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abstract
Three studies examined if teachers’ beliefs about writing
predicted their efficacy to teach writing. We surveyed
primary grade teachers from Taiwan (Np 782), Shang-
hai (Np 429), and the United States (Np 214). At each
location, teachers completed surveys assessing attitudes
toward writing and the teaching of writing, beliefs about
students’ progress as writers, and epistemological beliefs
about writing instruction, writing development, and writing
knowledge. We examined if each of these beliefs made
unique and statistically significant contributions to pre-
dicting efficacy to teach writing after variance due to all
other predictors, as well as personal and contextual vari-
ables, was controlled. With one exception, these three sets
of beliefs each accounted for unique variance in pre-
dicting teacher efficacy at each location. There was, how-
ever, variability in unique variance in teacher efficacy
scores accounted for by specific beliefs across locations
and the factor structure of various measures by location.
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S

e l f - e ffi c a c y is the belief in “one’s capabilities to organize and execute
the courses of action required to produce given attainment” (Bandura, 1977,
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p. 3). It is commonly believed that teachers with more assured confidence in
their teaching capabilities are better teachers, evidence higher levels of com-

mitment and job satisfaction, and positively influence students’ efficacy, motivation,
and achievement (e.g., Aloe et al., 2014; Ross et al., 1996; Tschannen-Moran et al.,
1998). This was supported by Zee and Koomen’s (2016) meta-analysis of 165 studies
showing that teacher efficacy had direct and indirect consequences on classroom
practices, student outcomes, and teachers’ well-being.

Although teacher efficacy has been studied as an omnibus trait (Ross et al., 1996),
there has been increasing emphasis that it is task specific or situation specific
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). This has led researchers to study teacher efficacy
in specific academic domains such as reading or math (Midgley et al., 1989; Yildirim,
2012). However, little attention has been directed at studying teacher efficacy and
teaching writing. For instance, in Zee and Koomen’s (2016) review of 165 teacher ef-
ficacy studies, none of the investigations examined writing.

This is not to say that teacher efficacy research is nonexistent in the writing lit-
erature. Several studies (De Smedt et al., 2016; Parker et al., 2006; Tschannen-Moran
& Barr, 2004) have found that writing performance was higher for students in class-
rooms or schools where teachers were more positive about their capabilities to teach
writing. Researchers further reported that more efficacious teachers provided stu-
dents with better writing instruction than less efficacious teachers (Brindle et al.,
2016; De Smedt et al., 2016; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Hsiang & Graham, 2016; Hsiang
et al., 2018, 2020; Rietdijk et al., 2018). Several investigators also demonstrated that
efficacy is malleable and can be enhanced through instruction (Dillard, 2004; Oh,
2011).

Most pertinent to the present investigations are studies examining if specific con-
textual or personal factors predict teachers’ efficacy for writing instruction. Such in-
vestigations are essential to creating a better understanding of how teacher efficacy
in writing develops (Klassen et al., 2011). This includes studies examining traditional
sources of efficacy (i.e., mastery experiences, verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences,
and physiological and emotional determinants) as well as the role of setting and
other teacher beliefs in predicting teacher efficacy (e.g., Hannum, 1995; Oh, 2011;
Sutlive, 2008). Even so, Klassen et al. (2011) noted insufficient attention has been paid
to possible sources of teachers’ efficacy. This includes exploring relationships that
exist between teacher efficacy and other teacher beliefs about writing. Although
predictive studies such as the ones reported in this article do not establish causation,
they provide valuable information for describing how teacher efficacy operates and
for identifying possible malleable factors that may serve as important sources of
teacher efficacy in future experiments.
Purpose of the Present Studies

The three studies included in this article were designed to answer the following re-
search question: Do primary grade teachers’ (1) attitudes toward their own writ-
ing and teaching writing, (2) their perceptions of students’ progress as writers, and
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(3) their epistemological beliefs about writing collectively and uniquely predict efficacy
to teach writing? In examining the contribution of each of these variables in predict-
ing teacher efficacy, we first controlled for variance due to all other predictors and per-
sonal and contextual variables. Personal variables included gender, preparation to
teach writing, and teaching experience. Contextual variables were class size and the
most common type of writer in a teacher’s class (average, poor, or strong writers).

We examined these relationships in separate investigations replicated in three
different locations, two in the Greater China region (Taiwan and Shanghai) and
one in the United States. This allowed us to test two propositions inherent in the
writer(s)-within-community model (WWC; Graham, 2018a, 2018b; Graham & Har-
ris, 2018). The first is that teachers hold multiple beliefs about writing that are inter-
related (e.g., attitudes, perceptions of student progress, and epistemological beliefs
predict efficacy to teach writing). The second is that teachers’ beliefs about writing
and the relationships between them are shaped by context (e.g., efficacy to teach
writing and beliefs that predict efficacy should vary across and within locations).
This also made it possible for us to further explicate the WWC model in terms of
teacher beliefs by specifically examining how teacher efficacy is related to other
teacher beliefs (i.e., do these other beliefs about writing each uniquely predict effi-
cacy?). The WWCmodel did not specifically detail how each type of belief is related
to other writing beliefs. Furthermore, these three replication studies allowed us to
determine the extent to which different contexts affect teacher beliefs about writing
and associations between these beliefs. Although the WWC model assumes that con-
text shapes teachers’ beliefs, the strength of this effect is uncertain.

Our three replications in different locations are also important because exploring
teacher efficacy in diverse settings is informative in that variations in culture and
political context may influence teachers’ beliefs (Klassen et al., 2011). Two of our loca-
tions, Taiwan and Shanghai, share a common cultural heritage, whereas the United
States and Taiwan share similar political structures. These three separate studies in
different locations allowed us to consider the generalizability of our findings concern-
ing the relationship between efficacy for teaching writing and beliefs that predict it.
Conflicting findings concerning the universality of what teachers believe have been
reported in the literature (e.g., Chan, 2010; Klassen et al., 2009).
Theoretical Underpinnings

The WWC model (Graham, 2018a, 2018b; Graham & Harris, 2018) proposes that
writing and teaching writing occur within specific writing communities such as a
primary grade classroom. According to the model, writing and teaching writing
are simultaneously and interactively shaped by the communities in which they take
place as well as the cognitive capabilities and resources of community members who
write or teach writing. Furthermore, the communities in which writing occurs and
the actions, capabilities, and resources of community members are shaped by the
unique historical, social, political, institutional, and cultural events that take place
where the community resides.

According to the WWC model, teachers must make numerous decisions about
how to teach writing and manage their classrooms. To do so, they draw on their
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knowledge of writing, teaching, and the community itself while executing the con-
trol mechanisms that allow them to carry forward their intentions and manage the
emotional, physiological, and personality traits of their students and themselves.
The actions teachers take are further influenced by the characteristics of the writing
community in which they operate. This includes its purposes, the number and ca-
pabilities of its members, typified actions for conducting community business, avail-
able tools for writing, the physical and social environment established, and the col-
lective history of the writing community.

Particularly important to the current investigations are teachers’ beliefs as they fuel
the decisions teachers make, affecting which actions and teaching tools are applied as
well as how much effort is invested in the teaching process. The WWC model pro-
poses that teacher beliefs include judgments about competence to teach writing, atti-
tudes about writing and teaching writing, how writing develops and is learned, the
value and utility of writing and writing instruction, purposes for engaging in writing
and writing instruction, why one is successful as a writing teacher, identity as a teacher
and writer, and the value, capabilities, and purposes of the writing community and its
members (including perceived writing competence of students).

Teacher beliefs about writing interact to influence teachers’ behaviors. For in-
stance, a teacher who is confident of their teaching capabilities may spend little time
teaching writing, even though they judge that their students are not adequately pro-
gressing as writers, because they believe that writing development is due to factors
outside their control such as genetics and financial affluence. In this instance, the
teacher may decide not to teach writing, even though they are confident of their ca-
pabilities and that students need to improve, because they believe that students’
growth is not influenced by teaching. In contrast, a teacher who may be less confi-
dent of their teaching capabilities may spend more time teaching writing to students
they view as not making adequate progress as the teacher believes that writing can
be learned by teaching it and through student effort and hard work. Contextual fac-
tors such as the size of the class or its composition (e.g., proportion of the class who
are weaker writers) may further shape or constrain how teachers’ beliefs influence
their actions. For instance, the teacher above, who is less efficacious, may not be
as likely to try to improve students’ writing if that teacher views the task as over-
whelming because there are too many students or too many of them are weaker
writers.

Finally, the WWC model proposes that the creation and maintenance of a writ-
ing community does not occur in a vacuum (Graham, in press). Instead, factors that
operate outside the classroom contribute to its shape and nature. This includes
teachers’ experiences in other socially derived communities as well as institutional,
political, social, cultural, and historical circumstances in which they operate. These
same factors influence teachers’ beliefs about writing, including their efficacy beliefs
(e.g., Klassen et al., 2009). This was particularly important to the studies reported
here as they occurred in three different contexts: Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United
States. These contexts differ in ways that are likely to influence not only the writing
community established but teachers’ beliefs about writing, their teaching capabili-
ties, and the capabilities of their students.

This can be illustrated by considering how the context in which teachers in the
Greater China region and the United States are different and how this influences
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teachers’ beliefs. Culturally, the Confucian philosophy, which is predominant in the
Greater China region, advocates propriety of behavior and loyalty to social traditions.
This is aimed at establishing individual responsibility for social harmony. As Cai
(1993) noted, this influences what teachers view as acceptable writing. For example,
there is a history of prizing persuasive writing that implies the intended message, al-
lowing the writer to avoid conflict and maintain social tranquility. In contrast, stu-
dents in the United States are taught to directly state their intentions (Newell et al.,
2011), and self-discovery and personal expression are emphasized in the classroom
and society at large (Calkins, 2020). Such cultural, social, and historical distinctions
are important, and they manifest in teachers’ beliefs. For instance, Li (1996) reported
that Chinese teachers viewed writing as a tool for shaping and educating students’
minds. Their US counterparts described writing as a means for promoting creativity,
exploration, and voice. As a result, teachers’ beliefs about writing, teaching the subject
of writing, and their students are shaped, at least to some degree, by the historical,
cultural, and social contexts in which they are situated.

An additional example of differences in the contexts in which Chinese and US
teachers operate involves the perceived role of education. Historically, civil exami-
nations provided the only route for upward mobility in China, and it was stressed
that effort was the key to success on these exams. This led to a set of cultural beliefs
that hard work is essential in school, rote learning is valuable, and high scores are
more important than the relevance of the curriculum (Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2011). Although rote learning, engagement,
and insistence on success are not foreign concepts to US education, they are not em-
phasized as much as they are in the Greater China region (Hsiang et al., 2018). Again,
such contextual distinctions can lead teachers to form different beliefs about writing,
the teaching of it, and their students.

Another dissimilarity between Greater China and the United States involves dif-
ferences in writing systems. The US writing system is alphabetic, and English is con-
sidered a relatively opaque orthography with many inconsistencies and complexities
in the relationships between letters and sounds (Seymour et al., 2003). In contrast,
writing in the Greater China region traditionally relies on a logographic and mor-
phosyllabic writing system. The basic linguistic unit in this writing system is the char-
acter, and each character represents a syllable in spoken language. The acquisition of
basic reading and writing skills in Chinese requires mastery of 2,500–3,000 characters
(National Council of Linguistic Literacy, 1988). A character may be a word by itself or
a meaning element used in the construction of multisyllabic words (Tse et al., 2007).
Learning to write in Chinese is not an easy task as the construction of individual char-
acters involves strokes, components, and shape, whereas compound characters include
horizontal, vertical, and enclosure structures. The linguistic differences between alpha-
betic and logographic writing systems may lead teachers to form different beliefs about
how writing is learned, their efficacy for and attitudes toward teaching it, and their stu-
dents’ competence in mastering it.

According to the WWC model, contextual differences can also influence teach-
ers’ beliefs even when teachers share a common heritage. Taiwan and Shanghai are
distinctly Chinese, and the teachers living there share many historical, social, and
cultural commonalities. As a result of their shared Confucian heritage, a proper ed-
ucation is valued and emphasized in both locations, which includes learning to write
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(Elman, 2013). However, these two societies differ in many ways. For instance, in
cities in mainland China, there is one series of official Chinese language textbooks
for all students (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China, 2020). In
Taiwan, schools determine which textbook series they choose (Chang et al., 2010).
We observed how this difference in choice played out in an earlier study (Hsiang
& Graham, 2016), where teachers in Taiwan were more likely than teachers in main-
land China to devise their own writing programs. The option of choice allowed some
Taiwanese teachers to put their own beliefs about writing into play.

Although theWWCmodel proposes that the larger context shapes and bounds the
construction of individual writing communities, as well as the actions and beliefs of
their teachers (Graham, in press), it is an open question as to whether its effects
are a matter of degree or substance. Several studies (Hsiang & Graham, 2016; Hsiang
et al., 2018) based on the WWC model have found that most teachers within and
across different locations varied somewhat in their use of specific writing practices,
but their writing programs were generally similar in nature. The studies reported
in this article add to this exploration by examining possible differences in teacher ef-
ficacy and the predictive value of other beliefs about writing in three distinct societies.
Predictors and Predictions

Attitudes, Perceived Competence of Students, and Epistemological Beliefs

For the three studies reported here, we examined relationships between efficacy
to teach writing and three sets of beliefs: attitudes, perceived student progress, and
epistemological beliefs. Attitudes provided an indication of how much a person likes
or dislikes something (Ekholm et al., 2018). Only one study to our knowledge exam-
ined if teachers’ attitudes toward writing were associated with efficacy to teach writ-
ing. Hsiang et al. (2020) reported that Taiwanese primary grade teachers’ attitudes
toward their own writing accounted for 13.7% of the variance in teachers’ efficacy
scores, whereas attitude toward teaching writing accounted for 29.3% of the vari-
ance. In the current study, we conducted a more stringent test of these relationships
by examining the predictive power of attitudes once variance due to other beliefs
and personal and contextual variables were controlled. We expected attitudes would
account for unique variance in efficacy because teachers who like to write and teach
writing are more likely to be motivated to learn how to teach this skill, leading to a
stronger sense of efficacy.

We also examined if teachers’ beliefs about their students’ progress as writers pre-
dicted efficacy to teach writing. The only study to date examining the relationship
between efficacy to teach writing and teachers’ perceptions of their students’ growth
as writers was conducted with primary grade teachers in Taiwan. Hsiang et al.
(2020) found that beliefs about students’ writing progress accounted for 19.0% of
variance in teachers’ efficacy scores. We anticipated that beliefs about student prog-
ress would account for unique variance because teachers’ beliefs about their stu-
dents’ growth as writers would inform their judgments about their competence as
teachers.

We further examined if the epistemological value that teachers place on different
approaches to writing instruction predicted teachers’ efficacy. The only prior study
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to examine this relationship was the Hsiang et al. (2020) study with Taiwanese teach-
ers. Beliefs in the importance of explicit writing instruction and natural approaches to
learning to write accounted for 7.1% and 1.0% of the variance in teacher efficacy scores,
respectively. We expected that beliefs about teaching writing would account for unique
variance in the present study because teachers who believed that specific types of writ-
ing instruction worked would be more likely to apply these approaches, providing in-
formation for determining teaching competence.

In addition, we examined if teachers’ epistemological beliefs about how one be-
comes a good writer and knows about writing predict efficacy. To date, only one study
has examined such epistemological beliefs in writing. Hsiang et al. (2020) asked pri-
mary grade teachers in Taiwan to indicate if they believed learning to write was in-
nate or fixed, if it occurred through effort and process, and if it was a consequence
of persistence (i.e., heart and mind). They also asked teachers to indicate if they be-
lieved that writing knowledge is certain and if it comes from experts/authority fig-
ures. The epistemological belief that writing is learned through effort and process
accounted for 12.3% of the variance in teacher efficacy in this study. We expected that
epistemological beliefs about how one becomes a good writer and knows about writ-
ing would collectively account for unique variance because these beliefs shape teach-
ers’ actions and serve as a filter for interpreting information about one’s competence
(Fives & Buehl, 2012).

To bring greater precision to our analyses, we controlled for variance due to the
following personal and contextual variables: gender, preparation, teaching experi-
ence, class size, and students’ overall writing capabilities. These personal and con-
textual variables are all related to how writing is taught (e.g., Brindle et al., 2016; Gra-
ham et al., 2003; Hsiang & Graham, 2016) and are likely to account for some of the
variance in teacher efficacy as a result of this interaction (Imants & De Brabander,
1996; Trentham et al., 1985).
Predictions Related to the WWC Model

We anticipated that the findings for our three studies would support the theoret-
ical assumption in the WWC model (Graham, 2018b) that teachers hold multiple
beliefs about writing and these beliefs are interrelated. As noted above, we predicted
that attitudes, perceptions of students’ writing competence, and epistemological be-
liefs would each uniquely predict efficacy for teaching writing. This would demon-
strate, at least for one identified belief in the WWC model (teacher efficacy), that
separate and multiple beliefs are related to variability in this belief, providing sup-
port for the contention that writing beliefs are separate but interrelated.

In addition, previous research has demonstrated that teachers’ efficacy is related to
contextual differences (e.g., Ho & Hau, 2004) even when teachers have a similar his-
torical cultural heritage, as would be the case with teachers from Hong Kong and
Shanghai (Cheung, 2008). Klassen et al. (2009) also reported that the level of teacher
efficacy varied across five Eastern and Western locations but that the relationship be-
tween teacher efficacy and job satisfaction showed similar patterns across teachers
from these locations. Therefore, it is possible that the relationship between teacher be-
liefs about writing and teacher efficacy will evidence similar patterns and intensity of
relationships in our three studies, even though the WWCmodel of writing (Graham,
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2018b) would suggest otherwise. According to the WWC model, political, historical,
social, institutional, cultural, and contextual differences among Taiwan, Shanghai,
and the United States should influence the strength and structure of these relation-
ships. Consequently, we predicted that the evidence from our three studies would
support the assumption in theWWCmodel (Graham, 2018b) that beliefs about writ-
ing and the relationship between them are shaped by context. If this is the case, the
psychometric characteristics of measures used to assess writing beliefs in this study
should vary by location, teachers’ scores on these measures should vary within and
across locations, and the amount of variance in teacher efficacy accounted for by atti-
tudes, perceived competence of students, and epistemological beliefs should vary by
location.
Methods: Taiwan, Shanghai, and US Studies

Procedures

In all three studies (i.e., Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United States), a random sam-
pling procedure stratified by region and grade level was used to identify grades 1–
3 teachers who were invited to complete a survey about their beliefs about writing.
In each study, the number of teachers selected was determined by establishing
how many teachers were needed to provide a sampling error less than 5% for the
most common type of Likert item in the survey (6-point Likert-type item) using a
95% confidence level, assuming a return rate of 25%, 42%, and 21% for the population
of public and private primary school teachers in Taiwan (25,431 teachers), Shanghai
(10,000 teachers), and the United States (603,000 teachers), respectively (Dillman,
2000). Higher return rates for the Taiwan and Shanghai samples in comparison with
the US sample were set because we obtained relatively high response rates in previ-
ous survey studies conducted in the Greater China region (Hsiang & Graham, 2016;
Hsiang et al., 2018) but generally low response rates in recent survey studies of writ-
ing practices conducted in the United States (e.g., Brindle et al., 2016; Troia & Gra-
ham, 2017). The return rate for the Shanghai study was set higher than the Taiwan
study because the former involved just a single city, whereas the latter involved a
larger area including urban, suburban, and rural locations (excluding outlying coun-
ties). These procedures resulted in the identification of 886, 495, and 2,000 primary
grade teachers, respectively, in the Taiwan, Shanghai, and US studies.

In each study, all identified teachers received a packet with a letter explaining the
study purpose. Teachers were asked to answer questions honestly, and the letter em-
phasized their responses would not be shared with other school personnel and would
remain anonymous.

Teachers in Taiwan were asked to complete the survey in 2 weeks and return it
in a stamped and sealed envelope; they were told that 100 randomly selected partic-
ipating teachers would receive a thank-you gift equal to $6.50. In contrast, teachers
in Shanghai were asked to return the completed survey in a sealed envelope to a re-
search assistant in 2 weeks, and the packet included a thank-you gift equal to $1. In
the United States, addresses and emails of the randomly selected teachers were pro-
vided by Market Data Retrieval (MDR). We mailed the survey to identified teachers
a total of two times and emailed it a total of six times as a result of the expected low
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response rate. If the survey was returned from one of the mailings or emails, the let-
ter and survey were not mailed or emailed again. If a teacher indicated they did not
want to complete the survey, it was not mailed or emailed again. US teachers were
told that 20 randomly selected participants who completed the survey were eligible
to receive a $25 gift card.

The contents of the letter and the survey sent to teachers in each of the three stud-
ies were identical. The only exception involved the survey sent to US teachers. Due to
an inadvertent mistake, questions about gender and type of school (public or private)
were not included.
Participants

Taiwan: study 1. Of the 886 teachers who received the survey, 802 returned it.
Twenty surveys were eliminated as the identified teachers did not teach writing or
only completed a few items, resulting in an effective return rate of 88.3% and a sampling
error of plus or minus 2.4%. Of the remaining 782 teachers (see Table 1), 32% taught
first grade, 32% second grade, and 36% third grade. They were mostly female (87%),
public school employees (98%), and certified elementary grade teachers (95%). Almost
one-half of them had a bachelor degree (46%), about one-half had a master’s degree
(49%), and a small minority of teachers had coursework beyond the master’s level
(4%). Even so, their average response to three items that assessed their preparation
to teach writing (see “Measures”) revealed that they viewed their preparation as inad-
equate (M p 1.40; SDp 0.52). As a group, they averaged 10.88 years of teaching ex-
perience with primary grade students (SDp 6.87). The mean number of students in
their classes was 24.3 (SD p 5.79), and 76% of the teachers indicated most of their
students were average writers, 20% identified most of their students as poor writers,
and 3% described most of their students as above-average writers.

Shanghai: study 2. Of the 495 Shanghai teachers who received the survey, 454 re-
turned it. Twenty-five surveys were eliminated as teachers either did not teach writ-
ing or a small portion of the survey was not completed. This resulted in an effec-
tive return rate of 87% and a sampling error of plus or minus 3.5%. Of the remaining
429 teachers (see Table 1), 31% taught first grade, 32% second grade, and 38% third
grade. The participating teachers were mostly female (93%), public school employees
(96%), and certified elementary grade teachers (97%). Almost five of every six teach-
ers had a bachelor degree (87%), and the remaining teachers had a master’s degree
(13%). As a group, they were not positive about their preparation to teach writing
(M p 1.25; SD p 0.58). They averaged 9.20 years of teaching experience with pri-
mary grade students (SD p 8.03). The mean number of students in their classes was
39.07 (SD p 8.13), and 84% of the teachers indicated most of their students were av-
erage writers, 11% identified most of their students as poor writers, and 4% described
most of their students as above-average writers.

United States: study 3. Of the 2,000 US teachers who were sent the survey, 214 re-
turned it completed. This resulted in an effective return rate of 16% and a sampling
error of plus or minus 5%. Of the 214 teachers (see Table 1), 29% taught first grade,
33% second grade, and 38% third grade. The participating teachers were mostly certi-
fied elementary grade teachers (98%). Two out of every five teachers had a bachelor
degree (42%), and all but one of the remaining teachers had a master’s degree (58%).
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As a group, they were slightly negative about their preservice preparation (M p 2.31;
SD p 0.80) and slightly positive about their in-service (M p 2.61; SD p 0.680) and
personal preparation to teach writing (M p 2.89; SD p 0.80). They averaged
11.86 years of teaching experience with primary grade students (SD p 8.46). The
mean number of students in their classes was 20.88 (SD p 4.85), and 58% of the
teachers indicated most of their students were average writers, 37% identified most
of their students as poor writers, and 6% described most of their students as above-
average writers.

Because US teachers’ addresses were obtained from MDR (https://mdreducation
.com/), they provided specific information allowing us to compare teachers who did
Table 1. Demographic Information about Participants, School, and Class by Location

Variables

Taiwan (N p 782) Shanghai (N p 429) United States (N p 214)

(%) (%) (%)

Grade:
First 32 31 29
Second 32 32 33
Third 36 38 38

Gender:
Female 87 93 N/A
Male 13 7 N/A

School type:
Public 98 96 N/A
Private 2 4 N/A

Certified elementary grade teachers 95 97 98
Degree:
Associate 0 0 0
Associate 1 0 0 0
Bachelor 46 87 42
Bachelor 1 0 0 0
Master’s 49 23 58
Master’s 1 4 0 0
Doctorate 0 0 0

Years spent teaching:
M 10.88 9.20 11.86
SD 6.87 8.03 8.46

Class size:
M 24.30 39.07 20.88
SD 5.79 8.13 4.85

Overall writing achievement level
of all students:

Above-average writers 3 4 6
Average writers 76 84 58
Poor writers 20 11 37

Preservice preparationa:
M 1.39 1.26 2.31
SD .68 .73 .80

In-service preparationa:
M 1.51 1.48 2.61
SD .60 .69 .68

Personal preparationa:
M 1.28 1.01 2.89
SD .68 .74 .80
Note.—N/A. We did not obtain information about gender and type of school in the US survey.
a Teachers responded to a 4-point scale that ranged from none (0), minimal (1), and adequate (2) to extensive (3).

https://mdreducation.com/
https://mdreducation.com/
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and did not complete the survey. There were no differences between responders and
nonresponders for grade, school size, location (i.e., urban, suburban, or rural), annual
expenditures for materials per pupil, special education funding, and percentage of stu-
dents living below the poverty line (all p’s ! .32). Such data were not available for the
Taiwan and Shanghai studies.
Measures

The surveys administered in the Taiwan, Shanghai, and US studies were identical
(except questions about gender and type of school were inadvertently omitted in the
US survey). Before the survey was administered to teachers at these locations, five cur-
rent or previous primary grade teachers completed the survey in the United States
and the Greater China region, providing feedback on it and indicating if any items
were unclear or difficult to understand. This resulted in small changes in wording.
The survey can be obtained from the first author (steve.graham@asu.edu).

The survey directed teachers to indicate the grade they currently taught, number
of years teaching primary grade students, gender, class size, education completed,
and level of their students’ writing ability. In addition, the survey included items de-
signed to assess teachers’ beliefs about their efficacy to teach writing, attitude toward
writing, attitude toward teaching writing, students’ progress as writers, epistemolog-
ical beliefs about how to teach writing, epistemological beliefs about the nature of
writing and knowledge about writing, and preparation to do so (a control variable).
Teachers responded to items on all of the belief measures described below, except
preparation to teach writing, using a 6-point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree [1]
to strongly agree [6]; higher scores were a more positive response).

Teacher efficacy for teaching writing. Teachers completed an eight-item scale on
efficacy for teaching writing taken from Graham et al. (2001). The scale included items
such as “I have effective ways to teach writing,” “I can help students with the most
difficult writing problems,” and “I know the steps for teaching a writing concept so it
can be mastered quickly.”

Attitude toward writing and teaching writing. Three items drawn from Brindle
et al. (2016) assessed teachers’ attitude toward writing (“I like to write,” “I am good at
writing,” and “I write often”). Four items from Brindle et al. (2016) assessed teachers’
attitude toward teaching writing (e.g., “I enjoy teaching writing; teaching writing gives
me a lot of personal satisfaction”).

Perceived student progress as writers. Five items from a survey by Hsiang et al.
(2020) assessed teachers’ beliefs about their students’ progress in writing (e.g., “My
students’ understanding of writing changed considerably this school year”; “My stu-
dents made more than one year’s gain in writing this school year”).

Epistemological beliefs about how to teach writing. Teachers were asked 12 items
about their epistemological beliefs about how to teach writing. These items were
taken from Graham et al. (2002) and were designed to assess two instructional ori-
entations: an explicit instruction orientation (emphasizes teaching of skills, strate-
gies, and processes to enhance writing development) and a natural learning orientation
(emphasizes the use of informal and incidental teaching methods to enhance writing
development). Items assessing an explicit orientation included statements like “Writ-
ing cannot be learned unless it is taught” and “It is important to teach children how to

mailto:steve.graham@asu.edu
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plan and revise.” Items assessing a natural learning orientation included statements
such as “Students who write frequently will not need formal writing instruction” and
“Students who read frequently will not need formal writing instruction.”

Epistemological beliefs about writing. Teachers were asked 30 items assessing
their beliefs about the nature of writing, writing development, and knowing about
writing. These items were taken from Hsiang et al. (2020) and addressed the fol-
lowing five dimensions of epistemological beliefs about writing: innate/fixed (e.g.,
“Some people are born with special gifts and writing talents”), learning effort/process
(e.g., “Becoming a good writer takes a lot of effort”), authority/experts (e.g., “Experts
know more about teaching writing than I do, so I rely on their judgment”), certain
knowledge (e.g., “What is considered good writing today will be considered good
writing tomorrow”), and heart and mind (e.g., “People should train their mind to
overcome difficulties when writing”).

Preparation to teach writing. The survey included three items from Brindle et al.
(2016) asking teachers about the adequacy (none [0], minimal [1], adequate [2], and
extensive [3]) of their preservice, in-service, and personal preparation to teach writing.
Data Analysis

Exploratory factor analyses were conducted to determine the factor structure
of efficacy for teaching writing, attitude toward writing, attitude toward teaching
writing, perceived student progress, epistemological beliefs about how to teach writ-
ing, epistemological beliefs about writing, and preparation to teach writing. This
was done separately for the studies conducted in Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United
States. For measures that were not unidimensional, we applied an oblique rotation,
allowing factors to be related to each other. We made this decision because we antic-
ipated that the constructs assessed by the measures we administered were multi-
dimensional (i.e., epistemological beliefs about how to teach writing, epistemological
beliefs about writing) and would be correlated with each other. As a result, we expected
that an oblique rotation would accommodate the data better than an orthogonal ro-
tation. We used ordinal omega coefficients to establish the reliability of each measure
as this approach is better suited to scales with a small number of items than coefficient
alpha. For constructs with only two items, ordinal coefficient alpha was used because
we could not compute a reliability with ordinal omega. If reliability was 0.60 or lower,
that measure was not used in subsequent analyses.

For each study (Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United States), we present the means
and standard deviations for the teacher beliefs assessed in this investigation (e.g.,
teacher efficacy for teaching writing, attitude toward writing). We did not statistically
compare differences in means across the three studies because the factor analyses did
not yield an identical set of measures for each study. We also present the correlations
between efficacy for teaching writing (criterion variable) and the other teacher beliefs
assessed (predictors) for each study. For these simple correlations, the p-value was set
at .006, .007, and .005 for Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United States because the number
of predictor variables in these studies ranged from seven (Shanghai) to nine (United
States).

For each investigation, we conducted three hierarchical regression analyses. One
analysis examined if teacher attitudes (attitude toward writing and attitude toward
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teaching writing) accounted for statistically unique variance in efficacy for teaching
writing after controlling for the other predictors (perceived student progress, epis-
temological beliefs about how to teach writing, and epistemological beliefs about
writing) and the control variables (i.e., gender, years teaching primary grade students,
class size, overall writing capabilities of students [low, average, high], and perceived
preparation to teach writing). The second regression analysis examined if teachers’
perceptions of their students’ progress as writers accounted for statistically unique
variance in teacher efficacy for teaching writing after controlling for the other predictor
and control variables. The third regression analysis determined if teachers’ epistemo-
logical beliefs (epistemological beliefs about how to teach writing and epistemological
beliefs about writing) accounted for statistically unique variance in teacher efficacy
for teaching writing after controlling for the other predictor and control variables. In
the third study conducted in the United States, gender was not entered into the three
analyses because we did not collect this information.

In each of these analyses, the other predictor variables (e.g., perceived student prog-
ress, epistemological beliefs about how to teach writing, and epistemological beliefs
about writing) and control variables were entered into the regression analysis as a block
(step 1). The targeted predictor(s) (e.g., attitude toward writing and attitude toward
teaching writing) were then entered as a second block into the analysis (step 2). This
approach allowed us to isolate the unique collective effects of the target predictors (e.g.,
the two attitude measures) by examining if their entry at step 2 of the analysis resulted
in a statistically significant increase in the amount of variance accounted for in efficacy
to teach writing. By examining if the coefficient for a specific predictor or control var-
iable was statistically significant (when all variables were in the model), we were also
able to determine if that specific measure made a unique and statistically significant
contribution to predicting efficacy for teaching writing.
Results

Means and standard deviations for the outcome variable (efficacy to teach writing)
and all predictors by study are presented in Table 2. Table 3 presents the findings
from the regression analyses predicting teacher efficacy by study. Tables A1–A3 pre-
sent the findings from the factor analyses for the outcome and all predictor variables
by study.
Taiwan: Study 1

Factor analyses. As expected, the factor analyses for efficacy to teach writing,
attitude toward writing, attitude toward teaching writing, perceptions of student prog-
ress, and preparation to teach writing supported the proposition that each were reli-
able (0.80–0.98) and unidimensional scales (Table A1). Also as expected, the factor
analysis of epistemological beliefs about how to teach writing (Table A2) resulted
in the anticipated two-factor solution (reliabilities of 0.68 and 0.69), with seven items
loading on an explicit instruction construct and two items loading on a natural learn-
ing construct (two items had low communalities, and another item did not load on
any factor). The factor analysis for writing epistemology beliefs (Table A3) did not
result in the expected five-factor solution. Instead, the data support a three-factor
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solution, with seven items loading on an effort/process scale, four items on an author-
ity/expert scale, and seven items on a fixed development/knowledge scale. Twelve items
did not load at 0.40 or greater on these three factors. Reliability for each of these fac-
tors was acceptable (0.73–0.81).

Teacher beliefs. Teachers slightly agreed they were efficacious writing teachers
(M p 4.24; SD p 0.51; Table 2). They held slightly positive attitudes about their
writing (M p 3.67; SD p 0.87) and teaching writing (M p 3.80; SD p 0.89). They
were slightly positive about students’ writing progress (M p 3.91; SD p 0.61). For
epistemological beliefs, they slightly agreed on the importance of explicit instruction
(M p 3.88; SD p 0.53) while slightly disagreeing with a natural learning writing ori-
entation (M p 2.52; SD p 0.75). They slightly agreed that writing and learning to
write were due to effort and process (M p 4.27; SD p 0.59) and that authorities and
experts were more knowledgeable about writing than they were (M p 3.71; SD p
0.64). They slightly disagreed that writing development and knowledge were fixed
(M p 2.60; SD p 0.57).

Correlations. Five of the predictors were statistically (p ! .007) and positively re-
lated to teacher efficacy: attitude toward writing (r p 0.37), attitude toward teaching
writing (r p 0.54), students’ progress as writers (rp 0.44), explicit instruction orien-
tation (r p 0.27), and learning effort/process epistemology (r p 0.35). One variable,
natural learning orientation, was negatively and statistically related to teacher efficacy
(r p –0.10).

Regression analyses predicting efficacy to teach writing. Congruent with our
predictions (see Table 3), the two attitude measures (attitude toward writing and at-
titude toward teaching writing) accounted for a statistically significant 8.5% of the
variance in efficacy to teach writing when variance due to all other variables was first
controlled. In addition, as expected, perceptions of student progress accounted for a
Table 2. Teacher Beliefs by Location

Predictor Variables

Taiwan Shanghai United States
N p 782 N p 429 N p 214

M SD M SD M SD

Efficacy:
Efficacy for teaching writing 4.24 .51 4.27 .68 – –

General efficacy for teaching writing – – – – 4.00 .92
Efficacy overcoming writing difficulties – – – – 4.40 .86
Beliefs about student writing progress 3.91 .61 4.02 .72 3.34 .47

Attitudes:
Attitudes about own writing 3.67 .87 4.21 .95 4.44 1.13
Attitudes about teaching writing 3.80 .89 4.13 .99 4.22 1.30

Epistemological beliefs:
Explicit instruction 3.88 .53 4.83 .69 4.02 .76
Natural learning 2.52 .75 – – 1.91 .96
Learning effort and process 4.27 .59 4.51 .68 4.08 .51
Authority and experts 3.71 .64 3.70 .85 3.56 .99
Fixed development and knowledge 2.60 .57 2.85 .95 – –

Certain knowledge – – – – 2.35 .91
Writing as innate and fixed – – – – 3.54 1.14
Note.—Scoring for M and SD is as follows: 1 p strongly disagree, 2 p moderately disagree, 3 p slightly disagree, 4 p slightly

agree, 5 p moderately agree, 6 p strongly agree.
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statistically significant and additional 1.8% of the variance in efficacy to teach writing
after controlling for the other variables. Finally, as anticipated, the five epistemological
beliefs (explicit instruction, natural learning, effort/process, authority/experts, and
fixed development/knowledge) accounted for a statistically significant and additional
6.6% of the variance in efficacy to teach writing when variance due to all other vari-
ables was first controlled. Seven individual measures each made unique, positive, and
statistically significant contributions to predicting teacher efficacy scores after all other
variables were first controlled: years teaching, preparation to teach writing, attitude to-
ward writing, attitude toward teaching writing, perceived students’ progress as writers,
explicit instruction orientation, and learning effort/process epistemology.
Shanghai: Study 2

Factor analyses. Similar to study 1 (Taiwan), the factor analyses for efficacy to
teach writing, attitude toward writing, attitude toward teaching writing, perceptions
of student progress, and preparation to teach writing all resulted in unidimensional
scales that were reliable (0.80–0.95; Table A1). The only exception was one item that
did not load at 0.40 or higher on the student progress scale. In contrast to study 1,
however, the factor analysis of epistemological beliefs about how to teach writing (Ta-
ble A2) resulted in a single reliable factor (0.84): explicit instruction (six items). A sec-
ond factor containing items assessing both explicit instruction and natural learning
orientations did not form a coherent construct. The factor analysis for epistemology
beliefs about writing (Table A3) resulted in the expected five-factor solution, but two
of the factors contained just two items each, and these scales were not reliable (0.57
and 0.58). As a result, they were dropped from further consideration. The remaining
three factors were reliable (0.80–0.86) and assessed: effort/process (seven items), au-
thority/expert (four items), and fixed development/knowledge (five items). This is sim-
ilar to the factor analysis conducted with teachers in Taiwan (study 1), but the items
constituting each construct were not identical across locations.

Teacher beliefs. Shanghai teachers slightly agreed they were efficacious writing
teachers (Mp 4.27; SDp 0.68; Table 2). They held slightly positive attitudes about
their writing (M p 4.21; SD p 0.95) and teaching writing (M p 4.13; SD p 0.99).
They were slightly positive about students’ progress as writers (M p 4.02; SD p
0.72). Teachers moderately agreed with an explicit instruction writing orientation
(M p 4.83; SD p 0.69). They also moderately agreed that writing and learning to
write were a consequence of effort and process (M p 4.51; SDp 0.68) and that au-
thorities and experts were more knowledgeable about writing than they were (M p
3.70; SD p 0.85). They slightly disagreed that writing development and knowledge
were fixed (M p 2.85; SD p 0.95).
Correlations

Six of the predictors were statistically (p ! .006) and positively related to
teacher efficacy: attitude toward writing (rp 0.39), attitude toward teaching writing
(r p 0.62), student progress as writers (r p 0.56), explicit instruction orientation
(r p 0.51), learning effort/process epistemology (r p 0.47), and authority/experts
epistemology (r p 0.27).
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Regression analyses predicting efficacy to teach writing. Supporting our pre-
dictions, attitudes (attitude toward writing, attitude toward teaching writing), per-
ceived student progress, and epistemological beliefs (explicit instruction, effort/
process, authority/experts, and fixed development/knowledge) each accounted for
statistically significant variance in teacher efficacy scores once variance due to all other
variables was controlled (see Table 3). Attitudes, student progress, and epistemological
beliefs each accounted for a statistically significant and additional 7.6%, 4.1%, and 7.3%
of the variance, respectively, in efficacy to teach writing. Although the amount of var-
iance accounted for differed somewhat, similar results were found with Taiwanese
teachers in study 1.

Five individual measures made unique, positive, and statistically significant con-
tributions to predicting teacher efficacy: students’ writing (teacher estimate), prepa-
ration to teach writing, attitude toward teaching writing, perceived students’ progress
as writers, and explicit instruction orientation. All of these variables except students’
writing were also statistically significant and unique predictors in study 1. The belief
that writing knowledge resides in authorities/experts was uniquely, negatively, and
statistically related to efficacy. This was not the case in study 1.
United States: Study 3

Factor analyses. Contrary to expectations, the factor analysis for efficacy to teach
writing (Table A1) resulted in two reliable factors (0.85 and 0.78, respectively): effi-
cacy to overcome writing difficulties (five items) and general efficacy to teach writing
(three items). As expected, factor analyses of attitude toward writing, attitude toward
teaching writing, and student progress all resulted in unidimensional scales that were
reliable (0.81–0.97). Preparation to teach writing did not result in a reliable scale
(0.44). This differed from studies 1 and 2.

As anticipated, the factor analysis of epistemological beliefs about how to teachwrit-
ing (Table A2) resulted in two reliable factors (0.85 and 0.79, respectively): explicit
instruction (seven items) and natural learning orientation (two items). This was con-
sistent with study 1 (Taiwan) but not study 2 (Shanghai). Also consistent with expec-
tations, the factor analysis for epistemology beliefs about writing (Table A3) resulted in
an expected five-factor solution, but one of the factors included just two items, and it
was not reliable (0.40). This factor was dropped from further consideration. The re-
maining four factors were reliable (0.76–0.79) and assessed: effort/process (four items),
authority/expert (four items), certain knowledge (three items), and innate/fixed learn-
ing (two items). Although effort/process and authority/expert were reliable constructs
in studies 1 and 2, innate/fixed learning was not, and certain knowledge was not an
identified factor in the studies conducted in Taiwan and Shanghai.

Teacher beliefs. Teachers slightly agreed they were efficacious in overcoming
writing difficulties (M p 4.40; SD p 0.86) and teaching writing generally (M p
4.00; SD p 0.92). They held slightly positive attitudes about their own writing
(Mp 4.44; SDp 1.13) and teaching writing (Mp 4.22; SDp 1.30) but slightly dis-
agreed that students were making adequate writing progress (Mp 3.34; SDp 0.47).
Teachers slightly agreed with an explicit instruction writing orientation (M p 4.02;
SD p 0.76) but strongly disagreed with a natural learning orientation (M p 1.91;
SD p 0.96). They slightly agreed that writing and learning to write were due to effort
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and process (M p 4.08; SD p 0.51). However, they slightly agreed with an innate or
fixed view of learning to write (Mp 3.54; SDp 1.14) or that knowledge about writ-
ing came from authorities and experts (M p 3.56; SD p 0.99). They moderately dis-
agreed that knowledge about writing was fixed (M p 2.35; SD p 0.91).
Correlations

Efficacy for overcoming writing difficulties and general efficacy for writing were
moderately correlated (rp 0.53). Five predictors were statistically (p ! .005) and pos-
itively related to efficacy for overcoming writing difficulties: attitude toward writing
(rp 0.25), attitude toward teaching writing (r p 0.51), students’ progress as writers
(r p 0.22), explicit instruction orientation (r p 0.32), and learning effort/process
epistemology (r p 0.34). Seven predictors were statistically and positively related to
general efficacy: attitude toward writing (r p 0.22), attitude toward teaching writing
(r p 0.391), students’ progress as writers (r p 0.25), explicit instruction orientation
(r p 0.39), learning effort/process (r p 0.32), authority/experts (r p 0.25), and cer-
tain knowledge (r p 0.20).

Regression analyses predicting efficacy to teach writing. Consistent with pre-
dictions, attitudes (attitude toward writing and teaching writing) and epistemologi-
cal beliefs (explicit instruction, natural learning, effort/process, authority/experts,
certain knowledge, and innate/fixed learning) both accounted for statistically signif-
icant variance in efficacy for overcoming writing difficulties as well as general effi-
cacy for teaching writing once variance due to all other variables was controlled (see
Table 3). Attitudes accounted for a statistically significant and additional 6.7% and
3.4% of the variance, respectively, in efficacy for overcoming writing difficulties and
general efficacy for teaching writing. Epistemological beliefs accounted for an addi-
tional and statistically significant 9.7% and 13.8% of the variance, respectively, in effi-
cacy for overcoming writing difficulties and general efficacy for teaching writing. Both
attitudes and epistemological beliefs accounted for unique variance in efficacy to teach
writing in studies 1 and 2.

Contrary to predictions and in opposition with findings from studies 1 and 2,
teachers’ perceptions of students’ progress as writers did not predict efficacy for over-
coming writing difficulties or general efficacy for teaching writing (Table 3). For both
efficacy measures, attitude toward teaching writing, explicit instruction orientation,
effort/process, and adequacy of preparation due to personal efforts were each statis-
tically significant unique and positive predictors, as was years teaching for efficacy
in overcoming writing difficulties. Only two of these measures (attitude toward teach-
ing writing and explicit instruction orientation) were unique and statistically signif-
icant predictors in studies 1 and 2.
General Discussion

It is important to identify factors that account for variability in teachers’ efficacy, es-
pecially malleable factors, to better understand how teacher efficacy operates and to
ultimately devise and test strategies for enhancing teaching efficacy. The studies pre-
sented in this article examined if potentially malleable teacher beliefs accounted for
unique variance in primary grade teachers’ efficacy to teach writing. This included
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teachers’ attitudes toward writing, perceptions of student progress, and epistemologi-
cal beliefs about writing instruction, writing development, and writing knowledge.
To determine the generalizability of the predictive power of these three sets of beliefs,
we examined these relationships in three different locations.
Teacher Beliefs about Writing Predict Efficacy to Teach Writing

Based on the WWC model of writing (Graham, 2018a, 2018b; Graham & Harris,
2018), we expected that the three sets of teacher beliefs examined would each account
for unique variance in teachers’ beliefs about their efficacy to teach writing. Accord-
ing to this model, teachers’ beliefs about writing influence each other. For example,
teachers who hold positive attitudes about writing and teaching writing are likely to
be motivated teachers, leading to greater confidence in their capabilities to teach
writing. Teachers who believe that their students are making strong progress are also
likely to be more efficacious writing teachers as such judgments inform them about
their teaching success. Moreover, teachers’ epistemological beliefs about writing in-
struction, development, and knowledge serve as filters for interpreting information
about their competence as teachers.

We further anticipated that the predictive relationships tested in our three studies
would not be identical. Again, this prediction was based on theWWCmodel of writ-
ing (Graham, 2018a), which contends that a teacher’s writing beliefs and practices are
shaped by macro factors that operate beyond the classroom level. This includes in-
stitutional, historical, social, cultural, and political factors. Thus, we anticipated that
the predictive relationships tested in Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United States would
not be identical. It was not clear, however, if these differences would reflect structural
discrepancies (e.g., attitudes accounted for unique variance in one study but not an-
other), disparities in intensity of relationships (e.g., attitudes accounted for unique
variance in all studies, but the amount of variance differed across studies), or both.

Attitudes. As predicted, teachers’ attitudes toward their writing and teaching writ-
ing collectively accounted for statistically significant unique variance in primary grade
teachers’ efficacy scores in Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United States after first account-
ing for variance due to teachers’ beliefs about student progress, epistemological beliefs
about writing, and personal and contextual variables. In Taiwan and Shanghai, at-
titudes accounted for a similar amount of unique variance in teacher efficacy scores
(8.5% and 7.6%, respectively), with smaller levels of unique variance accounted for in
the US study (6.3% for efficacy to overcome writing difficulties and 3.4% for general ef-
ficacy). Separately, teachers’ attitudes about teaching writing accounted for unique
variance above and beyond all other variables at all three locations. Teachers’ atti-
tudes about their own writing, though, did not make a unique contribution by them-
selves to predicting teacher efficacy at any of the three locations.

Our findings show that the relationships between attitudes and teacher efficacy,
at least for the two attitudes measured here, were generally similar across locations,
even though we included Eastern andWestern locations that shared some similarities
but differed in important ways as well (e.g., culturally and politically). On average,
teachers in all three locations indicated theywere slightly positive about their ownwrit-
ing and teaching writing (variability in teacher scores across locations was moderate).
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These findings extend prior research showing that teacher attitudes toward writ-
ing and teaching writing predict teacher efficacy (Hsiang et al., 2020) as they provided
a more stringent test of these relationships than was available in previous studies.
They also demonstrated that the relationships obtained between attitudes and teacher
efficacy were structurally similar across all three regions, even though there was some
variation between the two Eastern locations and the Western one in terms of mag-
nitude of associations. It is possible that attitudes toward writing accounted for rel-
atively less unique variance in teacher efficacy in the United States compared with
Taiwan and Shanghai as teacher efficacy was best represented as a unidimensional
instrument in the two Eastern locations and as a multidimensional scale in the United
States (i.e., efficacy to overcome writing difficulties and general efficacy). In essence,
primary grade teachers in the Greater China region and the United States hold differ-
ent conceptualizations of efficacy, and this difference may have affected the magnitude
of predictive value of teachers’ attitudes. In any event, the outcomes from these three
studies provide evidence for the generalizability of the finding that teachers’ attitudes
predicted efficacy to teach writing.

Students’ progress. Our hypothesis that teachers’ beliefs about their students’
writing progress would predict their efficacy to teach writing was only partially sup-
ported. When variability due to attitudes, epistemological beliefs, and personal and
contextual variables was first controlled, teachers’ beliefs about student progress only
accounted for statistically significant and unique variance in teacher efficacy in the
two locations in the Greater China region. Taiwanese teachers’ beliefs about student
progress accounted for 1.8% unique variance in teacher efficacy scores, whereas it ac-
counted for 4.1% unique variance in Shanghai teachers’ efficacy scores. Teachers in
both of these locations slightly agreed that their students were making adequate pro-
gress as writers. These findings extend prior research conducted with primary grade
teachers in the Greater China region (Hsiang et al., 2020) by showing that judgments
about student progress as writers predict efficacy for teaching writing even when vari-
ance related to other teacher beliefs, as well as personal and contextual variables, is first
controlled. They also demonstrated that the relationship between Taiwanese and Shang-
hai teachers’ beliefs about student progress and teacher efficacy was structurally sim-
ilar and accounted for a similar amount of variance, providing evidence for the gen-
eralizability of the findings to these two Eastern locations.

There are several possible explanations for why teachers’ beliefs about student
progress did not make a unique contribution to predicting teacher efficacy in the
US study. First, as noted earlier, US teachers conceptualized teacher efficacy as a multi-
dimensional construct, but teachers in the Greater China region viewed it as a single
construct. This may have differentially affected the predictive value of teachers’ beliefs
about student progress in the Western and Eastern locations studied here.

Second, US teachers were slightly negative about student progress, whereas teach-
ers in Taiwan and Shanghai were slightly positive about it. It is possible that teachers
weigh slightly negative and slightly positive views about student progress differently.
Teachers may protect their sense of efficacy when they are slightly negative about stu-
dent progress, blaming less than adequate progress on factors not under their control.
In contrast, they may be especially sensitive and biased to positive indications of stu-
dents’ progress, including their own judgments, using such feedback to reinforce or
bolster their sense of efficacy. This differential weighting may influence the predictive
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relationship between teacher efficacy and perceived progress (the simple correlations
between these two variables were much smaller with the US sample [0.22; 0.25] than
the Taiwan [0.44] and Shanghai samples [0.56]).

Third, there may have been contextual or personal variables that attenuated the
predictive value of teachers’ beliefs about student progress. For example, teachers
in Taiwan and Shanghai were more likely than US teachers to describe their stu-
dents as average writers, whereas US teachers were two to three times more likely,
respectively, to indicate their students were poor writers. Consequently, teachers in
the United States may have felt their students were less capable of making writing
progress, attenuating the relationship between teachers’ beliefs about progress and
their sense of efficacy. Teachers in Taiwan and Shanghai, in contrast, may have be-
lieved their students were likely to progress as writers, increasing the likelihood they
would form positive judgments about students’ progress, leading to a stronger sense
of efficacy.

Epistemology beliefs about writing. As expected, teachers’ epistemological be-
liefs about writing instruction, development, and knowledge accounted for statisti-
cally significant unique variance in their efficacy scores in all three locations after first
considering variance due to teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about student progress, as
well as personal and contextual variables. In Taiwan and Shanghai, epistemological
beliefs collectively accounted for a similar amount of unique variance in teacher ef-
ficacy (6.6%–7.3%). Epistemological beliefs constituted a larger amount of variance
in the US study (13.8% for general efficacy and 9.7% for efficacy to overcome writing
difficulties). In terms of the unique contributions of specific epistemological variables,
teachers who valued explicit instruction had a more pronounced sense of efficacy to
teach writing in all three locations. Teachers in Shanghai and the United States who
more strongly believed that knowledge about writing mostly came from authorities
and experts also had amore pronounced sense of efficacy. Finally, teachers in Taiwan
who more strongly believed that learning to write was a consequence of effort and
process were more efficacious writing teachers, whereas teachers who more strongly
believed that writing development and knowledge were fixed were less efficacious.
Consequently, teachers’ epistemological beliefs uniquely predicted their efficacy in
the two Eastern and one Western locations.

These findings extend previous writing research showing that epistemological be-
liefs predict teacher efficacy (Hsiang et al., 2020) because they provide amore stringent
test of these relationships by controlling for other teacher beliefs, as well as personal
and contextual variables. They also demonstrate that the relationships between teach-
ers’ epistemological beliefs and teacher efficacy are somewhat structurally similar and
generalized at least partially across the three locations. Collectively, these epistemo-
logical beliefs account for unique variability in teacher efficacy scores at each loca-
tion, as does the specific belief about the value of explicit instruction.

There were, however, structural differences in the observed relationships as well as
their magnitude. Structural discrepancies included differences in the unique contri-
bution of specific epistemological variables at each location. They were also reflected
in differences in the obtained factorial structures underlying the epistemological
measures at each location. For instance, the natural learning orientation was not a
reliable construct in the study conducted in Shanghai, but it was in the studies in Tai-
wan and the United States. Similarly, in the US study, there were separate constructs
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for writing being innate/fixed and writing knowledge being certain, but these two
constructs formed a single factor in the Taiwan and Shanghai studies. Whereas
the epistemological measures accounted for about 7% unique variance in the Taiwan
and Shanghai studies, these measures constituted almost twice as much variance
in general teaching efficacy in the United States. It is possible that these discrepant
outcomes reflect, at least in part, differences in the underlying structure of the epis-
temological and teacher efficacy measures in the United States and the two East-
ern locations.

Last, there were similarities and differences in the scores for specific epistemolog-
ical measures across the three locations. In terms of beliefs about writing instruction,
primary grade teachers in the Taiwan and the United States slightly agreed that ex-
plicit instruction was valuable and writing occurred as a consequence of effort and
process, whereas teachers in Shanghai moderately agreed with both of these con-
tentions. Taiwan teachers slightly agreed that the natural learning approach to writ-
ing was not valuable, whereas US teachers moderately agreed that the natural learn-
ing approach was not valuable even though they slightly agreed that learning to write
was an innate or fixed process. Teachers at all three locations, however, slightly agreed
that knowledge about writing mostly came from authorities and experts. Teachers in
Taiwan and Shanghai slightly disagreed that writing development and knowledge
were certain.

Personal and contextual variables. Several of the control variables made unique
and statistically significant contributions to predicting efficacy to teach writing.
Teachers reported that preparation to teach writing predicted teacher efficacy scores
at all three locations once all other variables were first controlled. In effect, teachers
who weremore positive about their preparation expressed greater confidence in their
capabilities to teach writing. It is interesting that teachers in Taiwan and Shanghai
viewed their preparation to teach writing as inadequate but overwhelmingly (76%
and 84%, respectively) indicated most of their students were average writers making
acceptable progress in learning to write. Teachers in the United States expressed a
different opinion, indicating their preparation to teach writing was mostly adequate,
but they were more likely than teachers in Taiwan and Shanghai to view their students
as poor writers and were less positive about students’ progress as writers.

One possible reason for these differing results is that many students in the Greater
China region receive tutoring after school (Paris et al., 2012), and this may bolster
their writing achievement and progress. Such tutoring is not as common in the United
States. It is also possible that teachers in Taiwan and Shanghai evaluate writing achieve-
ment and performance differently than US teachers, making it difficult to accurately
compare their judgments on students’ writing. Moreover, the differences between
learning Chinese writing and English writing and the various genres taught in pri-
mary grades in Chinese societies in Asia and the United States may cause Chinese
language teachers to view their students’ writing progress differently than US English
teachers (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China, 2012; Olinghouse &
Wilson, 2013; Wang & Chen, 2013; Zhu, 2005).

After controlling for variance from all other variables, we also found that teach-
ers in Taiwan with greater teaching experience and teachers in Shanghai with stron-
ger writers in their classrooms were more efficacious regarding their capabilities to
teach writing. Neither of these control variables accounted for unique variance in
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the other two locations, suggesting that their predictive value may best be described
as situational.
Theoretical Implications

The findings from the three investigations reported here provided support for
two premises underlying the WWC model of writing (Graham, 2018a, 2018b). The
model proposes that teachers hold multiple beliefs about writing and that these be-
liefs interact to influence teachers’ actions. Although we did not examine if teacher be-
liefs influenced their actions, we did examine if multiple beliefs about writing uniquely
predicted one specific belief: efficacy to teach writing. We found that primary grade
teachers’ attitudes about writing, beliefs about their students’ progress, and epistemo-
logical beliefs about writing instruction and the nature of writing each uniquely pre-
dicted their efficacy as writing teachers. These data suggest that teachers hold multi-
ple beliefs that are interrelated, consistent with the premise proposed in the WWC
model. It is important to remember, however, that our studies were limited because
they only examined how multiple beliefs about writing were related to a single belief:
teacher efficacy.

Our findings also provided support for another premise in this model. Writing,
the teaching of writing, and those who teach it are simultaneously and interactively
shaped by the community in which this occurs, the capabilities and resources of the
community members, and the unique historical, political, institutional, social, and
cultural milieu in which it operates (Graham, 2018b). As a result, teacher beliefs and
the relationships between them should demonstrate variability across and within
multiple locations. The findings from our studies with teachers in Taiwan, Shanghai,
and the United States are generally consistent with this proposition. First, there was
moderate variability in teachers’ scores on all teacher belief measures, including
teacher efficacy, at each location. Second, there were notable differences in teachers’
mean scores on the majority of the belief measures across locations. Third, factor
analyses of teacher efficacy and the measures of epistemological beliefs revealed sev-
eral differences in how these constructs were conceptualized across locations. Fourth,
there were differences in the amount of unique variability that specific teachers’ beliefs
accounted for in teacher efficacy scores in one or more locations. Finally, teachers’ be-
liefs about student progress did not uniquely predict efficacy in the United States, even
though they did in Taiwan and Shanghai.

Despite the expected variability and differences in teachers’ beliefs within and
across the three locations, there was a similar pattern of associations between teach-
ers’ beliefs and their efficacy to teach writing. With the exception of beliefs about stu-
dent progress, teacher attitudes and epistemological beliefs about writing instruction,
development, and knowledge all uniquely predicted teacher efficacy scores in Tai-
wan, Shanghai, and the United States. Similar findings were reported in two prior
studies conducted in the Greater Chins region. In these two studies (Hsiang & Gra-
ham, 2016; Hsiang et al., 2018), there was variability in teachers’ reported writing
practices across and within locations, but differences were more a matter of magni-
tude, with the same writing practices used more or less often. This is not inconsistent
with the tenets of the WWC model, though, as it proposes numerous organizing
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structures that allow for variability in context and participants and can also foster
similar patterns of actions and beliefs.
Practical Implications

Although the central purpose of this study focused on validating and extending
several assumptions underlying theWWCmodel (Graham, 2018a, 2018b), and the data
are correlational and not causal, our findings also have important implications for
teachers, teacher preparation, and researchers. They demonstrate that there are mean-
ingful relationships between teacher efficacy and teachers’ attitudes toward writing,
beliefs about student progress, and epistemological beliefs about writing. Making teach-
ers aware of these connections can help them better understand the complexity of their
beliefs about writing and how specific beliefs like teacher efficacy are connected to
other beliefs they hold about themselves, their students, and learning to write. Un-
derstanding such teacher beliefs is not a trivial matter, as Cochran-Smith and Zeichner
(2005) noted: “Teachers are among the most, if not the most, significant factors in
children’s learning” (p. 1). If we are to promote better writing instruction, it is imper-
ative that we have a better understanding of what teachers believe.

The current studies also demonstrated that beliefs about efficacy, attitudes to-
ward writing, beliefs about student progress, and epistemological beliefs about writ-
ing instruction and the nature of writing can be reliably measured across different
locations and cultures. Although there was some variation in the observed structure of
several of these measures across the three investigations, the instruments tested and
applied here provide teachers, teacher educators, and researchers with tools for ex-
amining what teachers think about writing. Teachers can use these tools to think
reflectively about their own beliefs and how they interact to influence their classroom
practices and students’ writing. Teacher educators can use these measures to gauge
what preservice and in-service teachers think about writing, adjusting the discussion
and instruction they provide accordingly. Last, writing researchers have devoted lit-
tle attention to the role of teachers’ beliefs in students’ writing or teachers’ classroom
practices. We are hopeful that the scales applied in our studies will be more com-
monly used in future research.
Limitations

As with all studies, the present investigations had multiple limitations. The return
rate of surveys for Taiwan and Shanghai were quite high (88% and 87%, respectively),
but it was low in the United States (16%). The US return rate is consistent with a trend
we have noted in survey research on writing in the United States during the last
20 years. It has become increasingly lower over the years (e.g., compare Graham et al.,
2003 to Brindle et al., 2016). This means that less confidence can be placed in the find-
ings from the US sample than the Taiwan and Shanghai samples. In the US study,
the sampling error was two times higher than in the Taiwan and 43% higher than
in the Shanghai studies. However, sampling error was not high in any of the studies
as it was plus or minus 2.4%, 3.5%, and 5.0% in Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United
States, respectively. Nonetheless, findings from the US sample must be tempered by
the low response rate.
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A second limitation concerns the reliability of some measures. The epistemolog-
ical measures were not as reliable (in terms of coefficient alphas) as we would have
liked. In several cases, reliability was so low that we decided not to use a scale in our
analyses. This was especially problematic for the construct that writing development
is innate/fixed. In addition, none of reliabilities for the epistemological measures ex-
ceeded 0.86, and in a few instances, they were in the 0.60–0.69 range. As a result, the
epistemological measures would benefit from additional scale development, includ-
ing the creation of new items and the elimination of items that do not advance the
overall reliability and validity of their respective scales.

A third limitation of the study is that teachers may have responded in socially
desirable ways when completing the questionnaire. This may have inflated scores
for measures such as teacher self-efficacy, attitudes, student progress, and some of
the scales measuring epistemology for writing. We recommend that future studies
administer a social desirability scale as part of the investigation to determine the as-
sociation between how likely teachers are to respond in socially desirable ways and
their scores on the various beliefs about writing assessed in this study.

A fourth limitation of the current study is that it focused solely on teacher beliefs.
It did not examine if such beliefs predict students’writing or if changing these beliefs
in a positive way had a positive impact on students’ writing and beliefs. Although it
was impossible for us to collect such information, this does not mean that examin-
ing such connections is unimportant.

Last, the studies presented in this article are based on the assumption that teach-
ers can accurately answer questions about their beliefs. This assumption is supported
by previous studies demonstrating that teachers’ beliefs about their writing practices
are consistent with observations of their writing practices (e.g., Bridge & Hiebert,
1985; DeFord, 1985). Nevertheless, other researchers have shown that teacher self-
perceptions can be unreliable as they can overestimate teachers’ competence (Cun-
ningham et al., 2004). Because the studies presented here are based solely on self-
report data, this must be taken into account when interpreting the findings.
Future Research

Additional research is needed to replicate our findings with teachers in Taiwan,
Shanghai, and the United States as well as to determine if similar findings would be
obtained in other locations and at different grade levels. Future studies should exam-
ine the predictive value of additional teacher beliefs (e.g., attitudes about the value and
purposes of writing and writing instruction). Longitudinal investigations are needed
to evaluate if the observed relationships in our study and subsequent studies are main-
tained over time. In addition, researchers who replicate or extend the findings from
the current study might consider using modern (e.g., Item Response Theory, general-
izability theory) versus classical approaches to establishing the psychometric proper-
ties of the measures.

A potentially fruitful area for future studies involves how teachers from different
cultures conceptualize efficacy for teaching writing. The measure used in our studies
was unidimensional in the Taiwan and Shanghai settings but included two dimensions
in the US location. One of the dimensions in the US study focused on efficacy to over-
come writing difficulties. It is possible that differences in the structure of the scale in the
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United States and the two Eastern locations are a consequence of how teachers view
their students. Teachers in the United States were more likely than teachers in Taiwan
and Shanghai to view students as weaker writers and indicate they were not making ad-
equate progress. Thismay have influenced how teachers in theUnited States responded
to the self-efficacymeasure, resulting in an added emphasis on teaching efficacy for stu-
dents with writing difficulties. Teachers in Taiwan and Shanghai, in contrast, may have
placed no special emphasis on efficacy to teach writing to these children.

If replicated in future studies, it is important to determine why teachers in Tai-
wan and Shanghai indicated their students were mostly average writers making suit-
able progress when they also reported their own preparation to teach writing was not
adequate. Future research must examine in-school writing instruction as well as out-
of-school writing practices. This may provide greater insight into the paradox pre-
sented by these conflicting beliefs, as may future investigations studying how teachers
in different cultures define adequate writing progress.

Although the current findings did not establish a causal link demonstrating that
teacher beliefs shaped efficacy to teach writing, as efficacy could just as easily have
shaped teachers’ beliefs, they provided initial support for scientifically testing whether
instructional efforts to improve the types of teacher beliefs tested here can also enhance
teachers’ efficacy. For example, does professional development (PD) aimed at promot-
ing the use of explicit writing instruction result in changes in how writing is taught
and efficacy for teaching it? Similarly, does PD with an added component designed
to enhance attitudes about teaching writing versus the same PD without such an extra
component improve attitudes to teach writing and toward teaching efficacy?

It is also important to test other avenues of promoting positive changes in teach-
ers’ beliefs. This includes testing if the combination of teaching experience and planned
reflection on writing practices, students’ progress, and specific beliefs enhances efficacy,
attitudes, and epistemological beliefs about writing. Furthermore, the power of deliber-
ate teacher agency in changing teachers’ beliefs about writing must be investigated.

Perhaps even more importantly, future research must examine relationships be-
tween teacher efficacy to teach writing and students’ writing behaviors, performance,
and beliefs. The establishment of such connections in the area of writing has been lim-
ited to a relatively small number of investigations (e.g., De Smedt et al., 2016; Parker
et al., 2006; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Moreover, future studies examining
methods for enhancing teacher efficacy for teaching writing should also examine if such
efforts result in improved writing. These same principles apply to the other teacher
beliefs about writing investigated in this study.
Conclusion

Across three different locations (Taiwan, Shanghai, and the United States), the teach-
ers participating in this study slightly agreed that they were competent writing teach-
ers. Moreover, the confidence teachers in these locations placed in their ability to teach
writing was related to their attitudes about their own writing and teaching writing,
perceptions of students’ progress as writers, and their epistemological beliefs about
teaching writing, writing development, and writing knowledge. The only exception
involved US teachers’ perceptions about student progress as these beliefs did not
uniquely predict teachers’ efficacy for teaching writing.
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The findings from these studies supported two assumptions underlying the
WWC model (Graham, 2018b). First, our finding that a variety of different beliefs
about writing accounted for statistically unique variance in teacher efficacy is consis-
tent with the premise in the WWC model that teachers hold multiple beliefs about
writing and these beliefs are interactive. Second, our finding that there was variabil-
ity in the psychometric characteristics of the writing beliefs assessed in this study
by location, variability in teachers’ scores on these measures within and across loca-
tions, and variability in the amount of variance in teacher efficacy accounted for by
predictors is consistent with the assumption in the WWC that context influences
teachers’ beliefs about writing and the relationships between such beliefs. In both
cases, however, our findings indicated that greater nuance is needed when consider-
ing these two assumptions. The WWCmodel does not directly specify how teachers’
beliefs are related. The findings from the current studies provide some insight into
this for the teacher beliefs measured. In addition, predicting teacher efficacy in the
three locations resulted in a generally similar patterns of association, differing more
in degree than substance. This raises a question about how extensive the effects of con-
text are on teachers’ beliefs about writing.

Finally, because teacher efficacy is a malleable belief and has been shown to im-
prove the quality of classroom instruction and student achievement (Zee & Koomen,
2016), the current study provides possible avenues for increasing teachers’ efficacy to
teach writing by enhancing other malleable teacher beliefs about writing. Such re-
search should focus on how such changes affect students’ writing, behavior, and beliefs.

Appendix

Factor Analyses

Table A1. Factor Analyses for Teacher Efficacy, Attitude toward Writing, Attitude toward
Teaching Writing, Perceived Student Progress, and Preparation

Item

Taiwan Shanghai United States

Commonalities
Loadings
Factor 1 Commonalities

Loadings
Factor 1 Commonalities

Loadings
Factor 1a

Loadings
Factor 2b

Teacher efficacy:
Eff1 .384 .620 .404 .635 .533 .714 .027
Eff2 .561 .749 .502 .709 .538 .601 .198
Eff3 .524 .724 .545 .738 .535 .804 –.141
Eff4 .479 .692 .509 .713 .394 .532 .147
Eff5 .441 .664 .511 .715 .631 .086 .742
Eff6 .582 .763 .507 .712 .596 –.088 .819
Eff7 .493 .702 .495 .704 .344 .152 .485
Eff8 .539 .734 .472 .687 .571 .739 .029

Eigenvalue 4.004 4.449 3.91 1.15
%Variance 50 56 49 14
Omega .84 .91 .85 .78
Attitude writing:
AW1 .804 .896 .661 .813 .913 .955
AW2 .834 .913 .946 .972 .578 .760
AW3 .773 .879 .460 .695 .473 .686

Eigenvalue 2.410 2.359 2.274
%Variance 80 77 76



Table A1. (Continued)

Item

Taiwan Shanghai United States

Commonalities
Loadings
Factor 1 Commonalities

Loadings
Factor 1 Commonalities

Loadings
Factor 1a

Loadings
Factor 2b

Omega .91 .90 .88
Attitude teaching
writing:
ATW1 .858 .926 .822 .907 .822 .906
ATW2 .872 .934 .847 .920 .941 .970
ATW3 .899 .948 .877 .936 .869 .932
ATW4 .818 .904 .559 .748 .773 .879

Eigenvalue 3.447 3.331 3.550
%Variance 86 83 89
Omega .98 .95 .97
Student
progress:
SP1 .578 .760 –c – .515 –.717
SP2 .578 .760 .231 .464 .356 .597
SP3 .588 .767 .513 .971 .461 .679
SP4 .600 .774 .433 .656 .509 .713
SP5 .558 .747 .248 .478 .507 –.712

Eigenvalue 2.900 2.056 2.873
%Variance 58 51 57
Omega .86 .90 .81
Preparation to
teach:
P1 .579 .761 .472 .687 .206 .454
P2 .733 .856 .620 .788 .176 .419
P3 .590 .768 .374 .611 .127 .357

Eigenvalue 1.903 1.963 1.335
%Variance 63 65 16
Omega .80 .80 .44d
30
Note.—The specific items for each measure are available from the first author; items loading on a factor at 0.40 or greater are
bolded.

a Efficacy for overcoming writing difficulties.
b General teaching efficacy.
c Item commonality less than 0.20, so the item was dropped from analysis.
d Reliability was below 0.60, so these items were entered individually in regression analyses conducted with the US sample.



Table A2. Factor Analysis of Epistemological Beliefs about How to Teach Writing

Item

Taiwan Shanghai United States

Com
Loadings
Factor 1

Loadings
Factor 2 Com

Loadings
Factor 1

Loadings
Factor 2 Com

Loadings
Factor 1

Loadings
Factor 2

1 .215 .504 –.043 .265 .479 .072 .308 .506 .195
2 .413 .008 .838 .506 –.263 .536 .528 –.010 .727
3 .287 .563 –.214 .241 .492 .191 .253 .503 .004
4 .404 .694 –.102 .518 .727 –.053 .337 .542 .173
5 –a – – .588 .699 –.169 .275 – –

6 .414 .485 .255 .346 .106 .596 .356 .483 –.239
7 .637 .604 .337 .740 .581 –.250 .273 .436 .378
8 –a – – – – – .273 – –

9 –b – – .540 –.206 .572 .374 .522 –.065
10 .252 .620 .088 – – – .374 .600 .086
11 .679 .005 .873 .707 .580 –.107 .662 .014 .813
12 .312 .421 –.296 .383 .076 .728 .168 .370 –.204

Construct Exp Instr
Nat
Learning Exp Instr c Exp Instr

Nat
Learning

Eigenvalue 2.525 2.125 3.474 1.782 2.891 1.893
%Variance 23 19 35 18 28 18.933
Omega .68 .69d .84 – .085 .79d
31
Note.—The specific items for each measure are available from the first author; items loading on a factor at 0.40 or greater are

bolded.
a Item commonality less than 0.20, so the item was dropped from the analysis.
b Item did not load on any factor at 0.40 or higher.
c The four items on this scale did not form a cohesive construct (included both explicit instruction and natural learning items), so it

was dropped from further analyses.
d Ordinal coefficient alpha; Com p commonality; Exp Inst p explicit instruction approach; Nat Learning p natural learning

approach.
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