2004 12 3 ¢ 221 -

L.

1 2

2

(1. FTAIFSE K52 #F A F 12, T 2K E 050091;2. i KFh i —Ez, #d K 410011)

[ 1 : : , , SPSS11. 0
Ames4. 0 (D

, 65.4% (A ) 66.2% (B ) AGFKL CF1 NNFI

0.96 , RMSEA 0. 05, X%/ ¢ 3 (2 - 0.73(A )
0.52(B ), 0.51~ 0.67 (3) s
(P<0.05) (4 ,

,beta  0.27 0.49(A ).,0.39 0.23(B ), 0.46(A ) 0.29(B )

[ )| ; ;
:G449.5 tA :1005- 3611(2004) 03— 0221- 05

Validity of the Academic Aptitude Test for Middle School Student
ZHANG Yue- juan, GONG Yao— xian
Clinical Psychological Center, The Second Xiangya Hospital, Ceniral South University, Changsha 410011, China

[ Abstract]l Objective:  To test the validiy of a new instrument, the Academic Aptitude Test for Middle School Student
(AATMS) . Methods: Data from 1242 middle school students were analysed by SPSS11. O and Amos4. 0 program. Results: ( 1)
Three factors were obtained in exploratory factor analyses, accounting for over 60% of the total variance. In comfimatory factor
analyses, the fit indexs AGFI, CFI, NNFI were over 0.96, RMSEA was below 0.05, and X%/ d was below 3. (2) Correlatbns
between AATMS and CAITG ( 0.52~ 0.73), teacher s rating (0. 51~ 0.67) were substantially posiive. (3) Therewere signif+
cant differences among schools, grades, classes, and sex. (4) Liner stepwise regression analysis showed that language and math
sub— scales were important predictors ( betas= 0.27, 0.49 and 0. 39, 0. 23 for AATMS— A, B respectively) for the total final
exam scores, R2= 0. 46, 0.29 for AATMS- A, B respectively. Condusion: The structure of AATME is reasonable, and criter+
on— related validiy were supported in present study. AATMS can be used for middle school students.
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