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I. Introduction

“Reading and writing a lot” has been considered the fastest and 

most appropriate and logical means for improving writing skills as 

Stephen King (2010) gave the same advice to aspiring writers. Ouy-

ang Xiu (1007–1072), a celebrated Chinese writer during the Song 

dynasty, emphasized the importance of extensive reading and writing. 

In western and eastern countries, contemporary books on writing 

skills and habits also stress on this principle (e.g., Goodson, 2016; 

Hayot, 2014; Silvia, 2018). The belief that reading and writing any type 

of text can improve writing ability is widely accepted and even re-

peatedly cited in newspapers (e.g., Parini, 1989; Schaffhauser, 2020). 

Such social conventions are partially correct, but I remain concerned 

to a certain extent about other aspects such as individual preference, 

habits, and types of written texts. The brief idiomatic phrase “reading 

and writing a lot” leads to a substantial wiggle room. In other words, 

the phrase can be interpreted or adapted in a different manner. En-

joying reading and writing outside of schools should be encouraged 

and praised. However, the question of whether both habits are related 

practically to argumentation ability is a topic that warrants attention.

Thus, the study aims to determine the correlation between daily 
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reading and writing habits and their influence on argumentative writ-

ing. Enjoying and forming a positive attitude toward reading and writ-

ing outside of schools through daily experience and out-of-school 

contexts are undeniably desirable phenomena. As such, support and 

feedback should be provided to cultivate lifetime readers and writers. 

Nevertheless, the study views this notion from a different perspective 

to determine the extent to which the vague promises of daily reading 

and writing for improving writing abilities correspond to reality, and 

how such reality differs if various aspects, such as public perception, 

are considered. Furthermore, the study investigates the relationship 

between daily reading and writing habits and argumentative writing 

skills to verify the abovementioned argument despite the obvious an-

swer. The study assumes that speculating that reading and writing 

habits are proportional to argumentative ability is a natural tendency 

and perhaps an inference consistent with the above argument, which 

many scholars have implicitly agreed on as fact for a long time.

The study focuses on argumentative writing, which is a type of 

text that demonstrates one’s ability to construct personal views in a 

logical manner by analyzing and evaluating various materials. More-

over, argumentative writing pursues the rationality of comprehensive-

ly understanding multiple conflicting perspectives. It can, therefore, 

clearly reveal the recursive process, which is the essence of writing.

II. Reading-Writing Connection and
Argumentative Writing

One of aims of literacy education is the integration of reading and 

writing instructions (Hirvela, 2016). A conventional assumption ap-

plies that reading and writing should be integrated theoretically and 

empirically. Many educators agree that the two areas are not individ-

ual components; historically, however, they were predominantly di-

vorced in English language arts classrooms in the United States (Nel-
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son & Calfee, 1998). To address this issue, previous studies discussed 

several methods for integrating reading and writing instructions (e.g., 

Graham & Harris, 2017), whereas scholars endeavored to investigate 

the relationship between reading and writing theoretically (Shana-

han, 2016; Swanson & Berninger, 1996) and their mutual influences 

(Fitzgerald & Shanahan, 2000). The abundant and consistent discus-

sion among scholars regarding teaching methods for integrated read-

ing and writing demonstrates that integrated instruction lacks practice 

or is realistically difficult to practice in the classroom setting. Conflict-

ing theoretical perspectives surrounding reading and writing can also 

be evidenced by the many parts whose relationships lack elucidation.

Reading and writing are closely connected each other. Discus-

sions on the relationship between the two areas in the field of literacy 

education are ongoing since the 1980s (Hirvela, 2016). Other schol-

ars view reading and writing separately. However, recent research 

indicates the increasingly natural connection between reading and 

writing (Bloome, 1993; Gee, 2001). Stotsky (1983) is the first study to 

conduct a meta-analysis to examine the relationship between reading 

and writing. Stotsky addresses the transition between reading and 

writing concepts and an extended layer, which reveals a continuous 

link between reading and writing skills. The study is the starting point 

for subsequent research on reading–writing connections (Horning & 

Kraemer, 2013; Tierney, 1992).

The study illustrates the relationship between reading and writing 

from the cognitive, functional, and rhetorical perspectives. From the 

cognitive perspective, reading and writing display differences but rely 

on similar cognitive abilities based on memory, meaning, words, and 

sentences (Shanahan, 2016). For instance, learners are relying on pri-

or knowledge while writing in the same manner that meta-knowledge 

is playing a role in understanding an author’s intended meaning while 

reading texts (Fitzgerald & Shanahan, 2000). Second, many studies 

propose that although reading and writing could be viewed as inde-

pendent, individual skills, they should be viewed collectively to solve 
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problems. This functional view is the basis for the argument that read-

ing and writing should be taught in an integrated manner for effective 

learning. Furthermore, it is the foundation of cross-curricular writing 

instruction, which aims to promote understanding of content subject 

knowledge (Graham & Harris, 2017). Finally, reading and writing dis-

play rhetorical proximity in terms of sharing a space for the mutual 

exchange of opinions to achieve the objective of sharing thoughts 

and communication (Fitzgerald & Shanahan; 2000; Rubin, 1984).

The abovementioned studies on reading–writing connections sug-

gest an association between reading and writing abilities. Regardless, 

the current study interprets the findings on the impact of reading on 

writing and vice versa as provisional. The reason for this notion is that 

recent studies on reading–writing connections, especially those in the 

field of reading, primarily adopt cognitive and combined models, thus 

relatively overlooking the sociocognitive model (Shanahan, 2016). A 

vast majority of studies on reading–writing connections heavily relies 

on the results of timed reading tests or prioritizes reading over writing 

(Shanahan, 2016). Moreover, the variables used in much published 

research on reading–writing connections are problematic in certain 

aspects. For example, scores for spelling or vocabulary measurement 

are frequently interpreted as writing competences. In terms of the 

impact of writing on reading, studies that explore how interventions 

for writing can sharpen reading performance are few (Graham & Har-

ris, 2017). To date, research on the effects of the reading abilities of 

students on writing performance is abundant, whereas a search of the 

literature reveals that reading–writing connections remain understud-

ied. Several published data on this issue are collected through short-

term observations or from a small sample size. Meanwhile, others are 

relatively passé. Accordingly, a definitive conclusion on reading–writ-

ing connections awaits sophisticated enquiries.

In summary, previous studies relatively and actively discuss the 

theoretical and methodological integration of reading and writing. 

However, empirical studies on the correlation between the two lack 
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depth, especially in terms of the diverse factors influencing reading 

and writing abilities. Therefore, the current study poses the following 

research questions.

1.	�Does a correlation exist between the daily reading and writing habits 

of learners? 

2.	�Does a significant relationship exist between reading and writing hab-

its and two argumentative writing skills, namely, simple argumentative 

writing and source-based argumentative writing? 

3.	�Should the effects of reading and writing habits on performance in the 

two types of argumentative writing tasks or the correlation between 

them be measured at the same level?

III. Method

1. Context of the investigation

This study is part of a large-scale two-year project that aims to 

evaluate and develop a curricular intervention that fosters students’ 

deep, integrated understanding of writing as a complex cognitive pro-

cess embedded in a social context (Barton & Papen, 2010; Newell et 

al., 2015). The study recruited participants from a private high school 

in Seoul, South Korea, with a reputation for academic excellence 

and for implementing various after-school programs across a range 

of content areas. The participants provided informed consent after 

a briefing of the purpose and ethics of the research. However, three 

student participants were unable to complete the study because of a 

one-day absence during writing tests.

2. Data sources and analyses

Quantitative and qualitative data were selected, collected, and an-
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alyzed using sequential explanatory mixed methods design (Bowen 

et al., 2017; Creswell & Clark, 2018) to understand the complexity of 

reading and writing practices that students experience in and out of 

school contexts. 

The early writing skills of the participants were measured using 

the Test of Argumentative Writing (TAW) (Newell et al., 2015), which 

is a respected, tested, and norm-referenced assessment tool with es-

tablished validity and reliability for measuring argumentative writing 

abilities at the high school level. To more fully capture student writing 

abilities, the TAW is grounded in present research on argumentative 

writing abilities that are subdivided into two subsets: simple writing 

and source-based argumentative writing. Student argumentative writ-

ing abilities were measured through four different writing tasks: two 

simple and two source-based writing tasks. The completed texts were 

scored using a six-point scale on a rubric of seven compositional 

items, such as appropriate use of evidence and claims. The writing 

tasks were as follows:

�[Simple writing task 1] Discuss whether a competitive atmosphere 

is conducive for studying or working. 

�[Simple writing task 2] Discuss the strengths and weaknesses of 

co-educational and single-sex schools. 

�[Source-based writing task 1] Explain the point of both [A] and [B] 

respectively in relation to [C] and criticize an opposing opinion 

from your perspective among the arguments for and against as 

reflected in [C]. 

�[Source-based writing task 2] Text (A) presents the argument that 

the application of scientific research results must be controlled, 

whereas text (B) contends that people should continue to de-

velop new knowledge without fearing its consequences. On the 
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basis of these positions, answer the following questions. (1) De-

velop the points of the two texts and, if you link them together, 

reconstitute what answers are possible about whether scientists 

should be socially responsible for the negative consequences of 

their research. (2) Examining the validity of your reconstituted 

answer, and state your opinion on whether scientific research 

should undergo social or legal regulations or control processes. 

The broad corpus of data used in the study comprised classroom 

observations taken during the school year together with field notes, 

teacher debriefings, student interviews, student work, and related 

documents. To make the corpus of data manageable, several episodes 

of instructional conversations and interviews representative of key 

moments were selected (Mitchell, 1984). 

Two scorers who performed a comprehensive evaluation based 

on TAW (Newell et al., 2015) were high school Korean language arts 

teachers who had respectively six and ten years of teaching experi-

ence. The total score per student participant was calculated by sum-

ming two scores from the scorers. Student texts with different scores 

of over five points between the two scorers were scored once more 

and adjusted by discussing the scoring criteria ( Johnson et al., 2001). 

The discussion to coordinate adaptation and interpret rubrics was 

based on Toulmin’s (1958/2003) argumentation model and Gallagh-

er’s (2006) scoring criteria.

IV. Finding and Significance

During the first lesson on argumentative writing, students were 

asked to reflect on their past reading and writing experiences, and 

based on this prior experience, write down the relationship between 

the two. The teacher then proposed that students share their experi-

ences with classmates. After a brief sharing period wherein the stu-
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dents described their experiences, the teachers asked students to 

express their views regarding reading and writing. The instructional 

conversation below was originally communicated in Korean and was 

later translated into English by a field researcher. 

Teacher:	� Do you see any connections between reading and writing? 

What was your experience learning about these subjects? 

Student 1:	�Both were taught separately. What connections? 

Students:	� (laughter) 

Student 2:	�They seemed connected… in some ways, but I have no idea. 

Student 3:	�Well, they would have a positive influence on one another. 

Better readers should be better writers vice versa. 

Teacher:	� Sure. How and why, then, are they connected? 

Student 1:	�Reading is just reading. (quietly) 

Teacher:	� Yes, reading is just reading sometimes. Does everyone agree 

with her? How about we consider the connection between 

reading and argumentation and argumentative writing? What 

do you guys think? 

Student 2:	�I think some of the ideas and logic are used in both, and bet-

ter readers are likely to become better writers because read-

ing a lot makes people more familiar with expressions, like 

sentences and paragraphs. 

Teacher:	� Okay. So you mean to say that spending time reading books 

and writing would lead to a better understanding of sentenc-

es, paragraphs, and ideas. 

In this segment of instructional conversation, the teacher and stu-

dents focus on two issues: (1) whether reading and writing are con-

nected; and (2) how and what aspects of reading and writing could 

influence on argumentation and argumentative writing. This illustrates 

certain conceptual ideas students had regarding reading and writing, 

as well as their ideas about argumentative writing. The conversations 

regarding prior learning experiences and concepts helped students to 

share their feelings and views toward the relationship between read-
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ing and writing, as well as how daily reading and writing could make 

an impact on argumentative writing. Although the teacher did not 

speak this point out loud explicitly, the instructional conversation im-

plies the underlying assumption that daily reading and writing would 

affect argumentative writing abilities.      

In this section, aside from participants’ understanding and con-

cepts about reading and writing and their influence on argumentative 

writing, the results of argumentative writing tasks and daily reading 

and writing habits were illustrated in response to the first research 

question. Equivalent form reliability was verified for the results ob-

tained from performing four writing tasks. First, following a Pearson’s 

correlation analysis of simple argumentative writing tasks 1 and 2, 

simple writing task 1 scores revealed a significant positive correla-

tion with simple writing task 2 (r = .533, p < .001). The source-based 

argumentative writing tasks 1 and 2 scores also exhibited a significant 

positive correlation (r = .478, p < .001). Finally, cross validating the 

two simple and two source-based argumentative writing tasks con-

firmed that simple argumentative writing task 1 was statistically signif-

icantly positive correlated to the source-based argumentative writing 

tasks 1 (r = .864, p < .001) and 2 (r = .438, p < .001). Likewise, simple 

argumentative writing task 2 also revealed significantly positively cor-

related to source-based argumentative writing tasks 1 (r = .499, p < 

.001) and 2 (r = .834, p < .001). These test results can be interpreted 

as relatively stable, suitably reliable, considering they are more likely 

to result in being less reliable than the other reliability tests. This is 

because the equivalent form reliability test usually includes the errors 

caught by the test-retest and caused by the item design.

Table 1. Correlation analysis between writing tasks

Variable 1 2 3 4

Simple 1 1

Simple 2 .533*** 1
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Source-based 1 .864*** .499*** 1

Source-based 2 .438*** .834*** .478*** 1

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

Subsequently, it was verified whether understanding the level 

of writing ability by averaging or summing each writing result was 

acceptable. In the reliability statistics results, the Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient was .828, which demonstrated that the reliability of the 

writing ability evaluation tool was excellent because of high internal 

consistency.

1. Reading and writing habits

Daily reading and writing habits, including the text types and fre-

quency of reading and writing outside of school contexts, were mea-

sured through questionnaires. Some of the questionnaire items are 

displayed in Figure 1. The whole questionnaire, which was comprises 

15 pages, was adapted from the survey instrument that was originally 

developed, tested, and verified by Newell et al. (2015). Pearson’s cor-

relation analysis was conducted using the collected data to determine 

the correlation between daily reading and writing habits outside of 

school contexts and answer the first question of this study. The find-

ing of this analysis demonstrates that reading habits show a statisti-

cally significant positive correlation with writing habits (r = .411, p < 

.001). Concerning the significance level, the r value has a variance of 

16.8%, indicating that reading and writing habits outside of school are 

moderately positively correlated.
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What types of writing do you do outside school for personal purposes? (Please mark 
all that apply.)

___ Email 
___ Diary/journal/personal blog
___ Twitter/Facebook/Instagram
___ Texting
___ Other type(s) (Please write in):

___ Poem
___ Story
___ Report
___ Argument/Critique
___ Don’t do any writing 

What do you read outside school for personal purposes? (Please check all that apply.)

___ Novels
___ Personal blogs
___ News
___ Commentaries 
___ Don’t do any reading
___ Other type(s) (please write in): 

___ Magazines
___ Journals
___ Comic books
___ Graphic novels

Figure 1. Daily reading and writing habits questionnaire

2. Reading-writing habits and writing abilities

Pearson’s correlation analysis was conducted to see how read-

ing and writing habits outside of school correlate with argumentative 

writing ability. The results are shown below in Table 2.

Table 2. Correlation between reading-writing habits and argumentative writing skills

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6

Reading habit 1

Writing habit .411*** 1

Simple task 1 -.042 .201** 1

Simple task 2 .101 .161* .533*** 1

Source-based task 1 -.095 .150* .864*** .499*** 1

Source-based task 2 .023 .100 .438*** .834*** .478*** 1

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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The second question of this study examined whether there is 

a meaningful relationship between reading-writing habits outside of 

school and argumentative writing ability. Looking at the results of the 

correlation, writing habits outside of school do not show any signifi-

cant correlation with writing performance regardless of the types of 

writing tasks, except for reading habits (r = .411, p < .001). On the 

other hand, reading habits showed a significant positive correlation 

with simple argumentative writing task 1 (r = .201, p < .01), the simple 

argumentative writing task 2 (r = .161, p < .05), and the first source-

based argumentative writing task (r = .150, p < .05). There is no signif-

icant correlation between reading habits and the second source-based 

argumentative writing task.

Next, multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to verify 

the influence of reading and writing habits outside of school on ar-

gumentative writing ability. The number of participants in this paper 

satisfies the recommended requirements set out by Tabachnick and 

Fidell’s (2019) method for calculating sample sizes for generalization 

of multiple regression model results. As the last question of this study 

explores the differing influences of reading and writing habits ac-

cording to the type of argumentative writing task, multiple regression 

analysis was used, dividing the analysis according to the dependent 

variables of simple argumentative writing and source-based argumen-

tative writing (Refer to Table 3 and 4 below).

Table 3. The influence of reading-writing habits on simple argumentative writing ability

Dependent 
variable

Independent 
variable

B S.E. β t p VIF

Simple
Argumentative 

Writing

(Constant) 4.344 .532 8.160*** < .001

Writing .051 .085 .042 .598 .551 1.203

Reading .131 .064 .144 2.049* .042 1.203

F = 3.346 (p < .05), R2 = .027, adjR2 = .019, D-W = 1.267

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Multiple regression analysis was conducted to verify the effect of 

out-of-school reading and writing habits on argumentative writing, es-

pecially simple argumentative writing task performance. The regres-

sion model was statistically significant (F = 3.346, p < .05), and the 

explanatory power of the regression model was approximately 2.7% 

(adjusted R squared 1.9%) (R2 = .027, adjR
2 = .019). The Durbin-Watson 

statistic was 1.267, and it was evaluated that there was no problem of 

violation in the assumption of independence of the residuals. The tol-

erance was .831 and the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) were all less 

than 10. As such, it can be judged that there was no multicollinearity 

problem. Following the verification of the regression coefficient sig-

nificance, it was found that daily reading habits outside of school (β = 

.144, p = .042) had a significant positive effect on simple argumenta-

tive writing performance, but daily writing habits outside of school (β 

= .042, p = .551) did not appear to be statistically significantly related.

Table 4. The influence of reading-writing habits on source-based argumentative 
writing ability

Dependent 
variable

Independent 
variable

B S.E. β t p VIF

Source-Based 
Argumentative 

Writing

(Constant) 6.745 .959 7.034*** < .001

Writing -.047 .154 -.022 -.308 .758 1.203

Reading .176 .115 .109 1.532 .127 1.203

F = 1.236 (p = .292), R2 = .010, adjR2 = .002, D-W = 1.253

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to verify the effect 

of daily reading and writing habits outside of school contexts on the 

ability to perform source-based argumentative writing tasks. As a re-

sult, it is possible to interpret that the explanatory power of the re-

gression model is insufficient because the variance of the dependent 

variable by groups in the ANOVA of this regression model is not large 
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enough to produce significant results (F = 1.236, p = .292). In other 

words, reading and writing habits outside of school are less accu-

rate in estimating data presentation-type argumentative writing per-

formance, which means that daily reading and writing habits hardly 

affect argumentative writing skills.

V. Discussion and Limitations

In this paper, I examined the correlation between reading and 

writing habits outside of school, and considering this correlation, I 

tried to investigate the influence of daily reading-writing habits on ar-

gumentative writing ability and relationship between them. The argu-

mentative writing task was divided into a simple and a source-based 

argumentative writing task. The equivalent form reliability was veri-

fied in order for disciplined calculation of the writing ability indica-

tors.

1. Extensive reading and writing outside the school: A weak 
relationship 

The result of correlation and regression analyses confirmed that 

reading and writing habits outside the school context were strongly 

correlated. It can be interpreted that learners who enjoy reading in 

their daily lives generally write a lot. What does a statistically verified 

correlation mean? Certainly, there is a correlation between writing and 

reading habits outside of school contexts. In other words, likewise, 

learners who enjoy writing outside of school are more likely to enjoy 

reading. To put it the other way, learners who enjoy reading outside 

of school are more likely to enjoy writing. However, it is inappropri-

ate to infer causality from the results of the correlation analysis be-

tween reading and writing habits conducted in this study. 
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I was interested in whether reading and writing habits outside 

of school had the same effect on the ability to perform two different 

types of tasks, namely, simple argumentative writing and source-based 

argumentative writing task which is a more complicated writing task 

requiring students to analyze multiple reading materials. Correlation 

and multiple regression analysis were carried out to grasp the rela-

tions and effects among reading-writing habits outside of school and 

argumentative writing abilities. The analysis results indicate that daily 

writing habits did not show statistically significant correlations with 

the two types of argumentative writing task performance, but read-

ing habits had an effect on simple argumentative writing task perfor-

mance. This result suggests that writing habits outside of school had 

little or no effect on the ability to perform argumentative writing tasks 

regardless of the type, and on the contrary, reading habits outside 

of school had a certain effect on simple argumentative writing task 

among the two types. However, considering the explanatory power of 

the regression model, approximately 2.7% and the adjusted R squared 

is 1.9%, further studies using larger randomized controlled research 

design could provide more definitive evidence. This is because the 

explanatory power of the same size seen in the regression model for 

explaining large-scale economic indicators is generally considered to 

be very ample reliability, but discussions on the magnitude of ex-

planatory power in the fields of reading and writing research have not 

yet been elaborated.

2. Best practice for teaching argumentative writing 

Reading and writing habits outside of school had no influence on 

the ability to perform the source-based argumentative writing task in 

the results of multiple regression analysis. There results must be in-

terpreted with caution because it is not insisted that daily reading and 

writing habits outside school are meaningless. It can be judged that 

the effect on the writing ability to form the only one type of writing—
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an argumentative writing—among the various types of writing such 

as narrative, persuasive, descriptive, expository, is imperceptible. Ar-

gumentative writing could also be divided into several types of writ-

ing tasks and contexts including a research paper. In this study, we 

focused on impromptu argumentative writing in the form of recalling 

reasons and evidence within a limited time of about 30 minutes and 

source-based argumentative writing requiring analyzing given data 

and expressing one’s opinion regarding them. This is also the reason 

why it should not be jumped to hasty conclusions, on the basis of the 

results of this paper’s investigation, about the influence of reading 

and writing habits outside of school on other types of argumentative 

writing ability or other types of texts. 

This finding has important implications that reading-writing hab-

its outside of school do not have much impact on the performance 

of argumentative writing tasks, if conscious writing practice is not 

supported. This outcome is contrary to the tacit, pervasive assump-

tion that the more books you read, the better you will naturally write, 

or extensive reading will be a key not only to essay writing tests but 

also personal difficulties in their lives. If this is the case, so, is it point-

less to form the habit of writing and reading outside of school? Of 

course not. In addition to reading and writing for literacy assessment, 

cultivating reading and writing habits is a pathway that make people 

know how to interact with texts and enjoy writing in everyday life, 

which furthermore lead them to lifelong readers and writers, and this 

ultimately is one of the goals of literacy education. 

An issue that emerges from the findings is that areas for improve-

ment will persist and will not be remedied by simple repetition, as 

evidenced by hobbies or activities in other areas. Take a game of ten-

nis with a friend, for example. If one were to take a small spin and hit 

the ball toward the left side of the friend at chest level, then the friend 

will experience difficulty in hitting the ball properly. The friend would 

be aware of this phenomenon, whether such a thought is expressed 

verbally or not. However, it is not an occupational problem and it 
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rarely occurs. As a consequence, consciously exerting effort to solve 

the problem or devising a plan to cope with it may be unnecessary.

Such problems tend to display similar patterns in any technology 

or situation. Students learn basic concepts through the instructors’ 

guidance or books, and practice the acquired knowledge individually. 

Although their abilities reach certain levels over time, the majority 

undergo a stagnant phase. At this point, many people believe that 

taking a lot of practice will lead to improvement. Public awareness of 

this perception was reinforced by prior research on the thesis that a 

certain amount of practice should be accumulated until a threshold is 

exceeded (Ericsson, 2009; Shenk, 2010).

Notably, the opposite is true. Following the abovementioned 

logic, a doctor, a teacher, or a driver with 15 years of experience is 

expected to display more professionalism, greater expertise in teach-

ing, or better driving skills, respectively, than those with three years 

of experience. However, many cases demonstrate that people with 

more than 20 years of experience exhibit performance skills similar to 

those with less years of experience in the same field. Others may even 

show a decline in proficiency (Ericsson, 2014). The reason underlying 

this notion is that the ability to achieve certain levels through practice 

ceases or regresses with simple repetition.

Thus, the study emphasizes the importance of education on sys-

tematic writing and the role of teachers in designing instructional 

plans and conducting lessons in writing. Brief writing activities con-

ducted three to four times per week is sufficient for basic learning 

objectives, such as forming a good habit of writing a diary, writing 

simple emails, and breaking down psychological barriers that lead to 

writer’s block. However, the current study proposes that argumenta-

tive writing, which includes analyses of various data, evaluation of 

resources, and enhancement of one’s logic through the synthesis of 

various perspectives, can be improved only through the process of 

practicing “differently” rather than “more” (Newell et al., 2015). For 

example, a teacher should set clear learning goals, divide them into 
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multiple stages, and design a detailed plan for each stage. What are 

the elements that constitute a compelling argument? Using reliable ev-

idence to reinforce the argument is crucial. This goal is relatively spe-

cific but requires classification into a series of steps and stages. How 

can one identify reliable evidence among multiple sources? Teachers 

should determine how learners frequently search for evidence and 

link the findings to claims and warrants. 

Lastly, teachers should provide feedback. Usually, in any field, we 

need feedback help us realize exactly where we need to pay more at-

tention and our weakness. Such feedback should be detailed enough 

to deliberately provide additional assignment for the next step, in-

stead of just pointing out defects or providing scores. Additional as-

signments should also be a little beyond the student’s current ability 

(Byrnes & Wasik, 2019). Whether they discover their own mistakes 

based on their metacognitive ability or are pointed out by outside 

observers, they cannot recognize their positions without feedback. 

Likewise, the improvement of writing ability, especially for the argu-

mentative writing ability, can progress only by knowing learners are 

writing in the right way or where they are doing wrong and how to 

make progress, rather than accumulating writing experience by sim-

ple repetition. Most learners have a hard time figuring out mistakes in 

their writings without someone who can see the logical development 

and point out weaknesses, mistakes, leap of logics. The usefulness of 

simple repetition lies in removing the psychological barriers to writ-

ing by making it easy and comfortable to perform a certain level of 

writing, but the danger of simple repetition is that it is difficult to try 

to write to reach a level that exceeds the familiar and comfortable 

writing. It is difficult for learners to voluntarily devote the effort and 

maintain concentration to write for a better level of writing, and the 

bigger problem is that the process of pushing themselves is not fun 

and not easy to motivate.

Suggestions for further research are as follows. If daily reading 

and writing habits outside of school do not have a significant impact 
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on the ability to perform a certain type of argumentative writing tasks, 

it is also necessary to examine whether the correlation and explana-

tory power with other types of writing—descriptive, expository, nar-

rative, persuasive—are similar or if different, how they differ. 

A specific criterion for literacy teachers, educators, researchers 

to measure learners’ ability to perform argumentative writing is also 

necessary. Of course, there are several instruments and rubrics for 

evaluating persuasive writing, but more detailed analytical scoring 

criteria specialized for argumentative writing are required. In addi-

tion, this criterion becomes the basis for meaningful diagnosis and 

feedback only when it is subdivided in detail by every single factors. 

If it remains at the simplified, “one size fits all” level, there would be 

no difference from the existing scoring criteria. It’s a natural request. 

If there is no consensus on what level of good writing skills are, if 

there is no specific standard for judging which changes can be con-

sidered as improved skills, and if the concept of writing improvement 

is ambiguous, then the slogan itself are meaninglessly remained that 

writing skills are needed to be improved. This is because we cannot 

develop concrete ways to achieve our goals to design instructional 

plans or create interventions for student writing improvement only 

with slogan. 

Reading and writing are complex, multidimensional, and inter-

twined practices. In other words, the questionnaire items and writ-

ing test tools that were adopted and adapted for this study may not 

address learners’ daily reading and writing habits as well as writing 

abilities appropriately, although those tools were developed, tested, 

and validated by prior studies. For instance, the principal weakness 

of this study was an uncertainty about the different results between 

simple and source-based writing tasks. Thus, a natural progression of 

this work should be to refine the survey and writing test tools. 

A further study with more focus on instructional plans consist-

ing of multiple stages with various activities and tasks is therefore 

suggested. If it is possible to measure the writing ability, instead of 
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presenting the next task by rule of thumb, it should be possible to 

provide tasks that exceed the learner’s level in a specialized form. It 

also differs in that instead of listing the knowledge of argumentation 

in the classroom and the learner memorizing the characteristics of 

good writing, they should focus on the experience of actual writing 

and how to improve it. In many classrooms, there are still very few 

opportunities to write, or there is a tendency to leave it entirely to the 

learner to actually try it and experience trial and error after displaying 

information on what the text as a final product should be look like 

(Applebee & Langer, 2013). Delivering and remembering descriptive 

knowledge about writing within writing classroom is like trying to 

improve marathon skills by watching a YouTube video or by reading 

an article in a magazine. The question of ‘knowing what’ is, of course, 

important, but fixed descriptive knowledge cannot serve as an end 

in itself. Ultimately, the most important thing for leis “what can I do” 

after writing classes.

VI. Conclusion

The present study was designed to investigate the correlation be-

tween reading and writing habits, and then between read and writing 

habits and argumentative writing abilities. In this investigation, the 

second aim of this study was to grasp the effect of reading-writing 

habits on argumentative writing abilities. The results indicated that 

the correlation between daily reading and writing habits is positive. 

In terms of argumentative writing, participants took four different ar-

gumentative writing tasks for reliability and validity: two simple and 

two source-based argumentative writing tasks. The results revealed an 

observed difference between simple and source-based argumentative 

writing, in relation to reading and writing habits outside the school 

contexts. Analysis of instructional conversations and interviews with 
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students revealed that teachers and students consider daily reading 

and writing habits a good approach for learning how to write regard-

less of genre (i.e., narrative, expository, or argumentative). However, 

the results of the statistical model indicate a relatively weak relation-

ship between reading and writing habits and argumentative writing 

abilities, specifically, source-based argumentative writing. 

Over the last several decades, many effective writing approaches 

have been designed, developed, and discussed (e.g., Ferretti & Gra-

ham, 2019; Kiuhara et al., 2020; Lin et al., 2020; Newell et al., 2015; 

Smith et al., 2012). In the meanwhile, in recent decades, scholars 

and teachers have criticized instruction and assessment that sepa-

rated reading and writing by challenging the underlying assumption 

that each reading and writing practice is an isolated individual act. 

However, classroom instruction and scholarly discussion regarding 

the teaching of writing often ignore the possibility that any measured 

writing abilities are influenced by individual habits, cultures, and oth-

er media outside school (Barton & Hamilton, 2012; Brayko, 2013; Hull 

& Schultz, 2002; Lee, 2007; Moje, 2008). Accordingly, many research-

ers, educators, and teachers alike over the last 30 years have raised 

a call for a thorough examination of learners’ specific influences and 

texts because “they are situated within specific personal and cultural 

contexts” (Applebee, 1993, p. 116). 

The key argument of the study is that daily reading habits outside 

school are deemed to exert a positive impact on argumentative writ-

ing performance, especially independent writing tasks that do not 

require understanding, analysis, and evaluation of multiple sources 

provided to students. However, contrary to expectations, the study 

found an extremely weak relationship between daily writing habits 

and argumentative writing performance. Furthermore, detailed analy-

sis suggests that performance in source-based argumentative writing 

is statistically uncorrelated with daily reading and writing habits. 

A possible explanation for the relatively contradictory results may 

be the experience of writing “practice” (Ericsson & Pool, 2016). Ac-
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cording to argument schema theory (Reznitskaya & Anderson, 2002), 

argumentative writing encapsulates not only rhetorical production 

with argumentative knowledge regarding the functions and forms of 

an argumentative component but also the realization of conflicting 

perspectives and counter-arguments. Thus, the study suggests that a 

teacher’s role is vital in orchestrating a series of activities that students 

can practice with purpose instead of simply accumulating a volume 

of repeated practice to produce text.

To teach and learn argumentation, the study proffers the impor-

tance of developing experience in writing “practice” (Ericsson & Pool, 

2016) in a correct and diligent manner. The study presents fundamen-

tal differences in predominant assumptions, teacher and student roles, 

and significant factors related to writing practice and argumentation 

instead of focusing on a simplified persuasive writing task, which 

frequently produces a five-paragraph theme ( Johnson et al., 2003). 

Correct and diligent “Practice” (Erricsson & Pool, 2016) refers to so-

phisticated, effective, and purposeful practice for steady improvement 

that relies on research-based modes of learning. This form of practice 

differs from naïve, ignorant, practice that focuses on the amount of 

repetition.
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ABSTRACT

Reading-Writing Habits and Argumentative Writing

Kwak, Subeom

The decades following 1980 were as important to the United States 

as South Korea for the introduction of concepts like reading-writing con-

nection and reading and writing outside of the school habits to improve 

literacy practices for students. Ironically, this also was a period when 

theoretical discussions were largely dominant while few empirical studies 

investigated the relationships and effects of reading and writing habits on 

writing abilities. This study aims to investigate the correlation between 

reading and writing habits outside of the school context, and examine 

how such habits influence argumentative writing ability. A total of 240 

high school students participated. Both quantitative and qualitative data 

were collected and analyzed within this study relying on sequential ex-

planatory mixed methods design in order to capture a complexity of liter-

acy practices. Questionnaires were used to measure reading and writing 

habits, whereas writing ability was assessed through four argumentative 

writing tasks. For in-depth analysis, writing tasks were divided into two 

types: a direct question and a source-based writing task. Semi-structured 

interviews and classroom observations based on ethnographic approach-

es were also conducted for one academic year. Accordingly, differences 

in argumentation ability according to task type were observed. The study 

identified a complicated set of results. Out of school reading and writ-

ing habits are strongly correlated each other. Such reading and writing 

habits outside of school effects significantly impact direct question type 

argumentative writing task, although not for source-based writing task. 

This study is meaningful because it not only examines the relationship 

between reading and writing habits outside of the school setting and ar-

gumentative writing ability, it also lays the foundation for follow-up stud-
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ies. Such research may target reading, writing, and argumentative writing 

abilities given this study’s support for the necessity of teacher-designed 

structured process writing instruction and a set of activities for learning to 

write more meticulous argumentative essays.

keywords  Writing, Argumentative Writing, Reading, Reading Habit, Writing Habit


