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1. SNELREERH B TR

IARE S L AME e — O &G T Bt el N THEARSE E LA K J. B.
Carroll (/i Spolsky 1995). Carroll 0 IS, 4 5 K (M AME 2% fg BEIG K s K F K1 5%
Wi, JEHAT DU =07 [ sk AE AR KRR RE A AT T AN MBS0 B 5 K IE DY+ 2 4R (1) R J
J7 i) 56, Carroll 5 Sapon FL[FIRFFT S T “BLARTE 75 2% GEMNRBUZE" (R Ak MLAT )(Carroll
& Sapon 1959) JLF B 2% REMPIR R4 ], BERLE T2 K5 7313 Dl I A S AL R 1)
) g PR REUE 0.4-0.6 2 [A]), A i (8 4 4 R) 36 B BUR R BUR 5 2 7 1078
TR VI FE IR IEAME NA S T8 8 e S I 55 5 S~ T35 255 (Sparks et al.
2005); tHik, Carroll iz H 4eivl2% 1 K43 #1771 (factor analysis) V4% Hi & g il S i S ik
2 ) VU Bl B E NI RE ), ALRAME AR DUR A LR, PEILER 1 (Carroll 1981,
1990), NG R MIME-RENT TS BS IEal; /o, Carroll AR IX LE SRR I Bk T fhxt
ANEZ RERME S (PR, X LEE R T 5 2 S AME A RE AT BB ARk . il
Carroll ¥4 4B 228 & X NATTHE 2% 21 58 08 5 W 2 I SR 19 AH 0 A8 1 & 171 R ) il 1)
(Carroll 1981), J¥5H ACASMESZREE M 18 IR, BB L4 R
fi#(Carroll 1981, 1990; % L Ellis 1994): () ifi = 2 BN S R AN 7 (5
1M HLSCEGHIESE T W LR TP AR I A R, (AR URFR LS AR B SR, BRI XX A
ANF RS I CAD Sl (=) 38 5 g5 2 2 ShH LR NG 1E 2 P RIAS ) (A R 22 e DR 32
(=) B F R E M (MEZER) R, E2 &5 KK (innate).  [# & A2 11
(fixed); (PU) HMEZEREA N HA1E S 18 I3 RIS (prerequisite), 1158 MAZHE A0 A
ST ) S ANE IR B (rate of learning) FITME S FEREIRFEFR: (1) B SRS B
(general intelligence)th & M. X 504 (P AN MES .- Carroll X AME 27 REME S IR 1% 8 UL A o) 4
A EER TR, H A KM HAT— 2 ML R X (Skehan 2002).

&1 Carroll $95hiE % sevg B ZAEX (JLIBALAE 2005: 384)



fie IR =X (AR MLAT FH . (IR 43

[ERZE TS XEBT I S AT A LI RE EER T, PSR
VAU AEFFIA H R A T LA D fig R T |
R I I RE A HE DA U4 5 R Hovt

RN VA PR I A 28T S R 2 R | Ky ), IR O A
&, Jmeliciz

BT ) CHEAR, T 2 T AME A RE MRS AR £ DL AORH AN 2% BE R 5T 07 1255 J5 T ¥
P 2 07 UBE (59 WA R E 2005): B 56 AR W AN R S REAE A T 1 A 1 TR U A 4
(anti-egalitarian), AF|F k24 2% SRR, R SENDHE SN 7 AL
fb 7T CAnZsy D Infs 2% 1A RO A BEHe 52 AME 27 BE X M s e A Nk i+
AMNEAERE IR KRB 5 W iyl —FERIAE T H AR R Sk 1t AN P& B H4E
RRULAZ BRTE S A L IAME Y, RIAMEZRERIME S D s S — N O A2 —
B A IR 2 — Krashen 78 ZiE 3050 R R AR A SME- g 5 18 24311
HFETI(1981: 169), 5T HBXAMEZRENIWTFUE A T 40 (71 2 Skehan 2002). 7LiX
Mg RN, B/CHERIMESRENT LT —E W, L A Z R 2L Carroll (1)
PR A, FESCUF TR LA MLAT 0808 2T Bof TP e . 54h, i 1190t
5% Skehan 76 )\ HERYITFUHBHAT /MESA RV T, — 7 RIEL 44 Carroll [ ELS S0 #E
B S F I IMESA RS, @lse s i€ T Carroll -1 1962 4FH& H e ia”, ik
A ICAMNE 2% 3 8 AR 22 5 B A0 B HE AL (Skehan 1986a); 55— 5 THIE i SEIEHT
FORNIR T2 BERILYE (the origin of aptitude) ”, AMHIBIE T #MNE-AE 5 REE 2 RE (K% 1)
KF, 1 H ST 27 fie DR B 9 B K 31 R I PR 3 807 258 (decontextualized)
[F4ME2: 2] (Skehan 1986b). RUE WL, T M TE S S A AME 2= BE I T BE D28l &
Ui, PRI B AMEE et & A 5 LU U556 2 07 I TRAE ARG W 2 R, m& 8T 4ME
R RAE L AR\ AR — B2, TAMERE B R I — H B REA R .

HEANTUTAAR, BT AME 2= REpT FUE ) T AR AR 52 48 ¥ 1T 3 B ME 2% BE BEAL IS AN
HI s ANDEH Gy 4y NPT 22 FUEOT AIME 22 Re it 7L 3T B - 2% (WL Parry & Stansfield 1990):
— 7 THI A H B 25 AME 22 BE L AR T 7T LA BT 1) (review) H (1), 53— 775 THI U 22 587 JE
A T W 2F BE T 9T 3% WA T e LA S SR i . Carroll Y 385 75 v [ i 27 53 %o A0 E 2% g B F 57
(1990), 73 H L5 AR SE 12015 52 K (positive):  7E2#REIA T i, MLAT I A 5 1 1
MG E 29 2 D SEUERT 70 R e iiE, ZaE— D m i S ARG A SR ST 22RE A
PSR ZR  AHAF ARSI GUI R ACZTR 5y, IK A& PUA WO B 2 22 4R () R AT AT TR 2
FERPNFI R G R S TR TR C IR, IER T BRI 1Z (associate memory)
ZAb, AR A AR O AZ B8 D) [FIRE T LTI A 24 2] 45 R, (EASAEAR SR 5T
RELHRZR(1990: 21)7. Ak, B TR ERIZERE RS TR E EZ 4R, Carroll {Ei%3C
4 RARSE e B AME2E Be 5T I A FLAR ) A R 2 SRR SRR, filn: () “#Reill
TR0 5 RO N e ) AT R AN [ 82 4 F 5 2% S BB R (learning conditions) # /T2
2?2 () AR )27 Re ) B2 25 0 A BE [) R 3 2 F0U0 27 2] 85 A0 AN [R] 28 B4 1) 2027 AT 45
(pedagogical tasks)fZKIL? (=) M2 REIECEE 15 HE 2= ) 3 1115 H 8 71 (pragmatic
abilities)? (PU) 2% 3] 35 AT AME 2 )RR KB BN (229 B 5 s KB BE), A2
BT RAEMVE R 215 MH 2 (217 Robinson 2005: 49-50) wJ ., Carroll &R L2 FIF
WA R (1) I 1) 5 K5 0 Ak B8 Dy 3 8 o) jJ 3 SR 52, HIFFIROA i SR ) 27 e i S 48 W mT 840G 1)
JET7 1)

2. AMEZREERHTFKIHERK
HMESAREDTIUAE LB AR AR s — 2L A IR Y, A T U618 D F
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3% SR FERL, Hoh LA Peter Robinson(2002) 4 = 4 i HE R R 23 8 SCEE bR S 5 AME 27
REBIFIT ) BT —Se WU RG, JF 7840 R W T 38 S A3 S Bl ) LA 8 AE 7 et 7T IE 20
2 NBUFE (W, Dornyei 2005; Ellis 2004; Robinson 2005). &4 1A, AMEFRERF T 3T %2
PIEMA AR BRI S, X2 T |, EAMEE M2 HSEUEp 7 e R, sb
B RE AL BR T 408 (age)iX AN AN m AR TR 3 2 A B R TN A/ 15 27 ) e By () A A4 22 S DR 5
(individual differences factor), ¥4 2 [] 1A SCE R EGH H figik # 0.4-0.6 Z[7)(41 Ehrman
& Oxford 1995; Ehrman 1998; Erlam 2005; Kiss & Nikolov 2005; ;. Dornyei & Skehan
2003), gt s T HAAMARZE R R PN AR s Hok, AL HEARLLCkE @ A i
SIS IS (U Larsen-Freeman. Michael Long. Ellis. Skehan. Segalowitz 2, U
Sawyer and Ranta, 2001: 340)/x &5, SMEE 3 E AR ZE R EIS I B 2, it
WA R 0 M)A RS R 2 AR I USR8 73 45 e ok UL 5 A ) /A 22 R 22 HER
kD, MEANMAZ R R EER R —H— HARZEW)MAME e Ha by fE
JUANBEL, P, AMEFREEIR R T D KRR

2 T LB IP SN HERN R A, AT 0D R LB B T3 AL e
WEGL MBAEA, S Carroll A SIUBKHTINA REBFIT  TLHF I EIAE, SR 317
WEGL# T ELR B FESNAF RN SUAF OV B, B0, ST MLAT (A
P P R RE G2 K, RS 6 I B2 AU CRFL R0 construct
validity ) 11 1A %5 5 1 WA 246 98 JE30E, U LA REI RN 6 10 4015 9L
I LA SRR 50 T2 (041 RO B O A5 /5 A\ (T 1S e ) R 4
MLAT SRBABA AL ). B, AR R S 7 T, A His— 2 3
MR S0 IR, W55 A E AP LIl 22 RE A T3
SR CFUE b A 5 B R (53 AT T UL Rt T K R L (L7
TR IR I TR, (0S8 T A28 G T BT R4 1045 A7
WA T Z DS 00 A SEEAT I SN2 30 0 U L SR, B0
51 B 1O 2 16056 TR PR E 65 it 4 A £ IR 16 98 (Harrington 1992; Miyake &
Friedman 1998). IIRBMAENI SIS ZALIR, (EIESNEFREDIIH 5% TH BN
SMEEREOTFIL, T SRR S SN A 5 — ) (A SRR VR F T R By
OSBRI, AR E1TF 0L (perspective )it T />4 AT H —Hiltsh i it
BECHE, A ROBAEEN A RSB, B SE LA B R B 4 T

2.1 BT ) RS E W KSME B

T 2] BERG (learning disabilities) 158 [E#(F % %X Richard Sparks F Leonore
Ganschow [ L THEAUIRTESME 22 ReF R 25 2 — 0B & 4n i g (phonemic coding ability)
AT T REIIEIT, JCHAESTE S 4a i 58 7 50 52 A XEAE (dyslexia) 2 8] (1) ¢ R 7 1HI
IAFADEE SR, JE45 &2 S AL B e — D5 0 T A L 52 e 135 55 G B a0 P R
1%¢"(Linguistic Coding Deficit Hypothesis, fiij#x LCDH)(Sparks & Ganschow 1991, Sparks
1995). #ifE# /44 (Sparks & Ganschow 2001: 97), #&H %5 & 1) R ok [ %
Vellutino & Scanlon (1986) T i1 — M5 T REE (S8 )b i e D5 R, R & BLS:
A R B RE 07 22 1R 2 AR B 2 B ) AN S AT T8 A B R X (meaning ) A £ 1) B
fif, T X LB 2R 3] F AE 5 & I T (phonology/orthographic) J7 T BL K fi) ¥ [ 8 3
(syntax/grammar)J7 i1 [0 T AbHE g F3 A7 ARG /58t RCHERT A 2% SRR R RERE B &E
2 ) E B OO M g A BERE ), BT U S g B PR . AR UL, U g
SRR T RS LS A LAERIR S = AN (—) 2 ) B AT WIS 7 AR AR A M A
ZESts () RREERE S BRI AME A IR (=) RSB /EE SEA T (i
REGR TP ) AA AR R, T 2o AT 7E 2 ) BEE RN AME I 3525 18 Al K IR HE . Sparks



H1 Ganschow LA HA FRIRIF G811 5 R A Ik -+ 22 4R (1 SEUERIEFUAS W A i BB AE G AL 1)
SCRPUESG AR BAGBEAT ANBT A 78, TR TIN5 S B A (0 BE AR T AME 27 BE I B B A A (PR L
Sparks 2006).

2.2 BT Th B i BRI AhE A R

‘B 17 B (successful intelligence) LA .0 FE 2= 25 (APA) F:J# Robert Sternberg
1851 N8 ) = 2 R PE 3 (triarchic theory of human intelligence) h /i, iZFLIE R 2 5
FE48 EREA D3 () T B A CRE R DA R A R 3 N PR IR — e D), 4RI X 4 T =M g 43
Mo ) GEAT i BB VR IIRE DD QBT J) (N FRT T i fd e i) BRI 6 ) )
SR ) Ol N AT LU e T B RE )1 ). Sternberg (2002: 42)1A 7, I
FIH RS A LA A E A BE IR 0 R 20 = E 7R () 2ERENNAAN Y, L R 2: ) 3 1)
Gy BTRR J1 UL BRI B8 ), I NI A 2 R B O LA S AR s (D 2ERRIINA
(1) H BRAN A B T N ERE R AT 1T S AR 2 ANANTR] 2% 20 J2 1T R IR 7 3L
(subscores), XA T2 J5 RHUAHXS B B0 T Bts ()N dhe 517 F 9% J5 i I ) s Ik
B (R R S LU A H 22— o i s e s, BO0micts . e
ERIR), 1N R A 5h &R (dynamic testing)# & (Grigorenko & Sternberg 1998),
RIS i R TRl IS AT IS, R S0 2 AR AE AN ] 27 ) S5 A1 B IR SE I (real-time ) 2% 2]

AR
He o

Sternberg 5 & 1EWT 57 # Grigorenko #1 Ehrman A4 Fo s oh 8 ) BB IR HL T —ASH A
VESBERI, BT K CANAL-F 2116 . CANAL-F BEiB (14> Fk %4 Cognitive Ability for Novelty
in Acquisition of Language (Foreign), Bl —i% > 3 (¥ Gl F A& fe I #8 (7F M. Grigorenko
etal. 2000). ZHIRIANIE T 13 AL B & W] NAHET OB S ML A Ab 3
(ambiguity resolution)Jfg 11, ¥AME2E TE AL —ANEEE S AR O ) R, PUA
B E BRI P N DT S Bt AR SRIOERE (EILER 2).

% 2 4)#iA%n 48 S 28 (Grigorenko et al. 2000)

L= WAL BRSO B E B KRR
(knowledge acquisition processes) (levels of processing)
VIEREPEGAD . XN K8 S AR AT L I 4 | 1RV JE T XA RIS 2] . BRAEANE H
fih, X7 tHRLe 5 H A o8, MRLLIek TEASIZ I Ab P 1] T ) 45 44 5 1] 75 A R AR
2B EGR S 0T oM R (R R TR BT | TE SO X SR B ATIE
i, HARTE SRS Sk 2K FREJEI: PR A 2 ) L BRR S

S IEFEMELL AR I KE S AT IAREAN 2 i (KA 25 254 T
XL, PR iG] (X EE R > ok —
ANGERER L B TEIEMRE N . H A EAHOR JE B PR
REAE TARLAZ S, AR S Bt e dE 4 a i
RERTLR)

A EPENETRS - K220 g i Ak PR B T HE AT £ 0
R 8 (5 SRR OS5

SIEFENELL &« K 28 IR g 5 A0 8 120 i i Wi
RN (HIE BB 1 DR BT 3R AT & AL B,
IG5 IHBORAS G, M BOFT AR CRIDGS 27 3] & DL
A G XA T B SO

o, B E AR 7 U DO A (R M E ) stk (530 /1),
VSRR TR S A R T 2 VS IE B A B DU AN AS RS2 i, RIS 27 21 (0 B2l R B 2
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FE TAEICAZ R E S MR BRI g0 tD, AR5 A7 2K IHEAZ, B DUSHRE, 28R4 &
R 52 R8T 45 (immediate recall)Fl 4t i 57 I8 1T 45 (delayed recall) Kb ATl &= vEAl o WFF R
P IXLE P IL [F] I B2 T CANAL-FT IR RUR 6 BRI HEAT S B9 U (validation), I &K
ZEWEE ARV 2 22 ReUBUAR L 2 A = KR, X2l (—) Wl LIE S %
STHN GBS A () MRS T 5 5 % S 2 PR R RS, DR GsE n WlT oh i
) ITE L () BB IR S AR IIOW )3 A, L DA SR S A
SEREIAE . ZEH A, R4S H AT CANAL-FT & HE AL TS 16 uEp B, 1y A
gl B A5 71 12 DA AP TR KR R R BE S MLAT, {H CANAL-FT 38 fry 4% 4 71 2% )
(accumulative learning) ¥ H R & B S T 27 g ML AT: [ & AL 1 B A (format), 17 HAE
TRKFRSE LSS T BEETRTAME 2% BRI I R T AR (T I R 30), ARME & 0 DU IAME 2
RERIF UL 2 2 Re U 1 T A B AT R 4

2.3 ETE BT ERKAMEL B

MAF B0 T (information  processing) £ 5 #fF 57 41 1 2% BE DL e — 15 2] 15 114434 Barry
McLaughlin (1995)i\ g, 15 BN TS (1) #& (HD AR5 B L RE 121 FR 1K) [ FEE H T
R 2 2D (PN L R o 48] 20 mT A FH 0 (1 B A A 0 3 S A3 P B R A T IR 1)
IYMT: AEESIIEIGI B, BT27 2138 10 B KRR AR, BB B i > T L
a3 72 (controlled processing)>h 3=, EIT XA %1 %% Y (cognitive resources )i =K «
JEHIE X T AR 4Z (working memory) IRIA KN A i AR K s B 27 2] 5 il i AN i 25 > (practice)
A TAEKEE S R, B Rt 2 R D ) A B4k 1 i 7 (automatic
processing) b, WX TAEICIZFACHIRAG (22 5 BiAE T8 5 B Re it — B3 A A% 4k,
U5 25 B8 1A VR AT 45 (subtasks ) U8 R 10 75 SR L4 3, DRI B R AE 38 > 1
WD TAEICAZ TG SRR RE A o, thah, BE IR B0 BE2E SO0 TR M & e R
(T RIS A R0 A5 S A BRI AN 25 &) 5 Carroll X 4h i 2% B P Bl 2L 25 1A B AR A7 AN R
24k, McLaughlin A4 TAEICIZEA RIA NS S0 T8 5 27 S XA 2 22N ENAE 25 %
B B e J ik B = A K s i 5 R 20V E L, 0 an e — i (045 SaEAT i TAb B v, 2%
ME AT T B A, A0, B B HAEE S B R, 7 EAWE HiX s 5
{5 DB T15E (utterance )W ARG 1B, X P9 7 TS T80 K TAECAZ P NN g
It McLaughlin JjBRb TAEICAZAE A T8 5 5 BE IR0 i 22 3 R gk 2Ll T AN 22 g

AR 32 K A SO C IR ) A1 BRI — 1 2] 3% %% Skehan (1998, 2002; Dornyei &
Skehan, 2003 )61 PE b A4 B H R 1 SJ A3 DA BB 1) & S BB B AR s R 1) 2 R R R B R
(aptitude constructs), MIKEHME = REMRIBTFTIERE 5 NS AT TTAESE, TR 3 .

A3 =B D iFH M B 4B 2 s A A A 49 £ % (Skehan, 1998 & 2002)

ZEIBHE EE AENH AN ISME 22 BRI &
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A58 7 (chunking)
Fr F L

Skehan I\, B, VEE AR EE S HE T EMANGATIE RN T, H SR
(noticing) & 4t K Rt V): AN, TE T AT RE S B0 b G gm it I I S AR EAT Hh e A 3
T, BIESHE S SR TN BN, HEEA, HEBMEGE SN R, 9l
RE 1 HB 23 (4G TARICZ . R IEOAAZEE, JUHBLTAEIAZ 0 ), AMEXE 431018 5 4
BEHATAEA, 8N AR BRI C AR (I IR Z s S AR, S dEx LU AR Tr
AR 1R 4L TE = (formulaic language)(Schmitt & Carter 2004) 84 Bl EATH R AIHEEL, E
TMIE 38 5 Rk m R v 5 1 31k (automatization) (Segalowitz & Hulstijn 2005). %)
Gb, TR RE BRI R AR BN . P A B B R . it
—3k, FMEZBE &SRS )1 H& (aptitude constructs) st AL T BN T i S A A K R
WL AR R o R Skehan F5AT 4 I 12 F ATl 52 07 VR 0T 3K 65307 184 0 ) 27 e IR 3=
BT (R 3t HARMARIR), A0S FUE &b T —Fh B At (speculative) i B, B £y
BEBHEIRUE, B3R 3 Fral i s G 2 fe EISAE AL AR AR KRR FE b il 5 2 SR T 4ME
FHeE 2 FIR EZ MBI E A IS, A S A Rt S AR BRI AT (R R T )

2.4 BT ZResr e W MSMNEF RERRY

T IR ¥ Peter Robinson(2001) R $5 2 & 240 7L S 4 BEF ST & ZK Richard. E.
Snow(1994) 2% g 54 1A #1L 16 (Aptitude  Complex) FliE 5 > 43 % Bley-Vroman(1990) [ 12
A 7= ik (Fundamental Differences), Fi4hi& H QUL 20 B G070 T —1 5
TEPR VT AN 27 BEAS [F) (RGBS 38 AN IR 4 1 A2 ) Z T QR M B A, R IR 1K) 27 g
CEEIRIRE 22 7 B8 (Aptitude Complex/Ability Differentiation Theory). %P8 ) 5= HE 0 A5
AJ BLIE R PUAS 55 M 5 (18 (interlocking hypotheses)#E T £k, Bk, ()L 5
NITE 5 5 A IR ZE S, T BERIIAT N 2% 21 S ] SIS — R 1) 1) LA R i ) IF
HE 2 I3 4 R 5 )L AR LG 22 5 BOR (R T IR R A 22 e iik), 48R, (R AZE ik
TR MR RN i AR A R ZE R 105U s () 2% SR 55 1 (F 20BN ) IA o 3K i 2832
(draw on)AN[FIIASIRE S 20 & (RIFTIE 24 Re g R 1), ()N ITE 5 28 X B b T1T:
i —Fh2z S5 AF T, SRR IEANERE I G ST I L% KW 2 (W i —FP I3,
XM S BRI E 5 SR AR i A 2 K D] (B BT il 1 AR A 2R Bl
Fundamental Similarities Hypothesis); (VU)K LLE5E = i 528 — igh &lesk, W PAIfE—
EFERE ERRRE N B MR R MAEE R 25, Wt U, # I 4R RA7aed & 52
A58 S 25 2 4 A AR I I IR I S0 R A 3k B e A, M AR TS PR AR 100 A A0 RS 23 IS e AT T vl g
FAAHIEHL, KBNS R 2 s BeAh, ) HMEE AR S 2 0] 1) 2 el A /b
25y, R A A A e 41 A (BB IE 19 AR AR Bk ) 22 ¢ i 1% Ability  Differentiation
Hypothesis), XTLHEH & SR MRE R MM 2R

Robinson 12001 4E 1 /o 4 i 2% BE 45 B AT RE 22 I B W JE 5, 45032 (2005) 37
ARAL IR R4 AN heS B I s scwy, gD A m KRG 2 %) T 6
HNE2EREF ST I S HE L (50-54 T0) . I TR, iZFE HESR E — AN & 25 DUAS 2 IR 8]
(hierarchical circles)J5eAR &5 1) . Horp, 55N JZ1H (B N B BT s (102 TR e AR A 4
fit. 71 (cognitive abilities), IE N T3EE(PS). ZiHHA(PR). FiF T/ IZ A2 (VWMC),
B TAEICIZHE S (PWM). i A 30(SP). 1] HEWT(LI). Wi LAE S22 (TWMC). i
o TAECIZH S (TWMS). TEVEBUKE(GS) FULBHCAZ(RM); AR RIAZN g A 4 4 46 R
5N E R gE O, AdETE R B 221 (Noticing The Gap). £-1:-E & i8¢ 1Z(Memory
for Contingent Speech). ¥ /)2if X i T.(Deep Semantic Processing). &<ff1EiE k1012

(Memory for Contingent Text). Jt il & M2k (Metalinguistic Rule Rehearsal); %—. —
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AN TR 2 LU N Rl 2% > (input-based learning): 55 = AN 2 11 W) 4 AN [A] 204 AT- 55
SR I B S (R B RIPT, 3 5t ANEBK, DU Bt HANAEAE), LR (1) i &
B S2 i B AT 45 I K B (task performance): 55 DU/ 2 1T (B AP B k78 T1/A8 HLRE ) 14y
PECINAZ BRI, B REIPASE), IR I & AT 4 2RI ) STSE A bR BR B 2 (A (R I B A 40
(transfer). &2, DUANEUHE N AN REGIETL TR ), AHEAZE . B o520, Fl
B LAECIZ A B S TR B R e A E5 5 SRR S T, S S e
2 RERE AT 1 AT ORAFAE TAE 1212 2 85 K R I 1] LAYE TA %1153 4T (cognitive comparison)&545
ZESHER T R A T G5 M 78 70 TR T 5 2708 B RS 22 I (AR 22 ) &k
AN RS4R8BS AC T, K22 R BRI 0 i SIS R e 248 ) R
BHREEARK,

ETHR. ZiEREEF IR R E(3] B Robinson 2005: 52)

Pragmatic/Interactional Abilities/Trails

Task Aptitudes

EIMEILIS)

SE

NVS(PONS: SIT)

3. SNEFERERTIUINFTES

EH NN, HEERINEFZREMF ARG, DL S AME 2= REELR A TC 18 /e X A1 i 27 fg
i #425 (theoretical construct) (12 F¢ (conceptualization)ids & 7 i 57 HX [ (approach) /7 1fi
YIS T 2 7 I ARA P A7, 5 T A A A2 BE I 50 6 A DX, DRI 7 AR KRR 2
TR T SRR FURKR IR T 1), AEAS S AR A AR O o IR X SR R AR gl T

3.1 MR ER SRR AR

TSR I 2 B A TR (A B = AR A . R AME 22 BeE U3 i T2 Carroll 1
SN, — ] TR 2 e B A e AR R E AR, B AR — B L 2 g
Richard Sparks 55 Peter Skehan 71 IR Ak 2150 FLR AT (R BEAE T4 AT AME
SFREMETUIVRN, IEF A OS2 1, a0 SR ANE 2 A8 A Rl [ e AN, AT
DL REG TR, VE 22 N 25N A6 70 2 BEREA T BIF U IR i SCREAS SEATAE, 1 HLSE A )™ 3 1)
EAR A A T A ) R AT TE RO TR B AIRRE A, AR OR A A S I H O A
fHO (L 4HME 2005), 1M LB AN IME 22 BE BRSBTS 2 32 BKG AME 22 662 XU e sh & KR
ffJ(malleable), 1M & nl LLEEFR [ (trainable), SZEL T W& AR AL AR . 511, Grigorenko et



al. (2000) T4l WARHAME2ZRERIET J1 . AT IAME 22 21 & )5 LR SRR s Brtiy 50 IAME
SRR HONAHSE, IEMVEETE I B CANAL-FT (38 BLml 2 IEm e, e B8 AR oh
TEERe AT — P Dl TR G R (P BEAR”,  T“AME 22 R85 7 M T3 i LA AT B g —
FERT AT R 2 005 BN T Re 07, B RI“AME 22 e AR & AR SRl [l e ANAZ (R, & —FhaT LA
AW R IR TTRE 117 (365 401 T1): McLauglin tiAky, B TAECAZAE I AME S RERMT I e K
I FBIE TAF LA 2 B A O EN IR S 48 5 2 5 MG 5 I T 49 2145 200055, DRI AT A A g
H TAEICIZ R AT LU ST ) (learned); Robinson(2005: 46) %} #hE 2% A 1 f i i@ XAk
LT IX W& IR A 748 , Robinson 45 H 15 2F BE St M S B AEAN R 2 S R B DL AN
[F) 2 By B B 2% 21 5 BRI TR 55 BN L s is H 200 AH Pl SLAb AN R 2 ) 5
ERETI A NHTRE )T o "(2005: 46) Jo5E, 1K — W& L AR 2 RO eSS NATTx A2 BERTF 9T
IASEE, A 22 B35 5y B 52 I AL AME R o0

LR A0 2 B 2 1R 2 F B 35 I AR L = AR A . FL T ) A 24 B 9L % LA
Carroll $& H (F 4 E 27 BEDY [N 25 (RITE S AL AE 7. TEIRBURRE . IRANPEE 524 ST /8 ). AR
W28 J7) B Al . Carroll [FX PP AME 2 2 PR LGS 7 fh -z BT (1) Z1 0 27 B SR ERUA 17 i
LT, EART AR 2 IME: S RS B S, (HEIME 2R A Y
A PURR R 2R AL ? B BAREREN . (5 W E M 2005)FH—, Carroll % PUAN PR # 1¥1%)
DA Z Bl2E v, T HA SIS, Kt Skehan R H OB IR S G BUR SE VUK
JE 5 E S AN TR A AR E, BIE F 0T iE J1"(language analytic ability), Jf#
o O HEWTE S MU A TE 5 M A5 AL 11(1998:207), B ANE 2:REAR Ay thiE & gn it g
DI+ WS ANTRE D) CAZRE D) R R B R AR, LR T e ) S d 12 R ) Y
EF T AR ) E = Wi R 407 (dual-coding system), 8k 244 I IA %N # BE AR 8 ) 15
MR E RS, L, B TR IR sy (B Skehan FTR R —FD Z Ak, LUk
B BB HIAGESE 1 2 A FME 2% BRI ARG A N LA L& A Re IR 3 (e & &5 F %
I TAEIRIZEE), Hoisl NiE I, LT A MBS CEA A N TAE A2 E R o
TE2E BN AN R B 2Ok BEITHEST: T McLaughlin, Skehan 55 Robinson ¥J4gi, T
YEACAZ AN S BE (I A7 500 1) J L9808 B 0 A R A EE BOR /R G
SN E SRR, TE SN B, RIS O AR AN e A A R R R i
SIS R I SR AR (5 W, Sawyer & Ranta 2001). ZE# Ak, JETHOkEZ M
Ny TAEICAZAMBTE R S i B A 0, 1o LN AE B 122 S R & R ¥
K (1 52 i /E ] (Baddeley 2003), itk K TAE I AZAE b W 55 5 A8 A4 1 2L 35 (working
memory as language aptitude)” B ig B ARE G AR T I8 I BF 0 AT st (o6 itk 28384 55 30T
Mitik), Bz, DL LR ER Y ) 5 SR B AME 2 Be I AME R AT R R FE L
JE AN RS, TR A2 RN BB IRIES  XR & A
XK, B AME R SO 2 P R B, R 2 ) 38 BARTE S — T HAEEA A2,
BAE ) —J7 ] BEAT PL3A, ANFZEF I F9I0aT GEANIR], AHIF 2% 2 38 T 2 aeds
(aptitude profile)7EA [F] (AT 55 (R IMAL S AR 45, W RIE B, 22 2038 U R A3 35,
HA T BRI A2 S B, T AMERCE I — AN EEAE e T a0 45 & F A Reai s
R, B B KR, RAFIFANE (R LS &M 2005).

3.2 FERf v 35 T SEBL A 3 2R

X BV A R R AR AR AR 4 RTINS A I ) O T R AR o 25—, AMEA# R IR
A TFRFAEAS TR A [ 2 AR, 110 8 SO BNAS KM nf DGR 52 MG, s
T, R 2 11 ] AN ) A I A 2 7 21 AR ) A OR300 B e 2 8 2 A 1)
SEBR Y e 71 (Grigorenko),  SE N 5 S5 AR AN A iR 2% B By TEAN R 2% 2 4 AL
FAR[R) 2 SIS R 22 R 5 HUA AT 451 B 8 (Robinson): 45—, {EWF5T#% 1~ (approach) Ji 1fi



e KM B AR S R A aloRE DLECYE S 0 g8 v T B AT WF 9T kR 3 DL B AR Ok 3 il
(theoretically motivated)iF AT HEE ¥R, fEBFFT 0735 B AGEAE AN AOM 280 G vt 75 745 Hh
PIAH OGS, RATREIR , e o B T 45 5 DA R 1 BRAR SRR AR 27 2] 10 B 5 A St
&, RIS Ny S R ) (explanatory power); 5=, DL SR GE AT T 2F RS,
() N S B T it 2 CORORYT s kA3 1 2% BRI A T AN A T 27 Bl e R 110 000 204+ AN
RSt I R AR A E 1 2 1, H B RT J BURF LA e 3K B A1 RT 8 D 27 A (RN 4
ZIMEEIIEREE . ELAE, “#ReMa i N VGl 29 & 21 405 1l ) §E (prognostication) ,
2K DBk (diagnosis), “#RE-202F J v I .3 (AT ED A il 2055 58 )32 i s A Ve el 2R,
HICHTAME 2 # R FCAR L, DL S AN E R USRI T —Fh 20 . BRI ST ET
KK 78T HME2E BRI ST BB B, &2 e T KW 2 RNE AR 72, JeH 7o
S 5T NGO L DERTE S BE R B ST SR A R H T I R S A
J7i%, ATANE S RERE ST R SEILBT K R

4. 458

R LR EBE EHIN LK Snow (1992, 1998) HHEH, —NIEHE R RE b
(aptitude theory) izt & UL FRUELEE: A N . TR . 2= 730E . it
FEOIMRE ) XL R St . RO E . KR R MISEBA 7V e B ( JF
R BRIE PSS FSR SR . B PRS- =5 . BRI HE LA
T NS B B BRI P R 2 SRR JsUN], R LR AN 2# BE I BRI 24 (theory construction) %70
R SR 7R BTG, ANE2FREWT T A mT LU I A HESEAE S b v e i A R 2 R 5T, il
AT A R A2 B BESAT BT I H SR RS A 7EAR KARE 5 Snow [¥BESHEZL BT 4
IR [R5 R B AR — 350K, B H FT AN FRBIT 9T M 2230 T 25 A 0 S G 00 205 g 25 PR 2%
BN WIS R FR IR s FLUk, SEE L)L, Snow A [ AN e Kk AT LLY
A J5 AME 2= BE R T TR IS I T 1 . 2, AME2AREREIUH T4 52 Z 4510 ZA0AE H /T
SN P R, TR AE BV TR 5 T 3 A 5K B I FH 7 T 408 s 755 AN W A Je 5638
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Recent Trends in Foreign Language Aptitude Research

WEN Zhi-sheng
(School of Foreign Studies, South China Normal University, Guangzhou 510631, Guangdong China;
Department of English, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shatin, New Territory, Hong Kong)

Abstract: After a relative lull of almost four decades, foreign language aptitude research has received
reawakening interests in recent years. The present paper attempts to give an updated review to these
new developments. It will first trace back briefly the developmental milestones of foreign language
aptitude research in the past three to four decades, and then move on to expound the innovative
theoretical frameworks of foreign language aptitude recently proposed by some SLA researchers. Based
on this review, the paper concludes that these current foreign language aptitude models have achieved
significant breakthroughs both in reconceptualizing the foreign language aptitude construct and in shifting
their research approach accordingly.

Key words: foreign language aptitude; LCDH; successful intelligence; working memory; aptitude
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