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SUMMARY

TEACHING WRITING IN CHILE

An evidence base for policies on writing instruction in Grades 7-12 of
Chilean public schools

Since the 2010s, Chile has been investing substantially in enabling upcoming
generations to develop proficient writing skills, in line with other countries
(Graham, 2019). Significant public efforts have gone into strengthening writing
in the classroom. They were shaped mainly as modernizations for the intended
curriculum, concretely, in terms of a curricular reform and including a writing test
for Grade 6 (age: 12) within the system of national assessment (SIMCE, in
Spanish). In addition, several descriptive studies have recently been published
that provide evidence for future innovations (Bañales et al., 2018; Bañales et al.,
2020).
All these efforts have prioritized the first educational years up to Grade 6. In
Grades 7-12, public efforts have been implemented only recently and studies
regarding their effects are scarce. For a public educational policy to be effective,
a proper diagnosis of the situation to be improved is essential (Viennet & Pont,
2017). Therefore, descriptive studies about writing instruction in Grades 7-12 are
needed.
Gathering the required information about writing instruction in the
mentioned educational stage can be done through a curricular analysis. This, in
turn, is a complex task, since a curriculum consists of multiple interrelated levels:
the intended curriculum – the one stated in official documents – and the taught
curriculum – the one that is actually implemented in practice (Glatthorn et al.,
2001; Goodlad, 1979). This means that, when aiming to provide insight regarding
writing instruction in a specific educational setting, the relation between the
intended and the taught curriculum must be considered.
This research project aimed to provide an evidence basis for the
development and improvement of public policies that promote the
273
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strengthening of writing skills of students in Grades 7-12 of Chilean public
schools. In Chile, the official curricular document for writing instruction is
characterized as being poly-paradigmatic: it is based on several curricular
domain-specific paradigms: cultural, communicative, procedural, macrolinguistic and micro-linguistic paradigms. In this study, we specifically aimed to
describe how the domain-specific paradigms in which the Spanish curriculum is
grounded are implemented in practice. We defined writing instruction as
situated (Barton et al., 2000), and related teachers' practices with their contextual
features, and their beliefs (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Graham & Rijlaarsdam, 2016).
We focused on teachers' roles in the classroom, since we assume that they
are essential for quality education (OECD., 2017). Furthermore, we situated our
study in the context of Chilean public education, because of the fundamental
role that public education plays in assuring equal opportunities for all students,
and therefore, in promoting sustainable development for the country. This is
especially importance in a strongly social stratified society, such as the Chilean
society (Avalos-Bevan, 2016; Bellei et al., 2019).
We conducted this research project in two parts, from two complementary
perspectives. Part I (Chapters 2 and 3) presents our survey study, in which we
used quantitative methods to provide a national overview of the situation of
writing instruction across Chile's 16 regions. In Part II (Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7) we
report on our multiple case study. Using a qualitative methodology, we aimed
to deepen the findings that we obtained from the survey study. We concluded
this dissertation with a closing chapter (Chapter 8), in which we discuss our
general conclusions and the quality of our research and provide
recommendations for public policy makers as well as for further research in
writing instruction.

1

PART I: A NATIONAL SURVEY STUDY

Our survey study aimed to provide a national overview of teachers' practices of
writing instruction in Chilean public schools. To collect the data, we distributed
an online questionnaire across the 16 regions of the country between May and
June 2017. 182 teachers of Spanish completed it (> = 80% completion), which
corresponded to a 47% response rate and represents a 90% confidence interval
with a 6% sample error.
In Part I of this dissertation, we presented our survey study in two chapters:
Teachers' Writing Practices and Contextual Features in Grades 7-12 of Chilean
Public Schools (Chapter 2), and Teachers' beliefs about writing instruction in
Grades 7-12 of Chilean public schools (Chapter 3).
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Chapter 2 aimed to respond to three research questions: 1. What are teachers’
writing practices in Spanish classrooms of Grades 7-12 in Chilean public schools?
2. What are the contextual features of teachers’ writing instruction practices? and
3. What are the relations between the implementation of teachers’ practices and
their contextual features in Grades 7-8 and 9-12 in Chilean public schools?
Findings revealed that, on average, teachers teach 6.5 hours of Spanish per
week (sd=1.4), and have on average 31 students per group (sd=15), which is
consistent with the national data (BCN, 2014b). Regarding domain-specific
practices, teachers tend to implement macro-linguistic, micro-linguistic, cultural,
and procedural practices of writing instruction, while communicative practices
are rarely implemented. Regarding generic practices, participants revealed to
spend a third of their Spanish hours on writing instruction (M=2.2, SD = 1). In
addition, the substantial majority of participants reported regularly providing
special support to disadvantaged students and implementing assessment
practices in their writing instruction.
In the survey, we also asked about factors that could possibly hinder writing
instruction in the classroom. The two factors that teachers reported as having
the strongest negative impact were students' learning difficulties (75%) and
teachers' lack of time (72%). Given the high number of weekly Spanish hours that
teachers teach, we assume that when teachers selected lack of time, they meant
time beyond their normal teaching hours. Surprisingly, participants rarely
mentioned students´ lack of interest as a factor that could hinder their writing
instruction (1%).
Results indicated that the situation for writing instruction generally seems to
be better in Grades 7-8 than in Grades 9-12 (see Table 5 in Chapter 2). This
included substantial differences in group sizes, and access to educational
resources (rubrics, textbooks, computers). In addition, the relations between
teachers’ quality rating of their preparation for writing instruction and their
implementation of domain-specific practices also demonstrated to be more
positive for Grades 7-8, compared to Grades 9-12.
Chapter 3 aimed to respond to three research questions: 1. To what extent do
teachers adhere to domain-specific paradigms – cultural, communicative,
procedural, macro- and micro-linguistic – in terms of their beliefs and
practices? 2. To what extent are teachers’ beliefs and practices coherently related
within domain-specific paradigms? and 3. To what extent are teachers’ beliefs
about writing instruction related to their general self-efficacy beliefs about
Spanish instruction?
Findings reinforced the conclusions we drew in Chapter 2: Cultural,
procedural, macro- and micro-linguistic paradigms revealed rather high levels
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of teachers’ adherence and internal coherence, which was not the case for the
communicative paradigm. For internal coherence, we measured the relations
between teachers’ practices (instructional and feedback practices) and teachers´
beliefs (theoretical orientations and self-efficacy beliefs) by domain-specific
paradigm. We found correlations between the two types of beliefs, and between
theoretical orientations beliefs and feedback practices. However, teachers´
beliefs did not seem to correlate with teachers’ instructional practices.
Background information revealed room for improvement regarding writing
instruction: not more than half of the participants reported holding positive selfefficacy beliefs regarding writing instruction, and a third of participants,
regarding collaborative writing. Findings for teachers' beliefs also differed
between educational levels, in line with our findings on teachers' practices
(Chapter 2). On the one hand, teachers from Grades 7-8 revealed feeling more
positive than those in Grade 9-12 about their socio-educational skills, such as
classroom management, and motivating students. On the other hand, in Grades
9-12, teaches reported feeling more positive regarding their literary content
knowledge. This could indicate that teachers in Grades 7-8 have more favorable
self-efficacy beliefs for providing quality writing instruction than in upper grades.

2

PART II: A MULTIPLE CASE STUDY

Our multiple case study aimed to gain further insight in how teachers deal with
the Chilean poly-paradigmatic intended curriculum for writing education. To
collect data, we conducted a multiple case study in which we conducted
classroom observations with five Language teachers who worked in Grades 7
and 8, who had previously participated in the survey study and interviewed them
about their writing lessons. To provide a broad and varied picture of teachers'
writing practices, we selected teachers with different teaching profiles, based on
their responses to the survey study. We opted to focus on Grades 7-8 because
the methodology we chose required us to focus on only a few comparable cases.
Therefore, we opted to study cases from one educational cycle: the first one
within Grades 7-12.
In Part II of this dissertation, we presented our multiple case study Writing
instruction in Chilean public schools: A multiple case study of teachers practices
in Grades 7-12 in four chapters (Chapters 4-7). This study aimed to respond to
the main research question: How do teachers of Grades 7-8 deal with the Chilean
poly-paradigmatic intended curriculum for writing education? In Chapter 4 we
described the setting and methodology of the study. In Chapters 5 and 6 we
presented the results of the study (from classroom observation and teachers´
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interviews, respectively), and in Chapter 7 we discussed the implications of our
findings for teaching writing and public policy.
In Chapter 4 we described how we selected our participants from the survey
respondents. We selected teachers who reported: (1) teaching Language in
Grades 7-8, (2) having high self-efficacy beliefs concerning writing instruction,
and (3) within the curriculum framework of Language (Reading, Writing, Oral
communication, Research), giving relevance to the Writing subdomain. We also
selected teachers who reported (4) differences in their preferences for writing
instruction paradigms and (5) working in the six more centrally located regions
of Chile. The five selected teachers (Aurora, Catalina, Carol, Margarita and
Joanna*) were all female, working in four regions of the country: Ñuble and the
three most populated regions of the country – Bíobio, Valparaíso, and the
Metropolitan region.
Data collection started with individual interviews with the five teachers, after
which we conducted classroom observations in their lessons. All data was
collected in Spanish and recorded for posterior transcription and analysis –
during the classroom observations, we recorded teachers´ voices. Data analysis
included conducting a case-by-case narrative analysis (De Fina &
Georgakopoulou, 2015; Garvis, 2015), which was followed by a comparative
cross-case analysis.

Chapter 5 aimed to respond to two sub questions: 1. How do the five different
paradigms of the intended curriculum appear in teachers' classroom practice? 2.
To what extent are the five paradigms coherently articulated in teachers'
pedagogical units?
Findings revealed that macro- and micro-linguistic practices were the most
common across cases, and we found examples of two consistent cultural
practices. Cases revealed procedural practices, but no consistent
implementation of the procedural and communicative paradigms. In addition,
two of the cases integrated various domain-specific paradigms within one
coherent pedagogical unit, while the other three teachers did so less coherently.

Chapter 6 aimed to explain the findings we obtained from classroom
observations, by responding to the third research question of the multiple case
study: 3. How are teachers’ choices in the implementation of the different
paradigms related to their situational context and personal beliefs? We
concluded that teachers appear to adapt the curriculum requirements to their
own context. Teachers’ beliefs appeared to play a key role in this adaptation
*

The teachers´ original names have been replaced, for privacy reasons.
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process, which means that teachers are active agents of the curriculum
implementation.
First, teachers' practices seem to be related to the beliefs they have regarding
their context, which, even in public schools, varies substantially between schools.
Teachers have certain perceptions regarding characteristics of their work
context, which determines how they position themselves at school. Both the
expectations of the intended curriculum and students´ needs appeared to form
a two-pole tension that teachers face in their practices. The way teachers
respond to this tension shapes the position they acquire in their work.
Second, teachers' practices seem to be guided by certain belief principles in
each case, which appear to be related to their work context and to the
preparation that they received about education and literacy education. Belief
principles seem to have different natures: transmissional or adaptive, generic or
domain-specific – related to literacy (or writing) instruction. Findings suggested
that only teachers whose actions were guided by an adaptive and domainspecific belief principle managed to implement a coherent pedagogical unit
which integrated various curricular paradigms.
In Chapter 7 we aimed to respond to the main research question of our multiple
case study: How do teachers of Grades 7-8 deal with the Chilean polyparadigmatic intended curriculum for writing education? To respond to it, we
discussed the findings of the multiple case study that we reported in Chapter 5
and 6. We concluded that teachers play a key role in adapting the curricular
requirements to their classroom practice. Concretely, four out of five participants
focused their efforts on responding to their students’ needs. In addition, we
found examples of coherent writing lessons in Grades 7-8 of public schools, even
though findings suggest that they are not common. This suggests that there is
room to improve writing instruction in Grades 7-8 of public schools. In addition,
we discovered that, contrary to curricular requirements, micro-linguistic features
are still prioritized, and that strict procedural and authentic communicative
practices seem to be rare in classroom practices.
We aimed to further explain these results by looking at the guidelines for
writing instruction that the Ministry of Education provides teachers through the
intended curriculum. More specifically, we analyzed the curricular document
(MINEDUC, 2013) and a sample of textbooks for Grades 7-8. Regarding the latter,
we analyzed the writing activities of the official Language textbooks that were in
use the year in which we collected the data for our study (Aravena Osorio, Berríos
Muñoz, & Peralta Valdés 2017; Ávila Reyes, & Barros Cruz, 2017). We found that
the guidelines that teachers' follow may be leading them to prioritize some
aspects of writing instruction such as relating reading to writing, basing writing
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tasks on macro- and micro-linguistic guidelines, and structuring their writing
tasks in stages. This would, in turn, move the focus away from promoting
authentic communicative practices and recursive procedural writing.
We think that the issue described above would probably not represent a
great obstacle for teachers who fully understand what writing and writing
instructions entails. Their belief principles would allow them to reprocess the
curricular requirements and the resources they count on, and integrate them
into a coherent writing lesson, which is orientated towards a clear instructional
purpose. Nevertheless, our findings seem to suggest that teachers with these
characteristics are not representative of teachers teaching in Grades 7-8 of
Chilean public schools.

3

CONCLUDING CHAPTER: CHAPTER 8

In Chapter 8, we presented our general conclusions and discussed the quality of
our study. In addition, we also provided recommendations for public policies of
writing instruction in Chile and for further research.

General conclusions. In Grades 7-12 of Chilean public schools, writing instruction
seems to be mainly (socio-) culturally and (macro- and micro-) linguistically
oriented in Chilean public schools. The writing practices in the classroom have a
marked genre-approach, and micro-linguistic features are still prioritized.
Teachers commonly structure their writing lessons by breaking them down into
sequenced stages of the writing process. Finally, authentic communicative
practices seem to be hardly implemented. Despite these observed patterns,
writing instruction practices in Chile are also quite eclectic: it is common for
teachers to take elements from different paradigms and include them (in a more
or less coherent way) in their lessons. Furthermore, we conclude that the
decisions that teachers make in the classroom vary substantially from case to
case.
Teachers´ beliefs and their context seem to be essential factors for explaining
writing practices in the classroom. Teachers´ beliefs can explain the eminently
(socio-) cultural and genre-based nature of their writing practices in the
classroom. In addition, they can also explain why some curricular changes have
not been realized in practice. Teachers' beliefs seem to guide their actions, and
beliefs are often more difficult to change than the official curriculum.
The diversity of teachers' context also helps us understand the key role that
teachers play in adapting the intended curriculum into classroom practice.
Writing instruction is a situated practice and cannot be understood separately
from the context that frames it. First, the way teachers position themselves in the
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classroom seems to respond to the way each of them perceives both the
intended curriculum and their students as well. Second, the situation for writing
instruction appears to be significantly more favorable for Grades 7-8 than in
Grades 9-12. In Grades 7-8, more recommended writing practices were
implemented, which is probably since both teachers' profiles and their work
context are more favorable for promoting writing instruction at these
educational levels. Third, our study seems to indicate important shortcomings in
the preparation teachers receive for teaching writing.

Study quality. When discussing the quality of our study, we considered important
factors that might have influenced it. We first addressed the fact that we
conducted our study, about writing instruction in Chile, from afar, in the
Netherlands. This had an impact on our data collection as well as on our
understanding of the phenomenon under study. We also discussed some
methodological consequences of using a self-designed survey. More concretely,
we addressed some specific validity issues, which led us to draw some
recommendations to further improve the design of our questionnaire.
Nevertheless, we also concluded that the main impression our data provided
of writing instruction in Chilean public-school classrooms seems to be valid. In
the first place, we address the strength of using complemented quantitative and
qualitative methodologies, since it allowed us to explain and reinforce our
conclusions.
We also discussed three other strengths of our study. First, designing our
own survey instrument allowed us to learn from the consequences of the
methodological choices we made. Second, we addressed the breadth of the
wide geographical coverage of our studies, which could positively contribute to
public policies in Chile. Third, the reflexivity that we gained as researchers from
conducting our study from afar, in a multicultural setting, was also a strength of
this study.

Recommendations.

Finally,
we
provided
eight
evidence-based
recommendations for public policy makers aiming to strengthen writing
instruction in Grades 7-12 of public schools in Chile. Four recommendations are
domain-specific: (1) to promote coherent cultural writing tasks, (2) to promote
authentic and coherent communicative writing tasks, (3) to promote recursive
and coherent procedural writing tasks and (4) to integrate micro-linguistic
features within a meaningful whole. We also provided four additional general
recommendations: (5) to provide teachers with adequate guidance to follow
curricular requirements, (6) to improve programs of professional development,
(7) to promote efficient use of material resources (such as laptops and
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textbooks), and (8) to prioritize efforts aimed at improving writing instruction
mainly in Grades 9-12.
In this study, we emphasized the active role that teachers play in the
adaptation of the intended curriculum for implementation in their classroom
practice. As a result, public policies should support teachers' reflective role and
their understanding of writing instruction. In addition, we recommend that
further research should stay as close as possible to teachers' classroom practice
and focus especially on describing the situation of writing instruction in upper
educational levels (Grades 9-12) as well.

SAMENVATTING

SCHRIJFVAARDIGHEIDSONDERWIJS IN CHILI

Een kennisbasis voor beleid inzake schrijfonderwijs in leerjaar 7-12 van
Chileense openbare scholen

Sinds de jaren 2010 heeft Chili, net als andere landen (Graham, 2019),
substantieel geïnvesteerd om toekomstige generaties in staat te stellen vaardige
schrijvers te worden. Er zijn aanzienlijke publieke inspanningen geleverd om het
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs te versterken, voornamelijk d.m.v. moderniseringen
van het formele curriculum en het invoeren van een nationale test voor
schrijfvaardigheid voor leerjaar 6 binnen het systeem van nationale peilingen van
het onderwijs (SIMCE, in het Spaans). Daarnaast zijn er onlangs verschillende
beschrijvende empirische onderzoeken gepubliceerd die inzichten aandragen
voor toekomstige innovaties (Bañales et al., 2018; Bañales et al., 2020).
Al deze inspanningen waren gericht op de eerste zes leerjaren. In de hogere
leerjaren (7-12) zijn pas onlangs vernieuwingen doorgevoerd. Studies over de
effecten ervan zijn derhalve schaars. Toch is voor een effectief openbaar
onderwijsbeleid is een accurate diagnose van de te verbeteren situatie essentieel
(Viennet & Pont, 2017). Daarom zijn beschrijvende studies over schrijfonderwijs
in Grades 7-12 nodig.
Informatie over het schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs in de leerjaren 7-12 kan
verkregen worden via een curriculumanalyse. Dit is een complexe onderneming,
aangezien een curriculum uit verscheidene onderling samenhangende niveaus
bestaat: het beoogde curriculum – dat wat officiële documenten beschrijven –
en het operationele curriculum – het onderwijs zoals dat daadwerkelijk in de
praktijk wordt uitgevoerd (Glatthorn et al., 2001 ; Goodlad, 1979). Als we een
beeld van het schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs in een specifieke sector willen
vastleggen dan moeten we de relatie tussen het beoogde curriculum en het
onderwezen curriculum in ogenschouw nemen.
283
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Het onderzoeksproject waarvan deze dissertatie verslag doet, had tot doel
kennis te verschaffen op basis waarvan de overheid beleid kan ontwikkelen om
de schrijfvaardigheid te verbeteren, en wel in het bijzonder in de leerjaren 7-12
van Chileense openbare scholen. Het huidige officiële curriculumdocument voor
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs draagt een poly-paradigmatische opvatting uit. Het
brengt verschillende zogenaamde domein-specifieke paradigma's bij elkaar. We
noemen ze de culturele, communicatieve, procedurele, macro-linguïstische en
micro-linguïstische paradigma's. In deze dissertatiestudie wilden we beschrijven
hoe deze domein-specifieke paradigma's waarop het Spaanse curriculum is
gegrondvest in de praktijk worden geïmplementeerd. We definieerden
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs als gesitueerd in een specifieke context (Barton et
al., 2000), en verbonden daarom de lespraktijken van leraren met contextuele
kenmerken en met de overtuigingen van leraren (Clark & Peterson, 1986;
Graham & Rijlaarsdam, 2016).
We concentreerden ons op praktijken van docenten, aangezien de kwaliteit
ervan essentieel is voor onderwijskwaliteit (OECD., 2017). Bovendien situeren we
onze studie in het openbare onderwijs, wegens de fundamentele taak die
openbaar onderwijs heeft om gelijke kansen voor alle leerlingen te verzekeren,
en daarmee de duurzame ontwikkeling van Chili bevordert. Dit is vooral van
belang in een sterk sociaal gelaagde samenleving, zoals die van Chili (AvalosBevan, 2016; Bellei et al., 2019).
We rapporteren in dit boek twee onderzoeken, vanuit twee complementaire
perspectieven. Deel I (hoofdstukken 2 en 3) presenteert een nationaal
surveyonderzoek, waarin we met kwantitatieve methoden een nationaal
overzicht bieden van de situatie van schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs in de 16 regio's
van Chili. In deel II (hoofdstukken 4, 5, 6 en 7) rapporteren een meervoudige
casestudy. Met kwalitatieve onderzoekstechnieken wilden we de inzichten
opgedaan via het de survey-studie uitdiepen. Een afsluitend hoofdstuk
(hoofdstuk 8) biedt algemene conclusies, een bespreking van de kwaliteit van
het gerapporteerde onderzoek en aanbevelingen voor beleidsmakers en verder
onderzoek.
1

DEEL I: EEN NATIONALE ENQUÊTE

Het vragenlijstonderzoek moest een nationaal overzicht bieden van de
schrijfonderwijspraktijken van leraren op Chileense openbare scholen. Tussen
mei en juni 2017 – dat is in Chili aan het eind van het eerste semester, voor de
wintervakantie – verspreidden we een online vragenlijst over de zestien regio's
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van Chili. 182 leraren Spaans hebben deze ingevuld (tenminste 80% van de
vragen beantwoord). Dat is een respons van 47%; binnen een 90%
betrouwbaarheidsinterval is de steekproeffout 6%.
In deel I presenteren twee hoofdstukken. Hoofdstuk 2 gaat over de praktijk
van schrijfonderwijs in de leerjaren 7-12 van Chileense openbare scholen en de
contextuele kenmerken van de werksituatie. Dit hoofdstuk legt de relatie tussen
de opvattingen van leraren over schrijfonderwijs in die leerjaren en de
onderwijspraktijk.

Hoofdstuk 2 gaat in op drie onderzoeksvragen:
1. Wat zijn de schrijfonderwijspraktijken van leraren Spaans de leerjaren 7-12?
2. Wat zijn de contextuele kenmerken van het schrijfonderwijs van leraren?
3. Wat zijn de relaties tussen de lespraktijken van leerkrachten en contextuele
kenmerken?
De resultaten tonen dat leraren zes tot zeven lesuren Spaans per klas geven, per
week (sd = 1,4) en dat de klassen gemiddeld 31 leerlingen bevatten (sd b= 15).
Dat komt overeen met landelijke gegevens (BCN, 2014b). Van de vijf paradigma's
voor schrijfonderwijs die het nationale leerplandocument voorschrijft, worden
we vier in meer of mindere mate geïmplementeerd: macro-linguïstische, microlinguïstische, culturele en procedurele praktijken van schrijfonderwijs komen
voor. Communicatief schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs wordt zelden aangeboden.
Van de zes à zeven lesuren per week besteedden docenten een derde deel aan
schrijfonderwijs (M = 2,2, SD = 1). De overgrote meerderheid zegt regelmatig
specifieke ondersteuning te bieden aan zwakke leerlingen en feedback en
beoordelingen te realiseren.
De vragenlijst vroeg ook naar factoren die de praktijk van het schrijfonderwijs
belemmeren. De sterkst negatieve factoren waren de leermoeilijkheden van
leerlingen (75% van de respondenten) en het gebrek aan tijd van leraren (72%).
Gezien het grote aantal wekelijkse Spaanse uren dat leraren lesgeven, denken
we dat leraren verwijzen naar de belasting buiten het lesrooster. Verrassend
genoeg noemden deelnemers het gebrek aan interesse van studenten zelden
als een factor die hun schrijfonderwijs zou kunnen belemmeren (1%).
De situatie lijkt qua schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs beter lijkt te zijn in de
leerjaren 7-8 dan in de leerjaren 9-12 (zie tabel 5 in hoofdstuk 2). Er zijn
aanzienlijke verschillen in groepsgrootte en toegang tot leermiddelen
(beoordelingsinstrumenten, schoolboeken, computers). Leraren in de leerjaren
7-8 zijn positiever dan hun collega's in de hogere leerjaren over hun
professionele scholing en tonen een sterke mate van implementatie van het
nationale curriculum.
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In hoofdstuk 3 komen drie onderzoeksvragen aan bod:
In hoeverre hangen docenten domein-specifieke paradigma's aan –
cultureel, communicatief, procedureel, macro- en micro-linguïstisch – qua
overtuiging en onderwijspraktijk?
In hoeverre zijn de overtuigingen en praktijken van leraren binnen domeinspecifieke paradigma's met elkaar in overeenstemming?
6. In
hoeverre
zijn
de
opvattingen
van
leraren
over
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs verbonden met hun opvattingen over hun
zelfeffectiviteit over taalonderwijs geven?
De bevindingen versterkten de conclusies die we in hoofdstuk 2 trokken:
Culturele, procedurele, macro- en micro-linguïstische paradigma's lieten een vrij
hoge mate van paradigmatrouw en interne coherentie zien, maar niet in het
geval van het communicatieve paradigma. Voor interne coherentie brachten we
de relaties in beeld per paradigma tussen instructie- en feedbackpraktijken en
de overtuigingen – theoretische oriëntaties en zelfeffectiviteit. We vonden
correlaties tussen de twee soorten overtuigingen, en tussen theoretische
oriëntaties, overtuigingen en feedbackpraktijken. De opvattingen van leraren
leken echter niet samen te hangen met hun onderwijspraktijken.
We concludeerden dat er ruimte was voor verbetering: niet meer dan de helft
van de respondenten rapporteerde positieve overtuigingen over
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs en maar een derde over collaboratief schrijven.
Opleidingsniveau bleek een rol te spelen, net zoals in hoofdstuk 2 over de
implementatie van het nationale curriculum. Aan de ene kant toonden leraren
van de leerjaren 7-8 zich positiever dan die van de leerjaren 9-12 over hun
sociaal-educatieve vaardigheden, zoals klassenmanagement en het motiveren
van studenten. Docenten in Grades 9-12 toonden zich dan positiever over hun
literaire inhoudskennis. Dit zou erop kunnen duiden dat leraren in de leerjaren
7-8 gunstigere opvattingen hebben over hun zelfeffectiviteit voor het geven van
kwalitatief sterk schrijfonderwijs dan in de hogere klassen.
2

DEEL II: EEN MEERVOUDIGE CASESTUDY

Met de meervoudige casestudy wilden we meer inzicht in hoe leraren omgaan
met
het
Chileense
poly-paradigmatische
curriculum
voor
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs. Om een breed en gevarieerd beeld te geven van
de schrijfgewoonten van docenten, selecteerden we docenten met verschillende
onderwijsprofielen op basis van hun antwoorden op de enquête. We beperkten
het onderzoek tot de leerjaren 7-8, omdat de dataverzameling arbeidsintensief
zou zijn, en een vergelijking tussen de leerjaren 7-8 en 9-12 niet mogelijk zou
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zijn. We observeerden lessen en interviewden de leraren over hun schrijflessen,
hun opvattingen en hun werkomstandigheden.
Deel II van dit proefschrift bevat vier hoofdstukken over de meervoudige
casestudy Schrijfonderwijs in Chileense openbare scholen: (hoofdstukken 4-7),
die tezamen de centrale onderzoeksvraag beantwoorden: hoe gaan docenten
van groep 7-8 om met het Chileense poly-paradigmatische curriculum voor
schrijfonderwijs? Hoofdstuk 4 beschrijft de setting en methodologie van de
studie. De hoofdstukken 5 en 6 presenteren de resultaten van de lesobservaties
en de interviews met de leraren. In hoofdstuk 7 gaan we in op de implicaties van
die bevindingen voor schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs en onderwijsbeleid.
In hoofdstuk 4 leggen we uit hoe we onze deelnemers uit de
enquêterespondenten selecteerden. Het ging ons om leraren die rapporteerden:
(1) dat zij Spaans gaven in de leerjaren 7 en 8, (2) een hoge mate van
zelfeffectiviteit met betrekking tot schrijfonderwijs hadden, en (3) binnen het
leerplankader van taal (lezen, schrijven, mondelinge communicatie, onderzoek)
het subdomein Schrijven betrekkelijk relevant vonden. Naast deze
overeenkomsten selecteerden we leraren die (4) verschilden in de voorkeuren
voor het schrijven van instructieparadigma's en (5) werkten in de zes meer
centraal gelegen regio's van Chili. De vijf geselecteerde leraren (Aurora, Catalina,
Carol, Margarita en Joanna) waren allen vrouw en werkten in vier regio's van het
land: Ñuble en de drie meest bevolkte regio's van het land - Bíobio, Valparaíso
en de Metropolitan Region.
De dataverzameling begon met individuele interviews met de vijf docenten.
waarna lesobservaties volgden. Alle gegevens werden in het Spaans verzameld
en vastgelegd in audio-opnames voor transcriptie en analyse achteraf. Tijdens
de lesobservaties droegen de leraren dasspeld microfoons. Data-analyse
omvatte het uitvoeren van een narratieve analyse per casus (De Fina &
Georgakopoulou, 2015; Garvis, 2015). Daarna volgde een vergelijkende analyse
van de vijf casussen.
In hoofdstuk 5 beantwoorden we twee deelvragen: 1. In hoeverre zijn de vijf
paradigma's van het formele curriculum zichtbaar in de lespraktijk van leraren?
2. In hoeverre zijn de vijf paradigma's op coherente verweven in de lessen?
We zagen dat macro- en micro-linguïstische praktijken het meest voorkomen
in de casussen. We vonden twee casussen van consistente culturele praktijken.
We zagen ook voorbeelden van procedurele praktijken, maar geen praktijken
waarin de procedurele en communicatieve paradigma's consistent verwezen
waren. Bovendien zagen we dat twee casussen verschillende domein-specifieke
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paradigma's binnen één coherente les integreerden, terwijl de andere drie
leraren de keuzes uit de paradigma's minder coherent verweefden.

Hoofdstuk 6 probeert de bevindingen uit lesobservaties te verklaren om zo de
derde onderzoeksvraag te beantwoorden: 3. Hoe zijn de keuzes van leraren bij
de implementatie van de verschillende paradigma's verbonden met hun
situationele context en persoonlijke overtuigingen? We concluderen in dat
hoofdstuk dat docenten het formele leerplan lijken aan te passen aan hun eigen
context. De opvattingen van leraren spelen een sleutelrol in dit
aanpassingsproces. Die opvattingen zijn daarmee het aangrijpingspunt voor de
implementatie van het curriculum.
Ten eerste lijken de praktijken van leerkrachten verband te houden met de
opvattingen die ze hebben over hun context. Die context blijkt, zelfs op
openbare scholen, aanzienlijk te verschillen tussen scholen. Leraren distilleren
bepaalde kenmerken uit hun werkcontext, wat bepaalt hoe ze zich positioneren
op school. De verwachtingen over het formele curriculum enerzijds en de
behoeften van studenten anderzijds vormen een tweepolig spanningsveld
waarbinnen leerkrachten hun weg zoeken. Hoe leraren zich in dit spanningsveld
positioneren, bepaalt hun interpretatie van het formele curriculum.
Ten tweede lijkt de opleiding op het gebied van (taal-)onderwijs een rol te
spelen. Overtuigingen over taal- (of schrijf) instructie lijken te verschillen op twee
dimensies: transmissie versus adaptief, en generiek versus domein-specifiek. De
resultaten suggereren dat alleen leraren wier acties werden geleid door een
adaptief en domein-specifieke overtuiging erin slaagden leseenheden te
ontwerpen die verschillende curriculaire paradigma's integreerden.
In hoofdstuk 7 combineren we alle inzichten uit hoofdstuk 5 en 6 om antwoord
te geven op de kernvraag van de meervoudige casestudy: hoe gaan docenten
in de leerjaren 7-8 om met de voorschriften uit het Chileense polyparadigmatische leerplan voor schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs? We concluderen
dat leraren een sleutelrol spelen bij het interpreteren van de leerplaneisen aan
hun eigen lespraktijk. Eerst en vooral blijken vier van de vijf deelnemers zich in
de eerste plaats in te spannen om aan de behoeften van hun specifieke
leerlingenpopulatie tegemoet te komen. Daarnaast vonden we voorbeelden van
coherente schrijflessen, wat vrij uitzonderlijk lijkt te zijn. Die inzichten suggereren
dat er ruimte is om het implementeren van het leerplan schrijfvaardigheid in de
leerjaren 7-8 van openbare scholen te verbeteren. Bovendien zagen we dat, in
tegenstelling tot de leerplanvereisten, micro-linguïstische kenmerken nog steeds
veel aandacht krijgen, en dat procedurele en authentieke communicatieve
praktijken zeldzaam of non-existent zijn.
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We wilden deze resultaten nader onderzoeken door te kijken naar de richtlijnen
voor schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs die het ministerie van Onderwijs docenten
geeft via het officiële, beoogde curriculum. Meer specifiek analyseerden we het
curriculaire document (MINEDUC, 2013) en een steekproef van leerboeken voor
Grades 7-8. We analyseerden schrijfactiviteiten van de officiële schoolboeken die
in gebruik waren in het jaar waarin we de gegevens voor ons onderzoek
verzamelden (Aravena Osorio, Berríos Muñoz en Peralta Valdés 2017; Ávila Reyes
en Barros Cruz, 2017). We ontdekten dat die schoolboeken er inderdaad toe
kunnen leiden dat leraren bepaalde aspecten van schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs
voorrang geven, zoals het uitgaan van leesteksten, aandacht voor macro- en
micro-linguïstische aspecten en het structureren van schrijftaken in fasen. Het
bevorderen van authentieke communicatieve praktijken en recursief procedureel
schrijven komt daarmee in het gedrang.
Voor
docenten
die
volledig
begrijpen
wat
schrijven
en
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs inhoudt, hoeft dit geen probleem te vormen. Hun
overtuigingen stellen hen in staat om de leerplanvereisten en het materiaal dat
hen ter beschikking staat te herzien en te integreren in samenhangend
schrijfonderwijs, dat gebaseerd is op een duidelijk instructiedoel. Desalniettemin
lijken onze bevindingen te suggereren dat zulke leraren niet representatief zijn
voor leraren die lesgeven in de leerjaren 7-8 van Chileense openbare scholen.
3

AFSLUITEND HOOFDSTUK: HOOFDSTUK 8

In hoofdstuk 8 presenteren we onze algemene conclusies en stellen we
kwaliteiten van ons onderzoek ter discussie. Daarnaast formuleren we
aanbevelingen voor de onderwijspolitiek in Chili en voor verder onderzoek.

Algemene conclusies. In de leerjaren 7-12 van Chileense openbare scholen lijkt
het schrijfonderwijs voornamelijk (sociaal) cultureel en (macro- en micro)
linguïstisch georiënteerd te zijn. De praktijken in de klas tonen een uitgesproken
genrebenadering, en micro-linguïstische kenmerken krijgen nog steeds
voorrang. Leraren structureren hun schrijflessen gewoonlijk door ze op te
splitsen in opeenvolgende fasen van het schrijfproces. Authentieke
communicatieve praktijken komen nauwelijks voor. Schrijfonderwijspraktijken
zijn nogal eclectisch: leraren putten uit verschillende paradigma's zonder dat het
veel samenhangen oplevert. De keuzes die die leraren maken leveren
aanzienlijke verschillen op als we naar de lessen kijken.
De opvattingen van leraren over schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs en hun
inzichten in hun context lijken essentiële factoren te zijn voor het samenstelen
van schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs. De opvattingen van leraren kunnen de bij
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uitstek (sociaal) culturele en genre-gebaseerde aard van hun schrijfpraktijken in
de klas verklaren. Daarnaast kunnen ze ook verklaren waarom sommige
beoogde leerplanveranderingen in de praktijk niet zijn gerealiseerd. De
overtuigingen van leraren lijken hun daden te sturen, en overtuigingen zijn vaak
moeilijker te veranderen dan het officiële curriculum.
De diversiteit van de context van leraren helpt ons ook de sleutelrol te
begrijpen die leraren spelen bij het aanpassen van het beoogde curriculum aan
de praktijk in de klas. Het schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs vindt plaats in een
bepaalde school- en leerlingencontext. Hoe docenten zichzelf positioneren in
de klas lijkt een reactie te zijn hoe elk van hen zowel het beoogde curriculum als
ook
hun
studenten
ervaart.
Ook
blijkt
de
context
voor
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs duidelijk gunstiger te zijn voor de leerjaren 7-8 dan
voor 9-12. In de leerjaren 7-8 werden meer elementen van het officiële leerplan
geïmplementeerd, wat waarschijnlijk te samenhangt met het feit dat zowel de
profielen van leraren als hun werkcontext gunstiger zijn in dit opzicht. Tenslotte
lijken er belangrijke tekortkomingen te zijn als het gaat om de professionele
voorbereiding van docenten op het vlak van schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs.

Bespreking van de kwaliteit van de studies. We bespreken in hoofdstuk 8 diverse
factoren die de kwaliteit van ons onderzoek kunnen hebben beïnvloed. Als
eerste factor behandelen we de specifieke situatie waarin dit onderzoek werd
opgezet en uitgevoerd. De studies gaan over schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs in
Chili, maar werd bedacht en uitgevoerd vanuit veraf, vanuit Nederland, door een
gemend Chileens-Nederlands team. Dit had een impact op het proces van data
verzamelen en het begrip van het fenomeen dat we bestudeerden. We gaan in
dit hoofdstuk ook in op enkele methodologische consequenties van het gebruik
van een zelfontworpen enquête. We bespreken enkele specifieke
validiteitsproblemen, wat ons bracht tot enkele aanbevelingen om het ontwerp
van onze vragenlijst verder te verbeteren.
Toch concluderen we dat de algemene indruk die onze gegevens over
schrijfonderwijs in klassen van Chileense openbare scholen opleveren valide
lijken, wat we vooral toeschrijven aan het benutten van complementaire
kwantitatieve en kwalitatieve methodologieën. Die aanpak stelde ons in staat
onze conclusies te onderbouwen en te versterken.
We behandelen er ook drie andere sterke punten van de studies. Ten eerste
was het ontwerpen van een eigen enquête-instrument niet allen zeer leerzaam,
maar was het ook noodzakelijk om een inhoudsvalide dataverzameling op te
bouwen die het beoogde leerplan en de Chileense context representeerden. Ten
tweede draagt de brede geografische dekking van onze studies bij aan de
validiteit van onze aanbevelingen aan het onderwijsbeleid in Chili. Ten derde
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leidde de onderzoeksetting – een studie over een Chileens fenomeen vanuit
Nederland, in een multicultureel onderzoeksteam ervoer het onderzoeksteam
was de reflexiviteit die we als onderzoekers hebben – tot via leerzame dialogen
tot reflexiviteit in de Chileense en Nederlandse partners.

Aanbevelingen. Ten slotte formuleren we in hoofdstuk 8 we acht empirisch
onderbouwde
aanbevelingen
voor
beleidsmakers
die
het
schrijfvaardigheidsonderwijs willen versterken in de leerjaren 7-12 van openbare
scholen in Chili. Vier aanbevelingen zijn domein-specifiek: (1) bevorder
coherente culturele schrijftaken, (2) bevorder authentieke en coherente
communicatieve schrijftaken, (3) bevorder recursieve en coherente procedurele
schrijftaken en (4) integreer micro-linguïstische kenmerken binnen een zinvol
geheel. Vier aanvullende algemene aanbevelingen zijn meer algemeen van aard:
(5) bied docenten adequate begeleiding om de leerplanvereisten om te zetten
naar hun context, (6) verbeter professionaleringsprogramma's, (7) bevorder het
efficiënt gebruik van materiële bronnen (zoals laptops en studieboeken), en (8)
geef prioriteit aan inspanningen gericht op het verbeteren van schrijfonderwijs,
voornamelijk in de leerjaren 9-12.
In deze studie benadrukten we de actieve rol die docenten spelen bij het
implementeren van het beoogde curriculum in hun specifieke onderwijspraktijk.
Daarom zou het overheidsbeleid de reflectie van leerkrachten op dit proces
moet stimuleren door hun begrip van de componenten van het formele
curriculum en de mogelijke samenhangen daartussen te ondersteunen. Voor
nader onderzoek bevelen we aan dicht bij de praktijk van de docenten te blijven.
Voor Chili zou vervolgonderzoek zich moeten richten op de situatie van
schrijfonderwijs in hogere leerjaren (leerjaren 9-12).

RESUMEN

DIDÁCTICA DE LA ESCRITURA EN CHILE

Una base de evidencia para políticas públicas sobre didáctica de la
escritura en los grados 7-12 de escuelas municipales chilenas

Desde la década de 2010, y de manera similar a como lo han hecho otros países
(Graham, 2019), Chile ha invertido recursos sustanciales para promover que los
jóvenes desarrollen habilidades de escritura que respondan a las necesidades
de la sociedad contemporánea. El Estado ha realizado importantes esfuerzos
para reforzar la didáctica de la escritura en el aula. Estos esfuerzos consistieron
sobre todo en una modernización del currículum oficial (prescrito),
concretamente, una reforma curricular y la inclusión de una prueba de escritura
para sexto grado58 dentro del sistema de evaluación nacional (SIMCE). Además,
recientemente se han publicado varios estudios descriptivos que aportan
evidencia para futuras innovaciones (Bañales et al., 2018; Bañales et al., 2020).
Para que una política educativa pública sea eficaz es fundamental contar con
un diagnóstico adecuado sobre la situación que se quiere mejorar (Viennet &
Pont, 2017). Sin embargo, las medidas que mencionamos han priorizado los
primeros años escolares hasta sexto grado de primaria. En los grados 7-12, los
esfuerzos públicos se han implementado recientemente y casi no se cuenta con
estudios sobre sus efectos. Por lo tanto, se necesitan estudios descriptivos sobre
la didáctica de la escritura en estos niveles educacionales.
La descripción de la situación de la didáctica de la escritura puede realizarse
mediante un análisis curricular. Esto es una tarea compleja, ya que el currículum
no es unívoco, sino que incluye varios niveles interrelacionados: el currículum
58

La edad típica de los estudiantes de sexto grado es 12 años.
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prescrito -el que se expresa en los documentos oficiales- y el currículum que
efectivamente se implementa en la práctica (Glatthorn et al., 2001; Goodlad,
1979). En consecuencia, para describir la didáctica de la escritura en un entorno
educativo específico, es importante considerar la relación entre los niveles
curriculares.
Este proyecto de investigación tuvo como objetivo proporcionar una base de
evidencia para el desarrollo y mejoramiento de políticas públicas que
promuevan el fortalecimiento de las habilidades de escritura de los estudiantes
de los grados 7-12 de las escuelas municipales chilenas. En Chile, el currículum
de Lengua y Literatura se caracteriza por ser poli-paradigmático. Se basa en
varios paradigmas curriculares específicos: cultural, comunicativo (o funcional),
cognitivo (o de proceso), macro-lingüístico y micro-lingüístico. En este estudio,
nuestro objetivo específico fue describir cómo estos paradigmas se
implementan en la práctica.
Definimos la didáctica de la escritura como una práctica situada (Barton et
al., 2000). Esto implica entender que las prácticas docentes se relacionan tanto
con características del contexto como con las creencias docentes (Clark y
Peterson, 1986; Graham y Rijlaarsdam, 2016). Además, nos enfocamos en el rol
del docente dentro del aula, dado su carácter fundamental para una educación
de calidad (OCDE, 2017). Por último, ubicamos nuestro estudio en el contexto
de la educación pública en Chile. La razón de ello es el papel fundamental que
juega la educación pública en garantizar igualdad de oportunidades para todos
los estudiantes y, por tanto, en la promoción del desarrollo sustentable del país.
Esto es especialmente importante en una sociedad fuertemente estratificada
como la sociedad chilena (Avalos-Bevan, 2016; Bellei et al., 2019).
Realizamos este proyecto de investigación en dos partes, desde dos
perspectivas complementarias. En la Parte I (Capítulos 2 y 3) presentamos dos
estudios que desarrollamos en forma de encuesta, en los que usamos métodos
cuantitativos para brindar una visión general nacional de la didáctica de la
escritura en las 16 regiones de Chile. En la Parte II (Capítulos 4, 5, 6 y 7)
presentamos nuestro estudio múltiple de casos. En este estudio, optamos por
una metodología cualitativa para profundizar en los hallazgos que obtuvimos
mediante nuestra encuesta. Concluimos esta tesis con un capítulo de cierre
(Capítulo 8). En este capítulo, discutimos nuestras conclusiones generales y la
calidad de nuestra investigación. Además, formulamos recomendaciones para el
desarrollo de políticas públicas educacionales, así como para futuras
investigaciones sobre la didáctica de la escritura.
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PARTE I: LA ENCUESTA NACIONAL

Mediante nuestra encuesta quisimos entregar una visión general de la didáctica
de la escritura en las escuelas municipales chilenas a lo largo del país. Para
recolectar los datos, distribuimos un cuestionario en línea en las 16 regiones del
país, entre mayo y junio de 2017. Lo completaron 182 profesores de Lengua59.
Esto correspondió a una tasa de respuesta del 47% y representa un intervalo de
confianza de 90%, con error muestral del 6%.
En la Parte I de esta tesis, presentamos nuestro estudio de encuesta en dos
capítulos: Prácticas docentes de escritura y características contextuales en los
grados 7-12 de las escuelas municipales chilenas (Capítulo 2), y Creencias
docentes sobre didáctica de la escritura en los grados 7-12 de escuelas
municipales chilenas (Capítulo 3).

El Capítulo 2 tuvo como objetivo responder a tres preguntas de investigación: 1.
¿Cuáles son las prácticas docentes de escritura en las aulas de Lengua de los
grados 7-12 en las escuelas municipales chilenas? 2. ¿Cuáles son las
características contextuales de las prácticas docentes de escritura en este
contexto educativo? y 3. ¿Cómo se relacionan la implementación de las prácticas
docentes y sus características contextuales en los grados 7-8 y 9-12 en las
escuelas municipales chilenas?
Los resultados revelaron que, en promedio, los profesores enseñan 6,5 horas
de Lengua a la semana (dt = 1,4) y tienen un promedio de 31 estudiantes por
grupo (dt = 15), lo que es consistente con los datos nacionales (BCN, 2014b).
Con respecto a las prácticas específicas de escritura, los docentes tienden a
implementar prácticas macro- y micro- lingüísticas, culturales y cognitivas,
aunque rara vez implementan prácticas comunicativas auténticas.
En cuanto a las prácticas genéricas, los participantes revelaron dedicar un
tercio de sus horas de Lengua a trabajar la escritura en el aula (M = 2.2, dt = 1).
Además, la gran mayoría de los participantes reportaron que, en su didáctica de
la escritura, implementan regularmente prácticas de evaluación y brindan apoyo
especial a estudiantes que tienen mayores dificultades.
En la encuesta también preguntamos sobre factores que podrían
obstaculizar la didáctica de la escritura en el aula. Los dos factores que parecen
causar un mayor impacto negativo fueron las dificultades de aprendizaje de los
estudiantes (75%) y la falta de tiempo de los docentes (72%). Dado el alto
número de horas semanales de Lengua con que cuentan los docentes,
Como cuestionario completo consideramos aquellos que habían sido completados en un
porcentaje de > = 80%.
59
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asumimos que cuando los profesores seleccionaron “falta de tiempo”, se refieren
a requerimientos laborales fuera de su trabajo en aula. Los participantes rara vez
mencionaron el desinterés de los estudiantes como un factor que podría
obstaculizar su didáctica de la escritura (1%).
Nuestros resultados indicaron que, en general, la situación de la didáctica de
la escritura parece ser mejor en los grados 7-8 que en los grados 9-12 (ver Tabla
5 en el Capítulo 2). Esto incluye diferencias sustanciales en el tamaño de los
grupos curso, y el acceso a recursos educativos – rúbricas, textos escolares,
computadores–. Además, en los grados 7-8 existe una relación más fuerte entre
el nivel de satisfacción que reportan los docentes respecto de su formación
sobre didáctica de la escritura, con la implementación de prácticas
recomendadas de escritura.

El Capítulo 3 tuvo como objetivo responder a tres preguntas de investigación: 1.
¿En qué medida los docentes adhieren en sus prácticas y creencias a los
paradigmas de didáctica de la escritura – cultural, comunicativo, cognitivo,
macro y micro lingüístico–? 2. ¿Hasta qué punto las prácticas y creencias
docentes sobre didáctica de la escritura se relacionan coherentemente por
paradigma? y 3. ¿En qué medida las creencias docentes sobre didáctica de la
escritura se relacionan con sus percepciones generales de autoeficacia sobre la
didáctica de la Lengua?
Los hallazgos de este estudio reforzaron nuestras conclusiones del Capítulo
2: Los paradigmas cultural, cognitivo, macro- y micro-lingüísticos revelaron
niveles bastante altos de adherencia y coherencia interna. Esto no fue el caso
del paradigma comunicativo. Para establecer cuál es la coherencia interna de
cada paradigma, medimos las relaciones entre las prácticas docentes
(instructivas y de retroalimentación, respectivamente, PI y PR) y las creencias
docentes (orientaciones teóricas y percepciones de autoeficacia,
respectivamente, CT y CA) por cada paradigma. Encontramos correlaciones
entre los dos tipos de creencias (CT y CA) y entre las orientaciones teóricas y
prácticas de retroalimentación (CT y PR). Sin embargo, obtuvimos que las
prácticas instructivas de los docentes (PI) no se correlacionó con ninguno de los
dos tipos de creencias docentes (CT, CA).
En un ámbito más general de la didáctica de la Lengua, nuestros resultados
mostraron espacio para reforzar la didáctica de la escritura en los grados 7-12
de escuelas municipales chilenas. La mitad de los docentes reportaron
percepciones positivas de autoeficacia con respecto a la didáctica de la escritura,
y un tercio, con respecto a la escritura colaborativa. Además, nuestros hallazgos
revelaron diferencias entre los niveles educacionales, en consonancia con
nuestros resultados sobre las prácticas docentes y sus características
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contextuales (Capítulo 2). Por un lado, los docentes de los grados 7-8 reportaron
percepciones de autoeficacia más positivas sobre sus habilidades
socioeducativas, como el manejo de grupo y la motivación de los estudiantes.
Por otro lado, en los grados 9-12, los docentes reportaron percepciones de
autoeficacia más positivas sobre sus conocimientos literarios. Estas diferencias
sugieren que los docentes de los grados 7-8 tienen percepciones de autoeficacia
más favorables para una didáctica de la escritura de calidad, en comparación
con los grados superiores.
2

PARTE II: EL ESTUDIO DE CASOS MÚLTIPLE

Nuestro estudio múltiple de casos tuvo como objetivo comprender cómo los
docentes implementan en el aula los varios paradigmas del currículum prescrito
de escritura. Para recopilar datos, entrevistamos y realizamos observación de
clases a cinco docentes de Lengua de los grados 7 y 8, que habían completado
previamente nuestra encuesta. Para obtener un cuadro amplio y variado de las
prácticas docentes de escritura, seleccionamos docentes con perfiles variados
de enseñanza, a partir de las respuestas obtenidas en la encuesta. Optamos por
enfocarnos en los grados 7-8 dado que la metodología que elegimos requería
centrarse en solo unos pocos casos, que a su vez debían ser comparables. Por
lo tanto, escogimos describir casos del primer ciclo educativo que estudiamos
en nuestra encuesta (grados 7-12).
En la Parte II de esta tesis, presentamos nuestro estudio múltiple de casos:
Didáctica de la escritura en escuelas municipales chilenas: Un estudio múltiple
de casos sobre las prácticas docentes en los grados 7-8, en cuatro capítulos
(Capítulos 4-7). La principal pregunta de investigación fue: ¿Cómo abordan los
docentes de los grados 7-8 el currículum poli-paradigmático de didáctica de la
escritura en Chile? En el capítulo 4 describimos la formulación y la metodología
del estudio. En los Capítulos 5 y 6 presentamos los resultados del estudio, a
partir de la observación de clases y de las entrevistas a los docentes,
respectivamente. Finalmente, en el Capítulo 7 discutimos las implicancias de
nuestros hallazgos para la didáctica de la escritura en el aula, y las políticas
públicas educacionales en Chile.
En el Capítulo 4 describimos cómo seleccionamos a nuestros participantes, a
partir de los docentes que respondieron la encuesta. Seleccionamos docentes
que informaron: (1) enseñar Lengua en los grados 7-8, (2) tener creencias
positivas autoeficacia sobre la didáctica de la escritura y (3) dar relevancia al eje
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de Escritura dentro de los ejes curriculares de Lengua60. Además, seleccionamos
docentes que reportaron (4) diferencias entre sus orientaciones hacia los
paradigmas de la didáctica de la escritura (5) y que informaron trabajar en las
seis regiones más centrales de Chile. A partir de estos criterios, seleccionamos
cinco docentes (Aurora, Catalina, Carol, Margarita y Joanna) que trabajaban en
cuatro regiones del país: Ñuble, y las tres regiones más pobladas – Biobío,
Valparaíso y la región Metropolitana.
La recolección de datos comenzó por entrevistar a las cinco profesoras. En
segundo lugar, realizamos observaciones de clases a cada una de ellas (2 - 3
clases por caso). Todos los datos se recopilaron en español y fueron registrados61
para su posterior transcripción. A continuación, realizamos el análisis de los
datos, que incluyó un análisis narrativo por caso (De Fina y Georgakopoulou,
2015; Garvis, 2015), y luego, un análisis comparativo entre los casos.

El Capítulo 5 tenía como objetivo responder a dos sub-preguntas de
investigación: 1. ¿Cómo se revelan los cinco paradigmas del currículum prescrito
en la práctica docente? 2. ¿En qué medida se articulan coherentemente los cinco
paradigmas en las unidades pedagógicas de los docentes?
Nuestros resultados revelaron que las prácticas macro- y micro- lingüísticas
eran las más comunes en todos los casos, y encontramos ejemplos de dos
prácticas culturales consistentes (Margarita, Joanna). Los casos revelaron
prácticas relativas al proceso de escritura, pero no una implementación
consistente de los paradigmas cognitivo ni comunicativo. Además, dos de los
casos (Margarita, Joanna) integraron varios paradigmas dentro de una unidad
pedagógica coherente, mientras que los otros tres lo hicieron de manera menos
coherente.
El Capítulo 6 tuvo como objetivo explicar los resultados que obtuvimos de las
observaciones de clases, para lo cual intentamos responder la tercera subpregunta de investigación de nuestro estudio: 3. ¿Cómo se relacionan las

opciones que toman los docentes para la implementación de los paradigmas
con su contexto situacional y creencias personales? Concluimos que los
docentes adaptan los requisitos del curriculum a su propio contexto. Las
creencias docentes parecen jugar un papel clave en este proceso de adaptación,
lo que significa que los docentes son agentes activos de la implementación
curricular.

Los ejes curriculares son: Lectura, Escritura, Comunicación Oral e Investigación (MINEDUC,
2013).
61 En el caso de la observación de clases, lo que se registró fue la voz de las docentes.
60
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En primer lugar, las prácticas docentes parecen relacionarse con las creencias
que tienen los docentes sobre su contexto, que varía sustancialmente, incluso
entre las escuelas municipales. Los docentes tienen ciertas creencias sobre las
características de su contexto laboral, que determina cómo se posicionan en la
escuela. En su práctica en el aula, los docentes parecen enfrentar una tensión
formada por dos polos, en la que un polo lo representan las expectativas del
currículum prescrito, y el otro, las necesidades de los estudiantes. La forma en
que los profesores responden a esta tensión determina cómo se posicionan los
docentes en su práctica.
En segundo lugar, las prácticas docentes parecen guiarse por ciertos
principios en cada caso. Nuestro estudio muestra que estos principios se
relacionan tanto con el contexto de trabajo de los docentes, como con la
preparación que estos recibieron sobre educación y alfabetización. Además,
estos principios pueden tener distintos focos: pueden centrarse en la transmisión
o en la adaptación del currículum, y a su vez, pueden ser genéricos o específicos
– estos últimos, relacionados con la didáctica de la alfabetización (o escritura).
Nuestros hallazgos sugieren que solo los docentes que guían sus prácticas por
un principio adaptativo y específico logran integrar varios paradigmas
curriculares en una unidad pedagógica coherente.
En el Capítulo 7 quisimos responder la pregunta de investigación principal de
nuestro estudio múltiple de casos: ¿Cómo abordan los docentes de los grados
7-8 el currículum poli-paradigmático de didáctica de la escritura en Chile? Para
responderla, discutimos los resultados que reportamos en los Capítulos 5 y 6.
Primero, concluimos que los docentes juegan un papel clave en la adaptación
de los requisitos curriculares a su práctica en el aula. Concretamente, cuatro de
cada cinco participantes concentraron sus esfuerzos en responder a las
necesidades de sus estudiantes. Segundo, encontramos ejemplos de clases de
escritura que integran coherentemente varios paradigmas, como requiere el
currículum. Sin embargo, nuestros hallazgos sugieren que es poco probable que
esta integración coherente sea común en las aulas. Esto señala espacio para
reforzar la didáctica de la escritura en los grados 7-8 de las escuelas municipales
de Chile. Tercero, descubrimos que, contrario a los requerimientos curriculares,
todavía se priorizan aspectos micro-lingüísticos. A su vez, obtuvimos que tanto
las prácticas comunicativas auténticas como las que implementan procesos de
escritura de forma recursiva son poco comunes.
Con el objetivo de explicar estos resultados con más profundidad,
analizamos las pautas que entrega el Ministerio de Educación a los docentes
para guiar su implementación del currículum de escritura en el aula. En primer
lugar, analizamos las bases curriculares (MINEDUC, 2013). En segundo lugar,
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analizamos las actividades de escritura de los textos escolares oficiales de
Lengua y Literatura para los grados 7-8que estaban en uso el año en que
recogimos los datos para nuestro estudio (Aravena Osorio, Berríos Muñoz, &
Peralta Valdés 2017; Ávila Reyes, & Barros Cruz, 2017). Concluimos que las pautas
que tienen los docentes priorizan aspectos de la didáctica de la escritura como
relacionar la lectura con la escritura, basar las tareas de escritura en pautas
micro-lingüísticas y macro-lingüísticas (sobre todo en características de los
géneros discursivos) y estructurar las tareas de escritura en etapas. Lo anterior
implicaría que el foco de atención no está en promover prácticas comunicativas
auténticas o implementar procesos de escritura recursivos en el aula.
Probablemente, este problema no representa un gran obstáculo para los
docentes que comprenden cabalmente lo que implica la escritura y su didáctica.
Los principios que guían las prácticas de estos docentes les permitirían
reprocesar los requisitos curriculares y los recursos con los que cuentan, para
integrarlos en una clase de escritura coherente, orientada a un propósito
didáctico claro. Sin embargo, nuestros hallazgos sugieren que estos docentes
no son representativos de aquellos que enseñan en los grados 7-8 de las
escuelas municipales chilenas. Esto implica que la gran mayoría de los docentes
que enseña Lengua en este contexto educativo tendría dificultades para
implementar los requerimientos curriculares sobre escritura en unidades
pedagógicas coherentes.
3

CAPÍTULO FINAL: CAPÍTULO 8

En el Capítulo 8, presentamos nuestras conclusiones generales y discutimos la
calidad de nuestro estudio. Además, ofrecemos recomendaciones para las
políticas públicas sobre didáctica de la escritura en Chile y para futuras
investigaciones.

Conclusiones generales. La didáctica de la escritura que se implementa entre los
grados 7-12 de escuelas municipales chilenas parece basarse principalmente en
el paradigma sociocultural. Existe una preminencia de la didáctica basada en los
géneros discursivos, y aún se priorizan aspectos micro-lingüísticos.
Comúnmente, los docentes estructuran sus clases de escritura dividiéndolas en
las etapas secuenciadas del proceso de escritura. Por otro lado, apenas se
implementan prácticas comunicativas auténticas.
Con todo, las prácticas de escritura en las aulas chilenas parecen ser
eclécticas: es común que los docentes tomen elementos de diferentes
paradigmas y los incluyan (de manera más o menos coherente) en sus clases.
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Además, concluimos que las decisiones que toman los docentes en el aula varían
sustancialmente de un caso a otro.
Las creencias docentes y el contexto en el que trabajan son factores
fundamentales para explicar las prácticas de escritura en el aula. En primer lugar,
las creencias docentes pueden explicar la preminencia del paradigma
sociocultural y de los géneros discursivos de su didáctica de la escritura. También
pueden explicar por qué algunos cambios curriculares no se han realizado en la
práctica. Las prácticas docentes son en gran manera guiadas por las creencias
docentes, y casi siempre, estas últimas son más difíciles de cambiar que el
currículum prescrito.
En segundo lugar, la diversidad del contexto de las aulas también ayuda a
comprender el papel clave que desempeñan los docentes en la adaptación del
currículum prescrito a la práctica. La didáctica de la escritura es una práctica
situada, y no puede entenderse de forma separada del contexto que la enmarca.
Primero, nuestro estudio indica importantes deficiencias en la preparación que
reciben los profesores sobre didáctica de la escritura. Segundo, el
posicionamiento de los docentes en el aula parece responder a la forma en que
cada uno de ellos percibe tanto las necesidades de sus estudiantes como el
currículum prescrito. Tercero, la situación de la didáctica de la escritura parece
ser significativamente más favorable en los grados 7-8 que en los grados 9-12.
En los grados 7-8 las prácticas de escritura recomendadas se implementan más
frecuentemente. Probablemente, esto se debe a que tanto el perfil de los
docentes como su contexto laboral son más favorables para trabajar la escritura
en estos niveles educativos.

Calidad del estudio. Para discutir la calidad de nuestro estudio, consideramos
factores importantes que podrían haberlo influido. Primero, nos hacemos cargo
de haber desarrollado nuestra investigación a la distancia: describimos la
didáctica de la escritura en Chile, desde los Países Bajos. Esto tuvo efectos tanto
en nuestra recopilación de datos, como en nuestra comprensión del fenómeno
en estudio. Segundo, discutimos consecuencias metodológicas de haber
desarrollado nuestro propio cuestionario para implementar la encuesta nacional.
Sobre todo, nos hicimos cargo de algunos problemas específicos de validez, que
nos llevaron formular algunas recomendaciones para mejorar el diseño de
nuestro cuestionario.
No obstante, obtuvimos señales indicando la validez del cuadro general que
revela nuestra investigación acerca de la didáctica de la escritura en las aulas
municipales chilenas en los grados 7-12. Sobre todo, concluimos que
implementar metodologías cuantitativas y cualitativas representó una gran
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fortaleza de nuestra investigación, porque nos permitió explicar y reforzar
nuestras conclusiones.
También discutimos otras tres fortalezas de nuestro estudio. Primero, diseñar
nuestro propio cuestionario para la encuesta nacional nos permitió aprender a
partir de las consecuencias de nuestras propias opciones metodológicas.
Segundo, destacamos la amplia cobertura geográfica de nuestros estudios, lo
que representaría una contribución para las políticas públicas en Chile. Tercero,
el contexto en el que llevamos a cabo nuestra investigación – desde la distancia,
y en un entorno multicultural – nos permitió ganar en reflexividad, que es clave
para realizar estudios de calidad, sobre todo si son cualitativos.

Recomendaciones. Finalmente, formulamos ocho recomendaciones basadas en
la evidencia para el desarrollo de políticas públicas sobre didáctica de la escritura
en los grados 7-12 de las escuelas municipales en Chile. Cuatro
recomendaciones son de carácter específico: (1) promover prácticas coherentes
de escritura con un enfoque cultural, (2) promover prácticas coherentes de
escritura que den lugar a una comunicación auténtica, (3) promover prácticas
coherentes que promuevan procesos de escritura recursivos y (4) promover
prácticas de escritura que integren rasgos micro-lingüísticos dentro de un todo
significativo.
Las otras cuatro recomendaciones son de carácter general: (5) orientar a los
docentes adecuadamente en su implementación curricular, (6) mejorar los
programas de desarrollo profesional, (7) promover un uso eficiente de los
recursos materiales – como computadores y textos escolares – y (8) al dirigir los
esfuerzos públicos para mejorar la didáctica de la escritura en las aulas, priorizar
los grados 9-12.
En este estudio, enfatizamos el papel activo que juegan los docentes en la
adaptación del currículum prescrito en la práctica del aula. A partir de ello,
concluimos que las políticas públicas deben apoyar el papel reflexivo de los
docentes y su comprensión cabal de los requerimientos de la didáctica de la
escritura. Además, recomendamos que futuras investigaciones se mantengan lo
más cercanas posible a la práctica en el aula y prioricen describir la situación de
la didáctica de la escritura, sobre todo en los niveles escolares superiores (grados
9-12).
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APPENDIX A: LEARNING GOALS OF GRADE 7 IN THE CHILEAN
NATIONAL CURRICULUM

Translated from the Chilean curricular framework of the Language and Literature
subject area (MINEDUC, 2013).

Reading subdomain
1.

To read regularly for learning and recreation and select texts according to
their preferences and purposes.

2.

To reflect on the different dimensions of human experience, both their own
and that of others, through the reading of literary works and other texts that
are part of our cultural heritage, addressing the themes stipulated for the
course and the works suggested for each one.

3.

To analyze stories to enrich their understanding, considering, when
appropriate:
• the story's conflict(s)
• the role each character plays in the conflict and how their actions affect
other characters
• the effect of certain actions on the development of history
• when the narrator speaks and when the characters speak
• the temporal disposition of the facts
• elements in common with other texts read during the year

4.

To analyze poems to enrich their understanding, considering, when
appropriate:
• how the poetic language used by the author appeals to the senses,
suggests moods and creates images
• the meaning or effect produced by using figurative language in the
poem
• the effect of the rhythm and sound of the poem when read aloud
• elements in common with other texts read during the year
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5.

To read and understand romances and works of popular poetry, considering
their characteristics and the context in which they are set.

6.

To read and understand mythological stories, considering
characteristics and the context in which they are set.

7.

To formulate an interpretation of the literary texts, considering:
• their personal experience and knowledge
• a dilemma presented in the text and their personal position on it
• the relationship of the work with the world view and the historical
context in which it is set and/or in which it was created

8.

To analyze and evaluate texts with argumentative purposes such as opinion
columns, letters and speeches, considering:
• the author's position and the arguments and information supporting it
• the difference between fact and opinion
• the student's personal position on what they have read and the
arguments that support it

9.

To analyze and evaluate texts from the media, such as news, reports, letters
to the editor, advertising texts or text from social networks, considering
• the explicit and implicit purposes of the text
• a distinction between facts and opinions that have been expressed
• the presence of stereotypes and prejudices
• the analysis and interpretation of images, graphs, tables, maps or
diagrams, and their relationship to the text in which they are inserted
• the effects that the information disclosed may have on the men or
women referred to in the text

their

10. To read and understand non-literary texts to contextualize and complement
the literary readings done in class.
11. To apply comprehension strategies according to their reading purposes,
such as:
• summarize
• ask questions
• analyze the different types of relationships that images or sound
establish with written text (in multimodal texts)
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identify elements in the text that make understanding difficult (loss of
references, unknown vocabulary, inconsistencies between the
information in the text and one's own knowledge) and seek solutions

Writing domain
12. To express themselves creatively by writing texts of various genres (e.g.,
stories, chronicles, diaries, letters, poems, etc.), freely choosing:
• the subject
• the genre
• the recipient
13. To writing, for the purpose of explaining a topic, texts of various genres (e.g.,
articles, reports, reportages, etc.), characterized by
• a clear presentation of the subject
• the presence of information from different sources
• the inclusion of facts, descriptions, examples or explanations that
develop the theme
• a clear thematic progression, with particular attention to the use of
anaphoric resources
• the use of images or other relevant graphic resources
• a closure consistent with the characteristics of the genre
• the use of references according to a previously agreed format
14. To write, with the purpose of persuasion, short texts of various genres (e.g.,
letters to the editor, editorials, literary criticism, etc.), characterized by
• the presentation of a statement referring to contingent or literary issues
• the presence of evidence and relevant information
• maintaining thematic coherence
15. To plan, write, review, rewrite and edit their texts according to context,
addressee, and purpose:
• gathering information and ideas and organizing them before writing
• adapting their register, specifically the vocabulary (technical terms,
idioms, slang from social networks, terms, and expressions from spoken
language), the grammatical person and the structure of the text, to the
discursive genre, context and target
• incorporating relevant information
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•
•
•
•
•

•
•

ensuring the coherence and cohesion of the text
taking care of the organization at a textual and oral level
using appropriate connectors to link the sections that make up the text
using a varied and precise vocabulary
recognizing and correcting misuses, especially of personal pronouns
and reflexes, verb conjugations, irregular participles, and subject - verb,
article - noun and noun - adjective agreement
correcting spelling and improving presentation
effectively using word processing software

16. To apply the concepts of sentence, subject and predicate in order to revise
and improve their texts:
• consistently producing complete sentences
• preserving the concordance between subject and predicate
• locating the subject, to determine what or who is being talked about
17. To use lexical coreference resources in their texts:
• making appropriate use of lexical substitution, synonymy and
hypernymy
• reflecting on the relationships of synonymy and hypernymy and their
role in writing cohesive and coherent texts
18. To use the verbal tenses of the indicative adequately when narrating,
maintaining an adequate sequence of verbal tenses.
19. To write correctly to make it easier for the reader to understand:
• applying all the rules of literal and accent spelling
• checking the spelling of words whose spelling is not subject to rules
• correctly using the dot, the comma, and the colon

Oral communication
20. To understand, compare and evaluate oral and audiovisual texts such as
exhibitions, speeches, documentaries, news, reports, etc., considering:
• their personal position on what they have heard and arguments to
support it
• the main themes, concepts or facts
• a distinction between facts and opinions that have been expressed
• different points of view expressed in the texts
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•
•
•

the relationships established between images, text and sound
relations between what is heard and other artistic manifestations
relations between what is heard and the themes and works studied
during the lessons

21. To engage in constructive dialogue to discuss or explore ideas:
• keeping the focus
• demonstrating understanding of the speaker
• making a case for it in a relevant way
• by asking questions or making comments that stimulate or advance
discussion or deepen an aspect of the topic
• negotiating agreements with partners
• considering the partner for turn taking
22. To express themselves in front of an audience in a clear and appropriate way
to communicate topics of interest to them:
• by presenting reliable information denoting a previous investigation
• following a clear thematic progression
• giving examples and explaining some key terms or concepts for
understanding the information
• using a varied and precise vocabulary and avoiding the use of cliché
phrases
• using visual material that supports what is said and relates directly to
what is explained
23. To consciously use the elements that influence and shape oral texts:
• comparing oral and written texts to establish the differences,
considering the context and the addressee
• demonstrating mastery of the various registers and using them
appropriately according to the situation
• using strategies to nurture the relationship with the other, especially by
showing disagreement
• using volume, speed, and diction appropriately to the purpose and
situation
Research on Language and Literature
24. To conduct research on various topics to supplement their readings or
answer questions related to language and literature:
• by defining the research topic
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•
•
•
•
•
•

using the main text search systems in the library and on the Internet
using the organizers and text structure to find information efficiently
evaluating whether the texts provide enough information to answer a
certain question or serve a purpose
organizing in categories the information found in the investigated
sources
recording the bibliographic information of the sources consulted
developing a well-structured discourse (oral or written), that
communicates students´ findings

25. To synthesize, record and order the main ideas of texts heard or read to
satisfy purposes such as studying, doing research, remembering details, etc.

APPENDIX B: ONLINE SURVEY PRESENTATION

The questionnaire included seven standard types of items (see Tables B1, B2 and
B3) that are available in the Qualtrics platform.
1. Multiple choice items (A), which included single answer items (A.1),
dropdown list items (A.2), multiple answer items (A.3), and classification
items (A.4), which required respondents to group items by dragging them
into boxes on the screen.
2. Slider items in the form of time bars (B).
3. Text entry items (C).
4. Constant sum items (D), which required respondents to fill in a form by
providing numeric entries that the platform automatically summed.
Table B1 provides information on the types of questions about domain-specific
practices included in the questionnaire, related to the linguistic, communicative,
procedural, and cultural paradigms.
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Table B1. Questionnaire Structure. Subcomponent: Domain-Specific Practices of Instruction
Section

Item
type

N of variables

Example question

Options

M number of choices
selected1

My students plan the texts they
Frequency scale
write.
Specific writing practices
A.4
8
My students send their texts to
Very often, a few times,
M 3.4 practices (sd=1.5)
a real addressee, such as a
never
regularly implemented.
classmate or a relative.
Foci of teacher feedback on
A.3
11
On what aspects of writing do
Spelling and text
M 5.4 (sd= 1.7)
students’ texts
students often receive more
organization , among others
feedback?
Note. The frequency scale included the options: never, sometimes during the year, sometimes during the semester, sometimes during the month, sometimes
during the week.
1Only A.3 & A.4 items.
General writing practices

A.1

8
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Table B2. Questionnaire Structure. Subcomponent: Generic Practices of Instruction
Section
Collaborative
learning
Differentiation
Instructional
sequence
Assessment
Learning time

Item
type
A.1

N of
variables
3

Example question

Options

My students plan their texts together.

Frequency scale

A.1

3

Frequency scale

A.1

4

A.1
D
B
A.1

6
3

The most advanced students in my class receive extra writing assignments (extra
assignments, or more challenging assignments).
How frequently does the average writing lesson include the following
phases (e.g. activating students’ previous knowledge)?
The design of my writing activities is adapted to my students’ performance level.
Please indicate the percentage of time that you devote to each L1 curriculum
subdomain. (D)
During an average month, how many hours do your students spend writing in
your Language lesson? This includes the time your students spend planning,
drafting, composing, and reviewing the texts they produce. This does not
include teaching writing. (B)

Frequency scale
Frequency scale
Percentages/
Frequency scale
/
Monthly
number of
hours

Note. The frequency scale included the options: never, sometimes during the year, sometimes during the semester, sometimes during the month, sometimes
during the week.
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Table B3. Questionnaire Structure. Component: Contextual Features of Teachers’ Practices
Section

Item
type
A.1
A.1
A.2
C
A.2
C
A.1
A.3

N of
variables
3
8

Example question

Options

M choices selected1

Please indicate your gender
Please select the region in which
you work

Male, female, other
15 regions of Chile

-

3

How many students are there in
your class?
Indicate how much training you
received for writing instruction

Open ended

M 2.4 ( sd=1)

Hindering factors for writing
instruction

A.4

10

Hindering factors for using
computers to support
students’ writing
Teaching materials

A.3

6

I received enough training, I
received a little training, I did not
receive training
Group size, lack of material
resources, among others/ Large
impact, medium impact, no impact.
Lack of computers at school, lack of
training , among others.

A.4

9

Books, audio-visual mass media,
among others/ very often, a few
times, never.

M 2.9 resources

Personal characteristics
School

Class
Teacher training

Note.. 1Only items A.3. and A.4.

7

Which of the following factors
hinder writing instruction in your
class (e.g. group size)?
Which of the following factors
hinder your students’ use of
computers for writing at school?
What do your students use as
prompts for writing tasks in your
Spanish lessons?

M 2.2 factors with large
effect (sd =1.4)

M 1.7 options (sd=0.9)

implemented very often
(sd=1.5)
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Table B4. Questionnaire Structure. Teachers’ practices and beliefs
Domain

Component

Category

Item
type

N of
variables

Example question(s)

Options

M choices
selected1

Domainspecific
(writing
instruction)

Practices

Instructional
practices

A.1

8

My students plan the texts they
write.
My students express their own
thoughts while writing

-

A.3

8

My students send their texts to a
real addressee, such as a
classmate or a relative.
My students write texts based on
research they do themselves
On what aspects of writing do
students often receive more
feedback?
How relevant are the following
aspects for your writing lessons?
Personal expression, Identity
development, the readers’
perspective, among others.

Never, sometimes during the
year, sometimes during the
semester, sometimes during
the month, sometimes during
the week.
Very often, a few times, never

Beliefs

Feedback
practices

A.2

11

Teachers’
orientations

A.3

12

M 3.4 practices ( sd
= 1.5) regularly
implemented.

Spelling, text organization ,
creativity, among others

M 5.4 ( sd = 1.7)

Great, low, no relevance.

M 9.7 (sd =3)
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Component

General

Note. 1Only A.3 & A.4 items.

Category

Item
type

N of
variables

Example question(s)

Options

M choices
selected1

Self – efficacy
beliefs

A.2

10

The following is a list of possible
objectives of a writing lesson.
Please select those for which you
feel most confident. You can
select more than one.

M 5,8 (sd = 2)

Self – efficacy
beliefs

A.2

12

From the following aspects
relevant to your classroom work,
select the ones that you best
master. You can select more than
one.

Help my students to improve
their formulation skills
(vocabulary, grammar and/or
spelling).
Help my students to develop
their ideas while writing.
Classroom management,
linguistic knowledge, writing
instruction, among others.

M 6,8 (sd = 2,6)

APPENDIX C: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

NATIONAL SURVEY ON WRITING INSTRUCTION IN PUBLIC
SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN CHILE

(Translated from the original version in Spanish)

Magdalena Flores-Ferrés, Daphne van Weijen and Gert
Rijlaarsdam

Completing this survey may take approximately 25 minutes. You can see the
progress status of your survey by looking at the red progress bar at the top edge
of the page.
You do not need to complete the survey in one go. You can interrupt it, close it
and continue at another time; however, for this it is essential that you always use
the same electronic device.
This survey has no correct or incorrect answers. For the protection of your
privacy, all the information you share with us will be kept confidential.
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1

PRELIMINARY SECTION

1.1 Do you teach Language between Grade 7-12? (A.1)62
o Yes
o No
1.2 Please complete the following general information about your school. My
school: (A.1)
Yes No
Is municipal (public)
Only offers education to students with special needs
Counts on preferential state support (SEP in Spanish)
2 CLASS
Please complete the following information about a course group with which you
work. If you work with more than one, choose the one with which you work more
hours.
2.1 What grade is this class? (A.1)
o Grade 7
o

Grade 8

o

Grade 9

o

Grade 10

o

Grade 11

o

Grade 12

2.2 How many students are there in this class? (C)
2.3 How many weekly hours do you teach Spanish to your class? (A.1)

For each item, we indicate its item type, according to the classification presented at the
beginning of Appendix A. For instance, A.1 indicates multiple-choice items, with single response.
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o

One

o

2

o

3

o

4

o

5

o
o

6
7

o

8

o

9

319

Please remember to have this class in mind while you respond to the rest of the
survey.
3 WRITING IN GENERAL
3.1 Of the total number of hours that you spend in your Spanish lessons, please
indicate the percentage of time that you devote to each curricular
subdomain. If the curriculum of your class does not include Research, leave it
as 0. Total should be 100. (D)
______ Reading
______ Writing
______ Oral communication
______ Research
______ Other
3.2 Please select how often your students complete writing assignments where
they are expected to write at least one paragraph. (A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.3 Indicate roughly how many writing activities your students perform in their
Spanish lessons during an academic semester. Please only consider those
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activities in which your students write texts of at least one extended paragraph
(A.1)
o

Between 1 and 5

o

Between 6 and 10

o

Between 11 and 15

o
o

Between 16 and 20
Between 21 and 25

o

More than 25

3.4 During an average month, how many hours do your students spend writing
in your Spanish lessons? This includes the time your students spend planning,
drafting, composing and reviewing the texts they produce. This does not include
teaching writing. Indicate your answer by dragging the red ball on the time bar.
(B)
______ Hours that my students spend writing during an average month.
3.5 Which of the following items hinders writing instruction in your lesson?
Please drag each of them to the appropriate group. (A.4)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Number of students in my class
My students' behavior problems
Students’ learning difficulties
Lack of time
Training for standardized tests (SIMCE, test for university entrance)
Lack of material resources, like blackboard, notebooks, flipcharts
Lack of opportunities to plan my Spanish lessons autonomously
Lack of opportunities to work collaboratively with colleagues
Work responsibilities that are not directly related to my Spanish lessons
My students’ disinterest
Other _______
GREATLY hinders writing
instruction in my lesson.

SLIGHTLY hinders writing
instruction in my lesson.

DOES NOT hinder writing
instruction in my lesson.

3.6 What do your students use as a starting point for the writing tasks in your
Spanish lessons? Please drag each of them to the appropriate group. (A.4)

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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•

Ideas proposed by you

•

Your own resources

•

Ideas proposed by your students.

•

Resources elaborated collaboratively with other teacher(s) or resources
elaborated by other teacher(s)

•
•

Books (this does not include textbooks, newspapers, magazines)
Textbooks

•

Printed mass media, like newspapers or magazines

•

Audio or audiovisual mass media, like radio or television

•

Resources from other disciplines
ALWAYS or ALMOST
ALWAYS

SOMETIMES

NEVER

3.7 If there is another source that is relevant for your writing lessons, please
indicate it here: (C.)
3.8 How relevant are the following aspects for your writing lessons? Please
drag each of them to the appropriate group. (A.4)
•

spelling

•

grammar

•

vocabulary

•

creativity

•

textual organization

•

aesthetics of language

•

personal expression

•

readers’ perspective

•
•

knowledge development
development of critical thinking

•

writing process

•

identity development

•

other _______
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ALWAYS or ALMOST
ALWAYS

SOMETIMES

NEVER

3.9 How often do your students use a computer to support their writing
process? (A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.10 Do some of the following factors hinder how much do your students use a
computer to support their writing process? (A.3)
o

Lack of computers in my school

o

I feel unprepared to use computers in my Language lessons

o

My students´ behavior problems

o

Limited access to other technological resources, such as printers or the

o

internet
Difficulties in managing the use of computers in my school

o

I prefer that my students write by hand

o

Other _______

3.11 To give feedback is to inform the student about their performance. Select
how often your students receive feedback on the texts they write. (A.1)
o

Never

o
o

Sometimes during the year
Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the quarter (trimester)

o
o

Sometimes during the month
Sometimes during the week

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

323

3.12 On what aspects of writing do students often receive more feedback?
Please select the appropriate option(s). You can select more than one. (A.3)
o

Spelling

o

Vocabulary

o
o

Grammar
Creativity

o

Personal expression

o

Aesthetics of language

o

Textual organization

o

Development of ideas

o

Writing process

o
o

Development of critical thinking
Consider the perspective of others

o

Other ____________________

3.13 Writing strategies can be used to improve writing processes. Do you teach
writing strategies explicitly to your class? (A.1)
o

Yes

o

No

3.14 During an average month, how many hours do you teach writing
strategies explicitly to your class? This does not include the time your students
spend on planning, writing, or revising their texts. Indicate your answer by
dragging the red ball on the time bar.(B)
______ Number of hours that I explicitly teach writing to my class during an
average month.
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3.15 How often does the average writing lesson include the following
phases? (A.1)

my students' previous
experiences are
activated
my students observe a
demonstration of what
is to be learned
new knowledge or skills
is applied by my
students
my students transfer the
new skills to new
situations or problems

Never

Sometimes

Always or almost
always

























The following writing methods or writing activities may or may not apply to
your classroom. Please fill out this section by selecting how often the following
practices are implemented. During my Spanish lessons:
3.6 my students can choose between various writing assignments. (A.1)
o

Never

o
o

Sometimes during the year
Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.7 my students plan the texts they will write. (A.1)
o

Never

o
o

Sometimes during the year
Sometimes during the semester

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week
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3.8 my students review the texts they write. (A.1)
o

Never

o
o

Sometimes during the year
Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.9 my students share their writing texts with each other. (A.1)
o

Never

o
o

Sometimes during the year
Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.10 my students express their own thoughts while writing. (A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o
o

Sometimes during the semester
Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.11 my students write texts to demonstrate what they know about something.
(A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week
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3.12 my students plan their texts together. (A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.13 my students discuss the topics they write about. (A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.14 How often are the following differentiated practices implemented? (A.1)

The students of my
class who have
more difficulties
receive special
support in their
writing tasks .

The most advanced
students on my
class receive extra
writing assignments
(extra assignments,
or more challenging
assignments)

Never

Sometimes
during the
year

Sometimes
during the
semester

Sometimes
during the
month

Sometimes
during the
week
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3.15 Which of the following practices are implemented by your students in their
writing activities? Please drag each of them to the appropriate group. (A.4)
• My students review examples of the types of texts they are going to write.
• My students write texts based on research they do themselves.
• My students send their written productions to a real recipient (such as a
relative or an authority).
• They write in the context of authentic projects (such as the making of a
magazine or a festival)
• They exercise ways of structurally organizing the texts they write.
• They analyze the structural organization of the texts they read.
• They rewrite their texts to better suit their communicative purposes.
• They receive feedback on their texts before submitting their final version.
• Other _______
Very often

A few times

Never

3.16 How often is the quality of your students' written texts assessed? (A.1)
o
o

Never
Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week

3.17 During an average month, how many hours does it take you to assess a
writing task of your class, in which each student submits one text? Please only
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consider assessments in which the students write texts of at least one
paragraph. Indicate your answer by dragging the red ball in the time bar. (B)
______ Monthly hours that I spend assessing my students' writing tasks.
Please select how often the following practices are implemented to evaluate
your students' writing assignments.
3.18 I use the following resource(s) to assess my students' writing tasks? (A.1)
Never

Sometimes
during the
year

Sometimes
during the
semester

Sometimes
during the
month

Sometimes
during the
week

Checklists











Rubric











3.19 If you regularly use another resource to evaluate your students' writing
assignments, please indicate it here:
3.20 My students receive the criteria that will be used to assess the texts they
write in advance. (A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o

Sometimes during the month

o

Sometimes during the week
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3.21 The design of my writing activities is adapted to the performance that my
students have demonstrated previously. (A.1)
o

Never

o

Sometimes during the year

o

Sometimes during the semester

o
o

Sometimes during the month
Sometimes during the week

End of the block

4 PERCEPTIONS ABOUT WRITING INSTRUCTION
4.1 From the following aspects relevant to your classroom work, select the ones
that you best master. You can select more than one. (A.3)
o

Group management

o

Motivation of my students to work in lessons

o

Affective support for my students

o

Orientation of my students

o

Pedagogical planning and methodology

o

Communication with parents or other teachers

o

Language knowledge (includes grammar, spelling and vocabulary)

o

Literature knowledge

o
o

Knowledge about communication skills
Reading instruction

o

Writing instruction

o

Oral communication

4.2 If there is another aspect relevant to your classroom work, that you feel you
have a good command of, please indicate it here.
4.3 Please select how confident you are to achieve the following goals.
If you feel very prepared to reach a goal, select 10. If you do not feel prepared,
select 0.
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4.4 I feel confident about developing a good writing lesson. (A.1)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4.5 I feel confident about helping my students improve their writing skills. (A.1)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4.6 I feel confident about assessing my students' writing tasks. (A.1)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4.7 The following is a list of possible objectives for a writing lesson. Please
select those for which you feel most confident. You can select more than one.
(A.3)
o

Help my students develop their creativity as they write.

o

Help my students to write beautifully.

o

Help my students to improve their written formulation skills (vocabulary,
grammar and / or spelling).

o

Help my students develop their ideas while writing.

o

Help my students develop their writing skills in a collaborative way.

o
o

Help my students to put themselves in the place of others when they write.
Help my students logically organize the texts they write.

o

Help my students manage their writing processes (planning, reviewing, and
writing different versions of a text).

o

Adapt my writing activities to the different needs of my students.

o

Help my students develop their critical thinking when writing.
5 FREE COMMENTS

5.1 Do you have any further comments? If yes, please add them here. (C.)
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6 CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION: PERSONAL AND SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
6.1 This section seeks to collect contextual data relevant to the scientific
analysis of information. Please complete with information about your teacher
profile, your job and your school. As in the previous sections, your answers will
be treated with absolute confidentiality.
6.2 Please check your gender: (A.1)
o

Male

o

Female

o

Other

6.3 Indicate your age group: (A.1)
o
o

Between 20 and 29 years
Between 30 and 39 years

o

Between 40 and 49 years

o

Between 50 and 59 years

o

60 years or more

6.4 Please indicate the total of years that you have been teaching at secondary
level. (C)
6.5 Select your professional profile: (A.1)
o

Teacher of Language and / or Literature of Secondary level

o

Teacher of another subject of Secondary level

o

Teacher of Primary Education

o

I do not have a professional teaching degree
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6.6 Please indicate in what type of institution you did your teacher training
program and what the characteristics of that program were: (A.1)

Online

Blended

More than 4
years

Between 3
and 4 years

Between 2
and 3 years

Between 1
and 2 years

1 year or
less

Face to face

Modality of the
programme

Duration of the programme

Professional
institute
University

6.7 Select your highest degree: (A.1)
o

Bachelor

o

Professional degree

o

Postgraduate diploma

o

Master

o

Doctorate

6.8 Indicate how much training you received about the following subjects
during your teaching career: (A.1)
Enough

A little

I did not receive
preparation

Writing
instruction







Reading
instruction
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6.9 Select how you received this training. You can select more than one option:
(A.3)
o

During my initial training (teacher training program)

o

In a postgraduate course

o

In a course of the Center for Improvement, Experimentation and

o

Pedagogical Research (CPEIP, Ministry of Education)
In a course given by a Technical Assistance Agency (ATE)

o

In a private course

o

Independently, with other teachers

o

Independently, on my own

o

Other ____________________

6.10 Please select your geographical location. Select the region in which you
work: (A.1)
o

Arica and Parinacota

o

Tarapacá

o

Antofagasta

o

Atacama

o

Coquimbo

o

Valparaíso

o
o

Metropolitan Region
the Libertador General Bernardo O' higgins

o

Maule

o

Biobío

o

Araucanía

o

Los Ríos

o

Los Lagos

o

Aysén

o

Magallanes
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6.11 To which municipality does your school belong? (C)
6.12 In case your school offers education from grades 9th to 12th, what type of
curriculum does it implement? (A.1)
o

Artistic

o
o

Technical professional
Scientific-humanistic

6.13 Does the curriculum of your school include Indigenous Language? (A.1)
o

Yes

o

No

APPENDIX D: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Table D1. Domain-specific Practices

Feedback

Practice

On what
aspects of
writing do
students
often
receive
more
feedback?

Please fill out
the following
questions by
selecting how
often the
following
practices are
implemented.

Item
type
A.1

Options

A.4

(Almost)
Always
Most
often

A.3

W

M

S
Sometimes

Y

N
Never

Note. W=Weekly, M=Monthly, S=By semester, Y=Yearly, N=Never, R=Regularly implemented
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Paradigm

Practice

N

Linguistic

Spelling
Grammar
Vocabulary
Textual organization
Students practice ways of structurally organizing the texts they write
Students analyze the structural organization of the texts they read
Before writing, students review text models of the type of text they are going to
write
Readers’ perspective

182
182
182
182
149
153
174

182 10

10

My students share their written texts with each other
My students send their written products to a real recipient
(such as a relative or an authority).
My students write in the context of authentic projects
(such as the making of a magazine or a festival)
My students rewrite their texts to better suit their communicative purposes
Writing process
My students plan the texts they will write
My students review the texts they write
My students plan their texts together
My students use a computer to support their writing process
My students rewrite their texts to better suit their communicative purposes
My students receive feedback before submitting the final version of their texts
Creativity
Personal expression
Aesthetics of language
Development of ideas
Development of critical thinking
My students express their own thoughts while writing
My students write texts to demonstrate what they know about something.
My students write texts based on research they do themselves.
My students discuss the topics they write about.

182 18
153 2

43 24 13 2 61
40
42 2

Micro

Macro

Communicative

Procedural

Cultural

Percentages
W M S Y
81
49
69
66
46
32
52
31
63
32

N

4
1
1

R
81
49
69
66
46
52
63

155 15

41

30 15

164
182
182
182
182
182
164
168
182
182
182
182
182
182
182
159
182

29

4

Note. Percentages in the column Regularly implemented (dark grey) show a sum of the values in
columns which represent high frequency implementation (light grey).

57
52
23
31
12
17
63
71
38
31
7
78
56
36
23
29
13

46
43
41
34

24
20
28
34
32
19

7
5
13
15

1
0
4
4
5
2

42 15 7
43 24 8
52
39 28 18

0
2
7
3

57
52
69
74
53
51
63
71
38
31
7
78
56
78
66
29
52
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Table D2. Generic Practices

Legend: see table D1. Frequencies of practices implementation.
Category
Instructional design

Assessment

Collaborative

Differentiation

Practice
My students' previous experiences are activated
My students observe a demonstration of what is to be learned
The new knowledge or skills is applied by my students
My students transfer the new skills to new situations/problems
The quality of my students' written texts is assessed
Students’ writing assessments are evaluated using checklists.
Students’ writing assessments are evaluated using rubrics.
Students receive the assessment criteria in advance
The design of my writing activities is adapted
to the performance that my students have demonstrated.
My students share their written texts with each other.
My students plan their texts together
My students discuss the topics they write about.
My students can choose between various writing assignments.
The students in my class who have more difficulties
receive special support in their writing tasks
The most advanced students in my class
receive extra/more challenging writing assignments

42
43
46
43

Percentages
S
Y
N
23
0
49
1
37
2
60
2
26
4
0
22
4
6
24
5
4
11
2
1

R
78
50
62
39
70
69
68
43

37
18
12
13
10

43
43
41
39
34

17
24
28
28
33

2
13
13
18
20

1
2
4
3
3

80
61
53
52
44

2

3

14

29

52

5

18

14

24

30

14

32

W
78
50
62
39
28
26
22

M

Note. The number of respondents of all the items included in this table was N=182. 2Percentages in the column Regularly implemented (dark grey) show a
sum of the values in columns which represent high frequency implementation (light grey).
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Table D3. Contextual features of writing. Percentage of participants that selected
'always' or 'almost always implementing the practice

Hindering factors for
using computers to
support writing tasks

Hindering factors for writing
instruction

Sources for of input for writing

Category Practice

Percentage

Students' ideas

50

Other teachers' resources

17

Teachers' ideas

39

Teachers' resources

39

Other subject areas

6

Audio visual mass media

38

Printed mass media

27

Textbooks

44

Books

27

Number of students

51

Students' behaviour

58

Students' learning difficulties

75

Lack of time

71

Training for standardized tests

46

Lack of teachers' autonomy

41

Lack of collaboration between colleagues 52
Extra responsibilities

42

Lack of materials

35

Students' disinterest

1

Lack of computers

46

Lack of training

3

Students' discipline

25

Lack of other IT resources

51

Administrative difficulties

35

Prefer handwriting

13
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Table D4. Teachers´ beliefs about writing instruction: Theoretical Orientations.
Percentage of participants that selected giving relevance to the aspect in their writing
lessons (N=182)

Item

Percentage

Spelling
Vocabulary
Grammar
Textual organization
Writing process
Readers' perspective
Critical thinking
Creativity
Aesthetics
Personal expression
Knowledge development
Identity development

74
77
65
70
60
29
76
83
19
64
47
40
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Table D5. Teachers´ beliefs about writing instruction: Self-Efficacy beliefs. Percentage of
respondents that reported feeling confident about the aspect we asked about

Generic (Language and Literature lesson)

specific
Domain
instruction)

(writing

Category

Item
Helping my students develop their critical thinking while
they write
Helping my students consider others' perspective while
writing
Helping my students write aesthetically
Helping my students develop their creativity while they write
Helping my students develop their ideas while their write
Helping my students manage their writing process
Helping my students organize their writing texts
Helping my students improve their written formulation skills
Writing instruction
Reading instruction
Oral communication instruction
Language knowledge
Literature knowledge
Communication knowledge
Pedagogic planning and methods
Adaptation to my students' various needs
Collaborative writing
Discipline management
Students' motivation
Students' affective support
Students' tutoring
Communication with parents and teachers

Percentage

34
32
22
65
74
70
78
82
51
58
34
86
64
61
63
56
37
69
70
51
50
36

APPENDIX E: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PRACTICES WITHIN
DOMAIN-SPECIFIC PARADIGMS

Table E1. Correlations within the Linguistic Practices
Practices
Micro
linguistic
Macro
linguistic

*=

p<

.05, **

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Micro level
1
2

Feedback on grammar
Feedback on spelling
Feedback on vocabulary
Feedback on textual organization
Applying text structure
Exercising structure
Reviewing examples of types of
texts

.33**
.12
-

.32**
-

-

-

Macro level
4
5
6
.08
.14

.32**

-.08

.08

4

= p < .01.

Note. N= 136-182.

Table E2. Correlations within Communicative Practices

1
2
3
4

Practices
Sending texts to a real addressee
Writing in the context of authentic projects
Students sharing among their peers
Providing feedback on the readers’ perspective

Note. N= 140-182.
*=

p < .05, **= p < .01
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1

2

3

.13
.13
.15

.03
.07

.09

.01
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Table E3. Correlations within Procedural Practices
Practices

2

3

4

5

6

1

Students planning

2

Students reviewing

.74**

3

Students planning collaboratively

.59**

.58**

4

Students rewriting

.28**

.27**

.27**

5

Providing feedback before the final version

.12

.22**

.07

.38**

6

Feedback on writing process

.20**

.22**

.21**

.17*

-.04

Using computers to support writing process

.38**

.37**

.44**

.28**

.08

7
*=

7

.20**

p < .05, ** = p < .01. Note. N = 157-182

Table E4. Correlations within Cultural Practices
Practices

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1

Expressing own thinking

2

Demonstrating knowledge

.47**

3

Discussing topics

.58**

.57**

4

Feedback on ideas

.10

.01

.08

5

Feedback on aesthetics

.19**

.11

.22**

.10

6

Feedback on creativity

.10

.19*

.19*

.04

.27**

7

Feedback on personal expression

.04

-.02

.10

.27**

.14

.14

Feedback on critical thinking

.20**

.23**

.23**

.02

.07

.20**

.24**

.08

.16*

-.01

.12

.07

.08

8
9

Writing based on research

Note. N=159-182
*=

p < .05, ** = p < .01.

.14

9

.20*

APPENDIX F: CORRELATIONS PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT BY
TEACHERS’ PRACTICES

Table F1. Correlations between Respondents’ Quality Rating of their Training for Writing
Instruction and Teaches’ Domain-Specific Practices. N=76-105. *p < .05, ** p < .01.
Categories

Practices

Micro linguistic

Macro linguistic

Communicative

Procedural

Cultural

Grades
7-8

9-12

Feedback on grammar

.06

.16

Feedback on spelling

-.02

.01

Feedback on vocabulary

.18

.13

Feedback on textual organization

.18

.04

Applying text structure

.24*

.01

Analysing text structure

.34**

.12

Reviewing examples of types of texts

.22*

.16

Sending written texts to a real addressee

-.00

.18

Writing in the context of authentic projects

-.09

.06

Sharing written texts among peers

.23*

.27*

Feedback from the readers’ perspective

.18

-.19

Planning written texts

.17

.12

Reviewing written texts

.23*

.09

Planning collaboratively

.11

.08

Rewriting texts

.26*

.20

Providing feedback to students before the final version

.04

.19

Feedback on the writing process

.24*

.18

Using computers to support writing process

.16

-.02

Expressing own thinking

.01

.16

Demonstrating knowledge

-.01

.13

Students discussing the topics they write about

.20*

.07

Feedback on the development of ideas

.10

.04

Feedback on aesthetics of language

.27**

.01

Feedback on creativity

.08

.03

Feedback on personal expression

.09

.01

Feedback on critical thinking

.08

.03

Research based writing

.25*

.04

343

APPENDIX G: INTERVIEW GUIDELINE

Interview protocol adapted from Rietdijk et al. (2018), with additions from
Espinosa (2018).
0.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this interview is to find out more about the practice of your
writing education. I want to do this by means of the two student texts you sent
me: a relatively weak and a relatively strong text.
The interview will take about one hour. If you do not mind, I'll tape the
interview. The audio recordings are used solely for transcribing the answers you
provide in the interview, not for other purposes.
As soon as possible, you will receive a report of the conversation. If you wish,
you can change or add things in it. In the final research report, you and your
school will remain anonymous.

Overview of the interview
In the interview I would like to talk with you about:
1. The practice of your writing education (lesson content and structure)
2. Text quality
3. Your curriculum for writing in the present year
4. Monitoring and designing
5. Closing the interview
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1. PRACTICE OF WRITING EDUCATION:
DESCRIPTION OF THE PARTICULAR WRITING LESSON

The following questions are about the writing lesson in which both texts (the
weaker and the better text) were written. The aim of this phase of the interview
is to get a picture of the lessons in which your students wrote the reviewed texts.

1.1. What was the writing assignment that these students received?
Task
a. Was the assignment related to a previous one, or to certain content you had
previously presented? Please explain.
b. Was the writing assignments related to content of another academic subject
(such as Arts, History, Science…)?
c. Did you give the assignment orally or on paper?
d. Did the assignment contain information
• information about the genre of the text (story, explanation, argument ...)?
• information about the topic?
• information about the purpose and audience of the text?
• information about the length of the text?
Instruction
a. Did you give instructions before students started writing? Please explain.
b. If so, what were the instructions part of the assignment?
c. How did you present them?
Students
a. What was the starting point of the writing assignment for the students ? (A
resource, a topic, a conversation…). Please describe it.
b. What did the students have to write about?
c. Were the students engaged? How did they demonstrate this?
d. How do you evaluate this lesson: plusses and minusses? Will you change the
lesson to some extent next year?
e. (Recapitulation) Was this lesson typical, or did it differ from other lessons?
In what ways (it is typical/it differs…)

1.2. How did the students start their writing assignment?
Preparatory activities
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a.

Did your students do preparatory activities before writing (generating ideas,
drafting, reading, brainstorming, planning, structuring, filling in a scheme,
etc.)?
b. Did you model writing a text while thinking aloud for students before they
wrote? (model the writing process)
c. How long did the pre-writing phase last?
d. Were the students engaged in this phase? How did they demonstrate this?
e. What difficulties did you encounter?
f. (Recapitulation) Was this lesson typical, or did it differ from other lessons? In
what ways (it is typical/it differs…)

1.3. What happened during the lesson while writing the texts?
Structure of the lesson
What was the structure of this lesson? Was this lesson part of a pedagogical
unit? If so, what was the subject/rough structure of this unit.
Students
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

How long did the students take to write the text?
Did you give students help while writing? If so, what kind of help?
Did you give the weak learner other help than the good student?
Were the students engaged? How did they demonstrate this?
What difficulties did you find?
(Recapitulation) Was this lesson typical, or did it differ from other lessons?
In what ways (it is typical/it differs…)

1.4. Did you allow the students to work together during the writing lesson? - If
so, during which phase(s) of the lesson? - before writing, while writing, after writing? - If so, how did students work together? (e.g.,in pairs or in
groups, writing together, sharing tasks, providing feedback to each other)
a.
b.
c.
d.

What did this “working together” look like?
Were the students engaged? How did they demonstrate this?
What difficulties did you find about this?
(Recapitulation) Was this lesson typical, or did it differ from other lessons?
In what ways (it is typical/it differs…)
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1.5. A5. What happened in the lesson after the text was finished?
Feedback and revisions/rewriting/publication/sharing with readers/students
a. Have the texts been rewritten by the students?
b. If so, what directions did you give students for this?
c. Did the students receive feedback on what they wrote? Please give more
information (such as in what stage of the process did it happen)
d. From whom? (teacher, other staff member, peers) What was the
assignment?
e. How many versions of the text did the students write?
f. How much time did students spend on their texts after writing them?
g. Are the texts published in one way or another? (eg hung up/displayed in the
lesson, published in a newspaper, on the internet)
h. Were all texts read in the end?
i. Were the students engaged? How did they demonstrate this?
j. What difficulties did you encounter?
k. (Recaptulation) Was this lessontypical, or it varied from other lessons? In
what ways (it is typical/it differs…)

1.6. How was the evaluation of these texts?
a. Have all texts been evaluated? By whom?
b. What was focused on during the evaluation/assessment?
c. Did the students get their evaluated texts back?
2.

TEXT QUALITY

This stage is about what your thoughts are about the qualities of the students
performance in your lesson. We will talk about the texts you provided me with
(the weaker and the stronger text), and the lessons in which these texts were
written. The aim of this phase of the interview is to gain insight in the various
levels of your students’ writing performance.
You provided a weaker and a stronger student text.
Looking at the texts:

2.1. General questions
In what ways do these texts differ in level of achievement?
How could you guide and support the students who wrote these texts?
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2.2. Regarding the weaker text:
a. What makes the weak text so weak in your view? What is your main concern?
b. What do you think is good about this text? What is the most important thing
that this student must learn?

2.3. Regarding the stronger text:
a. What do you like about the strong text?
b. What else could be better in the strong text?

2.4. Regarding both texts:
a.

In your experience, why do you think these differences in the quality of both
texts exist?
b. (Regarding the weaker text): How could this student be helped to generate
a better text?
c. (Regarding the stronger text): How could this student be helped to get even
better?
d. Did other students submit texts that were similar to these? How many
students did so? In what ways are these texts similar to those they wrote?
e. Did some students submit texts very different from these? In what ways?
3.

YOUR CURRICULUM FOR WRITING IN THE PRESENT YEAR

Now I would like to talk with you about your program, the content and sequence
of writing lessons over an academic year, in a particular grade
The following questions are about your writing lessons this school year.

3.1. What kind of texts have your students written this school year?
a.

What kind of genres? (argumentative, story, explanation, description,
instruction…)
b. How long were the texts written by students? (few lines, ½ A4, 1 A4,> 1A4)
c. Which writing tasks/tests for writing are included in the academic report?

3.2. How was your writing education program built up in the last school year?
a. With what kind of tasks/contents did you start the program, and what is next?
Is there an idea behind the sequence of tasks over the year? (If yes) Could you
explain it? What are the rationales for the sequence?
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Looking at the schema of the learning objectives:
a. What learning objectives have you covered during the year? What do you
think you will still cover?
b. Which learning objectives did you emphasize more? Please explain how and
why.
c. Which learning objectives you feel you don’t cover enough? Please explain
how and why.

3.3. How do you evaluate the current situation? Are you satisfied with the
emphases? Would you prefer to change the emphasis, if possible?
3.4. Conditions
a.

In what respect do the conditions or school characteristics facilitate your
writing instruction (or not)?
b. In what respect do the conditions or students’ group characteristics facilitate
your writing instruction (or not)?
b. Under which circumstances could your writing lessons improve?
4.

MONITORING AND DESIGNING

This section aims at exploring the ways teachers monitor the students' progress,
and the involvement in creating/adapting lesson materials.

4.1. Who designs your writing assignments and / or writing lessons?
a. If you do it, what does it require from you?
b. Can you provide an example?

4.2. Do you commonly base your lessons on the instructional sequences
provided by the textbook or do you deviate from them/adapt them for your
own context? If so, how do you do so?
4.3. Do you check whether a lesson has worked? Whether the purpose of the
lesson has been achieved?
a. If yes, how?
b. Do you then adapt the lesson for next time?
c. What difficulties did you encounter about this?

INTERVIEW GUIDELINE
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4.4. Do you keep track of the progress / development of your students’ writing
skills?
a. If yes, how? (grades, portfolio of writing products, etc.)

4.5. Do you make decisions related to the design of your lessons based on your
students’ perormance, or the previous experience of your lessons?
5.

CLOSING THE INTERVIEW

5.1. Additions. Do you have anything you wish to add?
5.2. Following stages of the data collection.
a.

Would you be willing to be observed during 3 lessons where you teach
writing/your students write?
b. Do you mind if I tape your voice during these lessons?

Thank you for this conversation!

APPENDIX H: PROTOCOL FOR QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

In the multiple case study, the data gathered from classroom observations and
teachers´ interviews was analyzed based on the following protocol: starting by
describing (1) the context of teachers' work, then (2) teachers´ practices and
finally (3) teachers´ interviews. The data had been audio recorded and had to be
transcribed before applying the protocol to each transcription.
1.
•
•
•
•
•
•

CONTEXT

The class
The school
Working conditions (social, material)
The intended curriculum
High-stakes exams
Teacher´s position at school
2.
Section

TEACHER PRACTICE

Level

Dimension

Category/Subcategory

Generic

Pedagogical

Instructional sequence/
Beginning Development Closure
Purpose of the instructional sequence/
Extrinsic, Intrinsic
Learning environment

Summary
Analysis

Socio
educational

Roles of the teacher and students
Cultural paradigm
Communicative paradigm
Procedural paradigm
Macro-linguistic paradigm
Micro-linguistic paradigm

Domainspecific
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3.

TEACHER INTERVIEW

Section

Level

Dimension

Category

Teacher
practice

Generic

Pedagogic

Instructional sequence
Assessment
Socialization of learning and
collaborative work
Differentiation

Socio
educational
Domainspecific

Cultural paradigm
Communicative paradigm
Procedural paradigm
Macro-linguistic paradigm
Micro-linguistic paradigm

APPENDIX I: TABLES FOR THE CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS

Table I1. Analysis of the Cultural Paradigm
Legend
N
1
2
3
4
5
6

Practices
Students express their own thinking.
Students´ writing starts from their own experiences.
Students´ writing starts from a text they have previously read.
Students write to demonstrate their knowledge.
Students write to demonstrate one perspective about
something.
Students discuss the topics they write about.

Focus of the practice
Personal development
Personal development
Personal development Writing-to-learn, Knowledge transmission
Writing-to-learn, Knowledge transmission
Writing-to-learn
Personal development, Writing-to-learn
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Joanna
It corresponds to the
purpose of the task.
2 In the oral pre-writing task.
3 Lesson 1: the writing task
starts from an article that
Joanna reads aloud.
4 About stereotypes and
prejudices.
5 From students´ experiences.
1

6

In the oral pre-writing task.

Margarita
About the piece of drama.

Catalina
-

Carol
-

Aurora
-

The piece of drama, in the
textbook.

The popular poem, in the
textbook.

The two interviews, in the
handout.

About stereotypes and
prejudices.
Regarding the piece of
drama.
-

-

Yes, regarding what
students researched about.
-

The graphical text, in the
anthology, and the news
articles, in the newspaper.
-

Students write in pairs and
they have to make decisions
together, mainly regarding
the topic and microlinguistic features.

Students write in pairs and
they have to make decisions
together, which are mainly
regarding who they write
about and the costume
students have to wear in the
oral presentation.

-

TABLES FOR CROSS CASE ANALYSIS
Table I2. Analysis of the Communicative Paradigm
Legend
N
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Practices
The writing task is grounded on authentic dialogue.
The writing task is grounded on authentic pieces of text.
At the beginning, the writing task is set with a defined addressee.
During the development of the task, the latter keeps its original addressee.
The closure of the task relates to the addressee that was defined from the beginning.
Students write to communicate something they want to communicate.
When the teacher provides feedback to her students, she assumes the role of an authentic reader.
When students provide feedback to their classmates, they assume the role of an authentic audience.
At the end of the task, all students share the texts they wrote with their peers/or the school community.
At the end of the task, some students share the texts they wrote with their peers/or the school community.
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Nr

Joanna

Margarita

Catalina

Carol

Aurora

1

-

-

-

-

2

The authentic dialogue takes place
as a pre-writing task, students share
their own experiences and feelings.
From the textbook – an article.

From the textbook – a poem.

From the handout that the
Language department
prepared – two interviews.

Such as newspapers
and a graphic text
from an anthology.

3

-

From the
textbook – a
piece of a
drama.
-

-

-

4
5

-

-

-

6

Yes. The fact that the writing task is
grounded on an authentic
conversation allows this to happen.
Yes, during the desk-by-desk
monitoring.
This does not happen about the
written text, but about the
experiences that students share
orally.

-

-

The goal is to present the
interview orally to the group.
The interviews are presented
in front of the group, but this
becomes an independent
activity.
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

7
8

-

-

TABLES FOR CROSS CASE ANALYSIS
9

-

-

10

-

-

The plan is that students will present
their “décimas” on a cardboard to
exhibit them to the school
community.
A few students that finished their
task earlier than the rest do so.
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-

A few students that finished
earlier than the rest shared
their task.

-
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Table I3. Analysis of the Procedural Paradigm

Legend
N

Practices

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

The task is formulated in explicit stages.
The task includes a pre-writing phase.
Students plan the text they write.
Students write a first draft.
Students review the texts they write.
Students rewrite the texts they write.
Students receive feedback on the pre-final version of the text.
Students receive directions that guide the management of their own writing process.
Students receive feedback on their management of their own writing process.
Students support their writing process through material resources.

TABLES FOR CROSS CASE ANALYSIS
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N

Joanna

Margarita

Catalina

Carol

Aurora

1

The task is explicitly
formulated in two
stages.

Yes, following the textbook.

-

-

2

Yes, when students
engage in the
authentic dialog of
Lesson 1 and 2.

Yes, in the activation of the prior
experience of the piece of drama
and of prior knowledge related
to the type of text.

When reading a poem, and when
activating prior knowledge about
the metric of popular poetry and
accentuation rules.

The stages are clearly expressed
at the beginning of each lesson
and repeated during the deskby-desk monitoring.
It is included in the research
activity.

3

This is promoted in the
task requirements:
Now, girls, start now
with ideas with your
partner.
…within task
requirements:
“Where do you write
your draft? In the
notebook.”
Joanna and the
assistant teacher revise
the texts.

-

-

-

-

Margarita suggests starting
writing using pencil and eraser.

Catalina suggests starting writing
using pencil and eraser.

Carol explicitly indicates the
students to do so, various times.

In lesson 2: When students apply
the linguistic content, in order to
improve their written texts.

Students are encouraged to
check the metrics of the poem,

Carol revises the text.

4

5

In Lesson 1:
when students
complete the
questionnaire.

-
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Joanna

Margarita

6

In the second
notebook.

Students rewrite micro-parts,
based on peer feedback.

7

They do so during the
teacher desk-by-desk
monitoring
They do so during the
teacher desk-by-desk
monitoring.
“You are blocking
yourself. (…) First of all,
write what you told me
about.”
They do so during the
teacher desk-by-desk
monitoring
Joanna provides them
different paper
notebooks.

They do so during peer
evaluation

8

9

10

Catalina

Carol

Aurora

verse by verse. The focus is
clearly at the micro level.
Students rewrite verses when
they do not comply with the
required metric.
They do so during the teacher
desk-by-desk monitoring.

Students better adequate their
texts to the task requirements,
based on Carol’s feedback.
They do so during the teacher
desk-by-desk monitoring

-

Students receive orientations to
apply the linguistic content, in
order to improve their written
texts.

Students are required to check
the metric verse by verse. The
focus is clearly at the micro level.

-

-

-

-

-

-

Margarita indicates students to
use pencil and eraser.

Catalina suggests starting writing
using pencil and eraser.

Students write using laptops.

-

TABLES FOR CROSS CASE ANALYSIS
Table I4. Analysis of the Macro-linguistic Paradigm
N

Practices

1
2
3
4
5
6

Reviewing examples of types of texts before writing.
Before students start writing, they analyze the textual structure that corresponds to the type of text they will write.
Students write their texts following guidelines related to the correspondent text structure.
Students receive feedback on the textual organization of the texts they wrote.
Students write to demonstrate that they manage the structure of the correspondent type of text.
Macro-linguistic features are included within the requirements of the writing task.
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Joanna

Margarita

Catalina

Carol

Aurora

1

-

She shows a book review previously written
by one student

Students read a popular
poem from the textbook.

2
3

The guidelines are
presented and explained
by Joanna.

The guidelines are presented and explained
by Margarita-with the support of the
textbook.

4

They receive feedback
during the differentiated
desk-by-desk
monitoring.
-

They receive feedback at the beginning, this
is done by Margarita for the whole class. At
the end, this is done through peer feedback.

The guidelines are presented
and explained by Catalina –
with the support of the
textbook.
They receive feedback during
desk-by-desk monitoring.

The handout
includes two
interviews.
The guidelines are
included in the
handout.

In Lesson 3: she
brings news articles
to the classroom.
In Lesson 3: Aurora
provides guidelines
to write the news
article.
-

They are included in
terms of the structure of
the story.

The task starts from the notions of text,
coherence and cohesion.

N

5
6

Yes, when students write a book review.

Yes, when students write a
“décima”.
They are included in terms of
the structure of the “décima”.

They receive
feedback during
the desk-by-desk
monitoring.
Yes, when students
write an interview.
They are included
in terms of the
structure of the
interview.

They are included in
terms of the
structure of the news
article.

TABLES FOR CROSS CASE ANALYSIS
Table I5. Analysis of the Micro-linguistic Paradigm

Legend
N

Practices

1
2
3
4

The writing task explicitly includes grammar–related content.
The writing task explicitly includes spelling–related content.
The writing task explicitly includes vocabulary–related content.
Micro-linguistic features are included within the requirements of the writing task.
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N Joanna

Margarita

Catalina

Carol

Aurora

1

-

Instruction for the whole
class about discursive
markers.

Instruction is related to
phonetics: focus on
syllables.

-

2

-

3

-

This happens while
solving students’ doubts,
and during whole class
instruction.
-

4

At the end of the task’s
requirements: “And writing,
spelling, if you have
questions, ask me.”

They are included in
terms of cohesion, at the
service of the text macro
structure.

This happens while
presenting the final
accent rule (for
graphical accentuation).
This happens mainly in
terms of words of the
poem in the textbook.
They are included in
terms phonetics:
syllables, the Law of the
final accent.

This happens while solving
students’ doubts, during desk-bydesk monitoring, and it is key
during the whole task.
This happens while solving
students’ doubts, desk-by-desk
monitoring.
Spelling as something Carol will
focus on when providing feedback
on the draft.

She provides instruction
about micro-linguistic
features, starting from
students’ doubts.
This happens while solving
students’ doubts, and
during whole class
instruction.
This happens during the
instruction to write an
autobiography.
Quote: “I am going to read
not what you wrote, but
how it is written.”
This is included as
assessment criteria.
“I assess the composition,
coherence, and spelling.”

APPENDIX J: SHORT PROFILES CASE TEACHERS

1.

AURORA

1.1. Context
In the survey we conducted in 2017, Aurora reported being 50-59 years old and
having 28 years of experience working as a teacher. She reported having a
teaching degree, that she did not follow postgraduate studies and was
dissatisfied with her preparation for writing instruction. The high school where
she was working in 2017 is in the Valparaíso Region and offers technical
professional education to students between Grade 7 to 12. In the present study,
we focus on her work in Grade 7. The group is composed of 14 female and male
students, whose ages ranged from 14 to 17 years old.

1.2. Interview
Special attention to: the unique social background of the students, which seems
to have a pertinent effect on Aurora's actions in high school. She indicates that
it is safer for students to be in high school, and points to student absenteeism
as a problem that the school is concerned about.

The class. Among her students, Aurora seems to clearly know who is who and
what the unique background of each student is. She says that the latter is
facilitated by some characteristics of the group - small, quiet. She spends time
describing each case: dysfunctional families, drug use, and some conditions or
disorders.
In her practice, Aurora prioritizes the achievement of basic objectives,
according to the needs of her students. She highlights the importance of keeping
order in the classroom, a priority that is also projected in her actions: she carries
out activities in an orderly and organized way, establishing basic social rules and
routines. For example, she dedicates an hour a week to the exercise of
calligraphy (handwriting). She believes that this has a relaxing and pleasant
function for the students. She also believes in the importance of talking to her
students about (social, democratic) values, among which she gives importance
to respecting others (“You have to accept everyone, your mission is to teach, to
educate”).
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The language lesson. Aurora refers to the Educational Improvement Plan (PME)
to which the high school is subscribed. In the Language area, the PME focuses
on reinforcing reading skills, which are evaluated mainly through multiple-choice
tests. In addition, Aurora carries out activities that link reading and writing, for
which students' difficulties represent a problem.

Specific writing practices. In her writing activities, Aurora makes sure that the
students acquire an essential command of the linguistic code (“They are going
to leave with the ability to write a text properly”). She also gives importance to
respecting the opinions students express in their texts.
Aurora believes that it is important to respond to her students' needs. One
of her strategies is to implement a variety of tasks in the classroom, which she
believes can promote student motivation. In addition, she adapts her practice
primarily in terms of the resources she uses in her class. Among them, she usually
implements an anthology of texts that all students have: “Literoscopio” (Garrido
Torres et al., 2012) from the school libraries. Students like it mainly because of
the variety of types of texts it contains.
Aurora points out that the school textbook is not adequate to support her
practice. She points out several types of problems – including length, complexity,
fragmentation, inappropriate stimuli (images) – that seem to hinder the textbook
from supporting her work with her students.
Aurora avoids putting unnecessary pressure on her students. She also avoids
forcing them to do something they do not want to do, or do not feel comfortable
with.
Aurora: I'm going to offer them several tasks among which they can choose. I asked
them to do a calligram? ‘Teacher, can I make a puzzle?’ ‘Do you like puzzles? Do it.’
Why do I have to force him to do what I want?

Aurora points out that students do not feel comfortable sharing their writing,
which seems to represent an obstacle to their participation in writing workshops.
When students work in pairs or groups, this mostly becomes a way for students
to accompany each other during their homework.
We asked Aurora about the factors that hinder writing instruction. She
responded by pointing to students’ difficulties above all, which are primarily
related to the students' risky contexts of origin, including the students' health,
safety and social conditions. These characteristics lead to problems such as
absenteeism, difficulties for students to express themselves orally and in writing,
lack of motivation and fatigue for students when performing tasks related to
literature and/or writing, and insecurity or shyness for students that makes it
difficult for them to share their writing.

SHORT PROFILES CASE TEACHERS
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1.3. Classroom observation
We observed three lessons; in each of them, a different writing activity was
implemented. In the first one, the students wrote an autobiography, in the
second, a narrative, and in the third, a news story.
Lesson 1 was composed of two separate parts. The first part (phase 1) consisted
of a writing activity (an autobiography), based on a guide that included a
questionnaire on personal information. In the beginning, Aurora started phase 1
with an introduction, in which she referred to characteristics of the
corresponding text type. She then gave the instruction to complete a
questionnaire, which she explained, and she delivered to the students in a
handout. Students answered the questions individually. During the development
of phase 1, Aurora referred to macro and micro-linguistic content related to the
autobiography and its writing. In addition, she demonstrated the steps to follow
and solved students’ doubts. Towards the end of phase 1, Aurora closed the
activity by guiding a reflection (“What was the most difficult to be able to do this
work?”), which could be considered as an evaluation of the activity. Aurora
collected students' tasks.
Lesson 2 was based on a graphic text (a comic) from an anthology. In the
beginning, Aurora activated students´ previous experiences of a similar activity
to the one that students had to do that lesson. She gave recommendations and
referred to related literary content. She solved doubts and activated macrolinguistic knowledge about the type of text to be worked on. Then she guided
the students in generating ideas. During the development of the lesson, students
wrote individually. Aurora added more instructions and continued guiding
students' work. She did this by offering support for the interpretation of the text
and by stimulating that students generate ideas. The lesson continued with the
teacher solving doubts regarding micro-linguistic features (spelling, grammar)
and about textual formulas. No closure was observed: at the end of the lesson,
some students were writing, and others had already finished. Aurora collected
students' tasks.
Lesson 3 was based on newspapers that the teacher brought to the lesson. At
the beginning of the lesson, Aurora gave students the instruction to select and
cut one news article from the newspapers. Then she gave the instruction on the
writing activity to be done. Students were required to start by answering 6
questions about the selected new article. Their answers would form the basis for
rewriting their news. During the development of the lesson, students answered
the questions in their news articles. From time to time, Aurora called their
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attention to illustrate the activity with an example and add macro-linguistic
content about the type of text that was being worked on. No closure was
observed: when the lesson ended, some students were writing, and others had
already finished. Aurora collected students' tasks.

1.4. Writing instruction
During her writing practice, Aurora focused on doing independent activities that
allowed students to read and write, and to experience various types of texts.
During the lessons, Aurora presented theoretical concepts, mainly related to
language use.
In Aurora´s practice, avoiding bad results seems important - (“This time, kids,
I want you to please focus; remember that the previous time you had a bad
result”). The activities that we observed were independent of each other and
presented key pedagogical functions for learning, such as the activation of prior
knowledge and the demonstration of how to carry out an activity. The teacher
gave instructions and presented content at different times of the lesson, at the
beginning and while the students were writing.
In her practice, Aurora made decisions in response to her students' needs.
She avoided working on texts, content or skills that were too complex for
students, on the contrary, she prioritized to keep students busy working on
various types of texts. When she presented literary content, she did so briefly. In
addition, her practice included one weekly hour of calligraphy (handwriting).
Aurora spent time providing her students with orientations for life.
Lesson 1
Aurora: What is the difficulty of sharing?
Student: It is hard to tell someone about my life.
Aurora: If you realize, obviously, I may have already assumed already some things of
my biography, therefore I am able to share them. (…) And still, I may not share
everything, because there will always be something that I prefer to keep for myself.
Especially at your age…

She highlighted the importance of protecting students´ privacy and intimacy. In
Aurora´s assessment of students’ tasks, it seemed that protecting students’
privacy and intimacy was related to prioritizing the form over the content of the
texts’ students wrote (“I am not going to read what you wrote, but how it is
written”).
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CATALINA

2.1. Context
In the survey we conducted in 2017, Catalina reported being between 30-39
years of age and having nine years of experience working as a teacher. She
declared that she has a postgraduate diploma and that she was satisfied with
her preparation for writing instruction in the classroom. The school where she
was working during 2017 is in the Biobío Region and offers education from preprimary school up to Grade 8.
In the present study, we focus on her work in Grade 7. Catalina´s class was
composed of 30 girls whose ages corresponded to the typical ages of their
educational level (12-13 years old).

2.2. Interview
Catalina´s work. Catalina characterizes the work of the Language department as
"linear": organized around the progress of the curriculum framework and the
programs provided by the ministry. Catalina indicates that the ministry's
programs are implemented in the classroom with the support of the textbook.
From there, she selects the resources according to what seems most appropriate
for the level of the class.

Class. Catalina describes her group as large (30 girls) and diverse: students
present a variety of learning styles and levels of development of their writing
skills.

The Language lesson. In the school program, writing has been relegated to a
secondary role in relation to reading (“And writing, although we must teach it
and it is important, it has been left a little behind”). When Catalina describes her
practice, she describes herself giving lectures. She also describes the use of the
notebook (handwriting). Students use it to take notes, and it is also used in
dialogue with the textbook. Catalina offers personalized guidance and support
to her students, moving desk-by-desk. This allows her to monitor students'
progress, solve doubts, and offer feedback.

Generic practices. Assessment is an important factor in Catalina's work plan. It
fulfills the functions of extrinsically motivating students, monitoring student
progress, and maintaining control. Furthermore, Catalina indicates that she
provides her students with evaluation criteria in advance, and that this has the
function of guiding the students' writing.
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In reading and writing activities, the need to evaluate forces her to standardize
the tasks students must do. However, sometimes it is possible to give students
some choices, within the framework of some pre-established criteria. In addition,
on specific occasions, it is possible to give students some freedom regarding
taking notes in the classroom, by specifically allowing them to decide whether
they take notes or not.
Catalina deals with the diversity of her group through personalized
monitoring of the students, for which she has the support of other professionals
within the classroom and school.

Specific writing practices. Catalina's practice seems to be aimed at transmitting
knowledge, mainly regarding the macro-linguistic, micro-linguistic and cultural
aspects of language. She mainly follows the textbook, but she also complements
it (“We are always adding a little more. If something is missing in the textbook,
we still teach it in the Lesson”). For Catalina it is important to lead her students
to write a variety of types of text in the classroom, emphasizing structural and
theoretical aspects related to writing. She does so in accordance with the
curricular emphasis by educational level (in Grade 7, literary texts are prioritized).
Catalina teaches micro-linguistic features related to writing (mainly spelling
and grammar) by following the textbook. Nevertheless, she seems to miss the
way such linguistic features were taught before (“Time ago, when we were at
school, we focused a lot on spelling and grammar. And now it is not like that
anymore”). In her words, it appears that the support that the textbook provides
for teaching micro-linguistic features is not enough. Catalina tries to compensate
the latter through the feedback she provides on students' writing. To do this, she
usually asks the students to start their writing tasks by elaborating a first draft
(“The purpose of the draft is to allow revising students’ spelling, or to find out if
they have doubts about how to use some words”).
Writing a draft also provides the opportunity to prepare a final and neat
version of the written text, which is commonly decorated with illustrations. This
can be exhibited for the school community, which is motivating for students (“It
is like they try harder when they know they will later show their texts”). The
exhibition of students’ tasks seems to be appreciated and celebrated by the
school community.
We asked Catalina about factors that hinder her writing instruction. In
general, Catalina indicates that the time teachers have is not enough to meet
the curricular requirements of the Language subject area. Regarding writing,
Catalina points out that writing holds a secondary place within the program
implemented by the Language department, and that her students do not write
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easily. In addition, Catalina indicates that the textbook does not provide enough
support to work on micro-linguistic aspects, which seems to be important for
her practice.

2.3. Classroom observation
We observed two lessons which formed one pedagogical unit of popular poetry,
which began in the second half of Lesson 1 and included Lesson 2. In our analysis
we focus on this pedagogical unit, which was based on the textbook.

Beginning (second half of Lesson 1). Catalina introduced a new topic, on which
the writing activity of lesson 2 will be based. In the beginning, Catalina
introduced the new content and gave the students the indication to carry out an
activity: to read one poem and to write another one (a “décima”). Catalina
reviewed a literary concept and introduced the reading of the poem: “Romance
de la niña negra” (by Luis Cané). Some students read the poem aloud, which was
monitored by Catalina. During and after this phase, Catalina guided the
interpretation of the poem. Following the textbook, Catalina read the questions
of a questionnaire that the students had to respond to in small groups. She made
sure the students understand them.

Development: The students distributed the questions, answered them and
reviewed them in a group, which was monitored by Catalina. At the end of the
lesson, the class reviewed the answers to the questions by reading aloud. In
lesson 2, Catalina implemented the activity of writing a “décima”. At the
beginning, Catalina guided a dialogue in which the basic elements of the
structure of the “décima” were reviewed. Throughout the lesson, Catalina
reviewed the theoretical elements and applied them in practice, guiding students
on how to do it. Then, Catalina gave the instruction for the writing activity. The
students wrote in pairs and Catalina monitored and guided the writing task,
moving desk-by-desk.

Closing. At the end of the lesson, Catalina congratulated the students on the
work done, and invited some of them to share what they wrote orally. Catalina
gave the instruction to bring some materials for the final phase of the writing
task, which was to prepare the visual presentation of the "décima" on a
cardboard.
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2.4. Writing instruction
In Catalina's practice, the transmission of knowledge is key, especially regarding
linguistic content. Catalina´s pedagogical unit is closely aligned with a
pedagogical unit of the textbook for Grade 7 (Ávila Reyes & Barros Cruz, 2017),
which focuses on popular poetry and gives great relevance to the structure of
the text (macro-textual and micro-linguistic level). In her lessons, she gives
importance to assessment and the grade.
Catalina's practice shows to have a predominantly linguistic character. This is
evident in the main guidelines she gives for carrying out the writing task activity.
Such guidelines focus on the textual structure of the “décima” and mainly on
micro-linguistic elements, such as syllables, and the rules for graphic accents.
Catalina: The first thing I want us to review is the syllable count.
(…) So, after you decide the topic, you are going to go backwards. (…) Start first by
deciding what are the words that you are going to place at the end of the verses, to
make them rhyme.

The relationship between writing and reading that we observed in Catalina´s
practice seems to be mainly due to her alignment with the pre-established plan
provided by the textbook. This consists of a sequence of activities that starts
from an authentic text, in this case, an example of popular poetry ("Let's go to
page 248, because today we are going to start working with this text").
Catalina asked her students to share their texts. At the end of lesson 2,
Catalina asked two students to read their texts aloud. During the writing activity,
Catalina referred to two purposes for the activity: In the beginning, she followed
the textbook and said that when the “décimas” are done, the students would
sing them and dance in a circle. At the end of Lesson 2, she gave students the
instruction to present the “décimas” visually on a cardboard.
Catalina: You are going to bring the cardboard and write the “décima”, as you must
present it to me (…) So, for the next lesson, you can do it on the cardboard.
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CAROL

3.1. Context
In the survey we conducted in 2017, Carol reported being between 20-29 years
of age and having 2 years of experience working as a teacher. She declared
having a teaching degree, not having followed postgraduate studies and was
dissatisfied with her preparation for writing instruction. The high school where
she was working during 2017 is in the Ñuble Region and offers scientifichumanistic and technical-professional education to students between Grade 7
to 12.
In the present study, we focus on her work in Grade 7. Carol´s class is
composed of 30 students (male and female). The ages of the students
corresponded mostly to those typical of their educational level (12-13 years old),
except for two of them, who had repeated several courses.

3.2. The interview
Special attention to: During her interview, Carol spends considerable time
describing the way in which work is organized at school, and within the
Language department. The department puts special attention on promoting
students´ writing and speaking skills. In her discourse, Carol also gives
importance to psychosocial factors within the classroom, such as group
management, student motivation, and the importance to give students space to
write about topics of their personal interest.
Carol´s work. Carol begins her interview by referring to the flexible grouping
system of the high school. Originally, at an educational level there are three
classes with 45-47 students each (male and female). The flexible grouping
system allows students to be redistributed into smaller groups, which are not
fixed, but evolve depending on the academic progress or difficulties of the
students (“From time to time, we evaluate the kids… So put all the groups
together, and we distribute them again. So maybe one child in group 4, can be
moved to group 3, 2…”) This allows the teaching practice to be differentiated by
group.
To facilitate the teaching practice within this flexible grouping system, the
Spanish department works in a coordinated team (“We have deep-rooted
teamwork”). The department adapted the ministry's program into its own
program.

Class. The fact that the groups are smaller (maximum 32 students) makes it easier
to provide special support to those students who need it most. The groups are
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ordered from 1 to 4, which represents a scale in which the most advanced
students are in group 1. Carol works in group 2. She mentions that, due to the
instability of the group, it is difficult for her to establish personal ties with
students.

The Language lesson. Carol's practice is aligned with the program and the view
that the Language department has on language and literacy. One of the focuses
of the department is to promote students' communication skills, specifically, their
written and oral production.
Carol: ... But then we realized that the shortcomings were related to writing and oral
communication. At the end, does it make sense that our kids read very well, that they
do great on standardized tests, but they cannot write well? In life, they will have to
write, and to present stuff in front of an audience. So now, our idea is to focus on
writing and oral communication, a lot.

Generic practices. Carol usually begins a lesson by giving general instructions.
Then, she moves desk-by-desk to personally monitor students´ work and provide
them feedback. Carol also provides feedback for the whole group. Sometimes
she informally asks students to express their opinions about their peers' work.
Carol indicates that this plays a constructive role in student learning, because it
promotes socialization and oral communication skills.
Carol gives priority to providing positive reinforcement: student motivation
seems to be key for her and for the Language department (“A lot of positive
reinforcement, a lot. Because they need that to work”). With that goal, Carol
allows students to have freedom,
Carol: To motivate writing we try a lot of things. Once we worked on writing radio
drama. In this activity, they had to invent a story about something they wanted.

which implies recognizing the differences between the abilities and interests of
the students.
Carol: So, I tell them [in group 4: students that need more support], your strength is
creativity. Your strength is that you are more fun. (…)

Carol implements both individual and collaborative work. She believes that
students should share their writing with their classmates, which she sees as an
instance of motivation and validation among peers. This sometimes includes the
exhibition of writing products for the entire school community.

Specific writing practices. For the Language department, writing fulfills the
function of monitoring the progress of students. ( “[Through writing] we can see
if students really learned what we are teaching”).
Carol explains the steps that the department follows when teaching writing.
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Carol: We have a handout in which the students can see text examples, related to
certain types of text. Then, in another lesson I provide feedback for the whole
pedagogic unit. For example, kids are asked to write a continuous text themselves, or
a discontinuous text. Then we see if they really understood the concept.

Like the other teachers in the department, Carol begins her writing lessons from
theory (mainly linguistics), explicitly indicating the characteristics of the type of
text to be worked on. Carol believes that this favors that students learn to read
and write.
Carol: We see textual typology to contribute to kids' reading comprehension skills and
writing skills. (…) What I did was to show students a model of how to structure one
letter. The shape/figure of the text, how the letter was structured. And then, they started
writing.

During her desk-by-desk monitoring, Carol provides feedback to students about
the texts they write, which is hampered/hindered by the group's social dynamics.
Carol´s monitoring is mainly focused on the micro-linguistic aspects of writing
(such as spelling and calligraphy-handwriting).
The implementation of the procedural paradigm is evident in the design of
the writing activity. The latter is conceived in a sequence of several stages, which
often include pre-writing activities, planning and providing feedback to the
students' texts, before their final version. Carol indicates that, in general,
completing the sequence is hampered by lack of time.
Carol: Then I give [students’ texts] to the teacher that is in charge of the group. He
revises the texts, then we give the texts back to the students. So, quite possibly,
students will have to rewrite their texts, to complete the activity.

Communicative writing. The department is aware of the need to teach
communicative skills for life (outside of school). With this aim, the department
believes that students should exercise their communicative skills (readingwriting-speaking) in an intertwined way, and that students often share their texts.
Carol: In all lessons we try to make room for oral communication. (…) I always choose
the best texts and try let students [as authors] read them for the rest of the group.
Then, the class applauds the authors. Then, the students are acknowledged by their
classmates, which I think motivates them.

In the interview, Carol refers to the communicative dimension of writing when
she comments that the calligraphy (handwriting) of some students makes their
writing difficult to read. It seems that she does not make this explicit to her
students. It appears that, when students receive feedback related to their
handwriting, they understand it as related to an aesthetic issue.
When we asked Carol about factors that hinder writing instruction, she pointed
out the weight of SIMCE and the focus on academic results, the workload of the
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teachers, the lack of communication between the teachers and the school
management, the number of students by level, the difficulty of group size for
giving feedback to students during lessons, the difficulty of tracking students'
progress within the flexible grouping system, and the mid-year arrival of new
students.

3.3. Classroom observation
The three lessons that we observed formed a pedagogical unit, in which the
students carried out a writing activity in pairs: writing an interview.

Beginning. Lesson 1. Carol began lesson 1 by explaining the objective of the
activity. She gave the main instructions necessary to carry it out and linked lesson
1 with the previous one. Carol provided a handout. She followed it to give more
specific instructions on the writing task, to review examples of the type of text to
be worked on, and to present the rubric that will be used to assess the writing
task. She also gave instructions for students to start working and handed out
laptops to students (one per pair).

Development. Carol moved desk-by-desk monitoring the work that the students
do in pairs. She offered scaffolding, answered questions, and reminded students
of the steps they should follow. Lesson 2. Carol reminded the students of the
instructions for that session (lesson 2), at a general level, for the whole group.
Students worked in pairs and Carol monitored their progress, moving desk-bydesk. She offered support when needed and provided feedback to students'
work during their process. Lesson 3. Similarly to the previous lessons, students
worked in pairs and Carol continued to monitor their work moving desk-bydesk.
3.Closure. At the end of lesson 3, Carol offered students the possibility to prepare
for the oral evaluation of the interview. She invited students who have finished
their writing assignment to practice presenting their interview orally in front of
the whole class. Carol solved some doubts about the oral presentation. A few
pairs of students presented their interviews. Carol gave feedback mainly focusing
on the use of verbal, paraverbal and non-verbal language.

3.4. Writing instruction
The features that characterize Carol's practice are: first, her alignment to a preestablished work plan, defined by a handout. Second, her monitoring desk-bydesk, which seems to be oriented towards keeping students doing what is
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established and to manage the group dynamics. The plan included a clear
instructional sequence throughout the three lessons that we observed. This
sequence is composed of several phases of writing them, which includes that
Carol provides feedback to students. The feedback that Carol offers during her
desk-by-desk monitoring focuses mainly on micro-linguistic elements (spelling
and vocabulary) and on the requirements of the task.
At the beginning of the activity, we observed clear guidelines related to a)
macro-linguistic requirements, b) the stages of the writing process, c) and the
purpose of orally presenting the task to the whole class. During the development
of the activity, the teacher focused her work mainly on the requirements of the
task and micro-linguistic elements (mainly spelling).
Regarding macro-linguistic features, Carol referred to key sections of the
interview (such as the introduction and closure) on several occasions. During her
monitoring, Carol instructed the students to guide their work by returning to the
handout, where they could review the content, instructions, and interview
examples.
Carol reminded her students to submit a first draft. This allowed her to
provide feedback on the texts, before their final version (“You are going to hand
your drafts in, which must be finished so that I can review it and then you can
rewrite it”).
The oral activity of presenting the interview in front of the class became an
independent activity of the writing task. When it happened, it focused on the
interpretation of the characters and on oral communication. As students wrote,
they received feedback related to the requirements of the writing assignment
(for example, how many questions the interview should have) and spelling. When
some students presented their interviews in front of the class, the feedback
focused primarily on their paralinguistic traits and body language.
From the development of the lesson, Carol's specific practices mainly focused
on monitoring that students worked following the given instructions and
reminding them of the phases of the task (draft, rewriting). She also assisted
them in making decisions on the subject - which should be of their personal
interest- and reviewed and resolved doubts about linguistic microcharacteristics - mainly about spelling.
Lesson 1
Carol: Kids, I remind you that you have to hand your draft to me, so write down all the
important information and questions on a sheet of your notebook (…)
Search in Google. There is a former Chilean runner, Eliseo Salazar (…) Look, look for
Eliseo Salazar.
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JOANNA

4.1. Context
In the survey we conducted in 2017, Joanna reported being between 50-59 years
of age and having 16 years of experience working as a teacher. She declared
having completed postgraduate studies and was satisfied with her preparation
to work on writing in the classroom. The high school in which she worked during
2017 is in the Metropolitan Region and offers scientific-humanistic education to
students between Grade 7 to 12. Within public education, it is recognized for the
top academic performance of its students in high stakes tests.
In the present study, we focus on her work in Grade 7, composed of 45 girls
whose ages corresponded to the typical ages of their educational level (12-13
years old).

4.2. Interview
Special attention to: Joanna dedicates an important percentage of the interview
to describing the sociopolitical crisis that the high school was going through at
the time of the data collection, in which its students are actively involved.
Joanna´s view on it, and on language instruction and her students, is opposed
to the perspective of the one that the high school holds. The view of the high
school prioritizes knowledge transmission through pre-established plans (or
materials) and gives importance to hierarchies, order, and discipline. By contrast,
Joanna's perspective is adaptive. Regarding teaching language and literacy, the
high school promotes learning with a deductive approach through the frequent
use of handouts and multiple-choice tests, which according to Joanna, seems to
be detrimental to personal expression and writing. Concerning Joanna´s Grade
7 class, the high school considers it a problematic group, with serious behavioral
issues. Joanna agrees with the latter, but not with the negative perception of the
group: on the contrary, she considers her students to be exceptionally talented.

Class. It seems that Joanna's class (Grade 7) is one of the most rebellious in the
high school, which for Joanna represents a stressful work environment. Despite
the above, grades are still important for the students.
Joanna sees her students as passionate and energetic, capable, intelligent,
expressive, and creative.
Joanna: Because one thing is their behavior, another is their ability to express ... (…)
Those girls are very clever, when they start talking about some topics, you think: “how
can their ideas be so good?”
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Joanna believes in the possibility of positive change.
Joanna: I see this conflict as an opportunity to learn, I am open to receiving feedback,
support. I am looking for bridges to go through. I think I can do something with this
class. I just need to take the time to believe in them.

The Language lesson. Joanna's practice starts from the institutional program
(both from the high school and from the ministry, MINEDUC, 2013). The school
program prioritizes a deductive approach based on handouts and multiplechoice tests. However, Joanna's practice tends to deviate from the original plan
– and from the textbook. Joanna adapts her practice to the needs and
preferences of the students and reacts to them. She personalizes and
differentiates her work in the classroom, validating her students’ voices.
Sometimes, she implements playful strategies and/or she negotiates with them
on what the best way is to implement certain tasks.
Joanna: We read a book and we start with a discussion. In the test there is always a
question that requires them to compose. In the end this always becomes a homework
afterwards. It always happens to me... That the girls later... [the task becomes] alive.
Alive. I wanted that.

A typical writing lesson usually begins with an authentic oral conversation,
between and with the students. This is a pre-writing activity, which can take a full
lesson. Generally, such conversations seems to start from an oral stimulus given
by Joanna, or from the genuine experience of reading, commonly, a book from
the reading plan, such as Anne Frank's diary.
Joanna: I told them that they had to see themselves as jews. We talked about freedom.
(…) So, they focused on wanting to change their lives. And that is why they wrote: “I
left, I left. I released someone, I broke free”, do you get me? (…) What they wanted to
change, was that Anne Frank [was able to] make her own decisions. “She is old enough,
if she is a 12-year-old girl.” (…) They got involved. Oh, and they all wanted [Anne] to be
Peter’s girlfriend. Even later the girls told me, the girls told me: “Teacher, when are we
going to finish it [the assignment]?” I wanted you to see it this because this is
true/authentic. This is something “real”. Do you get me?

Generic practices. Joanna abandons the more traditional control strategies and
adopts the role of mediator who facilitates learning, favoring dialogue and trust.
Joanna: Girls don't listen. If you ask them to work, tasks to do, they don't. Only if you
are going to evaluate it with a grade. But if you are too imposing, you lose. You hit a
wall. So, the first thing is to gain their trust.

Specific practices. Joanna's practice appears to be based on her own enjoyment
of literature and personal expression, and her personal interest in motivating
students to write. In fact, she points out that she has led a creative writing
workshop in high school. Her writing practice in the classroom seems to be
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primarily aimed at promoting students' personal development. She does so by
encouraging students to express their ideas, opinions, and emotions, in a free
and safe space. In addition, she assumes the role of an authentic reader who
validates her students as writers (“Because one thing is behavior, another is the
ability to express ...”).
The linguistic paradigms are functional to the expressive and/or
communicative purposes of the writing task. In fact, Joanna presents the
requirements for the written assignment after the students have already
connected with the activity. Commonly, this includes language requirements,
among which micro-level requirements (such as spelling) are mentioned at the
end of the task description.
Joanna's writing activities are generally designed in the form of a sequence
that includes various stages of the writing process, such as pre-writing, drafting,
and rewriting.
When we ask Joanna about factors hindering writing instruction, she mainly
points to three of them: the socio-political crisis that the high school is going
through at the time, as well as the hierarchical structure of the school and its
traditional conceptions about education. First, the sociopolitical crisis at the high
school leads to frequent interruptions of the instructional sequences in Joanna's
lessons, which has a negative impact on student engagement and the writing
process. Second, in Joanna 's opinion, the traditional vision and structure of the
high school do not contribute to solving problems and do not take advantage
of students' potential.

4.3. Classroom observation
In the first lesson, the students wrote a text commentary. Joanna began by
reading aloud an informative article from the textbook (“The soldier who hid in
the jungle for 30 years”). She started a conversation in which she invited the
students to express their opinions regarding the article. From the above, she
gave the instruction to write the text commentary. During the lesson, Joanna
moved desk-by-desk supervising students' work: solving doubts, motivating,
offering scaffolding and giving feedback.
Lessons 2 and 3 formed a pedagogical unit focused on writing a story
(narrative). In lesson 2, stereotypes were discussed. There is an active
conversation between the teacher and the students, about how the latter have
experienced stereotypes and prejudices. Joanna presented theory on
stereotypes and prejudices in PowerPoint slides. Then she anticipated that in the
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next lesson the students would write a story based on the experiences they
shared or wanted to share.
Lesson 3 was based on the conversation and concepts of lesson 2. Joanna
began by activating previous knowledge, she explained and exemplified the
concept of stereotype. She presented a stimulus for writing - a claim: “Your
stereotypes are not reality” - and related it to the conversation in the previous
lesson, in which the students shared their experiences.
Once the students were engaged with the task, Joanna presented the formal
requirements for it. They were mainly related to the structure of the
corresponding text type. In the end, Joanna briefly mentioned the need to pay
attention to micro-linguistic characteristics (spelling).
Joanna provided a handout and gave the instructions for the writing activity
that the students were going to do: write a story. During the lesson, she moved
desk-by-desk, monitoring students' work: solving doubts, motivating, offering
scaffolding, and providing feedback. Closure. At the end of the lesson, the
students presented their work.

4.4. Writing instruction
In the classroom, Joanna prioritizes the personal and social development of her
students, above all. From our observations, four main characteristics stand out:
(1) that the writing task was based on students´ personal experiences, (2) that it
begins with an oral activity in which the students express themselves freely, (3)
that it puts linguistic guidelines and the writing process at the service of personal
expression, (4) and that she provides feedback from the reader's perspective.
In lessons 2 and 3, the pedagogical unit started from the curricular
requirements for Grade 7, which she reworked to make her practice suit her
students best. Concretely, Joanna combines two concepts from a Reading
learning goal (stereotypes and prejudices, see LG 9) with Writing and Oral
Communication learning goals (respectively, LG´s 12, 15, and LG 21). From this
basis, Joanna designed her own writing lesson, adapted to recognize, and
promote the personal development of her students (specifically, personal
expression). Joanna did so by starting the unit with an oral pre-writing task, in
which the students shared their experiences, in an authentic conversation (“The
other day you had thousands of stories to tell, and we couldn't hear them all”).
Joanna moved on to the writing activity during which she monitored the
students' work, moving desk-by-desk. At this stage of the task, she allowed space
for each student's voice, both orally and in writing - through authentic
interaction with students' texts. The latter was done by assuming the role of an
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authentic reader and validating the students as writers. For example: on one
occasion, one girl read her text to receive feedback from Joanna, who
interrupted her.
Joanna: Please stop at this point; you must make me want to read it, do you get it? You
want to leave me in suspense.

During her monitoring, Joanna provided personalized and differentiated support
to her students.
Lesson 2
Joanna: Ah, but it depends on the topic you chose. What subject did you choose?
(student: aesthetic). And what characters are going to be involved. If you do not let me
know, I can't understand it. (…) Yes, but who will be the protagonist. Choose a
protagonist. (student: ah, how difficult). You are blocking yourself. Start writing first.
“Madeleine decided not to tell...” look, first, write what you told me about, and there
you can… like a basis, like a starting point from which you can continue writing, right?
(student: right).

In Joanna´s practice, other paradigms of language or writing instruction -other
than the cultural paradigm- are clearly at the service of students' personal
expression. Regarding the procedural paradigm, the activities were formulated
in an instructional sequence - at least (oral) pre-writing and writing a draft.
Formal linguistic requirements (mainly at the macro-textual level) were
communicated after the students were already engaged in the activity and had
generated ideas. These requirements were reinforced and put at the service of
expression and communication during Joanna´s monitoring desk-by-desk.
Micro-linguistic requirements played a secondary role: at the end of the task
instructions, spelling was briefly mentioned as a criterion.
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MARGARITA

5.1. Context
In the survey we conducted in 2017, Margarita reported being between 30-39
years of age and having 10 years of experience working as a teacher. She
declared having completed postgraduate studies and was satisfied with her
preparation for writing instruction in the classroom. The high school in which she
worked during 2017 is in the Metropolitan Region and offers scientifichumanistic education to students between Grade 7 to 12. Among public schools,
it is recognized by the top academic performance of its students in high stakes
tests63.
In the present study, we focus on her work in Grade 8. The class is composed
of 40 girls whose ages corresponded to the typical ages of their educational level
(13-14 years old).

5.2. Interview
Special attention to: During her interview, Margarita refers to highly demanding
working conditions, among which she includes the high expectations of the high
school and the students, the number of girls per group and the weight of the
standardized tests. Due to the latter, in Grade 8 the focus of instruction is on
reading and not writing, and writing tasks are generally carried out in the context
of assessment (of content learning or related to the reading plan).

Margarita´s work. Teachers in the Language department seem to work mostly
individually (“Do you work by yourself or with other teachers?” Margarita: “We
work with other teachers from time to time.”). Teacher’s work is determined by
the institutional requirements of the high school. This, in turn, is determined by
the priorities determined by the Ministry of Education, which is done with the
support of the textbook. Since SIMCE plays a leading role, in Grade 8 the high
school focuses on reading and not writing.
Margarita: In Grade 8, it is not much what I do about text production. There it is more
reading comprehension because SIMCE (reading test) is coming. [Working on writing]
is difficult. The whole subject of writing is like the poor brother.

The high school promotes academic writing in secondary education. According
to Margarita, this is due to the focus that the high school has on the academic
In 2020, both Joanna´s and Margarita's high schools ranked among the 30 public schools with
best outcomes in the university entrance test, based on the academic performance
demonstrated by their students (“Revisa los rankings…”, 2020).
63
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success of its students, specifically, to facilitate their entrance to university.
Margarita's work is aligned with this focus.

Class. Margarita refers to the students in her class (Grade 8) as capable,
disciplined, methodical, and competitive. She describes them as autonomous in
their learning process and self-demanding in terms of their own evaluations:
self-evaluation is part of their routine. However, Margarita points out some
problems related to writing (“They think, they know, they analyze, but writing is
difficult for them”), which she identifies in the tests she conducts. When this
happens, she offers personalized support to the students. In cases where this is
insufficient, Margarita contemplates the possibility of speaking with students´
parents, and later, with a specialist.

5.3. Writing practice
Generic practices. In Grade 8, writing practices occur primarily in the context of
assessment. In students´ tasks, rubrics play an essential role, which is a
requirement from the high school. Rubrics are included in pedagogical resources
such as the textbook, handouts, and tests. Margarita indicates that the use of
rubrics promotes the autonomy of the students. She also believes that rubrics
support her own work (as a teacher), by facilitating objective evaluation and
providing feedback to the students.

Specific practices. Writing instruction is carried out for academic purposes and
focused on content learning. Students write primarily to demonstrate their
knowledge and opinions, often based on the reading plan. Both the school
program and Margarita's personal view of literacy put the primary focus on
reading. Reading would provide students with the cultural capital they need to
write.
Margarita: I think that in order to be able to write, girls first have to understand the
text. I know that you can do it inversely, because one can understand a text by writing.
But I believe that girls need to know more, [to have] greater cultural references to be
able to write. These times, new girls who are arriving at the school lack cultural
reference/capital.

Linguistic elements have a strong presence in Margarita's discourse. The macrotextual level is promoted by experimenting with a variety of text types - with
support from the textbook. Text coherence deserves special attention. Microlinguistic features (such as spelling) have secondary importance and are
promoted through specific requirements of the texts that students must write.
We observed characteristics of the procedural paradigm in the main focus of the
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activity -teaching writing as a skill- and in the design of the writing task in stages
-based on the instructional sequence of the textbook-. Writing in stages is
favored by the recommendation to write with a pencil and an eraser. Writing
also includes a social dimension: girls write mainly in groups, and upon
completion, some texts are shared with the class, by reading aloud. Finally,
Margarita describes some creative and collaborative writing activities, which
have a playful component.
When we asked Margarita about factors that hinder writing instruction, she
mainly pointed to a) SIMCE -as already explained- b) and the large size of the
group. The latter leads Margarita to assess the learning of the class through
multiple-choice tests and collaborative writing activities, just because this is the
only possible way to evaluate her students. The large size of the group also
makes it difficult to personalize her work, monitor students' progress, and adapt
her teaching practice to the needs of different students.
As negative factors, Margarita also pointed out c) the administrative
conditions of the high school, which impose time limitations and interrupts her
work plan, d) the difficulties that some students have to write, and e) the need
to adapt her practice to changes in the curriculum, which now prioritize the
development of skills over knowledge transmission.

5.4. Classroom observation
We observed two sequenced lessons within the same pedagogical unit. During
the observed lessons, the students first wrote a book review based on a drama
piece (“Carolina”, Isidora Aguirre), and then edited it. Margarita based her lesson
on the textbook for Grade 8 (Aravena Osorio et al., 2017), which in turn is
structured based on the learning goals of the curricular framework (MINEDUC,
2013). Margarita selected some resources from the instructional sequence
provided by the textbook and complemented them with a presentation she
made (PowerPoint slides). In one of her slides, she presented a text example,
written by a student of the class, in a previous activity.
During the lessons, Margarita presented linguistic content related to the
book review - characteristics of the type of text, coherence, and cohesion - that
are applied by the students. During her practice, Margarita highlighted the
macro-structural guidelines of the corresponding type of text. We also observed
characteristics related to the procedural paradigm (e.g., the stages of the
process) and the cultural paradigm (writing is based on reading – a literary text).
In Lesson 1, the students worked based on the textbook. In the beginning of
the lesson, Margarita returned to the fragment of “Carolina”, the drama piece
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that the students had previously read. She also reviewed students' responses to
a reading comprehension questionnaire about the text with the whole class and
led a conversation about the stereotypes and prejudices that are present in the
play.
Later, Margarita gave the students the instruction to write a book review, and
activated their previous experiences in this regard, using the PowerPoint slides.
Specifically, Margarita referred to a book review that the students had previously
written in a test, and projected a real example, written by a student in the class.
During the development of the lesson, Margarita presented the concept of
coherence, for which she relied on a PowerPoint presentation. She then
instructed the students to write their text (the book review), which had to be
ready the next day.
In Lesson 2, Margarita checked that the texts were written and told the
students who did not finish it to do so. She introduced the concept of cohesion,
and related it to the book review, which is the type of text they have just written.
Then, Margarita moved on to the text editing phase. She instructed students to
apply their new cohesion knowledge in order to improve their texts. Closing.
Finally, Margarita instructed students to evaluate their texts in pairs, based on a
given rubric.

5.5. Writing instruction
Margarita's writing instruction mainly aims to teach her students skills to facilitate
their academic success, and to obtain good grades (“So, this task, if you finish it
today, you will obtain a seven”64). Three characteristics of Margarita's writing
instruction stand out: the macro-textual guidelines, the clear instructional
sequence, and the coherent link between writing and reading and cultural
elements.
The writing activity was articulated following linguistic guidelines, especially
from the macro level. This was evidenced by the importance given to the textual
characteristics of the book review (“What type of text is the book review,
informative or argumentative?”) and to the linguistic concepts of text, coherence,
and cohesion (“The text can be described as a set of statements that allow us to
give a coherent and coherent message”). The micro-linguistic paradigm was
implemented when the last concept (cohesion) was introduced.
The pedagogical unit that we observed was mainly based on an instructional
sequence provided in the textbook of the Ministry of Education. Margarita
complemented this sequence by activating the students' previous experiences
64

On a scale from 1 to 7.
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regarding the type of text they were going to write, and by presenting the text
example in the PowerPoint slides.
Regarding the procedural paradigm, the main focus of the activity was that
the students developed writing skills. Furthermore, the unit was formulated in a
sequence of phases (implicit for the students): writing a first version of the text
and then editing it.
Lesson 2
Margarita: Now, you are going to read the book review you wrote, looking for
discursive markers. Underline them if they are here, and if they are not there, add at
least one explanatory, causal and adversative discursive markers. If you wrote however
twice, replace it by but. Then, one will be but, and the other, however. If you don't have
any of these connectors in your text, add them to your text now. And I'm going to ask
you for something else, the coreference. Put attention to avoid repeating a word and
using the coreference.

Such features of the procedural paradigm were facilitated by the clear
instructional sequence that structures the unit. This includes five pedagogical
functions: activation, explanation, demonstration, application, and evaluation
(see Table 1).
Table J1. Pedagogical Functions Included within Margarita´s Instructional Sequence
Phase of the
lesson

Beginning

Development

Closure

Pedagogical
function

a) Activation
of student’s
previous
experiences

b) Explanation and demonstration of
the new linguistic content. This took
place at different and defined
moments in the instructional unit:
starting with the definition of what a
text is, and the type of text to be
written, continuing with the concept
of coherence and ending with the
concept of cohesion, in the second
lesson.
c) applying the linguistic content to
the text that students are writing,
after those concepts have been
explained.

d)Peer
evaluation
at the end.

390

APPENDIX J

In the lessons that we observed, reading played two primary functions. In the
first place, it fulfilled the function of a cultural source. Margarita began by
activating the experience of a reading a text from the textbook (a fragment of
“Carolina”, by Isidora Aguirre). Then she reviewed an activity of reading
comprehension, students’ responses to a questionnaire provided by the
textbook: This guided the students in the interpretation of the text, by applying
the concepts of stereotypes and gender roles, and activating critical thinking.
The above formed the basis for the writing activity.
Lesson 1
Margarita: We are going to produce a book review: a literary review. This is going to
be our goal. This is why I asked you to remember the text (“Carolina”), because we are
going to criticize it.

Second, reading also served to present to the students a model of the type of
text that students were going to write (a book review), through the PowerPoint
slides.

LIST OF ACRONYMS

Acronym

Original (Spanish)

Translation (English, or
English original)

ACE

Agencia de la Calidad de la
Educación

Agency of Educational
Quality

BCNC

Biblioteca del Congreso
Nacional de Chile

Library of the National
Congress of Chile

MINEDUC

Ministerio de Educación de
Chile

Ministry of Education of
Chile

OECD

Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and
Development

PEIB
MINEDUC

Programa de Educación
Intercultural Bilingüe del
MINEDUC

MINEDUC Program of
Bilingual and Intercultural
Education

PME

Plan de Mejoramiento
Educativo del Ministerio de
Educación de Chile

School Improvement Plan of
the Ministry of Education of
Chile

PSU

Prueba de Selección
Universitaria

University Selection Exam

SEP

Subvención Escolar
Preferencial

Preferential School Subsidy

SIMCE

Sistema de Medición de la
Calidad de la Educación

System of Measurement of
Education Quality

UNESCO

United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural
Organization
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