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A Study on the Relationship Between Non-English Majors’ Use
of Metacognitive Strategies and Oral English Proficiency

Gan Lihua
( Foreign Languages Department, Shunde Polytechnic, Shunde 528300, China)

Abstract: An empirical study on the relationship between Non-English majors’ use of metacognitive
strategies and oral English proficiency has been conducted. Quantitative method is adopted in the
study. Results of the study reveal that the use of metacognitive strategies in oral English among
Chinese college Non-English majors is not very satisfactory. Next, among the five categories of
metacognitive strategies, what students use comparatively the most is the category of goals and plans
while the category of self-monitoring rates is rarely used. The usa of the categories of self-monitoring,
self-managing, selective attention as well as plans and goals exhibits certain explanatory power in the
differences of the students’ oral English results. The study also shows some positive relationship

between the frequency of overall metacognitive strategy use and the results of oral English proficiency.
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Tab.1 Grading on metacognitive strategies use frequency
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Tab.2 Grouping of metacognitive strategies use frequency
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Tab.3 Mean and standard deviation of metacognitive strategies use frequency

255 TN RS A T HI% PRifE2E
WG CLEIZR F A5 (Ui o i 0 SN R4 8 11 © 9 3 Sk 3 3 0.745
RFNR BRI ) R BRI H R G KP4 )

HFril%i HR 4R TN B AR SR 5 A S i 3.17 0.792
T AR (CUERE O e — B R LB AR R 45 3.34 0.694
HRAEAS [ 1 F2 R8RS [ 14 J i R 2.99 0.897
STEHEEE SRR MM AR R, MR TIEE 3.02 0.805
FEEPHZ A W SRR A A 2.72 0.913

— PSR R 5 A S o9 2 B2 S LG LA ok 2.68 0.827
TE S PRI RE— I 20 R A B A3t = T2 5 E h ko fdiems . R 2 79 0. 861
TR . RSB S S ARE S F B A AN R W7
FEBERELR ) BRI PR RN E £ . SR Y S5 3.01 0.675
LA T K SF- G AR To3 3.03 0.636
HEHC DR BB AR A R 2.74 0.741

W M H B 2.71 0.920
LR 2 e e e R I Y S o R S A e 2, AN 4 1 S 5 52 0. 864
A B st f R 4
HIRAFRXE . JU3C . G0 DI S TG s E YT iE 2.91 0. 603
S T ST S BT ), RO AN E A HIE A R 2.98 0.796

B FHAVIERALGR) LIRS, B “SaEmT . A=A 2 79 0.871
WriF— MR F
AR, RO4 . HEESCE TR E A% NG 2.88 0.842
O REMYGRE] A O TEE ) R SOREE E EAT 3.43 0.701

a0 T B Ol B R R LR 5 3.25 0.695
TR A O 7E E iR 32 B v 9 55 S R BUE e i LA el ik 2.86 0.924

F4 (WP AT AT INES R R, J0
AR R & P R =R D
GPFAFAE NI 22 5, JCA ISR G AR f
FIZE A B R o AT 2 R, el
TE BRGSO SR W Y BE A FAR DL AT — € O A
K, BLUITETE F TR ST -5 0 ISR ) (5 35
JEARRHR . BAACRE, IR0 A 5301k
MG A E (P =0.009), XUiHAICIAA
e Tw/ NI SP TS 2 21NN 07 s S € VA SR
AR AR TERE S o A RN X I 2R e
PRBL ) A A O 7 Aa A R CA IR
MBEST, e~ B R B BL DL F5 M~ e A H i
AP RN R A A R A T, BEA

R A C HIE BRI A RN, e T
e ) AR SR A BT I S PSR A b
XA (SRS L S i g IR, 22 AR B Bk Ty
HERMEE T . HUCOYVE B, HER. Hisit
), AHRHBEREN T 8AF T 0.05, 5 HIR ST
HARNE, X T8I 5A &AL~ 3
JE S ] AR R B 25 S . LI I A A T
TARIE B C K- E V1S rTAT AT RE A 5
TR, Al A B Y A TR RE ST, Bl
HWOMRCERE ST HIBIRETS W SR Z R A AR S
e EAASCHE. R 2 BB rTLIE , A 3RF
Mg LR A R R, (R 3R 4 R E
5 ITRRSUOREER N X B, REZHAERE



230 b B TR AR A AR (RE SRR

2014 4F 45 36 %

X O EEACEB ER P, EE N RERR
AR B CAE T8 S P H AR 55 1R DUA R3GHE it n  el

BEe MIMER, B IV HEME 1 o 625 P A
TN I RRR A REXT IR = A R0

F4 RBLERSGSEEMAXRTANNRBIOEXRE

Tab.4 Correlation between spoken English scores and the use of overall or five categories of metacognitive strategies

4 ACH)

4 B(H)

4 C(fi)

i WEETES  smEnEves  wsnevmy T8 =
HArit%il 85.03 78.24 72.35 3.672 0.050
VPR 81.46 76.31 70. 46 4,581 0. 040
W 75.39 72.15 69. 32 11.303 0.009
o 76.55 73.27 68.05 9.452 0.010
iy 74.57 72.25 69. 11 1.049 0.206
ik 74.12 71.64 67.26 7.540 0.021

H:"P<0.05;""P<0.01; """ P<0.001

5 HZTTRIASHTIEE R, X HAETTINA
FmE A WS . BERRTER L A BN F AR R R
HEA N 5 7, %okt O A i 22 S 2L AR R
J1o Ferh Ry i it 2 A MG, oA
CIRFRPA], I BT RS il Pl
AR R AR IR . HO ARG B, A FAE ELA
WpdE A TR . HUCHIERERT), B2
PRAIE RS PR B N R . fJa o BbRiTRI,
BRI B GRUR A T A S, AR e A
GUFEA

*5 HEBEOERKSEET AN RBHEEXREY
Tab.5 Correlation between spoken English scores and
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