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Abstract

In this paper, 178 students were surveyed using a self-administered language learning strategy in-
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ventory for English learners in Chinese universities in the context of digital learning, and an indi-
vidual-centered category analysis was conducted to explore the types of language strategies of Eng-
lish learners in Chinese universities. The study showed that due to the different choices of language
learning strategies, English learners in Chinese universities formed three groups with significantly
different characteristics. The three groups are named as “all-round-deep strategy type”, “low af-
fective-shallow strategy type”, and “high communicative-medium strategy type”. Language learning
effectiveness is closely related to how learners use language learning strategies. Accordingly, the
author proposes four suggestions on how English learners in Chinese universities can improve their
English learning effectiveness by improving the application of their own language learning strate-
gies.
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1. 5|

Bt 28 AR AR SR H 3 O — MR, RN A B R AR D [l [ Bl 5 7 [ e 22
SEEAE ) MR E BRIE A F, B IRIETE R O H R BT B . A A TR RE ) S
B S Nse g R E R, RN AL SRR R AR I RN B IRT R RE A 2
FARR, AMUBENZEIEN NKEMERA R R, thaEN R SGE S #E RS 5T,

BEEFAMMRZZITHF R FHAT, 20 R R IEE 5 21 5 S BOR IO L 1 TR &
Atk EHENMERR BESIPFNERR. 2 TESHE AT 5 TiE 5 %X AR R
e FABEMNEBEREERG REEEER, o0 WM ZE R MR T2 2 BRSNS F 1 0
TAFEAF 22 IR — sk, FAFNMEEROELEMNRER. FAPER. ¥ HKKE
Jty AN ES . FAMSERE. Hh, METED. MEEEREAR S0, WEEBLEREK,
S )M SR 5 2] BT IR 5 S I T, BB A AT, X8 5 2 ST MR DISE 4 8

2. HERERIAR

H 20 42 60 FEAK 70 SEARHT, “AFATNIE 5 203 R ST 0, R T “iEE SRR X
—ME, JFAMIEE . CEFERRERE I ERMES IREUE S MR, 5REARE
B BOH SRR O BEAT AT B 7 [1]. 20 tHheE 80 4RANE, S ATHEEE il 5 o 2) SRS B T AR B 1A
PRI, BRI ST SRS F SR IR, RAE AR M, JR TV 28 5 5 ST SRS Y
HISHEZL. JLrh, Oxford (1990) [21£5 6 45 27 ) 73 NG 7 21 SR T 73 B SN 5 (R B3R, L4225k
BEICIZRNS . ARG AMESRN, [ RRIS A S s A . RS . A, Oy H AT
BONT iz KB R

FEE SM RIS H I N E 2 B, b 2 g & IR 5 2 ) F A SEBr i oL it 7 AR
USRI Y . SCRKT7(1996) [3]HI AR 1 B 2R — BB & T TR IR TE 5 24 ) SRS A5 A, R oeil 2 > SR 70 N
BRSSO, R H R RIS . DO REER RN LU R MO R SR s 4% 5% (2005) [4]61
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BT TSOU AN 2 A S T A A 1 2% 2] SRSHE QAR 2R, RIS IR R BB S 5 I W& B ELSREE D
JBF S IR, WO SIS R R ELFEE S AR S SR (1B WV IEVE. DUFIRIE) K S B AR S iR
BT 7. P ZBR. BB, SRR )R, FRE S X5 o) SRS I R T S E AR AN
W% R AT 2 3T [ P 2005 27 o SRS 20 AR SR . I S . DRl shms . 5 1 SR 45

2RI YT 2 2] SR R R A AR A ) ORI R T TH A A BN, A H IR T
BEUANIRUE . FHEBEZIIRRETE BOTBEEE TERPE R RS, B4R
M 2 I 7N A 2] 38 A 2 o SR I BRI E A

HIVE TR Z R HE T BB HEE I S0 M MR, ADFSUE st £ BN SHEET T, F %
A SEI AR A VTR A 5. Ho, X EH1(2016) [5]. A JEANEE(2016) [6]. FHA#(2015) [7]+
FI9(2015) [8]. MR EMFE(2014) [9]. ¥FHI(2013) [101342R A T S35 ik, e B B4 S 4,
DR ) 2Lt 2 >0 SR 5 TR %), e e R 2L A A S I R R ) LR AR RS A ) SRS S A ) AR Ok
Ao FERBESVHRIE N T, 7 98(2013) [L1E R &S ER A TIE S ¥ EEH5IBEF %%
WS R, BRINSE(2020) [12] MRZG(2017) [13]. MWk 2 (2014) [14]. =M BE(2014) [15]. XI5 AE%(2012)
[16]7E 7] 25 8 25 R JE it b 3 A DG VA 56 4 i A B D7 AR 7R 18 5 2% ) SRS 5 2% S ROR ARG, 158
2(2014) [L71RCH T BB RAREE J53%, e T8 S 25 2] SRS 2 > SR i A F .

WA AR RET R W), WIS —1E S RAe s, 755G 2 TR 3 DG o sk
BETIRF , 1 BORIS A — iR R, B E R RY IR 2 M ZAEH . HTiES ¥ IS M2
PE, DLRFESIFEAMEZE R, F I8 MRIERE S H BN 2 ZHEUNAEG LS. AT RIRIRER S
S SRMERT 5 ) ORI A AR AR VE R, RBEMN T T B B AR & R AT 402K, XA R SREEE 2K
RYFR) 2 5] 25 3 A T A 2 ) R L

sy, BEE BN IR R R, B I SO GE S, BRI 1% ) SR EE S T 6 b
ML, EEFAEME I AWAEER R AL . AT T Z ARG AL, Bah% I HAR W
4 H EFEIEE I RIRT, fa SRR o) S N AIE 5 2 o SR H 5 SISO A A Y
i)

BT FIRTE AR LA IR, SR ASCII AR A R s 1) B s S8 5N R E s AR s A 2
SR IR T8 5 2 o) Mg 2 2) 2% 3] 2 75 A2 B T 0T SRS R BEAN [R1 17 T AN [RI S Y A 2 3) I M6
R ) RAFERFIE B 2 22 57 4) X SR (1 AN [ 18 438500 JHL 2 > 0O (10 5 i G £ 2
3. Wseigit

A FER 1 R A, T ) 4 [ AR AR S A ST 3 AT T PR B AL e TR o AR T 5 3 20 B R R

K SPSS Modeler 18.0, X [RIY i HE4T A S it K-Means K001 LA ME. Z R8T, P
BRI [ i B iR 2 ) 1 5 2 S SRS R 522 D) R L R

3.1 FARIR

AHFFILITRINE 290 13, RFENH A 178 fir, ARy 61.4%. FEAKH 1 [H 50 Fris,
W T AR A REEAEE L 1.

3.2. [B)ELmH

AT 5K 1R 36 [ B B = 2% 5K Rebecca L. Oxford [2](I1E 5 2 =) SE0E 70 S FRS  FEmt g 1) 15 5 2 )
s 3 (Strategy Inventory for Language Learning, SILL), PLEAT (MBS SC X MBS %, diaH
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i 5 2 21 HEE 7 I8 e o [ v e A ST 2 3 SEBR T DUREAT B AT ), TR B RS . T e
EREAS B EEAT TN, SIRER R R MRMEBIRAEH, T B, RAEM.

Table 1. Research subject survey information form

* 1 MRNSBEREER

A 251 N TN H 4o /%
5 71 39.89
el
4 107 60.11
o Rt A% 91 51.12
FIAE i o
AEX— i s 87 48.88
K— 20 11.24
K= 69 38.76
K= 67 37.64
2R
NI 15 8.43
A A 4 2.25
AR A 3 1.69
e 31 17.42
HREE 5 2.81
RIS 60 33.71
£l TR2K 48 26.97
=N 17 9.55
T 16 8.99
2R 1 0.56

3.2.1. IBEFEIRBIEFIE

AHFFLLL Oxford i 5 % 21 MK A, 456 22 5752 ] 5K mg 7325 I Cohen. Skehan. O’Malley
S NHAE = 2 SIS 038, AN 22 S0RK D5 (1996) [3]%% =1 skl 7y 2K B, MR [ i EiE 2 31 3% FAk
THOLEAT IR IR A 5%, BIEEAR T AT, RATERATE 4 8505, 28 AT E
RYETE ) FIE T F o) RIS ER . SRR E YN A 2, FIEHELE K B AR RIA W% 3.

Table 2. Definition of various language learning strategies

F2 BFRBSFIRBEN

LSSl 5E X
FLIE RN XHE F AT OBERIE,  EIRRAN S 3] 1 5 S SRS
RIS XFEE IR AT BHACHZ ri Bedf. LRGN SRNG
P SCA AL PRSI E B ST, R T2A 20 IS bR H R SR
[F1) P s 3 A7 SRR 2 2] 1 5 5 21 SR
TEIN RN MR BRN RIS AR, A8 BT 5 2 20 (SR
2 A KSR P i IR RE I 25 O 55 4 2 LBl ) S
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Table 3. Language learning strategies inventory for English learners in Chinese universities
=3 FEERFBEFIHFESFIRKER
SRS 2R ) Eitipa
o Il R A W = RN F ARAEAZ .
PR AR — A BAR A I R AZ1E 5 Rk
RosHBER. HE. MEFIEIZES Al

e T oonHE R AT A R ST, B,
R TSI TR A 5 P ST AV 2 SR AT R 54
N T2 2 PR SRR R TR R R
o T £ 3 25 538 T OV 25 AR
= TP AN MR, AL S R AU
" BRI, RSB E .
- EIRERIEB G E, RS~ A SRS NRE.
Wi T4 E 25 ST I A B DT R R
Frig T oA AR HR LB RS (R
. TR RO RHE ]y B I AR, 5 9EE.
ot AR O W B H A A T R K L.
102 STERS, TR RS RS 10 T HRN B 0 5]
T 2 7840 R M0 2 = VEUEAT S 5T
—_— A A E B 2 R R ] CL ST
R 2 SRR SR %, v 1 I 2 ST R 75 15 TR R A
" T B L DI BEE S ST BRI SR IS TR AT T
. BT CIES AT, HREFE s A ol IhE.
= oo MG H O ST HIEII S K
® TR 2 T3k S BB ML 2
" A A, (B IRIE RS E O .
e 2k B [ O 5] BB SR I R T B R, IS AR .
Eﬁ 2B & B RO ) ©L %5 B

BIAETEE Y 2 P IB R FER, E AN, [F25E) SR,
BT EMNGIEAT IEE 7T .
T BN A GGE N LR S, AR LB .

322 BEFIHRNE

BT FHERAF. ZHERNRFEAR, APFFRYE &N ANS 5IGEKE oL, EBOK
R PR EA TEE RSO AR HEAT BT, BAE R B U N B K ST HE BB (IELTS) $E4%(TOEFL)
I B bR AL SETE I ST, T D B EE T YA L A St AR K22 i DU S 5 i i W
P2 M e DA [ b AL ST Bl (38 55 R AR E[18], g r e v AP ARY AL, AL A2 o A
R AL TR AL B AR 4.
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Table 4. Distribution of students in different achievement groups and their position in the standing model

&4 NEIRGHERNNFED B REBRFHNUE

SRS NBUN H /% FEH R R B
] 40 22.47 76%~99%
e 92 51.69 34%~76%
K74 46 25.84 2%~34%

Vi FEF RO E SR AR ARG T W R A Th 2 DRI . e BRI AL By 25%, MIRIRIX 4
AR BRGUR T H A 25% N, (HF5 T 75%HIAN.

323 BFUFIFRNE

NP AP 2 S F A BT S T BB O, AW OIS R i 2 2 B iR I I i 5
WA, IERGRIE, BEZE, Wrp2E. BERSE. DNESR. MR, PIURSE 7 RINEECIF S, WA AR
JER ) BB S SO &2 SRR WK 5.

Table 5. Examples of various English learning platforms
=5 BEIKEFITFERHG

eS| REMTE

T 2k EANNGE NP R AT
ERTES ERGE NN AT
UIVAES FFHIGEY /. B
[FIPES Jo LR R el s
WS IR A FE2 R OEE
e BBC #ilal. TED J#Eisiss
R Wi E K2 MOOC. % £ 4%

3.3. [EIEEME N

FIR Likerts AERMG IS, “HAEE" 54, “HEAFa" 1244, “FHiE” it 34,
CWRORREA™ I8 245, “HERNHEE I8 1 4. SR S0 ELH 3 (Cronbach’s alpha) it i 4 & e 41
TR, S0 o RECY 096, ISR o RECIRT 0.8 (L 6), WWIHBEIHAT,
TR P BOPE . (B TR S T, RS R AL 24007, b KMO = 0.041,
A ) A SRR R TR 22 5 EAS RS BRI K0 5 B BT (p < 0.001), 45 BRI A ML 7
%5, FIHEEIREHET AN . G5 ABREAEKTER, TR R AT IR

Table 6. Reliability coefficient of each part of the questionnaire

6. EEEMWINEERY

& WG Y AR Cronbach’s alpha
A 8 0.892
5 SCAAE s S 6 0.805
TCINHIH S 7 0.898
tho RSN 7 0.902
ISk 28 0.960

T
i
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4. BIBSITER
4.1, KBFIHEBSFIRBREAES T

RREAR T g e [ E AR SR 2 ) B R S R I RIS N AR, XHE S ) RS AT R S, 4
RN 7. HER| YIS EITEHN)AR, Kk, RFAERE. B PRAERS . JeIlFIR
W Ao tE RIS 4 ANERE IS BU(M)RTFRAE 2 (SD) B2 Wl 70 & 451 i 1 H (- F 3 B b ik 2=,
ELETRME . (A4 TR 5 SR e 4 e LA R AN 45 2R

GEREIR, BN SIS AR A5 B IR IS SO RS PRSI (M = 3.705), Hi4y 3 ANMEREE IS this ok
T AL 3, R BB IR ) 10 5 2 S SRS AR N S IR b, 0L B A SO A A R SR ) 87
Hordr, BHERIE(M = 50.466) 1) B FH 2 B 0 & T [A] 32 56 1% (M = 50.343).

Table 7. Descriptive statistics on the use of language learning strategies by English learners in Chinese universities

F 7. PESRRIEF IFESF IRBEANREERITER

5 T F S g N M+ SD Min Max
ISR N SR 8 3.529 +0.811 1.000 5.000
5 SCAAE R S 6 3.705 +0.724 1.000 5.000

By 14 50.466 + 10.181 14.000 70.000
JF) 4 S TCIAFA SR B 7 3.607 £0.757 1.000 5.000
Hho i RSN 7 3.585 + 0.832 1.000 5.000

By 14 50.343 + 10.753 14.000 70.000

By 28 100.809 * 20.013 28.000 140.000

4.2. ZEFIFEEBSF IR

N LR AR 5 o) o ) SRR B R R S 5 )RR &R, A S K-Means KA
IEXS A4 ARG AL LR ) F IRAUHAT AR . MIREEE 3R, =380 MUK, Tk, LA B R E R
MEHCR . RO R BT P, AR IR NG 22 21 8 0 3 28 RAL—F 68 A (38.2%),
FRM A 20 N(11.2%), K7 =4 90 A (50.6%). MG TS/l IGA 2tk & 38, t & 4E87E
IR BIM 2 AT T T, SRR, ARG . B SO AT BRIEIG . TGN . pE 2 IR SRR AR
AFE R EE . SRFAELE 4 ADRBSYEE PFME AR . BIRET Zoig Rk 8
FiR o

Table 8. ANOVA of the types of language learning strategies of English learners in Chinese universities on each dimension
#8 BRREBFIBESFIRMABEREE LNHFESR

%1 FHK2 A3 .
M+ SD M £SD M £SD
AN SR 3.844 £ 0.599 2.438 +0.835 3.535 +0.739 31.158***
5 S Ak A B S 3.976 £ 0.535 2.575 +0.863 3.752 + 0.569 43.262%**
TCIAFN SR NG 3.918 £ 0.617 2.479 + 0.859 3.622 +0.579 40.463***
AR g 3.933 £ 0.630 2.250 £ 0.796 3.619 + 0.669 48.989***

vE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2023.118492

3650

PR F 22


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2023.118492

Xt

WG 4 DMEEAER R, el 1o mE 1T, AR AR AR o,
T L VA SRE 2E FZ W v TP XK1, S e 7 BN, Wk Hedn 4408 “ 20747 - IRZSRIE A
BRI 2 WUASHRISYERE MR TP KO, Hp it 2R BRI A0 JUHAR, ol a4y “RIE K - RZ 5K
WAL s BRI 3 WUASRISYE LA 5P B HAR — B, Hrp s SO bRk A5 B, Mol Hds 440
“HRACRR - PSR

4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

IWHISRE  FSCACPRaRmg JUANGRRE SRR

% %
RKH1

RR2 HAK3 IR

Figure 1. Mean scores of each learning strategy on different types of students

1. BFIRMWANEXREFE Lo

4.3. FEIRIE KB FE S EFHEEZ RO
431 AOFTBESHFIESR

%9 BRI T ARSI A S B AR e RS AL RO AR, 3 F
ORI RIAE RS . Bl EARAFE R 2 (p > 0.05), FEVER. FrfE Bl L7 2 2 (p < 0.05).
“ERIIL - REFRAL” 5 b - PR AL S A R e, ARIEI - RR R AL
EAFEPRAELWER, a0 - WERERE EE Rl S U
Table 9. Differences in demographic variables among learners with different strategy types
FO. FEPRABFIEAOFTEER

BT - BRI RIEE - RERIE R mshs - R Y

X
N¥ i EL1% NE i EL/% NE it EE1%
- 5 30 44.12 13 65.00 28 3111 8.659*
J %l
% 38 55.88 7 35.00 62 68.89
o XL 43 63.24 11 55.00 37 4111 7.723*
FIAE ik N
FE— i mikE 25 36.76 9 45.00 53 58.89
F 8.856
L4 20.918

vE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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432 BEESHEEERNAESR

1% 10 ST AR NS ST (2 5 3 AR B AN [R5 P K SIS N 5 T 22 5« 1R T B SRONG 5 A) 2%
SR e RBUTCE (N)ARTR], DRI DR SRS 2 R FH S T B BRI 3R 2 0 T 6 SRR, AN T 2 2 SR R 7Y
P27 0 3 A L P SR 5 () 45 SR N2 7 TR AP AE S 35 22 5 (p < 0.001) . Jhrbr,  “05 i - IRJZSRIK AL 22
>] 3% B 18] 422 5 s K- (M = 54.956) % = T~ LI SRS (M = 54.603),  “fIfH K - V2 SRmK A7 %2 2135 R
BRI KT (M = 34.950) /5 T [HJ 35 (M = 33.100),  “aisckn - i FESRME AL 2 5 3 oL FH 9 R SR 7K
FAHIE .

Table 10. Differences in direct and indirect strategy application among learners with different strategy types (M + SD)

% 10. FRIRMEALBF I EHRSEIRRMNFAES(M £ SD)

7 - R JR S A TR A I - = SR 5 32 B — oRE SfEe: F
SR 54.603 + 7.288 34.950 + 11.482 50.789 +8.411 42.391%**
GIEP S 54.956 + 8.332 33.100 + 10.973 50.689 + 8.295 49.599%**

¥E: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

433. WFUFEIFENRAER

P11 BT AR HE R 1) 2] BB A ) F R 2 R WAL R BN, AN E S R
f S BT S TN EAAE R 25 (p < 0.01). Hrf, “4Jrfr - IRZHEIgA” 23] F A8
FIBCT A S F B R B e (M = 2.603), 5 TR ME (M = 2.236), “wachs - FREESRIS Y k2 (M =
2.100), “fRAHE - HEFIKA” HAK(M = 1.600).
Table 11. Differences in the application of digital learning tools among learners with different strategy types (M)
11 PERBEARZIERFUEIFEIAERWM)

LU - KRB RERK - BRI SAhy - PR BRI F
A - & 285 B 2.603 1.600 2.100 2.236 5.458**

¥E: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

434 FIYRER

MRYEIICEE R, 3 P 2 SRS SRAY ) 2 S B AR A ST BOR BRI Ak 12 fows . Hoy,  “&07 4 - 3
JR SR R BRI I R 5y 41(55.88%),  “RAREE - MR SR AL vt IR S K 23 A A1
7r4H(80.00%), Ak - T EEHR L oh B 12 h 7 41(100.00%) . RTINS R R, 3
Tofr 2 51 SR T AE Rl 7 EAF AR 22 57 (p < 0.001) 0 Z5 AT, SR~ 2] 10 5 5 21 S (1 BT 02
SIRCRAT RN, S0 N PR PRy () 27 > 35 2 5] BUR e

Table 12. Distribution of learning effectiveness of learners with different strategy types

F 12 FRIRMAEBFIEZIHRSH

4L 4l {534l 2
ICEE T RPN LN S *
AJ5 L - R R AN T 38 55.88 0 0 30 44.12 192.65%**
ICAE I - = HEms Y 2 10.00 2 10.00 16 80.00
=BT BR - SR 1Y 0 0 90 100.00 0 0

¥E: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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5 WIS EN
5.1 fREEEREE R AR

Ha af R, o [ e RS 5% = 38 N T8 22 SRS (R R B AIR T EL R SRN o TT0AS [F) SR S A 22 20 35 (1
FHEDHTRE,  “ @070 - TRJZ SRS 27 5] 3 W 8] F SRS KT S vy, 2 SRR o (A2 3RS
AR BRI B IE S F R, NESEEE R R, ERiEES
hRIEEEZAER . B, ZOARSRTHIGE SRR B, 2503 2T e R e s (S R R,
FAARENTZ Beit, Fe FIRAMB R, 552K 3 S HIE BRI
5.2. B SRRRBIER

RRERERY],  “ARNHR - RERIEAL” 22 I F K SR ML T HARPIZER UM 2. 2K 2E
N2 P 5 5 2D SR KT i B, e A S I RS 1 B AR X RT BE T %2R 2 B IR )
AR B Z IR ARG, T2 25 ST TR A5 O MR, B A % 84T 5 2 o) 5Ems 1N R LA,
FAMRE . BEFPIX W, ) N E A S BRI, S ST RS B BRI,
W5 S AN LSS F35b, AT DR IS SO A bR e AL S i ORI AN 45 5 1805 BRE SRR
Hefid, FEROCALIER

5.3. MEFHFEIFERER

AN [ S SRA 27 30 3 N A A S F BN ZE R TR W], B 22 I SRS AR . 27 ST BRI I 2
S AR T 2 R B A 21 6 e R, SRR, b [ R T A o 3 1A K
RIAOrEEE, HMOiE, ). ISR ERR T RS AR TR RT, KEYITE
MR T FE AT, RO S B BIRSOE S SRR R R . TR, SR S 3] H BN
SEECT A S F B, Fe R B AT G 3R THE g

54. ZRRMANSERER ELHERNESR

BRI, WAERES %R ERET B4, W—imR 2 E NS S 2 ) Rl ST
ER—m . BT AR ZES, BHEREAERAS ZHEFEEE W ERAR, P54
BF IR S A S SRS N TR, IRFEA H AR, TR 77 B 5 B SRR
BARF, W—mmRFAESIEN—RER A ERE S ¥R MAEERM LN ESR . N E s
SRR, BN AR A N Y AR AR S], BIRAR S S S BRI, PR SR
N 7K o
6. fARRE

HPUWEREAN LR, AHAVFEETZ AU 2. W R NE, B TEENE
WA BRI, AN BT F [ v I i 2 3] 5 AT TR B BE A LIRS, FE T A R, BEARB BRI . [N,
AT T IR AN (] 57 =) SR W A A 1Y) SR IOURR AU 22 S R R BRI Rl — 2R AU 9T, X2 ARSR I 9T 42
H7 B ER.
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