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CHAPTER 11
Writing as a Core Literacy Skill

Insights and Evidence-Based Practices
Y oung-Suk Grace Kim
GUIDING QUESTIONS

o How do the writing process and component skills and knowledge inform writing instruction?

o How might assessment reveal students’ instructional needs in the skills and knowledge that
contribute to writing development?

o What considerations are needed for English language learners or students with learning

differences in writing instruction?

Literacy instruction has garnered tremendous attention with the Science of Reading
discourse in recent years. However, much of this discussion has concentrated on reading
instruction, often overlooking the equally essential literacy skill of writing. Writing is a
fundamental skill that serves as a cornerstone for effective communication and allows
individuals to convey and develop thoughts, and promote learning (Graham et al., 2020).
Moreover, writing is intricately linked to reading development; the process of writing enhances
comprehension, vocabulary, and critical thinking skills, thereby reinforcing reading proficiency
(Kim, 2020a, 2026). In this chapter, I explore the Science of Writing and offer a series of
recommendations for research- and evidence-based writing instruction to support students in

developing both their writing and reading skills. I begin with a framing vignette.

THINK ABOUT THIS
1. How does Ms. Lee’s approach described below demonstrate the interconnected nature of

reading, writing, oral language, and content knowledge? Consider how she uses assessment



data to differentiate instruction while maintaining the integrated focus. What evidence do you
see of the evidence-based practices in action, and how might you apply similar assessment-
informed differentiation in your own literacy instruction?

2. Analyze how Ms. Lee scaffolds learning from oral composition to written composition while
building scientific understanding. How does her use of the TREE strategy support both
writing development and scientific thinking? Reflect on how this approach might facilitate
transfer of skills across content areas and what modifications you might make to support

diverse learners in your classroom context.

Ms. Lee’s Second Grade Science-Writing Integration: The Water Cycle Investigation

Ms. Lee holds up a glass that was full of water 3 days earlier. “Scientists, what happened
to the missing water?”” As students share theories, she guides them toward learning about the
water cycle—integrating writing instruction with science content. Based on prior assessments,
Ms. Lee has identified three groups: advanced writers, who have strong transcription skills and
incorporate scientific vocabulary in their writing; developing writers, who have good ideas but
need support for sentence construction; and beginning writers, who need support with both
transcription and oral language.

Day 1 (Building Foundations): Ms. Lee begins with oral composition, saying: “Turn to
your partner and describe what you observe about this glass.” While students talk, she notes their
vocabulary and sentence use. Next, she teaches scientific vocabulary through integrated spelling:
“Let’s examine ‘evaporation’—E-V-A-P-O-R-A-T-I-O-N. Can you find the root word ‘vapor’?”

She then introduces the TREE strategy for scientific explanations: Topic sentence (state your



claim); Reasons (provide evidence); Examples (give specific instances); and Examine (check if it
makes sense).

Day 2 (Reading and Analysis): Ms. Lee and students read scientific articles about water
cycles together, identifying key ideas using a graphic organizer aligned with the TREE structure.

Day 3 (Differentiated Small Group Instruction): Students reread the text for review, then
receive targeted support. Advanced writers: focus on incorporating scientific vocabulary;
developing and beginning writers: practice sentence construction using frames like “First, water

because ”’; and beginning writers: work intensively on spelling skills that
include the root “vapor.”

Day 4 (Planning and Writing): Students use TREE graphic organizers to plan their
scientific explanations about evaporation, drawing evidence from the source materials that they
have studied.

This classroom snapshot, though seemingly simple, reveals the complex interplay of research-
based practices that effective writing teachers employ daily. As we explore the theoretical
foundations in the sections ahead, I invite you to return to Ms. Lee's classroom and examine it
through the lens of our two guiding “Think About” questions.

SCHOOLS AS CENTRAL LOCUS FOR WRITING DEVELOPMENT

The development of literacy skills is influenced by multiple layers of factors, ranging
from students’ individual characteristics to broader system-level influences (Kim et al., 2026).
Figure 12.1 illustrates these multiple layers. System-level factors include national or state
policies, such as those related to teacher education, the language of instruction, and societal
culture and attitudes toward literacy. Another layer involves schools and communities, which

differ in language and cultural context, available financial and educational resources, and home-



school connections. Schools vary in resources, student populations, priorities, and instructional
quality. Families within a community also have diverse language and literacy practices and
cultural contexts. Furthermore, individuals differ in cognitive skills and temperament. These
multiple layers interact with each other, collectively influencing an individual’s literacy
development and language and cognitive skills that contribute to literacy development. Within
this framework, schools play a crucial direct role in shaping students’ learning trajectories in
writing development. It is the school context where these various influences converge and are
integrated into a cohesive learning experience. Importantly, quality instruction in schools serves

as the foundational source of learning to write, perhaps even greater than for reading.

Student

FIGURE 11.1. Multiple layers of environments that influence student’s writing development.
Adapted from Kim et al. (2016). Copyright © 2026 by Young-Suk Grace Kim. Reprinted with
permission.



WHAT IS INVOLVED IN THE WRITING PROCESS?

Writing requires content creation, and therefore, the first part of the writing process is
idea generation and organization. Once ideas are formed, they must be expressed in language.
Some ideas are generated using language such as vocabulary words and phrases, while other
ideas are non-verbal. These ideas need to be translated into words, phrases, clauses, and
sentences. The translated ideas are then transcribed into written form, as writing necessitates a
physical output. During the process of idea generation, translation, and transcription, the writer
continually evaluates and revises their work. This is known as the evaluation process. These
writing processes are not linear; they do not simply move from idea generation to translation and
then to transcription. Instead, the process is recursive and iterative. For example, the writer might
return to idea generation from the translation or transcription stages.

In educational settings, the writing process is typically described as prewriting, drafting,
revising, and publishing. Generating and organizing ideas occur in prewriting and continue
throughout the entire writing process. The drafting stage generally encompasses translation and

transcription, while revision involves evaluating and refining a dratft.

COMPONENT SKILLS AND KNOWLEDG
THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE WRITING PROCESS
What Skills and Knowledge Are Essential to the Writing Process?
A successful writing process leads to high-quality writing, while disruptions in the
process can result in poor-quality writing. This raises an important question: What skills and
knowledge are needed to enable and facilitate the writing process? Understanding the component

skills and knowledge that contribute to the writing process, and how to effectively employ them



during the writing process, is crucial for writing development and effective instruction. To
explore these skills and knowledge, I refer to a recent comprehensive theoretical model known as
the Direct and Indirect Effects model of Writing (DIEW, pronounced “dew”’; Kim, 2020, 2026;
Kim & Graham, 2022; Kim & Park, 2019; Kim & Schatschneider, 2017). Figure 12.2, using the

DIEW model, illustrates the component skills and knowledge involved in written composition.
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FIGURE 11.2. DIEW (Direct and Indirect Effects model of Writing). Copyright © 2017, 2026
by Young-Suk Grace Kim. Reprinted with permission.

According to DIEW, the component skills and knowledge that contribute to the writing
process include: reading comprehension, text writing and text reading fluency, lexical literacy

skills, code-related emergent literacy skills, background knowledge, higher order cognitions,



self-regulation, executive functions, and socio-emotions. Let me walk through the role each of
these component skills plays in the writing process.

Written composition heavily relies on reading skills. Many writing tasks require reading
source materials, necessitating proficiency in word reading, text reading fluency, and reading
comprehension. In such tasks, understanding the source material forms the basis and foundation
for generating ideas in writing. Reading is also crucial during the revision process, as it involves
rereading the writer’s own work. During revision, the writer must construct a mental
representation of the text written so far, compare it with their intended message, identify
discrepancies between the intended content and the current text, and employ actions to address
these gaps. Therefore, weaknesses in reading, such as difficulties in word reading, dysfluent text
reading, or poor reading comprehension, can hinder the generation of ideas for tasks involving
reading source materials and the revision process (Kim & Graham, 2022).

Written composition is also supported by text writing fluency, which is defined as the
skill to write connected text with accuracy and speed, supported by proficiency in the writing
process and associated component skills and knowledge (Kim, 2026). When a writer has text
writing fluency, they have ideas to write about, language skills to translate those ideas, and
transcription skills to produce written text efficiently. Text writing fluency allows the writer to
allocate mental resources, such as working memory and attention control, to higher-order mental
activities involved in the writing process, such as continuing to generate, organize, translate,
evaluate, and revise ideas. Conversely, dysfluent writing demands cognitive resources to address
the sources of dysfluency, such as transcription or translation, and leaves little cognitive

resources available for meaning-making processes (Kim, 2024).



Text writing, encompassing both text writing fluency and written composition, is
supported by two key skills outlined in the pillars of Figure 12.2: lexical literacy skills and
handwriting/keyboarding fluency, as well as oral composition/oral discourse. Lexical literacy
refers to word-level skills, including word reading and spelling. Handwriting and keyboarding
fluency involve the accuracy and speed of writing by hand or typing. Beyond accuracy, fluency
in spelling, handwriting, and keyboarding is crucial because dysfluency in these areas disrupts
the meaning-making and -generating process, as working memory and attentional control
become preoccupied with spelling and writing mechanics. The foundational skills for lexical
literacy include code-related emergent literacy skills, which involve knowledge and awareness of
orthography, phonology, and morphology. Learning to spell and read words in English requires
understanding the relations between letters and groups of letters (graphemes) and their
corresponding sounds (phonemes) and meanings (morphemes), as graphemes in English
represent both phonemes and morphemes (Kim, 2026; Moats, 2005). Handwriting and
keyboarding fluency depend on orthographic knowledge, as well as motor skills, oculomotor
movements (the coordination of eye movements to track and focus on objects), and spatial
organization skills (Abbott & Berninger, 1993; Volman et al., 2006; Weintaub & Graham, 2000).

Oral composition is the ability to produce oral text, which includes activities like telling
stories, sharing information, and engaging in multi-utterance conversations (Kim, 2020b; Kim &
Graham, 2022). Examples of oral composition include describing verbally a trip during a school
break or a favorite animal and why. Studies have shown that there are substantial individual
differences in the coherence, quality, and length of stories and information (Gillam & Pearson,

2017; Kim, 2023), and these differences in oral composition predict differences in written
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composition (Juel et al., 1986; Kim & Graham, 2022; Kim & Schatschneider, 2017; Kirby et al.,
2021). One way to conceptualize oral composition is as the counterpart to written composition.

Both oral and written compositions involve similar processes and skills, with the primary
distinction being that written composition additionally requires transcription skills. Oral
composition is not entirely equivalent to written composition, even when considering
transcription, especially for revision (Kim, 2026). Written composition more readily allows for
the revision of ideas and organization, whereas revising spoken text is more challenging due to
its ephemeral nature. However, the underlying processes and skills and knowledge that
contribute to the composition process are essentially the same for written and oral composition
(again with exception of transcription skills necessary for written composition). Therefore, oral
composition skills provide a foundational basis necessary for developing written composition
skills.

What skills and knowledge contribute to oral composition? Oral composition is a higher-
order skill built upon several foundational skills and knowledge. First, oral composition, like
written composition, relies on background knowledge, which encompasses one’s understanding
of content, topics, and world or cultural contexts, as well as discourse knowledge (see the
foundations under the oral composition pillar in Figure 12.2). Since both oral and written
compositions require generating and producing content, content or world/cultural knowledge is
essential. Additionally, organizing ideas according to genre conventions requires understanding
how text is structured for specific tasks or genres (text structure knowledge), which is part of
discourse knowledge. Composition also draws on higher-order cognitive skills such as
inferencing, reasoning, perspective-taking, and monitoring. A key feature of high-quality

composition is coherence—the logical connection and flow of ideas. Establishing coherence
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involves recognizing connections and relations, transitions, and the relevance of ideas, all of
which are supported by higher-order cognitive skills (Kim & Graham, 2022; Kim &
Schatschneider, 2017). Oral composition also depends on foundational language skills, including
vocabulary and grammatical knowledge. Quality composition requires the use of relevant,
precise, and rich vocabulary, as well as the appropriate use of phrases, clauses, and sentences
(Kim et al., 2011, 2014; Kim & Graham, 2022; Kim & Schatschneider, 2017; Staehr, 2008). See
Graham et al. (2023) for a meta-analysis on the effect of grammar instruction.

At the bottom of Figure 12.2 are domain-general cognitive skills or executive functions,
which include working memory, inhibitory and attentional control, and cognitive flexibility.
Working memory is the ability to hold and process information simultaneously. Inhibitory
control refers to the ability to suppress a dominant response in favor of a subdominant one, such
as providing an opposite response (Diamond, 2013). Cognitive flexibility involves the ability to
switch between different concepts and tasks, coordinating and accessing them simultaneously
and flexibly (Miyake et al., 2000). These skills are cognitive resources—mental capacities that
individuals use to process information. They are termed “domain-general” because they underpin
all types of information processing and are crucial for all forms of learning, including reading
(e.g., Kim, 2017; Peng et al., 2018), writing (e.g., Kim, 2020b; Kim & Schatschneider, 2017),
and mathematics (e.g., den Bos et al., 2013). As illustrated in Figure 12.2, these domain-general
cognitive skills support all the other skills and knowledge discussed above and ultimately
contribute to written composition.

Socio-emotional aspects include factors such as motivation, self-efficacy, self-concept,
interest, and attitude toward reading and writing. These socio-emotional factors are important

because they sustain engagement and persistence in the writing process (Kim, 2026; Kim &
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Park, 2019). A positive attitude toward writing, along with strong motivation and self-efficacy,
drives an individual to employ self-regulation strategies. Self-regulation is the ability to control
one’s emotions, thoughts, and behaviors to achieve long-term objectives (Zimmerman, 2000),
and includes setting goals, monitoring progress, and adjusting actions. In the context of writing,
self-regulation means that the writer sets clear goals for a writing task, monitors and assesses
their performance, and implements strategies and corrective actions when necessary. Writing is a
self-directed activity, and successfully navigating the writing process requires sustained
motivation and efforts, and effective self-regulation.

How are Component Skills and Knowledge Related?

According to DIEW, the component skills and knowledge are not independent. Instead,
they are related to one another systematically in the following ways (Kim, 2020b, 2026; Kim &
Graham, 2022).

Hierarchical Relations

The skills and knowledge described above are hierarchically related: Lower-order skills
serve as the foundation for higher-order skills. In essence, higher-order skills cannot function
effectively without a strong base in lower-order skills. This concept is well-represented in the
structure of a house, as shown in Figure 12.2 The placement of skills and knowledge in Figure
12.2 reflects this hierarchy, with lower-order skills generally positioned at the bottom and
higher-order skills at the top. For example, spelling is a lexical or word-level writing skill and is
essential for the higher-order writing skill written composition. Working memory serves as
another example of a lower-order capacity. As a cognitive resource that facilitates mental
activity, working memory is fundamental to all writing processes and underpins the skills and

knowledge shown in Figure 12.2. A consequence of hierarchical relations is that difficulties or
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disruptions in lower-order skills can lead to a cascade of challenges. For instance, a student who
lacks knowledge of letter names and sounds (orthographic knowledge) will likely struggle with
spelling words, which will, in turn, affect their text writing fluency and written composition.
Interactive Relations

The skills and knowledge depicted in Figure 12.2 are also interactively or bidirectionally
related. The development of one skill or area of knowledge can influence and be influenced by
the development of another. For example, reading and writing are expected to have reciprocal
relations (Kim, 2020a, 2022; Shanahan & Lomax, 1986). Similarly, content knowledge is
important to both oral and written composition, and composition, in turn, contributes to the
growth of content knowledge and learning (Graham et al., 2020). Socio-emotional aspects and
skills like spelling and text writing also develop reciprocally (Kim, 202b; Kim & Park, 2019).
Students’ experiences with spelling and text writing shape their self-efficacy and self-concept as
writers, as well as their interest in and attitude toward writing. These socio-emotional factors
then influence their engagement with writing activities. As students engage more in writing, their
writing skills develop further, which continues to shape their socio-emotional perspectives
toward writing. This reciprocal relation underscores the interconnected nature of these skills and
highlights the importance of nurturing each aspect to support overall development in writing.
Dynamic Relations

Skills and knowledge influence writing differently depending on developmental phases,
the methods used to measure them, and linguistic and orthographic characteristics (Kim, 2026).
In terms of dynamic relations as a function of development, the impact of various skills and
knowledge on writing changes as students progress through different developmental stages. In

the early phases, such as in the primary grades, written composition and the writing process are
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largely influenced by transcription skills, including spelling and handwriting or keyboarding
fluency. As students advance and develop these transcription skills, other skills, such as higher-
order cognitive abilities and content knowledge, play increasingly significant roles in their
writing (see Kim, 2026 for details).

However, this does not mean that early writing instruction should focus exclusively on
transcription skills. Writing instruction should be comprehensive at all developmental stages,
addressing multiple component skills simultaneously. For example, kindergarten students should
receive explicit instruction in higher-order cognitions and content knowledge alongside spelling
and handwriting instruction. Similarly, if upper elementary or secondary students demonstrate
weaknesses in transcription skills, they should receive explicit and systematic instruction in these
foundational areas while continuing to develop other writing competencies (Kim, 2026).

Regarding dynamic relations as a function of measurement, the way skills and writing are
assessed matters. Writing quality is generally the outcome of interest. However, in practice,
dimensions other than writing quality are also commonly evaluated. Examples of dimensions
other than writing quality included text length (writing productivity), language use, writing
conventions, or some measures used in the curriculum-based writing measures (e.g., correct
minus incorrect word sequences; e.g., McMaster & Espin, 2007). While achieving high-quality
writing involves all the skills and knowledge in Figure 12.2, the extent to which each skill and
knowledge matters depends on the specific dimensions of written composition being examined
such as writing quality and text length (Kim et al., 2015; Kim & Graham, 2022). Lastly, the
extent of contributions of component skills to writing differs by orthographic characteristics
(Kim, 2026). Some languages like English employ deep orthographies where letter (grapheme)-

sound correspondences are less consistent. In other languages such as Spanish, Kiswahili, or
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Japanese Hiragana, grapheme-sound correspondences are consistent. These differences influence
the extent to which one needs to draw on component skills. For example, morphological
awareness would play a greater role in spelling in deep orthographies than in shallow
orthographies.

Why Should Literacy Leaders Care about How Skills and Knowledge Are Related?

Literacy leaders should be concerned with the nature of relations among component skills
and knowledge because understanding these relations allows for more effective instructional
strategies. If skills and knowledge were independent, improving one skill would not impact the
development of another. In contrast, the interconnected nature of these skills means that
instructional approaches should leverage these relations to enhance learning outcomes (Kim,
2026).

Hierarchical and interactive relations suggest that supporting students in higher-order
operations requires a solid foundation in lower-order skills and therefore, building a solid basis
in foundational skills is essential. This does not mean that instruction in higher-order skills
should be delayed until foundational skills are mastered. Instead, it indicates the need for
simultaneous instruction in both areas. Even in kindergarten, while instruction in word reading
and spelling should focus on phonological, orthographic, and morphological awareness, it is
equally important to provide explicit and systematic instruction in oral composition and its
component skills and knowledge, such as vocabulary, grammatical knowledge (e.g., sentence
construction), and higher-order cognitive skills like reasoning and perspective-taking as well as
building background knowledge.

Recognizing the interconnectedness of skills and knowledge also highlights the

importance of fostering a virtuous cycle of development (i.e., interactive relations). Strengths in
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foundational skills can promote the development of other skills, creating a positive cycle of
growth. Conversely, failing to establish a strong foundation risks initiating a vicious cycle, where
difficulties in one area make students vulnerable to challenges in others. By understanding and
leveraging these relations, educators can design instructional strategies that not only address

individual skills but also enhance the overall learning process.

INSTRUCTIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS
FROM RESAERCH AND EVIDENCE
The theory and evidence discussed above have significant implications for writing instruction
and for how literacy leaders can support and bolster writing instruction across classrooms. Here

are several research-informed principles for effective writing instruction.

Teach Writing in All Grade Levels and Across Content Areas

Writing is a large learning space involving complex learning processes that develop over
many years (Kim, 2026). Developing the skill to write texts that clearly and effectively convey
one’s message to an intended audience can take decades (Kellogg, 2008). This implies that
writing development requires a sustained and systematic instructional approach. To ensure
consistent and effective writing instruction, a school-wide plan should be implemented. This can
be achieved through leadership that recognizes and prioritizes the importance of writing
development and instruction to promote development of literacy skills. One way to achieve this
is sustained instruction across all grade levels and all subject areas (Kim, 2026). A single year of
high-quality writing instruction is insufficient to ensure successful writing development or to
prevent writing difficulties. Furthermore, engaging with content area texts and writing about

their reading allows students to internalize, connect, and discover ideas, thereby supporting their
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overall learning (Graham et al., 2020). For example, we collaborated with middle and high
school history teachers to incorporate systematic writing instruction into their history curriculum
to support both writing and history learning. Our findings indicated that teacher professional
development in writing significantly enhanced students’ writing skills and improved how they
represented claims, evidence, sourcing, structure, and language use (Steiss et al., 2025).
Similarly, in a project called SRSD Plus, we taught informational writing using science
content to students in grades 1 and 2. SRSD (self-regulated strategy development), developed by
Drs. Karen Harris and Steve Graham about three decades ago, explicitly teaches discourse
knowledge, such as the text structure of different genres, and self-regulation strategies, including
goal setting, self-assessment, and self-reinforcement. Numerous studies have demonstrated that
SRSD improves writing for students at various developmental stages (Graham et al., 2013;
Harris, 2024). In SRSD Plus, we incorporated additional components that focused on
transcription skills (such as spelling and handwriting fluency) and oral language skills (including
vocabulary and sentence proficiency), informed by theories like DIEW and supporting evidence.
The SRSD Plus program was implemented over 12-14 weeks, with sessions conducted three
times a week for 50 minutes each. Our findings showed that students who received SRSD Plus
instruction outperformed their peers who received typical instruction in terms of writing quality,
the amount of writing, planning, and discourse knowledge (Kim et al., 2025; Harris et al., 2023).
Interestingly, although SRSD Plus focused on informative/expository writing, there was a
positive transfer effect to the opinion genre such that students in the SRSD Plus condition also
showed improvement in writing quality on an opinion task compared with those who received

typical instruction (Kim et al., 2025).

Employ a Multicomponent Approach
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According to DIEW and associated evidence, writing development requires the cultivation of
numerous skills and knowledge areas, as illustrated in Figure 12. 2. Teaching a few skills is
insufficient for ensuring comprehensive writing development. Instead, writing instruction should
be comprehensive and multicomponent. There are multiple aspects to this.

First, multicomponent instruction should include foundational skills such as spelling,
handwriting/keyboarding, and oral composition along with component skills, such as higher
order cognitions and vocabulary and grammatical knowledge as well as background knowledge.
Although they may not be viewed as “writing” instruction, these skills are necessary building
foundations. For example, systematic and explicit spelling instruction that addresses
phonological, orthographic, and morphological aspects is essential by itself. Furthermore,
spelling instruction should be integrated into writing lessons, where the link between spelling
and composition is clearly emphasized. The same principle applies to oral language skills.
Vocabulary, sentence construction, sentence starters, and sentence frames should be incorporated
as part of composition instruction to support students in developing cohesive and coherent
writing.

Second, when teaching composition, both written and oral, it is important to incorporate
multiple genres and tasks. As mentioned earlier, oral composition is a crucial precursor to written
composition and should be explicitly and systematically taught. Standards like the Common
Core State Standards emphasize the development of writing skills across narrative, expository,
and argumentative writing. Therefore, instruction should include teaching these diverse
structures to help students understand and effectively communicate within each genre. By
exposing students to a range of genres and their specific requirements, educators can better

prepare them for the varied writing tasks that they will encounter. Additionally, within the same
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genre, it is important for students to compose with different goals, audiences, and activities that
mirror real-life, authentic tasks. For example, a student might write a science lab report intended
for their teacher and also create a version for a different audience, such as younger children. This
requires the student to adapt their writing by adjusting vocabulary, organizing ideas differently,
and deciding which information to emphasize based on the audience’s needs. By practicing
writing for various audiences and purposes, students learn to tailor their communication
effectively, a skill that is valuable in real-world contexts.

Another key aspect of a multicomponent approach to writing instruction is the explicit
and systematic integration of reading and writing skills (Kim, 2020a, 2026; Kim & Zagata,
2024). In practice, this means incorporating spelling into word reading instruction and vice versa.
Similarly, reading comprehension should be an important part of writing instruction, as many
authentic writing tasks across subjects involve reading source materials. This includes
identifying, analyzing, and synthesizing key ideas from source texts, assessing their relevance to
the writing task’s goals, and incorporating them in writing effectively. Writing such as
summarization should also be part of reading comprehension instruction to support
comprehension (Graham & Harris, 2016; Graham & Hebert, 2011). By integrating reading and
writing instruction, educators can support students in developing a more cohesive and

comprehensive set of literacy skills.

Provide Instruction That Meets Student Needs (Assessment Informed Instruction)

Students’ composition skills differ and so do the reasons for their performance
differences. Therefore, effective instruction should address their differential needs—
differentiated instruction. For instance, students who already have strong spelling and

handwriting fluency do not require extensive instruction in these areas. Instead, their
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instructional time could be better utilized focusing on other skills and knowledge such as
background knowledge and oral language. Conversely, other students might benefit from
intensive instruction in spelling and handwriting and/or keyboarding fluency. Teaching the same
skills and/or for the same intensity for students of different needs would not serve them best.
Differentiated writing instruction requires knowledge of student strengths and needs.
How do we learn about them? The answer lies in assessment. Assessment serves as a window
into student skills and provides valuable information to tailor instruction effectively. Therefore,
effective differentiated instruction should be guided and informed by assessment results.
Assessment should be systematic and grounded in theory and evidence. Drawing from the
dynamic relations hypothesis of DIEW, assessments should consider developmental phases. For
instance, for beginning writers, such as those in kindergarten and beginning of grade 1, assessing
skills like spelling, handwriting fluency, and oral composition can provide a good indication of
their future writing performance. For writers beyond the initial phase, assessments should
evaluate and analyze their written compositions. For example, some students may produce
written compositions that demonstrate a rich use of vocabulary and a coherent and logical
presentation of ideas. In contrast, others may produce compositions lacking in information, with
choppy or simple sentences, less accurate vocabulary, and unstructured organization. To identify
the sources of these performance differences in written composition, it is informative to assess
their transcription skills (spelling and handwriting or keyboarding fluency) and oral composition.
For students who show weaknesses in transcription skills, further assessment of phonological
awareness, orthographic awareness, and morphological awareness can be insightful. For those
who have difficulty with oral composition, assessing their skills in higher-order cognition and

regulation, oral language (vocabulary and grammatical knowledge), and background knowledge
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(such as content and text structure knowledge) can provide valuable insights. Figure 11.3

outlines the factors literacy leaders should consider when reviewing assessment options.

Create a Comprehensive Assessment Inventory

Using Theory and Evidence

For each component skill/knowledge area, literacy leaders should:

- -

o Q Identify o ® Note Grade Levels

Identify what assessments (formal/informal) are Note which grade levels receive these assessments
currently used in their school/district

Informal

K 1 2 3 4 5 6+

o 1. Find Gaps 4 Yr Rate Quality
Determine gaps where no assessment currently Rate the quality/usefulness of current assessments
exists

* & kK 3y

B8 B - Gapsidentified

FIGURE 11.3. Assessment inventory.

Informed by assessment results and teaching the writing process, the teacher should employ
the following strategies:
e Progress monitoring. Regularly track students’ progress over time to identify areas where
they excel and areas where they may need additional support.
e [eedback, revision, and reflection. Feedback plays a critical role in writing development
(Graham et al., 2023). Feedback is not just for final drafts, but should be provided

throughout the writing process. Constructive feedback is specific and clear, focuses on
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key areas, balances positive and constructive elements, aligns with rubrics, and is tailored
to the specific needs of each student. Furthermore, the opportunity for students to reflect
on their own writing (e.g., Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987) helps develop their meta-
cognitive awareness. This can offer valuable insights into their own writing process and
writing strategies, strengths and challenges, and actions to address them.

e (Conferences and discussions. One-on-one or small group conferences is an important
way to discuss students’ learning goals and challenges in writing, and feedback on their

writing allows for a more personalized understanding of their needs.

Teach Writing Process

As discussed earlier, writing involves a multifaceted and iterative process that includes idea
generation and organization, translation, transcription, and evaluation. These components need to
be explicitly taught, and teaching the writing process enhances students’ writing quality (Graham
et al., 2012; Graham & Perin, 2007). What is critical in teaching the writing process is for
students to learn useful strategies at each stage of the writing process. First, students should be
taught how to set goals, which involves understanding the writing task and establishing
objectives for the process and timeline. This is followed by prewriting activities, such as
brainstorming and using semantic maps (Graham et al., 2023) to aid in idea generation and
organization. Students should activate relevant content knowledge and engage in necessary
actions, like reading source materials. For organizing ideas, tools such as graphic organizers and
memory support such as mnemonics can help students structure their ideas according to the
expected organization for the target genre. Some sample mnemonics from Kim (2026) are

provided in Figure 11.4.



Sample Mnemonics for Text Structure by Genre

Narrative
WWW, What = 2, How = 2 (Harris et al., 2008)

W: Who is the main character?
W: When does the story take place?
W: Where does the story take place?
What = 2:
What does the main character want to do?
What happens next?
How =2:
How does the story end?
How does the main character feel?

Informative/expository

TIDE (Harris et al., 2008)

For very beginning writers (e.g., Grade 1)
T: Topic
ID: big Ideas
E: Ending

Writers beyond the very beginning phrase

T: Topic sentence that introduces the main idea.
I: Important details that support the topic.
D: Detailed explanations or examples for each important detail.
E: Ending or conclusion that summarizes the information.

Persuasive and Argument
STOP (for planning; Harris et al., 2008):

S: Suspend judgment.
T: Take a side.
O: Organize ideas.
P: Plan more as you write.
TREE (for writing persuasive texts; Harris et al., 2008)
T: Topic sentence that states the main idea.
R: Reasons that support the topic sentence.
E: Examine each reason by providing evidence or examples.

E: Ending that wraps up the information and reinforces the main idea.

DARE (for writing argumentation texts; Harris et al., 2008):
D: Develop a topic sentence.

A: Add supporting details.
R: Reject arguments for the other side.

E: End with a conclusion.
CER (for argumentation texts; McNeill & Krajcik, 2012)
C: Claim
E: Evidence
R: Reasoning

FIGURE 11.4. Sample mnemonics for text structure by genre.
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Figure 11.5 presents a self-evaluation checklist that enables literacy leaders to systematically
assess writing instruction practices in their schools. I encourage readers to reflect on each of the

four evidence-based principles and provide ratings based on their observations.

Evaluating Evidence-Based Writing Practices in Your School

-

( Rating Scale )
| 0 = Not Observed 1 = Emerging 2 = Developing 3 = Developed |
(Principle 1: Cross-Curricular Writing Integration )
*  Writing instruction occurs within content area lessons 0 1 2.3
* Students write about content they are learning (science, social studies, math, etc.) 0 1 2 3 )
/Principle 2: Multicomponent Approach )
* Instruction addresses multiple components aligned with theoretical models 0 1
*  Multiple genres taught (narrative, expository, argumentative) 1
\_ * Reading-writing connections explicitly made 0 1 )
ﬁrinciple 3: Assessment-=Informed Instruction \
* Evidence of assessment-informed grouping or differentiation 0 1 2 3
* Different students receive different types/levels of support 0 1 2 3
* Instruction targets specific student needs 0 1 2.3
\' Progress monitoring occurs regularly 0 1 2.3 j
6rincip|e 4: Writing Process Instruction \
*  Explicit strategy instruction of the writing process and strategies during each stage 0 1 23
* Students use graphic organizers, mnemonics, or other process tools 0 1 2 3
*  Multiple drafts/revision opportunities provided 0 1 2.3
*  Goal-sefting and self-monitoring taught 0 1 2 3

FIGURE 11.5. Evaluating evidence-based writing practices in your school. Copyright © 2026 by
Young-Suk Grace Kim. Reprinted with permission.

CONCLUSION
While the discourse around the Science of Reading has significantly advanced our
knowledge of reading development, it is imperative to recognize the equally vital role of writing

in literacy education. Writing is not an isolated skill but a complex process that draws on a
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multitude of cognitive, linguistic, and socio-emotional components, and develops together with
reading. Schools serve as a central locus for writing development, providing the structured
environment necessary for cultivating these skills. By adopting a multicomponent and
assessment-informed approach to writing instruction, educators can address the diverse needs of
students, ensuring that foundational skills are solidly built while simultaneously fostering higher-
order cognitive skills. Integrating reading and writing instruction further amplifies learning
outcomes, leveraging the reciprocal relation between these skills to create a more cohesive
literacy experience. By understanding the hierarchical, dynamic and interactive nature of the
skills involved, educators can implement strategies that not only improve writing proficiency but
also enhance overall literacy development. As literacy leaders, it is our responsibility to
champion this comprehensive approach, ensuring that all students have the opportunity to
develop into competent writers and readers, fully equipped to meet the demands of the

contemporary world.

ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

1. Assessment

Refer back to Figure 11.3 and reflect on the following questions:
e Which components are well-assessed versus under-assessed in your context?
o How might assessment gaps be affecting instructional decisions?

2. Classroom writing instruction checklist

Engage in reflective actions, using the information gathered from the classroom writing

instruction checklist using Figure 11.5.

o Celebrate strengths: 1dentify 2-3 strengths to celebrate with teachers

o Target growth areas: Determine 1-2 areas for focused professional development
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e Plan support: Plan follow-up support or resources needed

ANNOTATED RESOURCES
MacArthur, C. A., Graham, S., & Fitzgerald, J. (Eds.). (2024). Handbook of writing

research (3rd ed.). Guilford Press.

This handbook represents the most current compilation of writing research, featuring
contributions from leading scholars across multiple disciplines. The third edition covers writing
development from early childhood through adulthood, examining cognitive, social, cultural, and
instructional perspectives. Topics include theoretical models, digital writing, multilingual
development, evidence-based instructional practices, and writing assessment. This source is
essential for understanding current writing research and serves as a foundational reference for
developing theoretically grounded approaches to writing instruction. The handbook’s integration
of theory, research, and practice makes it particularly valuable for literacy leaders seeking to
bridge research and classroom implementation.

Kim, Y.-S. G. (2026). Cultivating the reader and writer: Teaching literacy as an integrated
science. Guilford Press.

This comprehensive book introduces an integrated approach to literacy instruction
grounded in recent theoretical models and cutting-edge research on reading, writing, and their
interconnections. The author argues that reading and writing are interconnected acts of
communication sharing common cognitive processes and component skills, challenging the
traditional separation of reading and writing instruction in both research and classroom practice.
The book presents evidence-based principles for effective literacy instruction and assessment,
with specific implications for diverse student populations, including English language learners,

students with developmental language disorders, speakers of language varieties, and those with
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dyslexia or dysgraphia. This resource effectively bridges research and practice by offering
literacy leaders and educators a theoretically grounded yet practical framework for implementing
comprehensive, interconnected literacy instruction that addresses all students’ developmental
needs.
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