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The D evelopm ent of the T est of W riting M etacogn ition
OfPrime School Students

W ang Shujuanl’ 2 Song G uan gw en’, Zhang Jianx n'
(L Key Laboratty ofM entalH ealth Psycholoy Institite of CAS Beijing 10010t 2 Graduate Un versity of CAS Beijing 100049,
3 Center of Psychology R esearch Qufu Nom al University Qufi 273165)

Abstract The method of stratified sanp ling was adopted n the study to bok nto the writihg m etacognition of the prinaty school
student i grade4, grade 5 and grade 6. Using the results of he nvestigation and the statistical m ethod of Facor Analysig the re
search succeeded in woik ng out the Primary School Sudents W ritihngM etacogn itbn Q uestionnaire under the guideline of the psych—
statstics principles The results show ed that there are 3 elaments ncluded in prmary school students writihg m etacogn itive ab ility
writing m etacogn itive controlling and m onitoring and writihg metacognitive experiencing w riting m e tacognitive know ledge and w riting
m etacognitive strategy, writing m etacogn itive evaliatibn

K ey words prinaty school students writing m e tacognitior factor analysis
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Rehtionsh ip of Personality Characteristics and General Self- E fficacy
AmongM iddle School B ackbone Teachers

LiDongbin KuangH ongda
( Educatn School of Gannan Nom alUn wersity G anzhou 341000)

Abstract To mvestigate the personality chamcteristics and G eneral Self— efficacy of middle schoolbackbone teachers and the relation-
ship beween hem M ethods 286 m ddle school backbone teachers were tested with 16PF and General Self- efficacy Scak (GSES).
Resulis (1)The personality differences of backbone teachers ex sted i sex difference of discipline (2)The general self— efficacy of
backbone teachers was higher but there was little apparent correlaton with sex age teaching age and professonal post Teaching age
appeared an upside— down U cuwe relatonsh p with general self- efficacy (3)Personality had an apparen t corre htion with general self
— efficacy Four pesonalities inclided stability dan nance perfection ist and anxiety coul forecast the change of generalself- efficacy
better Conclison Backbone teachers have better personality, higher general self- efficacy Personality can forecast the change of gener
al self— efficacy

K ey words M iddle school backbone teachers personality general self— efficacy



