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Abstract

:

The current study adopted features of a survey research design to examine the EFL high school teachers’ beliefs about writing and its teaching, their actual classroom practices, and the interplays between their beliefs and practices in the realm of EFL writing instruction. A sample of seventy-six EFL teachers from the eight selected high schools situated in Ho Chi Minh City was recruited for the current survey. The beliefs and practices of EFL writing instruction of these studied teachers were elicited through a thirty-nine-item questionnaire, which was qualitatively analyzed by SPSS 20.0. The study results showed that most of the participants held different views/orientations about writing skills and teaching writing, consisting of form-based, cognitive process-based, functional social-based, and interactive social-based views; nevertheless, the form-based orientation was still most dominant in their beliefs. On the contrary, in practice, most high school teachers followed the product approach, which underlies form-based orientation in lieu of different approaches, explicitly interpreting the writing section’s low results in the Vietnamese National GCSE examination in recent years.
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1. Introduction


Since the academic year of 2013–2014, writing a paragraph to respond to a given topic has been required in the English paper of the Vietnamese National GCSE (General Certificate for Secondary Education) Examination in the Vietnamese context. Ironically, the results of these papers were mainly between 2.0 and 3.5 points. Basically, these unexpected scores stemmed from the fact that a large number of high school candidates did not know how to construct the text or skipped their writing section, which registers at 20% of the whole English paper. Surprisingly, this problem also recurred in the following academic years. Some students found the writing section truly burdensome. In addition, others admitted that the habit of rote memorizing sample texts supplied by the teachers made it difficult for them to complete the writing task within some small changes in the topic.



As it happens, most high school students did not possess any strategies for composing texts independently but normally practice writing in a tightly controlled way. This is very consistent with what Khanalizadeh and Allami [1] delineated about writing teaching and learning in Iran—“writing skill is often limited to making sentences, and the grammatical points of those sentences are the most important parts of learning how to write” (p. 334). Originally, Tran [2], Duong [3], and Nguyen [4] described that writing skills had been conducted in the solid Vietnamese classrooms where students are automatically attributed to passive receivers of language knowledge rather than language construction while the teachers tend to be powerful centers. Furthermore, such unsatisfactory outputs of the writing section in the National GCSE examination in consecutive recent years evinced that writing is a difficult, sophisticated, social activity and an important skill for language learners [5,6,7], necessitating “the mastery of a variety of linguistic, cognitive, and sociocultural competencies” [8], (p. 35). Alternatively saying, being capable of writing well requires more than linguistic knowledge and memory of sample texts; it also urges learner writers to know how to construct their texts independently (cognitive view) and active interaction with other writers in the learning process (social view). As a matter of fact, letting high school students imitate and memorize the sample texts might only yield its temporary effect on exam-driven purposes to some extent.



The aforementioned alarming situation has given rise to some doubts such as whether writing skill is “truly perceived” and “equally treated” as other language skills in high school context, and whether teaching activities and teacher roles undertaken in writing classrooms are genuinely advantageous to the development of high school students’ writing ability. Thereby, investigating how high school teachers believe in writing instruction and govern writing lessons in practice should be taken into consideration. Literally, understanding these teachers’ beliefs and actual classroom practices could partly elucidate such low results of the given writing section in the Vietnamese National GCSE examination in recent successive years. Khalifa, Ahmed and Ismael [9], Nguyen and Newton [10], and Widiastuti et al. [11] also asserted that the teachers’ beliefs are not always applied to their practices in the classrooms approximately. Saputra, Suherdi, and Rodliyah [12] found that the teachers’ length of teaching experiences and past experiences as a learner was the most factors to affect the way they practiced teaching. However, the teachers’ beliefs were not usually implemented in the classrooms. This necessity derives from the fact that “teachers are one of the key factors in delivering instruction that leads to the development of competent literacy learners” [13], (p. 23).



1.1. Teachers’ Beliefs in Writing Instruction


As teachers play such a critical role in developing learners’ writing performance, their beliefs have also become a key issue in education since what they believe and what they do not believe has an imperceptible influence on their classroom behaviors [14]. This may originate from the view posited by Borg [15] that “teachers are active, thinking decision-makers who make instructional choices by drawing on complex practically-oriented, personalized, and context-sensitive networks of knowledge, thoughts, and beliefs” (p. 81). In recapitulation, teacher beliefs are cognitive tools that powerfully shape or control a teacher’s behaviors, instructional choices, material development, etc.



Peculiar to the field of writing instruction, in recent years, researchers have shown an increased interest in exploring how teachers think, feel, and perceive about the nature of writing, their teacher roles and teaching in the classroom, as well as the congruence between what they believe and what they actually do in writing instruction [1,9,10,11,12,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24]. Since an exploration of teachers’ beliefs is at the heart of our understanding of their planning, instructional decisions, and classroom practices, the researchers decided to seek what beliefs the selected high school teachers in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam holds about the nature of writing, as well as about their roles and orientations to teaching writing for the high school level.




1.2. Beliefs in the Nature of Writing Skill


In the realm of teaching writing skills, it is of utmost importance to explore teachers’ perceptions or views about the nature of writing due to the fact that “teachers can have very limited to very eclectic views of their subject and that in some cases their ideas about subjects vary from one context to another” [25], (p. 35). In other words, according to every particular educational environment in which we work, beliefs about the nature of writing can be different to some extent. For example, there is a belief that the content of writing is single and consistently true in many cases, often imposed by teachers. However, from another belief, the content of writing requires being socially contextual, particular situational, and purposeful. In this case, writing is a social activity to achieve communicative goals. Writing is built on the basis of ranges of vocabulary, expressions, and grammatical structures in isolation. It can be believed that writing is a form-focused or linguistic accuracy-based activity through memorization and rehearsal. Teachers play a crucial role in building up students’ English writing ability. Whereas, from another belief, this ability is primarily constructed through active self-reflection, peer interaction, and meaning making. It is inferred from this belief that writing may be a complex cognitive process of multiple steps, and it is a social activity in terms of interaction among writers.




1.3. Beliefs in the Teachers’ Roles and Teaching Orientations


For Richards, Gallo, and Renandya [26], teachers’ beliefs can also be reflected through views about teacher roles and how teachers define their work. According to Zheng [27], “people hold different conceptual orientations towards teaching and the role of teachers” (p. 76). Then, Zheng exemplifies that “some teachers may regard language teaching as a process of information transmission, while others think of the teacher as a facilitator of language learning” (p. 76). Additionally, Chai [28] conceptualizes teachers’ beliefs into the knowledge transmission and construction views. Based on this domain of teachers’ beliefs, what teachers think about models of effective instruction, instructional approaches, teaching roles, and appropriate classroom activities [25] can be grasped.




1.4. Teachers’ Classroom Practices of Writing Instruction


Another paper’s focus was pertinent to the actual picture of writing instruction in the Vietnamese high school context. To make their classroom practices successful, writing teachers need to fully capture writing knowledge such as writing levels, aspects, and teaching approaches; besides, teachers’ roles should be critically viewed.




1.5. Focus on Writing Levels


Learners usually learn and practice writing, the art of putting words together [29], according to two levels: sentential level (i.e., between one and two sentences) and textual level (paragraphs or text genres).



Harmer [29] opines that writing at the sentential level is often used for grammar reinforcement by producing similar sentences based on sentence models and examples. Referring to the reality of teaching English at the Vietnamese high school, writing at a sentential level often occurs in grammar classes in “E. Language Focus” sections of English 10, English 11 and English 12, which are the coursebook series used to teach English subjects at high school. In these classes, sentence writing mainly deals with the accuracy of grammatical structures through students doing some exercises such as transformation, matching, arrangement, etc. Naturally, writing at this level in Vietnamese high schools focuses primarily on grammar acquisition rather than writing skill development in its own right.



On the textual level of writing, Dikilitaş [30] reveals it is “functional features of cohesion at surface level leading to coherence at deep structure” (p. 5). In other words, for this level, the writers have to organize their ideas into cohesive and coherent paragraphs and texts. Regarding writing at the textual level, since writing is a means of communication, it “fulfills a set of communicative needs, and accomplishes particular purpose” [31], (p. 27). Texts underlie different genres or text types. In the “D. Writing” sections, students are exposed to different text types when they learn writing English: for example, narrative or descriptive paragraph, letters, etc.




1.6. Focus on Writing Aspects


In An Introduction to Applied Linguistics, Schmitt [32] states that writing involves the cycle of three aspects, i.e., relational aspect, strategic aspect, and textual aspect.



To the relational aspect, writing always necessitates social contexts under which written expression and communication take place [31,32]. From the researcher’s perspective, writing is purposeful at first, which is used to achieve communicative goals (e.g., conviction, invitation, report); secondly, writing is contextual, attached to particular social situations (e.g., school, family, society, etc.). Therefore, learner writers should be required to own “genre knowledge” [32]. Consequently, one useful means for enhancing student writers’ social awareness is that teachers use suitable authentic materials in the language classroom [33].



As for the strategic aspect, Schmitt [32] advocates that writers must draw on various strategies to comprehend the given topic and respond to it in a written form. It means that learner writers must handle certain ways to compose their written text according to the given rhetorical context. Regarding writing teachers, Schmitt then asserts that understanding the strategic aspect of writing is vital for writing teachers as it enables them to teach writing (practice-driven) in lieu of teaching about writing (theory-driven). Alternatively saying, teachers should instruct students how to write (i.e., the steps to manipulate their writing such as planning, organizing ideas, choosing linguistic features) instead of merely linguistic knowledge.



To the textual aspect, besides constructing the meaning of their ideas, writers also need to build up the meaning that helps the readers navigate through the text [32]. It is obvious that writers should note whether readers can understand what to be written by the writers or not. Put simply, writing texts should be assured of their coherence and cohesion.




1.7. Focus on Teaching Approaches


As Uddin [22] requests, “teachers need orientation regarding different approaches to teaching writing other than what they follow along with a practical demonstration on how each approach functions” (p. 119). Therefore, a critical review of instructional approaches for writing lessons is necessary. Of all instructional approaches, the most prominent ones consist of the product approach, the process approach, and the genre-based approach.



The product approach encourages students to produce a final product similar to a model text, which is normally provided by teachers [34]. It is inferred that the role of teachers in this approach is a provider of model language and guided exercises and corrector of errors when the final error-free product is created. In closing, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics are highly emphasized instead of content, process, audience, and purpose of writing [35]. Clearly, the writing product approach is buttressed by the marriage of structural linguistics and behaviorist learning theories.



Converse to the more traditional product-focused approach, the process approach is currently being adopted in English language writing education [34], by which teachers encourage students to experience writing via different steps [29] such as invention strategies, multiple drafts, and formative peer feedback [36]. Thus, from the researchers’ perspective, the process approach to teaching writing embraces eminent traits of cognitive learning and social constructivism theories.



The genre-based approach emphasizes the importance of exploring the social and cultural context of language use on a piece of writing [37]. Put simply, writing is used as a vehicle for achieving particular communicative goals in accordance with specific social situations. The teacher can develop an understanding of the social function and purpose of the text by eliciting students to think: What is the text about? Who wrote it, and who will read it? Why is the text written? [38]. Derewianka [39] enumerates six main school text types according to their primary social purposes: (1) Narratives: tell a story, usually to entertain; (2) Recount: To tell what happened; (3) Information reports: provide factual information; (4) Instruction: tell the listeners or readers what to do; (5) Explanation: Explain why or how something happens; (6) Expository texts: Present or argue a viewpoint. To recap, the genre-based approach is inherently bolstered by the three educational theories, i.e., behaviorist learning, cognitive learning, and social constructivism.




1.8. Focus on Teachers’ Roles


Richards and Rodgers [40] claim that teacher roles are related to a set of issues such as the kind of job teachers are required to fulfill, the extent of control an educator has over the learning practices adopted, or the trends of interaction that come about between learners and educators. It can be inferred that based on the particular subject matter and learner characteristics, teachers need to determine which roles to be fulfilled and to what extent these roles manifest. In the fourth edition book “The Practice of English Language Teaching,” Harmer [41] presents several terms to describe a particular kind of teacher. Nevertheless, he categorizes these terms into two main groups, i.e., knowledge transmitter and facilitator.



To the former, teaching is viewed as a “performer” [41]. Ihedioha [42] describes that a knowledge transmitter “emphasizes the need to give pupils basic facts and information before they can be expected to think for themselves” (p. 36). Afterward, he argues that with this deductive model, “so much of the work of learning is controlled and directed by the teacher” (p. 37), and therefore “some students will do better under learning conditions that are fewer teachers directed and controlled” (p. 37). However, the extent of this role should be taken into consideration. According to a personal view, the researchers expect that the deductive role needs combining with others flexibly so that students’ learning may be effectively manifested.



To the latter, Harmer [41] uses “facilitator” to describe another kind of teacher, “who fosters learner autonomy through the use of group work and pair work, and by acting as more of a resource than a transmitter of knowledge” (p. 108). As a facilitator in writing classrooms, teachers should perform some following typical tasks: (1) Organizing students to do various writing activities [41], such as brainstorming [43], (2) Provoking the students into having ideas when they get stuck [41], (3) Organizing writing activities collaboratively through the use of pair-work and group work [44], such as peer feedback [17,45,46,47,48] (4) Create a favorable environment for students to write a lot [22]. Admittedly, when the teacher role is transferred from a knowledge transmitter to a facilitator, students become almost proactive in their learning to write. They actively participate in writing activities in a cooperative environment. In reality, is it feasible that high school teachers simply act as facilitators in their writing classroom instead of knowledge transmitters? Do teachers expect a harmonious combination between the two roles? Writing teachers have got to consider these inquiries carefully.



Providing feedback is an indispensable part of writing development, and there cannot be denied the necessity of teachers’ providing feedback on students’ writing. In terms of time, teachers’ feedback provision can take place at two phases of writing lessons, i.e., While Writing and After Writing. In terms of types, feedback can be both on the form (e.g., grammar and mechanics) and content of writing (e.g., organization, ideas, and amount of detail) [49].




1.9. Transition from Beliefs to Practices


Not only have teachers’ beliefs about writing and its teaching constantly been probed, but relationships between teachers’ beliefs and their actual classroom practices of writing instruction have also been published [21,22,24]. For example, Uddin’s [22] study yielded its findings that although the participants believed that writing is a process and student writers should follow several stages to write such as gathering ideas, planning, revising, and drafting, they were unable to practice in classrooms, which they believed for some reasons including large classrooms, exam-oriented culture, demands of syllabus completion on time, low-level students, and time constraints. Similarly, Nigam [24] examined how beliefs impact classroom writing instruction at Auburn Elementary School in the United States. As what has been reported in this case, the teacher believed students needed an understanding of the components of the process (e.g., brainstorming, planning, rough draft, final draft), which she modeled in her instruction. Evidently, the participant highly employed process orientation to teaching writing in her classroom. Still, she admitted that in practice, beliefs were not always aligned with writing instruction for some reasons such as demands of the assessment, professional development availability, challenges of the classroom context, and level of preparation for teaching writing. Additionally, in Gaitas and Martins [23], both the form and content of writing were highly prized by the primary teachers; then, these beliefs were consistently transferred into classroom organization in which the participants organized writing activities in various configurations such as solo, pair, or small group. Clearly, the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices has been open to debate, which is often impacted by multiple factors.



In academia, discrepancies between teachers’ beliefs and the reality of their classroom practices have been widely debated. Khader [50] advocates that teachers have a set of complex belief nests that are sometimes not transferred into their classroom practices for various complicated reasons such as (a) the teachers’ beliefs cannot necessarily have a huge impact on the way they teach, (b) they are required by law to teach certain things that may go along with beliefs, and (c) teachers must compensate for the disjunction between their personal beliefs and realities of classroom restrictions, as what teachers believe and what they actually do are quite different. In the field of writing instruction, Melketo [21] adapts Borg’s [15] model, the most salient conceptual framework of factors impacting the manifestation of these beliefs in classroom practices (see Figure 1).



Particularly, Borg’ [15] model reveals the four core factors that impact writing teachers’ manifestation of their beliefs in classroom practices, including (a) schooling (e.g., certain knowledge, subject goals), (b) professional coursework (e.g., teachers’ experience, curricular, materials), (c) contextual ingredients (e.g., teachers’ time, students’ motivation, examination demands), and (d) classroom (e.g., classroom size, duration, teacher–student ratio). The purpose of this paper is to investigate whether there are any differences between the teachers’ writing instruction beliefs and their classroom practices at selected high schools in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. The null hypothesis is that the teachers’ writing instruction beliefs are consistent with their classroom teaching practices.




1.10. Research Questions


	
What are the teachers’ beliefs in teaching writing skills, including the importance of writing skills, the merits and nature of writing, teachers’ roles, and teaching activities?



	
What are the teachers’ real writing practices in their classrooms in terms of pre-writing activities, while-writing activities, and post-writing activities?



	
Are there any differences between the teachers’ writing instruction beliefs and their classroom practices?








2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Subjects


In this paper, the picture of the high school teachers’ beliefs and practices of writing instruction in the Vietnamese context was illuminated at eight selected public high schools with the participation of 76 EFL full-time teachers. Most of the participants were female teachers (63 out of 76). Their ages varied between 22 and above 50 years old, and roughly one-third of them were low-experienced teachers (22 out of 76) with only 1 to 5 years in service.




2.2. Design and Instruments


This study was grounded in a survey design to collect sufficient data for the research interest. Specifically, the researchers decided to employ a questionnaire, which is known as one of the easiest methods to manage even with large numbers of subjects [51] and one of the most useful tools to exploit the subjects’ attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions. This numerical tool consisted of 39 items, covering three distinct sections, i.e., beliefs (Items 1–18), classroom practices (Items 19–38), and alignment between these two dimensions (Item 39). These items excluding Items 1, 2, and 39 were rated on a five-point Likert scale, including 1 = totally disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = uncertain, 4 = agree, and 5 = totally agree.




2.3. Data Collection and Analysis


On the agreed dates, the questionnaire copies that had been translated into Vietnamese beforehand were delivered to 76 participants. On the receipt of questionnaires from the respondents, the researcher found that all 76 copies were valid and accepted. Finally, the researcher employed Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 20.0 to analyze the descriptive statistics of the collected questionnaires in terms of mean (M) and standard deviation (SD). Finally, the researchers reported the analyzed data based on pre-determined themes, including the teachers’ beliefs, practices, and alignment.





3. Results and Discussion


The results of this study would be presented under the light of the two following research questions.



Research question 1: What are the teachers’ beliefs in teaching writing skills, including the importance of writing skills, merits and nature of writing, teachers’ roles, and teaching activities?



In order to respond to the first research questions, the researchers analyzed and categorized the data into themes.



3.1. Teachers’ Beliefs


3.1.1. Beliefs in Importance of Writing Skill


As can be seen from Figure 2, most of the teacher participants agreed that writing is as important as other language skills in the ELT secondary curricular (Item 1, 89%). Apparently, this belief can be derived from the target ELT curriculum prescribed by MOET [52]. To elaborate, Nguyen [53] claims that the textbook series and ELT curricula for three-grade high school level mandated by Vietnamese MOET equalize the focus and time allocation of all four language skills, which look more communicative than the old series focusing almost on reading and grammar. In fact, writing was not “equally treated” to other language skills and language areas until it became an integral part of the new-format National GCSE examination. Nevertheless, this growing grasp of the importance of writing in language learning by the selected teachers is a positive sign, which may drive them to rethink and modify their roles and teaching orientations as well in their high school contexts.



Figure 3 elucidates the importance of writing at the high school level for some reasons (Item 2). On the one hand, most of the participants (89%) believed that writing skills would help their students succeed in examinations and the new-format National GCSE examination as a typical case. On the other hand, only approximately half of those surveyed (55%) agreed that writing could help high school students practice collecting and organizing ideas. It is clearly interpreted that writing skill is only paid attention to by these teachers until it is compulsorily required for the ELT curriculum and the examinations rather than being a so-called communicative medium, which focuses on meanings to be conveyed through written texts. However, suppose the teaching of writing skills at high schools is paid attention in response to such a temporary examination demand. In that case, students’ writing ability might be restricted to much extent due to the coping-with strategies of the teachers, such as having students learn the sample texts by rote. To make writing instruction optimum, high school teachers need to be aware of the importance of writing skills in their own right.



The value of writing was also highly appreciated when it was helpful for students to increase vocabulary scope (86% of the respondents) and improve their spelling and grammar (78% of the respondents). Instead of considering writing as one means of exchanging ideas and achieving communicative functions, the respondents reckoned it to recycle lexis and syntactic knowledge. Basically, writing was “unequally treated” to other language skills, even to language areas. Consequently, it could be one of the primary causes leading to a dilemma that the high school students may possess a heap of vocabulary and grammar, but their writing skill has still remained unacceptable so far. In a humorous comparison, construction materials are available (e.g., grammar and vocabulary), but there is a lack of house-building techniques (e.g., the procedures to garner and organize ideas for composing written texts). To recap, no matter what the purposes are, it seems somehow positive that writing has been ultimately tackled more equally than before at any rate.




3.1.2. Beliefs in Nature of Writing Skill


From the data in Table 1, most of the respondents highly acquiesced that writing at Vietnamese high schools was a form-based activity with the highest extent (Item 3, M = 4.33, SD = 0.737). It is inferred that they regarded writing as an act of learning and practicing linguistic structures (e.g., grammar, vocabulary, mechanics) and particular text-genre schematic features (e.g., parts of expository, narrative, report, letter) through doing controlled composition tasks (e.g., completion, matching, arrangement). It is clear that text structures and linguistic forms were prioritized to writing ideas or content. Theoretically, this form-based view of the respondents on writing instruction is in agreement with the marriage of structural linguistics and behaviorist learning theories [31]. Specifically, writing is seen as a product constructed from the writer’s command of grammar and lexical knowledge; writing development is considered the result of imitating and manipulating models provided by the teacher. Most strikingly, writing as a functional social-based activity was strongly favored by the group of teachers with the second-highest extent (Item 4, M = 4.21, SD = 0.718). While the nature of writing as a form-based activity was most opted by the respondents, it is a positive sign that many of them also believed that writing at high school needs to be purposeful and contextual. It means thinking before writing down ideas. Learner writers need to identify whom they will write for (i.e., the audience) and what (i.e., the purpose). Khanalizadeh and Allami [1] assume that “every successful text will display the writer’s awareness of its context” (p. 335), including the audience and the purpose. From Table 1, we can see that the group of teachers consciously considered that writing is a cognitive process-based activity (Item 5, M = 3.97, SD = 0.832). This finding is similar to Uddin’s [22] finding that the participants believed student writers should follow several stages to write, such as gathering ideas, planning, revising, drafting, etc., when learning to write. In the same line with the communicative objectives formulated by the Vietnamese MOET that “[…] students proactively participate in learning activities and communicative activities creatively and collaboratively” (p. 7), the teachers at selected public high schools supposed that writing should be an interactive social-based activity at high schools in which students would work collaboratively to construct ideas and check linguistic errors to each other (Item 6, M = 3.62, SD = 1.107).



According to Mekki [6], one of the primary causes making writing skills difficult to acquire is that students or teachers still believe that students’ good writing ability derives from what they have learned about language and text forms but ignore specific steps and collaborative strategies. However, in this study, a positive thing was found in terms of teachers’ beliefs about the nature of writing. Although the teachers at selected high schools still highly believed that language accuracy and text structure are the main concern of writing skills, they also believed that writing should be viewed as a cognitive process and social-based activity. In other words, they perceived that writing skills at the high school level are restricted by separate language and text forms. It also encourages students to develop cognitive process and functional awareness as well as collaboration.



In short, it is indicated that the high school teachers’ beliefs about the nature of writing were not very narrow but quite eclectic views, that is, a combination of form-oriented, process-oriented, and social-oriented views, regardless of the form-oriented view still being highly opted. According to Khanalizadeh and Allami [1], “teachers who chose […] all three orientations were considered to have multiple orientations” (p. 341); therefore, the respondents of this study were multiple-oriented in the view of the nature of writing/learning writing at high schools. Schmitt [32] posits that writing should involve three interrelated aspects: relational, strategic, and textual. In terms of the relational aspect, writing should be embedded in a particular social situation and used to achieve certain communicative goals (i.e., functional social-based view). In terms of strategic aspects, writing requires writers to possess the steps to follow, such as planning, organizing ideas, and choosing appropriate linguistic features (i.e., cognitive process-based view). In terms of textual aspects, writing asks writers to use legible discourse features (e.g., vocabulary, grammar, sentence patterns, text structures) to guarantee coherence and cohesion of writing, helping the readers navigate the meanings of the text (i.e., form-based view).





3.2. Beliefs in Teachers’ Roles


On the one hand, the teachers widely favored the role of a knowledge transmitter to the highest extent (Item 7, M = 4.47, SD = 0.621). This is in line with what Nguyen [54] suggests when discussing teaching EFL writing in the Vietnamese context: “language teachers need to provide learners with certain input before asking them to write.” She further explains, “input drives acquisition, which should be put ahead of teaching in any approach of language instruction that wants to be successful.” Accordingly, the researcher thinks that direct knowledge transmission or comprehensive input (e.g., grammatical items, key expressions, text structures) when teaching writing is essential, especially for high school students. However, suppose that so much of the work of learning is controlled and directed by the teacher. In that case, students may confront some difficulties in free writing, which has received more attention in recent new-format examinations.



On the other hand, Table 2 reveals that these high school teachers did not seem to believe in the effectiveness of the main teacher role as a facilitator in their current writing classroom (Item 8, M = 3.18, SD = 1.092). This ignorance may be explained that in order to fulfill this role successfully, the teachers are required to conduct several challenging learner-centered tasks; for example, organizing students to do various writing activities [41]; provoking the students into having ideas when they get stuck [29]; organizing writing activities collaboratively through the use of pair or group work [44]; and creating a favorable environment for students to write a lot [22]. However, if successfully fulfilling in the context of high schools, facilitators can motivate students to learn writing, enhance learner autonomy [41]; as a result, their writing ability can be independently developed. Nevertheless, without language input provided by knowledge transmitters, these students could hardly learn this productive skill effectively due to such a minimal curriculum, consisting of sixteen classes and forty-five minutes per class.



Given such a situation mentioned above that each separate role has its negative effect, the respondents strongly believed that a combination of these two roles mentioned above could manifest their high school students’ writing ability as much as possible (Item 9, M = 4.39, SD = 0.655). To elaborate, flexibility in teacher roles may lead students to acquire language input sufficiently provided by teachers and produce writing output meaningfully and independently by themselves. Clearly, in terms of teacher roles, the participants preferred Chai’s [28] perspectives, i.e., knowledge transmission and construction, in a combined way.




3.3. Beliefs in Teaching


Teaching writing is an act of different steps or procedures, involving (a) the choice of instructional activities, (b) the selection and employment of instructional materials, (c) the choice of corrective feedback, and (d) the encouragement of students’ extensive practice. Accordingly, teachers’ beliefs about teaching writing may involve these dimensions. From the data in Table 3, it is apparent that the selected participants strongly held their beliefs about form-based orientation in teaching writing for high school students (Item 10, M = 4.54, SD = 0.621) through teachers analyzing model texts on the basis of linguistic features and genre schematic structures before students writing. Positively, functional social-based orientation to teaching writing was highly appreciated by the respondents (Item 11, M= 4.21, SD = 0.805) when they thought that teachers should raise students’ awareness of the social function and purpose of the text (e.g., narrating, reporting, etc.). Obviously, the high school teachers still followed traditional beliefs, that is, the knowledge transmission view. The researchers agreed that providing the sample texts and developing students’ understanding of the social functions of these texts should be first practiced in writing instruction for many low-level high school students. In addition to the aforementioned stable beliefs on the choice of form-based and functional social-based orientations to teaching writing at the high schools, the teachers were united in their belief that they should guide students in how to compose a text independently (Item 12, M= 3.89, SD = 0.798) as well as organize collaborative activities among students in pairs/groups (Item 13, M = 3.74, SD = 1.063). Personally, the researchers posited that the teachers need to give their students an understanding of the steps to manipulate their writing so that they become independent writers in different situations, even in examinations. At the same time, interaction that is built up among students during writing classes can bring out considerable lucrative outcomes; for example, if students are encouraged to participate in the activities of meaning exchange with their peers in learning writing, it can help student writers have positive reinforcements about the knowledge of linguistics, content, and ideas in composing texts [55]. Thus, the participating teachers had multiple orientations to teaching writing at their high schools. Simply, the Vietnamese teachers relied on a combination of product, process, and genre-based approaches in their writing instruction. Nevertheless, the teachers’ pedagogical beliefs about instructional activities mostly followed the view of knowledge transmission rather than that of knowledge construction. Ultimately, using different orientations to teaching writing skills is necessarily essential in the high school context since, according to what Uddin [22] recommends, “teachers need orientation regarding different approaches to teaching writing other than what they follow along with a practical demonstration on how each approach functions” (p. 125).



Another component of teachers’ pedagogical beliefs is the selection and employment of instructional materials, which are an indispensable part of the teaching process [56]. According to Nguyen [53], the activities in “D. Writing” sections in the textbook series mandated by the Vietnamese MOET do not target readership and writing purposes. Thus, it should be necessary to utilize authentic materials that have been produced to fulfill some social purposes in the language community [57]. Expectedly, most teachers positively believed that they should use authentic supplementary materials such as newspaper articles, letters, and videos besides the prescribed textbooks for their writing class (Item 14, M = 4.54, SD = 0.720). This belief was in agreement with the prescription of the Vietnamese MOET that “…teachers employ supplementary materials to motivate students” (p. 7). If a teacher uses suitable authentic materials in the language classroom, it motivates students because these are more interesting and inspiring than artificial materials. In fact, using authentic materials in writing instruction brings about some considerable benefits. First, these real-life materials motivate students to learn to write much when they are exposed to interesting teaching resources such as audio, visual, and printed materials [57]. Furthermore, since these resources are designed for real-life use for interactional and transactional purposes [33], it is believed that these genuine materials can help students develop an understanding of the social function and communicative purpose of the text to be written effectively, which is based on the view of writing as functional social-based activity. Thereby, high school teachers should be encouraged to employ authentic materials and textbooks to help their students yield much improvement in their writing ability, including motivation and social awareness of writing text.



It is said that practice makes perfect. In other words, it is important that teachers should establish several chances for their high school students to practice writing much more. Teachers could hardly offer enough chances for their students to practice writing inside the classroom [47]. Thus, Uddin [22] argues that students should be required to be engaged in out-of-class writing activities, since the steps of the writing process could not be fully accomplished inside the classroom. Positively, the data in Table 3 reveal that the participants widely agreed that they should create a favorable environment for students to write a lot (Item 15, M = 4.49, SD = 0.774) so that students could manipulate the stages of the writing process such as idea brainstorming, idea organizing, and appropriate linguistic selecting by themselves. Succinctly stated, assigning students to practice writing on a similar topic and text types outside the classroom is an ideal way, as “practice makes perfect.” Especially, the cognitive processes through writing activity can be much more practiced in a comfortable way, as the steps of the writing process could not be entirely accomplished inside the classroom where there exists a temporal limit and a rigid curriculum.



Often happening during or after students writing, the provision of correct feedback by the teachers is an indispensable component of the teaching process, contributing to students’ writing development. There are two orientations to providing corrective feedback [49], including form accuracy and content fluency. It is apparent from the above table that to help students enhance their writing ability, the majority of the teacher participants strongly believed that providing corrective feedback on both language use and idea development is the most optimum way (Item 18, M = 4.34, SD = 0.758). However, the participating teachers preferred providing corrective feedback on students’ language use (Item 16, M = 4.03, SD = 0.838) to their idea development (Item 17, M = 3.45, SD = 0.855). To some extent, it seems that the teachers still favored form-based orientation rather than a meaning-making process-based one, even in the act of providing written feedback. The teachers’ belief in providing written feedback was consistent with their beliefs about the importance of writing toward high school students mentioned earlier. Specifically, writing was believed to be helpful for students to increase vocabulary scope as well as improve their spelling and grammar rather than practice gathering and organizing ideas. Nevertheless, the teachers’ belief about a combination of both form-based and meaning-making process-based orientations for their providing corrective feedback was ultimately found. To recap, it is essential for the teachers to suggest their corrective feedback on the overall quality of students’ writing because writing ability refers to accurate language use and fluent idea development. In other words, when correcting students’ writing, the teachers should focus on both sentential and textual levels.



The following section presents the results of the second research question.



Research question 2: What are the teachers’ real writing practices in their classrooms in terms of pre-writing activities, while-writing activities, and post-writing activities?



To provide answers to this research question, all the teachers’ classrooms practices, including pre-writing activities, while writing activities, and post-writing activities were analyzed.




3.4. Teachers’ Classroom Practices


3.4.1. Pre-Writing Phase


As can be seen from Table 4, the teacher participants usually provided their students with a sample text of writing (Item 19, M = 3.91, SD = 0.751) before they were asked to write their own texts. This act was consistent with what Nguyen [54] posits: that language teachers need to provide learners with certain input before asking them to write. However, this model writing text was much more frequently extracted from the textbooks (Item 20, M = 4.01, SD = 0.902) rather than from authentic supplementary materials (Item 21, M = 2.59, SD = 0.824). As discussed earlier, authentic materials play a pivotal role in building students’ awareness of social functions and contexts of what to be written; therefore, the teachers should be encouraged to employ these kinds of materials for their teaching.



After introducing the model writing text, the respondents usually highlighted its linguistic features (e.g., vocabulary, grammar) and genre schematic structure (e.g., parts of a particular text type) (Item 23, M = 4.10, SD = 0.778) as well as often had them do a few controlled exercises of these highlighted linguistic features and genre schematic structure such as filling in, matching, ordering, etc. (Item 24, M = 3.69, SD = 0.775). A positive finding was ultimately found that the teachers usually utilized a set of comprehension questions in order for students to capture the function and context of the model text, such as “What is the text about? Who wrote it and who will read it? What the text is written for?” (Item 22, M = 3.88, SD = 0.753) It is interpreted that the teachers were much or less focused on the functional social-based nature of writing.



However, it is apparent from this table that the majority of the participants did not often, if any, have their high school students brainstorm to generate ideas before their writing individually (Item 26, M = 2.52, SD = 0.828) as well as in pairs or groups (Item 27, M = 2.34, SD = 0.873). In theory, brainstorming before starting to write is extremely important when it helps student writers grasp what is to be written by themselves; on the contrary, in practice, this activity seems to be neglected.



To sum up, for the pre-writing activities, many of the respondents usually offered a writing model text for their students to study first. The teachers subsequently provided an analysis of the model text in terms of its linguistic forms and genre forms. Then, these forms were practiced and manipulated through students carrying out a couple of controlled exercises. Clearly, the form-based orientation to teaching writing was followed in the pre-writing phase. Regardless of whether intentionally or not, the functional social-based orientation to teaching writing was ultimately applied in which many teachers asked their students a set of comprehension questions in terms of its social context and communicative functions when the model text was learned. Yet, it is really effective to construct students’ social and functional awareness of what to be written when authentic materials are more frequently employed in their writing classroom. This request originally stems from the reality that these lively materials have not had their place in writing classrooms at the selected high schools so far. Noticeably, idea brainstorming in individuals or pairs/groups, one of the writing steps, was not much practiced, if any. Put simply, cognitive process-based and interactive social-based orientations seem to be abandoned in this phase.




3.4.2. During-Writing Phase


As Table 5 indicates, the majority of the teachers, after pre-writing activities, usually had their students manipulate the linguistic features (e.g., vocabulary, grammar) and the genre schematic structures (e.g., the distinct parts of a particular text type) as well as the prompts suggested by the textbooks or teachers to construct their freer text (Item 25, M = 3.86, SD = 1.055). Apart from what is called freewriting, this was still somehow controlled composition tasks. Rather surprisingly, many of the participants revealed that during students’ writing, they sometimes moved around their classrooms, helping their students when they got stuck in terms of either language use or ideas (Item 32, M = 3.28, SD = 0.918). Indeed, this kind of interaction between the teachers and their students should be adequately expanded in writing classrooms in which the students are still independent writers while the teachers take an active role as facilitators.



On the contrary, a set of cognitive process-based activities (e.g., outlining, drafting, revising, and so forth) were not actually practiced in writing classrooms at the high schools for this phase. Specifically, not many teachers had their students organize their ideas based on the just-introduced genre schematic structure (Item 28, M = 2.97, SD = 0.776). In other words, the outlining step of the writing process was not much favored by the majority of these teachers in practice. To further elaborate, the low frequency of this activity can stem from the fact that the brainstorming step was not practiced beforehand in the pre-writing phase; moreover, the responses to the writing topics are usually available in the textbooks. It seems apparent that the high school teachers did not frequently have their students write multiple drafts (Item 29, M = 2.93, SD = 0.718) before composing the final product. In addition, this table also reveals that peer feedback among student writers, one of the factors contributing to their writing development, was not practically employed by the greater part of teachers (Item 30, M = 2.55, SD = 0.855). Accordingly, it is clearly found that most of the participating teachers did not lead the students to revise their own texts, which was based on feedback from the teachers and classmates (Item 31, M = 2.63, SD = 0.712).



In closing, most of the recruited teachers still followed the form-based orientation to teaching writing in this central phase during writing activities. It is proved that the teachers frequently asked their students to manipulate the learned linguistic and genre forms to write their own texts in a freer way. On the contrary, there seems to be no explicit emphasis on the process of outlining, drafting, peer feedback, and revision. Put differently, the cognitive process-based and social-based orientations were not practically applied in their writing classrooms. However, the most striking result of this phase was that the teachers sometimes interacted with their students by helping them with language and idea resources.




3.4.3. Post-Writing Phase


Table 6 shows that a greater number of the participants only sometimes gave corrective feedback and evaluated their students’ writing inside classrooms (Item 33, M = 3.04, SD = 0.936). The limited frequency of this activity may be easily understood because inviting a couple of students to write their work on the blackboard was really time consuming within such a rigid schooling curriculum in the high school contexts. This was consistent with Corpuz’s [19] concern that providing written error correction helps students improve their proofreading skills in order to revise their writing more efficiently but is very time consuming. Therefore, it is unsurprising that most of the participants usually asked their students to complete their own texts into notebooks at home due to time constraints (Item 37, M = 4.07, SD = 0.838). Contrary to expectations, most teachers did not frequently create many opportunities for their students to practice writing in a comfortable way, such as assigning another similar topic to their students after each writing class (Item 38, M = 2.64, SD = 0.778). Essentially, the teachers should let students develop their own writing ability independently in a favorable environment such as at home. This originally emerges from the fact that the basic steps of the writing process were only introduced inside classrooms if any, and not much practiced. Thereby, within an exciting writing topic assigned to homework, it is believed that many high school students can experience some basic writing sub-skills such as gathering appropriate language and ideas, outlining their gathered ideas, drafting and revising, and so on. In other words, practice makes perfect regardless of any schooling level.



Furthermore, the orientations to giving corrective feedback on students’ writing were also obviously pointed out. In practice, the majority of the participating teachers preferably responded to their students’ writing on the basis of accurate language use (Item 34, M = 3.92, SD = 0.774). Conversely, corrective feedback on the students’ fluent idea development was not favorably practiced by many of the respondents (Item 35, M = 3.25, SD = 0.926). It goes without saying that in the reality of providing their written feedback, almost all of the teachers still concentrated on form-based orientation rather than a meaning-making process-based one. In comparison, this practice was somewhat consistent with the teachers’ perceptions about the importance of writing toward high school students. Rather positively, many of the high school teachers in this study revealed that they also usually responded to their students’ writing in terms of overall quality (Item 36, M = 3.79, SD = 0.943); however, language accuracy was still prioritized above idea fluency so far (Mlanguage accuracy = 3.92; Midea fluency = 3.25) in practice.



To recap, in the after-writing phase, the teachers sometimes corrected and evaluated their students’ writing (e.g., between one and two students) before ending the writing lessons, in which accurate language forms were preferably the focus rather than idea organization. For an out-of-class writing activity, a greater number of the participants usually had their students finish their texts into notebooks instead of assigning them another similar topic for further writing practice.



The next section presents the results of the third research question, which is the main focus of the current study.



Research question 3: Are there any differences between the teachers’ writing instruction beliefs and their classroom practices?



The data to respond to the third research question were included the form-based orientation, process-based orientation, and functional and interactive social-based orientation.





3.5. The Alignment between Beliefs and Classroom Practices


Whether the classroom instructional practices of the high school teachers in writing classes were congruent with their beliefs became another inquiry of the paper, which was pertinent to the four orientations or natures of writing with three inferential scale intervals: 1.00–2.60: Low degree, 2.61–3.40: Medium degree, 3.41–5.00: High degree.



As Table 7 illustrates, the form-based beliefs held by most participating teachers were nearly aligned with their practices. Alternatively saying, the product approach was much prevalent in their EFL writing instructional practices at their high schools.



From Table 7 below, although a large number of the teachers positively believed in the lucrative outcomes of a process-based orientation, there were some tensions between what the teachers believed and what the teachers did. In practice, brainstorming, improvement, or extensive writing were discouraged too much, which was caused by multiple factors such as class duration, students’ perceived lack of motivation, and teaching materials.



Based on the data presented in Table 7, the functional social-based nature of writing also received high appreciation from a greater part of teacher participants, i.e., the necessity of raising students’ awareness of social functions and communicative purposes of what to be written, and of using authentic supplementary materials. However, this belief was not always aligned with what the high school teachers actually did; that is, the model texts were only extracted from the textbooks so far, which was due to the teachers’ preparation time and the students’ existing proficiency level.



As evidenced in Table 7, the interactive social nature of writing was eventually accepted in the teachers’ rooted beliefs, but in practice, this orientation seemed not to be enacted in their writing classrooms: for example, there was a low density of student–student interactions. Multiple factors accounted for this lack of congruence between the teachers’ beliefs and practices, which were inclusive of class duration and teaching materials’ requirement.



Laconically, Item 39 synthesized the possible impacting factors on the relationship between the studied teachers’ beliefs and actual classroom practices of EFL writing instruction at their high schools.



As can be shown in Figure 4, the study suggested that the complexities of classroom life could have powerful influences on teachers’ beliefs and affect their classroom practices. Several possibilities could explain the mismatch between teachers’ beliefs and their actual practices, in which the most influencing factors derived from contextual factors such as students’ knowledge and English level (91%), examination demands (90%), students’ perceived lack of motivation to write (84%), and teachers’ preparation time (79%). In addition, class duration (86%), curricular (84%), and teaching materials (74%) were also direct causal factors leading to mismatches between what the teachers believed and what they practically did in the domain of teaching writing at their high school contexts.





4. Practical Implications and Conclusions


As mentioned earlier, the study of teachers’ beliefs about writing, its teaching orientations, and the influence they may have on teaching practices, activities, and learning outcomes were conducted to help the Vietnamese high school teachers find effective teaching behaviors [1,47] as well as increase students’ achievement in core subject areas such as writing skills [7,21]. From the emerging findings of the study, some implications were made as follows.



Firstly, EFL writing is one of the four skills in English language acquisition; hence, there should be a right perception of its indispensable necessity, especially at the high school level. The teachers’ beliefs are the key roles to help the students be successful or not in their writing skills [14], because their beliefs will form their practices in their real teaching [26]. Put simply, writing is not only a means of recycling vocabulary and grammar knowledge, but it also is a useful way to express meanings. If high school students are equipped with basic writing sub-skills in an independent environment, their writing ability will be continually developed at the tertiary level.



Secondly, with respect to the nature of writing, high school teachers should capture that writing is a difficult, sophisticated, social activity and an essential skill for language learners. To elaborate, high school students are incapable of mastering EFL writing skills if they only deal with linguistic accuracy without (a) having opportunities to practice writing independently, (b) having opportunities to work collaboratively with their classmates, as well as (c) identifying the audience and purpose of what is to be written. This has been proved by the very low results of the writing section in the National GCSE examination in recent years. The high school students are often rigidly exposed to sample texts and asked to learn by rote but not handle how to write independently. Several recent studies, such as Pham [45], provided a model for teachers to train Vietnamese students to be effective peer reviewers to help enhance their writing quality. Pham [58] introduced a framework to help students compose their writing collaboratively. Pham and Do [59] and Pham et al. [60] suggested task-based instruction to help Vietnamese students improve their writing outcomes.



Thirdly, in practice, much of the time spent by the teachers in teaching writing to their students has traditionally been devoted to linguistic forms (i.e., vocabulary, grammar) and sometimes genre schematic structures, if any. Although these forms are important prerequisites, encouragement of high school students on writing on their own (i.e., process-based orientation) and being aware of the social function of what they will write (i.e., social-based orientation) is needed much more. If high school teachers only let their students mainly work on linguistic forms, it does not enable students to tell “grammar lessons” apart from “writing lessons” in correct meaning. In other words, because the allocated time for each writing class is rather short, the main duty of each language teacher is to necessarily provide key linguistic and genre forms, eliciting social context and communicative function of specific genres; immediately, the greatest remaining portion of the writing lessons should be devoted to guiding students through basic steps on how to write and do not concentrate on the final product exclusively. Primarily, students have to know how to start writing on their own; from that, students can actively treat any writing examinations by themselves instead of learning by rote. Pham, Huyen, and Nguyen [46] suggested to employ peer feedback in the writing classrooms to help students improve their writing skills.



Next, despite grasping the effectiveness of authentic materials in EFL writing instruction, the reality shows most sample texts were extracted from the textbook series, if available. Time constraints cause this scanty employment of authentic materials. However, regardless of the time constraint factor, high school teachers should try to spend their time preparing at least one simplified text (i.e., content and language suitable for learners) for each text type or text genre they will work on. These authentic texts are more helpful to raise students’ social awareness of different genres than the texts composed by Vietnamese writers, which are fully covered in the current textbook series. For this issue, Khalifa et al. [9] suggested that the teachers should always upgrade their theoretical knowledge in order to have appropriate implementations of teaching activities in their classrooms.



Additionally, due to the inadequate duration of each writing lesson inside the classroom and given the demand that high school students need to practice writing more outside the classroom, teachers at high schools should assign their students some interesting topics on the just-learned text genres so that these students will have chances to practice writing at home; moreover, the teachers must set deadlines to make sure students will finish their texts, such as those for portfolios. This teaching activity needs to be encouraged due to two reasons. First, the more they write independently, the more their writing ability is improved as much as possible since “practice makes perfect”. Pham and Do [61] and Ho and Duong [62] suggested that teachers let their students practice writing as much as possible to reduce their writing errors. Second, when comfortably writing at home, high school students have sufficient time to spend on writing steps such as idea generating, outlining, editing, and so forth; of course, these steps are beforehand guided inside the classroom.



Writing classes are often deemed to be boring, which leads to high school students’ perceived lack of motivation; hence, there should be much interaction among students both inside and outside the classroom so that these students can help each other in suggesting ideas and checking linguistic errors [19,46,48]. This partly makes writing classrooms become more comfortable when the language teachers do not still play the exclusive authority in their classes. To elaborate, at this time, high school teachers should create flexibility in their roles, not only acting as direct knowledge transmitters but also facilitators, language resources, motivators, and so on.



Last but not at least, in terms of corrective feedback, high school teachers should focus on the overall quality of students’ writing (e.g., vocabulary, grammar, content, cohesion, and coherence) rather than only linguistic accuracy (e.g., vocabulary, grammar) [45,48], since the other components of writing such as content, coherence, or cohesion reflect on high school students’ cognition development during the process of writing, which refers to students’ choosing and organizing ideas. Providing corrective written feedback requires a considerably large amount of time inside the classroom; therefore, the language teachers need to create clear multiple-choice assessment criteria for high school students to self-evaluate and grade their writing performance either inside or outside the classroom.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of factors impacting the manifestation of teacher’s beliefs in classroom practices. 
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Figure 2. Teachers’ beliefs in importance of writing. 
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Figure 3. Teachers’ beliefs in merits of writing. 
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Figure 4. Impacting factors on interplays between teachers’ beliefs and practices. 
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Table 1. Beliefs in nature of writing.






Table 1. Beliefs in nature of writing.





	Item
	Statement
	N
	M
	SD





	3
	Writing is a form-based activity
	76
	4.33
	0.737



	4
	Writing is the cognitive process-based activity
	76
	3.97
	0.832



	5
	Writing is a functional social-based activity
	76
	4.21
	0.718



	6
	Writing is an interactive social-based activity
	76
	3.62
	1.107










[image: Table] 





Table 2. Beliefs in teachers’ roles.
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	Item
	Statement
	N
	M
	SD





	7
	The teacher should primarily perform the role of a knowledge transmitter
	76
	4.47
	0.621



	8
	The teacher should primarily perform the role of a facilitator only
	76
	3.18
	1.092



	9
	The teacher should perform both knowledge transmitter and facilitator
	76
	4.39
	0.655
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Table 3. Beliefs about teaching.
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	Item
	Statement
	N
	M
	SD





	10
	The teacher should study model texts on the basis of linguistic features and genre schematic structures before students write.
	76
	4.54
	0.621



	11
	The teacher should raise students’ awareness of the social function and purpose of the text.
	76
	4.21
	0.805



	12
	The teacher should guide students on how to compose a text.
	76
	3.89
	0.798



	13
	The teacher should set up collaborative activities among students in pairs/groups.
	76
	3.74
	1.063



	14
	The teacher should use authentic supplementary materials (e.g., newspaper, letters, stories) besides textbooks for writing class.
	76
	4.54
	0.720



	15
	The teacher should create a favorable environment for students to write a lot.
	76
	4.49
	0.774



	16
	The teacher should provide corrective feedback on students’ language use (vocabulary, grammar, mechanics).
	76
	4.03
	0.838



	17
	The teacher should provide corrective feedback on students’ idea development (coherence and cohesion).
	76
	3.45
	0.855



	18
	The teacher should provide corrective feedback on students’ both language use and idea development.
	76
	4.34
	0.758
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Table 4. Actual pre-writing activities.
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	Item
	Statement
	N
	M
	SD





	19
	Before having students write, I supply a model text of writing for them to mimic.
	76
	3.91
	0.751



	20
	I supply students with a model text of writing from a textbook.
	76
	4.01
	0.902



	21
	I supply students with a model of writing text from authentic supplementary materials.
	76
	2.59
	0.824



	22
	I elicit students some kind of comprehension questions about the model text: What is the text about? Who wrote it, and who will read it? What is the text written for?
	76
	3.88
	0.753



	23
	I highlight linguistic features and the genre schematic structure of the model text.
	76
	4.10
	0.778



	24
	I have students do a few controlled exercises of the highlighted linguistic features and genre schematic structure: filling in, matching, ordering, etc.
	76
	3.69
	0.775



	26
	Before students begin writing, I let them brainstorm to generate ideas on the writing topic individually.
	76
	2.52
	0.828



	27
	Before students begin writing, I let them brainstorm to generate ideas on the writing topic in pair or group.
	76
	2.34
	0.873
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Table 5. Actual while-writing activities.
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	Item
	Statement
	N
	M
	SD





	25
	I ask students to use linguistic features and genre schematic structures they have learned along with the given cues to produce the product.
	76
	3.86
	1.055



	28
	I ask students to outline their own gathered ideas based on the genre schematic structure that they have been introduced.
	76
	2.97
	0.776



	29
	I have students to write more than one draft.
	76
	2.93
	0.718



	30
	I ask students to exchange their first draft and provide feedback.
	76
	2.55
	0.855



	31
	I ask students to improve their first draft based on teacher feedback and peer feedback to produce their final draft.
	76
	2.63
	0.712



	32
	During students writing, I move around the class and help when they get stuck.
	76
	3.28
	0.918
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Table 6. Actual post-writing activities.
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	Item
	Statement
	N
	M
	SD





	33
	I invite one or two students to write their work on the board so that I can provide feedback and evaluate for the whole class to keep track.
	76
	3.04
	0.936



	34
	I provide feedback and evaluate students’ writing primarily regarding grammar and vocabulary accuracy.
	76
	3.92
	0.744



	35
	I provide feedback and evaluate students’ writing primarily regarding organization and idea development.
	76
	3.25
	0.926



	36
	I provide feedback and evaluate students’ writing regarding overall quality in terms of organization, idea development, grammar, and vocabulary.
	76
	3.79
	0.943



	37
	After each writing class, I ask students to finish their uncompleted text at home.
	76
	4.07
	0.838



	38
	After each writing class, I assign students another similar topic to write at home.
	76
	2.64
	0.778
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Table 7. Teachers’ beliefs and classroom practices.
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Form-Based Orientation




	
Domain

	
Statement

	
M

	
Degree






	
Beliefs

	
Item 3. Writing is a form-based activity.

	
4.33

	
High




	
Item 7. The teacher should perform the role of a knowledge transmitter primarily.

	
4.47

	
High




	
Item 10. The teacher should study model texts before students write.

	
4.54

	
High




	
Item 16. The teacher should provide corrective feedback on students’ language use.

	
4.03

	
High




	
Practices

	
Item 19. Before having students write, I supply a model text of writing.

	
3.91

	
High




	
Item 23. I study the linguistic and genre schematic structures of the model text.

	
4.14

	
High




	
Item 24. I have students do controlled exercises of the highlighted linguistic features and genre schematic structure.

	
3.69

	
High




	
Item 25. I ask students to use the just-learned linguistic and genre schematic structures and the given cues to produce the product.

	
3.86

	
High




	
Item 34. I provide feedback on students’ writing based on grammar and vocabulary.

	
3.92

	
High




	
Process-based Orientation




	
Domain

	
Statement

	
M

	
Degree




	
Beliefs

	
Item 4. Writing is a cognitive process-based activity.

	
3.97

	
High




	
Item 11. The teacher should guide students on how to compose a text.

	
4.21

	
High




	
Item 15. The teacher should create a favorable environment for students to write a lot.

	
4.49

	
High




	
Item 17. The teacher should provide corrective feedback on students’ idea development.

	
3.45

	
High




	
Practices

	
Item 26. I let students brainstorm to generate ideas on the topic individually.

	
2.52

	
Low




	
Item 28. I ask students to outline their gathered ideas based on the introduced genre schematic structure.

	
2.97

	
Medium




	
Item 29. I have students write more than one draft.

	
2.93

	
Medium




	
Item 31. I ask students to improve their drafts based on peer feedback.

	
2.63

	
Low




	
Item 35. I provide feedback on students’ writing regarding idea development.

	
3.25

	
Medium




	
Item 38. After each class, I assign students another similar topic to write at home.

	
2.64

	
Low




	
Functional Social-based Orientation




	
Domain

	
Statement

	
M

	
Degree




	
Beliefs

	
Item 5. Writing is a functional social-based activity.

	
4.21

	
High




	
Item 12. The teacher should raise students’ awareness of the social function and purposes of the text (e.g., narrating, reporting, arguing, inviting).

	
3.89

	
High




	
Item 14. The teacher should use authentic supplementary materials (e.g., newspaper, letters, short stories) besides textbooks for writing classes.

	
4.54

	
High




	
Practices

	
Item 20. I supply students with a model text from a textbook.

	
4.01

	
High




	
Item 21. I supply students with a model text from authentic materials.

	
2.59

	
Low




	
Item 22. I elicit some kind of comprehension questions about the model text: What is the text about? Who wrote it? Who will read it?

	
3.88

	
High




	
Interactive Social-based Orientation




	
Domain

	
Statement

	
M

	
Degree




	
Beliefs

	
Item 6. Writing is an interactive social-based activity.

	
4.21

	
High




	
Item 13. The teacher should organize collaborative activities among students.

	
3.74

	
High




	
Practices

	
Item 27. I let students brainstorm to generate ideas on the topic in pairs/ groups.

	
2.34

	
Low




	
Item 30. I ask students to exchange their first draft and provide peer feedback.

	
2.55

	
Low
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