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, “ ”(Jenkins 2009,
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(Graddol 2006), “ ” (multiculturalism) . ” (mul-
tilingualism) . ”(multimodal) , “ ” (pluricentrism)
“ ” (monoculturalism) | “ ”(monolingualism) |
”(monomodel) ”(monocentrism) ,
“ ” (superdiversity )
(Seidlhofer 2011 10), ELF
2.1 ELF “ ”
”(Brumfit 2001:116), ,
) , “ ” (the language of
‘others”) (Jenkins 2015: 52), )
. Widdowson(1997. 139-140) ¢
s “ ”» ELF . “
”(Wenger 1998, Seidlhofer 2011), ,ELF
9EI4F “ ”»
ELF ,
“ ”(my English) (Kohn 2011),
N ( : 79),
. (Kecskes 2014: 5),
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”(Mauranen 2007 244),ELF
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(interculture), ELF R
> (Baker 2015 53),
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(Thomas 1995),

(Leung 2005),

ELF (in-
tercultural communication) (intracultural
communication) , N N N

(Watterson 2008 378), (Kecskes 2013: 19)
(Bjérkman 2014), ELF

(Kaur 2010;Bjorkman 2014), (variability) (Dewey

2009) (Mauranen 2007) . y ,ELF
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(task-oriented) (content-oriented)
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(common ground) .

ELF .
3.1.1
ELF
y (Mauranen 2006; Kaur 2010),
, (Cogo & Dewey 2012) ;
, (pro-active work  pre-empting strategies) (Mau-
ranen 2006) , ELF ,
, ELF (Bjorkman 2014),
(collaborative completion) , (cooperative overlap)
(explicitness strategies) (Cogo & Dewey 2012; Deterding 2013), )
(Mauranen 2007, 2010; House 2013), Firth (1996) .
ELF , “ ”(let it pass) . ”(wait
and-see) (Cogo & Dewey 2012), o )
3.1.2
ELF s s
(Cogo 2010;Pietikdinen 2014) (cognate effect)
(Hulmbauer 2011),
, (in-group relationship) (Seidlhofer
2009), ,ELF ,
(chunking), in my point of view in my view
from my point of view ; ELF ;
(Mauranen 2009); , (idiom)
(Seidlhofer 2009) ELF



ELF

(1) (S1

01 S1:
02 S2.;
03 S1.

04 S2.
05 S1:
06 S3:
07 SI.
08 S2:
—09 S1:
10 S2.
11 S3.
12 S1.
13 S2.
14 S1.
15 S2.
16 S3:
17 S2.
—18 S1:
19 S3.
20 S1.

21 S2.
22 S3:
23 S1.
24 S2.
25 Sl1:

, s ELF
o (D ELF ,

\S2 S3 ,S1

for a wedding
ah
at the weekend ... and T'll stay because ... yeah this Australian student is marr-
ying this French girl in Paris so ... so well organized ... all by internet
@@@
so I have to
but it’s good
no it’s nice ... they have picture of them
eh
pictures of them you know ... in Australia in Katmandu in Tibet like
@@@@
they sent pictures ... [on the internet
[it’s nice but it’s a bit
too much eh
cheesy
[yeah
[yeah
yeah a bit too much I think
SO ... blue flower we say ... fleur bleue
why ... to say that it’s cheesy
yeah ... fleur bleue means ... you know when you have these pictures with little
angels of
ah [yeah

[yeah
{leur bleue
kitsch-[ kitschig

[ kitschig yeah @@ @ ( Cogo & Dewey 2012 132)
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, ( ) S1
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pictures of them in Australia in Katmandu in Tibet like,
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,S1 S22 S3 )
blue flower, we say
(Seidlhofer 2004; 220),
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; . S2  S3
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. ELF “ — —
”(Kecskes & Zhang 2009:332) .
3.2 ELF
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3.2.1
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1 Fleur bleue
(Cogo 2010: 301),
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. (Jenks 2012), , . .
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01 S1: no (.) what I meant by interaction what I meant by interactive it’s that (.)

—>02 4

03 S1.

—04 S3

05 82,
06 S3:

(

(2

others(02)

like say for example I have skype and you have skype and we can TALK (.)
< 1> we can interact (.) that one is </1> like a (.) a recorded video=
:<_1> yes exactly (.) so we can share with others </1>
=and sent over and that’s it. <C2>> you cannot interact with the video <(/2>
: <2> it'sit’s just DELAYED interaction </2>> isn’t it
actually no
why people can comment on your video

Walkinshaw & Kirkpatrick 2014: 279)
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S3 (04), (04,06), it’s just DE-
LAYED interaction, . ,
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(D ) S1 ,
(18), ) ELF
3 S2 (24, S1 R
, ELF )
ELF s ,S1 (25)
4. ELF

294 -



4.1 ELF

R ELF ,
) (Baker
2015 138), , N
(Leung 2005) , Larsen-Freeman (2011: 49) y ¢
ELF (Kecskes 2013), ELF
,ELF
o , ( House 2003;
Bjorkman 2011;Jenkins 2011) .
ELF , “ ELF
» )
4.2 ELF
ELF
, ELF \
2 “ ELF 7, . expert in use (House 2003) , skilled user (Jenkins
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forms sequentially activated the concepts, the corresponding .1 word forms, and the final and the
first character at the sub-lexical level. The EHM model proposed by this paper can better account
for the features and mechanism of L1 automatic activation during L2 word processing of Chinese
EFL learners.

Sentence contexts affect Chinese-English bilinguals’ semantic processing of English phrasal verbs —
Evidence from eye movement research (p. 249)

WANG Yue (Dept. of Education, Zhengzhou University, Zhengzhou 450001, China)

SUN Erhong &. ZHANG ]l]la (Dept. of Psychology, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China)

Using visual search paradigm and semantic judgment tasks, this research probed into the
effects of sentence contexts on Chinese-English bilinguals in English phrasal verbs semantic pro-
cessing. The results showed that: 1) in spite of the second language proficiency level, Chinese-
English bilinguals all showed the context effect; 2) in the processing of different meanings of
phrasal verbs, the activation of literal meaning had an advantage; 3) the activation of figurative
meanings of phrasal verbs were affected by the second language proficiency of Chinese-English bi-
linguals. These results support the mixed representation model and parallel activation model.

Effects of phonological processing abilities on the implicit SLA of phrasal verbs (p. 261)
QIN Qin &. LIU Wei (School of Language and Communication Studies, Beijing Jiaotong University, Beijing 100044, China)
Taking phrasal verbs as target structures and making use of teaching practice, implicit knowl-
edge test and multiple regression model, this study examined the relationship between the
structural differences of phonological processing abilities of college English learners and the
implicit learning mechanism of SLA. The findings are as follows: with former SL knowledge and
oral proficiency as major controlled variables, the abilities of phonetic encoding, phonological
analysis and short sentence prosody recognition influenced the acquisition of target structures; the
abilities of phonetic encoding, phonological synthesis and words’ stress recognition influenced the
proficiency of the acquired target structures. The phonological processing abilities effectively en-
hanced the acquisition and internalization of implicit knowledge of SL by means of improving
input efficiency, enlarging the capacity of working memory and activating the meaning network.

The effectiveness of L2 teachers’ oral corrective feedback: A meta-analysis of 25 empirical studies in
the west (p. 274)
WANG Weiqing (School of Foreign Languages, Xiangtan University, Xiangtan 411105, China)

Based on 25 empirical studies by western scholars, this research meta-analyzed the effective-
ness of L2 teachers’ oral corrective feedback and specifically examined the impact of the explicit-
ness, delivery mode and linguistic focus of feedback on its effectiveness. It was found that explicit
feedback had an effect size larger than that of implicit feedback, that output-prompting feedback
had an effect size larger than that of input-providing feedback, and that morphosyntactic feedback
had an effect size larger than that of phonological feedback. Subgroup analysis revealed that
prompt as a combination of multiple specific feedback types had a very large effect size. Regarding
specific feedback types, explicit correction was more effective than recast, which in turn was
more effective than metalinguistic feedback.

Pragmatic competence in English as a lingua franca and its reconceptualization (p. 287)
RAN Y(}ng[)iﬂg (Center for Linguistics and Applied Linguistics, Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou

510420, China)

YANG Qing (Faculty of Foreign Languages, Guangdong Ocean University, Zhanjiang 524088, China)

Different pragmatic features of English as a lingua franca (ELF) have emerged in the multi-
lingual and multicultural contexts, some interactional patterns, which are different from the tradi-
tional ones about English as a native or {oreign language, can be easily found with other-cultural
orientations, they are evidence of ELF pragmatic competence and that of pragmalinguistic and so-
ciopragmatic competence in particular. This provides both necessity for reconceptualising
pragmatic competence of English in a lingua franca context, and important implications for recon-
sidering pragmatic competence of English as a foreign language in China.



