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Abstract:
In this article, we analyse the reported use 

of evidence-based practices for the teaching of 
writing by teachers in compulsory education. 
These practices were taken from a review of 
meta-analysis studies in the field of writing in-
struction. This study accounts for differences 
throughout compulsory education in the use of 
these instructional practices. We also analyse 
the effects of teachers’ variables such as per-
sonal efficacy, general efficacy, attitudes and, 

preparation, on the instructional practices 
they use. Five-hundred and fifteen teachers 
of Spanish language and literature from dif-
ferent primary and high schools in Castilla y 
León participated in the study. Participants 
completed an online questionnaire about how 
often they use evidence-based practices taken 
from an exhaustive review of meta-analyses in 
the field of writing instruction. In addition, we 
took measures of teachers’ personal and gen-
eral efficacy, their attitudes towards writing 
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and the teaching of writing, and their level of 
preparation to teach writing. The results show 
that teachers make little use of this type of in-
structional practice, especially in high school. 
High school teachers reported significantly 
lower levels of personal efficacy and prepara-
tion for the teaching of writing than teachers 
in primary grades. Teachers’ personal effica-
cy level, their preparation for the teaching of 
writing, and their attitudes towards writing 
and its teaching influence their use of these 
instructional practices.

Keywords: teaching of writing, teacher, pri-
mary education, high school, evidence-based 
practices, teacher efficacy, attitudes towards 
writing, level of preparation. 

Resumen:
Se analiza el uso que el profesorado de 

educación obligatoria afirma hacer en su en-
señanza de la escritura de prácticas instruc-
cionales efectivas derivadas de una revisión de 
meta-análisis en el ámbito de la instrucción 
en escritura, considerando sus diferencias a lo 
largo de la educación obligatoria y la influen-
cia que tienen variables del docente, como su 
eficacia, sus actitudes y su preparación. Parti-
ciparon 515 docentes de Lengua Castellana y 
Literatura de diferentes colegios e institutos 

de enseñanza secundaria de Castilla y León. 
Se aplicó de forma on-line un cuestionario so-
bre la frecuencia de uso de prácticas instruc-
cionales cuya eficacia ha sido contrastada a 
nivel científico, derivadas de una exhaustiva 
revisión de estudios de meta-análisis de la ins-
trucción en escritura. Se tomaron adicional-
mente medidas sobre las creencias de eficacia 
personal y general del profesorado, las actitu-
des hacia la escritura y su enseñanza y el ni-
vel de preparación percibido por los docentes 
para la enseñanza de la escritura. Los resul-
tados muestran un uso infrecuente de dichas 
prácticas instruccionales, especialmente en 
la Educación Secundaria Obligatoria. Los do-
centes de la Educación Secundaria Obligato-
ria muestran niveles de eficacia personal y de 
preparación para la enseñanza de la escritura 
significativamente menores que el profesorado  
de Educación Primaria. El nivel de eficacia 
personal, el nivel de preparación para la en-
señanza de la escritura y las actitudes hacia 
la escritura y su enseñanza influyen en el uso 
que los docentes afirman hacer de estas prácti-
cas instruccionales.

Descriptores: enseñanza de la escritura, 
profesorado, educación primaria, educación 
secundaria obligatoria, prácticas efectivas, au-
to-eficacia docente, actitudes hacia la escritu-
ra, preparación percibida.

1. Introduction
Linguistic competence is recognised 

as a key competence for personal ful-
filment, active citizenship, social inclu-
sion, and employment (European Union, 
2006). Linguistic competences include 

writing competence, command of which 
is fundamental in contemporary soci- 
ety for personal growth in various areas 
of life (Graham et al., 2015; Graham & 
Perin, 2007). In the field of education in 
particular, writing is a basic tool both for  
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learning in other subjects and for show-
ing the learning students have acquired 
when evaluating their learning (Graham 
et al., 2015). In light of this, there is 
growing international concern about the 
large numbers of students who have not 
acquired adequate written competence 
by the end of their education (Kuhle-
meier et al., 2013; National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2012; Office for 
Standards in Education, 2005). In Spain, 
the most recent reports published by the 
Ministry of Education show low perfor-
mance by students in writing, both in 
primary education and in compulsory 
secondary education (Ministerio de Ed-
ucación, 2010, 2011). Students’ low per-
formance in written competence raises 
questions about how writing is taught at 
school and how much the teaching of it 
uses instructional practices of scientif-
ically proven effectiveness; a line of re-
search of which the present study forms 
a part. A number of studies at an inter-
national level that focus on the teaching 
of writing in primary education (Brindle 
et al., 2016; Coker et al., 2016; Cutler & 
Graham, 2008; Gilbert & Graham, 2010  
in the USA; De Smedt et al., 2016, in Bel-
gium; Rietdijk et al., 2018, in the Nether-
lands; Dockrell et al., 2015, in the United 
Kingdom; Pacheco et al., 2009, in Spain) 
and in secondary education (Graham et 
al., 2014; Kiuhara et al., 2009, in the 
USA). However, as far as we are aware, 
no similar studies have been performed 
in Spain that consider primary and sec-
ondary education and analyse the extent 
to which teachers report using instruc-
tional practices for teaching of writing, 
the efficacy of which has been proven 

in meta-analysis studies. An analysis of 
this sort would help rule out low perfor-
mance or difficulties in learning of writ-
ing being the consequence of inadequate 
instruction, in line with the preventative 
focus linked to the now-prevalent re-
sponse to intervention model (Arrimada 
et al., 2018). 

1.1. Review of meta-analyses of writing 
instruction

Meta-analyses are vital to determine 
the efficacy of an educational practice. 
They provide an appraisal of the scale of 
the effectiveness of different educational 
practices, assessed through various stud-
ies, based on a comparable shared metric: 
effect size (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 

By reviewing academic literature 
concerning meta-analyses published in 
the educational field of writing in re-
cent years, we have identified a total of 
five meta-analyses published since 2007 
(see Graham & Harris, 2018; Graham et 
al., 2015; Graham et al., 2012; Graham 
& Perin, 2007; Koster et al., 2015) (See 
Annexe I). This search considered me-
ta-analyses that focus on instruction in 
writing as a teaching and learning objec-
tive, excluding ones centred on writing 
as a tool for learning. We also excluded 
meta-analyses on intervention in writing 
with students with learning disorders or 
low performance in writing. 

After selecting the meta-analyses to 
be studied, we identified the effective 
instructional practices derived from 
them. These were divided into the two 
categories established by Graham and 
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Harris (2018) in their recent meta-analy- 
sis of the meta-analyses, differentiating 
between practices relating to the teach-
ing of different writing skills or dimen-
sions and practices relating to different 
supports or frameworks for teaching it. 
For each of these, we analysed the year 
groups for which their effectiveness had 
been corroborated and the effect size 
obtained in the different meta-analy-
ses (Annexe I). Based on this review, we 
identified highly effective instructional 
practices for improving written compe-
tence at both educational stages (prima-
ry and secondary), which have an effect 
size equal to or greater than 0.7, such as: 
explicit instruction in planning and re-
view strategies, instruction in vocabulary 
relating to different text types, providing 
feedback to students about their texts, 
and setting objectives before writing the 
text. It is also apparent that most of the 
effective practices endorsed in prima-
ry education are also endorsed in sec- 
ondary education, except for instruction 
in transcription skills and instruction in 
creativity. Regarding grammar instruc-
tion, although the results indicate that 
it is not effective for improving students’ 
written competence, we should note that 
this practice comprises the control in-
struction compared with other instruc-
tional focuses, and so we have chosen 
to include it in the analysis. Finally, re-
garding process focus, although it was 
included in the analysis, the results re-
garding its effectiveness are inconclusive 
given that the effect sizes obtained in the 
different meta-analyses analysed range 
from negative values of -0.05 to mean 
values of 0.48. 

1.2. Teachers’ variables that affect teach- 
ing of writing 

When analysing the teaching of writ-
ing, various pieces of research have con-
sidered the influence different teacher’s 
variables can have on it. 

One of these variables is the teacher’s 
efficacy in teaching of writing. Accord-
ing to Graham et al. (2001), this has 
been operationalised in two dimensions: 
personal efficacy, relating to teachers’ 
confidence in their own knowledge and 
teaching skills, and general efficacy, 
which relates to their ability to use this 
knowledge to confront limitations deriv-
ing from contextual factors. The results 
of previous studies show that teachers’ 
level of personal efficacy is related to 
reporting a greater use of effective prac-
tices supported by meta-analysis studies 
for teaching of writing (Brindle et al., 
2016; Gilbert & Graham, 2010). Howev-
er, no such relationship has been found 
when it comes to the level of general 
efficacy. It is important to note that 
these conclusions derive from studies 
done in the USA with teachers of years 
3-6 of primary school. In Spain, only the 
study by Pacheco et al. (2009), which 
used a sample of 137 early-years and pri-
mary teachers, showed that the teachers’ 
levels of personal and general efficacy 
determined the type of activities relating 
to writing that they use in class and the 
writing skills on which they work. None-
theless, there are no data on how this 
variable influences teachers’ reported 
use of instructional practices whose ef-
ficacy is proven by meta-analysis studies 
throughout compulsory education. 
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Another modulating variable is atti-
tudes towards writing and the teaching 
of it, referring to the degree of impor-
tance teachers give to the teaching of 
writing and to writing as a skill (Brin-
dle et al., 2016). The results of previous 
studies show that some positive attitudes 
are related to a greater use of instruc-
tional practices in writing whose efficacy 
is proven by meta-analysis studies. How-
ever, this conclusion derives from a sin-
gle study from the USA with teachers in 
years 3-4 of primary school (Brindle et 
al., 2016).

Regarding the relationship between 
teachers’ perceived level of preparation 
for teaching of writing and their report-
ed use of effective instructional practices, 
the conclusions of previous studies from 
the USA are contradictory. Previous stud-
ies have shown that teachers who feel 
better prepared for teaching to write use 
effective practices whose effectiveness is 
backed by meta-analyses more frequently 
in years 3-6 of primary school and in the 
first years of secondary school (Brindle et 
al., 2016; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Gra-
ham et al., 2014). Nonetheless, there was 
also empirical evidence for the absence 
of a relationship in teachers in the last 
years of secondary education (Kiuhara et 
al., 2009). 

2. This Study
This study has three objectives. The 

first is to analyse the frequency of use 
of instructional practices whose efficacy 
for teaching of writing has been corrob-
orated by meta-analysis studies report-

ed by teachers from primary education 
and compulsory secondary education in 
Castilla y León. Possible differences are 
analysed according to three education-
al levels: years 1-3 of primary school, 4-6 
of primary school, and 1-4 of secondary 
school. Secondly, we analyse teachers’ re-
ported levels of efficacy, attitudes, and level 
of preparation for teaching of writing, and 
the differences between them according to 
the three educational levels listed above. 
Finally, we analyse the influence these 
teacher’s variables have on their reported 
use of these instructional practices, analys-
ing whether this influence is maintained in 
the different educational levels studied.

To the best of our knowledge, this is 
the first study to analyse teachers’ re-
ported use of instructional practices for 
teaching writing, derived from an empir-
ical review of meta-analyses of the field 
of writing, in Spain. Likewise, it uses a 
broad representative sample that covers 
all of compulsory education (primary ed-
ucation and compulsory secondary educa-
tion), identifying three levels that allow 
comparison with other international ed-
ucational settings by differentiating be-
tween years 1-3 of primary school, years 
4-6 of primary school, and compulsory 
secondary education. Furthermore, the 
breadth of the sample makes it possi-
ble to analyse for the first time whether 
the influence of the teacher’s variables 
analysed on the teachers’ reported use of 
effective practices for teaching writing is 
consistent across the different educational 
levels analysed; this would allow us to 
cast some light on the existing gaps in 
knowledge in the scientific literature. 
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3. Method 
This study used a survey methodol-

ogy, administering a questionnaire to 
Spanish compulsory education teach-
ers of Spanish language and literature 
in schools in Castilla y León. To ad-
minister the questionnaire, we used 
intentional sampling. We contacted by 
telephone the management of all of the 
schools in Castilla y León that deliver 
the primary and compulsory secondary 
educational stages. To do this, we used 
a list of schools in this Autonomous 
Region available on the website of the 
Education Department of the Junta de 
Castilla y León (http://www.educa.jcyl.
es/es). We telephoned the management 
of these schools and asked them to col-
laborate by distributing and forwarding 
an email featuring information about 
the study, a link to access the survey, 
and instructions for completing it to 
all of their staff who teach Spanish lan-
guage and literature at primary and/or 
compulsory secondary education level. 
Those who voluntarily chose to partic-
ipate in the study could then complete 
the survey.

3.1. Participants
515 teachers of Spanish language and 

literature in primary education and com-
pulsory secondary education from the 
nine provinces of Castilla y León partic-
ipated in the study. Table 1 shows their 
distribution by educational level, gender, 
academic qualifications, the ownership 
of the school, the province where they 
teach, years of teaching experience, and 
the number of students in their group/
class.

3.2. Instruments 
We used Google Forms to design an 

online questionnaire with four sections1.

— Section 1. Sociodemographic infor-
mation.

This section collected descriptive data 
for the sample that are included in Table 
1. We also included two items relating to 
teachers’ perceived level of preparation 
for teaching of writing during their uni-
versity training and afterwards through 
specialist courses, using the answer 
scale: none (1), minimal (2), adequate 
(3), and high (4).

— Section 2. Teachers’ practices for 
teaching of writing.

We evaluated how often teachers re-
ported using 20 effective instructional 
practices in the teaching of writing derived 
from the review of meta-analysis studies 
carried out in the instructional area of 
writing (see Annexe I). 

Of these 20 items, 11 related to the 
teaching of different dimensions of 
writing and nine focused on different 
supports for teaching it (see Table 2). 
The response scale was: never (1), sev-
eral times a year (2), once a month (3), 
several times a month (4), once a week 
(5), several times a week (6), and daily 
(7). The Cronbach’s alpha was .93, indi-
cating that the questionnaire used had 
high reliability.

— Section 3. Teacher efficacy in teach-
ing of writing.
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The Spanish version of the Teacher 
Efficacy Scale for Writing questionnaire, 
which was developed by the research 
team of Dr Steve Graham in 2001, was 
used. It comprises 15 items: 10 relating 
to personal efficacy (e.g. “When students’ 
writing performance improves, it is usu-

ally because I found better ways of teach-
ing that student”) and 5 relating to gen-
eral efficacy (e.g. “The hours in my class 
have little influence on students’ writing 
performance compared to the influence of 
their home environment”). The answer 
scale was: strongly disagree (1), moder-

Table 1. Distribution of the sample by educational level.

Variable

Educational Level

1-3 Primary
(n = 167; 32.4%)

4-6 Primary
(n = 209; 40.6%)

1-4 Compulsory 
Secondary

(n = 139; 27%)

TOTAL
(N = 515)

N % N % N % N %

Gender
Male 
Female 

17
150

10.2
89.8

56
153

26.8
73.2

46
93

33.1
66.9

119
396

23.1
76.9

Qualification 
Diploma
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s
Doctorate 
No response 

121
38
6
1
1

72.5
22.8
3.6
0.6
0.6

134
63
6
3
3

64.1
30.1
2.9
1.4
1.4

7
117
8
5
2

5.0
84.2
5.8
3.6
1.4

262
218
20
9
6

50.9
42.3
3.9
1.7
1.2

Ownership of the 
school

Public
Private-State 
Assisted

140
27

83.8
16.2

173
36

82.8
17.2

93
46

66.9
33.1

406
109

78.8
21.2

Province
Ávila
Burgos
León
Palencia
Salamanca
Segovia
Soria
Valladolid
Zamora 

23
18
35
13
21
6
8

36
7

13.8
10.8
21.0
7.8
12.6
3.6
4.8
21.6
4.2

16
23
33
13
22
25
10
46
21

7.7
11.0
15.8
6.2
10.5
12.0
4.8
22.0
10.0

20
20
19
13
16
15
8
13
15

14.4
14.4
13.7
9.4
11.5
10.8
5.8
9.4
10.8

59
61
87
39
59
46
26
95
43

11.5
11.8
16.9
7.6
11.5
8.9
5.0
18.4
8.3

Years’ experience 
of teaching

M
SD

18.83
9.41

20.53
9.98

17.43
10.09

19.14
9.89

Number of students 
in group-class

M
SD

16.13
7.47

17.53
7.06

22.76
7.47

18.46
7.76

Source: Own elaboration.
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ately disagree (2), slightly disagree (3), 
slightly agree (4), moderately agree (5), 
and strongly agree (6).

The original Teacher Efficacy Scale 
for Writing questionnaire (Graham et al., 
2001) had a Cronbach’s Alpha of .84 for 
the personal efficacy dimension and .69 for 
the general efficacy dimension, while the 
validated Spanish version had Cronbach’s 
alphas of .77 and .73 respectively. The val-
ues obtained in this study were .77 for per-
sonal efficacy and .75 for general efficacy, 
which indicates adequate reliability. 

— Section 4. Teachers’ attitudes to-
wards writing and the teaching of it.

We used a translation of the question-
naire by Brindle et al. (2016). This com-
prises 7 items (e.g. “I am a good writer”, 
“I like teaching writing”), and uses as its 
answer scale: strongly disagree (1), mod-
erately disagree (2), slightly disagree (3), 
slightly agree (4), moderately agree (5), 
and strongly agree (6). 

The analyses by Brindle et al. (2016) 
showed a single factor with a Cronbach’s 
alpha of .87, a very similar value to the one 
obtained in this study (.83), indicating ad-
equate reliability of the instrument used. 

3.3. Procedure
We carried out the data collection for 

the study during the second half of the 
2017-2018 school year. To do this, we 
telephoned the management of all of the 
schools in Castilla y León that provide 
primary and compulsory secondary edu-
cation to explain the aim of the study to 

them and ask them to agree to participate. 
The centres that agreed to participate re-
ceived an email explaining the study, a 
link to access the survey, and instructions 
on how to complete it. The management 
of the centres forwarded the email to all 
of their Spanish language and literature 
teachers so that any of them who volun-
tarily decided to participate in the study 
could complete the questionnaire. One 
month after contacting all of the schools, 
we sent a reminder email including the 
link to the survey again, the instructions 
on how to complete it, and the deadline 
for being able to complete it. The link to 
the online survey was active from Janu-
ary to April. 

3.4. Statistical analysis
To analyse the differences between 

educational levels in the frequency of 
use of practices for teaching writing 
and in the teacher’s variables analysed, 
we carried out one-way analysis of var-
iance (ANOVA) with three comparison 
groups: years 1-3 of primary school, 4-6 
of primary school, and 1-4 of secondary 
school. To control the risk of type I er-
rors, we used the Bonferroni technique, 
considering that there were statistically 
significant differences when the p val-
ue was lower than .0025 in the case of 
instructional practices (p = .05/20) and 
when the p value was lower than .013 
in the case of the teacher’s variables (p 
= .05/4). In cases where we found signif-
icant differences, we performed post-hoc 
analyses using the Tukey HSD technique 
with the Bonferroni correction and we 
considered that there were statistically 
significant differences when the p value 
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was lower than .017, both in the case of  
the instructional practices (p = .05/3) 
and in teacher’s variables (p = .05/3). It 
was not obligatory to respond to all of the 
items in the survey and so not all of the 
participants answered all of them. There-
fore, we performed the ANOVA analyses 
on the basis of the responses obtained 
and so the number of cases (n) for each 
instructional practice and teacher’s vari-
able analysed are stated. 

To determine the influence of the 
teacher’s variables analysed on instruc-
tional practice, we carried out multiple 
regression analyses, taking educational 
level, the levels of and general efficacy, 
attitudes, and the level of preparation for 
teaching of writing as predictor variables. 
Before the analysis, we eliminated the 
participants who did not reply to any of 
the items leaving a final subsample of N = 
436. In the first phase of the analysis, we 
introduced the educational level and the 
four modulator variables of the teacher 
into the model (model 1). To this end, 
we made the educational level variable a 
dummy variable taking years 1-3 of pri-
mary school as the reference educational 
level. In the second phase, we introduced 
interaction between the educational level 
and the modulator variables of the teach-
er into the model (model 2). The variables 
introduced into this model were centred 
on the mean.

4. Results 
Firstly, we display the results relating 

to how often teachers report using instruc-
tional practices supported by meta-analy-

sis studies for teaching of writing and dif- 
ferences by educational level. Secondly, 
we show the results of the modulator 
variables analysed along with their dif-
ferences by educational level. Finally, we 
analyse the influence of these modulator 
variables on the use of the instructional 
practices.

4.1. Use of effective teaching practices 
in the teaching of writing

As Table 2 shows, teachers report mak-
ing infrequent use of these instructional 
practices independently of educational 
level. None of the practices analysed were 
used on a daily basis. The most used, with 
a frequency ranging from several times a 
week to once a week, are those relating 
to the teaching of spelling and grammar. 
The remaining practices analysed are used 
between once a week and once a month, 
except for teaching of writing through 
new technologies and process focus, which 
are used between several times a year and 
once a month. 

We found statistically significant dif-
ferences by educational level in 13 of the 
20 instructional practices analysed. 

The pairwise comparison analyses 
showed that the compulsory secondary 
education teachers reported teaching the 
following writing dimensions less often 
than all of the primary teachers: tran-
scription skills (spelling, p < .001, d ≥ .48; 
handwriting, p < .001, d ≥ .62; and typ-
ing, p ≤ .003, d ≥ .46), planning strategies 
(p ≤ .004, d ≥ .36) and revision strategies 
(p < .001, d ≥ .43), and fostering students’ 
creativity (p ≤ .002, d ≥ .38). 
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Similarly, the compulsory secondary 
education teachers reported using the fol-
lowing supports for teaching of writing 
less frequently than the primary teachers: 
collaborative work on writing texts (p < .001,  
d ≥ .44), providing students with more 
time for writing (p < .001, d ≥ .50), setting 
writing objectives before composing the 
text (p ≤ .004, d ≥ .37), providing students 
with feedback about their texts (p ≤ .001, d 
≥ .42), and doing activities relating to sen-
sory experiences or imaginary situations 
before writing the text (p < .001, d ≥ .44). 
With regards to doing search activities and 
organising content before writing texts 
(p ≤ .014, d ≥ .29) and teaching writing 
through technologies (p < .001, d ≥ .43), 
the pairwise comparison analyses showed 
that the compulsory secondary education 
teachers and teachers from years 1-3 of 
primary education reported using this 
type of practice less frequently than those 
from years 4-6 of primary. 

4.2. Teacher’s variables modulating the 
teaching of writing 

As Table 3 shows, regardless of their 
educational level, the teachers analysed 
display a moderate level of personal effica-
cy, a low level of general efficacy, good atti-
tudes, and a minimal level of preparation 
for teaching writing. 

We found statistically significant differ-
ences by educational level in the level of per-
sonal efficacy and the level of preparation. 

The pairwise comparison analyses 
showed that compulsory secondary educa-
tion teachers reported a lower level of per-
sonal efficacy than teachers from years 4-6 
of primary (p = .003, d = .37). These differ-
ences were not found with regards to teach-
ers from years 1-3 of primary (p = .022). 

Similarly, compulsory secondary edu-
cation teachers reported a lower level of 

Table 3. Descriptors of the teacher’s variables and differences 
by educational level.

TOTAL 1-3 
PRIMARY

4-6 
PRIMARY

1-4 
SECON-

DARY
F

Partial 
eta 

squared

Variable N M 
(SD)

n M 
(SD)

n M 
(SD)

n M 
(SD)

Personal 
efficacy

507 4.58 
(0.59)

164 4.61 
(0.60)

207 4.64 
(0.53)

136 4.43 
(0.63)

5.83 .02*

General 
efficacy

507 2.61 
(0.84)

165 2.62 
(0.82)

206 2.64 
(0.85)

136 2.56 
(0.84)

.39 .002

Attitudes 506 5.01 
(0.74)

164 5.10 
(0.66)

207 4.96 
(0.79)

135 5.0 
(0.73)

1.63 .006

Preparation 515 2.43 
(0.62)

167 2.51 
(0.57)

209 2.51 
(0.56)

139 2.20 
(0.72)

12.83 .05***

* ≤ .013 ** ≤ .001 *** ≤ .0001
Source: Own elaboration 



Rut SÁNCHEZ-RIVERO, Rui A. ALVES, Teresa LIMPO and Raquel FIDALGO
re

vi
st

a 
es

p
añ

ol
a 

d
e 

p
ed

ag
og

ía
ye

ar
 7

9
, 
n
. 
2
7
9
, 
M

ay
-A

u
gu

st
 2

0
2
1
, 
3
2
1
-3

4
0

332 EV

Table 4. Regression analysis taking instructional practices 
as the predictor variable.

Models B Beta SE t p

Model 1
*4-6 Primary
*Compulsory Secondary
Personal Efficacy
General Efficacy
Attitudes
Training

0.056
-0.423
0.183
0.053
0.247
0.330

.026
-.176
.100
.041
.170
.188

0.112
0.125
0.090
0.059
0.071
0.084

0.496
-3.375
2.040
0.900
3.481
3.929

.620

.001

.042

.369

.001
< .001

Model 2
4-6 Primary
Compulsory Secondary
Personal efficacy
General efficacy
Attitudes
Preparation 
4-6 Primary × Personal efficacy
4-6 Primary × General efficacy
4-6 Primary × Attitudes
4-6 Primary × Preparation
Compulsory Secondary × Personal efficacy 
Compulsory Secondary × General efficacy
Compulsory secondary × Attitudes
Compulsory secondary × Preparation

0.071
-0.421
0.202
0.107
0.139
0.408
-0.209
-0.089
0.212
-0.069
0.127
-0.095
0.081
-0.144

.033
-.175
.110
.081
.096
.233
-.068
-.044
.101
-.024
.039
-.038
.029
-.051

0.115
0.129
0.147
0.109
0.138
0.167
0.219
0.144
0.176
0.215
0.222
0.156
0.196
0.220

0.622
-3.271
1.376
0.977
1.002
2.448
-0.954
-0.619
1.209
-0.323
0.574
-0.606
0.413
-0.652

.535

.001

.170

.329

.317

.015

.341

.536

.227

.747

.566

.545

.680

.515

* The educational level variable was made a dummy variable taking years 1-3 of primary 
school as the reference educational level.
Source: Own elaboration.

preparation than all of the primary educa-
tion teachers (p < .001, d ≥ .47). 

4.3. Influence of the teacher’s variables 
on use of effective instructional practices

The results of the regression analysis 
(Table 4) showed that the teacher’s vari- 
ables analysed together explain 12% of the 
variance in the use teachers reported of in-
structional practices for teaching writing. 
However, only the level of personal efficacy, 

attitudes, the level of preparation, and the 
compulsory secondary educational level sig-
nificantly contributed to the use of these 
practices, with the contribution of the com-
pulsory secondary educational level being 
negative. The interaction between education-
al level and the teacher’s variables analysed 
did not involve an increase in the predicted 
variance (model 2), suggesting that the influ-
ence of these variables is maintained across 
all of the educational levels analysed.

5. Conclusions 
Based on the results of this study, 

we can draw the following conclusions. 
Firstly, compulsory education teachers 
in Spain report little use in teaching of 

writing of instructional practices sup-
ported by meta-analysis studies; this 
result is consistent with what previous 
studies in international contexts have 
found (see Brindle et al., 2016; Gilbert & 
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Graham, 2010; Graham et al., 2014; Ki-
uhara et al., 2009). In turn, when com-
paring educational stages we found that 
teachers in compulsory secondary educa-
tion seem to make least use of this type 
of instructional practices for writing. 
This could reflect a change in how teach-
ers conceptualise writing, as it changes 
from being regarded as an object of study 
in primary education to a tool for use in 
studying in secondary education (Fidalgo 
et al., 2014). However, many official re-
ports have underlined the high number 
of students in secondary education who 
have still not achieved adequate written 
competence (Ministerio de Educación, 
2011). Ultimately, although scientific 
knowledge has provided a solid scientif-
ic basis for effective instructional prac-
tices for improving students’ written 
competence in the different education-
al stages, as corroborated in the review 
of meta-analyses in the present study, 
the results obtained appear to suggest 
a limited transference of this scientif-
ic knowledge to the educational sphere. 
One possible solution to this shortcom-
ing in transference could be linked to the 
promotion of professional development 
programmes for teachers regarding in-
struction in writing that not only pro-
vide better knowledge of these instruc-
tional practices (Koster et al., 2017), but 
which also enable teachers to achieve a 
command of them that enables practical 
application of them and their adaptation 
to the specific needs and characteristics 
of class groups autonomously and inde-
pendently; a key aspect for their transfer 
to the school context (Finlayson & Mc-
Crudden, 2020).

On the other hand, of all of the instruc-
tional practices analysed, the ones teach-
ers report using most frequently are gen-
erally those relating to command of low 
cognitive level writing processes, in line 
with what is reported in previous stud-
ies in other educational settings (Cutler 
& Graham, 2008; De Smedt et al., 2016; 
Gilbert & Graham, 2010). This could have 
a negative impact on the written compe-
tence of students in Spain given that the 
scientific evidence suggests that acquir-
ing a command of written competence not 
only requires automation of low cognitive 
level processes, but also the attainment of 
a self-regulated command of high cogni-
tive level processes, such as planning and 
revising texts (Berninger & Winn, 2006; 
Salvador Mata & García Guzmán, 2009). 
The greater emphasis teachers give to 
low cognitive level processes in teaching 
of writing could explain the limitations 
of students’ metacognitive knowledge in 
Spain, which is mainly linked to the me-
chanical processes of writing (García & 
Fidalgo, 2003), or the limited and ineffec-
tive use students make of cognitive and 
self-regulation strategies in their writing 
process (López et al., 2019; Fidalgo et al., 
2014). Given this, there appears to be a 
vital need for teachers to place more em-
phasis on the high cognitive level process-
es involved in textual composition when 
teaching writing, both in primary educa-
tion and compulsory secondary education. 
Accordingly, of all of the instructional fo-
cuses centred on improving students’ tex-
tual composition, strategic and self-regu-
lated instruction is the instructional focus 
that the different meta-analyses have 
corroborated as being most effective for 
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improving students’ written competence 
at different educational stages (Fidalgo et 
al., 2008; Torrance et al., 2015), including 
in the initial years of primary education 
when automation of low cognitive level 
processes has still not been achieved (Ar-
rimada et al., 2019). Furthermore, there 
are empirical reviews that demonstrate 
the efficacy of this instructional focus on 
students’ written performance, includ-
ing when the instruction is implemented 
by the teacher, although, in this case it is 
necessary to provide prior preparation and 
external support before and during its im-
plementation (Finlayson & McCrudden, 
2020); hence the importance of fostering 
the application of professional develop-
ment programmes for teachers. 

Moreover, in relation to the analysis 
of teachers’ modulating variables, we can 
draw the following conclusions. Firstly, in 
line with previous studies, the personal 
efficacy dimension and attitudes towards 
writing and teaching of it have a positive 
relationship with effective instructional 
practices for teaching of writing (Brindle, 
et al., 2016; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Gra-
ham et al., 2014), a relationship we also 
observed in the secondary education stage. 
For its part, the influence of teachers’ per-
ceived level of preparation for teaching 
of writing in their instructional practice 
extended to all of the educational levels 
analysed, something that helps clarify the 
influence of this variable throughout both 
primary and secondary education. Simi-
larly, the comparative analysis of the two 
educational stages in this study makes it 
possible to corroborate that compulsory 
secondary education teachers display low-

er levels of personal efficacy and prepara-
tion for teaching of writing compared with 
teachers from primary education. 

Given the important effect these 
teacher’s variables have on the use of ef-
fective instructional practices for teaching 
of writing throughout compulsory educa-
tion, and consequently, on the students’ 
writing performance, it is necessary 
to consider them both when analysing 
teaching practice for teaching of writing 
and in the future design of professional 
development programmes for teachers. 
If teachers display a high level of person-
al efficacy, it is more likely that they will 
normally implement this type of instruc-
tional practice in their group-class since 
belief in self-efficacy shapes an individu-
al’s performance, effort, and persistence 
when faced with this task (Zimmerman, 
2000). This also happens in relation to 
attitudes towards writing and the teach-
ing of it since if teachers regard writing 
skills as important, and so value teach-
ing of them, it is to be expected that they 
will consider and apply effective new 
practices to teach students and foster 
their writing performance (Brindle et 
al., 2016). In this sense, the moderate 
level of personal efficacy of teachers in 
Spain combined with the positive atti-
tude they display towards writing and 
teaching of it would, for its part, favour 
the inclusion of these instructional prac-
tices in their ordinary practice, with a 
consequent expected positive effect on 
students’ writing performance. However, 
as well as a good predisposition and 
a high level of efficacy for teaching of 
writing, teachers must also have a broad 
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knowledge of and preparation in the use 
and implementation of these instruction-
al practices (Graham & Harris, 2018). 
On this line, the low level of preparation 
reported by the teachers analysed in this 
study is worrying. 

Given all of this, we note the need to 
include professional preparation regard-
ing the implementation of this type of em-
pirically validated instructional practices, 
not just, as has been suggested, in teach-
ers’ ongoing professional development 
programmes but also in university syl- 
labuses with special attention to secondary 
teaching; this would partially help cover 
some of the gaps in professional prepara-
tion observed in different school subjects, 
particularly in secondary teaching mas-
ter’s programmes (Jover, 2015; Martín Ve-
gas, 2015; Santos Rego & Lorenzo Moledo, 
2015). 

Finally, before ending we should 
note some areas for consideration in the 
present study. A first one relates to the 
fact that the study sample was limited 
to a single Spanish Autonomous Region, 
which could limit the generalisability 
of the results. However, this seems un-
likely for several reasons. The results 
obtained in Spain fit what is stated in 
previous studies carried out in other 
countries. Furthermore, in Spain, at 
a legislative level, there are minimum 
teaching requirements regarding ob-
jectives, competences, content, stand-
ards and evaluable learning outcomes, 
and evaluation criteria that must be ful-
filled in each educational stage in all au-
tonomous regions (Primary Education 

Royal Decree 126/2014, of 28 Febru-
ary; Compulsory Secondary Educa-
tion and Baccalaureate Royal Decree 
1105/2014, of 26 December). Similar-
ly, an exploratory analysis of the leg-
islative measures that implement the 
general curriculum in different auton-
omous regions suggests that the treat-
ment does not differ by region. A sec-
ond matter to take into account in this 
study concerns the type of sampling 
used. The fact the final study sample 
comprised teachers who voluntarily 
chose to participate could result in 
limitations concerning representative-
ness, as it could be that the teachers 
who participated are ones who have a 
high motivation towards teaching of 
writing. Nonetheless, the results pro-
vided in this sense relating to their 
teaching self-efficacy or their atti-
tudes towards writing do not appear 
to support this explanation. Another 
aspect of the present study to consider 
relates to the nature of the survey de-
sign used and the fact that what was 
analysed was not the teachers’ actual 
practice in the teaching of writing but 
what they say they do in their prac-
tice. Although the study represents a 
first step in the analysis of the teach-
ing of writing in Spain, we suggest as 
a future line of research carrying out 
complementary observational studies 
to make it possible to go beyond fre-
quency of use and analyse how teach-
ers implement these instructional 
practices, considering, in turn, the in-
fluence of the social context in which 
teaching takes place and the interac-
tions and dynamics in class. 
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Notes 
1 The questionnaire included a fifth section regarding 
teachers’ theoretical orientations in the teaching of  
writing using the Writing Orientation Scale question-
naire developed by Graham et al. (2002). However, the 
Cronbach’s alpha obtained for this was very low (alpha 
< .60). We performed factorial analyses, but the re-
sults obtained did not fit the original structure of  the 
scale, and so we concluded that the scale did not work 
in our sample and we decided to eliminate these data 
from the analysis.
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