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Abstract: The investigation investigates the interaction effect amongst types of writing strategy (x1), 
learning styles (x2), and gender (x3) on writing accuracy (y) at Islamic University Students. The 
investigation  applied a posttest quasi-experiment design using a 2x3x2 analysis of variance. The 70 
participants consisted of three groups based on types of writing strategy (x1): free writing (n= 34) versus 
graphic organizers (n=36);  types of learning styles (x2) : visual (n=22) versus auditory (n=26) versus 
kinesthetic (n=22); and gender (x3): male (32), female (38). A three way Anova test was applied in the 
investigation. The study revealed that  an interaction effect occurred amongst writing strategy, learning 

styles and gender difference on average of writing accuracy at F (2, 69) =3.342, p=0.042, eta 0.103. 

Then, the interaction effect also occured between writing strategy and  learning styles at F (2, 69) =7.403, 

p=0.001; and between learning styles and gender at F (2, 69) =6.562, p=0.003. On the contrary, the 

interaction effect did not occur between writing strategy and gender at F (1, 69) =1.790, p=0.186. 

Additionally, the simple main effect analysis confirmed that was a statistically significance effect of 

writing strategy at F (1, 69) = 9.697, p=0.003; learning style preference at F (2, 69) = 62.921, p=0.000; 

and gender at F (1, 69) = 14.811, p=0.000. Here, GOs were better than free writing; visual learners 

outperformed better than auditory and kinesthetic; and female had higher achievement than male on the 

learners’ writing accuracy.  

 
Key words: writing strategy, gender, learning style, writing accuracy 

 
Introduction 

     Composing argument essay is regarded to be the most difficult skills to learn (Suhartoyo 

et.al. 2015; Bychkovska & Lee, 2017; Pablo & Lasaten, 2018;  Rubiaee et  al.  2020; Zarrabi  

&  Bozorgian,  2020; Liunokas, 2020). It is a complex matter that needs generating ideas and 

reviewing texts (Teng et al., 2022), since writing such essay needs   critical thinking skills 

(Vögelinet al., 2019; Teng & Zhang, 2020). Allen et al. (2019) state that argument essay is a 

complex process. Argument essay is the most essential genres learnt at higher education. It 

covers, claim, counterclaim, refutation and conclusion (Boykin et al., 2019; Setyowati, 

Sukmawan, El-Sulukiyyah, 2020). In higher academic setting, argumentative skills are useful 

instruments for learners to argue their stance. Therefore, it is clear that the skill to write 

argument essay is strongly needed for college students. However, in facts, learners still get a 

lot of difficulties in composing argument essay. Some scholars have been investigating  the 

learners’ difficulties in composing argument essay such as Kao & Reynolds, 2017;  Shahriari 

and Shadloo, 2019; Nindya & Widiati 2020; Beckett & Kobayashi, 2020; Ozfidan & Mitchell, 

2020. They confirm that learners still get difficulties in writing argument essay in many aspects. 

Moreover, Dang, et.al. (2020) confirmed that learners met problems in linguistic competence 

and less  critical thinking.  In the same vein, Toba, Noor, & Sanu (2019, p. 69) revealed that 
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the most frequently difficulty faced by EFL learners is the feeling of anxiety. Referring to the 

teaching experience, the writer face the similar problems in argumentative class. Learners face 

a number of problems in writing argument essay including anxiety feeling when doing the 

writing test. For example, they cannot organize ideas well, develop ideas into sentences, make 

a claim and refute the counterclaim. Some learners’ writing accuracy remains unsuccessful in 

organizing thoughts, developing ideas, constructing correct sentences, writing thesis statement 

and making conclusion.  Additionally, they are frequently unaware of the writing difficulties 

they face. As a result their writing accuracy remains poor. The prior investigations (French & 

Kennedy, 2016; Zakrajsek, 2018; Styati & Latief, 2018) recommended that L2 writing teaching 

should give more attention on thinking processes. To cope such difficulties in writing, writing 

strategy has been offered as powerful technique  (Creswell, 2000). It is, therefore, there is an 

urgently need  for language teachers to elaborate strategy of writing. It is the procedure 

performed by learners to plan, write, revise and edit the text (Penuelaz, 2012, p.83). Some 

scholars suggest to use  writing strategy in L2 writing (Mastan, Maarof, & Embi, 2017; Raoofi, 

et.al.2017; Dewi, Nurkamto, & Drajati, 2019; Cer, 2019; Bailey, 2019). Other scholars such as 

(Arifin, 2017; Rahmawati, Fauziati, & Marmanto, 2019; Zhang, Chen, & Yu, 2019; Khongput, 

2020) believe that writing strategy is very important to differenciate  between skilled and less-

skilled writers. This  premise calls for further investigation on the similar topic. Therefore, the 

study proposes graphic organizers (GOs) a potential strategy to cope the difficulties in L2 

argumentative writing class. A GO is a visual display demonstrating connection amongst ideas. 

The basic idea of GOs comes from the schemata theory. The relevant studies on graphic 

organizers (GOs) in argumentative writing class have been conducting by some scholars such 

as (Pratama et al., 2017; Anggraini, 2017; Vitanofa & Anwar, 2017; Anggraeni & Pentury, 
2018;  Maharani, et.al. 2018; Lasaka et al., 2018;  Rahmat, 2020; Hafidz, 2021). In general, 

they believe that GOs help learners in a process of selecting, organizing, and developing ideas 

in writing process. They find that learners increase their motivation to work with a variety of 
strategy (Vitanofa & Anwar, 2017; Maharani, et.al. 2018). It is, therefore, the study attempts 

to explore GOs in L2 writing argument essay.  The model of argumentative graphic organizers 

is as follows. 
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     Another factor that contributes to successful learning is learning style. Learning style is the 

way to learn and process knowledge. Fleming (2001) states that it is a learner’s way of 

gathering knowledge. Learners may use one of the following: visual auditory and kinesthetic 

one (Kinsella, 2003). Some scholars have been investigating on learning style in L2 writing 

such as (Tyas & Safitri, 2017; Kayalar & Kayalar, 2017; Rahayu, Riyana, & Silvana, 2017; 

Şener & Çokçalışkan, 2018; Siregar, 2018). This study applies VAK model of learning style. 

In this case,  Reid (1995) states that  learning style is classified into 3 parts: cognitive, sensory  

and personality learning styles. The first model deals with processing ideas. Then, the second 

model deals with perceptual learning style. Averagewhile, the third model deals with 

interaction to others. The study focuses on the three models of perceptual learning style: visual 

(see), auditory (hear) and kinesthetic (move) learners (VAK). Learning style plays a vital role in 

learners’ life. When they have awarenes with it, they can choose the best way to learn in learning 

process. Visual learners may prefer visual tool such as watching video or reading texts. 

24
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Averagewhile, auditory students like to learn by verbal instruction. They prefer discussing 

something or learn in a group work. Thus, observations, examinations and reviews are their favorite 

approaches. Averagewhile, kinesthetic one tend to learn something by doing and direct 

involvement. As learners know their learning style preference, they can select the best method for 

learning.  As a result, they can learn faster and easier. This will help learners to become a quick 

learner. Therefore, it is important that learners get information about their style of learning 

preference. This also helps teachers control the process of learning. The previous investigations 

found a strong positive relationship between learners’ learning style and writing achievement 

(Zoghi, 2017;  Kusumawarti, Subiyantoro, & Rukayah, 2018;  Rezeki, Sagala, & Damanik, 2018; 

Siregar, 2018;  Alnujaidi, 2018).   

      The potential variable assumed to affect the successful writing is gender difference 

(Coskun, 2014; Feery, 2008). Nowadays, gender difference has been widely discussed in L2 

writing. Some potential of differences in gender are being explored including many aspects 

such as motivation, interest, length of sentences, critical thinking, writing skills, and self-

efficacy. It is, therefore, today’s teaching writing needs an understanding of gender in writing 

classroom setting. Gender refers to the roles in society as performed by male and female 

(Anyanwu, 2015). Earlier investigation on gender difference was performed by Lakoff (1975). 

He found that males and females  differed in language use. More specific focus of the present 

investigation, gender is assumed to influence writing accuracy (e.g., Jafari & Ansari, 2012; 

Sajadi & Maghsoudi, 2016). In the context of EFL/ESL, males are regarded to have lower  

competence than females  (Cornett, 2014). Another investigation performed by Ng (2010) 

confirms that males do more grammatical errors than females. The effect of gender in L2 

writing has also been investigated by some other scholars, such as  (Fearrington et al., 2014; 

Scheiber, et.al,  2015; Adams et al., 2015; Limpo & Alves, 2017; Pargulski & Reynolds, 2017; 

Castro & Limpo, 2018; Zhang et al., 2019).  They believed that girls gained better achievement 

in writing. Referring to the finding above,  the investigation   involving gender difference is 

conducted to provide a strong foundation in l2 writing context. By involving gender difference, 

this investigation attempts to elaborate  the effect of gender in L2 writing using two different 

writing strategies.  The finding of this investigation is expected to explore  the possible 

differences in L2 writing between males and females.   

     Despite the facts that there many worthful investigations on the use of writing strategy, 

especially GOs,  however, less attention has been given to the significance of GOs, learning 

style preference, and gender simultaneously in writing. Therefore, to fill the gap, the 

investigation is performed. The purpose is to elaborate the effect of writing strategy, learning 

style, and gender difference simultaneously in writing argumentative essay. The seventh 

research questions are: (a) is there any statistical significance difference in average on writing 

accuracy yield by writing strategy? (b) is there any statistical significance difference in average 

on writing accuracy yield by learning styles? (c) is there any statistical significance difference 

in average on writing accuracy yield by gender? (d) is there any interaction effect between 

writing strategy and learning styles on average of writing accuracy? (e) is there any interaction 

effect between writing strategy and gender on average of writing accuracy? (f) is there any 

interaction effect between styles of learning and gender on average of writing accuracy? (g) is 

there any interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning styles, and gender on average of 

writing accuracy? 

 

Method 

The design of the investigation used a quasi-experiment using a 2x3x2 analysis of variance 

with participant’s gender: male versus female (x1), learning styles: visual versus auditory 

versus kinesthetic (x2); and types of writing strategy: free writing versus graphic organizers 

(x3): as between-participants factors. The study involved 70 EFL participants consisting of 
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three groups based on types of writing strategy (x1): free writing (n= 34) versus graphic 

organizers (n=36);  types of learning styles (x2) : visual (n=22) versus auditory (n=26) versus 

kinesthetic (n=22); and gender (x3): male (32), female (38).based on gender (x1): male (n=34) 

versus female (n=36), learning styles (x2): visual (n=23) auditory (n=24) kinesthetic (n=23); 

types of writing strategy (x3): types of writing strategy: free writing (n= 33), graphic organizers 

(n=37). The three categorical independent variables were writing strategy (x1) and learning 

styles (x2) and gender (x3). Averagewhile the outcome variable was argumentative writing 

accuracy (y).   The theoretical thinking was as follows.  

 

Figure 2. Theoretical framework 

 

 
 

 

 

A 2x3x2 interaction was applied to analysis data. It was a way of analysing the three-way 

interaction between variables and simple main-effects.  In the present study, it was applied to 

determine if the interaction amongst writing strategy (x1) learning styles (x2) and gender (x3) 

differed significantly on the learners’ argumentative writing accuracy (y). Here, writing 

strategy, learning styles and gender were factors that affected how well learners’ writing 

accuracy. The participants was as follows.   
 

Table 1. The Participants  

Writing strategy Learning styles total 

visual auditory kinesthetic  

 male female male female male female  

Free writing 5 3 5 3 8 10 34 
Graphic organizers 6 8 6 12 2 2 36 
Total 11 11 11 15 10 12 70 

 

Design of the study 

This investigation applied two groups pre-posttest experiment design. The pre-posttest design 

was performed to collect data on the learners’ writing accuracy, as seen below.  
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Figure 3. The research design 

 
 

The figure explained the procedure to collect data. There were three  categorical predictor 

variables involved: writing strategy (x1), learning styles (x2), gender (x3) and learners’ 

argumentative writing accuracy (y) as the outcome variable. The test and questionnaire were 

administered to gather data. At the first procedure, the subjects were classified into experiment 

(n= 36) and control groups (n= 36). Additionally, both groups were also classified based on 

learning style preference: visual (n= 22), auditory (n= 26)   and kinesthetic (n= 22); and gender: 

male (n=32), female (n= 38). Here, a questionnaire of VAK model was used to identify the 

learners’ learning style preference.  Then, the intervention was provided for two months. The 

experiment group was given intervention using GOs in pre writing strategy. In contrast, control 

group was given using free writing teachnique.  During the lesson, each group was taught the 

same learning materials about the features of argument essay. They were directed to apply three 

stages in writing. Stage 1 was planning. In planning stage, both classes received the features of 

argumentative essay. In this case, each learner chose the selected topic. Stage 2 was drafting. 

In this stage, they composed the first draft. Each class was taught using different intervention. 

The experiment class was given intervention using GOs. Then, the control group was given 

using free writing teachnique. Stage 3 was editing and publishing. In this stage, each learner 

should revise and edit his/her composition. Finally they composed their argumentative essay 

and handled to the lecturer. Then, individually, each learner was assigned to do the posttest 

(meeting fifteen. Both groups were asked to compose an argument essay of five paragraphs. 

The learners’ composition was scored by Oshima and Hogue’ model (2006, p.316).  

 

Significance Test 

     The 2x3x2 three way analysis of variance averaget that there were three categorical 

independent variables invloved in the study. There were a total of 12 conditions, 2x3x2 = 

12.The three-way interaction examined for main effects, and interaction effects amongst all 

combinations of two factors and three factor on an outcome variable. In the present study, 

a significance level of 0.050 worked well. It indicated a 5% risk of concluding that a difference 

existed. The differences amongst the averages were considered to give effect significantly, if 

the p value is lower than 0.050. This averaget that the levels in the corresponding factor 

differed significantly and conversely.  In this investigation, the three factors contributing the 

learners’ writing accuracy were factor A (writing strategy), factor B (learning styles), and factor 

C (gender), factor two i (AB), (AC), and (BC); and factor three (ABC). Therefore, the design 

model was:  
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The null hypothesis was that there is no statistical significance difference in average on writing 

accuracy yield by (a)  writing strategy; (b) learning styles; (c) gender; and  there is  no 

interaction effect between (c) writing strategy and learning styles (e) writing strategy and 

gender; (f) learning styles and gender; (g) amongst writing strategy, learning styles, and gender 

simultaneously on average of writing accuracy. 

 

Analysis 

     Answering the questions of research; a three way interaction of ANOVA was conducted to 

analyze the interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning styles, and gender on writing 

accuracy. The analysis also measured whether there was an effect partially of each writing 

strategy, learning styles, and gender.  

 

The assumption test 

     The test assumption applied in the study were normality test and homogeneity test. The sig 

value of Kolmogorov-Smirnov was 0. 695> 0.050 showing that the data were normally 

distributed. Averagewhile, the output Levene's Test indicated that the sig. Value of writing 

accuracy based on average was 0.109> 0.05 indicating the data were not violated the 

homogeneity.  

 

Result 

Data Presentation 

The average score for each variable was shown below. 
Table 2. Average score 

Writing strategy  

   

Learning styles gender  Average Std. 

Deviation 

N 

Free writing (FW) Visual male 64.8000 10.42593 5 

  Female 90.6667 4.04145 3 

  total 74.5000 15.68439 8 

 Auditory male 64.8000 4.20714 5 

  Female 65.3333 15.27525 3 

  total 65.0000 8.76682 8 

 Kinesthetic male 50.3750 5.90248 8 
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  Female 54.1000 6.57352 10 

  total 52.4444 6.39137 18 

 total male 58.3889 9.92406 18 

  Female 63.0625 16.31551 16 

  Total  60.5882 13.31692 34 

Graphic Organizers (GOs) Visual male 76.1667 5.07609 6 

  Female 84.2500 7.64853 8 

  total 80.7857 7.65786 14 

 Auditory male 78.6667 6.80196 6 

  Female 83.6667 4.67748 12 

  total 82.0000 5.80061 18 

 Kinesthetic male 51.0000 1.41421 2 

  Female 52.5000 10.60660 2 

  total 51.7500 6.23832 4 

 total male 73.6429 11.01473 14 

  Female 81.0455 11.03448 22 

  Total  78.1667 11.46797 36 

Total  Visual male 71.0000 9.57079 11 

  Female 86.0000 7.29383 11 

  total 78.5000 11.30845 22 

 Auditory male 72.3636 9.09145 11 

  Female 80.0000 10.39918 15 

  total 76.7692 10.41271 26 

 Kinesthetic male 50.5000 5.23344 10 

  Female 53.8333 6.78010 12 

  total 52.3182 6.22121 22 

 total male 65.0625 12.80609 32 

  Female 73.4737 16.06194 38 

  Total  69.6286 15.16018 70 

 

 

This table showed the average score for each combination of groups of the outcome variables. 

It described that the average score for free writing group of male visual learners was 64.80 and 

female was 90.66; of male auditory learners was 64.80 and female was 65.33; of male 

kinesthetic learners was 50.38 and female was 54.10. Averagewhile, the average score for 

graphic organizer group of male visual learners was 76.17 and female was 84.25; of male 

auditory learners was 78.67 and female was 83.67; of male kinesthetic learners was 51.00 and 

female was 52.50. This showed that the average score of graphic organizers was bigger than 

the average score of writing score 
 

a. There was no statistical significance difference in average on writing accuracy yield by 

writing strategy. 

 

The main effect of writing strategy was shown below.  

 
Table 3. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects  

Sources Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Average 

square 

F value

  

P 

value 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model 13095.801a 11 1190.527 24.995 0.000 0.826 

Intercept 235195.237 1 235195.237 4.938E3 0.000 0.988 

writing strategy  461.870 1 461.870 9.697 0.003 0.143 

learning styles 5993.811 2 2996.906 62.921 0.000 0.685 

gender 705.471 1 705.471 14.811 0.000 0.203 

Writing strategy * learning styles 705.197 2 352.598 7.403 0.001 0.203 

Writing strategy * gender 85.251 1 85.251 1.790 0.186 0.030 

learning styles * gender 625.129 2 312.564 6.562 0.003 0.185 

Writing strategy * learning styles* gender 318.373 2 159.186 3.342 0.042 0.103 

error 2762.542 68 47.630    

total 355228.000 70     

4
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Corrected Total 15858.343 69     

a. R Squared = ,826 (Adjusted R Squared = ,793)     

 

The table above showed that the average square (MS) of writing strategy was 461.870, F (1, 

69) = 9.697, p=0.003, eta 0.143. As α was smaller than 0.05, this averaget that the different 

writing strategy gave facilitative effect on writing accuracy. It averaget that writing strategy 

differed significantly in writing argumentative essay. It was evidenced that the average score 

for free writing (M= 65.01) was lower than graphic organizers (M= 71.04), as described below. 

 
Table 4. Writing strategy 

   95% Confidence Interval 

Writing strategy Average Std. Error Lower Bound  Upper Bound 

Free Writing (FW) 65.013 1.307 62.396 67.629 

Graphic Organizers (GOs) 71.042 1.428 68.183 73.900 

 

It was evidenced that there was statistical significance difference in writing accuracy yield by 

writing strategy. The average score of FW was 65.01. Averagewhile, the average score for GOs 

was 71.04. As a result, it was evidenced that the average score for graphic organizers (M= 

71.04) was higher than that the average score for free writing (M= 65.01).   

 

b. There was no statistical significance difference in average on writing accuracy yield by 

learning style preference. 

 

The main effect of learning style preference was shown in Table 3.  The average square (MS) 

of learning style preference was 2996.906, F (2, 69) = 62.921, p=0.000, eta 0.685. As α was 

smaller than 0.05, this averaget that the different learning style preference gave facilitative 

effect on writing accuracy. It showed that learning style preference differed significantly in 

writing argumentative essay. It was evidenced that the average score for visual was 78.97; 

auditory was 73.11, and kinesthetic was 51. 99, as described below. 

 

Table 5. learning style preference 
   95% Confidence Interval 

Learning styles Average Std. Error Lower Bound  Upper Bound 

Visual 78.971 1.567 75.834 82.108 

Auditory 73.117 1.527 70.060 76.173 

Kinesthetic 51.994 1.910 48.171 55.816 

 

This indicated that the visual learners achieved better than auditory and kinesthetic learners. 

The post hoc tests of multiple comparison table below described the average difference 

amongst the three types of learning styles.  

 
Table 6. Multiple Comparisons  

Tukey HSD 

I) learning styles (J) learning styles Average Difference (I-J) Std. 

Error  

  

Sig. 

 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

     Lower 

Bound  

Upper 

Bound 

Visual Auditory 1.7308 1.99923 0.664 -3.0780 6.5395 

 Kinesthetic 26.1818* 2.08087 0.000 21.1767 31.1870 

Auditory Visual -1.7308 1.99923 0.664 -6.5395 3.0780 

 Kinesthetic 24.4510* 1.99923 0.000 19.6423 29.2598 

Kinesthetic Visual -26.1818* 2.08087 0.000 -31.1870 -21.1767 

 Auditory -24.4510* 1.99923 0.000 -29.2598 -19.6423 
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      The output indicated pairwise differences between (1) visual and auditory; (2) visual and 

kinesthetic; (3) auditory and kinesthetic. It showed that the average differences amongst three 

types of learning styles. The average difference (MD) between visual and auditory learners was 

1.73 (SE 1. 99, p= 0.664) indicating not significant between visual and auditory.  It averaget 

that both types of learning styles were equal. Then, the MD between visual and kinesthetic 

learners was 26.18 (SE 2.08, p= 0.000), indicating a significance difference between visual and 

kinesthetic learners. Here, visual was higher than kinesthetic learners. Next, the MD between 

auditory and kinesthetic learners was 24.45 (SE 1. 99, p= 0.000) showing there was a 

significance difference between auditory and kinaesthetic learners. To conclude, there was a 

significance difference between visual and kinaesthetic learners; and between auditory and 

kinaesthetic learners, but there was no significance difference between visual and auditory 

learners. Therefore, there was no statistical significance difference on writing accuracy yield 

by learning style preference was rejected.  This was shown below.  

 
Table 7. The Subset 

Tukey HSD 

learning styles N Subset 

 

  1 2 

Kinesthetic 22 52.3182  

Auditory 26  76.7692 

Visual 22  78.5000 

Sig.  1.000 0.671 

 

c. There was no statistical significance difference in average on writing accuracy yield by 

gender difference. 

 

     The main effect of learning style preference was shown in Table 3.  It evidenced that the 

average square (MS) of gender difference was 705.471, F (1, 69) = 14.811, p=0.000, eta 0.203. 

As α was smaller than 0.05, this averaget that the gender difference gave facilitative effect on 

writing accuracy. It averaget that gender difference differed significantly in writing 

argumentative essay. It was evidenced that the average score for male was 64.30; and female 

was 71.75, as described below. 

 
Table 8. Gender 

   95% Confidence Interval 

Gender difference Average Std. Error Lower Bound  Upper Bound 

Male 64.301 1.341 61.618 66.985 

Female 71.753 1.397 68.956 74.549 

 

It was evidenced that there was statistical significance difference on writing accuracy yield by 

gender difference. The null hypothesis was rejected.  

 

d. There was no interaction effect between writing strategy and learning styles on average of 

writing accuracy. 

 

     The second interaction effect between writing strategy and learning styles preference on 

average of writing accuracy was shown in Table 3.  The average square (MS) of interaction 

effect between writing strategy and learning styles preference was 352.598, F (2, 69) =7.403, 

p=0.001, eta 0.203. As α was lower than 0.05, it averaget there was an interaction effect 

between writing strategy and learning styles preference in writing argumentative essay. It 

indicated that both writing strategy and learning styles preference simultaneously gave 

facilitative effect to writing accuracy, as described below. 

1
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Table 9. writing strategy * learning styles 

Writing strategy  learning styles Averag

e  

Std. Error  95% Confidence Interval 

    Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Free Writing (FW) Visual 77.733 2.520 72.689 82.778 

 Auditory 65.067 2.520 60.022 70.111 

 Kinesthetic 52.238 1.637 48.961 55.514 

Graphic Organizers (GOs) Visual 80.208 1.864 76.478 83.939 

 Auditory 81.167 1.725 77.713 84.620 

 Kinesthetic 51.750 3.451 44.843 58.657 

 

The table showed that the average score of free writing group for visual was 77.73, auditory 

was 65.07, and kinesthetic was 52,24. Averagewhile, the average score of graphic organizer 

group for visual was 80.21, auditory was 81.17, and kinesthetic was 51.75. This indicated that 

GOs of all types of learners’ learning style got higher achievement than free writing group of 

all types of learners’ learning style. The interaction effect between both variables was seen 

below.  

 

Figure 4. The interaction effect between writing strategy and learning styles  

 
 

This indicated that an interaction effect occurred between writing strategy and learning styles 

on average of writing accuracy. Thereefore, the fourth null hypothesis was rejected.  

 

e. There was no interaction effect between writing strategy and gender difference on average 

of writing accuracy. 

     The second interaction effect between writing strategy and gender difference on average of 

writing accuracy was shown in Table 3.  The average square (MS) of interaction effect between 

writing strategy and gender difference was 85.251, F (1, 69) =1.790, p=0.186, eta 0.030. As α 

was higher than 0.05, this averaget there was no interaction effect between writing strategy and 

gender difference in writing argumentative essay. It averaget that both writing strategy and 

gender difference simultaneously did not gave effect to writing accuracy, as described below. 
Table 10. writing strategy * Gender 

Writing strategy  Gender Averag

e  

Std. Error  95% Confidence Interval 

    Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Free Writing (FW) Male 59.992 1.667 56.655 63.328 

 Female 70.033 2.014 66.001 74.065 

Graphic Organizers (GOs) Male 68.611 2.100 64.407 72.815 

 Female 73.472 1.936 69.597 77.348 
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The table showed that the average score of free writing group for boys was 59.99, and girls 

was 70.03. Meanwhile, the average score of graphic organizer group for male was 68.61, and 

female was 73.42. The interaction effect between both variables was seen below.  

 

Figure 5. The interaction effect between writing strategy and gender  

 
 

This figure showed that there was no interaction effect on average of writing accuracy between 

writing strategy and gender. Therefore, the fifth null hypothesis was acccepted.  

 

f. There was no interaction effect between learning styles and gender difference on average 

of writing accuracy. 

 

     The second interaction effect between learning styles and gender difference on average of 

writing accuracy was shown in Table 3.  The average square (MS) of interaction effect between 

learning styles and gender difference was 312.564, F (2, 69) =6.562, p=0.003, eta 0.185. As α 

was smaller than 0.05, it showed there was an interaction effect between learning styles and 

gender difference in writing argumentative essay. It showed that both learning styles and 

gender difference simultaneously gave facilitative effect to writing accuracy, as described 

below. 
Table 11. learning styles * Gender 

learning styles  Gender Averag

e  

Std. Error  95% Confidence Interval 

    Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Visual Male 70.483 2.090 66.301 74.666 

 Female 87.458 2.336 82.782 92.135 

Auditory Male 71.733 2.090 67.551 75.916 

 Female 74.500 2.227 70.041 78.959 

Kinesthetic Male 50.688 2.728 45.227 56.148 

 Female 53.300 2.673 47.950 58.650 

 

The table showed that the average score of visual for male was 70.48, and female was 87.46. 

Meanwhile, the average score of auditory for male was 71.73, and female was 74.50. Then, the 

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

29



13 
 

average score of kinesthetic for male was 50.69, and female was 53.30. The interaction effect 

between both variables was seen below.  

 
Figure 6. The interaction effect between learning styles and gender difference  

 
 

This indicated  an interaction effect between learning styles and gender occurred difference on 

average of writing accuracy. Therefore, the sixth null hypothesis was rejected.  

 

g. There was no interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning styles and gender 

difference on average of writing accuracy. 

 

     The third interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning styles and gender difference 

on average of writing accuracy was shown in Table 3.  The average square (MS) of interaction 

effect amongst all variables was 159.186, F (2, 69) =3.342, p=0.042, eta 0.103. As α was 

smaller than 0.05, it showed there was an interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning 

styles and gender difference in writing argumentative essay. It averaget that all predictor 

variables simultaneously gave facilitative effect to writing accuracy, as described below. 

 

 

 
Table 12. writingstrategy * learningstyles * gender 

Writing strategy  

   

Learning 

styles 

gender

  

Average Std. Error 95% Confidence 

Interval 

     Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Free writing (FW) Visual male 64.8000 3.086 58.622 70.978 

  Female 90.6667 3.985 82.691 98.643 

 Auditory male 64.8000 3.086 58.622 70.978 

  Female 65.3333 3.985 57.357 73.309 

 Kinesthetic male 50.3750 2.440 45.491 55.259 

  Female 54.1000 2.182 49.731 58.469 

Graphic Organizers (GOs) Visual male 76.1667 2.818 70.527 81.807 

  Female 84.2500 2.440 79.366 89.134 

 Auditory male 78.6667 2.818 73.027 84.307 

  Female 83.6667 1.992 79.679 87.655 

 Kinesthetic male 51.0000 4.880 41.231 60.769 

  Female 52.5000 4.880 42.731 62.269 
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The table showed the average score for free writing group of male visual learners was 64.80 

and female was 90.67; of male auditory learners was 64.80 and female was 65.33; of male 

kinesthetic learners learners was 50.38 and female was 54.10. In contrast, the average score for 

graphic organizer group of male visual learners was 76.17 and female was 84.25; of male 

auditory learners was 78.67 and female was 83.67; of male kinesthetic learners learners was 

51.00 and female was 52.50. This showed that the average score of graphic organisers was 

bigger than the average score of writing score at whole. The interaction effect amongst three 

variables was seen below.  

 

 

  

 

This indicated that there was an interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning styles and 

gender difference on average of writing accuracy.  

 

Summary  

To sum up, the table of three way interaction summarized the whole analysis of interaction 

effect amongst writing strategy, learning styles and gender difference on average of writing 

accuracy, and the simple main effect of each variable, as seen below.  
Table 10. The summary of three way interaction. 

Sources variables df Average 

square 

F value

  

P 

value 

Sig. 

Test  

Conclusion 

Main effect (a) writing strategy  1 461.870 9.697 0.003 <.0.050 significance 

Main effect (b) learning styles 2 2996.906 62.921 0.000 <.0.050 significance 

Main effect (c) gender 1 705.471 14.811 0.000 <.0.050 significance 

Interaction effect (a, b) Writing strategy * 

learning styles 

2 352.598 

 

7.403 

 

0.001 <.0.050 significance 

Interaction effect (a, c) Writing strategy * 

gender 

1 85.251 

 

1.790 

 

0.186 > 0.050 Not 

significance 

Interaction effect (b, c) learning styles * 

gender 

2 312.564 

 

6.562 

 

0.003 <.0.050 significance 

Interaction effect (a, b, c) Writing strategy * 

learning styles* 

gender 

2 159.186 

 

3.342 0.042 <.0.050 significance 

error  68 47.630   <.0.050 significance 

total  70      
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     The three way interaction was used to see the interaction effect amongst writing strategy, 

learning styles and gender difference on average of writing accuracy; the interaction effect 

between writing strategy and learning styles; writing strategy and gender; and learning styles 

and gender and the main effect of types of writing strategy (x1)  and learning style preference 

(x2) and gender (x3)  on learners’ writing accuracy (y). The analysis revealed that there was an 

interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning styles and gender difference on average of 

writing accuracy at F (2, 69) =3.342, p=0.042, eta 0.103. Then, the two interaction occured 

between writing strategy and  learning styles at F (2, 69) =7.403, p=0.001; and between learning 

styles and gender at F (2, 69) =6.562, p=0.003. However, there was no interaction between 

writing strategy and gender at F (1, 69) =1.790, p=0.186. Additionally, the simple main effect 

analysis confirmed that was a statistically significance effect of writing strategy at F (1, 69) = 

9.697, p=0.003; learning style preference at F (2, 69) = 62.921, p=0.000; and gender at F (1, 

69) = 14.811, p=0.000. Here, GOs were better than free writing; visual learners outperformed 

better than auditory and kinesthetic; and female had higher achievement than male on the 

learners’ writing accuracy.  

 

Discussion 

     The finding reveals that there is an interaction effect amongst writing strategy, learning 

styles and gender difference on average of writing accuracy at F (2, 69) =3.342, p=0.042, eta 

0.103. It averages that writing strategy, learning styles and gender difference give facilitative 

effect simultaneously on learners’ writing accuracy. Then, the interaction effect also occurs 

between writing strategy and  learning styles at F (2, 69) =7.403, p=0.001; and between learning 

styles and gender at F (2, 69) =6.562, p=0.003. However, there is no interaction between 

writing strategy and gender at F (1, 69) =1.790, p=0.186. Additionally, the simple main effect 

analysis reveals that there is a statistically significance effect of writing strategy at F (1, 69) = 

9.697, p=0.003; learning style preference at F (2, 69) = 62.921, p=0.000; and gender at F (1, 

69) = 14.811, p=0.000. Here, GOs are better than free writing; visual learners outperforms 

better than auditory and kinesthetic; and females have higher achievement than males on the 

learners’ writing accuracy.  

     Dealing with the finding that writing strategy, (here, GOs) gives effect on writing accuracy, 

the study was supported by Ponce& Mayer, 2014; Torres, 2015; Anggrainy et al., 2016; Pratama 

et al., 2017; Anggraini, 2017; Lasaka et al., 2018; Hafidz, 2021. They find that GOs are powerful 

tool to teach writing. In additional, the finding reveals that the members of GOs class can 

interact and sharing their ideas. This finding is accordance with Obeiah and Bataineh (2015);  

Shabani (2016); Majid & Stapa (2017); Shi, (2017); López et al. (2017). Additionally, in GOs 

class, learners learn with various activities during the class, such as  searching related texts on 

argument essay, making argumentative organizers, and composing argument essay based on 

the graphic organizers they made. This finding is consistent with Robinson (2015) stating that 

GOs encourage learners successfully to achieve information. Learners are to enrich English 

words well. The other finding is also supported by Rahmat, (2020) stating that GOs help 

learners in the process of writing. Learners can write better writing quality. This finding is also 

consistent with Mustafa & Samad, (2015); Khatib & Meihami, (2015);  Khalaji (2016); 

Jumariati & Sulistyo (2017) (Vitanofa & Anwar (2017). To conclude, GOs are effective in 

argumentative writing class. They assist learners to  generate ideas, and provide better 

organization. By using GOs, learners recognize their ideas and know how to develop into better 

organization such as making claim, supporting evidences with facts and illustration, refuting 

counterclaim and making a conclusion. The implementation of GOs in L2 writing class also 

creates social community in the classroom setting. They can share ideas amongst others. As 

the result has positive impact, it is recommended that GOs  are applied in writing argumentative 

class, included as part in curriculum design. The further reseachers are suggested to conduct 

5

6

7

7

14

14

16

20

30



16 
 

similar investigation with various model of GOs. It is advisable to perform further investigation 

by recruiting a bigger sample size and involving many other variables such as motivation, self-

efficacy, parent-economic status, culture difference in EFL contexts.  

     Dealing with the finding that learning style preference, (here, visual learners) gives effect 

on writing accuracy, the study was in accordance with Rambe & Zainuddin, 2014;  Zoghi, 

2017; Tyas & Safitri, 2017; Kayalar & Kayalar, 2017; Rahayu, Riyana, & Silvana, 2017; Şener 

& Çokçalışkan, 2018;  Kusumawarti, Subiyantoro, & Rukayah, 2018;  Rezeki, Sagala, & 

Damanik, 2018; Siregar, 2018;  Alnujaidi, 2018.  Therefore, it is recommended that teachers 

should introduce and classify learners about their learning styles preference. By knowing learning 

styles preference for each individual, teachers can provide precisely the teaching style addressed to 

learners. It also provides information to learners about the difference preference of each 

individual’s learning style. It also helps control the process of learning. On the contrary, by 

knowing early their learning styles, learners can select appropriate method to learn a new 

knowledge.  

     Dealing with the finding that gender difference gives effect on writing accuracy, in this case, 

girls are better than boys.  Female learners gain higher achievement than male learners. The 

finding is in accordance with (Cornett, 2014). Another investigation performed by Ng (2010) 

reveals that males do more grammatical errors than females. Then, Reynolds et al. (2015) stated 

that females significantly outperform better than males. The finding is also persistent with some 

other scholars, such as  (Fearrington et al., 2014; Scheiber, et.al,  2015; Adams et al., 2015; 

Limpo & Alves, 2017; Pargulski & Reynolds, 2017; Castro & Limpo, 2018; Zhang et 

al., 2019).  They found that females gain better achievement. The highest implication of the 

current study is that there is a gender difference in writing accuracy. As a result, the study 

recommends that writing teachers reduce the gender gap by strengthening writing instruction 

for male students. Here, language instructors need to increase males’ writing performance by 

giving them extra writing class and providing more tasks on writing. The result of this 

investigation is very important since some teachers do not consider the gender difference in 

writing instruction. It is, therefore, language instructors should give more attention to the 

gender gap in L2 writing class. Additionally, language instructors should provide more 

conducive and constructive feedback to male learners to enhance their writing skills. Here, 

teachers need to throw far away an image that writing act is a female act in L2 writing class 

(Ong, 2015). There are some recommendations to arouse male’s motivation to write better. 

Another technique to strengthen writing skills is reading. Learners need a lot of readings to 

enhance writing better, since reading utilizes good example of for writing texts. It is, therefore, 

teachers need to provide learners with a variety of reading texts serving a good example for 

writing activity. It is advisable that the teachers provide chance the learners to read not only 

inside but also outside the class. The study also recommends that the future researchers perform 

bigger sample size in order to generalize the result.  

 

 Acknowledgments  

The highest appreciation is adressed to all academicians  for publishing this manuscripts.   

  

Bio Statement:  

Sabarun (M.Pd) is a Ph.D student of Universitas Negeri Malang and an academic staff at IAIN 

Palangka Raya.  

Utami Widiati (Prof. Dr) is an academic staff at Universitas Negeri Malang.  
Nunung Suryati (Associate Prof. Dr.) is an academic staff at Universitas Negeri Malang.  

 

 

 

10

11

11

15

15

27

34

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1770923?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1770923?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1770923?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1770923?scroll=top&needAccess=true


17 
 

 

References 

 

 

Cheng, Y. (2002). Factors associated with foreign language writing anxiety. Foreign 

Language Annals, 35(5),  

647-656  

Jafari, N., & Ansari, D.N. (2012). The effect of collaboration on Iranian EFL learners’ 

writing accuracy. International Education Studies, 5(2), 125-131.  

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1066784.pdf. 

Sajadi, S. A. & Maghsoudi, M. (2016). The effect of Iranian EFL learners' gender and their 

learning styles on  their English learning success. English for Specific Purposes World, 

50(17), 1-27.  

http://www.esp-world.info/Articles_50/Sajadi.pdf. 

 

 

 

Anderson, C. E., Mora González, C. A., & Cuesta Medina, L. M. (2018). Graphic Organizers 

Support Young L2 Writers’ Argumentative Skills. GiST Education and Learning Research 

Journal, 17(17), 6–33. https://doi.org/10.26817/16925777.433  

Anggraeni, A. D., & Pentury, H. J. (2018). Using Graphic Organizer as a Media in Students’ 

Writing Project. Scope : Journal of English Language Teaching, 2(02), 105. 

https://doi.org/10.30998/scope.v2i02.2307  

Capretz, K., Ricker, B., & Sasak, A. (2003). Improving Organizational Skills Through the Use 

of Graphic Organizers. An Action Research Project Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of the 

School of Education in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of Master of 

Arts in Teaching and Leadership, 1–60. Retrieved from 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED473056.pdf Dobao, A. F. (2015). Collaborative writing in L2 

classrooms. ELT Journal, 69(2). https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccv001  

Elhawwa, T. (2015). Developing Materials of Writing Course Using Graphic Organizers for 

the English Department Students. Journal on English as a Foreign Language, 5(2), 113. 

https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v5i2.37 

 

Gonzalez-Ledo, M., Barbetta, P. M., & Unzueta, C. H. (2015). The Effects of Computer Graphic 
Organizers on the Narrative Writing of Elementary School Students with Specific Learning Disabilities. 
Journal of Special Education Technology, 30(1), 29–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/016264341503000103 Jumariati, J., & Sulistyo, G. (2017). Problem-Based 
Writing Instruction: Its Effect on Students’ Skills in Argumentative Writing. Arab World English Journal, 
8(2), 87–100. https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/vol8no2.6 Khalaji, H. R. (2016). The Effect of Graphic 
Organizers on Students ’ Writings : The Case of EFL Students , Islamic Azad University , Malayer Branch. 
International Journal of educational Investigation, 3(3), 94–105. Khatib, M & Meihami, H. (2015). 
Languaging and Writing Skill: The Effect of Collaborative Writing on EFL Students’ Writing 
Performance. Advances in Language and Literary Studies, 6(1). 
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.6n.1p.203 Lee, C. C., & Tan, S. C. (2010). Scaffolding writing using 
feedback in students’ graphic organizers – novice writers’ relevance of ideas and cognitive loads. 
Educational Media International, 47(2), 135–152. https://doi.org/10.1080/09523987.2010.492678 
Maharani, M. M. (2018). Graphic Organizers to Improve Students’ Writing on Recount Paragraphs. 
Metathesis: Journal of English Language, Literature, and Teaching, 2(2), 211. 
https://doi.org/10.31002/metathesis.v2i2.942 Meyer, K. A. (2003). Face-to-face versus threaded 
discussions: The role of time and higher-order thinking. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Network, 
7(3), 55–65. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10979-010-9259-8 Mustafa, F., & Samad, N. M. A. (2015). 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1066784.pdf
http://www.esp-world.info/Articles_50/Sajadi.pdf
https://doi.org/10.26817/16925777.433
https://doi.org/10.30998/scope.v2i02.2307
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccv001


18 
 

Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition Technique for Improving Content and Organization 
in Writing. Studies in English Language and Education, 2(1), 30. 
https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v2i1.2236 Odegaard, K. J. (2015). Using Graphic Organizers , 
Cooperative Learning , and Written Reflection to Improve Mathematics Problem Solving Skills.Hamline 
University: Unpublished Thesis Pratama, S., Rahmawati, I., & Irfani, B. (2017). Graphic Organizer as 
One Alternative Technique to Teach Writing. English Education: Jurnal Tadris Bahasa Inggris IAIN 
Raden Intan, 10(2), 334–357. https://doi.org/10.24042/ee-jtbi.v10i2.1755 Rahmat, N. H. (2020). 
Information Processing As Learning Strategy: the Case of Graphic Organisers. European Journal of 
Education Studies, 7(4), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3762575 Reza, H., Reza, H., & Biria, R. 
(2013). The impact of task planning on Iranian EFL l. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 70, 719–
723. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.01.115 Robinson, D. H. (2015). Visual Argument : Graphic 
Organizers Are Superior to Outlines in Improving Learning From Text. Journal of Educational 
Phychology, Erlik Widiyani Styati & Lulus Irawati 290 Indonesian Journal of EFL and Linguistics, 5(2), 
2020 87(3).. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.87.3.455 Robinson, D. H., Odom, S., Hsieh, Y., & 
Katayama, A. D. (2006). Increasing Text Comprehension and Graphic Note Taking Using a Partial 
Graphic Organizer.The Journal of Educational Research, 100(2). Shehadeh, A., & Shehadeh, A. (2016). 
Effects and student perceptions of collaborative writing in L2 Effects and student perceptions of 
collaborative writing in L2. Journal of Second Language Writing, 20(4), 286–305. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2011.05.010 Stull, A. T., & Mayer, R. E. (2007). Learning by Doing Versus 
Learning by Viewing : Three Experimental Comparisons of Learner-Generated Versus Author-Provided 
Graphic Organizers. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(4), 808–820. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.4.808 Styati, E.W. (2016). Effect of YouTube Videos and 
Pictures on EFL Students ’ Writing Performance. Dinamika Ilmu, 16(2), 307–317. Styati, E.W., & Latief, 
M. A. (2018). Investigating dominant and passive students on pair work towards the students’ writing 
performance. 3L: Language, Linguistics, Literature, 24(3). https://doi.org/10.17576/3L-2018-2403-11 
Tan, L. L. (2010). Pair Interactions and Mode of Communication Comparing Face-toFace and Computer 
Mediated. Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 3, 1–24. https://doi.org/10.2104/aral1027 
Unzueta, C. H. (2009). The Use of a Computer Graphic Organizer for Persuasive Composition Writing 
by Hispanic Students with Specific Learning Disabilities. FIU Electronic Theses and Dissertation, 
https://doi.org/10.25148/etd.FI09120819 Vitanofa, A., & Anwar, K. (2017). The Effect of flipped 
learning through graphic organizers toward writing skill at MAN 2 Gresik. Journal of English Teaching, 
Literature, and Applied Linguistics, 1(2), 37–49. Retrieved from 
http://journal.umg.ac.id/index.php/jetlal/article/view/318 Widodo, H. . (2013). Implementing 
Collaborative Process Based Writing in the EFL College Classroom. Research Papers in Language 
Teaching & Learning, 4(1), 198–206. Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eue&AN=86824467&sit e=ehost-live 
Zabihi, R., & Rezazadeh, M. (2013). Creativity and Narrative Writing in L2 Classrooms : Comparing 
Individual and Paired Task Performance. Bellaterra Journal of Teaching and Learning Language and 
Literature, 6(3), 29–46. Zaini, S. H., Mokhtar, S. Z., & Nawawi, M. (2010). The Effect of Graphic 
Organizer on Students ’ Learning in School Types of Graphic Organizer. Malaysian Journal of 
Educational Technology, 10(1), 17–23. 
 
Halpern, D. F., Eliot, L., Bigler, R. S., Fabes, R. A., Hanish, L. D., Hyde, J., . . . Martin, C. L. (2011). 
Education: The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling. Science, 333, 1706 –1707. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science .1205031 
Scheiber, C., Reynolds, M. R., Hajovsky, D. B., & Kaufman, A. S. (2015). Gender differences in 
achievement in a large, nationally representative sample of children and adolescents. Psychology in 
the Schools, 52, 335–348. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.21827 
Reynolds, M. R., Scheiber, C., Hajovsky, D. B., Schwartz, B., & Kaufman, A. S. (2015). Gender differences 
in academic achievement: Is writing an exception to the gender similarities hypothesis? The Journal 
of Genetic Psychology, 176, 211–234. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2015 .1036833 

9



19 
 

Camarata, S., & Woodcock, R. (2006). Sex differences in processing speed: Developmental effects in 
males and females. Intelligence, 34, 231–252. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2005.12.001 

Bijami, M., Kashef, S.H., & Khaksari,M. (2013). Gender differences and writing performance: A 

brief review.International Journal of Education and Literacy Studies,1(2), 8-11. Retrieved from 

http://www.journals.aiac.org.au/index.php/ IJELS/ article/view/164/160 

 Cameron,D. (2005). Language, gender, and sexuality: Current issues and new directions.Applied 

Linguistics,26 (4), 482-502.  

Kamari, E., Gorjian, B., & Pazhakh,A. (2003). Examining the effects of gender on second language 

writing proficiency of Iranian EFL students: Descriptive vs. opinion one-paragraph 

essay.Advances in Asian Social Science,3(4), 759-763. Retrieved from 

http://worldsciencepublisher.org/journals/index.php/AASS/ article/ viewFile/1062/830 

 

Cornett, H.E. (2014). Gender differences in syntactic development among English speaking 

adolescents,Inquiries,6(3). Retrieved from http://www.inquiriesjournal.com /articles/875/ gender-

differencesin-syntactic-development-among-english-speaking-adolescents. 

Lakoff, R. (1975). Language and woman's place. New York: Colophon/Harper & Row. 

 

1. Abdel Latif, M. (2009). Egyptian EFL students teachers writing processes and 
products: The role of linguistic knowledge and writing affect. PhD Thesis. University 
of Essex. [Google Scholar] 

2. Adams, A., Simmons, F., & Willis, C. (2015). Exploring relationships between 
working memory and writing: Individual differences associated with gender. Learning 
and Individual Differences, 40, 101–
107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.04.011 [Crossref], [Web of Science 
®], [Google Scholar] 

3. Adams, A. M., & Simmons, F. R. (2019). Exploring individual and gender differences 
in early writing performance. Reading and Writing, 32(2), 235–
263. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-018-9859-0 [Crossref], [Web of Science 
®], [Google Scholar] 

4. Babayiğit, S. (2015). The dimensions of written expression: Language group and 
gender differences. Learning and Instruction, 35, 33–
41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2014.08.006 [Crossref], [Web of Science 
®], [Google Scholar] 

5. Beard, R., & Burrell, A. (2010). Writing attainment in 9- to 11-year-olds: Some 
differences between girls and boys in two genres. Language and Education, 
24(6), 495–515. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2010.502968 [Taylor & Francis 
Online], [Web of Science ®], [Google Scholar] 

6. Castro, S. L., & Limpo, T. (2018). Examining potential sources of gender differences 
in writing: The role of handwriting fluency and self-efficacy beliefs. Written 
Communication, 35(4), 448–
473. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088318788843 [Crossref], [Web of Science 
®], [Google Scholar] 

7. De Smedt, F., Merchie, E., Barendse, M., Rosseel, Y., De Naeghel, J., & Van 
Keer, H. (2018). Cognitive and motivational challenges in writing: Studying the 
relation wth writing performance across students’ gender and achievement 
level. Reading Research Quarterly, 53(2), 249–
272. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.193 [Crossref], [Web of Science ®], [Google Scholar] 

8. Limpo, T., & Alves, R. A. (2017). Written language bursts mediate the relationship 
between transcription skills and writing performance. Written Communication, 

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2009&author=M.+Abdel+Latif&title=Egyptian+EFL+students+teachers+writing+processes+and+products%3A+The+role+of+linguistic+knowledge+and+writing+affect
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0004&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1016%2Fj.lindif.2015.04.011
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0004&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000356749700011
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0004&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000356749700011
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=40&publication_year=2015&pages=101-107&author=A.+Adams&author=F.+Simmons&author=C.+Willis&title=Exploring+relationships+between+working+memory+and+writing%3A+Individual+differences+associated+with+gender&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1016%2Fj.lindif.2015.04.011
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0005&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1007%2Fs11145-018-9859-0
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0005&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000458563000001
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0005&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000458563000001
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=32&publication_year=2019&issue=2&author=A.+M.+Adams&author=F.+R.+Simmons&title=Exploring+individual+and+gender+differences+in+early+writing+performance&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1007%2Fs11145-018-9859-0
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0011&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1016%2Fj.learninstruc.2014.08.006
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0011&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000347274300003
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0011&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000347274300003
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=35&publication_year=2015&pages=33-41&author=S.+Babayi%C4%9Fit&title=The+dimensions+of+written+expression%3A+Language+group+and+gender+differences&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1016%2Fj.learninstruc.2014.08.006
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0012&dbid=20&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1080%2F09500782.2010.502968&tollfreelink=2_18_970130d083adb4c2b039f12e2f99356d2af65297733f4bdb9dbe12f919492ece
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0012&dbid=20&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1080%2F09500782.2010.502968&tollfreelink=2_18_970130d083adb4c2b039f12e2f99356d2af65297733f4bdb9dbe12f919492ece
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0012&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000283757800004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=24&publication_year=2010&pages=495-515&issue=6&author=R.+Beard&author=A.+Burrell&title=Writing+attainment+in+9-+to+11-year-olds%3A+Some+differences+between+girls+and+boys+in+two+genres&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1080%2F09500782.2010.502968
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0017&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1177%2F0741088318788843
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0017&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000444435300003
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0017&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000444435300003
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=35&publication_year=2018&pages=448-473&issue=4&author=S.+L.+Castro&author=T.+Limpo&title=Examining+potential+sources+of+gender+differences+in+writing%3A+The+role+of+handwriting+fluency+and+self-efficacy+beliefs&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1177%2F0741088318788843
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0020&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1002%2Frrq.193
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0020&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000428648700006
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=53&publication_year=2018&pages=249-272&issue=2&author=F.+De+Smedt&author=E.+Merchie&author=M.+Barendse&author=Y.+Rosseel&author=J.+De+Naeghel&author=H.+Van+Keer&title=Cognitive+and+motivational+challenges+in+writing%3A+Studying+the+relation+wth+writing+performance+across+students%E2%80%99+gender+and+achievement+level&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1002%2Frrq.193


20 
 

34(3), 306–332. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088317714234 [Crossref], [Web of 
Science ®], [Google Scholar] 

9. Reid, J., & Kroll, B. (1995). Designing and assessing effective classroom writing 
assignments for NES and ESL students. Journal of Second Language Writing, 
4(1), 17–41. https://doi.org/10.1016/1060-3743(95)90021-7 [Crossref], [Google 
Scholar] 

10. Révész, A., Kourtali, N.-E., & Mazgutova, D. (2017). Effects of task complexity on L2 
writing behaviors and linguistic complexity. Language Learning, 67(1), 208–
241. https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12205 [Crossref], [Web of Science ®], [Google 
Scholar] 

11. Sasaki, M. (2004). A Multiple-data analysis of the 3.5-year development of EFL 
student writers. Language Learning, 54(3), 525–582. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0023-
8333.2004.00264.x [Crossref], [Web of Science ®], [Google Scholar] 

12. Troia, G. A., Harbaugh, A. G., Shankland, R. K., Wolbers, K. A., & Lawrence, A. 
M. (2013). Relationships between writing motivation, writing activity, and writing 
performance: Effects of grade, sex, and ability. Reading and Writing, 26(1), 17–
44. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-012-9379-2 [Crossref], [Web of Science 
®], [Google Scholar] 

13. Zhang, M., Bennett, R. E., Deane, P., & Rijn, P. W. (2019). Are there gender 
differences in how students write their essays? An analysis of writing 
processes. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 38(2), 1–
13. https://doi.org/10.1111/emip.12249 [Web of Science ®], [Google Scholar] 

 
Setyowati, L.  Sukmawan, S., & El-Sulukiyyah, A.A. (2020). Write Down Your Thought:  Essay Writing 
for EFL Learners.  Sidoarjo: Delta Pijar. 
 Adams, A and Simmons, FR (2018) Exploring individual and gender differences in early writing 
performance. Reading and Writing. ISSN 0922- 4777 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-018-9859-0  
 
Kusumawarti, E., Subiyantoro, S., & Rukayah. (2020). The Effectiveness of Visualization, Auditory, 
Kinesthetic (VAK) Model toward Writing Narrative: Linguistic Intelligence Perspective. International 
Journal of Instruction, 13(4), 677-694. https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2020.13442a 
Ferretti, R. P., Andrews-Weckerly, S.,  & Lewis, W. E. (2007). Improving the Argumentative Writing of 
Students with Learning Disabilities:  Descriptive and Normative Considerations. Reading & Writing 
Quarterly, 23(3), 267-285. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560701277740 
Toba, R., Noor, W. N., & Sanu, L.O. (2019). The Current Issues of Indonesian EFL Students’ Writing 
Skills: Ability, Problem, and Reason in Writing Comparison and Contrast Essay. Dinamika Ilmu, Vol. 19 
(1): 57-73. 
Pablo, J. C., & Lasaten, R. C. (2018). Writing Difficulties and Quality of Academic Essays of Senior High 
School Students. Asia Pacific Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 6(4), 46–57. 
http://www.apjmr.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/APJMR2018-6.4.06.pdf 
Alkubaidi, M. (2018). A Comparative Analysis of Writing Strategies and Performance in a Saudi 
University. Studies in Self-Access Learning Journal, 9, 425–443. https://doi.org/10.37237/090403 
Cer, E. (2019). The Instruction of Writing Strategies: The Effect of the Metacognitive Strategy on the 
Writing Skills of Pupils in Secondary Education. SAGE Open, 9(2). 
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244019842681 
Mahmoud Tabari. (2019). Differential Effects of Strategic Planning and Task Structure on L2 Writing 
Outcomes. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 0(0), 1–19. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2019.1637310 

https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0036&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1177%2F0741088317714234
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0036&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000405497600004
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0036&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000405497600004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=34&publication_year=2017&pages=306-332&issue=3&author=T.+Limpo&author=R.+A.+Alves&title=Written+language+bursts+mediate+the+relationship+between+transcription+skills+and+writing+performance&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1177%2F0741088317714234
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0048&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1016%2F1060-3743%2895%2990021-7
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=4&publication_year=1995&issue=1&author=J.+Reid&author=B.+Kroll&title=Designing+and+assessing+effective+classroom+writing+assignments+for+NES+and+ESL+students&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1016%2F1060-3743%2895%2990021-7
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=4&publication_year=1995&issue=1&author=J.+Reid&author=B.+Kroll&title=Designing+and+assessing+effective+classroom+writing+assignments+for+NES+and+ESL+students&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1016%2F1060-3743%2895%2990021-7
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0049&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1111%2Flang.12205
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0049&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000397313100007
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=67&publication_year=2017&pages=208-241&issue=1&author=A.+R%C3%A9v%C3%A9sz&author=N.-E.+Kourtali&author=D.+Mazgutova&title=Effects+of+task+complexity+on+L2+writing+behaviors+and+linguistic+complexity&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1111%2Flang.12205
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=67&publication_year=2017&pages=208-241&issue=1&author=A.+R%C3%A9v%C3%A9sz&author=N.-E.+Kourtali&author=D.+Mazgutova&title=Effects+of+task+complexity+on+L2+writing+behaviors+and+linguistic+complexity&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1111%2Flang.12205
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0050&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1111%2Fj.0023-8333.2004.00264.x
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0050&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000223156800004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=54&publication_year=2004&pages=525-582&issue=3&author=M.+Sasaki&title=A+Multiple-data+analysis+of+the+3.5-year+development+of+EFL+student+writers&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1111%2Fj.0023-8333.2004.00264.x
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0055&dbid=16&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=10.1007%2Fs11145-012-9379-2
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0055&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000313730300002
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0055&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000313730300002
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&volume=26&publication_year=2013&pages=17-44&issue=1&author=G.+A.+Troia&author=A.+G.+Harbaugh&author=R.+K.+Shankland&author=K.+A.+Wolbers&author=A.+M.+Lawrence&title=Relationships+between+writing+motivation%2C+writing+activity%2C+and+writing+performance%3A+Effects+of+grade%2C+sex%2C+and+ability&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1007%2Fs11145-012-9379-2
https://www.tandfonline.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=cit0061&dbid=128&doi=10.1080%2F2331186X.2020.1770923&key=000470969300003
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2019&pages=1-13&author=M.+Zhang&author=R.+E.+Bennett&author=P.+Deane&author=P.+W.+Rijn&title=Are+there+gender+differences+in+how+students+write+their+essays%3F+An+analysis+of+writing+processes&doi=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1111%2Femip.12249
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-018-9859-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560701277740
http://www.apjmr.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/APJMR2018-6.4.06.pdf
https://doi.org/10.37237/090403
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244019842681
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2019.1637310


21 
 

 Mastan, M. E. B., Maarof, N., & Embi, M. A. (2017). The effect of writing strategy instruction on ESL 
intermediate proficiency learners’ writing performance. Journal of Educational Research and Review, 
5(5), 71–78.  
Peñuelas, A. B. C. (2012). The writing strategies of american university students: Focusing on 
memory, compensation, social and affective strategies. Elia, 12(1), 77–113. 
http://institucional.us.es/revistas/elia/12/art_4.pdf 
Khongput, S. (2020). Metastrategies Used by EFL Students in Learning English Writing : LEARN 
Journal : Language Education and Acquisition Research Network Journal, 13(2), 93–104. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1258799.pdf 
Rahmawati, N., Fauziati, E., & Marmanto, S. (2019). Writing Strategies Used By Indonesian High. 
International Journal of Social Sciences & Humanities, 4(2), 35–48. 
 
 Liu, G. (2015). Investigating the English Writing Strategies Used by Chinese Senior High School 
Students. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 5(4), 844. https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0504.21 
Maharani, S., Fauziati, E., & Supriyadi, S. (2018). An Investigation of Writing Strategies Used by the 
Students on the Perspective Language Proficiency and Gender. International Journal of Multicultural 
and Multireligious Understanding, 5(5), 185. https://doi.org/10.18415/ijmmu.v5i5.364 
 
Dewi, E. W., Nurkamto, J., & Drajati, N. A. (2019). Exploring Peer-Assessment Practice in Graduate 
Students ’. LLT Journal: A Journal on Language and Language Teaching, 22(1), 58–56. 
https://doi.org/10.24071/llt.2019.220106 
 Zhang, Y., Chen, P., & Yu, T. (2019). Reading and writing learning strategies for low English 
proficiency students at a private University in China. International Journal of Higher Education, 8(3), 
214225 
Teng, F., & Huang, J. (2019). Predictive effects of writing strategies for self‐regulated learning on 
secondary school learners’ EFL writing proficiency. TESOL Quarterly, 53(1), 232-247. 
Bailey, D. R. (2019). Conceptualization of second language writing strategies and their relation to 
student characteristics. The Journal of Asia TEFL, 16(1), 135-148. 
Raoofi, S., Binandeh, M., & Rahmani, S. (2017). An investigation into writing strategies and writing 
proficiency of university students. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 8(1), 191-198. 
Allen, L. K., Likens, A. D., & McNamara, D. S. (2019). Writing flexibility in argumentative essays: A 
multidimensional analysis. Reading & Writing, 32(6), 1607-1634. 
Boykin, A., Evmenova, A. S., Regan, K., & Mastropieri, M. (2019). The impact of a computer based 
graphic organizer with embedded self-regulated learning strategies on the argumentative writing of 
students in inclusive cross-curricula settings. Computers & Education, 137, 78-90. 
Beckett, G. H., & Kobayashi, M. (2020). A Meta-study of an Ethnographic Research in a Multicultural 
and Multilingual Community: Negotiations, Resources, and Dilemmas. American Journal of 
Qualitative Research, 4(1), 85-106 
Ozfidan, B., & Burlbaw, L. M. (2019). A Literature-Based Approach on Age Factors in Second 
Language Acquisition: Children, Adolescents, and Adults. International Education Studies, 12(10). 
Shahriari, H., & Shadloo, F. (2019). Interaction argumentative essays: The case of engagement. 
Discourse & Interaction, 12(1), 96-110. https://doi.org/10.5817/DI2019-1-96 
Vögelin, C., Jansen, J., Kellar, S. D., Machts, N., & Möller, J. (2019). The influence of lexical features 
on teacher judgements of ESL argumentative essays. Assessing Writing. 39, 50-63. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2018.12.003 
Zarrabi, F., & Bozorgian, H. (2020). EFL students’ cognitive performance during argumentative essay 
writing: A log-file data analysis. Computers and Composition, 55, 102546.  
Creswell, A. (2000). Self-monitoring in student writing: Developing responsibility. ELT Journal, 3, 235-
244. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/54.3.235 

http://institucional.us.es/revistas/elia/12/art_4.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1258799.pdf
https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0504.21
https://doi.org/10.18415/ijmmu.v5i5.364
https://doi.org/10.24071/llt.2019.220106
https://doi.org/10.5817/DI2019-1-96
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2018.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/54.3.235


22 
 

 Kao, C. W., & Reynolds, B. L. (2017). A study on the relationship among Taiwanese college students’ 
EFL writing strategy use, writing ability and writing difficulty. English Teaching & Learning, 41(4), 31-
67. https://doi.org/10.6330/ETL.2017.41.4.02 
Teng, L. S., & Zhang, L. J. (2020). Empowering learners in the second/foreign language classroom: 

Can self-regulated learning strategies-based writing instruction make a difference? Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 48, 100701  

Anggraini, D. (2017). The Effect Of Applying Web Graphic Organizer On The Students’ Achievement 

InWriting Descriptie Text 

Styati, E. W., & Irawati, L. (2020). The Effect of Graphic Organizers on ELT Students’ Writing Quality. 
Indonesian Journal of EFL and Linguistics 
,  
5 
(2), 279–293. 
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.21462/ijefl.v5i2.283 
Torres, D. B. (2015). Effectiveness of the use of graphic organizers and summaries: A case study of 
adult 
EFL students in a reading comprehension course.  
Revista de Lenguas Modernas 
,  
22 
. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.15517/rlm.v0i22.19685 
 

. Lasaka, C. O., Jamiluddin, J., & Erniwati, E. (2018). Effect of using paragraph hamburger strategy 

on 

students writing achievements.  
E-Journal of ELTS (English Language Teaching Society) 
,  
6 
(1). 
Lutviana, R., & Mafulah, S. (2018). The Use of Vide 
o and TPR to Improve Students’ Vocabulary Mastery. 
EnJourMe (English Journal of Merdeka)/ : Cu 
lture, Language, and Teaching of English 
,  
2 
(2), 89– 
97. 
ht 
tps://doi.org/10.26905/enjourme.v2i2.1970 
Oshima, A., & Hogue, A. (2007).  
Introduction to academic writing 
. Pearson/Longman. 
Ponce, H. R., & Mayer, R. E. (2014). An eye moveme 
nt analysis of highlighting and graphic organizer 
study aids for learning from expository text.  
Computers in Human Behavior 
,  
41 
, 21–32. https:// 
doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.09.010 
Pratama, S., Rahmawati, I. N., & Irfani, B. (2017) 
. Graphic Organizer as One Alternative Technique to 
Teach Writing.  
English Education: Jurnal Tadris Bahasa Inggris 
,  

https://doi.org/10.6330/ETL.2017.41.4.02


23 
 

10 
(2), 334–357.  
https://doi.org/ 
https://doi.org/10.24042/ee-jtbi.v10i2.1755 
 
Anggrainy, S., Diem, C. D., Vianty, M., & Sugandi, B. (2016). The Effect of Graphic Organizers, 
Guided 
Writing Strategies, and Reading Levels on the Writing Achievement of The Fourth Semester 
Students of PGMI Program at IAIN Raden Intan Lampung.  
Sriwijaya University Learning and 
Education International Conference 
,  
2 
(1), 1029–1052. 
Aswita, D., Ramadhan, S., & Taufik, T. (2018). Development of Teaching Material for Narrative 
Writing 
Using Graphic Organizer Type Circle Organizer in Elementary School.  
International Conference 
on Language, Literature, and Education (ICLLE 2018) 
. 
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.2991/iclle-18.2018.42 
Boykin, A., Evmenova, A. S., Regan, K., & Mastropieri, M. (2019). The impact of a computer-based 
graphic organizer with embedded self-regulated le 
arning strategies on the argumentative writ- 
ing of students in inclusive cross-curricula settings.  
Computers & Education 
,  
137 
, 78–90. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.03.008 

 
LdPride, N. D. (2009). What are learning styles? http://www.ldpride.net/learningstyles. MI.htm. 
Teng, M. F., Wang, C., & Zhang, L. J. (2022). Assessing self-regulatory writing strategies and their 
predictive effects on young EFL learners ’ writing performance. Assessing Writing, 51, 100573 
Bychkovska, T., & Lee, J. J. (2017). At the same time: Lexical bundles in L1 and L2 university student 
argumentative writing. Journal of English for Academic Purposes. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2017. 10.008 
Suhartoyo, E., Mukminatien, N., & Laksmi, E. D. (2015). The Effect of Toulmin’s Model of 
Argumentation Within TWPS Strategy on Students’ Critical Thinking on Argumentative Essay. Jurnal 
Pendidikan Humaniora.  
Graham, S., Gillespie, A., & McKeown, D. (2013). Writing: Importance, development, and instruction. 
Reading and Writing, 26, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-012-9395-2 
Kinsella., Newton, J. (2003). Teaching ESL/EFL listening and speaking. Routledge.  
Fleming, N. D. (2001). Teaching and learning styles: VARK Strategies. Honolulu Community College 
Alnujaidi, S. (2018). The relationship between EFL students’ perceptual learning styles and their 
language learning strategies in Saudi Arabia. I n t e r n a ti o n a l J o u r n a l o f E n g li s h L i n g ui s ti 
c s , 9 (1), 69. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v9n1p69 

Gholami, Shahin & Bagheri, Mohammad S. Relationship between vak learning styles and 
problem solving styles regarding gender and students' fields of study. Journal of Language 
Teaching and Research. 2013; 4 (4):700-706. 
DePorter, B., Reardon, M., & Nourie, S.S. (2002) Quantum teaching. Bandung: Kaifa. 
Coskun, L. (2014). The girls are better at language learning: A comparative approach. Journal 

of Educational and Social Research, 4(2), 17.10.5901/jesr.2014.v4n2p17 

Feery, K. (2008). Current perspectives on the role of gender in second language acquisition 

(SLA) research. The ITB Journal, 9(1).244.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2017.%2010.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-012-9395-2
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v9n1p69


24 
 

 

Adeyemi, D.A. (2008). The gender factor in composition writing with the use of the 
cooperative and the individualized, individualized 
approaches at a junior secondary school in Botswana. Journal of Educational Enquiry, 8 (1) 
1-19. 
[2] Anyanwu, F. A. (2015). United Nations global standard for gender equity, equality and 
inequality compliance: A case study of Federal 
Polytechnic Nekede, Owerri, Nigeria (2000 – 2013). International Journal of Gender and 
Development Issues 11(4)1 – 10. 
[3] Al Khamisi, H., Al Barwani, T., Al Mekhlafi, A. and Osman, M. (2016). EFL reading 
achievement: Impact of gender and self-efficacy beliefs. 
International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, 15 (3) 54 – 73. 
[4] Anggraini, H. W. (2016). The differences among writing anxiety, gender and writing 
achievement of English study program students of PGRI 
University, Palembang. Journal of English Literacy Education, 3(1) 89-94. 
[5] Boyi, A. A. (2013). Gender studies and sustainable development in Nigeria. Journal of 
Educational and Social research 3(10) 31-35. 
Doi:10.5901/jesr. 
[6] Coulmas, F. (1999). What is writing? The Blackwell encyclopedia of writing 
systems.Oxford: Blackwell: 560 
[7] Etim, J. S. (2019). Investigating the relationship between teachers’ gender and 
experience of teaching types of writing in Nigerian secondary 
schools. International Journal of English Language and Literature Studies 8(3) 87 – 98. 
[8] Eurydice. (2010). Gender differences in educational outcomes: Study on measures taken 
and the current situation in Europe. The Education, 
Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA P9 Eurydice). Retrieved 15th August 2016, 
from http://www.eurydice.org. 
[9] Fapohunda, T. M. (2011). Empowering women through higher education in Nigeria. 
European Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences 9(1) 
389-405. 
[10] Hyde, J. S. (2005). The Gender similarities hypothesis. American Psychologist 60 (6), 
581-592. 
[11] Institute for Writing and Rhetoric (2013). Integrating reading and writing. 
www.writingspeech. 
dartmouth.edu/...writing.../integrating-reading-and-writing. 
[12] Ladipo, S. O. and Gbotosho, S.A. (2015). Influence of gender difference on reading habit 
and academic achievement of undergraduate 
medical students in University of Ibadan, Nigeria. Library, Philosophy and Practice 1338 1-
12. Retrieved 15th April 2021 from 
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1338 
[13] Mukoro, A. S. (2014). Gender participation in university education in Nigeria: Closing 
the gap. International Letters of Social and Humanistic 
Sciences (34) 53-62. 
[14] Muodumogu, C. A. and Unwaha, C. O. (2013). Improving students’ achievement in essay 
writing: What will be the impact of mini-lesson 
strategy? Global Advanced Research Journal of Arts and Humanities (GARJAH) 2(6) 111-120. 
Retrieved 15 October 2016 from 



25 
 

http://garj.org/garjah/index.htm. 
[15] National Institute for Literacy. (2007). What content-area teachers should know about 
adolescent literacy. Retrieved 8th Jan. 2009 from 
www.nifl.gov. 
[16] Okonkwo, A. O. (2015). Gender in students’ achievement in English essay writing using 
collaborative instructional strategy. International 
Journal of English Language Education 3(1) 85-91. 
[17] UNESCO. (2006). Global education database of the gender gap, October. Paris: UNESCO. 
[18] Williams, J. D. and Takaku, S. (2011). Gender, writing, self-efficacy and help-seeking. 
International Journal of Business, Humanities and 
Technology 1(3) 46-54. 
 
 
 



oid:16479:25741763Similarity Report ID: 

9% Overall Similarity
Top sources found in the following databases:

5% Internet database 3% Publications database

Crossref database Crossref Posted Content database

6% Submitted Works database

TOP SOURCES

The sources with the highest number of matches within the submission. Overlapping sources will not be
displayed.

1
digilib.iain-palangkaraya.ac.id 1%
Internet

2
British University in Egypt on 2021-12-12 1%
Submitted works

3
Higher Education Commission Pakistan on 2014-09-03 <1%
Submitted works

4
careersdocbox.com <1%
Internet

5
British University in Egypt on 2021-12-12 <1%
Submitted works

6
Erin Reynolds, Vanessa C. Fazio, Natalie Sandel, Philip Schatz, Luke C. ... <1%
Crossref

7
asian-efl-journal.com <1%
Internet

8
core.ac.uk <1%
Internet

Sources overview

http://digilib.iain-palangkaraya.ac.id/3126/1/KEGIATAN%20INTERNATIONAL%20CONFERENCE%20SEACE%202021.pdf
http://careersdocbox.com/US_Military/80243182-Metropolitan-police-department-city-of-st-louis-2009-annual-report-to-the-community.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622965.2015.1057637
https://www.asian-efl-journal.com/wp-content/uploads/AEJ-Volume-28-Issue-1.1-February-2021.pdf
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/127684762.pdf


oid:16479:25741763Similarity Report ID: 

9
indonesian-efl-journal.org <1%
Internet

10
etheses.dur.ac.uk <1%
Internet

11
tandfonline.com <1%
Internet

12
British University in Egypt on 2021-12-11 <1%
Submitted works

13
American College of Education on 2022-10-24 <1%
Submitted works

14
Covenant University on 2016-06-26 <1%
Submitted works

15
knepublishing.com <1%
Internet

16
British University in Egypt on 2021-12-10 <1%
Submitted works

17
mafiadoc.com <1%
Internet

18
repository.usu.ac.id <1%
Internet

19
Funmilayo Mabel Oguntade, Timothy Kolade Akinwamide. "Effects of R... <1%
Crossref

20
dokumen.pub <1%
Internet

Sources overview

https://www.indonesian-efl-journal.org/index.php/ijefll/article/view/283
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/14376/1/Yildirim000623103.PDF?DDD29+=
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1770923
https://knepublishing.com/index.php/KnE-Social/article/view/7940
https://mafiadoc.com/modern-journal-of-language-teaching-methods-_59bfdd781723dd8fe7e558eb.html
http://repository.usu.ac.id/bitstream/handle/123456789/48238/Appendix.pdf;sequence=1
https://doi.org/10.5296/jet.v10i1.19970
https://dokumen.pub/executive-functions-and-writing-019886356x-9780198863564.html


oid:16479:25741763Similarity Report ID: 

21
ensani.ir <1%
Internet

22
ijee.org <1%
Internet

23
ASEAN Integration and the Role of English Language Teaching, 2015. <1%
Crossref

24
Arief Karunia Putra,  Budiyono, Isnandar Slamet. "Mathematical disposi... <1%
Crossref

25
British University in Egypt on 2022-08-11 <1%
Submitted works

26
Fachhochschule Nordwestschweiz on 2019-08-17 <1%
Submitted works

27
Omid Noroozi, Seyyed Kazem Banihashem, Nafiseh Taghizadeh Kerma... <1%
Crossref

28
University of York on 2022-09-12 <1%
Submitted works

29
Walden University on 2012-03-13 <1%
Submitted works

30
depts.washington.edu <1%
Internet

31
elt.tabrizu.ac.ir <1%
Internet

32
eprints.ukmc.ac.id <1%
Internet

Sources overview

http://ensani.ir/file/download/article/1631520286-9818-27-15.pdf
http://ijee.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/2_zaen.162154007.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5746/LEiA/ASEAN_Integ_ELT
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4995152
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2034887
https://depts.washington.edu/sibl/Publications/Master_Cheryan_Meltzoff_Computer%20Sci_Stereotypes_Belonging_JEP.pdf
https://elt.tabrizu.ac.ir/article_10683_619cbe9358dcb75249afd88a701c4f30.pdf
http://eprints.ukmc.ac.id/171/2/Proceeding.pdf


oid:16479:25741763Similarity Report ID: 

33
"List of Participant ICAMST 2017", IOP Conference Series: Materials Sc...<1%
Crossref

34
Coventry University on 2016-12-05 <1%
Submitted works

Sources overview

https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/367/1/011003

