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Agreeability with basis of good writing 

From Figure 15, one can find that male and female participants mostly 

agree with vocabulary and grammar as features of good writing, while both 

genders doubt the length of a text as the basis of good writing.  

Figure 16 shows that participants from public and private schools 

easily agree with vocabulary and content as basis of good writing, and teachers 

in private schools are aware of grammar, semantics and cohesive devices as 

basis of good writing, while teachers in both public and private schools are 

more unwilling to disagree length of a text as basis of good writing. 

Figure 17 indicates that teachers in junior schools agree most with the 

vocabulary and content as basis of good writing, and senior school teachers 

accept vocabulary, grammar, semantics, structure of a paragraph, and 

handwriting as basis of good writing, teachers in primary, junior, and senior 

schools are unanimously apt to disagree with length and punctuation as basis 

of good writing. 

Figure 18 shows that teachers work provincial capitals are inclined to accept 

with vocabulary, grammar, and semantics as basis of good writing, and those 

teach in cities recognize vocabulary, grammar, content, style, cohesive 

devices, structure of a paragraph, and punctuation as basis of good writing, 

while those in cities and villages are harder to accept length as basis of good 

text.  
Figure 15. Item-Person Map: Gender   Figure 16. Item-Person Map: School type 
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Figure 17. Item-Person Map: School level Figure 18. Item-Person Map: School location 

 

              

Discussion and Conclusion 

This paper aimed to examine Chinese TEFL teachers’ conceptions of 

writing, in particular, to find out their agreeability with multifaceted concepts 

of writing, multi-functions of writing, facilitators to the development of 

writing, and the basis of good writing. 

Through various analyses, it is found that the reliability of the 

questionnaire is high. Also, results show that the partial credit model fits 

generally well on each construct regarding conceptions of writing. On the 

whole, participants generally tend to highly agree with the transfer effect of 

reading activities in facilitating the development of writing as well as the 

contribution of vocabulary to good texts. However, results also indicate that 

numerous participants ignore the importance of the length and punctuations of 

a text, and neglect the communicative function of writing. 

With respect to the multifaceted natures of writing, either male and 

female participants, or teachers from public and private schools, or in primary, 

junior or senior schools, or in provincial capitals, cities, county or town, 

generally accept writing as a linguistic activity. Meanwhile, however, they 

unanimously neglect the social communicative nature of writing. 

In terms of functions of writing, male teachers, senior school teachers 

and those in provincial capitals agree to the large extent with writing as 

creation, but interestingly, female teachers, primary school teachers, private 
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school teachers, and village school teachers are harder to agree with writing is 

for addressing specific audiences. 

With regard to development of writing, genders, private school 

teachers, senior school teachers, and provincial capital school teachers agree 

most with the transfer effect of reading activities on developing writing. 

However, genders, teachers in public and private schools, primary and junior 

school teachers, and teacher in cities doubt the effect of speaking activities on 

developing writing. 

On the construct of good texts, genders, teachers in public and private 

schools, junior and senior school teachers, and those in provincial capital and 

cities generally agree with vocabulary as the basis for good writing, but 

interestingly, gender, school types, school levels, and teachers in cities and 

villages are harder to agree with the contribution of length to good text. 

In conclusion, findings in this paper show that a Rasch Measurement 

objectively and reliably identified teachers’ preferential conceptions of 

writing. 
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