies the writing of learners of EFL
in China, Taiwan, and Japan. In general, the
aim of most studies on foreign language writ-
ing instruction primarily is to improve stu-
dents’ fluency and/or accuracy in the written
foreign language rather than to have students
acquire strategies to regulate their writing in
the foreign language (see also Reichelt, 2001).

A review of published research on EFL writ-
ing in the past decade shows that two types
of instruction were studied relatively often:
(1) genre-based writing instruction, and (2)
feedback and revision instruction, Genre is
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studied because of the discrepancies between
the L1 and EFL genres (also scientific, disci-
plinary gentes). In the feedback and revision
studies, the focus is on teacher and peer feed-
back, and the content of the feedback.

Genre Instruction

Empirical research on genre-based for-
eign language (FL) writing instruction has
recently been carried out in small-scaie case
studies with preservice English teachers both
in Turkey {Yayli, 2011) and Sweden (Negretti
& Kuteeva, 2011), and in larger-scale stud-
ies with Japanese EFL learners {Yasuda,
2011), These studies looked at the effect of a
genre-based writing course on students’ genre
awareness via either text analysis of students’
writing or interviews and questionnaire data.
They conclude that students increase their
genre awareness as a result of genre-based
writing instruction. Students progress in
both procedural and declarative “metacogni-
tive knowledge of genre-relevant aspects of
academic texts” (Negretti & Kuteeva, 2011,

p. 95) and the quality of their writing seems-

to improve as well (cf. Yasuda, 2011}, Addi-
tionally, students may also develop a so-called
“cross-genre awareness” and transfer generic
features of a certain genre to another genre
(Yayli, 2011). Included in the genre-based
writing instruction, which in Yasuda (2011)
is also task-based, are components that have
proven their effectiveness in L1 and L2 writ-
ing instruction, such as explicit and direct
teacher instruction, teacheL modeling, and
peer collaboration {see pag$\ﬂ this chapter).

Whereas the studies on ‘genre-based writ-
ing instruction test the impact of a complete
composition course in which different scaf-
folds such as teacher and peer collaboration
are integrated, other studies in FL writing
investigate the separate impact of some of
these pedagogical tools to support learning to
write, such as prewriting techniques for idea
generation and support during the formula-
tion process,

ldea Generation

A small number of studies explored the effect
of different prewriting techniques (Liu, 2011;
Yoshimura, 2009; Zaid, 2011) to teach stu-
dents to plan and, as a result, to improve their
writing. When studying the effect of comput-
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erized concept maps in which relationships
between concepts and ideas are visualized,
Liu {2011) showed that individually con-
structed maps were more effective for the
initially more proficient writers; whereas, for
the initially weaker writers, individual and
cooperative concept mapping were equally
effective.

Formulation Process

Most frequently studied is the effectiveness
of scaffolds during the formulation process,
probably because FL writers devote a lot of
time to the composition process, sometimes
even the latgest percentage of total composi-
tion time (Roca de Larios, Manchén, Mur-
phy, 8 Marin, 2008).

Technological scaffolds that are studied to
support the formulation process are (1) online
teaching materials (Tseng & Liou, 2006) and
{2) concordancing software and corpora
(Chambers & O'Sullivan, 2004; O’Sullivan
& Chambers, 2006; Yoon, 2011). Concor-
dancing software retrieves alphabetically or
otherwise listed examples of a specific word
or expression in context from a linguistic
corpus or corpora of authentic (“naturally
occurring”; Yoon, 2011, p. 131) texts. Con-
cordancers are espec1a11y useful to find out
the function of specific words or to determine
collocation of verbs, nouns, andfor prepo-
sitions. Scaffolds during the formulation
process can also be provided in the form of
human support. Shehadeh (2011), for exam-
ple, extended to an FL learning context the
research on the effect of collaborative writing
that was carried out in an L2 context (Storch,
2005), The author’s study confirmed that
EFL students, in this case lower-intermediate
undergraduates at an Arabic university in the
United Arab Emirates, writing collaboratively
produced significantly better paragraphs for
otganization, content, and vocabulary than
students writing individually.

Teacher Feedback

A heavily contested issue is the usefulness
of written, corrective teacher feedback, The
question of whether instructor feedback on
formal features of student writing, such as
spelling and grammar, has a significantly
positive impact on student writing and
learning has remained unresolved, as meta-
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analyses and reviews of ESL studies by Trus-
cott {2007), Hyland and Hyland (2006), and
Bitchener and Knoch (2008} have illustrated.
A recent study with L2 learners of Dutch by
Van Beuningen, De Jong, and Kuiken (2012),
however, showed the effectiveness of both
direct and indirect comprehensive corrective
feedback for accuracy of student writing.
Students who revised a draft or wrote a new
draft after having received corrective feed-
back wrote more accurately than students
who did not get any corrective feedback or
who self-edited their writing on the basis of
feedback. Fewer studies have looked at the
issue in a FL context in controlled {quasi-}
experimental studies. Two studies that have
done so are intervention studies by Ashwell
(2000) and Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, and
Takashima {2008) both with Japanese EFL
university students. Both studies indicated
that corrective teacher feedback has a posi-
tive impact on formal accuracy of a revised
draft of a single composition {Ashwell, 2000)
and of subsequent compositions (Ellis et al.,
2008).

Peer Feedback

The literature on L1 and L2 writing {cf.
Berg, 1999; Zhu, 1995) in secondary and
higher education documents the advantages
of peer feedback and peer review in improv-
ing the quality of student revision and writ-
ing, predominantly for the student receiving
the feedback. Not only do students develop
an awareness of audience and reader-based
prose {Hedgeock & Lefkowitz, 1992} in a
predominantly supportive and nonthreaten-
ing environment, but they also learn to reflect
on writing. However, it is clear from the lit-
erature that peer feedback without train-
ing does not always have the desired effect.
Especially inexperienced FL revisers tend to
focus largely on editing concerns rather than
on higher-order concerns, or HOCs (Leki,
1990; Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992},
or they fail to “view texts from multiple per-
spectives” (Min, 2006, p. 136). When taught
how to identify, explain, and comment on
global problems in student writing by teacher
modeling and one-on-one student-teacher
conferences, students are capable of generat-
ing mare specific comments and of identify-
ing more global problems (Min, 2005), At the
same time, they are also capable of acting on
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peers’ comments by incorporating more revi-
sions based on peer review, resulting in better
texts (Min, 2006). Hence, students not only
seem to become better feedback providers
as a result of training in peer feedback but
they also tend to process received feedback
much better. These results are corroborated
by Van Steendam and colleagues {2010),
who believe that to turn university-level EFL
writers into better feedback providers, they
need to be instructed in how to detect, diag-
nose, and revise HOCs in peer writing, The
authors showed that students who observe
someone modeling the revision strategy prior
to collaborative revision detected and revised
significantly mote and better than students
who revise collaboratively in a no-modeling
condition. The studies also supported Cho
and MacArthur’s {2011) and Lundstrom and
Baker’s (2008) finding for L1 and L2 stu-
dents that revising other students’ writing is
an effective instructional method in learn-
ing to write because students transferred to
their own writing what they learned by revis-
ing other students’® written text. More profi-
cient writers seem to benefit more from this
instructional method than do less proficient
EFL writers.

Learner Characteristics

Quite frequently, the studies on FL writ-
ing instruction test the effect of instruc-
tional methods, or scaffolds, also used in an
L1 context. Very few studies on FL writing
instruction, however, investigate the impact
of the method used on both FL and L1 writ-
ing. Additionally, studies in which FL writ-
ing instruction draws on L1 competencies are
rare, even though studies show that L1 wrtit-
ing experience or intensive L1 training plays
a role in FL writing ability (Kobayashi &
Rinnert, 2008; Roca de Larios et al., 2002;
Sasalki & Ilirose, 1996). They also indicate
that the quality of written L2 texts is more
strongly associated with the quality of the
students’ L1 and FL writing strategies than
with their FL proficiency (Sasaki, 2002). Fur-
ther support can be garnered from a study
by Schoonen and colleagues (2003) with 281
secondary school students writing in both L1
and FL, in which the authors show that “L1
Writing Proficiency is an important ‘predic-
tor’ of FL Writing Proficiency” (pp. 190~
191).
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Additionally, some studies point to a unidi-
rectional transfer of writing skills from L1 to
L2 and FL writing (Ransdell, Lavelle, & Levy,
2002; Sasaki, 2002) or even a bidirectional
transferability between L1 and FL writing
{Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2008). Ransdell and
colleagues (2002) is one of the few studies
in which the effect of strategy instruction in
writing was tested on college students writing
in their L1 and students writing in a FL, Eng-
lish in both cases. The researchers tested the
impact of modeling two types of composing
strategies, a step-by-step nonlinear processing
strategy and an all-at-once linear strategy, on
both beginning and advanced writers in their
L1 and in their TL (EFL). They found that
the all-at-once strategy, which involved con-
tinuous planning, text generation, and revi-
sion instead of the temporal division of these
subprocesses, was most effective for both L1
and FL students in writing quality and flu-
ency. The researchers concluded that “there
are clearly general cognitive advantages to
strong composition experiences in both L1
and L2” {p. 143). Good writing in both lan-
guages scems to result from the same strategy.

Summary

A preponderance of studies on FL writing
instruction over the past decade have been
conducted in higher education with a clear
bias for EFL (cf. Manchén, 2009; Ortega,
2009). Controlled studies that investigate
writing in FLs other than English and French
are scarce. Increased attention should be
given to the effects of FL writing instruction
at other educational levels and with writers
of other FLs to investigate what works best.
However, from the studies reviewed earlier it
is clear that raising awareness and develop-
ing metacognition are crucial when teaching
students how to write successfully in an addi-
tional language. Awareness-raising can be
done via modeling or interactional activities,
such as well-supported collaborative revision
and writing. Additionally, the studies on FL
writing offer strong support for differentiated
writing instruction, that is, instruction tai-
lored to different types of writers and learn-
ers. Research also seems to indicate, again,
that strategy instruction is the way forward
(e.g., Ransdell et al., 2002) to improve FL
writers” writing skills and writing process,
although much more research is needed.
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Finally, it is clear that if teachers want to
improve the accuracy of student writing, they
do need to provide their students with correc-
tive written feedback.

Conclusions

The writing and learning-to-write life of a stu-
dent through primary, secondary, and higher
education requires a continuous adaptation
of knowledge and skills for various systems.
The complexity is enormous. Many students
carry three language systems into higher
education: the mother tongue, the language
of schooling, and the additional language of
academia, in many cases a form of Global
English., Various genre systems across lan-
guages and academic disciplines are involved.
Writing skill is important for schooling at all
levels of education and is the key for testing.
Even when reading skill is tested, those who
can formulate better answers score higher on
reading measures.

Regarding the writing process studies with
which we have dealt in this chapter, we for-
mulated two conclusions for the content of
teaching: The quality of subskills and the
quality of managing the subskills were deci-
sive. From the intervention studies presented
in this chapter, we learned that these aimed
at specific sets of subskills and sometimes
included self-regulation activities to promote
a flexible management of processes.

When teaching writing with a different
language background, at an early age stage
(1.2, 1.3), a full strategy program is advised,
with extra attention to formulation and flu-
ency, and adapted use of preexisting strate-
gies and linguistic knowledge. It seems that
a mode of interactional instruction is the
key for success, There is no strict route to
success. Rather there are different routes to
writing good text, depending on the learner’s
linguistic and cognitive skills. Learners must
be able to build on their strongly developed
capacities and to develop weaker skills. This
requirement implies that instruction must
be varied and that strategies that are tanght
should not be fixed. There must be room for
students to explore and learn. In Figure 29.1
we showed the paitern of development for 30
young writers. The patterns look arbitrary,
but the unpredictable developmental pattern
is a sign of learning. Students tried out new
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things, moved attention from content to form,
or vice versa, based on their own choices or
on teachers’ feedbaclk. Interactional instrue-
tion in which practice, gnided and construc-
tive instruction, and feedback alternate fre-
quently provides a learning environment with
many cues and adaptive feedback. The many
moments of interaction between student and
teacher help and motivate the student to redi-
rect and adapt the learning process continu-
ously.

For teachers, teaching writing implies a
rich knowledge base and a large interactional
repertoire, including knowledge about writ-
ing processes and variation in processes, as
well as about genres and the specific relations
between genres and cognitive processing.
Teachers of writing must be able to imagine
the thinking processes involved in creating
a certain text, and obstacles involved. They
need to help some studenis to go through
these thinking processes, taking their linguis-
tic and cultural backgrounds into account.
Teachers of a specific subject must be able to
analyze the cognitive demands on students to
analyze, organize, and synthesize the subject
matter. They must also connect the writing
task and instruction to enhance these learn-
ing processes. Learning to write and writing
to learn go hand in hand.
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