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Abstract: The primary purpose of this paper is to provide further evidence to previous findings that the bilingual version of Na—
tions vocabulary size test (VST) can be more efficient than the monolingual one. It conducts a comparison between English—
Chinese (E-C) and English-English (E-E) VST based on data from 228 English majors. Statistic results show that scores of
E-C version are significantly higher than those of E-E one which reflects a higher level of internal consistency reliability
structural and criterion—related validity. The correlation between scores of each frequency level and total scores of the former is
also higher than those of the latter. The results of factor analyses reveal that single construct presumably word knowledge is
underlying the two version tests. A one-way between-subject ANOVA also indicates that the two version tests can effectively
distinguish English learners of different proficiency levels (significantly different at . 05 level). As word frequency increases
participants”scores roughly drop in a stair-step pattern though clusters of 1 000-word frequency levels provide a relatively
meaningful difficulty order which is less susceptible to the idiosyncrasies at each 1 000 level. The two versions especially E-
C version offers English teachers and researchers a new valid instrument to measure written receptive vocabulary size if with
some minor revision of the items in question.
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8. octopus: They saw an octopus.
a. a large bird that hunts at night
b. a ship that can go under water
c. a machine that flies by means of turning blades

d. a sea creature with eight legs
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