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Abstract: Research is failing to consistently report theoretical frameworks, increasing the gap between research and practice, and increasing the difficulty teachers
face in effectively matching interventions with student needs. However, this lack of
theoretical understanding has not been well documented in the current literature.
The purpose of this systematic review is to determine the literacy theories used in
published articles within the Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy (JAAL). JAAL
is a peer-reviewed literacy journal that focuses on providing research-based practices for teachers. The present study includes an overview of published theories of
reading and writing and the results of coding for these theories within a sample
of ninety-four published intervention articles. Through this review, we have uncovered several areas for future research: (1) clarification of the differences between
sociocultural and sociocognitive theories, (2) an increased emphasis on the mutual
impact of reading and writing, and (3) a need to diversify theories used for reading
and writing instruction.
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1. Introduction
Teachers strive to enrich students’ literacy by helping them become consumers of literature and
producers of writing. Classroom teachers recognize that reading and writing complement each other
and include the two skills simultaneously in instruction (Gao, 2013; Grabe & Zhang, 2013; Ulusoy &
Dedeoglu, 2011). While the overarching term “literacy” encompasses both reading and writing, theoretical perspectives still treat the two as dichotomies (Goatley & Hinchman, 2013; Tracey & Morrow,
2012; Unrau & Alvermann, 2013). As a result, while most literacy journals for practitioners offer innovative pedagogies, rarely have the theoretical rationales, frameworks, or platforms supporting the
instruction been explicated. This oversight signifies a problem in current research and practice.
Due to the complexity of literacy, one theory is usually insufficient for explaining the benefits and
processes of an intervention (Cain & Parrila, 2014). While it is understandable that, researchers may
struggle to verbalize the theoretical frameworks underlying teaching practices, it remains critical to
articulate the driving theories for instructional practices. Without this clear articulation, teachers
may not fully grasp how these strategies or practices developed. Teachers may not be enthusiastic
about the word “theory” or the expectation that they should understand theories related to literacy,
but this knowledge is invaluable. As Amrein-Beardlsey and Haladyna (2012) define, theories “help
people understand phenomena, guide how people react to and make sense of the natural world,
and should help frame how people explain and understand phenomena under study” (p. 18).
Theories help shape the teachers’ understanding of pedagogy and content, but also frame why certain interventions are effective for specific learners (West, 2013). Many teachers utilize researchbased practices in their classrooms, but fail to understand the theoretical underpinnings. Once
teachers understand the theories for instructional practices, they are more likely to understand the
recommended practices to meet the unique needs and developmental levels of their students.
Research in literacy education has found a connection between reading and writing (see Berninger,
Abbott, Abbott, Graham, & Richards, 2002), but the absence of articulated theoretical frameworks in
articles for reading practitioners has not been well documented in the current literature. Therefore,
the purpose of this systematic review of literature is to determine the major theories of literacy, both
reading and writing, guiding the practices reported in published articles within The Journal of
Adolescent and Adult Literacy. We limited our search to The Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy,
chosen for its impact factor (.627), influence in the field, and emphasis on research-based educational interventions. Our aim was to answer the following research question: What theories are guiding research focused on the connection between reading and writing? The following sections provide
an overview of the major theories for reading and writing included in this review, a detailed description of the methodology, coding procedures, and results, and conclusions with interpretations of the
prevalence of theories used as well as suggestions for future research.

2. Overview of theories
We researched theories in both reading and writing to create a coding scheme, definitions, and examples of interventions to establish common language among our research team and provide higher inter-rater reliability within the results. Much of our research came from two sources (e.g.
Alvermann, Unrau, & Ruddell, 2013; Tracey & Morrow, 2012) providing a comprehensive overview of
theories in reading and writing. Currently, these two sources provide a comprehensive overview of
literacy theories, supported by prominent research in the field. However, we found that even these
sources were not all-inclusive. As we reviewed articles, several theories emerged which were not
originally included in the coding scheme (e.g. reader response theory, third space theory). Because
past and current literature refer to separate theories for reading and writing, instead of intersecting
theories, we keep our discussion of the theories separated. Table 1 provides an overview of the theories discussed.
In the following sections, we provide a detailed description of the theories presented in the coded
articles. Note that several theories described briefly in Table 1 did not appear in the reviewed articles,
so they are not included in the discussion below.
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2.1. Schema theory
Schema theory describes a hypothetical knowledge structure in the brain to which new information is
compared and processed (Anderson, 1977). When reading, knowledge the reader already has on the
subject serves as a framework to process and store new information. Additionally, when readers come
across new information, that information is integrated into existing schema or developed into new
schema (Alvermann et al., 2013). Text-to-text, text-to-self, and text-to-text connections are frequently
seen in literacy interventions and activities, which help facilitate building mental connections, connecting reading to students’ life experiences, and bridging current texts with prior readings (Tovani, 2004).

2.2. Social construction theory
Social construction theory is unique in that the theory assumes knowledge is socially constructed
and dependent on culture and society, yet it is not a dominant theory in writing research. Alvermann
et al. (2013) explains this nicely with, “a social constructionist position in any discipline assumes that
any entities we normally call reality, knowledge, thought, facts, texts, selves and so on are construct
generated by communities of like-minded peers” (p. 59).

2.3. Transactional theory
Transactional theory describes a series of interactions between readers and text (Rosenblatt, 2013).
The basic assumption of this theory is that text does not carry meaning without a reader to offer perspective (Rosenblatt, 2013). Transactional theory states that writers bring different perspectives to the
text they author from those of the readers who will later interact with those texts (Rosenblatt, 2013).

2.4. Construction-integration theory
The construction–integration model of reading explains how reading can be separated into a micro
and macro level (Kintsch, 2013). The micro-level represents the more localized level of reading, including decoding and phonological awareness. The macro-level represents a more global understanding of reading, focusing on the semantic representation of the text. Together, the micro- and
macro-levels explain the two dichotomies of reading, decoding and comprehension. This theory primarily describes reading but can be applied to writing. To explain writing, the micro-level represents
the correlation between letters and words, as well as words and sentence. The macro-level would
include overall comprehension of a written text and the connections among sentences to form
ideas.

2.5. Sociocultural theory
Writing is a social construct that is culturally based and individualized. Currently, sociocultural theory is the dominant framework for writing research (Prior, 2006), which posits that an activity such as
writing happens in specific situations and is governed by the rules of a culture or society but can also
be individualized to the specific individual. Sociocultural theory builds on Vygotsky’s (1980) Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) and learning from a more knowledgeable other, focusing on social and
concrete aspects of learning. Therefore, sociocultural theory views writing and reading as modes of
social collaboration and cognitive processing (Prior, 2006). In the studies that championed this theory, reading and writing were seen as collaborations among students and teachers as well as tools
for learning in other content areas.

2.6. Sociocognitive theory
Sociocognitive theory derived from sociocultural theory because of growing interest on the sociocultural perspectives of literacy since mid-1980s (Unrau & Alvermann, 2013). Comparison of these two
theories leads to a great amount of similarities as both of them involve social interactions within
contexts. However, rather than being regarded as an extension of sociocultural theory, sociocognitive theory is also widely applied in research on reading and writing based on its unique emphasis on
the readers and writers themselves. While sociocultural theory generally prescribes that students
could learn from transactional activities with others who are more competent and knowledgeable,
sociocognitive theory emphasizes that students should have judgments and modifications for their
improvement during this social process. For example, when a study indicated that students were
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given modifications depending on their strategies and goals for self-achievement, we interpreted
that the tenets of sociocognitive theory are applied to the study design.

2.7. Motivation theory
Motivation is a complex construct with multiple definitions. Motivation can be defined in terms of a
set of psychological constructs such as beliefs, values and expectations (e.g. desire for success, desire to look attractive). It can also be defined in terms of a set of behaviors such as engagement,
persistence, choice, effort, confidence, interest, and enjoyment. Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) state
that motivation theory has three different theoretical taxonomy categories: (1) self-efficacy, which
is the belief that one is a strong reader and is willing to engage in challenging activities; (2) intrinsic
motivation and learning goals, which include curiosity, involvement, importance and avoidance; and
(3) extrinsic motivation and learning goals based upon competition, the desire to outperform
others.

2.8. Reader response theory
Reader response theory suggests that meaning of the text is derived from interactions between
readers and the content (Fish, 1980; Holland, 1975; Iser, 1974, 1978; Rosenblatt, 1938, 1978). Each
reader, according to their prior knowledge and personal experience, may have different and unique
interpretations of the same text. Rather than being judged as either right or wrong, readers’ responses are respected and examined individually for their values. Compared to transactional theory,
reader response theory emphasizes the readers themselves, while transactional theory emphasizes
the text.

2.9. Third space theory
Moje et al. (2004) introduced third space theory to content literacy acquisition in classrooms. They
supposed that students’ knowledge and experience of their life could be applied to assist their literacy learning. Such strategies may also activate students’ interest and motivation for learning activities. Third space theory in reading emphasizes the uniqueness of each individual and their
interaction with environment as a hybrid. For classroom implications, third space theory serves as a
means to understand students’ learning resistance and further guide teachers to find solutions to
overcome this.

3. Methods
The present study is a systematic literature review of articles focusing on reading and writing interventions published in the Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy. Using the matrix method (Garrard,
2011) that includes detailed coding procedures, multiple coders, and inter-rater reliability checks,
we reliably synthesize the current research.

3.1. Identification of studies
We implemented a systematic strategy for locating relevant studies published in one peer-reviewed
journal, which focuses on articles geared toward practitioners.

3.1.1. Inclusion/exclusion criteria
Included articles had to meet three initial requirements to be included in the initial coding: (1) have
been published within the last ten years (2004–2014), (2) explicitly address writing, and (3) explicitly
address reading. If one of these three criteria were not met, the article was excluded from the final
sample. We did not limit the inclusion criteria by age or grade level, but did note these factors in our
coding matrix. Of the 94 articles initially retrieved, 60% (n = 56) were excluded and 40% (n = 38) were
included. The majority of the excluded articles were removed from the final sample for one of the
two reasons: (1) the study did not address both reading and writing, or (2) the article did not provide
empirical data (i.e. the article was a book review or editorial piece).
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Table 1. Theories included in coding scheme, with brief definitions
Theoretical category

Theoretical sub-category

Brief definition (from Alvermann et al., 2013)

Constructivism

Schema

Cognitive patterns of thought and knowledge that help people remember and retrieve information

Psycholinguistic

The unlimited variety of sentences and lexical structures people can create and use to predict
word patterns as they read or write

Social constructivism

People learn through social interactions and are influenced by the environment

Transactional

Texts do not carry meaning until a reader or writer interacts with them and infinitely many
transactions exist which can change each time a reader or write interacts with the text

Information processing

Gough

Bottom-up approach to reading that emphasizes the grapheme input into the reader’s visual
system

LaBerge-Samuels

Focuses on automaticity of sight words that allows for higher order thinking and processing
skills

Rumelhart

Combines top-down and bottom-up processing of words in that reader’s take in visual cues
about words then apply sight word knowledge or decoding to reading

Construction-integration

Literacy exists at the micro-level, individual words, and the macro-level, semantic understanding

Dual-coding

Readers use one of two pathways to read a word—decoding or sight words—and each pathway has distinct processes involved in reading

Simple view of reading

Comprehension X Decoding = Reading; both comprehension and decoding are essential
processes to effective reading

Sociocultural perspective

People primarily learn through social interactions and more knowledgeable others (MKO) to
increase their zone of proximal development (ZPD)

Sociocognitive

People learn from creating personal goals and can learn either by personal application or
observation of others in the environment

Structuralism

Underlying cognitive structures determine the functions of the brain and processes of literacy

Motivation theory

People want to learn due to efficacy, intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, or social factors

Reader response theory

Like transactional theory, readers must interact with the text for it to carry meaning; however,
this theory emphasizes the reader over the text

Third space theory

People’s individualized experiences, primarily those that are oppressive in nature, influence,
shape, and determine their literacy comprehension

3.1.2. Coding procedures
Three independent researchers collectively read the full text of 94 articles and conducted an indepth coding procedure to describe the study characteristics. The articles were also coded for the
type of reading skill studied (e.g. decoding, fluency, morphological awareness, oral language, phonological/phonemic awareness, reading comprehension, or vocabulary). Qualitatively, we briefly
documented the type of writing skill studied (e.g. planning goals, organizing writing, or
note-taking).
Finally, we coded each study for theories (see Table 1). Each of the theories could be coded as either a primary theory, indicating the theory was the prominent framework or paradigm for the research, or a secondary theory, meaning the theory supported outcomes of the intervention but was
not initially included as part of the theoretical framework. We also coded the theories as either explicitly stated or implicitly stated. If a theory was implicitly stated, we had sufficient evidence to
hypothesize that the researchers used this theory as a framework for the study. For example, students show increased interest in reading nonfiction texts as a result of the strategy, which implicitly
demonstrates motivation theory even though it is not stated. These four categories for each theory
are the focus of our results, discussion, and conclusion.
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3.1.3. Inter-rater reliability
A 30% re-coding of all 94 articles revealed a 93.36% inter-rater agreement among three independent coders. A stratified, random sampling was conducted to ensure the inter-rater reliability coding
represented both excluded and included articles. The three independent coders agreed 100% on the
inclusion and exclusion of articles.

4. Results
We found three trends in our final data-set: (1) two primary theories, sociocultural and sociocognitive, in the reading and writing research were established, (2) one secondary theory, motivation, was
consistent in the research, and (3) some disagreement existed among the coders in regards to the
two primary theories. These results are detailed in Table 2.

4.1. Sample characteristics of sociocultural theory
Overwhelmingly, sociocultural theory was the most coded for theory in our sample. The majority of
articles coded as sociocultural theory used this theory as the primary guiding theory to the research.
As previously stated, this is not surprising as sociocultural theory is the leading theory in writing research (Prior, 2006). In only 18.2% (n = 4) of the included articles, sociocultural theory was explicitly
stated as a secondary theory. In almost all cases, sociocultural theory was secondary to sociocognitive theory. This revealed an interesting controversy in the field that will be explored more in the
discussion section. Overall, the three coders agreed on coding 74% of the time. The major discrepancies came from the implicit coding of the sociocultural theory as either a primary or secondary theory as it was sometimes confused with sociocognitive theory.

4.2. Sample characteristics of sociocognitive theory
Among the included articles, sociocognitive theory was another primary theory coded with high
frequency. Of the 38 included articles, around 39% (n = 15) were coded as sociocognitive theory. Of
these, 15 articles, 26.7% (n = 4) were coded as primary implicit and 46.7% (n = 7) were coded as
primary explicit. For example, the article by Felton and Herko (2004) was coded as primary explicit,
because the authors clearly identified that they implemented scaffolded instruction and emphasized students’ metacognition in writing practice.

4.3. Sample characteristics of motivation theory
The majority of the articles coded as motivation theory used this theory as the secondary theory
guiding their research. This phenomenon is logical as motivation appears frequently in classroom
teaching as an outcome of other interventions. Because these articles were coded as implicit,

Table 2. Theories included in published articles with inter-rater reliability
Theory

Primary
implicit

Primary
explicit

Secondary
implicit

Secondary
explicit

Sociocultural

5 (22.7%)

Reading Motivation

3 (13.0%)

Total

Inter-rater
reliability (%)

8 (36.6%)

5 (22.7%)

6 (26.1%)

14 (60.9%)

4 (18.2%)

22 (57.9%)

74

0 (0.0%)

23 (60.5%)

87

Sociocognitive

4 (26.7%)

7 (46.7%)

3 (20%)

1 (6.7%)

15 (39.5%)

84

Social Construction

2 (22.2%)

4 (18.2%)

2 (22.2%)

1 (11.1%)

9 (23.9%)

97

Schema

1 (25.0%)

1 (25.0%)

1 (25.0%)

1 (25.0%)

4 (10.5%)

97

Transactional

2 (50.0%)

1 (25.0%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (25.0%)

4 (10.5%)

97

Construction-integration

1 (25.0%)

2 (50.0%)

1 (25.0%)

0 (0.0%)

4 (10.5%)

97

Dual-coding

1 (50.0%)

1 (50.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

2 (5.3%)

100

Structuralism

0 (0.0%)

1 (50.0%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (50.0%)

2 (5.3%)

94

Reader Response

0 (0.0%)

1 (100.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (2.6%)

100

Third space

0 (0.0%)

1 (100.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (2.6%)

Overall reliability

100
93.36
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researchers did not acknowledge that motivation emerged from writing and reading interventions.
This oversight could be the product of inadequate knowledge about factors contributing to motivation, such as efficacy, autonomy, extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, and social reasons for reading.
Researchers also failed to identify that such factors contributed to the overall reading enthusiasm
and comprehension of students.

4.4. Sample characteristics of other noteworthy results
In addition to the three most commonly coded for theories, several other reading and ecological
theories emerged in the articles.

4.4.1. Schema theory
Within our sample, only four articles from the total sample represented schema theory, most commonly in the form of pre-reading activities involving writing, such as filling in a graphic organizer of
these four articles, one was coded as primary explicit, one as primary implicit, one as secondary
explicit, and one as secondary implicit. Despite this discrepancy, the inter-rater agreement for this
coding reached 97%.

4.4.2. Social construction theory
In the final sample, 16% (n = 6) articles were coded primarily for social construction theory of these
articles, two were implicitly coded and 4 were explicitly coded. Only 3 articles were coded as secondary for the social construction theory. While few articles fell into this theory, the three independent
coders had 97% agreement about articles being coded as social construction.

4.4.3. Transactional theory
In total, nearly 11% (n = 4) of the articles in the final sample were coded as transactional theory; of
these four, three were primary and one was secondary explicit. Again, the coders had a 97% interrater agreement for this section of coding.

4.4.4. Construction-integration theory
Only four articles were coded for construction-integration theory of the four articles (106%), two
were coded as primary explicit, one was coded as primary implicit, and one was coded as secondary
implicit the coders had a 97% inter-rater agreement for this coding.

4.4.5. Reader response theory
In our sample, only one article explicitly states using reader response theory Instead of text, students made observations on natural phenomenon and recorded moon journals for practices in content literacy classrooms (McMillan & Wilhelm, 2007). Students made transactions based on
individualized observations, implementing reader response theory.

4.4.6. Third space
Theory One article in our sample related to third space theory and explicitly stated this perspective.
The case study found that students who were provided with multimodal thinking opportunities
could respond positively, which indicated the effectiveness of the teaching strategies and reading
improvement (Benson, 2010).

5. Discussion
According to the results of the systematic review, several findings on reading and writing instructions in classroom are present. Specifically, we found three themes present in our review of the theories: (1) social theories are focused on predominately; (2) motivation theory was used most often as
a secondary theory; and (3) articles that stressed writing instruction over reading focused on theories outside of education research. In the following sections, we provide additional evidence for
these themes as well as recommendations for teachers and directions for future research.
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5.1. Influence of social theories on literacy research
First, based on the research question, we found that social theories play a major role in guiding recent studies focusing on the connection between reading and writing. These theories (e.g. sociocultural and sociocognitive) share similar features by greatly relying on social interactions for teaching
and learning. In the samples, this similarity was represented by inclusion of group discussion (e.g.
Groenke & Youngquist, 2011; Thompson, 2008), teacher modeling (e.g. Felton & Herko, 2004;
McMillan & Wilhelm, 2007) and feedback on assignments (e.g. Fernsten, 2008). Most of these studies
were conducted in authentic classroom settings allowing for much peer and teacher modeling.
Through social activities, students were able to build their own knowledge, receive help from teachers and peers, and finally achieve their learning goals.
The emphasis on social theories that has marked the last two decades of writing research is in
large part a reaction to research on self-efficacy and activity theory (Hayes, 2006). Prior to the 2000s,
writing had been well established as a cognitive process (Flower & Hayes, 1981). The work of researchers such as Flower and Hayes (1981) built a foundation for viewing writing as a complex, intricate cognitive mental approach. Yet, in 1996, Hayes updated their cognitive processes model to
include affective measures such as motivation. Hayes (1996) claimed that such components influence writers and cannot be ignored. Building on this work, modern researchers have focused on the
value of social interactions (Pajares & Valiante, 2006; Prior, 2006).
Second, activity theory has grown in popularity as a way to describe writing practices across cultures and classrooms. An activity such as writing happens in specific situations and is governed by
the rules of a culture or society but can be individualized to the specific individual. Writing is a social
construct that is culturally based and individualized. The sociocultural theory of writing has been
influenced by Vygotsky’s (1980) social constructivist approaches as well as Leont’ev’s (1981) activity
theory. Sociocultural theory is a union of these two theories, focusing on the social and concrete
aspects of learning that Vygostky championed while incorporating the basic premises that collaboration is part of any activity. Therefore, sociocultural theory views writing as a mode of social action
and not simply a means of communication (Prior, 2006).
While we found a great deal of evidence that suggests researchers and teachers approach writing
from a social lens, we noted a few concerns as well. In many of the studies we coded, social theories
were often confused. For example, a researcher might posit that sociocognitive theory dominated
the study, but upon reviewing the procedures and examples, we noted that sociocultural theory was
actually being used. While the two theories are similar, sociocultural theory and sociocognitive theory have different emphases. Sociocultural theory focuses on the procedure of social interaction,
and sociocognitive theory primarily attends to the individuals’ unique learning processes. Studies
based on sociocultural theory mainly discussed instruction, which were provided on collaborative
approach. Students learned and improved from interaction with teachers and more knowledgeable
peers. Studies that applied sociocognitive theory focused on students’ self-regulation and self-monitoring. Therefore, rather than the whole class, students’ cognitive development and improvement
were emphasized.

5.2. Using motivation as a secondary instead of primary theory
Our second theme was that the results showed motivation theory was mostly coded as a secondary
theory. The criteria for coding certain studies with motivation theory as a secondary theory included:
(1) students had positive affective feedback on their reading and writing ability through instructions;
(2) students reported improvement on self-efficacy and confidence on reading and writing tasks;
and (3) students showed increasing intrinsic interest and metacognition for reading and writing.
However, none of the sample studies clearly took students’ motivation into consideration when the
activities were designed. Therefore, this finding suggested that motivation could be a possible byproduct from social-approach instruction. We conclude that reading and writing instruction should
consider cognitive, as well as social and motivational influences.
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The Common Core State Standards and other legislative actions focus predominately on academic
achievement and give little attention to affective measures. This could be one reason why motivation is considered a secondary outcome to educational interventions and research-based practices.
However, both teachers and researchers note that to gain “meaningful insights into their students
[teachers] must look beyond cognitive measures and build profiles that include motivational components as well” (Conradi, Jang, & McKenna, 2014, p. 128). Yet, Conradi et al. (2014) also reports that
many researchers either do not define motivational constructs appropriately or define them implicitly. This exacerbates the confusion with terms that relate to motivation, but also sets a standard
that motivation should not be addressed as a primary concern. Rather, motivation is a product of
some other intervention or practice.
The second concern with motivation comes from the type of motivation teachers are hoping to
influence. A great deal of research has been conducted on both extrinsic and intrinsic motivation
(Gambrell, 2011, 2015; Guthrie & Klauda, 2014; Marinak & Gambrell, 2008). From these studies, researchers have learned that students are more motivated to continue reading when they receive
rewards related to reading (Gambrell, 2015; Marinak & Gambrell, 2008). For example, if children
reach their reading goal and as a result, get to choose the next book the teacher reads aloud to the
class, the children build more engagement and enjoyment for reading. This same research has also
shown that extrinsic rewards can be detrimental to students’ reading motivation because students
do not wish to continue reading when the reward is taken away. Additionally, children do not learn
the value of reading, but rather, if they complete a reading task they get a sticker, free pizza, or piece
of candy. For children who do not meet their goals, there are additional structures set up to help
them be successful. Children who are struggling benefit from the read-alouds and are also allowed
to choose books at different times, thus ensuring they develop a value and enjoyment for reading.
Due to the complexities in types of motivation, definitions for motivation, and the battle over extrinsic and intrinsic rewards, it becomes evident why motivation is not a primary focus in most of the
research articles we coded. To avoid many of these conflicts and controversies in the research, the
researchers may have purposefully been vague about the ways their interventions and practices
influenced motivation. Additionally, the researchers themselves may have been less knowledgeable
about motivation, yet wanted to acknowledge that the instructional practice could benefit
motivation.

5.3. Extending writing research beyond education
Finally, a small number of sample articles were coded for other reading theories. These articles emphasized writing instruction more than reading instruction. The reading process was mentioned and
discussed in the text, but the research question and exploration for the study were focused on writing practices. Abbott, Berninger, and Fayol (2010) conducted a longitudinal study on the relationship
between reading and writing, and their results supported a significant correlation between reading
and writing on both word-level and text-level. Therefore, our finding that reading theories could be
transferred to explain writing instruction followed previous studies on the bidirectional and reciprocal relationship between reading and writing, and further supported that reading and writing instructions are correlated and should not be provided to students separately.
While reading research has many theories guiding its implementation and practice (Unrau &
Alvermann, 2013), writing research has consistently fallen behind. To date, there are very few theories supporting and explaining writing research, particularly those that originate with an educational
focus. Instead, many theories to support writing come from psychology, sociology, and even anthropology (Prior, 2006). Taking this one step further, theories that explain both reading and writing, in
conjunction, are also limited. Therefore, for a study like the present one that seeks to understand
how theories support instructional practices that influence both reading and writing, the task is quite
complicated. It is not surprising, then, that many researchers pulled from theories outside of education research to explain their instructional practices.
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5.4. Recommendations for teachers
Teachers should be reflective consumers of research and should identify which practices in research
work best for their students. Through our work, we highlight that even among researchers, there is
confusion about how theories are used and how they are defined. Teachers can assist in alleviating
many of these concerns by utilizing the practices and providing feedback to researchers. Through
this open dialog, teachers and researchers can work to more comprehensively define and discuss
theoretical frameworks for the benefit of the students.
Second, we recommend that teachers focus on the theoretical understandings of best practices
they read in research. By doing so, teachers will learn what theories guide their own teaching style
and for what students each practices works best. Additionally, when teachers become more cognizant of how and why practices work, they will help move the field forward by demanding that researchers are open about their own theoretical lenses. From this movement, we would hope to see
more clarity among published research.

5.5. Implications for future research
Through this work, we noted that many of the articles we coded either only implicitly stated a theory
to guide their practice, or completely omitted using a theory. By not acknowledging and describing the
theoretical framework, researchers make it more difficult for teachers to understand those theories
and implement them into their own practices. Additionally, if teachers do not understand the theories
that define the practice, teachers might use the instructional practice ineffectively (Wright, Franks,
Kuo, McTigue, & Serrano, 2015). Therefore, we recommend that researchers clearly express the theoretical framework in terms that can be easily understood and implemented by classroom teachers.
Secondly, we noted that researchers consistently used the same theories repeatedly in research.
Little diversity among types of theories existed, which could be a result of recent legislative changes,
societal changes, or pedagogical changes. For example, few articles were coded for, either implicitly
or explicitly, as transactional theory, and an overwhelming number of studies used a social theory.
While it is likely that social theories dominate in education, it may also be true that the researchers
themselves have limited knowledge of theories. Researchers should carefully select theories to support their work, to continue to move the field forward. We suggest future research that focuses on
researchers’ understandings and views toward theories as a way to address these concerns.

6. Conclusion
In many schools today, reading overpowers writing; however, they are equally important skills for
students to learn. Two distinctions emerged through this review: (1) writing can be used as a tool for
reading, and (2) reading can be used as a tool to inform writing. While these two distinctions did not
represent different areas of research, further exploration of the differences should be part of research. Additionally, we found that a limited number of theories were used to inform research regarding writing, reading, and the link between the two constructs. More diversity in theories
representing these constructs can broaden the field and focus on more specific aspects of both
reading and writing. Relevant and well-developed theories should help drive the research in productive directions; however, the current state of theories informing writing research seems to be lagging
behind the research. Finally, the field needs to make clear the definitions and uses for sociocultural
and sociocognitive theories. Often, in our review, they overlapped or were not defined adequately.
This confusion can lead to misinformation and miscommunication of study findings.
Although we had limitations with this study, the results still provided some useful thoughts for
implication on classroom arrangement and curriculum design. Social-approach instructions may
benefit students’ cognitive and motivational development. Multi-domain factors should be integrated during teaching as we found connections between social, cognitive, and motivational factors.
Most importantly, the bidirectional and reciprocal relationship between reading and writing should
be emphasized (Abbott et al., 2010). Instead of being taught separately, instruction combining reading and writing may be more beneficial for students (Ehri, 2000).
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