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& Rubin FRALRGINEF I HRBGARTETH CHR—KATAAKR, TEEAESFIH
R T REXN > APRE: HITLRE L TIEWART. A TS, PEHNKIEET EIEHIEY
WEL . &AL, XEMRPR O KRRFEE. kg, #LF I Fk,. Hizin. SHEIRA
Rk BARIEDT FIRYE, URFINH LA ESF I TRFOEAF. A LARTHLIF )£ REARL
WARKX B R R INHEE TS RAMAME, AL B OH = —REFNE S F I H KRR EIFINEF )
FHENL, —REBXEFRERERFOREA. ALK LRELARR FEAKFRE, oM. 3T,
BRI RALHFE LW RT, DIAB| B R FARG A Y.

REI: F KR PERBE DA RRAR

wESE S H319  X#AFRA: A

i

1. 5]

WS ) g% (LU IFR LLS) S/ HBE LB DAL B2 h 58 T4 2] (general
learning) %% 3] 5% (study strategies) [FIFFT T AE (45 T AW Hb s 4b & (il
McKeachie 1974; Anderson 1979; ik Z [ Weinstein 1981; Weinstein, Goetz &
Alexander 1988 i# I i FARIWE T )« 4R1E 5 BE FAMNE S 22 F AL E R T “i
TR 5o A BRI X825 (B Rubin 1975; Stern 1975), i 5 #5t
FHUR ST 5 5 238 P LA e o T3 MU OC T8 5 22 S AT M R S 4y 5 I NiX —
MRS, SKWF9T2F 23 i 2% 2] i& 4% (approaches) R (tactics) SEEL:>) Hibn (H
41 Rubin 1975; Wenden & Rubin 1987; Wang 1989; XI[iEiE. 2—%%F 1989; O’'Malley &
Chamot 1990; Oxford 1990, 1996; Goh 1999; Zhang 2000a). A &gk LA [ 2448 i
PO G IEAE 22 S SRS ST, I vEads PO SR o5 320k B B B AR IAT, BLge SOk R,
Sk EBUB ST . B kIRt | R

FETE 52 > B S IOAIT 5T J7 T, 4k Rubin (1975). Stern (1975) M R4 R R 2 )5,
BEE I IR RAS K T T 5 24 S 3 24 AT A 2 2 W90 (Naiman et al 1978; £
Oxford 1993, 1996 2 Zzik; Y W FHIW] 1989). XZEHFFT M H (KIa & T4k I F5 2% ) &
B FEA ) B AEE S HGIE T (strategy use) JTIHIKZESE. BRI, 124 M1k, 2B 0175t
TR B AR 1) 2 3 SRS REIE AL T5 18 5 2 2 3 X — U AT IR T AR . WV ERATT AT DAY
T MR CRFFTET G AT AL, — B0, FES RiEA Gl
MG . IAKN SIS R AL 215 SRS (Cohen 1998; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Wenden 1991,
1998). KFHLAEFIZE A4 2 )2 3] S (1) 22 5% (40 Naiman et al 1978), HARC&AE T —
LRI, AR ER R B 0 5 2 S AE T 2R 2 R R IR A 784> (3 0L Zhang 1999:



106-108). H:FHEAPIS: — R LIk, JERW MR 117N
e (40 Wood 1981; Field 1985; Kohn 1992); —J&iz H T & MAS A E sl £ 7 12Kk ik
ATHISEUERIETT (BTG 52 —224F 1989; & H] 1991; Wen 1993; CHKJ7 1995; &—
2, XA 1993, 1996).

IR R R BUN 50 S 4, 3 B S O — B8 AR () 27 14T 0 IS A
S5 T 28 A LR 9T D98 A BUAN [FRE 5 B Re % 2, A6 DIEAS TP 3K (Huang 1984;
Huang & van Naerssen 1987; Chen 1990). WrJjoh% Cy5tLEE 1994; Goh 1998, 1999,
2002). ALEENS (Gu 1994, 1997, 2002; Gu & Johnson 1996). [ 32 5Hg (Zhang 1999)
FITE T 2% )8 0 (LLS) SVARHTT (SCRkD7 1995; G . =—%5F 1996; Ma, 1996;
Wen & Johnson 1997) . & Uit 5L T- #5715 1 SR 3727 2] 35 SRS R 5 2% S IS e e 27 =
X ERIAHCME o SCHR D o — TR B H O BRI O 2 2 0 T A S IR, 1K 2R
gy am i s %4 HAd (diary/ journal entries) 145 75 4k (think-aloud) 255 KRN
R G M. P, 122 2038 B Ul R AT 2% > 5B M R EX AN ) 8, o e
TR KB (Goh 1997, 1999; Zhang 2000a, 2001a, 2002a).

NI R R R S ) 3 SRS IE S U] i v A TR T 5 2 S s RO, IR
DL BT T AR Hh S 0 S B P BE A% 1K 48 3 RO A 4 o AT PRHE A T T
MR, AR T RT3 LOAUARRE, o sRERE b B9t 2 AR, JFBAE
Pt ST AT RN AR S DU R A 2R

2. KRG (strategies). # 15 (tactics) KHE

TERATERIRAT KA ILZ AT, FAT TN LA A 9k 15 AIAME 1915 5 27 21 2 S iF 7 i)
BERTE, AR ARTEAEAN F AT T w] e A SOOF A AR . R 0 P AN a2 SR
(strategies) FIH:1 (tactics).

LI 2 5 OB TSt B 51 #0°% 31 0 (Rubin 1975) FIR
WS 51 #1125 (Vann & Abraham 1990),  F /B — KA ey =) emls f s
IRLCRE R AN I 2 2], DL 2% ) 32 (Abraham & Vann 1996; Cohen 1996,
1998) . IXLERF TN NA W T IRATHELf e 1 5 5 )38 . (0, FEMRSL Y I SRS I 9
“Yg” (strategies) IS “HET” (tactics) UM, BAEKILILERIE )
SN SO . FLAE ) Schmeck  (1988) A1 MM PG . Ak “ix
DMAE AT R AR S BRI AR 2257 (IS U A AT SR BATT I EE D 375 1) 1 LWL
7o “BEy $R AR RARTE S, i s F e 2 BB ARSE S TR BB (p. 171D
R PR S /) T 11 =B 5 2 AR 1 a6 o1 2B P 1 U = (LR o A
PRI I H Yy, MM IEREE T 257 (p. 172) sk b, SHZFEMSE, FHAE

B

TEILAT T 5 27 ) # 5ing (LLS) WFFTsTk, “oeng 7, “$75” (Stern 1983), “#415”
(Seliger 1984) F1“ 1% ” (move) —ZARE [A] I 347 . Goh (1998) K44 T & Schmeck
(1988) ML, DXl T “HEmg” Ml “47357, AR, —iEAISMESE ) gmE (LLS) Wt

FESCHRH IX P AN AR TE AL AR RIHR G P 1) 27 o LB s BRI AT 8) 54 375 (5] H Cohen 1998:
9). Cohen 7E#E i AF/EA — R H N MEFE 2 B AR “ 70 SN/ T J& J2 sng 7
( sub-categories—general strategy — specific strategy — more specific still - more
specific— more specific than that) CHEFEESFENE . HARSEEE . BRSNS, BE— 0 HAik
N s abe o S RN TR DI il AT ey R R P 7 2 (R 11 SN 557 NN S 3 ST

s PR AT R HE R . AP, R X X I A, e
MATTEERR A “3RNE” (strategies). e H & SRR AR RORAG T o A D% B 22 A i



W, R ARSI SY (B . R 2% 1989; Gu & Johnson 1996; Wen &
Johnson 1997; Goh, 1998; Zhang 1999, 2001a, 2002a), [ Goh [ — I #Ix 7y, FA I
HAEH T T X “oeng” & o HRXEARFR ML S8 T — A EEMUCGE, BIb T
(15328 RGN RV A3 5N I 0 2508 2 TRD A DL LGRS, M 903 e AN [R] 1 B V8 HE SRk e 4 1
O BT FH IR 2 20 SRS R s i, DU s 2 dn i

3. HH. HE5ER

[F) L e 4 E 25 SO B S TE T IR0 55 o) 8 SRS I — o B 0 2 2 3 SRS A S 1)
AR HFR, 72 B3 I LB D) B RAS By 1) 27 2] 352 2 SR o 3XM H BR 1) B E A B a5 F-
WM. e EAME Y ) 2 R e, AR B & A OCHE TR S B Huang

(1984), XL IFH 2 ENHET % S 804 B0 ) A0 U6 B4 R Ak
W (EFL) (127 2] 38 S X — W e el b, v [ 257 5 LNV O SEUE RIS 7 R B el (S0 T
HIH 1989) . H VI Z 05T, 5% T ) I AIAS e ) () v [l A 27 5 25 (1) 27 2] Skl (Gu
& Johnson 1996; XIJJEE. =—%%F 1989; Jiang 1994; Wen & Johnson 1997; Wu et al
1996; Zhang 2001a).

BRI SETEE 2 A 2 TR R P R TR R
XAATIAE PR & 07 o BT L RS DLROMERE s JE b I F BT S BT A IR 753, AT =
RGNE e FAT i HEAE WX LA 5 I F AR LASSUERT SN H Ko SR 1T A R BT 58 42 N IX e 22 06 5
g, MR Z WY (0 Field 1985; Wood 1981). #4856 == 5 1 UM i s 45
I VR T A R SRR SR P SCRE, M RATUME . S5 b, AT SRR K SR R IE
ROER P [ ST 27 2 BT, FURTIII Sy . AT — WP A T IR ik S S h
U AR R 5 5 21 B SRS T SO 0 L4 3 8 XA IR S 8 S A G T B T )
WIS ANE SRR IR, AT S ik ROETT (1994a; 1994b) MR HEL . XI7ET
SR SO BT R AR (AT SRAITE e FTE 5 24 7 IR 8 P BOE BT ERid, Bl 20
Gao, Li & Liu (2001). 3 5% H [F 9827 >) 3 S AR SEAE DT ST vt PR E ) 32 27 M
L ZIR S T

AR A Cdn) . BCEATgREI 45D W Huang 1984; Huang & van Naerssen
1987; XIETE. %—%% 1989; Wen 1993;  CHkJ7 1995; ¥4HJE 1994; Gu & Johnson
1996; Ma 1996; Goh & Kwah 1997; k7% . £l 1996; Wen & Johnson 1997; 2%,
XVHETESE 1996; £ 7 1998; 5iFi. L% 1998; Zhang 2002a.

PR T I P i s =D s #an Huang 1984; Huang and van Naerssen
1987; Goh 1997, 1999; Zhang 2000a, 2001a.

A BRI (B IE I 4530 [concurrent introspective] £ 75 4k, B[R] 2
[retrospective] A/ 0 4E); 41 Gu 1994, 1997; Yu 1999; Zhang 1999; Wang & Wen 2002;
IR IR OB FE MR, 1523% W 2 Ericsson & Simon 1993,

%30 HACEALIC: B Wen 1993; SCEKF5 1995; Parry 1995; Goh 1997, 1998,
1999.
SeESYEEs 1 Chen 1990; XI44JE 1996.

S LA BT PR T FT A0 N FLEAS [R50 07 3 IRV s 2 vh, AR i IO (] — o
FUHR S A B T A IR =R (B Huang 1984; SCRKDS 1995; Wen &
Johnson 1997), [A] i} JEAT £ A 5T 5 v 128 B I (triangulation) (41401 Wen 1993; Gu
1997; Zhang 1999).



4. CELRELKETHRES TR R

PUR 253800 TAT SO 4 B W1, R 2 BRI SR e B AT PR IS TRD B JEE T o BB SR JRAT A L 1
JRAE A AR AR B8 SO TR R R IR SC L, (3T P ik 21 R E KRl A 58 B 27 07 1
3, PO HE R AE P EAME (RERSETE) A B, BATRAR AR RN .

4.1 DiEHRE

Huang (1984) il Huang & Naerssen (1987) J&ib J B 9T 2% > 4 T TEAS L HE W 1)
PR Y . Huang & Naerssen (1987) Wil 322k H Huang (1984), J&#ia H £
) 2 A S SR M 7 v, RIMAME 24 )i R DhigZk 2] (functional practice) it % J¢H %L
IVER], JFH “WIL” (reading aloud) BRI TR LB BAAAL Y .

Chen (1990) 7EFFE kit Eamii s tEpisT, Whioh 76T 24 ANt
BE(F45 (concept-identification tasks), KA 37 i 55 B AR A [\ 4 25 [ 9 £l 2% A 1) D v
AT o Wb R BRAT VL SRS A AR . BRI e 510 R 0%, AR
(1) 27 A2 L AR FE B IR ) (R 27 P B 22 (R e, T BB i 2 [RIFEE 25 (distance) X
AR N AT Ut AW [ L A S

4.2 MIGELEHRSME (EFL) M%AFEIMTHRBEIFE

AEBOMETE RS T 1987-1991 4R [T g1y K H A 6 FrohikBits 250 4 5eih b2
A BRI, A T ST P A7 MR A3 AR R R
2 5F 1989; Rty XNEIEE 1993, 1996). KRR Y, A 6 MEERAE TR
HMEINARERE, T LAMRRE T 251 63.6% o 1X 6 MR ZIE S e, I3l @i,
PEG, a2, SIS JVE NG « R I H AL IR A T 5 30 S
CEAETE S A IIRede>, IR ARAE D, JRR IS 0] RERem ohif 2 > St
(¥ A&, EE PRI AR s SE R 2 AR, XA VR D 2% S SRl A1 O — AR R &
JUNANTFI R 5 R TR TIE E 5 ANAR ] (1) B R FE R e R ISR I AN A AR R S
(S WAALRRE 1994) 0 IXFEXE A 1Foxt iy S5 20 T b2 A DI ) S KU ) T o

LR (Wen 1993) 22718 SCIRES 7 s 11 244k -, Wen & Johnson (1997)
HHEARE TR A R 5 ISR 242 49l Lol 22 A e UG 22 S g o0 &, i
WAL T 16 A 2pEAs i, {HiEil T PLS (Partial-Least-Square) Ziil2¢iikntr, HAEH
W6 T S 2R A S IR G AT, X 6 NS 3 AN ERRAE, EDEG . BEE P
GRERE . R IR AERERE, B BEE 3 A )Nk, RIAYCAE ] BORNE Rt ) (AR
PE) . RIBREVE [RIEE . A3 SR e R IS T ) IS Bk W T s, AR R SR R R
DR 3] S AR g FAT W R RF S, i A B 2 — D Ui B T B 12 31 5 A
KRN 2 3] 3 2 TR AE IS ] 2 2 S 7 i 0 25 5. SCRKDY (1995) e MEA ottt —20
O T U A N 22 A 2 TR A B AR L1 220

4.3 AL FE ) KRS

B 24 (Dai, 20000 WAk ili S AR F0AE b G g — AN SR, BIME AT S
TV 2 ) ST S IR A TR S A0 9, LA R it — 2D B S vl sc bk . 3
‘E3k, Gu (1994, 2002). Gu & Johnson (1996). 5. F#% (1998). F 5 (1998).
ik (P 2001) K& Zhang (2002b) <55k 1 [ 27 A= i)Y ) £3 K 3]y 2% 3] SRms 3R A7 5 Hk
SETERFIT . ARG G 5 1A ) S A RN BEST, R lig Gu (1994)F1 Gu & Johnson

(1996) HIPHINSUFIFFY, LA T fR9iE 22 2] a2k S SRS . Gu (1994) S —1 %,
DR 2 38 R LA D) (1) 2 21 35 B 43 At 45 R B, PRS2 AR TE 58 G — T B AT 45 1R 2 v



Ji iz R 06 T 1)V 2 3] SRS 7 THIAE AT A8 IR 26 5, R 2% 3D 38 ANNAE TG BN SR mgs 1k i At
ANKEIH I, T HAEN SRS F A 3. Gu & Johnson (1996) ¢ | 850 4 k%
AR, IRRER 2 ST SRS I8 5 2 S R Z RO R, AT TR DSz i AR T
MR )27 ) Jemg, ARMAEZ o, A1 2 Aol ansdeng, B >) E5h k£
PR ), IS S REZRS INR S J0E 5 R G A A A N 2 3] G IE T UL, AT
W RIESE R (RTE SO R 7 I QB R . ST gt 5
T )] TR K G S 5 2 3] Gt (1 1E TRIAH DG o JLI P [ By R 1R R IR 2 4 b
Gu (1994) UL K Gu & Johnson (1996) Frft i AT 4b  (Fll R ER . £ 1998, 13X
1998, k¥ 2001),

4.4 Wy

BT S (1989), R4, KUFIAF (1993) MOTHTIA R 314 )
SHEB XY S SIS AT AR TR, FEHLHE (Jiang 1994) HE—35 M7 T 507 Jy SR K7
V5 TE AT B . ST AT RIITE 7 AR CDRRSRS), TBRZ2), IEis, W)
Y30, BESEST, ASRSESD) B, T SR e SR T A N KA AT
BRI SE0T ) S BN BATUR A1 &% Huang (1984) (1945547 i JLALA

Vs

Goh (1998) 15 T HEAEHT Ik 274 > SiBAF b 38 (1) b [ 25 A Wy ) S . AhAi17E
B AR B (English for Academic Purposes). Ui (17 47 2 BT 7 fig 7 5 1) 2%
A3z IR 27 > SREms R X LB T ) B BRI R 7 B8 22, WA B A FH R A N S (M=11 X
M=6.9) G lnfEie . Uil B, 5tk B AEMD, ol (M=8.5 %t M=5.5)

GEWNERMEER D) FEmEE S SR BV B S MR PED H2,
TR 8 122 AR AE TGN SN SRS (1038 7 TH R AR 5534

Y Goh (1999) T X752 HE (W ) HElg LA RIS A 1K £efy 7 S 1) B+ 15 (tactics)
i, W AE 52 3R Fnl e HiA (retrospective verbalizations) £ T 44 il 45> £:15.
TELCEE TSR A IR Z 5, Wb AU AT IE T 1V 2 AL SRS, (HRRE B
e A RO A A FI B P TG IAEN B T o A X FE ) 4508, BN S AR 22 ) 5 A B T
BFVRA SCHR A 18 R TR SIS 1R 3 S, T I A 70 A B 5 7 41 B 5 Pl 15 22 ) ] A2 L as
1), HA BT ) # Z AR B2 7.

4.5 SERRS

o B 2 AR AR S T U D . FEIESE (1994) , Yu (1999) Fil Wang & Wen
(2002), ZBATHAE B 1) 3 TR i[5 2 42 2 3] 9B SAE 5T 45T Cheng(1994)
o TR A B0 Qo 4 HE 2% 2 A R 35 A R G 50 AR A S0, FRAT AR L U T 5 A 2 5 35
WE—2%, EIXANEX L, Yu (1999) F1 Wang & Wen (2002) A2 A A 1 AN R 5T
Yu (1999) WFFUAG A EE T v (B 08 v 2% AR 71 2 ) el FH 98 5 A I i IR A SCAS SOk s
Wang & Wen (2002) W4T T 16 44 [ A8 E 22 AR 7R AME S AE Hh Al BEE 11550

BRI GRL BE A SCis e (WL Flower & Hayes 1981, Yu (1999) Xif REE S4E R —
TS AR AR STE SO R ) LU B, A8 B R ISl b, AR SCAE SO (A1

SRR i 7 e TPV I, AT, SR SUR
R TENERE (CLD WS ERITEEAE (EL2) 1075 1 M aO B AT S,
S T ORI T BAEIE % (mental revisions) sRJERHEX (simultaneous
revisions). flbflTER A SCRE T T HALE M2 T2 X EINIBIE, KRR CE S5 3510 X
FREAI, JF AL S 2 D DM A B AF 05, T B 5 L AUA ST



FEDLE JBEE (CL1 IS AERISETE N AME (EL2) HS R A HL T — 267 5,
P05 22 I [V R AT Jd IR 2 AR TR DG B (CL1D B AR i T 3D B, T 981 4
ShiE (EL2) MSAER T2 BN, JFHAHERIN A SR T EZ BN, RWEME—
MM F T ARRRE T, POV B HEERE A QB SOEARRE (CL1) M
YRR REW] IR B 9B N ANE (EL2) ISR . Yu (1999) M4iite, S Bsud
FETCVAE REE R AME S A h 1SR A 20 5 v s 1R A i i

Wang & Wen (2002) %} 16 441 [ AME2: 2] #5155 5 AR R b BEE I8 F G DLk AT
T VRGN R AT, L H IR R SR i KRS AR AT 45— AU ORI U
S BETE AT IR o AT D0 523K P AR TR oA e ], S2l7E FH i S /RN BE
A BEEARAL FH 08, SRR kg SR R A SRR e RN, 2R AE A
B AEAT 4% b A% P RRE (O3 8 TAd i S0 . 45 R BoR, BEE 2R B AP, RHEE
FH IR AT B A

4.6 [RLIRE

LGSR TSI DUARAL, A 0% B 1 S AT 54 75 AR > . Zhang (1999) %X
T A B SR s MBI SCEE T Carrell (1989) 1)—f J&ifi  #hiE (EFL) (115 32 5k &
AR, LU EFL 27 238 5 ) 5 5 0 5 MR IR R . WL WL, Al AcBLE
JRIIIR) 7 2] 25 55 AN BT A 25 S T AR SRS T IR 22 5%, A8 24 MR R Al R
3 ANARRATAI T BB B, AR BRI SEIHA S S AR 2 onlEl)A oy
Hrigos, A AAZ RSG5 20 e B G i 5 o 1A At R=.22 (p<.001).

7 4h—T0 i Upton & Lee-Thompson (2001) B 4E A58t vl V3 8 T 15 S S i 9. {H
T, THEUAME, AT 20 NMZRE T, RN SRR EHAN, 1 HIZIEHT
JETER T RTINSO AR S AR N 2R (R H A o AR T S 4 FRAT I it 77— 2%
HRRIRI . EIAA OSSR, BEEAE 05 B ek R v () VR B S s S el
PEEF” 2 (Bt Kern, 1994). Upton & Lee-Thompson RFST &1, RRHEXT &
K, HAF e 88 H TR i) “RREE . s b, R ROk A Bh A AT I O <
Tl R PRI 7 AR A SR 4 R TR SCAR SRR N 2 DL M A SO SR AT R

4.7 XFEESIE R EA S

ICAESCER (Wenden 1987, 1991), JUHAE Wenden (1998) 2 )&, 0% )& JTINAN
VR 525 S CRAH DGR T2 R 2 4 ORI AT o AT Hp [ 98T 2 ) & it e p, 209
W VE U5 Bo% i i — AN Goh(1998), %/ & Zhang (2000a, 2001a). Goh(1997)
XF 40 A7 9ETE ) il (ESL) 1125 X3 & TABAT T 25 SIWr D312 >0 e gl AT I 0. Wbk
VR 222 2] F 0T 1145 2310 3 AT HAE R IIA . X 3 A7 A B S At F I
TABWT I ELR AP IR, RIWT SR . 3BT, i AR AN gk 4 28 WrrA s
P2 UTIXE s W BRI RS . AT )RR IREAT . WA AN Ry 3 28 R
Wr JEREIIN E . AT RIBVITE SN BT SR . 512 20 B 0 2% 2] SR
AR, MR Al fb ol 3 28 3B I sems (il ff LSRR s J5I. B, Kk
JEWT ISR (B2 S S REsmI NS R W &R AR . FI— 2R —E BEf
RN S e (B R O BOR. EBIE A EE ),

Zhang (2000a) FH 34 /RAE, (Flavell 1979, 1987) S5 7 BAERI Ui ik R EAT T
20 Hr . AR SZ A S e /R B K rR  “ NTE TR “ATSS 7. FI“HRmE” FHOCAR R 1Y)
TJCNEIAIR,  IRBEARAT T AN E ERE R A T AN F . Zhang (2001a) B R ey 1) 2% A2 BE A4
LIz bR S, ok TGRS A, TREEER R, RIBX T 5t/Schema HIRMF R, R




T Y O AR, Tl R P HEWT A TR O INE S, R TR Bk EETE L (p. 278); A
Lb2 F, RSB AR I S AR A < FRRERIE, AGNTEICALE, FIEREL” (p. 282),
A S5 IR, TS AT 2 ) SR SR e SR A R e i R LA R AR
YEH GRHL%: Alderson 1984). 1EU1 Lehtenen (2000) i, ANASIRAS AN, %
S I N2 S WA X e o s B s 2R SR e & . Zhang (2002a) 52 T 3T H
PR 27 3] F AR B S AT BRI AR DG I X — R ) ) 5 2 S tH I 4518 02, 2%
MG T AT B T4 2 SRR SRS R I N B I SRS e R, ST
PP, X AR AR QELTS) 25l (10 B 54520 15 Wl K i dn 1

5. KFA R IR Z AT R
BATTI A I [ D15 27 2] 35 2 2 SR 1) LT USO8 R B3 — 20 1)
5.1 AR AFE

ARSI ) ARV 2 AR BT, W0 SR FH AN R (0 702 R I S T SN R 1 ) L
SR AE R Wk, W0l B DAL . —2EAME 2 2] SRS 90 3 DL Fi th I — 9 3 () A
({540 Oxford 1993, 1996). #txfri [ D27 2] & PRSI 5, FATTIA A I FHE A ok i
TR . ANE B AL, FAD A B AME 2% S #0052 S R R e A, A ERAL
SR IO T 22 S ITF S AR AR o 28R, B ARERE A R E G TR R T A,
THREBATIAA , $REBIECE TF A KR 1) T HZAE T EA A ). @, — 0 S —A
AR LU IS Y, e 53— SCAL LR RE A 9T B AR ik 2 20 38 2 BT AL, 4
T AFER SO AT T AN F ki (Hvitfeldt 1986; Young 1987; Biggs &
Watkins, 1996; Zhang, Skuja-Steele & Hvitfeldt 1999). FAITN MBI WY T HSG Bt
1 5 K 240 (coding system) o X FEIATE AT GEF T 58 i 28 F1 R G b % 52 v [E 4h
AR ITE AR S SR . AR, TRk R, BRATI B e o AR A . FRATTT AR e
(G 732 R G oK AN R M DX AN R RE AR RIS R 2% S 5k 4, G2 20 38 SR T 500,
URAE 27 S B 1) LU T ot o0 AT T4 i — S8 dn ] 5 20 b AT AR B2 I I S 7R (LLER
Zhang & Skuja-Steele 2002), JSEwitk, A5 AT AT R LUAE BFIE . A AT
TEMCER G T2 20 38 2 SIAT BB 5 HLE AT R G/ M (s fige, v LA Bost B, DU L%
AT PE AT o

5.2 ZHHIPE

FLOGE PRI S 1 s SCRRE I, AEZHAGOU N, WU e s S8 =
I T M AR SEE T 1022 2 B B, SR KL AN R 10 v 2 S 2 A AE L
B2 Abe AR, I ) R 2 A IR IR A . ZHETUE AR N s B0, P
TASTERE - KA 22 A D AT ) B2 A AR . B A S I EN U S 1E, Bl s th g LhL
T R, ATV BHE NGRS, RO BATENE, agse A m b Toeil Ot 52
U7 L, 1y HARATIIR) 2% 50 1) L B 43 LU ok, AATDRE S A7 St X IR I
AT S4TSR el R R, AR TR S RSB LIE R, X2
—ANEE R, JEHAESZ I NN BRI DL T

5.3 FHEEHIA

FRUGE I T IR 5 07 SRS —MBERS O0 b s AP TS 0 S FH e i R X
AR HOA L I TAR . B U, WFI0 LR BRI AR e BT IR .
IHOTA T H7, gt T RWE, DL T IO 11 5 IR A S A SERE TR, i iR
PN SEEE, RAHET .



MATEAEIN, WFFURER SRR AT 22 RN, M A A R A% (s A A 5T
WIS, SO0 TN WRHEEE A SR SN RS Hr, DUHRIE
FIRA BRATTARG FLE SCER, iy LA 2 T AR 2 SR e R 1R S R

WFFURCR AR BE4s BUMATISL AR B 10 55 — DA, BRI H 521808 2 1 R Ao
Az, XL H EIT AR R 2 AR B AT, DRy AR SR 5 e AR 3 N ] PN S TR
PSR CRlupiHFIRTAC T IS

5.4 FEMEERBTTAKAL

fE L B Eeh, FATM Huang (1984) JHUARITIEIX—2R0E9T, ERIRATINLRA W fi
WM. HESRBT IR W] b B it 27 ) F AT 20 Tl S SRS, SR IR 25 ) 38 AN R e 2 14
5 2B AT XA IUAE IS AR B 1 s, 10 HLAE T Al A 1 P SR PR A 25 D T
W AN S BREN, FHOURLHBE, JLPRE R (Wry B B 5D #iEEE b
WIS, JEHAE P BN G AR S — M R 2107 5 — ok, BB 5 >
H 2 HUNE DL AL PRI AEAT R A7 >0 5 5K AR SCHRAR T, 3t B Bk 7 i) B 18
&4 T A B 12 5 THTAOAIE S 5 P 172 [ P A (EFL) URFEBCE T Pl B4R R 22 18],
HAFAE RTINS -

B A SR IR W RIS TE o BATTATAL, 5 1 SO AR RERS IR AIRITIN AT LK)
JEU PR AT e - BAE R — 44 T2k B 2K SN KT B 2 35 Pt e Al 82 27 21 ) e e 1)
e TR IEPTRR, BATRE T A 5 A RS, ABDA S TR AT ST AR LR
FURE ERFFUIAT O [ 27 5 25 (1 DR AT MR L o FRAT G A 1R 2% PE 2 1h T ok 56 T B AT AR A
PG HCA TP BUIOE S AN 125 2 E

5.5 Xof (A S 1 SRS AT SR 7R 2

KT BEE R S MAI SIS R T, ARG T 58 8 5 BT [ 52 SR m 1 5 A Ut i
o BUBHE RIS S, O AN AL, BIRE 99 (025 7 is 28 R vk ke ms
(local strategies), 1 HAEMFECANIEH . MATTASHE B A0S AL A% (global) 254
R LR i S B R R, TR el R 2 S 3] ORI TR I IR 3l T Je A A
NGRS B 2 2 AT 8h R (Baker & Brown 1984; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).

(T2 S S R U 104 I (Anderson 1991), Jf FLFUR U i 75 525 21
Sou U SRR, WITIARITEA A . LA BRI 4 0k, EF%1
2 4y ST 0 2 SR B G A XIS S (U, 35—y T AT KR I T A
Garner 1987 X A= FH 22 252 2] SEME O LT ST ). Sullivan (1978) J&E1h 2725 [ 15 5 1)
SURSLL ., {EHOEE T BARAE VIR R B R 2R (R E AR R
MR8, A% FRIHAR LR

5 A BT EME T S, O T P RS A R I A A 1R R B X R
1B MEIF ST (LLS Research) [ —#5 4 (#1171 Wenden & Rubin 1987; O’'Malley & Chamot
1990; Oxford 1990; Young & Oxford 1997), X &K AIE T2 & “AEWEL, AaEHEEE
FRAFHIE S s AOAT 2 Lo ST e SR s H Bl RN AN 2 S &, IR A
B R EM N7 (Chamot 1987, p, 82). MR NiEE Il 5P w8 H, #
TN IR G [ 152 SRS 5 [ T AR A ] OQ 3R o AH 2 K 50 0 B 9 AE BAR T 5 22 v LRGSR ) 13
Fm% (#tn Hosenfeld 1977; Politzer & McGroarty 1985; Block 1986; Carrell 1989;
Anderson 1991; Young & Oxford 1997 ); /& IMITE REVEFN H AR 1 ] LA R HE (5] 152 5
W& (514N Sarig 1987; Tang 1997 ), IXEEHFFT2 H, A JUAN I ik SIZIE T v 50 1 2 5] 15 SR s
M5 IR KRS #2722 & )k & (Aslanian 1985; Block 1986; Cohen 1986;



Hosenfeld 1977; Sarig 1987; Young & Oxford 1997). {14, —LLf5 4 TFIG R I0A
%1 (Casanave 1988; Carrell 1989; Block 1992; Zhang 2002a) .

BR T Yu (1999) 5 5AE SCE S FE BT 9T Fl Wang & Wen (2002) A o< [ 2% i
A REEAE S SLI TR AL, LT B DT BT 2% 20 W] A S VAT 45 7. 3R
11%% 17 Raimes (1985) [R5, BIAE He i I Bl 3f Oriking,  — AN R A i) 1) 2
Ui 7 1% S B Ak T A A 502 2 A SR i 5 25 2 2 S 75 SR % S B 2 T EH B T 45 "B
BEAE, I 45E R 2 A I S REREAT — 5 I LU Y, R B HREAE 2 S % R i i
FERIVE (Eb%: Zamel 1983, 1992).

5.6 £ 755 ERTR X E I EHFE I iR ifE A

DA EZRR o, DI R RIAS s DI P 27 20 3848 R AS [) 1) s A S 128 FH AS [] 1) B AR SRmes
G B R L6 SR S AN K B ) 1) 27 20 38 56 BT U 13 5 DY TR e 1A [F) 27 ST 45 e o A AR AR
TRUT o« AT T R SEUERIT T, R 127 3 3 g I 2k, 5l 3H1T BB 424 (reciprocal teaching),
BB XA RITE TR M AN R 27 2] Sk, DUARATE 5527 ) F At D . an MR
SRR AL IE AT (M) 2057 8RB A BAT Tl vl DAAE 78 70 25 RS AL SR BRVE IR T3 R, AEAS R B3
IRBE ) 2% S SRS S o X EEHIT 45 A nT e S R gt 55 I H (R AR F 41 2 G2 (il an
Zhang, Skuja-Steele & Seet 2002). Julhf, %% H EMKAFRAFENE T B A& TIEAN
FAART, HRFEBLSE A YA 524 3] H 32 (learner autonomy) 1)/ EAH .

6. 4iE

R B B 25 1 4 (12 2 ST S AT ST AT S R I H 3R 56 3% . RAIA K,
WFICE 2 A N AN R K27 30 3 22 I8 R B > skemsda B IK 2252 SCRRR YT, 2110
SKUEWT T ST SR IR A Dy DLz 2] i O A i 280 e S B AR I8 AT FIIE #oe— 2k
TAEE AR XL, AHBATA] DUSCCHESE X LA RIS R SRR I B

TN SEUERIFST AR IR AT AS B ) 1R 27 21 28 AEARAT TS 1/ 22 3w A7 ol 2 5, HIX
WVF SR FT G AF A [ B e L B3 i YRR T & ), il & GE h—
FHAIFIY A 5 T AEAE I ) U B 5 Wi (GO&F LLS WX #ktk, 2 M. Abraham &
Vann 1996; Cohen 1996). X LU/ [A] 1) T H 2 [A] (1) 5 R W] A& oy — N T B ) @ AT-fr[ il
R4 5238, Wik 4047 (factor-analysis) SKEGIE T (7 250 al st HL 3 26 5 ThI (1 2%
77, HBNZ BBl o BEAL, AT A L858 BT TP B T CREACR /NN 7 (effect sizes)
XA AR 52 (7 WL Cohen1988). 1M 52 ik N B S A, IAIA R E £ T a1
T &5 R I o BATITCTE N W 10 2 AR & RO A 106 5 S R A A ROS H T 22 215K
W, BCRABATI A RS T 2% 3 SRS A TA B B IR S AR RS, I A5 M A s AR A B ()
WEESIH BN W 2ERE . VKU . RIS T e M0 (B viiReSs) mdiss,
R HAZ T 3282 5 NE D AF(E R R . BRIk, 32D Rt R IR A = .
90 A% F BEAS [ [ 5 B R At b [ v 2 AR AE 3 iy B B e v 7Kk P sk 2 b B iz 1 2%
S5 RS A P B K . XA S BT SR P R 25 ) SRS IR L A

W R, AR Kb B SR I 5 ST SRR T JF B HE 5 S KRS i -5 27 >) SR
FURAFHET Aok (AR 2R 22 ) WU RF L, i L Melton 1990 ARk (1997).
B TARAD I LI T2 Ak, IX P AN 27 2] 3 A RIS 1) B SO R 9 1 A A il — D 4 B 7e
PSS

L5 T8 5 5 S 8 AT AT R AT — LE R T, B0 25 5 B A 5 o 20 IR rh AN B 132
IR S8 AN A 27 SR S5 I R AR R I T LABRATTIACA 5 ) 38 SRR 90 EEAR R s — 28 R £
PATHE 20 T R 1) O A A7 AR AR A B, AR T8 o DA A A — AN 7 SR A 2 KT



o [ R 5 AR AN R DGR TAE N BN TR S A T A e T &0 fEIX—idfE
TS B HEIRT AR WAL S FEAE A

B

1. KX P3| A &4 B R80T .36 Applied Linguistics, Asia Pacific Journal of Language in Education, Asian
Journal of English Language Teaching, English Language Teaching Journal, English for Specific
Purposes, Hong Kong Journal of Applied Linguistics, Journal of Second Language Writing, Language
Awareness, Language Learning, Language Teaching, Language Teaching Research, Reading
Psychology, RELC Journal, Studies in Second Language Acquisition, System, and TESOL Quarterly; %
B T 04 GMERFE LR, GURINEY, WA (INEEY. xFF B k5] 09 RAUKT 4852089
xR EIRIN R 5 & 1 g o AT BT TR 0G40 K ERAF LSRG Bvk, A EEUK.

BH LR
[1]Abraham, R. G. & Vann, R. J. Introduction: Validity issues in the assessment of L2 learner

strategies [J]. Applied Language Learning, 1996, 7(1): 1-4.

[2] Alderson, J. C. Reading in a foreign language: A reading problem or a language problem? [A]. In J. C.
Alderson & A. H. Urquhart (eds.), Reading in a Foreign Language[C]. London: Longman,
1984:1-27.

[3]1 Anderson, N. J. Individual differences in strategy use in second language reading and testing [J].
Modern Language Journal, 1991, 75(4): 460-472.

[4] Anderson, T. H. Study skills and learning strategies [A]. In H. E. Jr. O’'Neil & C. D. Spielberger (eds.),
Cognitive and Affective Learning Strategies [C]. New York: Academic Press, 1979: 78-99.

[5] Aslanian, Y. Investigating the reading problems of ESL students: An alternative [J]1. ELT Journal,
1985, 39(1): 20-27.

[6]Baker, L. & Brown, A. L. Metacognitive skills and reading[A]. In P. D. Pearson (ed.). Handbook of
Reading Research[C]. New York: Longman, 1984: 353-394.

[7]1Biggs, J. & Watkins, D. A. The Chinese learner in retrospection [A]. In D.A. Watkins & J. B. Biggs
(eds.). The Chinese Learner: Cultural, Psychological and Contextual Influence [C]. Hong Kong:
CERC and Melbourne, Australia: ACER, 1996: 269-285.

[8]Block, E. The comprehension strategies of second language readers [J]. TESOL Quarterly, 1986,
20(3): 463-493.

[9] Block, E. See how they read: Comprehension monitoring of L1 and L2 readers [J]. TESOL Quarterly,
1992, 26(2): 319-343.

[10]Carrell, P. L. Metacognitive awareness and second language reading[J]. Modern Language
Journal, 1989, 73(2): 121-131.

[11]Casanave, C. P. Comprehension monitoring: A neglected essential[J]. TESOL Quarterly, 1988,
22(2): 283-302.



[12] Chamot, A. U. The learning strategies of ESL students[A]. In A. L. Wenden & J. Rubin (eds.),
Learner Strategies in Language Learning [C]. Englewood Cliff, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1987: 71-84.

[131Chen, S. Q. A study of communication strategies in interlanguage production by Chinese EFL
learners [J]. Language Learning, 1990, 40(2): 155-187.

[14]1Chern, C.-L. Chinese students’ word-solving strategies in reading in English[A]. In T. Huckin, M.
Haynes & J. Coady (eds.), Second Language Reading and Vocabulary Learning [C]. Norwood, NJ:
Ablex, 1993: 46-62.

[15] Coady, J. A psycholinguistic model of the ESL reader[A]. In R. MacKay, B. Barkman & R. R. Jordan
(eds.), Reading in a Second Language: Hypothesis, Organization and Practice [C]. Rowley, MA:
Newbury House, 1979: 5-12.

[16]Cohen, A. D. Mentalistic measures in reading strategy research: Some research findings[J].
English for Specific Purposes, 1986, 5(2): 131-145.

[171Cohen, A. D. Verbal reports as a source of insights into second language learner strategies [J].
Applied Language Learning, 1996, 7(1): 5-24.

[18]1Cohen, A. D. Strategies in Learning and Using a Second Language [M]. London: Longman, 1998.

[19]1Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences[M]. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum, 1988.

[20] Ericsson, K. A. & Simon, H. A. Protocol Analysis: Verbal Reports as Data [M]. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press, 1993.

[21]Field, M. L. A psycholinguistic model of the Chinese ESL reader[A]. In P. Larson, E. L. Judd, & D. S.
Messerchmitt (eds.), On TESOL '84 [C]. Washington, DC: TESOL, 1985: 171-183.

[22]Flavell, J. H. Metacognition and cognitive monitoring: A new area of cognitive-developmental
inquiry [J]. American Psychologist, 1979, 34(10): 906-911.

[23] Flavell, J. H. Speculations about the nature and development of metacognition [A]. In F. E. Weinert
& R. H. Kluwe (eds.), Metacognition, Motivation and Understanding[C]. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum, 1987: 21-29.

[24]Flower, L. & Hayes, J. R. A cognitive process theory of writing[J]. College Composition and
Communication, 1981,32(3): 365-387.

[25]1Gao, Y. H., Li, L. C. & Lu, J. Trends in research methods in applied linguistics: China and the
West [J]. English for Specific Purposes, 2001, 20(1): 1-14.

[26] Garner, R. Metacognition and Reading Comprehension [M]. Norwood, NJ: Ablex Co., 1987.

[271Goh, C. & Kwah, P. F. Chinese ESL students’ learning strategies: A look at frequency, proficiency
and gender[J]. Hong Kong Journal of Applied Linguistics, 1997, 2(1): 24-53.

[28] Goh, C. Metacognitive awareness and second language listeners [J]. ELT Journal, 1997:51(4): 369.

[29]1 Goh, C. How learners with different listening abilities use comprehension strategies and tactics [J].
Language Teaching Research, 1998, 2(2): 124-147.

[30] Goh, C. What learners know about the factors that influence their listening comprehension [J].



Hong Kong Journal of Applied Linguistics, 1999, 4(1): 17-42.

[311Goh, C. Exploring listening comprehension tactics and their interaction patterns [J]. System, 2002,
30(4): 185-206.

[32]1Gu, Y. Q. & Johnson, R. K. Vocabulary learning strategies and language learning outcomes [J].
Language Learning, 1996, 46(4): 643-679.

[331Gu, Y. Q. Vocabulary learning strategies of good and poor Chinese EFL learners[A]. In N. Bird, P.
Falvey, A. Tsui, D. Allison & A. McNeill (eds.), Language and Learning[C]. Hong Kong: The
Education Department. (ERIC ED 370 411) , 1994: 376-401.

[34] Gu, Y. Q. Vocabulary Learning Strategies and English Language Outcomes: A Study of Non-English
Majors at Tertiary Level in China[D]. PhD thesis, Hong Kong University, 1997.

[351Gu, Y. Q. Gender, academic major, and vocabulary learning strategies of Chinese EFL learners [J].
RELC Journal, 2002, 33(1): 35-54.

[36]1Haynes, E. B. Encoding strategies used by native and non-native readers of Chinese Mandarin [J].
Modern Language Journal, 1988, 72(2): 188-195.

[371Haynes, M. & Baker, I. American and Chinese readers learning from lexical familiarisation in English
text[Al. In T. Huckin, M. Haynes & J. Coady (eds.), Second Language Reading and Vocabulary
Learning [C]. Norwood, NJ: Ablex, 1993: 130-152.

[381Hosenfeld, C. A preliminary investigation of the reading strategies of successful and nonsuccessful
second language learners [J]. System, 1977, 5(2): 110-123.

[39]Huang, X. H. & van Naerssen, M. Learning strategies for oral communication[J]. Applied
Linguistics, 1987, 8(3): 287-307.

[40]1Huang, X. H. An Investigation of Learning Strategies in Oral Communication That Chinese EFL
Learners in China Employ [M]. MPhil thesis, Chinese University of Hong Kong, 1984.

[41]Hvitfeldt, C. Traditional culture, perceptual style, and learning: the classroom behaviour of Hmong
adults [J]. Adult Education Quarterly, 1986, 36(2): 65-77.

[42]1Keefe, J. W. & Monk, J. S. Learning Style Profile: Examiner's Manual [M]. Reston, VA: National
Association of Secondary School Principles, 1990.

[43]Kern, R. G. The role of mental translation in second language reading: Its effects on comprehension
and word inference [J]. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 1994, 16(4): 441-461.

[44] Kohn, J. Literacy strategies for Chinese university learners [A]. In F. Dubin, & N. A. Kuhiman (eds.),
Cross-cultural Literacy: Global Perspectives[Cl. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1992:
113-125.

[45] Lehtonen, T. Awareness of strategies is not enough: How learners can give each other confidence
to use them [J]. Language Awareness, 2000, 9(2): 64-77.

[46]Ma, R. The English Language Learning Strategies of a Sample of P. R. C. Tertiary-level
Students [D]. MA thesis, National University of Singapore, 1996.

[471McKeachie, W. J. The decline and fall of the laws of learning [J]. Educational Psychology, 1974,



19(2): 199-218.

[48] Melton, M. D. Bridging the cultural gap: A study of Chinese students’ learning style preferences [J].
RELC Journal, 1990, 21(3): 29-54.

[49]Naiman, N., Frélich, M., Stern, H. H. & Todesco, A. The Good Language Learner: Research in
Education Series No. 7 [M]. Toronto: Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, 1978.

[50] Nunan, D. The Learner-Centered Curriculum [M]. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988.

[51]Nunan, D. Strategy training in the language classroom: An empirical investigation [J]. RELC Journal,
1997, 28(2): 56-81.

[52]1O'Malley, J. M. & Chamot, A. U. Learning Strategies in Second Language Acquisition[M].
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

[53]1Oxford, R. L. Language Learning Strategies: What Every Teacher Should Know[M]. New York:
Newbury House, 1990.

[54] Oxford, R. L. Research on second language learning strategies [M]. Annual Review of Applied
Linguistics, 1993, 13: 175-187.

[55]1 Oxford, R. L. (ed.). Language Learning Strategies around the World [M]. Honolulu, HI: University of
Hawaii, Second Language Teaching and Curriculum Centre, 1996.

[56]Parry, K. J. First language literacy and second language reading [A]. In D. Nunan, R. Berry & V.
Berry (eds.). Language Awareness in Language Education[C]. Hong Kong: Hong Kong University,
Department of Curriculum Studies, 1995: 181-198.

[57]1Parry, K. J. Culture, literacy and L2 reading [J]. TESOL Quarterly, 1996, 30(4): 665-692.

[58] Politzer, R. L. & McGroarty, M. An exploratory study of learning behaviours and their relationship to
gains in linguistic and communicative competence [J]. TESOL Quarterly, 1985, 19(2): 229-258.

[59] Raimes, A. What unskilled ESL students do as they write: A classroom study of composing [J].
TESOL Quarterly, 1985, 19(2): 229-258.

[60]Reid, J. M. The learning style preferences of ESL students[J]. TESOL Quarterly, 1987, 21(1):
87-109.

[61] Rubin, J. What the “good language learner” can teach us [J]. TESOL Quarterly, 1975, 9(1): 41-51.

[62] Rubin, J. Study of cognitive processes in second language learning [J]. Applied Linguistics, 1981,
11(2): 117-131.

[63]1Rubin, J. Learner strategies: Theoretical assumptions, research history and typology[A]. In A. L.
Wenden & J. Rubin (eds.), Learner Strategies in Language Learning [C]. London: Prentice-Hall,
1987: 15-30.

[64] Sarig, G. High-level reading in the first and in the foreign language: Some comparative process
data[Al. In J. Devine, P. L. Carrell & D. E. Eskey (eds.). Research in Reading in English as a
Second Language [C]. Washington, DC: TESOL, 1987: 105-120.

[65] Schemck, R. R. Individual differences and learning strategies [A]. In C. E. Weinstein, E. T. Goetz &

P. A. Alexander (eds.). Learning and Study Strategies: Issues in Assessment, Instruction, and



Evaluation[C]. San Diego, CA: Academic Press, 1988: 171-191.

[66] Seliger, H. W. Processing universals in second language acquisition[A]. In F. Eckman, L. Bell & D.
Nelson (ed.). Universals of Second Language Acquisition [C]. Rowley, MA: New Bury House, 1984:
36-47.

[67]Stern, H. H. What can we learn from the good language learner [J]? Canadian Modern Language
Review, 1975, 31(4): 304-318.

[68]Stern, H. H. Fundamental Concepts of Language Teaching [M]. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1983.

[69] Sullivan, J. Comparing strategies of good and poor comprehenders [J]. Journal of Reading, 1978,
22(4): 710-715.

[70] Tang, H. The relationship between reading comprehension processes in L1 and L2[J]. Reading
Psychology: An International Quarterly, 1997, 18(3): 249-301.

[71]1Upton, T. A. & Lee-Thompson, L. The role of first language in second language reading [J] . Studies
in Second Language Acquisition, 2001, 23(4): 469-495.

[72]Vann, R. J. & Abraham, R. G. Strategies of unsuccessful language learners [J]1. TESOL Quarterly,
1990, 24(2): 177-198.

[73]1Weinstein, C. E. Learning strategies: The curriculum in community college teaching[J]. Journal of
Developmental and Remedial Education, 1981, 5(2): 6-7; 10.

[74] Weinstein, C. E., Goetz, E. T. & Alexander, P. A. (eds.). Learning and Studying Strategies: Issues in
Assessment, Instruction, and Evaluation [M] . London: Academic Press, 1988.

[75] Wen, Q. F. & Johnson, R. K. L2 learner variables and English achievement: A study of tertiary-level
English majors in China[J]. Applied Linguistics, 1997, 18(1): 28-48.

[761Wen, Q. F. Advanced English Language Learning in China: The Relationship of Modifiable Learner
Variables to Learning Outcomes [D]. PhD thesis, Hong Kong University, Hong Kong, 1993.

[77]1Wenden, A. L. & Rubin, J. (eds.). Learner Strategies in Language Learning [C]. Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1987.

[781Wenden, A. L. Metacognition: An expanded view on the cognitive abilities of L2 learners[J].
Language Learning, 1987, 37(4): 573-594.

[79]1Wenden, A. L. Learner Strategies for Learner Autonomy [M]. London: Prentice-Hall, 1991.

[801Wenden, A. L. Metacognitive knowledge and language learning [J]. Applied Linguistics, 1998, 19(4):
515-537.

[811Wood, S. Chinese students’ learning habits [N]. Teaching English in China Newsletter, 1981, (2):
1-6.

[821Wu, Y. A. English language teaching in China: Trends and challenges [J]. TESOL Quarterly, 2001,
35(1): 191-193.

[83]1Young, D. J. & Oxford, R. L. A gender-related analysis of strategies used to process written input in
the native language and a foreign language [J]. Applied Language Learning, 1997, 8(1): 43-73.



[84]Young, R. The cultural context of TESOL—A review of research into Chinese classrooms [J]. RELC
Journal, 1987, 18(2): 15-30.

[85]1Yu, D. Z. Revising across Languages: A Study of Six PRC Freshmen's Writing in Chinese and
English [D]. MA thesis, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, 1999.

[86]1Zamel, V. The composing processes of discovering meaning[J]1. TESOL Quarterly, 1983, 17(2):
165-87.

[87]1Zamel, V. Writing one’s way into reading [J]. TESOL Quarterly, 1992, 26(3): 463-485.

[881Zhang, L. J. & Skuja-Steele, R. V. Pedagogical Practices in English Language Education: A Review
of the Literature—Part of the Six-Nation Research Project [M]. Singapore: ELL, National Institute of
Education, 2002.

[89]1Zhang, L. J. Metacognition, Cognition and L2 Reading: A Study of Chinese EFL Readers'
Metacognitive Knowledge and Strategy Deployment[D]. PhD thesis, Nanyang Technological
University, Singapore, 1999.

[90]Zhang, L. J. Metacognition in L2 reading literacy acquisition: The case of ten Chinese students
learning to read EFL[A]. In A. Brown (ed.), English in Southeast Asia '99: Developing
Multiliteracies [C] Singapore: Nanyang Technological University, 2000: 83-96.

[91]Zhang, L. J. Uncovering Chinese ESL students’ reading anxiety in a study-abroad context[J]. Asia
Pacific Journal of Language in Education, 2000, 3(2): 31-56.

[92] Zhang, L. J. Awareness in reading: EFL students’ metacognitive knowledge of reading strategies in

an acquisition-poor environment [J]. Language Awareness, 2001, 10(4): 268-288.

[93]1Zhang, L. J. Exploring variability in language anxiety: Two groups of PRC students learning ESL in
Singapore [J]. RELC Journal, 2001, 32 (1): 73-91.

[94] Zhang, L. J. ESL students’ language anxiety: Towards a contextualized paradigm in understanding
students’ learning difficulties [J]. Teaching and Learning, 2001, 21(2): 51-62.

[95]Zhang, L. J. Exploring EFL reading as a metacognitive experience: Reader awareness and reading
performance [J]. Asian Journal of English Language Teaching, 2002,12: 69-94.

[96] Zhang, L. J. Metamorphological awareness and EFL students’ memory, retention, and retrieval of
English adjectival lexicons [J]. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 2002, 95(3): 934-944.

[97]1Zhang, L. J. Constructivist pedagogy for learner development: The effects of teaching strategic
reading to Chinese EFL/ESL students. Paper presented at The 37" International Annual IATEFL
Conference, 22-26 April 2003, Brighton, UK, 2003.

[98] Zhang, L. J., Skuja-Steele, R. V. & Hyvitfeldt, C. Rethinking Cultural Issues in Research into Chinese
EFL Learner Strategies[M]. Singapore: National Institute of Education, 1999.

[99] Zhang, L. J., Skuja-Steele, R. V. & Seet, O. Realigning the curriculum to meet the nonnative
trainee-teachers’ needs in TESOL teacher education: A Singapore case [R]. Paper presented at The
13™ World Congress of Applied Linguistics (AILA 2002): Applied Linguistics in the 21 Century, 16-21
December 2002, Singapore, 2002.

[100] #2403, EBBAEHRF 4 [J]. IMHEHRFHAR, 1994, (2): 12-18.



(1011 %2 4. % =B ZL IR ). sMEHF5HZE, 2000(2): 138-144.

[102] # btk kA F KitHrashiEdFeETEZ2RE U], 4EE, 1994 @: 1-10.
[103] #btk. RAEF IMERFF 49 R AR AL R Z L], SMEE, 1994(4): 27-31
(04l 1A, TAE. ETFMAHEM. L7 SMERF LR HMAL, 1997,

[105] #Anfk. %3] %5tk 2 —F BIEEAMFALZTAESMREZ—[J]. ISMERFEHHR,
1994 (1): 51-58.

[106] xR E. SME#F b a9 AH ik M. LT SMERF 5T B, 1999,

071 x)iEH. 2—%%. SREEBAMKE WALATRE U], sMEHRF5HR, 1989 (1):3-9.
[108] X3 k. H = 4mif G ARk [J]. IARINE, 1996(2): 42-46.

[109] £4n8. & B F A egshEF IR U], IMHEHRFHHMT, 1989(4): 47-52.

110l X F. MA. R RENILLCJ]. SMHERF LR, 1998(1): 47-52.

MM XA, Hob s kb RiERGX A D] RINHE, 1995(1): 37-43.

[112] k3L, T 5. FIFREL RSP HRBEWARLRRENEEJ]. SEHF SR, 1996 4):
33-39.

[MM31 2%, £&. EEEFLARFABICEIRRI]. sSMHERF SR, 1998(2): 53-57.
[114] 2 —22, 2EF F. PEREAHAFZAZRATRS U], sMERFHHR, 1993(1): 36-46.
(1151 Ak, A TFFEESAFFAFIREGHARJ]. SMHEREF SR, 1997(1): 59-65.

[116] 7k 3. M AR AL FEEFET L EIEFEILE T ARHR U], SPEXFEHE, 200106):
442-449.

M7 F. TEFAINEFAETFEIFAHREI]. SHERFLEHE, 1991(2): 37-41.

Methods, Findings, and Instructional Issues in Strategy Research
in SLA: Two Decades of Studies of Chinese EFL Learners

Lawrence Jun Zhang & Rita V. Skuja-Steele

(English Language & Literature Academic Group, NIE Nanyang Technological University, Singapore)

Abstract: Spearheaded by Rubin (1975), extensive research on language learner strategies (LLS) has
been conducted to investigate successful and less successful learner behaviors in the West (Naiman,
Froélich, Stern & Todesco 1978; Oxford 1996; Wenden & Rubin, 1987) in the field of second language
acquisition (SLA). HOWEVER, WORK IN efl LEARNER STRATEGIES IN China is relatively meager and
can be roughly divided into two major strands. One would be some sporadic writings on language
learners’ leaning methods without the writers being exposed to influences from this learning theory (e.g.,
Field, 1985; Wood, 1981). The other would be empirical research through different data elicitation
methods in the Western empirical research tradition (e.g., Liu, 1996; Liu, Wu, et al., 1989; Wu, Liu, Jeffery,



Yang, & Zhou, 1996). While the first strand relies heavily on teachers’ summary of what they have found
about general learner behaviors through years of teaching, the other have explored, so far, different skill
areas, including strategies for oral communication (Huang & can Naerssen, 1987; Chen, 1990), listening
strategies (Goh, 2002; S.L. Liu, 1996), vocabulary learning, strategies (Gu & Johnson, 1996), reading
strategies (Zhang, 1999), Writing strategies (Cheng, 1994; Yu, 1999), LIS in general (Liu et al,. 1996;
Wen & Johnson ,1997), and the learner metacognition of learning processes (Goh, 1999; Zhang, 2001a,
2002a). it seems that almost all the studies have tried to establish correlations between learner strategies
and language learning achievements. Therefore, the objectives of this paper are twofold: to examine how
research studies on Chinese EFL learner strategies have contributed to our understanding of them and to
try to fin a link between this information and its insight for pedagogical practices in the classroom. By
analyzing, comparing and interpreting, the findings with respect to the methodological and instructional
considerations, we hope that Chinese EFL learners are better understood so that effective instructional
approaches can be suggested for ameliorating change in classroom procedures to meet learner needs
and for the enhancement of pedagogical efficiency.
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