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Developing and Validating a Vocabulary Size Test Instrument

by XU Liuming, LIU Zhengqian

Abstract: The primary purpose of this study was to provide validity evidence for the Vocabulary Size Test, which is designed
to measure the vocabulary size of non — English majors in universities. The preliminary test papers were established by integrating
principles from literature review. After two experimental tests on students, the final Vocabulary Size Test Paper containing 104 i—
tems was produced based on their item discrimination and difficulty. Results showed: its Cronbach’s coefficient was 0.918; test
— retest reliability was 0. 644, p =0.000; discrimination validity was t =6.358, p =0.000; Correlation coefficients between lev—
els scores were from 0. 068 to 0.496; Correlation coefficients total score and levels scores were from 0.294 to 0. 812, fitting me—
trology demand. The conclusion was that the Vocabulary Size Test Paper has sound psychometric properties for Chinese college
students

Key words: Vocabulary Size Test; item selection; reliability; validity
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A Study on Motivational Regulation Strategies in English Learning
of Middle School Students

by LI Kun

Abstract: This study aims to explore middle school students’ use of motivational regulation strategies and their relations
with English achievement. One hundred and five grade two students in one senior middle school were investigated by means of a
questionnaire on motivational regulation strategies. The data were analyzed with SPSS11.5. Descriptive statistics was performed to
understand the overall use of the eight types of motivational regulation strategies by middle school students. Independent samples
t — test was run to compare the differences between male and female students in using motivational regulation strategies. Correla—
tion analysis was adopted to explore the relations between motivational regulation strategies and English achievement. It was found
that all the eight motivational regulation strategies were used with medium to high frequency; female students tended to use the
strategies more frequently than male students; seven of the eight motivational regulation strategies were positively related to Eng—
lish achievement with the exception of negative — based incentive.

Key words: middle school students; English learning; motivational regulation strategies



