2017 2 2017 No.2
195 FOREIGN LANGUAGE RESEARCH Serial No. 195

( 100089; 100089)

1 ' ’ ’

:H319.1 tA 1000 -0100(2017) 02 -0110 -5
DOI :10.16263/j. enki. 23 —1071/h.2017.02. 018

Inventory Development and Investigation of MA English Majors” CTDs
Zhang Sha Wen Qiu-fang
( Capital Normal University Beijing 100089 China; Beijing Foreign Studies University Beijing 100089 China)

This study developes the critical thinking disposition ( CTD) inventory for MA English majors and applies it to an investiga—
tion of 579 participants. The inventory is developed through reviewing literature and carrying out empirical research. The eight
firstdevel dimensions are categorized into two second-evel dimensions. The major findings include: (1) in general MA English
majors have a positive CTD level and are more positive than before; most students are above the medium level; the population
showing progress is larger than retrogressing; (2) the second-level dimensions are of equal positivity with the academic one of
greater progress; (3) the firstdevel dimensions are different in both current conditions and degrees of progress. It is suggested
that educators pay special attention to low-devel dimensions especially those of low-evel students and purposefully cultivate
CTDs in education activities.
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