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acquisition tempo and ultimate achievement of Chinese as a second language than the CPH and

MCPH.

A study of the continuation task as a proficiency test component (p. 707)
WANG Chuming (Center for Linguistics and Applied Linguistics, Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou
510420, China)
QI Luxia (Faculty of English Language and Culture, Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou 510420, China)
This article reports on a study that sets out to examine if the continuation task which has been
shown to facilitate L2 learning is also suitable for use in a L2 proficiency test. Data were collected
from a sample of senior high school L2 learners of English and statistically analyzed following a
Rasch model and other methods. Results show that the learners’ performance of the continuation
task correlated significantly with their performance of the reading and writing tasks used in a
standardized English proficiency test, suggesting that the continuation task is a valid measure of
the learners’ reading and writing abilities. Furthermore, reliability of the task hinges on the design
rigor of its scoring scheme, the training of raters and the proper use of the scheme. The scores
yielded in accordance with the scheme could reliably discriminate the learners’ 1.2 proficiency.
The findings pave the way for more in-depth explorations into the continuation task for the testing

purpose.

A study on the Chinese lexical attrition of advanced English learners in China (p. 719)
LIU Xueli & LIN Lihong (Faculty of Foreign Languages, Ningbo University, Ningbo 315211, China)

This study explores whether the Chinese lexicons of advanced English learners are affected
by attrition or not. Thirty English major postgraduates participate in the study and thirty nom
English major college freshmen serve as a control group. Chinese data are elicited through a writ-
ten story-retelling task. Lexical diversity, lexical sophistication, lexical density and lexical errors
are the variables investigated, using ICTCLAS, AntConc and SPSS. The results show that there is
not a decrease in the first three aspects, but a significant increase in the lexical errors of the ex-
periment group. The findings do not accord with those of previous research nor the prediction of

this study completely. Finally, the findings are discussed from four aspects.

A theoretical framework for effective college English classroom environment construction and evalua-
tion (p. 732)
REN Qingmei (School of Foreign Language, Qufu Normal University, Qufu 273165, China)

The paper proposes a theoretical framework for effective college English classroom environ-
ment construction and evaluation. The construction of the framework consists of the following
parts. Firstly, based on the theory of effective teaching, research into classroom environment and
characters of EFL classroom instruction and aligned with objectives of college English instruction
in China, the concept of effective college English classroom environment construction is delinea-
ted. Secondly, enlightened by educational quality standards and instruments used in previous re-
search, evaluation standards for effective college English classroom environment construction are
set and explicated. Thirdly, initial revisions of the measurements are made according to feedback
from experts and findings from in-service teacher interviews and lesson studies. Fourthly, the the-

oretical model is formulated and interactive relationships between the theoretical framework and
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