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Abstract
A random sample of 782 grades 1 through 3 Chinese language arts teachers in Tai-
wan were surveyed about how they taught writing and their beliefs about writing. 
The underlying dimensions of teachers’ reported writing practices and beliefs were 
established through factor analyses. Thirty-seven percent of the teachers reported 
they taught writing every day (average writing lesson across all teachers was 52 min). 
However, most teachers indicated they offered writing classes infrequently, as 60% 
of teachers reported teaching writing just once a week or less often. Teachers applied 
many different instructional procedures when teaching writing, but a majority of 
teachers reported using these practices only once a month or less often. Teachers 
were not positive about their preparation to teach writing, but slightly positive about 
their attitude towards their own writing, their attitudes and efficacy for teaching writ-
ing, and the progress they believed their students were making as writers. Their epis-
temological beliefs about how best to teach writing, how one becomes a good writer, 
and how one knows about writing were more mixed. Teachers slightly agreed that 
explicit instruction is important when teaching writing, but slightly disagreed that 
this is true for natural learning approaches. They also slightly agreed that effort and 
process are important ingredients to becoming a good writer, but slightly disagreed 
that learning and knowledge in writing are fixed. Further, they slightly agreed that 
writing knowledge comes from experts and authority figures. Teachers’ beliefs about 
writing predicted how often teachers employed specific instructional procedures. 
Recommendations for future research and implications for instruction are provided.
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Introduction

Writing is pervasive in our social, educational, and occupational lives. It allows us to 
communicate, learn, persuade, record, chronicle, heal, reflect, and imagine (Bazer-
man et al., 2018). At home, we tweet, text, friend, WeChat, Line, and email using 
a variety of media and social networks (Freedman, Hull, Higgs, & Booten, 2016). 
At school, students use writing to summarize, analyze, interpret, and extend their 
understanding of new and old ideas (Bangert-Drowns, Hurley, & Wilkinson, 2004). 
At work, blue- and white-collar workers use writing to carry out a variety of essen-
tial tasks (Light, 2001). Because it is such a flexible and powerful tool, writing is 
viewed as a key competence that children must master (UNESCO, 2017).

Concern about students’ writing worldwide

There is considerable concern that students are not acquiring adequate proficiency 
with writing by the time they complete their compulsory education (Tucker, 2017). 
This concern applies to affluent as well as less affluent countries. For example, in the 
latest assessment in the United States (U.S.), only 30% of students in grades 8 and 
12 were classified as proficient or advanced writers on the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2012). In Chile, a 
less affluent country in the same hemisphere, almost one-half of the children tested 
on a nationwide test did not write at an intermediate- or advanced-level (Agencia de 
Calidad de la Educación, 2017).

For those who do not learn to write well, there is a price to be paid. Poor writing 
can restrict one’s personal, social, academic, and occupational attainments (Graham, 
2019). Although learning how to write often begins at home (Tolchinsky, 2016), 
a primary objective of schooling is to teach children to become competent writ-
ers. This is not an unreasonable aim, as there is considerable evidence that students 
become better writers when they are taught to write (e.g., Koster, Trbushinina, De 
Jong, & van den Bergh, 2015). Even so, there is a growing concern that schools are 
not meeting this obligation.

A recent analysis of survey and observational studies examining classroom writ-
ing instruction found that writing instruction was not adequate in many classrooms 
and schools worldwide. Graham (2019) reviewed 28 studies conducted across the 
globe (but mostly in the U.S. and Europe) during the past 15  years. The review 
only included studies that involved a substantial number of teachers. The smallest 
investigation in the 2019 review included teachers in nine schools and the largest 
study involved 1520 teachers. Graham (2019) drew two conclusions from the studies 
reviewed. One, some students were in classrooms where teachers provided a solid 
writing program, and in some instances this instruction was exemplary. This was the 
case in both observational and survey studies (e.g., Cutler & Graham, 2008; Wilcox, 
Jeffrey, & Gardner-Bixler, 2016). Two, such instruction was not common, as stu-
dents in most classes spent little time actually writing and received little instruction 
on how to write. While teachers commonly applied a variety of teaching practices 
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across the year, they applied these activities infrequently, with many writing instruc-
tional practices used less than once a month. These less positive findings were 
obtained in both survey and observational studies (e.g., Coker et al., 2016; Coker, 
Jennings, Farley-Ripple, & MacArthur, 2018; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Hertzberg 
& Roe, 2016; Koko, 2016; Rietdijk, van Weijen, Jassen, van den Bergh, & Rijalaars-
dam, 2018). Because writing is a challenging and complex task, requiring a consid-
erable amount of instruction and time to master (Graham, 2019), it is unlikely that 
this minimalist approach to teaching writing is adequate.

The reasons why writing instruction is often insufficient in many classrooms 
are complex. How writing is taught involves a variety of factors that go beyond the 
classroom to include institutional, societal, cultural, political, and historical deter-
minants (Bransford, Darling-Hammond, & LePage, 2005). For instance, writing 
is likely to be limited in classrooms in the Netherlands, as the Dutch Inspectorate 
requires that writing be taught just two times a month (Rietdijk et al., 2018). Simi-
larly, the emphasis placed on teaching writing in the Greater China Region, the focus 
of this investigation, is likely constricted because Chinese societies generally view 
reading as more valuable than writing, and it is often assumed that students learn to 
write by reading (Feng, 2010). This does not mean that teachers do not make a dif-
ference. For example, a small but growing body of evidence has demonstrated that 
how writing is taught is influenced by teachers’ beliefs. For instance, in survey and 
observational studies where teachers were more self-efficacious about their skills as 
writing teachers and more positive about teaching writing, students spent a greater 
amount of time writing in class and teachers spent more time teaching writing (e.g., 
Brindle, Harris, Graham, & Hebert, 2016; De Smedt, van Keer, & Merchie, 2016; 
Rietdijk et al., 2018). Moreover, teachers’ writing practices in several previous sur-
vey studies were positively related to their epistemological beliefs about how writ-
ing was best taught (Graham, Harris, Fink‑Chorzempa, & MacArthur, 2002).

While available research presents a relatively consistent and concerning portrait 
of writing instruction across countries and grades, this picture is based on a limited 
and skewed data-base. To illustrate, of the 28 studies reviewed by Graham (2019), two 
thirds of them took place in the U.S., and only five investigations involved children in 
grades one to three, which was the focus of the current investigation. All five of the pri-
mary grade studies were conducted in the U.S. This included a study observing 50 first 
grade teachers as they provided writing instruction (Coker et al., 2016), but the other 
four studies surveyed randomly selected teachers about their writing practices. Even so, 
just two of these five studies in the 2019 review by Graham (Coker et al., 2016; Cutler 
& Graham, 2008), involved an extensive examination of teachers’ writing instructional 
practices, which was the focus of the present investigation. The other three studies 
examined restricted aspects of writing instruction: instructional adaptations for weaker 
writers (Graham, Harris, MacArthur, & Fink-Chorzempa, 2003), teaching handwrit-
ing (Graham, Harris, Mason, Fink-Chorzempa, Moran, & Saddler, 2008a), and teach-
ing spelling (Graham et al., 2008b). Further, only one study explored the relationship 
between teachers’ beliefs and how they reportedly taught writing to primary grade 
children. This was also a purpose of the current investigation. This study examined the 
association between teacher efficacy and the instructional adaptations they made for 
weaker writers (Graham, Harris, Fink‑Chorzempa, & MacArthur, 2001).
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If we are to obtain a better understanding of how writing is taught globally and 
what factors influence such instruction with young children, we need more inves-
tigations that examine the teaching of writing beyond U.S. borders. This is espe-
cially true at the primary grade level, as efforts to document and understand writing 
practices have rarely extended beyond qualitatively studying one or a few selected 
classrooms.

Purpose of the present study

The present study examined how writing was taught in grades one through three in 
Taiwan. It also examined if primary grade teachers’ beliefs predicted the types of writ-
ing activities they reported assigning to students and the types of instructional proce-
dures they reportedly used to teach writing. To obtain a general portrait of how writing 
is taught to primary grade children in Taiwan, we used survey methodology. We asked 
a randomly selected sample of teachers to complete a questionnaire about their writing 
practices and beliefs. Although observational and qualitative studies can provide great 
insight into writing instruction, it is virtually impossible to apply such approaches 
across all administrative regions. Although there is some concern that teachers may 
not accurately represent their teaching practices and beliefs, there is evidence that they 
are aware of their instructional practices, and they can answer questions about their 
literacy practices accurately (e.g., Bridge & Hiebert, 1985; Diaper, 1989).

We focused on the primary grades for the following reasons. One, it is critical that 
students get off to a good start in writing. Waiting until later grades to address writing 
problems that originate in earlier grades is not particularly effective (Slavin, Madden, 
& Karweit, 1989). Two, previous research examined the writing practices of Taiwan-
ese teachers in grades 4 through 6 (Hsiang & Graham, 2016) and grades 7 through 
9 (Hsiang, Graham, & Wong, 2018). While these studies involved a random selec-
tion of teachers, they only included teachers from Taipei City and other cities in the 
Greater China Region. The present study provided a more representative portrait of 
writing instruction in Taiwan at a critical juncture in children’s writing development.

The Taiwan context provided an interesting setting for studying teachers’ prac-
tices and beliefs about writing. On the 2018 Program for International Student 
Assessment (PISA; http://www.oecd.org/pisa/), Taiwan ranked sixth in educational 
attainment worldwide when reading, math, and science scores were averaged (the 
U.S. by comparison ranked 31st). Although these PISA tests did not assess students’ 
writing, it is important to study instructional writing practices in countries like Tai-
wan where there is a high rate of literacy and students obtain among the highest 
scores on comparative international tests. It is possible that writing instruction in 
such countries can provide important insights into how to teach writing.

Research questions and predictions

We asked the following research questions; (1) How much time is devoted to teaching 
writing (RQ1)? (2) What types of writing are assigned to students (RQ2)? (3) How 
is writing taught (RQ3)? (4) Do teachers’ beliefs predict teachers’ reported writing 

http://www.oecd.org/pisa/
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practices (RQ4)? Teachers’ beliefs focused on their attitudes about their own writing 
and teaching it, perceptions of their preparation and efficacy to teach writing, their stu-
dents’ writing progress, and the epistemological value placed on different approaches 
for teaching writing as well as how one learns to write and knows about writing.

We predicted that teachers would not devote adequate time to teaching writing 
(RQ1). The What Works Clearinghouse Guide for writing instruction in the United 
States (Graham et  al., 2012) recommended that 1  hour a day be devoted to writ-
ing instruction. This recommendation provided a comparison point for evaluating 
reported time devoted to writing instruction in Taiwan. We did not expect that most 
Taiwanese teachers would meet this benchmark, as an hour a day likely represents 
the upper end of time available for teaching writing. The Taiwanese Curriculum 
Guidelines recommends that primary grade teachers devote six, 40 min classes to 
teaching the language arts each week, with another two for classes devoted to teach-
ing other material, which can include writing (Ministry of Education, 2014). Moreo-
ver, the ideal of devoting an hour a day to teaching writing has rarely been reported 
or observed in previous studies with primary grade teachers, although a survey study 
by Cutler and Graham (2008) provides a notable exception. This was also the case in 
prior studies surveying grade 4 through 9 teachers in Taipei City. Writing instruction 
was infrequent, being taught once every 2 or 3 weeks by the majority of teachers 
(Hsiang & Graham, 2016; Hsiang et al., 2018).

We further predicted that teachers would assign a variety of different types of 
writing (RQ2) and apply multiple procedures to teaching writing (RQ3), but these 
writing assignments and instructional procedures would be used infrequently. These 
predictions were consistent with general findings in prior observational and survey 
studies conducted in other countries with primary grade children (e.g., Coker et al., 
2016), and findings from the two survey studies conducted with grades 4 through 9 
teachers in Taipei City (Hsiang & Graham, 2016; Hsiang et al., 2018).

For RQ4, we anticipated that teachers’ beliefs would predict teachers reported writ-
ing practices (i.e., types of writing assigned and instructional procedures to teach writ-
ing). We based this prediction on the Writer(s)-Within-Community Model (WWC; 
Graham, 2018). While this model situates writing within specific communities, and 
contends that writing and the teaching of writing are influenced by features of the com-
munity as well as macro factors involving history, culture, institutions, society, and poli-
tics, it also argues that writing and the teaching of writing are shaped by the agency and 
actions of the members of a community. Specifically pertinent to this study, the WWC 
model posits that what teachers do when teaching writing is influenced by their beliefs, 
including beliefs about themselves, their students, and writing. Such beliefs can foster 
or hinder the teaching of writing, as they can impact teaching behaviors, including what 
instructional procedures teachers’ apply and how often they do so.

As noted earlier, only a single survey study with primary grade students has exam-
ined relations between teacher beliefs’ and instructional writing practices (Graham 
et  al., 2003). In this study, teacher efficacy for teaching writing and the epistemo-
logical value teachers place on different instructional approaches did not statistically 
predict the number of adaptations primary grade teachers made for weaker writers.

In contrast, studies with older elementary grade students involving the teaching 
of writing more broadly did find that teachers’ beliefs predict teachers’ instructional 
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practices in writing. In a U.S. survey study (Brindle et al., 2016), third and fourth 
grade teachers’ beliefs (teacher efficacy, epistemological value placed on different 
approaches for teaching writing, attitudes towards their own writing and teaching it, 
and perceptions of their preparation for teaching writing) collectively accounted for 
a statistically significant 12–29% of the variance in the types of writing assigned and 
the use of evidence-based writing (EBP) practices, with teacher efficacy and episte-
mological for teaching writing making statistically unique contributions to predict-
ing use of EBPs. In another U.S. survey study with grade 4 to 6 teachers (Gilbert & 
Graham, 2010), beliefs about efficacy to teach writing and preparation to teach it 
together accounted for a statistically significant 9% of the variance in teachers use 
of writing EBPs, after first controlling for time devoted to writing and student char-
acteristics, with teacher efficacy making a statistically unique contribution to this 
prediction. An observational study with Grade 4 to 6 Dutch teachers (Reitdijk et al., 
2018) found that teacher efficacy was statistically related to time allocated for teach-
ing writing (accounting for 10% of the variance), and epistemological beliefs about 
teaching writing and teacher efficacy both statistically predicted the actual amount 
of time devoted to writing instruction (accounting for up to 12% for both types of 
beliefs).

An additional survey study (Hsiang & Graham, 2016) examined the predictive 
value of teachers’ beliefs in the Greater China region (Taipei City, Macao, and Bei-
jing). Grade 4 to 6 teachers’ attitudes toward their own writing, attitudes toward 
teaching writing, and efficacy for teaching writing collectively accounted for a statis-
tically significantly 7%, 17%, and 7% of the variance in teaching writing, providing 
additional writing support, and facilitating the writing process, respectively, after 
time devoted to teaching writing, teacher certification, and classroom characteristics 
were first controlled. Teachers’ efficacy accounted for statistically unique variance 
for all three reported writing practices, while attitude towards teaching writing sta-
tistically and uniquely predicted teaching writing and providing additional supports. 
Similar results were obtained in a survey study with teachers in grades 7 through 9 
conducted in Taipei City, Shanghai, Hong Kong, and Macao (Hsiang et al., 2018), 
as the same three teacher beliefs plus teachers’ perceptions of the adequacy of their 
preparation to teach writing each made statistically significant and unique contribu-
tions to predicting multiple aspects of teachers’ writing instruction after variance 
due to the other beliefs, class composition, and time spent on writing instruction 
were controlled.

While the studies reviewed above demonstrated that teachers’ beliefs can account 
for statistically significant variance in the writing practices of elementary grade stu-
dents even after controlling for writing time and other classroom variables, only one 
study has examined this relationship at the primary grade level and it restricted writ-
ing practices to instructional adaptations for weaker writers (Graham et al., 2003). 
The current study extended previous research by examining if teacher beliefs pre-
dict a broader set of instructional practices than just instructional adaptation. It fur-
ther applied a greater number of teacher beliefs as predictors than have been applied 
in prior studies with teachers in the elementary grades. As in prior studies, we 
included the following teacher beliefs: attitudes about their own writing and teach-
ing writing, perceptions of their preparation and efficacy to teach writing, and the 
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epistemological value placed on different approaches to teaching writing. We also 
included teachers’ beliefs about their students’ progress as writers and epistemologi-
cal beliefs about how one learns to write and knows about writing. These epistemo-
logical beliefs have not previously been investigated.

We anticipated that the teacher beliefs included in our study would collectively 
and uniquely make statistically significant contributions to predicting how often 
teachers reportedly assigned different types of writing and how often they reportedly 
used specific instructional practices. Teachers who are more positive about their own 
writing capabilities, teaching writing, preparation to teach writing, efficacy to teach 
it, and students’ writing progress should be more likely to ask students to write and 
apply instructional writing procedures than teachers who are less positive when it 
comes to these three beliefs. Such beliefs serve as a guide for action (Fives & Buehl, 
2012). Likewise, teachers’ epistemological beliefs should predict teachers’ reported 
instructional practices, as they serve as a filter for thinking about how the teaching of 
writing should proceed (Fives & Buehl, 2012). This includes teachers’ epistemologi-
cal beliefs about the value of different approaches to teaching writing (i.e., explicit 
instruction and natural learning approaches). It also included epistemological beliefs 
about how one becomes a good writer and knows about writing. To assess these 
epistemological beliefs, we modified and expanded a scale developed by Chan and 
Elliott (2004a) that concentrated on teachers’ beliefs about the nature of knowledge 
and learning. This scale was based on a four dimensional view of teachers’ epistemo-
logical beliefs about learning and knowing (Chan & Elliott, 2004b): learning occurs 
through effort and process, learning is innate and fixed, knowledge is certain, and 
knowledge comes from experts and authority figures. For each of these dimensions, 
we developed items specifically focusing on writing by drawing also on a scale devel-
oped by Schraw and Olafson (2002). Because beliefs about knowledge are socially 
constructed (Graham, 2019), we added an additional dimension on how one becomes 
a good writer. Although western societies value ability when learning (e.g., Li, 2003), 
Chinese societies favor persistence, which is referred to as heart and mind (Li, 2002). 
Consequently, we designed items to assess this construct as it applies to writing.

To bring greater precision to our analysis examining the predictive value of 
teacher beliefs, we first controlled for variance due to gender, grade, class size, 
instructional time, and years spent teaching in the primary grades. With the excep-
tion of gender, the other six variables were all related to teachers’ reported instruc-
tional practices in prior survey studies (e.g., Brindle et  al., 2016; Graham et  al., 
2003; Hsiang & Graham, 2016).

Method

Participants

A random sampling procedure, stratified by region and grade levels, was used to 
identify 886 grade 1 through 3 Chinese language arts teachers from a population 
of 25,157 teachers in 2566 public and private primary schools in urban and rural 
Taiwan. Students in grades 1 through 3 in Taiwan must be at least 6 years old and 
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no older than 9 years old during the school year. Not included in this sample were 
special education teachers or teachers from offshore islands (Kinmen, Lienchiang, 
and Penghu). We purposefully selected 886 teachers to survey, as this provided a 
sampling error of less than 5% for the most common type of Likert-item in the sur-
vey (which contained six response options), using a 95% confidence level, assuming 
a return rate of 25% (Dillman, 2000).

Of the 886 teachers who received the survey, 802 were returned. Twenty surveys 
were eliminated as teachers either did not teach writing or most of the survey was not 
completed. This resulted in an effective return rate of 88.3%, narrowing the sampling 
error to ± 2.7%. Of the 782 teachers who taught writing, most of them were female 
(87%), public school employees (98%), and certified to teach elementary grade stu-
dents (95%). More than one-third of the participating teachers held a Bachelor’s 
degree (37%). One tenth of the teachers had taken coursework beyond the Bache-
lor’s level (10%). One half of them had completed a Master’s degree (50%), whereas 
a small minority had coursework beyond the Master’s level (4%). As a group, they 
averaged 10.9 years of teaching experience at the primary grade-level (SD = 6.87).

Survey instrumentation

A survey was administered to all participants. Items for this survey were mostly 
drawn from instruments previously used to survey writing practices in elementary 
schools and teachers’ beliefs in the Greater China Region (Hsiang & Graham, 2016; 
Hsiang et al., 2018). We also assessed teachers’ epistemological beliefs about how 
best to teach writing using a scale designed by Graham et al. (2002), developed a 
new scale to assess teachers’ beliefs about their students’ progress as writers, and 
adapted items from previous scales assessing epistemological beliefs about knowl-
edge and knowing (Chan & Elliott, 2004a; Li, 2002, 2003; Schraw & Olafson, 2002) 
so that they addressed writing.

Prior to administering the survey, four Chinese language arts teachers with teach-
ing writing experience in grades 1 through 3 in Taiwan were paid to review the sur-
vey and provide feedback, including the suitability of items for primary grade writing 
instruction. Their feedback was used to revise the survey, and included changes such 
as modifying sentence from future to present tense because the survey was admin-
istered at the end of the school year, deleting or adding words to make statements 
easier to understand, and adding a supplementary note providing examples of writ-
ing activities in primary grades (e.g., drawing and writing, writing words, writing 
sentences/paragraphs, telling/sharing a story/personal experience, planning writing).

Background information

This section of the survey asked teachers about demographic information (e.g., 
gender, number of years spent teaching primary grade students), information about 
teachers’ students (e.g., writing capabilities), and general information about writing 
in their class (e.g., grade taught, class size, types of materials used).
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Teaching writing

Types of writing assigned Seven items (see Table  1) assessed how often specific 
types of writing were assigned (e.g., story writing), using a seven-point Likert-
type scale (never [0], several times a year [1], once every 2  months [2], monthly 
[3], weekly [4], several times a week [5], and daily [6]; higher scores indicated the 
writing activity occurred more frequently). These items were selected so that they 
covered narrative, persuasive, and informational writing. A factor analysis of the 
seven items assessing the reported frequency specific types of writing were assigned 
yielded a single factor solution, with an eigenvalue of 2.88, accounting for 41% of 
the variance (coefficient alpha = .74). The score for types of writing was the average 
score of the seven items.

Instructional writing activities Thirty nine items (see Table 2) asked teachers to 
indicate how often they applied specific instructional writing practices (e.g., edit 
writing products, conference with students, teach strategies for planning). Teachers 
responded to each item using the same seven-point Likert-type scale described above. 
These 39 items focused on two major aspects of writing instruction: teaching writ-
ing (e.g., teach writing vocabulary, reteach writing skills and strategies) and support-
ing writers (e.g., students help their classmates, students use graphic organizers when 
writing) found to be effective in recent meta-analyses (e.g., Graham & Harris, 2017).

We conducted a factor analysis involving the 39 Likert-type items measuring 
how frequently specific instructional practices were reportedly used to teach writ-
ing. Using an oblique factor rotation, six factors with eigenvalues over 1.0 were 
obtained, accounting for 61% of the variance. Ten items did not load at .40 or higher 
on any factor and were removed from further analyses. The obtained factors were 
generally consistent with the constructs used to design this scale: teaching writing 
and supporting it.

One factor, teaching elements of writing (coefficient alpha = .91), accounted for 
32% of the variance (six items: e.g., reteach skills and strategies, teach rhetorical 
devices). A second factor, promoting writing collaboration (coefficient alpha = .78), 
accounted for 9% of the variance (four items: e.g., model good team work, students 
help their classmates). The third factor, supporting writing ideation (coefficient 

Table 1   Students engagement in specific writing activities during the academic year

Teachers responded to a scale with 7-points: Never (0), Several times a year (1), Once every 2 months 
(2), Monthly (3), Weekly (4), Several times a week (5), and Daily (6)

0 (%) 1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) 5 (%) 6 (%) M SD CI

Story writing 35.1 32.1 11.5 13.4 6.4 1.3 0.1 1.3 1.3 1.2–1.4
Diary writing 15.6 17.9 4.9 20.0 28.9 6.6 6.0 2.7 1.8 2.6–2.9
Personal narrative 16.3 24.3 13.7 37.1 6.7 1.4 0.4 2.0 1.3 1.9–2.1
Poem writing 26.9 38.2 19.6 12.0 2.8 0.4 0.1 1.3 1.1 1.2–1.4
Opinion writing 23.6 27.5 7.2 16.3 16.1 7.2 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.9–2.2
Informative writing 25.3 42.9 13.9 12.6 3.7 1.6 0.0 1.3 1.2 1.2–1.4
Writing in response to reading 7.6 19.6 11.1 27.6 28.6 4.6 0.9 2.7 1.4 2.6–2.8
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alpha = .71), accounted for 8% of the variance (four items: e.g., students use graphic 
organizer when writing; students use a model to practice writing characters). Coef-
ficient alpha for this factor was improved from .68 to .71 when the practice writing 
characters item was removed (thus, this item was not included as part of this factor). 
A fourth factor, teaching writing creativity (coefficient alpha = .80), accounted for 
5% of the variance (two items: teach writing creativity and teach writing vocabu-
lary). The fifth factor, providing extra writing assistance (coefficient alpha = .84), 
accounted for 4% of the variance (10 items: e.g., provide enrichment activities to 
support students’ writing, teacher conferencing). The final factor, facilitating text 
revision (coefficient alpha = .76), accounted for 3% of the variance (three items: stu-
dents edit, revise, and share their writing). The score for each factor was the average 
score of its items.

Time devoted to writing Teachers were asked three questions about time and writ-
ing instruction. Teachers were asked to report how much time during an average 
week they taught writing skills and processes to their students as well as how much 
time during an average week their students spent writing text that was a paragraph 
or longer. They were further asked to report how much time each day their students 
spent completing writing homework.

Teachers’ beliefs

Beliefs about preparation to teach writing Three items assessed teachers’ beliefs 
about the adequacy of their preservice, in-service, and personal preparation to teach 
writing. Teachers responded to these items using a four point Likert-type scale 
(none, minimal, adequate, and extensive; scores ranged from 0 for none to 3 for 
extensive). A factor analysis using these three items yielded a single factor solu-
tion, with an eigenvalue of 1.90, accounting for 63% of the variance (coefficient 
alpha = .70). The score for preparation to teach writing was the average score of the 
three items.

Attitude towards writing Three items asked teachers’ about their attitude towards 
writing (I like to write; I am good at writing; I write often). Teachers responded to 
these items using a six point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree [1.0], moderately 
disagree [2.0], slightly disagree [3.0], slightly agree [4.0], moderately agree [5.0], 
and strongly agree [6.0]; higher scores provided a more positive response). A factor 
analysis using these three items produced a single factor solution, with an eigen-
value of 2.41, accounting for 80% of the variance (coefficient alpha = .88). The score 
for attitude towards writing was the average score of the three items.

Attitude towards teaching writing Four items assessed teachers’ attitude towards 
teaching writing (I enjoy teaching writing; teaching writing gives me a lot of per-
sonal satisfaction; I like to teach writing because it makes me feel good to do so; 
teaching writing is its own reward). Teachers responded to these items using a six 
point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree [1.0], moderately disagree [2.0], slightly 
disagree [3.0], slightly agree [4.0], moderately agree [5.0], and strongly agree [6.0]; 
higher scores provided a more positive response). A factor analysis using these four 
items resulted in a single factor solution, with an eigenvalue of 3.45, accounting for 
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86% of the variance (coefficient alpha = .95). The score for attitude towards teaching 
writing was the average score of the four items.

Teacher-efficacy Eight items assessed teachers’ efficacy for teaching writing. 
Items asked if teachers had effective ways to teach writing, knew how to increase 
student retention in writing, could help students with the most difficult writing prob-
lems, could adjust a writing assignment to a student’s level, knew how to redirect 
disruptive behavior during writing time, knew the steps for teaching a writing con-
cept so it could be mastered quickly, could exert extra effort to help a student write 
better, and could accurately assess if a writing assignment was at the correct level 
of difficulty. Teachers responded to these items using a six point Likert-type scale 
(strongly disagree [1.0], moderately disagree [2.0], slightly disagree [3.0], slightly 
agree [4.0], moderately agree [5.0], and strongly agree [6.0]; higher scores provided 
a more positive response). A factor analysis using these eight items resulted in a sin-
gle factor solution, with an eigenvalue of 4.00, accounting for 50% of the variance 
(coefficient alpha = .85). The score for teacher-efficacy was the average score of the 
eight items.

Students’ progress as writers Five items assessed teachers’ beliefs about students’ 
progress as writers, asking if students: (1) made little progress as writers this school 
year; (2) understanding of writing changed considerably this school year; (3) made 
more than 1 year’s gain in writing this school year; (4) became better writers than 
other students the same age; and (5) showed little change in their understanding 
of how to write. Scores for items 1 and 5 were reversed prior to analyses. Teach-
ers responded to these items using a six point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree 
[1.0], moderately disagree [2.0], slightly disagree [3.0], slightly agree [4.0], mod-
erately agree [5.0], and strongly agree [6.0]; higher scores provided a more posi-
tive response). A factor analysis using these five items yielded a single factor solu-
tion, with an eigenvalue of 2.90, accounting for 58% of the variance (coefficient 
alpha = .82). The score for student progress was the average score of the five items.

Epistemological beliefs about approaches to teaching writing Twelve items meas-
ured teachers’ epistemological beliefs about how best to teach writing (see Graham 
et al., 2002). These items were designed to assess two orientations towards teaching 
writing: an explicit instruction orientation (emphasizing teaching of skills, strate-
gies, and processes to enhance writing development) and a natural learning orienta-
tion (emphasizing the use of informal and incidental teaching methods to enhance 
writing development). Teachers responded to these items using a six point Likert-
type scale (strongly disagree [1.0], moderately disagree [2.0], slightly disagree [3.0], 
slightly agree [4.0], moderately agree [5.0], and strongly agree [6.0]; higher scores 
provided a more positive response).

A factor analysis using the 12 items described above, using an oblique rota-
tion, produced a three factor solution accounting for 50% of the variance. One item 
(children need to practice writing Chinese characters to learn how to write) did not 
load at .40 or greater on the pattern matrix on the three factors. The first factor, 
explicit instruction orientation, consisted of seven items (all loadings greater than 
.42), accounting for 23% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.53) with a coefficient alpha 
of .65. The seven items were: (1)it is important to teach children how to plan and 
revise; (2) teachers should correct students’ writing mistakes; (3) teachers should 
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aim to teach students to write compositions with no errors; (4) writing cannot be 
learned unless it is taught; (5) before children begin a writing task, teachers should 
remind them to use correct spelling, grammar, and punctuation; (6) A good way 
to begin writing instruction is to have children copy good models of each type of 
writing; and (7) being able to label words according to grammatical function is use-
ful in proficient writing. The second factor, natural learning orientation, included 
two items (all loadings greater than .83), accounting for 19% of the variance (eigen-
value = 2.13) with a coefficient alpha of .67. The two items were: (1) students who 
read frequently will not need formal writing instruction; and (2) students who write 
frequently will not need formal writing instruction. The third factor included two 
items but coefficient alpha was .40, so this factor was dropped from any further 
consideration. The two remaining factors (explicit learning orientation and natural 
learning orientation) were consistent with the theoretical underpinning for this scale 
(Graham et al., 2002). The score for each factor was the average score of its items.

Epistemological beliefs about knowing and becoming a good writer Thirty items 
measured teachers’ beliefs about how one becomes a good writer and knows about 
writing. This scale drew on items from previous measures of epistemology (Chan 
& Elliott, 2004a; Li, 2002, 2003; Schraw & Olafson, 2002) which were adopted to 
focus on writing. It addressed the following dimensions of epistemological beliefs 
about writing: innate/fixed (e.g., some people are born with special gifts and writing 
talents), learning effort/process (e.g., becoming a good writer takes a lot of effort), 
experts/authority (e.g., experts know more about teaching writing than I do, so I rely 
on their judgment), certain knowledge (e.g., what is considered good writing today 
will be considered good writing tomorrow), and heart and mind (e.g., people should 
train their mind to overcome difficulties when writing). Items addressing heart and 
mind were included as they address an important cultural belief in Asian cultures: 
perseverance (Li, 2002). Teachers responded to these items using a six point Likert-
type scale (strongly disagree [1.0], moderately disagree [2.0], slightly disagree [3.0], 
slightly agree [4.0], moderately agree [5.0], and strongly agree [6.0]; higher scores 
provided a more positive response).

A factor analysis of the 30 items included in this scale, using an oblique rotation, 
resulted in a four factor solution accounting for 39% of the variance. Twelve items 
did not load on any factor at .40 or above (and were removed from any further analy-
ses). One factor, effort and process (coefficient alpha = .71), accounting for 6% of 
the variance, included six items (how well you write depends mostly on your effort; 
if one tries hard enough, once can become a good writer; with practice one can 
become a good writer; writing success is related to how much time students spend 
writing; there is no limit to how good a writer one can become; people should put 
their heart fully in becoming the best writer they can become). Four of these items 
were initially developed to reflect learning effort/process; two items were designed 
to assess heart and mind. Even so, they provided a conceptually consistent represen-
tation of the importance of effort and process in learning to become a good writer.

A second factor, experts and authority (coefficient alpha = .77), accounting for 
17% of the variance, involved four items (I have no doubt that what experts say 
about writing is correct; experts know more about teaching writing than I do, so I 
rely on their judgement; I still believe in what experts say about teaching writing 
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even if it differs from what I know; what is considered good writing today will be 
considered good writing tomorrow). Three of these items were designed to reflect 
experts/authority, and one item to assess certain knowledge. These four items, how-
ever, were conceptually consistent with the concept that knowledge about writ-
ing involves external sources separate from the experiences of teachers and their 
students.

A third factor, fixed learning and knowledge (coefficient alpha = .77), accounting 
for 12% of the variance, included seven items (people cannot do much about how 
well they write; there isn’t much you can do to make your writing better as your 
ability is fixed at birth; really good writers don’t have to learn to write; if two people 
score a students’ writing differently, at least one of them must be wrong; knowledge 
about writing is certain and does not change; knowledge about teaching writing is 
certain and does not change; I believe that the best way to teach writing is to fol-
low school or district guidelines). Three of these items were initially designed to 
assess an innate/fixed view of writing, three items were developed to measure cer-
tain knowledge, and one item to assess experts/authority. Collectively, these items 
reflect a view that writing development and knowledge are fixed.

The fourth factor consisted of two items (addressing innate writing capabilities), 
accounting for 4% of the variance, but coefficient alpha was .58, so this factor was 
dropped from any further consideration.

We had anticipated that the scale would yield the following five dimensions of 
epistemological beliefs about writing: effort/process, experts/authority, innate/fixed, 
certain knowledge, and heart and mind. Our analyses, however, produced only three 
reliable constructs, with two of the observed constructs (effort/process, experts/
authority) providing a good match to two our hypothesized constructs, and the 
third construct (fixed learning/knowledge) combing two of hypothesized constructs 
(innate/fixed, certain knowledge). The score for each factor was the average score of 
its items.

Procedures

A random sampling procedure, stratified by grade level (1, 2, and 3) was used to 
select schools from across Taiwan to participate in the study. In each school the sur-
vey was distributed to two randomly selected teachers at each primary grade (i.e., 1, 
2, and 3). Teachers received a packet including an introductory letter explaining the 
nature and purpose of the study, inviting them to participate in the study. The packet 
also included a letter indicating that 100 randomly selected teachers who partici-
pated in the study would receive a thank you gift equal to 6.5 U.S. dollars. Finally, 
the packet included the survey which teachers were asked to complete in 2 weeks as 
well as a stamped envelope in which to seal and return the completed survey.

The introductory letter indicated we were conducting a survey to learn about 
how writing is taught and what teachers believe about writing and writing instruc-
tion. The letter asked teachers to answer questions honestly, and emphasized that 
their responses would not be shared with other school personnel and would remain 
anonymous. Two trained university students entered all data into an excel file 
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independently. Inter-coder agreement was 99%. Each disagreement found was cor-
rected after reexamining the survey.

Results

RQ1: How much time is devote to teaching writing?

Thirty-seven percent of teachers indicated they had writing class every day. Ten per-
cent of teachers taught writing every other day, with 25% holding writing classes 
once a week, 10% once every 2  weeks, 6% once every 3  weeks, and 9% once a 
month. The average length of a writing class was 52  min (SD = 36.8). Teachers 
reported they spent 81 min (SD = 63.7) a week teaching writing skills and processes, 
and their students spent 39 min a week (SD = 32) writing paragraph length or longer 
text at school. Teachers further reported that students were expected to spent 28 min 
a day on writing homework (SD = 15.6). There were no statistical differences by 
grade for reported time teaching writing skills and processes, writing paragraph 
length or longer text at school, or completing writing homework (all p’s > .19).

RQ2: What types of writing are assigned to students?

The two most common types of writing teachers asked students to do were diary 
writing and writing in response to reading, with a majority of teachers assigning 
these tasks at least monthly (see Table 1). The majority of teachers assigned writing 
a personal narrative at least once every 2 months, story writing at least once every 
2 months, and opinion writing, informative writing, and writing poems at least sev-
eral times a year. There was considerable variability in how often teachers assigned 
each of these types of writing (see Table 1). Further, grade-level was related to the 
average score for these seven items (F = 34.21, df = 2777, p < .001), as third grade 
(M = 2.22; SD = .83) had statistically higher scores than second grade (M = 1.91; 
SD = .86), which had statistically higher scores than first grade (M = 1.59; SD = .93).

RQ3: How is writing taught?

Teachers were asked to indicate how often they used 39 instructional procedures to 
teach or support students’ writing. These items are grouped in Table 2 by the six dif-
ferent types of instructional constructs identified in our factor analysis (the 10 items 
that did not load on one of these factors are included as “Other”). For all items, there 
was considerable variability evident.

Teachers identified facilitating text revision as the most common type of 
instructional activities they applied, with the three instructional procedures rep-
resenting this construct (revising own writing, editing own revising, and shar-
ing writing with others) applied at least weekly. The next most common type of 
instructional activity teachers reported using was supporting writing ideation, 
with a majority of teachers indicating they provided suggestions on students’ 
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papers at least several times a week, and had students plan papers and use graphic 
organizers for generating and organizing writing ideas at least weekly.

Teaching elements of writing and teaching writing creativity were the next 
most common types of instructional activities reported by teachers, with each 
occurring at about the same frequency. When teaching elements of writing, a 
majority of teachers indicated they taught students rhetorical devices, paragraph 
skills, and how to write descriptions at least weekly, with reteaching skills and 
strategies as well as teaching how to construct a beginning and ending to a paper 
each occurring at least once a month. When teaching writing creativity, a major-
ity of teachers taught vocabulary at least weekly and creativity at least monthly.

Promoting writing collaboration and providing extra writing assistance were 
the least frequently occurring types of instructional activities, with each occur-
ring at about the same rate. When promoting writing collaboration, a majority 
of teachers modeled good team work, had students help classmates, and work in 
pairs at least monthly. Extra writing classes after school occurred at least once 
every 2 months in a majority of classes. When providing extra writing assistance, 
the most common instructional procedures were teaching sentence and punctua-
tion skills, which occurred at least several times a week in a majority of classes. 
This was followed by enrichment activities, teacher conferencing, and peer con-
ferencing which occurred at least monthly. Emulating models of good writing 
occurred at least once every 2 months in a majority of classes, but teachers shar-
ing their own writing, students writing at home with parental assistance, students 
reading their writing to parents, and teacher/parent communication occurred only 
a couple of times a year.

Grade-level was not statistically related to mean scores for facilitating text revi-
sion, promoting writing collaboration, and providing extra writing assistance (all 
p’s > .19). Grade level was statistically related to mean scores for supporting writ-
ing ideation (F = 65.10, df = 2778, p < .001) as were teaching writing elements 
(F = 34.21, df = 2778, p < .001) and teaching writing creativity (F = 41.73, df = 2778, 
p < .001). For supporting writing ideation, third grade (M = 4.64; SD = .91) had sta-
tistically higher scores than second (M = 3.79; SD = 1.19) and first grades (M = 3.54; 
SD = 1.35). For teaching writing elements, third grade (M = 3.50; SD = 1.36) had 
statistically higher scores than second grade (M = 3.08; SD = 1.08), which had sta-
tistically higher scores than first grade (M = 2.75; SD = 1.36). With teaching writ-
ing creativity, third grade (M = 4.30; SD = 1.21) had statistically higher scores than 
second grade (M = 3.57; SD = 1.37), which had statistically higher scores than first 
grade (M = 3.24; SD = 1.55).

For the other instructional procedures that were not part of one of the six types 
of instructional activities above (see Table  2), one occurred at least weekly in a 
majority of classes (teaching Chinese characters). Six other activities occurred at 
least monthly in a majority of classes: teaching text structure, teaching imagery, 
assigning homework, student using rubrics for evaluation, using the library when 
writing, and publishing writing. Students were taught planning and revising strate-
gies, and used computers when writing at least once every 2 months in a majority 
of classes. Teachers indicated they rarely demonstrated that they enjoyed writing. 
Finally, they used a variety of instructional materials, including textbooks (96%), 
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teacher-designed materials (49%), school-based materials (26%, and commercial 
materials (25%).

RQ4: Do teachers’ beliefs predict writing practices?

Analysis

We begin our analysis by examining how teachers responded to each of the beliefs 
assessed in this study (i.e., beliefs about preparation to teach writing, attitude 
towards writing, self-efficacy, attitude towards teaching writing, student progress as 
writers, importance of explicit instruction orientation, importance of natural learn-
ing orientation, effort/process in writing success, knowledge of writing stemming 
from experts/authority, and writing learning/knowledge are fixed). Next, we share 
the correlations between these beliefs and reported writing practices (i.e., types of 
writing, teaching elements of writing, promoting writing collaboration, support-
ing writing ideation, teaching writing creativity, providing extra writing assistance, 
and facilitating text revision). Finally, we present the results from seven hierarchi-
cal regression analyses. Each hierarchical regression examined the collective and 
unique contribution of the teacher beliefs identified above in predicting one of the 
reported writing practices (e.g., types of writing) after first controlling for the con-
trol variables (gender, class size, instructional time, and years spent teaching in the 
primary grades). For each regression analysis, predictor variables were centered to 
ensure a meaningful zero point. Multicollinearity did not appear to be problematic 
in any of the seven analyses, as predictors were not highly correlated (see Table 3) 
and multicollinearity statistics (e.g., Tolerance and VIF) were all acceptable. 

For all but one regression analyses, we used time spent teaching writing each 
week as the control measure of instructional time. The exception involved type of 
writing task. We used time spent writing paragraph or longer material each week 
for this analysis. For four analyses (types of writing, teaching elements of writing, 
supporting ideation, and teaching creativity), we also used grade as a control vari-
able, as grade was related to teachers use of these practices (see RQ2 and RQ3). The 
largest differences by grade were between grades 3 and the two lower grades. Thus, 
we created a dummy variable for grades 3 versus grades 1 and 2. Statistics for all 
control and predictor variables are reported elsewhere in the article, except for class 
size (M = 24. 30; SD = 5.79).

Teachers’ beliefs

Before presenting statistics for teacher beliefs, we remind readers that preparation to 
teach writing was assessed with a four point Likert-type scale (none [0.0], minimal 
[1.0], adequate [2.0], and extensive [3.0]). All other teacher beliefs were assessed 
with a six point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree [1.0], moderately disagree [2.0], 
slightly disagree [3.0], slightly agree [4.0], moderately agree [5.0], and strongly 
agree [6.0]; higher scores provided a more positive response).
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As a group, teachers indicated they were not adequately prepared to teach writ-
ing (M = 1.40; SD = .52), but they were slightly positive about their own writing 
(M = 3.67; SD = .87), efficacy to teach writing (M = 4.24; SD = .51), attitude towards 
teaching writing (M = 3.80; SD = .89), and their students’ progress as writers 
(M = 3.90; SD = .61).

When asked about their epistemological orientation on how best to teach writ-
ing, teachers slightly agreed on the importance of explicit instruction (M = 3.88; 
SD = .53), but slightly disagreed on the importance of a natural learning approach 
(M = 2.52; SD = .75). They were more positive about explicit instruction than natural 
learning, F (1871) = 1848.19, p < .001.

When asked about their epistemological beliefs about knowing and becoming a 
good writer, teachers slightly disagreed that learning and knowledge in writing are 
fixed (M = 2.60; SD = .57), but slightly agreed that effort and process are important 
to becoming a good writer (M = 4.27; SD = .59). They slightly agreed that knowledge 
about writing comes from experts and authority figures (M = 3.71; SD = .64). Teach-
ers’ beliefs about these three constructs differed statistically, F (1871) = 1848.19, 
p < .001. Scores for effort/process were higher than scores for expert/authority 
(p < .001) and learning/knowledge are fixed (p < .001). Expert/authority scores were 
higher than learning/knowledge are fixed scores (p < .001).

Grade-level was not statistically related to attitude towards writing, teacher effi-
cacy, importance of explicit and natural learning approaches, and fixed learning/
knowledge, effort/process, and expert/authority (all p’s > .10). Grade level was sta-
tistically related to beliefs about preparation (F = 3.72, df = 2777, p = .025), atti-
tude towards teaching writing (F = 9.30, df = 2778, p < .001), and student progress 
(F = 12.15, df = 2778, p < .001). First grade teachers (M = 1.47; SD = .52) indicated 
they were better prepared than third grade teachers (M = 1.36; SD = .52). First 
(M = 3.90; SD = .82) and second grade teachers (M = 3.89; SD = .84) were more 
positive about teaching writing than third grade teachers (M = 3.61; SD = .95). Sec-
ond grade teachers (M = 4.06; SD = .61) indicted they were more positive about stu-
dent progress than first (M = 3.85; SD = .61) and second grade teachers (M = 3.82; 
SD = .58).

Correlations between teachers’ beliefs and reported writing practices

As can be seen in Table  3, small but statistically significant correlations were 
obtained between all seven reported writing practices (i.e., types of writing, teach-
ing elements of writing, promoting writing collaboration, supporting writing idea-
tion, teaching writing creativity, providing extra writing assistance, and facilitating 
text revision) and teachers’ beliefs about preparation to teach writing (.17 to .27), 
attitude towards writing (.19 to .29), self-efficacy (.17 to .30, attitude towards teach-
ing writing (.15 to .26), and student progress as writers (.17 to .25). Beliefs about 
effort/process in writing success was also statistically related to all seven reported 
writing practices (.09 to .16), while writing learning/knowledge are fixed was neg-
atively and statistically related to teaching elements of writing (− .09), promoting 
writing collaboration (− .08), supporting writing ideation (− .09), and facilitating 
text revision (− .10). In contrast, writing knowledge stems from expert/authority was 
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not statistically related to any of the seven reported writing practices. Beliefs about 
the importance of explicit instruction were statistically related to all seven reported 
writing practices (.09 to .13), except for types of writing. Beliefs about the impor-
tance of natural learning in writing were statistically and positively related to types 
of writing (.09) and providing extra writing assistance (.09), but negatively and sta-
tistically related to supporting writing ideation (− .10) and teaching writing creativ-
ity (− .09).

Regression analysis for types of writing

The control variables (which included grade) accounted for a statistically significant 
9% of the variability (p < .001) in how frequently students engaged in different types 
of writing (M = 1.92; SD = .91). The ten teacher beliefs, when entered at step 2, 
explained an additional statistically significant 13% of the variance (p < .001). Statis-
tically significant unique predictors (see Table 4), controlling for all other variables 

Table 4   Multiple regression analysis for types of writing

Coefficients are standardized; Grade taught = contrast between grades 3 versus grades 1 and 2

B SE � t p

Model 1
 Constant 1.327 .301 4.410 .000
 Gender .071 .130 .021 .549 .583
 Class size − .002 .006 − .012 − .316 .752
 Years spent teaching − .008 .005 − .058 − 1.525 .128
 Time spent writing paragraph or longer text .005 .001 .179 4.911 .000
 Grade taught .213 .036 .228 5.875 .000

Model 2
 Constant 1.480 .283 5.222 .000
 Gender .066 .122 .020 .544 .587
 Class size − .006 .006 − .040 − 1.142 .254
 Years spent teaching − .010 .005 − .073 − 1.990 .047
 Time spent writing paragraph or longer text .004 .001 .125 3.625 .000
 Grade taught .239 .035 .257 6.928 .000
 Preparation .108 .068 .063 1.592 .112
 Learning/knowledge are fixed .054 .070 .034 .774 .439
 Knowledge is from experts and authority − .025 .055 − .018 − .453 .651
 Effort/process in writing success .004 .061 .003 .067 .947
 Attitude towards writing .169 .044 .166 3.846 .000
 Attitude towards teaching writing .055 .050 .054 1.088 .277
 Teacher-efficacy .068 .078 .039 .873 .383
 Student progress .206 .061 .141 3.382 .001
 Explicit learning orientation − .061 .066 − .036 − .927 .354
 Natural learning orientation .118 .049 .100 2.405 .016
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in the model, included grade, attitudes toward writing, belief that a natural learning 
approach is important to teaching writing, amount of time students wrote paragraph 
or longer material, student progress, and years spent teaching. There was a negative 
relation between types of writing and years teaching the primary grades, indicating 
teachers with more experience were less likely to assign the types of writing under-
lying this construct.

Regression analysis for teaching elements of writing

The control variables (including grade) accounted for a statistically significant 
9% of the variability (p < .001) in how often teachers reported teaching elements 
of writing (M = 3.13; SD = 1.27). The ten teacher beliefs, when entered at step 2, 
explained an additional statistically significant 10% of the variance (p = .026). Sta-
tistically significant unique predictors (see Table 5), controlling for all other varia-
bles in the model, included time spent teaching writing, grade taught, preparation to 

Table 5   Multiple regression analysis for teaching elements of writing

Coefficients are standardized; Grade taught = contrast between grades 3 versus grades 1 and 2

B SE � t p

Model 1
 Constant 2.361 .422 5.599 .000
 Gender − .218 .185 − .046 − 1.178 .239
 Class size .017 .008 .075 2.055 .040
 Years spent teaching .001 .007 .007 .194 .847
 Time spent teaching writing .004 .001 .180 4.930 .000
 Grade taught .281 .051 .213 5.497 .000

Model 2
 Constant 2.570 .405 6.343 .000
 Gender − .160 .177 − .034 − .903 .367
 Class size .008 .008 .034 .940 .348
 Years spent teaching − .003 .007 − .019 − .498 .619
 Time spent teaching writing .003 .001 .143 4.039 .000
 Grade taught .286 .050 .218 5.766 .000
 Preparation .346 .098 .143 3.526 .000
 Learning/knowledge are fixed − .216 .102 − .095 − 2.109 .035
 Knowledge is from experts and authority − .158 .079 − .082 − 2.005 .045
 Effort/process in writing success .106 .088 .050 1.213 .226
 Attitude towards writing .105 .064 .073 1.648 .100
 Attitude towards teaching writing .016 .073 .011 .218 .827
 Teacher-efficacy .047 .113 .019 .417 .677
 Student progress .155 .087 .076 1.778 .076
 Explicit learning orientation .318 .097 .133 3.284 .001
 Natural learning orientation .112 .071 .067 1.573 .116
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teach writing, belief that explicit instruction is important to teaching writing, belief 
that learning/knowledge are fixed, and belief that knowledge about writing stems 
from experts and authority figures. There was a negative relation between teaching 
elements of writing and (1) learning/knowledge are fixed and (2) knowledge comes 
from experts/authority, indicating teachers who expressed greater agreement with 
these beliefs were less likely to teach elements of writing.

Regression analysis for promoting writing collaboration

The control variables accounted for a non-statistically significant .20% of the 
variance (p = .798) in how frequently teachers promoted writing collaboration 
(M = 2.47; SD = 1.32). The ten teacher beliefs, when entered at step 2, explained 
a statistically significant 14% of the variance (p < .001). Statistically significant 
unique predictors (see Table 6), controlling for all other variables, included prep-
aration to teach writing, belief about students’ progress as writers, belief that 
knowledge of writing stems from experts/authority figures, and belief that effort/
process are important to writing success. There was a negative relation between 

Table 6   Multiple regression analysis for promoting writing collaboration

Coefficients are standardized

B SE t p

Model 1
 Constant 2.295 .411 5.586 .000
 Gender .048 .193 .010 .251 .802
 Class size .006 .009 .027 .706 .480
 Years spent teaching .000 .008 .001 .028 .978
 Time spent teaching writing − .001 .001 − .040 − 1.057 .291

Model 2
 Constant 2.658 .390 6.820 .000
 Gender .050 .181 .010 .278 .781
 Class size − .003 .008 − .015 − .410 .682
 Years spent teaching − .008 .007 − .040 − 1.072 .284
 Time spent teaching writing − .001 .001 − .069 − 1.896 .058
 Preparation .391 .105 .155 3.731 .000
 Learning/knowledge are fixed .146 .109 .062 1.338 .181
 Knowledge is from experts and authority − .210 .084 − .104 − 2.507 .012
 Effort/process in writing success .187 .093 .085 2.006 .045
 Attitude towards writing .053 .067 .035 .783 .434
 Attitude towards teaching writing .071 .076 .048 .928 .354
 Teacher-efficacy .146 .120 .057 1.214 .225
 Student progress .296 .093 .139 3.173 .002
 Explicit learning orientation .116 .103 .046 1.125 .261
 Natural learning orientation .092 .076 .053 1.200 .230
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promoting collaboration and the belief that knowledge comes from experts/
authority, indicating teachers who expressed greater agreement with this belief 
were less likely to promote collaboration.

Regression analysis for supporting writing ideation

The control variables (including grade) accounted for a statistically signifi-
cant 15% of the variance (p < .001) in how often teachers supported ideation 
(M = 4.02; SD = 1.26). The ten teacher beliefs, when entered at step 2, explained 
an additional statistically significant 11% of the variance (p < .001). Statistically 
significant unique predictors (see Table  7), controlling for all other variables 
in the model, included grade taught, preparation to teach writing, and student 
progress.

Table 7   Multiple regression analysis for supporting writing ideation

Coefficients are standardized; Grade taught = contrast between grades 3 versus grades 1 and 2

B SE t p

Model 1
 Constant 2.498 .406 6.145 .000
 Gender .110 .178 .023 .616 .538
 Class size .017 .008 .076 2.157 .031
 Years spent teaching − .005 .007 − .027 − .738 .461
 Time spent teaching writing .001 .001 .062 1.769 .077
 Grade taught .495 .049 .377 10.072 .000

Model 2
 Constant 2.796 .385 7.267 .000
 Gender .144 .168 .030 .855 .393
 Class size .005 .008 .024 .703 .483
 Years spent teaching − .010 .007 − .054 − 1.541 .124
 Time spent teaching writing .000 .001 .022 .663 .507
 Grade taught .514 .047 .391 10.905 .000
 Preparation .301 .093 .125 3.229 .001
 Learning/knowledge are fixed − .164 .097 − .072 − 1.688 .092
 Knowledge is from experts and authority .010 .075 .005 .133 .894
 Effort/process in writing success .053 .083 .025 .639 .523
 Attitude towards writing .109 .060 .076 1.800 .072
 Attitude towards teaching writing − .019 .069 − .013 − .270 .787
 Teacher-efficacy .206 .107 .084 1.930 .054
 Student progress .282 .083 .138 3.398 .001
 Explicit learning orientation .173 .092 .072 1.882 .060
 Natural learning orientation − .054 .068 − .032 − .797 .426
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Regression analysis for teaching writing creativity

The control variables (which included grade) accounted for a statistically signifi-
cant 10% of the variability (p < .001) in how often writing creativity was taught 
(M = 3.73; SD = 1.44). The ten teacher belief variables, when entered at step 2, 
explained an additional statistically significant 10% of the variance (p < .001). Statis-
tically significant unique predictors (see Table 8), controlling for all other variables, 
included grade, preparation to teach writing, and student progress.

Regression analysis for providing extra writing assistance

The control variables accounted for a non-statistically significant 1% of the vari-
ability (p = .358) in how often extra writing assistance was provided (M = 2.39; 
SD = .96). The ten teacher variables, when entered at step 2, explained an addi-
tional statistically significant 17% of the variance (p < .001). Statistically significant 

Table 8   Multiple regression analysis for teaching writing creativity

Coefficients are standardized; Grade taught = contrast between grades 3 versus grades 1 and 2

B SE � t p

Model 1
 Constant 2.077 .480 4.327 .000
 Gender .146 .210 .027 .694 .488
 Class size .018 .009 .070 1.923 .055
 Years spent teaching .002 .008 .009 .242 .809
 Time spent teaching writing .001 .001 .052 1.434 .152
 Grade taught .477 .058 .316 8.214 .000

Model 2
 Constant 2.384 .460 5.186 .000
 Gender .175 .201 .032 .871 .384
 Class size .006 .009 .022 .611 .542
 Years spent teaching − .003 .008 − .014 − .392 .695
 Time spent teaching writing .000 .001 .015 .432 .666
 Grade taught .509 .056 .337 9.043 .000
 Preparation .286 .111 .103 2.569 .010
 Learning/knowledge are fixed − .058 .116 − .022 − .504 .614
 Knowledge is from experts and authority − .026 .090 − .012 − .290 .772
 Effort/process in writing success .020 .099 .008 .201 .841
 Attitude towards writing .069 .072 .041 .950 .342
 Attitude towards teaching writing .064 .082 .039 .783 .434
 Teacher-efficacy .224 .128 .080 1.757 .079
 Student progress .337 .099 .143 3.396 .001
 Explicit learning orientation .133 .110 .048 1.209 .227
 Natural learning orientation − .104 .081 − .054 − 1.280 .201
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unique predictors (see Table  9), controlling for all other variables in the model, 
included years spent teaching, preparation to teach writing, belief that knowledge 
about writing stems from experts and authority figures, teacher-efficacy, belief 
that explicit instruction is important to teaching writing, and belief that a natural 
learning approach is important to teaching writing. There was a negative relation 
between years teaching as well as providing extra writing assistance and belief that 
knowledge about writing stems from experts/authority, indicating teachers who had 
more teaching experience or believed that writing knowledge was the province of 
more competent others were less likely to provide extra writing assistance to their 
students.

Regression analysis for facilitating text revision

The control variables accounted for a statistically significant 4% of the variabil-
ity (p < .001) in how often text revisions was facilitated (M = 4.01; SD = 1.20). 
The ten teacher beliefs, when entered at step 2, explained an additional statisti-
cally significant 13% of the variance (p < .001). Statistically significant unique 

Table 9   Multiple regression analysis for providing extra writing assistance

Coefficients are standardized

B SE � t p

Model 1
 Constant 2.276 .282 8.059 .000
 Gender .006 .133 .002 .049 .961
 Class size .002 .006 .010 .261 .794
 Years spent teaching − .003 .005 − .020 − .514 .608
 Time spent teaching writing .001 .001 .077 2.027 .043

Model 2
 Constant 2.484 .261 9.512 .000
 Gender .052 .122 .015 .430 .668
 Class size − .006 .006 − .038 − 1.067 .286
 Years spent teaching − .010 .005 − .074 − 2.012 .045
 Time spent teaching writing .001 .001 .044 1.238 .216
 Preparation .285 .070 .164 4.068 .000
 Learning/knowledge are fixed − .010 .073 − .006 − .139 .890
 Knowledge is from experts and authority − .134 .056 − .096 − 2.382 .017
 Effort/process in writing success .060 .063 .040 .961 .337
 Attitude towards writing .071 .045 .069 1.568 .117
 Attitude towards teaching writing .047 .051 .046 .926 .355
 Teacher-efficacy .196 .081 .111 2.437 .015
 Student progress .114 .062 .077 1.823 .069
 Explicit learning orientation .289 .069 .168 4.187 .000
 Natural learning orientation .143 .051 .119 2.790 .005
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predictors (see Table  10), controlling for all other variables, included gender, 
time spent teaching writing, preparation to teach writing, student progress, and 
teacher efficacy.

Summary of the regression analyses

After accounting for variance related to the control variables, the ten teachers’ 
beliefs accounted for 10% to 17% of the variance in teachers’ reported writing 
practices (i.e., types of writing [13%], teaching elements of writing [10%], pro-
moting writing collaboration [14%], supporting writing ideation [11%], teaching 
writing creativity [10%], providing extra writing assistance [17%], and facilitating 
text revision [13%]). Predictor variables that made a unique contribution (positive 
or negative) to predicting reported writing practices are presented in Table 11.

Table 10   Multiple regression analysis for facilitating text revision

Coefficients are standardized

B SE � t p

Model 1
 Constant 2.710 .364 7.440 .000
 Gender .374 .171 .084 2.184 .029
 Class size .013 .008 .060 1.610 .108
 Years spent teaching .004 .007 .026 .669 .504
 Time spent teaching writing .003 .001 .141 3.761 .000

Model 2
 Constant 2.999 .346 8.677 .000
 Gender .406 .161 .091 2.525 .012
 Class size .003 .008 .016 .455 .649
 Years spent teaching − .002 .006 − .011 − .309 .757
 Time spent teaching writing .002 .001 .098 2.748 .006
 Preparation .285 .093 .125 3.065 .002
 Learning/knowledge are fixed − .163 .097 − .076 − 1.685 .092
 Knowledge is from experts and authority − .123 .074 − .068 − 1.652 .099
 Effort/process in writing success .069 .083 .035 .834 .404
 Attitude towards writing .093 .060 .069 1.559 .119
 Attitude towards teaching writing − .031 .068 − .023 − .455 .649
 Teacher-efficacy .394 .107 .171 3.693 .000
 Student progress .204 .083 .106 2.471 .014
 Explicit learning orientation .120 .091 .053 1.307 .192
 Natural learning orientation .017 .068 .011 .255 .799
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Discussion

Even though a primary objective of schooling is to teach students how to write, there 
is considerable concern that students in many countries do not receive the writing 
instruction they deserve or need (Graham, 2019). An important step to improving 
writing instruction is to (1) document how students are taught to write and (2) iden-
tify malleable teacher factors that predict the type and amount of writing instruc-
tion students receive. The current study did just this as it examined (1) how teachers 
in Taiwan teach writing to grade one to three students; (2) teachers’ beliefs about 
their own writing, teaching writing, and how one learns to write and knows about 
writing; and (3) if these beliefs account for variability in teachers’ reported writ-
ing practices. This investigation provides additional information on the teaching 
of writing to young students beyond the U.S. and Europe where most prior studies 
with elementary grade students were conducted. Taiwan provides an interesting con-
text for studying the teaching of writing, as it ranks sixth in educational attainment 
worldwide (based on reading, math, and science scores; PISA; http://www.oecd.org/
pisa/) and it boasts a 99% rate of literacy. In addition, learning to write in Chinese 
is difficult, as Chinese logographs are complicated constructions (i.e., radicals con-
structed through a configuration of strokes), with complex orthographic-phonolog-
ical rules (Yeung, Ho, Chan, & Chung, 2017). As a result, it is possible that early 
writing instruction in Taiwan differs in important ways from writing instruction in 
other countries like the U.S.

Teaching writing in the primary grades in Taiwan

Despite the cultural, historical, social, institutional, and language differences that 
exist between Taiwan and other countries, three of the themes that dominate ele-
mentary-grade writing instruction in other nations were also evident in teaching 
writing to young students in Taiwan. First, like teachers in other countries (Graham, 
2019), most primary grade teachers in Taiwan did not devote much time at school 
to the teaching of writing. As a group, most of the participating teachers indicated 
they taught writing infrequently. Five out of every eight teachers held a writing class 
every other day or less often, with one-half of all teachers reporting they taught writ-
ing once a week or less frequently. Even though mastering Chinese logographs is a 
challenging task (Yeung et al., 2017), teachers reported they spent little time teach-
ing students how to write at school (81 min a week; 14 min a day), and they pro-
vided students with limited opportunities to produce paragraph length or longer text 
during school hours (39 min; 8 min a day). While teachers did report they applied 
a variety of different instructional activities to teach writing, two-thirds of these 
activities were applied once a month or less often by a majority of teachers. This 
relatively minimalist approach to teaching writing at school by most primary grade 
Taiwanese teachers mirrors how writing is commonly taught by most elementary 
grade teachers in other countries (e.g., Coker et al., 2016; Coker et al., 2018; Gil-
bert & Graham, 2010; Hertzberg & Roe, 2016: Koko, 2016; Rietdijk et al., 2018). 

http://www.oecd.org/pisa/
http://www.oecd.org/pisa/
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Additional survey and observational research is needed to replicate as well as extend 
our findings to other aspects of writing instruction (e.g., the use of writing to facili-
tate learning and comprehension of classroom material and text).

A second common theme of writing instruction worldwide that was replicated 
in the current study is that there is considerable variability in how writing is taught 
within a country, and some teachers devote more time and energy to writing instruc-
tion than others (e.g., Cutler & Graham, 2008; Wilcox et al., 2016). A sizable minor-
ity of teachers in this investigation (37%) reported they taught writing every day. A 
post-hoc examination revealed that these teachers devoted 152  min a week to the 
teaching of writing, as opposed to 96 min a week by teachers who reported teaching 
writing less often. Our post-hoc analysis also revealed that teachers who taught writ-
ing daily were more likely to teach the elements of writing, provide students with 
extra writing assistance, and facilitate text revision than teachers who indicated they 
taught less often (all p’s > .002). Future research should query teachers about the 
factors that facilitate and constraints how much time they devote to the teaching of 
writing (e.g., school, district, national policies).

The findings from our study are consistent with a third theme evident in elemen-
tary writing instruction in other countries: less time is devoted to teaching writing 
as students move from the primary grades into higher grades (Graham, 2019). This 
was observed in the United States, where teachers reported spending almost an hour 
teaching writing each day in grades one to three (Cutler & Graham, 2008), but only 
40 min a day in grades four to six (Gilbert & Graham, 2010). When the findings in 
the current study are compared with those from a survey studies conducted in Taipei 
City, the same pattern was evident. While 62% of primary grade teachers in this 
study taught writing at least once a week or more often, 80% of grade four to six 
teachers taught writing only once every 2 to 4 weeks in Hsiang and Graham (2016). 
While additional replication is needed (particularly because these two Taiwanese 
studies sampled teachers from different locations in Taiwan), our findings and those 
from other investigations raise a serious concern. At the end of third grade, students 
are far from mastering writing (Bazerman et al., 2018), so why is there a drop in the 
amount of time teachers devote to teaching writing as students move into the upper-
elementary grades? Future research needs to query relevant stakeholders (teachers, 
administrators, and policy makers) to better understand the mechanics behind this 
surprising shift.

In addition to replicating these three themes, the current study extends what we 
know about how writing is taught in two important ways. First, the Taiwanese teach-
ers in this study supplemented writing and writing instruction in school by having 
students engage in writing instructional activities at home. The average teacher in 
this study spent about 120 min per week on teaching writing at school (writing par-
agraph length or longer text plus teaching writing skills and processes), but they 
also assigned another 140 min of writing homework per week. In essence, they off-
loaded a considerable amount of their writing program to after school-hours. While 
the amount of writing homework teachers assign has not been commonly assessed 
in survey and observational studies, the amount assigned by teachers in this study 
is relatively large. For instance, a majority of primary grade teachers in the U.S. 
reported assigning writing homework once a month (Cutler & Graham, 2008). 
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Third and fourth grade U.S. teachers in another survey study indicated students were 
expected to do 32 min of writing homework a week (Brindle et al., 2016). Finally, 
a majority of fourth to sixth grade teachers in Taipei city reported assigning home-
work about once a month (Hsiang & Graham, 2016).

A post-hoc analysis revealed that teachers who taught writing each day (37% of 
the sample) assigned 155 min of writing homework. When this is coupled with the 
152  min these teachers reportedly spent teaching writing at school, they met the 
What Works Clearinghouse guideline to devote 1 hour each day to the teaching of 
writing (Graham et al., 2012). Additional research is needed to replicate this finding, 
and to explore why teachers assign the writing homework they do.

This study further extends what we know about elementary writing instruction 
in the context of the Greater China region by providing additional nuance about its 
component structure. Our factor analysis of the 39 item instructional writing prac-
tice scale yielded six reliable factors: (1) teaching elements of writing (skills and 
processes), (2) providing extra writing assistance, (3) promoting writing collabora-
tion, (4) supporting writing ideation, (5) teaching writing creativity, and (6) facilitat-
ing text revisions. A similar set of items were factor analyzed in a survey study by 
Hsiang and Graham (2016) with fourth to sixth grade urban teachers in the Greater 
China region. Their factor analysis produced a three factor solution: (1) teaching ele-
ments of writing (skills and processes), (2) providing extra writing support, and (3) 
facilitating the writing process. Collectively, these two analyses demonstrated that 
writing instruction in the primary and intermediate grades were similar. The first 
two factors in both studies measure the same basic constructs (containing many but 
not all of the same items). The two analyses also demonstrated that writing instruc-
tion across these grades differs, as the constructs underlying writing instruction in 
the earlier grades involves more constructs (or differentiation) than writing instruc-
tion in the intermediate grades. Additional study is needed to verify these findings 
across both grades and cultures.

There was considerable variability in how much time teachers devoted to teach-
ing writing, how often they assigned specific types of writing, and how frequently 
they applied particular instructional procedures. This variability was consistent with 
the survey data from the two prior studies conducted in Taipei City with older stu-
dents (Hsiang & Graham, 2016; Hsiang et al., 2018). Collectively, the findings from 
these three studies reflect a longstanding social cultural perspective (Graham, 2018): 
classrooms, even those with similar goals, vary considerably in their actions.

Although the findings from this study were consistent with our predictions, 
we thought it was possible that a more positive pattern of results might have been 
observed. We based this possibility on Taiwan’s excellence on international exams 
in other areas (assuming this was at least in part due to strong teaching). There 
are multiple possibilities for why many teachers in this study did not devote more 
time and effort to teaching writing. One, Chinese teachers commonly view read-
ing as more important than writing (OECD, 2011), and this belief may have lead 
some teachers to place greater emphasis on teaching reading than writing. Two, 
many Chinese teachers believe students learn to write through reading (Feng, 2010) 
and, as a result, some teachers may have placed less emphases on writing instruc-
tion. Three, it is possible that the teaching of writing was not emphasized as much, 
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because writing was not part of the international assessments that Taiwanese stu-
dents complete.

Additional research is needed to replicate and extend the findings on writing 
instruction from this study, including observing writing instruction, focusing on dif-
ferent aspects of teaching writing (e.g., how teachers plan their writing lessons), and 
querying teachers about why they teach writing as they do.

Teachers’ beliefs

It is commonly assumed that writing instruction is shaped by the beliefs of those 
teaching it (Graham & Harris, 2018), as beliefs serve as a guide for action and a fil-
ter for thinking about how writing instruction should proceed (Fives & Buehl, 2012). 
Previous studies have examined a variety of teacher beliefs about writing, including 
beliefs about preparation to teach writing (e.g., Gilbert & Graham, 2010), efficacy 
to teach writing (e.g., Rietdijk et al., 2018), attitudes toward writing and teaching it 
(e.g., Hsiang & Graham, 2016), and epistemological beliefs about the role of explicit 
instruction and natural learning process in writing instruction (e.g., Brindle et  al., 
2016; Graham et al., 2002). One important contribution of the current study is that 
we also assessed teachers’ beliefs about their students’ progress as writers as well as 
their epistemological beliefs about how one becomes a good writer and knows about 
writing. This required developing a scale to measure these constructs. Based on the 
data collected in this study, we provided evidence that supported the contention that 
the student progress scale was reliable and unidimensional, and that the our new 
epistemological scale reliably measured three separate beliefs about writing: effort 
and process are important to learning to write, knowledge of writing is determined 
by experts and authority, and writing knowledge and learning are fixed.

Another important contribution of the present study is that it examined all of the 
above beliefs with primary grade teachers. Almost all of the research examining 
teachers’ writing beliefs have been conducted with teachers in grades four and above 
(see Graham et al., 2008a for an exception).

When we asked teachers in this study about their writing beliefs, they indicted 
they were not adequately prepared to teach writing, but they were slightly positive 
about their own writing, teaching students to write, their efficacy as writing teachers 
and students’ progress as writers. In the two previous studies conducted in Taipei 
City (Hsiang & Graham, 2016; Hsiang et al., 2018), teachers of grade 4 to 9 students 
also slightly agreed that they were capable writing teachers and liked to teach writ-
ing, as did teachers in studies conducted in other countries (e.g., De Smedt et al., 
2016; Margarida, Simao, Malpique, Frison, & Marques, 2016). The two previous 
studies that involved students from Taipei City, however, differed in terms of per-
ceptions of preparation to teach writing, as grade 4 to 6 teachers were more positive 
about their preparation (Hsiang & Graham, 2016) and grade 7 to 9 teachers were 
more negative (Hsiang et al., 2018). Because this was the first study to ask teachers 
about students’ progress as writers, we could not compare our findings to those from 
prior investigations.
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In terms of epistemological beliefs, teachers in this study slightly agreed that 
explicit instruction was important to teaching writing, but slightly disagreed that 
naturalistic learning approaches were also important. This stands in contrast to find-
ings with teachers in the U.S., as both explicit and naturalistic learning approaches 
were viewed positively (Brindle et al., 2016; Graham et al., 2002). Teachers in this 
and the prior studies, however, believed that explicit instruction was more impor-
tant to teaching writing than natural learning approaches. Differences between U.S. 
and Taiwanese teachers may reflect cultural differences in how learning occurs (Li, 
2002). Additional research is needed to replicate our findings, and to explore if 
and why beliefs about how best to teach writing exist across different societies and 
cultures.

When asked about their epistemological beliefs about how one becomes a good 
writer and how one knows about writing, teachers in our study slightly agreed that 
becoming a good writer is driven by learning and effort, but slightly disagreed that 
learning and knowing about writing are fixed. They slightly agreed that knowledge 
about writing is held by experts and authority figures. We cannot directly compare 
these findings with results from other writing studies, as there are no other inves-
tigations that assessed these beliefs in writing. Our findings are somewhat similar 
though to outcomes obtained in other studies that examined teachers’ beliefs about 
learning and knowing more broadly. For instance, Chan and Elliott (2004a) reported 
that preservice teachers in Hong Kong slightly agreed that knowledge is acquired 
through learning and effort, and slightly disagreed that ability to learn is innate and 
knowledge is fixed and unchanging. In contrast to our study, they slightly disagreed 
that knowledge was handed down by authority figures and experts. Future research 
is needed to determine if our findings can be replicated as well as determine if such 
beliefs vary across cultures and why.

Teachers’ beliefs predict their writing practices

The WWC model of writing (Graham, 2018) posits that teachers’ classroom actions 
are shaped by their beliefs about writing. The findings from this study provided 
support for this theoretical proposition, as the writing beliefs assessed in this study 
collectively and statistically accounted for 10% to 17% of the variance in teachers’ 
reported writing practices, after first controlling for instructional time, gender, years 
teaching the primary grades, class size, and grade (as appropriate). These findings 
are consistent with studies conducted in other countries with upper-grade elemen-
tary grade students (Brindle et al., 2016; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Reitdijk et al., 
2018) as well as studies that involved students in grades 4 to 9 in Taipei City and 
other urban locations in the Greater China region (Hsiang & Graham, 2016; Hsiang 
et al., 2018) that found that a more restricted set of beliefs predicted writing prac-
tices. They also provide the first evidence that teachers’ beliefs predict a broad array 
of writing instructional practices reportedly implements by primary grade teachers 
(a previous study with primary grade students examined a much more limited set of 
instructional practices; Graham et al., 2008a).
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It is important to note that all but one of the teacher belief predictors (attitude 
towards teaching writing) made a unique and statistically significant contribution to 
predicting at least one of teachers’ writing practices. Two particularly robust predictors 
were beliefs about preparation to teach writing and students’ writing progress. These 
two predictors made a positive and singular contribution to predicting almost all of the 
reported writing practices. In addition, teachers who were more self-efficacy were more 
likely to provide extra writing assistance and facilitate text revision, whereas teachers 
who were more positive about their own writing were more likely to assign the types of 
writing queried.

The epistemological beliefs made a unique and statistically significant contribution 
to predicting all but three of the writing instructional practices (i.e., supporting writing 
ideation, teaching writing creativity, and facilitating text revision). These contributions 
were both positive and negative. More specifically, teachers who most valued explicit 
instruction were more likely to teach writing elements and provide extra writing assis-
tance, and teachers who most valued a natural learning approach were more likely to 
assign the different kinds of writing and provide extra writing assistance. Likewise, 
teachers who more strongly believed that one became a good writer through learning 
and effort were more likely promote writing collaboration. In contrast, teachers who 
professed a stronger view that writing knowledge came from experts and authorities 
were less likely to teach writing elements, promote writing collaboration, or provide 
extra writing assistance. Similarly, teachers who more strongly believed that learning 
and knowledge are fixed in writing were less likely to teach writing elements.

The findings from our study demonstrated that the relationships between teacher’s 
beliefs about writing and their reported writing practices are complex. The beliefs 
examined in this study varied in the collective amount of variance accounted for in 
the different writing instructional practices (e.g., providing extra writing assistance and 
teaching elements of writing), and the unique contribution of these beliefs varied across 
the reported writing practices, as some beliefs (e.g., attitude toward one’s own writing 
and efficacy to teach writing) made a unique and positive contribution to predicting 
only one writing practice, others made a unique and positive contribution to predicting 
multiple writing practices (preparation, student progress, explicit instruction, and natu-
ral learning), and still others made a unique and negative contribution to predicting one 
or multiple writing practices (learning/knowledge are fixed and knowledge comes from 
experts/authorities).

Additional research is needed to determine if the relationships observed in this 
study can be replicated in the same and different contexts. This includes conducting 
studies with older students and in different societies and cultures. While we offered 
possible reasons in the introduction to this article why specific predictors or control 
variables were related to particular instructional practices (e.g., teacher beliefs serve 
as a guide for action), it remains unclear why some aspects of writing and not others 
were uniquely predicted by the same or other teacher beliefs. One way to form a bet-
ter understanding of the relationships between teachers’ beliefs about writing and their 
instructional practices is to observe them as they teach and ask them why they insti-
tuted specific procedures and how their beliefs influenced these decisions. An impor-
tant goal for research in this area is to refine as well as develop and test how teachers’ 
beliefs interact with other variables to influence writing instruction in different cultures.
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Limitations

The findings from this study were based on self-report measures. Although this is 
the most common approach for assessing teacher’s beliefs, it is one of a number of 
approaches that can be applied to describing teachers’ instructional practices. Addi-
tional research using observational and qualitative methods is needed to determine if 
similar findings are obtained when other methods are used.

While teachers in this study were asked about their writing practices across the 
year, this was done only once and different results may have been obtained if they 
were queried at different time points. We further focused almost exclusively on 
classroom writing practices, but it is important to keep in mind that what happens in 
a classroom is also influenced by institutional, political, social, cultural, and histori-
cal factors (Graham, 2018). Future studies like this one would benefit by applying an 
even larger lens to the study of writing practices in schools. We also assumed that 
teachers understood the basic constructs underlying each item in our survey. Field 
testing of the survey and drawing on previously used items and measures provided 
support for this contention, but these methods did not ensure that each item was 
understood in exactly the same way by all participating teachers.

Summary

The findings from the current study provide important and timely information on 
primary grade writing instruction that extends beyond the U.S. or European con-
text. Even though Taiwanese children ranked sixth in educational attainment world-
wide when reading, math, and science scores were averaged in the most recent PISA 
assessment (http://www.oecd.org/pisa/), the majority of Taiwanese teachers in this 
study did not place a strong emphasis on the teaching writing. Unfortunately, this is 
generally consistent with findings from other countries that do not score as high on 
PISA as does Taiwan.

The analysis from this study and other similar investigations are especially impor-
tant if writing instruction is to improve. It is difficult to enhance writing instructional 
practices if data about how it is taught are not available. While the data from this 
study did not examine all aspects of writing instruction, it is clear that not enough 
time is spent writing or teaching writing in primary grade classrooms in Taiwan. 
This situation can be changed, and the data from this study provides information on 
specific features of writing instruction that require more emphasis.

While there are many factors that influence how writing is taught in Taiwan and 
other countries, teachers play an important role in how writing is enacted at the 
classroom level. Consequently, it is important to identify malleable teacher factors 
that are associated with how writing is taught. The manipulation of such variables 
may lead to better writing instruction. In this study, we found that teachers’ beliefs 
about their own writing, preparation to teach writing, efficacy to teach writing, stu-
dents’ writing progress, as well as epistemological beliefs about writing instruction, 
how one becomes a good writer, and what constitutes writing knowledge predicted 

http://www.oecd.org/pisa/


2546	 T. Hsiang et al.

1 3

how frequently specific writing activities were applied. This is the most exten-
sive study to date examining teachers’ beliefs and their writing practices, provid-
ing a broader range of malleable factors that are potentially important to enhancing 
classroom writing instruction, not only in Taiwan but in other countries as well. Of 
course, research is needed to determine if enhancing such beliefs results in positive 
changes in writing practices.
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