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The Difference between Children’ s Encoding Strategies
and Retrieval Srategies

Bl Youyu

ZHAN G Xiang-kui

( Department d Psychology , Northeast Normal University , Changchun  130024)

Abstract : The research slected 33 grade 2 sudents of a primary school , anong whom boys and girls are half-and-half .

Their age is between 83 and 106 nonths. The average is 94 nonths. Microgenitic desgn was used. Children’ s memory
performances were teged in 5 indegpendent interval usng awords lig including 15 wordswithin 3 categories. The Results
were asfollows: (1) during the development of the category menory drategy , there are the processesof sudden change as
wdl as gradua change, category encoding grategies had production deficiency , category retrieva grategies are pontane-
ous gradua changing process. , and hoth of them will increase suddenly &ter training; (2) when tasks are urfamiliar , a
few children have the phernomeron of the category encoding srategies and retrieval drategies goplying defects.

Key wor ds:the microgenetic method ; encoding drategies; retrieval srategies; goplying defects
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