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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 

This chapter presents the findings of the study. Results gathered from the 

questionnaires and interviews were combined to answer the three research questions 

one by one. 

First, answers to the first research question presented teachers’ beliefs and 

practices, with four issues involved: (1) the goals of writing instruction, (2) the roles 

of the teachers, (3) the content of writing instruction, and (4) the teaching procedures 

of writing instruction. Mean scores were computed to see if teachers tended to believe 

and behave as described in the statements (see Appendixes G and H). In addition, 

frequency and percentage of the distribution of each statement were referred to as 

support to explain the mean results (see Appendixes I and J). 

Second, answers to the second research question revealed the level of 

consistency between teachers’ beliefs and practices, and possible reasons for the 

inconsistency. 

Third, teachers’ background experiences were analyzed through one-way 

ANOVA to examine if they contributed to the differences in teachers’ beliefs and 

practices, which answered the third research question. 

 

4.1 Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices 

Research question 1: What are high school English teachers’ beliefs and practices 

in writing instruction? 
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4.1.1 Goals of Writing Instruction 

In this section, teachers’ goals of writing instruction are presented. 

Questionnaire results showed that speaking of the goals of writing instruction, 

teachers tended to believe that the most important goal was to enable students to 

express in English (B3, Mean= 4.45). Also, making students become familiar with 

English textual patterns was the second most important goal (B2, Mean= 4.40). On 

the other hand, though college entrance exams were near at hand, teachers did not 

necessarily agree that the goal was to prepare for the exams (B1, Mean= 3.74). 

Altogether 31 (18.12%) teachers disagreed, and 128 (74.86%) teachers agreed to this 

goal. 

Interview results revealed that when asked about the goals of writing instruction, 

only ID 3 thought that the learning outcomes should not be restricted to taking the 

entrance exams. The rest of the interviewed teachers mentioned the need to meet the 

standards of the entrance exams. For instance, in dealing with modes, most teachers 

instructed students how to write narration, description, and autobiography. ID 5 taught 

students how to write letters in the freshman year. She also introduced narration, 

description, difference between narration and description, and argumentation. 

However, exposition was not included, for she thought the entrance exams tested the 

combination of narration and argumentation. Autobiography was another focus in the 

senior year for those preparing for admission to colleges. As for the number of words 

students were supposed to produce in each composition, three (ID 1, ID 4, and ID 5) 

said there should be 120 to 150 words, and one (ID 6) said 100 to 200 words, which 

was close to the standards of the entrance exams. When it comes to grammar and 

spelling, most of the teachers thought their students should write as accurately as 

possible. 
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Besides meeting the requirements in the entrance exams, being able to express 

thoughts clearly was another important goal (ID 1, ID 2, ID 3, ID 5, and ID 6). For 

example, ID 1 thought the most important goal was that students could write to the 

point, and ID 2 expected students to be able to write what they had observed in daily 

lives. 

In addition to being able to write according to the writing criteria in the entrance 

exams and express in English, the acquisition of the structure of English writing was 

essential. Teachers expected their students to write fluent, coherent, and logical essays. 

There must be a central idea in each paragraph with strong supporting ideas. 

 

4.1.2 Teachers’ Roles in General 

This section deals with teachers’ roles in writing instruction. 

Questionnaire results pointed out that most of the teachers expressed strong 

agreement toward the roles of facilitators in writing instruction (B4, Mean= 4.50). 

They agreed that they should interact with students and offer them feedback in writing 

instruction. As for the roles teachers played in their classrooms, statement P1 did not 

show high frequency of teachers playing the roles of facilitators. They sometimes 

assisted students in brainstorming for ideas, writing drafts, or revising their 

composition (P1, Mean= 3.55). Twenty (11.69%) teachers reported themselves as 

seldom or never facilitating students in the writing process. 

Interviews further showed that most teachers did not play only one role all the 

time. Instead, sometimes they were guides that motivated students to work toward 

certain directions, and other times they were more like judges or advisors that 

announced whether students’ writing was acceptable or not. On the one hand, the 

interviewees were guides. ID 2 always stimulated students to be able to think and do 
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research. Instead of telling students directly what to write, he pointed out what went 

wrong and asked students to think it over. Another interviewee, ID 1, indicated that 

she could only guide students to write the proper structure. As for the content, it 

depended on students’ background experience and knowledge. On the other hand, the 

interviewed teachers were judges. They taught students to think in the western way 

and to convey their thoughts clearly. Also, they corrected students’ writing errors.  

ID 4 contended that writing class had to be teacher-centered sometime, for students 

were infants as to English composition. ID 5 even described herself to be a tyrant, 

always telling students what to do. 

 

4.1.3 Content of Writing Instruction 

This section presents the content included in the writing instruction. 

As for the results from the questionnaires, the statements regarding teachers’ 

beliefs are about the following issues: mechanics (B5), structure or paragraph 

development (B6-B11), modes of writing (B12), grammar/pattern practice and 

translation practice (B13-B14), model sentences (B15), and outline drafting (B16). 

Teachers showed strong agreement towards each statement in this section except 

the statement about model sentences, B15. First of all, teachers agreed that the format 

of English writing ought to be introduced. That is, the instruction of the forms of titles, 

indentation in each paragraph, capitalization, and punctuation was necessary to them 

(B5, Mean= 4.68). Second, the structure or paragraph development in English should 

be introduced. They thought that the difference in English and Chinese paragraph 

developments must be revealed to students. English writing has a linear development, 

while Chinese writing has an indirect development (B6, Mean= 4.49). Also, in 

guiding students to read English articles, teachers should remind students to pay 
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attention to the structure (B7, Mean= 4.56). If possible, model essays with clear 

textual patterns must be presented (B8, Mean= 4.54). When it comes to English 

paragraph development, in writing a paragraph, topic sentences, supporting ideas, and 

conclusion should be introduced, and in writing an essay, introduction, body, and 

conclusion should be emphasized (B9, Mean= 4.66; B10, Mean= 4.65). What is more, 

paragraph development patterns, or rhetorical patterns, such as cause-effect and 

problem-solution, were worth noticing (B11, Mean= 4.29). Besides, common modes 

of English writing, such as description, narration, argumentation, and letters, deserved 

to be noted (B12, Mean= 4.35). Third, most teachers deemed that both 

grammar/pattern practices and guided Chinese-English translation practices had a 

positive effect on students’ writing abilities (B13, Mean= 4.28; B14, Mean= 4.18). 

Fourth, teachers tended to agree that they should teach students to draft an outline to 

serve as the basis for writing (B16, Mean= 4.18). However, teachers did not express 

as much agreement towards asking students to memorize model sentences for the 

purpose of getting higher grades (B15, Mean= 3.60). Among all the respondents, 21 

(12.28%) disagreed and 102 (59.65%) agreed to statement B15. 

The statements regarding teachers’ practices are presented in the following order: 

mechanics (P2), structure or paragraph development (P3-P8), modes of writing (P9), 

grammar/pattern practice and translation practice (P10-P11), model sentences (P12), 

and outline drafting (P13). 

To start with, the majority of the teachers introduced the format of English 

writing (P2, Mean= 4.31). Second, regarding structure or paragraph development, the 

idea that English has a linear development, while Chinese has an indirect 

development was usually pointed out (P3, Mean= 4.10). Additionally, the structure of 

English writing was usually indicated in teaching reading (P4, Mean= 4.16). Also, 
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model essays with clear textual patterns were provided to give students examples to 

follow (P5, Mean= 3.93). Statements P6 and P7 revealed that teachers always taught 

students how to write a paragraph and a complete essay as well (P6, Mean= 4.31; P7, 

Mean= 4.16). On the other hand, rhetorical patterns were not taught as frequently (P8, 

Mean= 3.61), with 22 (12.86%) teachers seldom or never teaching these. Third, 

modes of English writing were not always introduced (P9, Mean= 3.76). Of all the 

teachers, 105 (61.77%) teachers always or usually introduced this point, while 16 

(9.41%) teachers seldom emphasized it. Fourth, grammar/pattern and translation 

practices were usually provided (P10, Mean= 4.06; P11, Mean= 4.11). Fifth, students 

were not often encouraged to memorize model sentences to apply in writing tests (P12, 

Mean= 3.28), with nearly a quarter of the teachers seldom or never practicing that. 

Last but not least, before students wrote out the essays, they were suggested to draft 

an outline as a basis (P13, Mean= 3.80). 

As for the opinions of the interviewees, it was emphasized that writing was new 

to senior high school freshmen, for it was not tested in the high school entrance exam, 

and therefore, it was not one of the foci in junior high. In teaching these beginners, the 

teachers interviewed did not ask their students to write essays in English in the 

freshman year. Instead, students were given extensive reading material to familiarize 

themselves with. They were expected to write fragments, practice sentence patterns, 

or translate from Chinese to English. In addition, enlarging vocabulary was another 

focus. What is more, to prepare students with capabilities to write in English in the 

coming years, the teachers pointed out the structure of English writing, such as topic 

sentences, supporting ideas, and conclusions in the freshman year. 

In the junior year, compared with the first year, more writing practices were 

included. During this year, teachers tended to talk more about the structure of English 
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writing and encourage students to write fragments or paragraphs. In addition to 

sentence patterns and translation practices as emphasized in the previous year, 

students were asked to write answers to the discussion questions in the textbooks or 

write answers to questions based on pictures. Summaries and reflections were some 

teachers’ options, too. What is more, ID 5 did a 2-hour demonstration of students’ 

works showing the articles of different levels. She did so to stimulate students to 

know about their own levels and directions to work toward. 

The senior year was a year for intensive writing practice. The teachers asked 

their students to write compositions in limited time, 20 to 30 minutes, to prepare for 

the writing tests in the coming entrance exams. ID 5 even asked students to write a 

composition every week. Compared to the writing practices in the junior year, during 

this year students were asked to write the whole composition instead of fragments or 

paragraphs. Another difference was that they were not allowed to refer to dictionaries, 

textbooks or teachers’ opinions. That was to make their in-class writing more like that 

of the entrance exams. 

None of the interviewed teacher had only one textbook to refer to. Instead, they 

looked for material from various channels, i.e. prescribed textbooks, composition 

textbooks, magazines, newspapers, and even self-made handouts. For example, ID 4 

had no particular textbook to teach with. She copied whatever she thought were 

suitable for students. ID 5 was working on self-made material. She worked together 

with other teachers at that school on writing a grammar textbook and a translation and 

composition textbook. The content in the two books would become the main focus of 

her writing instruction. The focuses of the textbooks used by the teachers ranged from 

grammar practice, guided translation, the training of organization and structure, to 

providing model essays. 
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4.1.4 Teaching Procedures 

In this section, teachers’ beliefs and practices of the teaching procedures are 

presented. 

Questionnaire statements regarding teachers’ beliefs are about the following 

ideas. In the prewriting and while-writing processes, the issues involved are free 

writing (B17) and group discussion (B18). In the post-writing instruction, vocabulary 

or grammar correction (B21), rating scale (B24), peer evaluation (B19), 

self-evaluation (B20), revision (B22), and presentation (B23) are related issues. 

The results from the statements suggested that some teachers had doubts about 

free writing. They did not necessarily think that students should be encouraged to 

write down whatever came to their minds without stopping and to leave trivial aspects 

of mechanics for later check (B17, Mean= 3.72), with 22 (12.87%) teachers showing 

disagreement and 116 (67.84%) showing agreement. Most teachers believed that 

students should have chances to discuss with classmates in groups in the 

while-writing process (B18, Mean= 4.27). In the post-writing process, the role of 

vocabulary or grammar correction in grading composition was considered a little bit 

positive (B21, Mean= 3.82), though 16 (9.36%) teachers had reservation towards 

correcting vocabulary or grammatical errors right away. In rating students’ 

compositions, the teachers regarded almost unanimously that content should be the 

most important aspect and organization should be the second most important, 

followed by grammar and diction, while mechanics should be given the least attention. 

After teacher evaluation, students should be asked to rewrite their compositions (B22, 

Mean= 4.20). In addition to teacher evaluation, peer evaluation and self-evaluation 

should be included (B19, Mean= 4.39; B20, P= 4.25). At last, after students finished 
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their compositions, teachers should offer them channels for presenting their 

composition, such as holding a presentation or issuing a publication. This would 

encourage students to work harder (B23, Mean= 4.11). 

Questionnaire statements probing teachers’ practices of the teaching procedures 

are presented in the following order. In the pre-writing and while-writing processes, 

the issues involved are free writing (P14) and group discussion (P15). In the 

post-writing instruction, grammar correction (P18-P19), rating scale (P22), revision 

(P20), peer evaluation (P16), self-evaluation (P17), and presentation (P21) are related 

issues. 

In the pre-writing and while-writing processes, teachers did not often encourage 

students to write down whatever came to their mind and leave trivial aspects of 

mechanics for later check (P14, Mean= 3.57). They provided students with chances to 

cooperate with classmates only from time to time (P15, Mean= 3.05). Among the 

teachers, 51 (19.83%) nearly never gave students chances to cooperate with 

classmates. In the post-writing process, statements P18, P19, P22, and P20 are related 

to teacher evaluation. Statements P18 and P19 showed teachers’ tendency to point out 

the vocabulary or grammar errors in detail (P18, Mean=3.93; P19, Mean= 2.69). In 

grading students’ composition, teachers laid more emphasis on content and 

organization and less on grammar, diction, and mechanics. After teacher evaluation, 

teachers often asked students to rewrite (P20, Mean= 3.70), but 21 (12.57%) teachers 

did not do so. Besides teacher evaluation, peer evaluation and self-evaluation were not 

included very often (P16, Mean= 3.42; P17, Mean= 3.42). After students finished 

their work, teachers seldom offered them channels for presenting their composition 

(P21, Mean= 2.72), with 68 (42.24%) teachers rarely or never presenting students’ 

works. 
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Interview results indicated that in the pre-writing and while-writing processes, 

most teachers announced the topics on the spot. Only one interviewee (ID 3) offered 

students topics one day before in order that students were able to look for related 

information. Then he demonstrated to his students samples of organized and 

unorganized articles for them to differentiate. After offering topics to work on, most 

teachers directed students to brainstorm to figure out the keywords and the content to 

write. 

After brainstorming, students wrote the outlines as a basis for writing. Then, 

most importantly, students began writing their compositions. During their writing 

process, sometimes group discussions were involved. Half of the interviewees 

directed students to do so (ID 4, ID 5, and ID 6). According to interviewee ID 4, 

group discussions were better than fighting alone. Students worked in groups to figure 

out the outline and write compositions. ID 5, however, conducted group discussion 

merely in the first two writing classes. She asked students to brainstorm on topics in 

groups. Each group worked out an outline and competed presenting the outline. They 

learned to list all the items and categorize them. In addition, this activity strengthened 

students’ ideas of topic sentences, supporting sentences, and conclusion. On the other 

hand, ID 6 gave students chances to discuss with classmates about the outline only in 

the beginning of the teaching process. Her concern was that discussion might hinder 

the development of their creativity. Actually, ID 1 had tried group discussions before, 

but had to drop them due to limited time. The other two interviewees did not do group 

discussions. One of them did not believe in group work, for in a group, some did too 

much, while others contributed too little. 

After students write their compositions, it is time for teachers to respond to their 

writing. All of the interviewees evaluated the compositions more than once. They did 
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not necessarily correct students’ errors directly. They might underline or circle the 

troublesome parts and give comments or signals for revision. In different stages of the 

writing process, they might have different focuses. To take ID 3 for example, in 

evaluating students’ outlines, structure and organization were emphasized. In 

evaluating drafts, word choice and tense were dealt with. In evaluating their final 

writings, spelling and punctuation were looked at. Moreover, some teachers discussed 

the outlines, first drafts, second drafts, revision, and so on with students back and 

forth. As for the focus of the teacher evaluation, teachers referred to the grading 

guidelines of the composition test in the entrance exams. In other words, content, 

organization, grammar, diction and mechanics were taken into consideration. 

Besides teacher evaluation, peer evaluation and self-evaluation could be other 

options. Nevertheless, none of the interviewees held positive views toward these two 

options. Peer evaluation was put aside for now because of limited time or students’ 

limited abilities. ID 1 used to do that, but stopped to save time. ID 3 tried peer 

evaluation but failed. He traced the problems to the reasons that students did not have 

a clear idea of English writing, and that he did not train them how to grade others’ 

works. At most, ID 5 asked students to exchange their works to learn from one 

another. No self-evaluation was demanded because students were blind to their own 

strengths and errors, and they did not know how to evaluate English compositions, as 

indicated by the interviewees. 

After evaluation, students were asked to rewrite. Depending on different writing 

stages, students might have to rewrite outlines, drafts, or the whole compositions.  

As for the parts they rewrote, sometimes they just revised the troublesome parts, and 

other times they rewrote the whole essays. One teacher (ID 6) instructed students to 

use a blue pen to write their original part, and a red one to mark what the teacher had 
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corrected. In that way, in preparing for the entrance exams, students were able to look 

at the topics they had practiced and review teachers’ comments more efficiently. 

Presentation is a medium for students to share with others their works and learn 

from others. Five out of the six interviewed teachers asked their students to present 

their works except for interviewee ID 4. Though she had not tried to do so, she 

considered it feasible and beneficial in enhancing students’ sense of achievement. In 

presenting students’ works, some teachers copied and distributed outstanding works, 

sometimes with the original and the revised versions, to each student. For instance, 

interviewee ID 5 presented about four outstanding works with the original version and 

the revised version, showing the strengths, weaknesses, and improvements to make. 

Others pasted students’ works on the bulletin boards. Interviewee ID 3 further 

mentioned that posting some students’ good works on the Internet might be another 

option. Besides written presentation, two of the interviewees (ID 2 and ID 5) guided 

students to do oral presentations. ID 2 distributed 50 different articles to students. 

Each student got one article and had to do research on the spot and report orally to the 

whole class. ID 5 offered 20 topics and asked students to pick one topic, prepare for 

one minute and make impromptu speeches. These two teachers had the concept that 

speaking and writing skills were both production skills and thus they were closely 

related. 

 

4.2 Consistency between Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices 

Research Question 2: How consistent is it between their beliefs and practices? If 

inconsistency exists, what might be the reasons for the inconsistency? 
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4.2.1 Level of Consistency 

The options in the belief section ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree, 

while those in the practice section were from never to always. The scales are not equal, 

so the means cannot be directly compared and contrasted. However, from the sharp 

difference of means, the inconsistency between beliefs and practices can be seen.  

Here is the comparison of five pairs of statements (Table 4.1). The issues involved 

were the roles of facilitators, group discussion, peer evaluation, self-evaluation, and 

presentation. 

The first pair, statements B4 and P1, is about teachers’ roles in writing 

instruction. A large majority of teachers expressed agreement with the roles of 

facilitators, but when it comes to their teaching, teachers did not necessarily put their 

ideas into practice (B4, Mean= 4.50; P1, Mean= 3.55; Mean difference= 0.95). The 

second pair, statements B18 and P15, is about the idea of group discussion. Teachers 

strongly agreed that they should give students chances to discuss with classmates in 

groups in the writing process, but they did so only from time to time (B18, Mean= 

4.27; P15, Mean= 3.05; Mean difference= 1.22). The third pair, statements B19 and 

P16, deals with the issue of peer evaluation. Teachers showed strong agreement with 

the idea of peer evaluation, and yet did not practice it very often (B19, Mean= 4.39; 

P16, Mean= 3.42; Mean difference= 0.97). The fourth pair, statements B20 and P17, 

is related to self-evaluation. Similarly, teachers approved of the need of 

self-evaluation, but did not give students many chances to do that (B20, Mean= 4.25; 

P17, Mean= 3.42; Mean difference= 0.83). The fifth pair, statements B23 and P21, is 

about offering students channels for presenting their composition. Teachers showed 

strong agreement with the need to provide students with channels for presenting their 

work, but they seldom did that (B23, Mean= 4.11; P21, Mean= 2.72; Mean 
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difference= 1.39). 

Table 4.1 
Mean Differences between Beliefs and Practices 

Statement Mean Mean 
Difference

B4. In writing instruction, teachers are supposed to play the 
roles of facilitators, interacting with students and giving 
them feedback. 4.50 

P1. In writing instruction, I play the roles of facilitators, 
interacting with students and giving them feedback. For 
example, I help students brainstorm for ideas, write 
drafts, and revise their composition. 3.55 0.95 

B18. Teachers should give students chances to discuss with 
classmates in groups in the writing process. 4.27 

P15. I give students chances to discuss with classmates in 
groups in the writing process. 3.05 1.22 

B19. Teachers should offer students chances to exchange 
their works for peer evaluation after they write their 
composition. 4.39 

P16. I offer students chances to exchange their works for 
peer evaluation after they write their composition. 3.42 0.97 

B20. Teachers should train students to do self-evaluation, and 
further make amendment after they write their 
composition. 4.25 

P17. I train students to do self-evaluation, and further make 
amendment after they write their composition. 3.42 0.83 

B23. Teachers should offer students channels for presenting 
their composition, such as holding a presentation or 
issuing a publication. This encourages students to work 
harder. 4.11 

P21. I offer students channels for presenting their 
composition, such as holding a presentation or issuing a 
publication. 2.72 1.39 

 

4.2.2 Encountered Difficulties 

The results from the open-ended question and interviews were analyzed to get a 
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picture of the obstacles teachers faced when they taught English writing. Those 

difficulties might cause the inconsistency between their teaching beliefs and practices. 

The difficulties were organized into four dimensions: (1) curriculum, (2) students’ 

proficiency level and motivation, (3) material selection, compilation, and teaching 

preparation, and (4) composition evaluation. 

 

4.2.2.1 Curriculum 

A look at the questionnaire results showed that the first curriculum problem most 

teachers mentioned was that they did not teach English composition until the third 

year. At that time, they had a tight schedule. They had to teach new material and help 

students review old material, prepare for mock exams and entrance exams. The tight 

schedule to rush through everything often deprived the hours for composition. What 

was worse, in this way students tended to treat composition class as a minor, 

unimportant course. In fact, composition should be taught from the first year on, or at 

least from the second year. The second problem was that there were only one or two 

periods each week for composition. In some cases, there were no composition classes 

at all, especially for students majoring in natural science. That was why teachers 

usually could not teach the whole set of writing skills. The third problem was that 

teachers taught too many classes, and thus too many students. This left them unable to 

offer individual instruction. In addition, they had trouble finishing reviewing students’ 

writing. In that case, they could not ask students to practice writing very often. 

Interviewees also mentioned some problems concerning the curriculum for 

writing instruction. There are no set curricula for teaching writing, so teachers are 

quite flexible as to when and what to teach. Flexibility can be positive or negative 

factors. On the one hand, teachers had freedom to arrange their curriculum the way 
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they liked. For example, the policy of ID 1’s school was to teach reading in the 

freshman year, and composition in the senior year. However, she chose to start 

teaching writing in the junior year. She encouraged students to translate Chinese into 

English, write answers to questions, and write summaries in the junior year, and write 

compositions in the senior year. On the other hand, because of the flexibility of the 

composition course, the hours for writing instruction might sometimes be used to 

teach other things than writing, which troubled ID 4. She did not have regular time for 

writing instruction. One the contrary, she taught composition whenever she felt like 

doing so. Another problem concerning curriculum was that interviewees had too many 

class hours to concentrate on teaching writing. In fact, the number of students in each 

class was too large for teachers to respond to students’ writing in detail. 

 

4.2.2.2 Students’ Motivation and Proficiency Level 

Questionnaire respondents pointed out students’ low motivation, low level, and 

diversified levels. Firstly, students had low motivation to learn writing. Their goal was 

to get high grades in entrance exams. They were afraid to write English compositions, 

having little confidence. When teachers tried to teach them, sometimes students’ 

self-concept was so strong that they did not necessarily follow teachers’ guidance. 

Secondly, students were at low levels. Students’ composition errors were organized 

into four aspects: content, organization, diction, and grammar. When it comes to 

content problems, students tended to become speechless. They did not know what to 

write, and had trouble making the first moves. Organizational problems were that 

their writing was restricted to sentential level. They had little ideas as to how to 

organize their thoughts. Also, affected by Chinese thought process, they wrote many 

irrelevant sentences before topic sentences. As for diction problems, they had little 
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vocabulary. Because they thought in Chinese, they tended to translate Chinese into 

English directly. In addition, grammar problems include poor sentence structures. 

Over and over they made the same mistakes such as run-on sentences or fragments. 

Thirdly, students’ levels were diversified, which might result from the different 

textbooks in junior high schools. In that case, teachers could not satisfy the need of 

every student. 

Interviewed teachers mentioned that in the Basic Competence Test, writing 

ability was not tested, which had a harmful effect on students’ writing skills. Most 

interviewees mentioned students’ low motivation. The motivation was mainly to get 

higher grades in the entrance exam. Despite this, ID 3 found that students were 

interested in writing topics related to them. Besides low motivation, students’ writing 

skills, including content, organization, diction and grammar, were problematic. 

Speaking of content, teachers thought students’ writing was shallow, with too many 

redundancies. Problems in organization lay in lack of topic sentences, unity, cohesion, 

and coherence. The most mentioned diction problem was that students tended to 

translate Chinese into English directly, resulting in Chinglish. Another problem about 

diction was that they did not have enough active vocabulary to use. In addition, there 

were grammar problems, such as ever-changing referents, tense problems, and poor 

sentence structure. 

 

4.2.2.3 Material Selection, Compilation, and Teaching Preparation 

Questionnaire respondents explained that for the time being, there were no 

uniform curriculum and no prescribed textbooks for teaching writing, and this 

problem troubled writing teachers a lot. First, the teachers were unable to find suitable 

textbooks for senior high school students in Taiwan. Foreign textbooks could not meet 
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the demand for the entrance exams, while local textbooks were boring and not 

motivating. They could not find one textbook that was systematic enough, had 

material for one or two periods each week, and suited every student in each class. 

Even if textbooks were picked, time was not sufficient enough to go through the 

content in them. That is why the second difficulty emerged. The second difficulty is 

that most teachers had no choice but to design their own teaching material, which was 

time-consuming. Another problem was that teachers did not have enough professional 

training especially for the teaching of writing. 

Interviewees argued that there were a bunch of local textbooks to choose from. 

They thought that the textbooks were not bad, but none of them was completely 

suitable for teaching writing to their students. Therefore, they had to gather material 

from a variety of textbooks. In addition to material collection problems, two of the 

interviewees revealed concern over their capabilities to teach writing. One of them 

had doubts about her English writing abilities, and the other was not sure if the 

English he was teaching was authentic. 

 

4.2.2.4 Composition Evaluation. 

After students write their compositions, teachers have to evaluate how students 

perform. According to the surveyed teachers, there were problems involving 

composition evaluation. First, evaluating students’ works was a heavy, 

time-consuming work load. Each teacher had about three classes to teach, and in each 

class there were about 40 students. Altogether there were 120 students or so for each 

teacher. With so many students, teachers could not go into details in reviewing 

compositions and could not allow students to write often. After grading compositions, 

sometimes teacher-student conferences were needed to tackle each student’s problems, 
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which was more time-consuming. Second, there were too many errors to correct, so 

sometimes the teachers did not know where to start. Error types were of all kinds, 

which ranged from content, organization, grammar, diction, to insufficient 

background knowledge. Also, when it comes to cultural differences or formal 

grammar, teachers were not sure what was right. Last but not least, even if teachers 

did finish evaluating students’ compositions, the effects of teachers’ grading were not 

obvious. Students cared more about grades instead of the improvements teachers 

suggested. Some students were even unwilling to make corrections. What annoyed 

teachers also was that students still made the same mistakes over and over. 

The interviewees answered almost in unison that there were too many students to 

teach and thus responding to their compositions was too time-consuming. 

 

4.3 Factors Related to Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices 

Research Question 3: How differently do the teachers with different background 

experiences believe and teach? 

Teachers’ background information was compared with their responses by 

one-way ANOVA. When a factor was found to contribute to difference of responses, 

post-hoc Scheffe was conducted to examine the difference. Certain factors influenced 

teachers’ beliefs and practices in writing instruction. The factors were gender, age, 

years of teaching, workshop attendance experience, and knowledge about the 

guidelines for teaching writing. 

The first factor that influenced teachers’ beliefs and practices was gender (Table 

4.2). The influence on teachers’ beliefs involved statements about the goals (B1, F= 

5.21, p<.05), roles (B4, F= 4.33, p<.05), content (B16, F= 4.03, p<.05), and teaching 

procedures (B17, F= 5.19, p<.05). As for the goal of writing instruction, male teachers 
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showed significantly more agreement than their female counterparts with the 

statement that the goal was to prepare students for the college entrance exams (B1). 

When it comes to the roles teachers should play, female teachers showed significantly 

more agreement than male ones with the roles of facilitators (B4). Regarding the 

content of writing instruction, it was male teachers that showed higher agreement with 

the statement that teachers should teach students to draft an outline as a basis for 

writing (B16). Concerning the teaching procedures, male teachers agreed more 

strongly with the idea of free writing (B17). The influence of gender on teachers’ 

practices was revealed by statement P5 (F= 5.00, p<.05). Compared with female 

teachers, male teachers tended to provide students more frequently with model essays 

with clear textual patterns to help them acquire the structure of English writing (P5). 

Table 4.2 
ANOVA of Gender on Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices in Writing Instruction 

Statement F Sig. 
B1 5.21 .0239* 
B4 4.33 .0391* 
B16 4.03 .0464* 
B17 5.19 .0241* 
P5 5.00 .0267* 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

The second factor that influenced teachers’ beliefs and practices was age (Table 

4.3). Teachers that were younger than 30 or 41 to 50 years old expressed more 

agreement with the statement that the goal of writing instruction was to make students 

familiar with English textual patterns (B2, F= 4.80, p<.05). As for difference in 

practices, those that were 41 to 50 years of age introduced more frequently the format 

of English writing (P2, F=3.59, p<.05). 

Table 4.3 
ANOVA of Age on Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices in Writing Instruction 
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Statement F Sig. 
B2 4.80 .0032* 
P2 3.59 .0153* 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Note. 1= younger than 30; 2= 31-40 years old; 3= 41-50 years old; 4= older than 51 

The third factor that influenced teachers’ beliefs and practices was years of 

teaching (Table 4.4). Teachers that had teaching experience of fewer than 5 years 

expressed more agreement than those that had taught for 6 to 10 years with the 

statement that the goal of writing instruction was to familiarize students with English 

textual patterns (B2, F= 2.89, p<.05). Years of teaching also affected teachers’ 

practices. Compared with teachers that had taught for 6 to 10 years, those with 16 to 

20 years of teaching experience more frequently asked students to rewrite their 

composition after teacher evaluation (P20, F= 3.31, p<.05). 

Table 4.4 
ANOVA of Years of Teaching on Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices in Writing Instruction 

Statement F Sig. 
B2 2.89 .0244* 
P20 3.31 .0125* 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Note. 1= fewer than 5 years; 2= 6-10 years; 3= 11-15 years; 4= 16-20 years; 5= more than 21 years 

The fourth factor that influenced teachers’ practices was workshop attendance 

experience (Table 4.5). Compared with teachers with no recent workshop attendance 

experience, those that had taken part in workshops about writing instruction in the 

past three years were more likely to play the roles of facilitators, interacting with 

students and giving them feedback in writing instruction (P1, F= 3.96, p<.05). 

Table 4.5 
ANOVA of Workshop Attendance on Teachers’ Practices in Writing Instruction 

Statement F Sig. 
P1 3.96 .0485* 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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The fifth and last factor that influenced teachers’ practices was knowledge about 

the guidelines for teaching writing (Table 4.6). Compared with teachers with no 

knowledge about the guidelines, those knowing about but not following the guidelines 

more frequently demanded that students rewrite after teacher evaluation (P20, F= 5.37, 

p<.05). 

Table 4.6 
ANOVA of Knowledge about the Guidelines on Teachers’ Practices in Writing 
Instruction 

Statement F Sig. 
P20 5.37 .0056 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Note. 1= yes: following the guidelines; 2= yes: not following the guidelines; 3= no 


