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The Development and Test of Assessment Tools

About Writing Key Competence in High Schools
Guo Jiahai

Abstract: Based on the literature review expert interview and theoretical construction self —made
questionnaire about writing key competence in high school including the development and improvement of
thought the appreciation and creation of aesthetic the reconstruction and application of language and inheritance
and understanding of culture which presents 22 items covering 4 first —level dimensions and 10 second -level
ones. As the result of this program carried out among 1094 students in high school the findings show that 4
dimensions about writing key competence in high school fit the expected design very well and the reliability and
validity meet psychological standards acceptably which means the questionnaire can be applied to the individual
assessments of writing key competence in high school.

Keywords: high schools writing key competence assessment questionnaire empirical study

2017 11



