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1. 515

ELFAFERT, RECLK AR
JEENEMIES. BAHEARIEENEF,
& T i T fh H s 2 m i B A
(Hasman 2000), Crystal (2008) fiifll, 24 5%
A 20U B iEVEA i Sos -HIEEH, KK
o TRHEMAE, HEkplRog4 1, —J50,
Al PR R T AR A T ALRY R B AT, AR
IRANF AT PR PE R IC R, JRiB st A Fl T IR
Hofr (SCRKSS . Ardy 2003) 5 B—J5 1, {EHGE
HHER SRR, BOE A BRSO E R
REEIE D ERERW S 5, DA E A TR
BHEFLA (Morley 1991), % T m] B fif i % 9 1
W E A bR E 2, DRI Tz
A,

AL 60 47 Y AT PR FEPERF T2 0 T =By Bt
1950—1978 4 A 2 [y B 1M B¢ LA BRE S 1
T A%t L AEZE SRR T 1 Bl [ 5% ° e iB (6 3 A 35

o5 TR, WRIEE; 5 AE

O RTBR AR, (b A1 B o A A i B AR i
AR MIE =7 E 35 X, Bansal (1969) HJ (E[JE
JEiE D R TR EY T Tiffen (1974) B (JE
H IR 5 05 1 F A mT BRARPEY P LIRSk
EEPR, 1979—19994F 7 K Jgy B . Smith Fl
Rafiqzad (1979) % 9Fh3eif H & 1Y w1 B i 1 4t
FEF bR E S S B B i, IZFICHERE T A
WRVEE & LEAEA R T 2 w] B s IR 1, A
BT Smith 75, S 5T Y AT PR BT
T E Rk, EIER BT, JEBHEE S bk
B PR AR B ) o AR A AR B AT 21 il
LIk, Jenkins (2000) HY (3¢iE EPRIERE &)
IR, AR el AR R S N BRI B, b
Bkt 7 ESHI Smith {558, MHIEARBEIEE Z iR %2
PrEECSCIERHEAT T S5IEMF9T, #8E T Jenkins 75
X JETE T IE R AT BT 415 2 AR, w3
fiR PRI 9T B AR TR, Z WY BT CE Smith Fl
Jenkins PFREI FidE4T, 2008 4F- World Englishes
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br&£%, Nelson (2011) HYL35 (H:FH 951 A
PRfE. PRIR SR A DA EIE A PR HESE,
f ] PR A RE A EAT T IR RS, X AR
AT BRAREERT S 3EA T T R G AR,

BRI, v LB T 11 5 T B R M
%, N A Kirkpatrick ef al. (2008). Deterding &
Kirkpatrik (2006) F1Deterding (2010) #Ef7 T 4H
KWFFE . AT I, A STHU AT BR AR ) A
AR P 2 i DR S A B T PR g ) S TR R
= EEATIRDE, 43 Br T B AR RS SR BRI A
et , DAFoRont i BB 5 2o i BR .

2. ]l PREPERE SRR
21 TIERHRIRNE

A BRI & B i Catford (1950) 20
20 SOEAAR Y, R T “SIERA R,
gE SR R TE B RS 24 ) 7, Cartford
BE— PR T AR E(E T (intelligibility
threshold) HE&UAfH IR “MM#H 55 —1ES
B E AR Rl & D BT R S B R EE
FE 2 SmithF0Nelson (1985) ¥ w] PR fif M &
Ay R U T A U TE B B S B RV BRI, 4%
Ko =1 Em. of8EM (intelligibility) |
fE P2 f# M (comprehensibility) F1 ®] 40 & P
(interpretability ) , w] BR AP A g Wr 176 25 D\ Jan . 3]
BEERIRE D s RERR M4BT TGS R E TE IR
TR IR FIERIEE ), BB NR s RIiS
PEfr A R E E TR RIEEE
B, BIESME S, Smith (1992) Nh, X =4
B R RES ARG, HAERE RBOREE K,
R il R (28 S fOAN R], T B AR B2 5, vl
W&k Bl Bamgbose (1998) 1 BE ik fift 3
M CFERTE R ERA ) SRR AR 1
TR — AT, TRERNE X, fE et
SOLIES TR E L FE =B & L7, Jenkins
(2000) A A AT L fie 0 2 %ok BT I T T SRR AR
7= AN, e ™ AR 1 B 5 S Y RE
B, EENE I IE G TE R bR BT .
I SR mT R AR E AR, S TR
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SIERINSN, Nelson (2011) & .4 mT B gk
(intelligibility-in-general) A2 LA BT A # fi%
M (intelligibility) , Ny, B ARHMELLIE W7 Hh 5t
SE P BRIRPERIbRAE . B BCER 5y, AH AT BR A
Pt U S A SR E AR,

BT Rl PR AR B A A AN [R AR 22 AR
F, AT S AT B SR 1) PN AR G
e, ABLE AT ER AR PE = A B AL E R A R
Mo SCHRH £ F Smith & X, BFH T —24
FIRAIE RS, HhBAEA — )RR, &
S, AR AR =4 TR A R B RO
BAEFR R X BT, (HAE SCBr 1R 2 v R A
sedxsrIt, Hak, wIERfRMERIRESE b Sn, H
Wl TP AR, FEEBIREET
TR . 122 OB REZRGAR Y A] B AR TE 5 DA
B 28 bR B £ 5 24tk (Rajagopalan 2010), A
SCHE % Smith 72 L, DL Nelson 5 & (4 m] #1 fig b
AR PRARPER X 57

2.2 WEFERNZEER

AR AR AE A T L I T R AN UL T A U5 L
Zhiid £ (Smith & Nelson 2009), ‘& B £ i 1%
HHyAr, MAENEEKRES (Morley 1991),
SON A PARPER R 2K %, A SCE OB SN
W 5 5 T AT AR

PLTEE RIS TE N e n g oA R HAT R 3R,
THICT & BB g A8 B 1A & RPAE SE S0 ] 2L i
RiEE—E, #oF&EINA, TEREDER
Al PRV £ 58 ¥ BEAHC (Anderson-Hsieh &
Koehler 1988; Munro & Derwing 1995) ; Jenkins
(2000) WA S50 mT B A 2R DR Y B 22 R 3R
FEH BT, PR A i i UL 15 4 2 R A
H T BAVE SRR, BV £ M (R s & TP
2, A A A ] B S 1 B AR AT HET
BeSk, BEIEE RS IR AR
MERZD ., 5SS RIS 5L (Flege
1998; Piske, Mackay & Flege 2001),

W U5 25 Y AR S IR L e P ) o S K 3R
W EH AN R A L B UG TE R, B S RILULTE
HHY AT BRI S A, AR IS A S L
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P A T AR A R, ik 2% TN A AN T BE
Rajadurai (2007) fi5tH, *f “iEULIEE G EE
JE AT RE S BCRFE A AR bR AH, T B ARED
fERFEEL . @A IE ULIEE AT P,
BESE, Wrik#f et N (A SeE DS ke E
JEUE D) . AHSCTR AN SO e LT 2B R
JE T He R DI R R R Al B (Field
20055 Rubin 1994),

2.3 TR SRR R

£ Smith F1Jenkins i 78 A2 H 2 i 9 AT 2
fRPERE ST R T PP B, 1B BRI 3 LA RS
FH A AR EAESE 3 T, Bansal (1969) BMF5T T
FEHE, HE., ENEE. J B RN E S E TS
F o6t BN BEE1E 1 35 0 Al ER AR, o BT B gk
Pt rm A 93%., M A EN EHETE 5 4 rTREDE
Wrfd, CREECEEE A CAHLTE”, SNA “EAEN
JERIGR A TE LA AR A S K
P, Tiffen (1974) %8 7 JE H AL 5 1E 0 &%
TR E WG F AT B AR, R BAT B A i v
H192.7% , FHCRT BRI E R IR A
B BATLSE,
2.3.1  Smith 53X Y AT B AR PERF ST

Smith fllRafigzad (1979) LAH5HE1E A S
HEZE, #9HE T SmithEsX, oA nl HL gtk 1
SE SCRL S AT ER AR | BEFRREERN T SIS = B
1, WriE#E RG-S ok B B SRR R B
] PR MR 0 O Rl R SR R B R (exact-word
method) ', Wt AR, SEAUHAZR . xR E A
F o7 B T IE TR 55 57 o RE B AR 0 R
FrimER (1—9), T iEE 164 iy g
FEGEATIER Sy o AT &S M 0 2 W1 SR PR ARkt 16
[\ 25 [7] 75 %% 75 ¥, Smith f1Rafiqzad (1979) %
BT 94 B BEZUIN Ok H o E 8 8ih IX) H i s &
H 1386 #WriGi#E (kBN ER) #1707
SRR, MFREREL, WriEE T BRI DR A Y
— AR . 2 E FE b E A O HEE R
=0, mAANEHAER T, MAFEH, ATE

FRAE PO TEAT o7 12 ey BE T A8 RN B R 1 2 S [R] T
i BEIE O RO BEE 2 #H, E Smith
AT, EEOD R E R AT T SR gE . 2R
i, ST AT PEARPER R Ze AR B, OA SOk S
A PR ARV SEAR R s AR =AY BIREIEFR
, RTEREPEFIRERE AR PERE SR R 2, OUER
RI&H S PERRIEFE A WL F Sk

1) S AR R 2T

Smith F{1Nelson (2009) & T 9 FpHiE 13
FER T B e, WrifEde =24, A 10N, qE
BREE (HA). BHEH (EHE) MEAH (%
Bl E. BDEE. EBE. SEMESE). BIROREL,
B S KCE S A R B R = A B, BEEE
H o m] B e REBR @A — € B 5. Rooy
(2009) WFFT T whE 5915 1 &% pE AR I & B S
RATER AR, & BRI SN T B AR, A
B IE S AN RE R R rT S R R, Y
SO SN, B B T BT e A mT i
SPEIL,

2) WIER A R TR

AER i 2 RIS N R DS R
W T P AR P T A e R HOR T 2 B SR s U
FHEITFZE. Suenobu ef al. (1992) %2 T H 4 3
T 136 22 0T UG 2 ) T B, R AR
IR B IRA SRR, HiE s, EE RS
s, Hob, Mgk BOER R, Wk oTE Rifi
HE T H A . Tsuzuki A1 Nakamura (2009) EHL
T 21 44 AR AR E Br 25 1R E kAR
&, MILAAREESR (EE. &EH, mEX)
TR TRy, FRAI, FEEREM
HITE S R IR AR R & . JoE KR L i &
FaE . Kirkpatrick ef al. (2008) LA 6 4 E &kt
X IR A 5 — 73k [ AR B IR 1 % & A T
B, LL37 2N fn 35 iR K FINE K A4 A i
H, A T DR S EE F 3 A ] B R LR
PE R T2 BEAR M AE TR, FRE IO AR AIE S
B e, TanfCastelli (2013) M iEBHE
HEER 15 AR VEATER, B 20 E 50 200 4%

L R EETRRFRFRTEFHE . EHRES MR T o BN R U EF 15 F T RN
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AWTTEEHEATIR G, PR KB, ARE RV iEE
Xt TN T 111 RN 3 [ ST 1 A R] BR AR A
{EZE5s T RRARME S5 A R A IE S,

RERRL ML 7 2 5T B R MEARSS & . TRRR
B, SiE HE TR il e A A TRE B AR £
s TR AR R AR B A AN R T SR A £ TR AR
R W) iE = FfE, Smith & Bisazza (1982) LA74
El R 201 AL K FAAWTIER, 50 TRE. ENE
FH A ST HOE ATRE R AR, A B RERE ok
FAAERE S, FEFE RS, HUGREER
EFIH A YE . Matsuura ef al. (1999) %2 T H
AR A A 3 ] A AN 2 R 25 1 R AT AR A
REPR M, RBLULTEZ AU SR AL, anidmr &
B, R R SR TR B, Van de
Walt (2000) DAHLE S E RGN TERE, LA
16 FhAS[R] BHE TS 519 140 A AW iE2E, UWEW TiE
e TE A B A E PR g B R YE. Smith 7501y
BFFETE TR T B9 TE 1 5 H A [ Br w] HL g
FIREFMRPE, BHER N & LREARRIES 0 A
SRR AR, DR, BRI [E SIS 1R
o L B R EEA S A5 BHE S N E
2.3.2 Jenkins 73T Y T RAFPERE 5T

Jenkins (2000) LA i i HITE A BB HESE,
FEE T Jenkins YE3,  HouF wlH AR VE 2 X
PRATERfRME ST, A S REEMEIEFT T IS, 1%
e IR ZT I BRI B 2 A B S PR o
BIBRHHAT R S o B, Ul iE E RS Y R
B, NENBEERX, Jenkins (2000) #4 7 K&
IR BHE S ST Z AR ERE (AnH A
N Ei b NFEEE NGE), BN T SEOTH
fir bk MR i R, f TR IERLO R
(Lingua Franca Core), R[S0 w] B ARMERIAZ.OFE
MK ZEGE . MiEREf, TEERKRERAT
HHF, Jenkins (2002) HEIUAETEHHCF P LK LE
A W WIEREOAE A, R IRREE
ZIAAREE R RN TR E . miA%O Z 9N 528 1E
PN A R T D, AREEFEIR. 18 Jenkins 78
X, BN RSB F b E g 1Ry el
PR AT TS,

Deterding & Kirkpatrick (2006) JH# T 44
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VT T I & 5 R S AT R A . SR A
A R B 10 B 9 20 £ 20U 75 AR B I IX I =
O TR /NMATHE . BFREAB, HALER
PEBERERERA: MR 0/, T EIERIEIL.
RILHE BRI e/ /ou/, TTEATE, A
WEEE, AR REERE, BN SBb
WRIT, SfBEsE T Al B R, Kirkpatrick (2010)
FEHLE GRUMESEEE. —Fh2iEHRA) F
T REREAE, DB T RN KEEE
FHIE 118 H1E, Deterding & Kirkpatrik (2006)
FiDeterding (2010) LA F 18 £ .0 A%t ELAESE,
BT T SR ] A T AT B R R R R
FEIEBCR HAE A TE S 2 E L, a5
3/, R /M AN, mNRE ., JTEE R
B AR IR E IR, WLk Fhraanth i, id
RIS IESR . JTE R, RERE R AR AT
g, BRI AEZE, Deterding (2012)
N BT SR B 2 KB TE R,
AT T FEOR R EE, IR R L b
RS R A5, SR A ST I 5 B
BB EEMES, B2, Jenkins Y53 T IR
TR R IR SR E A B RNEE
ST T UERAEA , LRI HTRIAR A E
BT 22 213 BARA R .

SR EVE, Smith JEzCR A TRAE 575,
TEHH A &b 52 B0F NREX 1S AT 50
PRAL, EREATUEE R E, AMRmmE)E £,
JE T AT L 5 R AR SIS . 1T Jenkins 75X
PR RRE R 2 A 7E 5 15 8 1 1 S T R B
B AVIER Z R I, 8Tl 2 fg
TR EN AWFST, Smith 752 BE e 1R 5 0 ] BE i
PERIE SRR, WREIRESEER; MiJenkins 75
A T B T B AR TE S N

3. WS R BRI SR IE 5 1

S I 5 TR TR (T 1 ] BR AT
TR ZE bR E SN T S R T —8, (HB{E
MY ARIFRIEE L, TR T A REIBF ik T
Ty, CA TR AR SR AELL T RR
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31 MRIFGHFESR

Smith {8 £ 2 #E H T FAA, K
A A SRR, R AR R R A
R IRIRE, B4 (RTTIE B BT 35 B 10 106 35 ik A 12 5%
EAHMAEERE., I, REFEREKE. 8
etk 1B, EOCRRAE. BN R ERESE £ 05
RS, WM BCRTEHE) AR BRI,
Jenkins {5 B T AR BFE 15 Se A BLIE & 2 bR
HIESCER, BESERbRAMEAE, FHY
M ] ER Rk (T A, ARR S0 R e R AR
Ftk Bz — R, RO TR
WUE. TERHAERIZE Th & JE Ay w] B AR AT
fEft TR TR BRI R, B AT R E 4
Pl il FE TR A 2 th g —2F [ e S5 TE R
Ji£ (VOICE), A PR v i 9 15 0 FH 15 15 R}
(ELFA) FmlHid HiE %15 1ERHE (ACE) %%,
Fe ok Al B ARPERT T o] STERHETE 5 A S .
32 MEFEEHETE

Smith 765 R H & ALHTF 9 75 23 & T W) B g
PEE BT, SR shrlls AT PR AR
e SRR MR 5 REBRRIETT 2> 3 £ b R et
TEH A A I 5 w4525 P Al 2 5 7 74
AZ U, BeAl, Smith 7B A 70 % BT 1E
MIshtE, S1EREANA B RE, i Jenkins 75
PR AT R B ASTEIT, WA A A
Bl 6 4 T iRk 2 1 A7 P A 20 v 1 15
e, Mz, BRI AT S A AT R
FHARE T3, BRI AS /TR B i ih
Jeif 1 E AT B AR VR Y A 48 iR (Munro er
al. 2006) , ATERfEPEE Zh AR, Phis L AR,
ANAE 5 A [ I T W o AR B AT BRI A 5T o 2%
B 2B TS Sob R bRiiEs b, %R
2 A PR AR T B e I 7

4. [ PRAEPERIE SN Bl e i i
& Qi) SR

FURT, 3 015 1 5 B B ik LR 0

1 RP £ received pronunciation, #7635 ;
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RP 8 GA' BEE & SeiB MG, PN 7E vl B A 4
PSR GBS, oh TR AE ATER
R, TR R B B AUE RS
JTBRIE A 58 36 & 8 SR, A 1) AT B fog o i )
(Abercrombie 1965; Morley 1991; Levis 2005),
\i, BHEE D EA—EAERERE Oyl 2
fE S, T S BEE RS S IE T T E R D AT
PRPERIER RS, ik, B2 T e
ERVBLSE, |ATE L Sarau s A adERE S
BATR . BeJm, BRI T EER 2 T
SR 2] B bR, Walker (2010) fEHLZE (e
ERIERIE SRR e, JARHARERE
BriB B2 75 123 R (o v B A B 133 5 S AH
B &R A AREEIFNE,

JEIBE BN PR Z TChREA, Lhop kel &
it EiE O, BRERAHREERN, 28
HOE S B B, s O SETE 1
HAE.O. Hik, SME A& EAE AR EEARE
T AR, SRUEMFREE R — 8K, I
FEFTA [ 5 s DR T PR U R e
5y T FRRONR 7 A e v S T PR A PR
AT & K AE A A PR i B B 2 AR Y B
Ky W@, EEEHFPABE, RILES
BOEROR, Be 2 RN EAR, EiRE AT
B R R e SR PR RO R R, T A PR AR
O [ R AE R 2840 B 52 2] g e, BJa,
AT AT % AR FEE MR 5 T AT B AR HE AR
US4 e o ke 222 YRR PR 7 OF Sy g i 1

5. il

ARG T 60 45 [ S5 w] BE g F
FORAR, BT R ER AR N L 5 R 3 DA
Je SEUERFFE, $RTH T wl B g ot e ] S T TR
B ER, WS 2, AT BRI RS A 1
BE— B AR, 56T AT BR AR B SR B
Ea AT R S R MU E AV NI S S B2 Y
PERFEE B 2 3 B T+ S SCIE RN bR iE B
SIEREESFME A, BEMA G L&

GA 2 general American. 17/ % & .
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ML SEIEE 1, AT EBIR AT
U7 58 R L B 2 R H 2 39 m, kf b [ 9 8 B
R R B AR PRI ST A A T S PR A (RN B S
B, B E Br i 0 K RIS 2 e Y
HeAg, Al PR R TG B R TR e TR T
ORI N, AL 5 K, T
% 28 RO G T ] PR AR
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English Abstracts

Linguistics course and the cultivation of critical thinking
LAN Chun 26

School education in modern China has been dominated by an exam-oriented goal and a duck-feeding
approach, which ends up in producing students who lack critical thinking. Linguistics, as a highly theoretical,
abstract, critical and empirical discipline, poses a lot of challenges to students who have been brought up in
this way and who are used to memorizing knowledge points and answering multiple choice questions. This
paper argues that linguistics course, if properly handled, can do a lot in cultivating students’ critical thinking.
Specifically, linguistics course can help students read critically, question critically, do research critically and

write academic papers critically.

Strategy-based instruction in the teaching of English reading

in higher vocational colleges: An empirical study
QIAO Ying & DENG Lei 32

This paper reports an empirical study of strategy-based instruction in the teaching of English reading. The
study aims to explore the practicability and effectiveness of strategy-based instruction (SBI) in the teaching of
English reading at higher vocational colleges. Ninety-five freshmen majoring in Business English at Shenzhen
Institute of Information Technology participated in this study. Questionnaire, test, feedback and interview
show that SBI can improve students’ reading speed, but has no significant influence on the mastering of
reading strategies. The majority of the students hold positive attitude about this training program. The results
indicate that the key to SBI in English reading training at higher vocational colleges is the selection of teaching

materials, the fostering of interests and the application of strategies.

A new approach to turn-taking in English classroom in China
CHEN Songsong 39

Turn-taking in SLA classroom reflects the fluency, quantity and style of communication. This paper examines
the teaching videos recorded in the 2011 Second SFLEP Cup National College English Teaching Contest and
makes a detailed analysis of the turns, their structures and strategies applied to 5 classes based on statistics. It finds
that the examined teachers value the communication and interaction in classroom and try to maintain an interactive
class. However, flaws are found in the allocation of turn-taking power, question designing and communication

intention. The findings will offer some empirical support for classroom teaching as well as the contest.

A review of studies on intelligibility
ZHANG Lingli 47

Intelligibility is not only one of the key concepts in World Englishes (WE) and English as a Lingua Franca
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(ELF), but also the attainable goal of pronunciation teaching. However, it is an under-researched area in China.
This paper, therefore, first provides a thorough literature review concerning intelligibility studies in the past six
decades, which mainly focuses on the concept of intelligibility, its affecting factors and the empirical studies.
The findings reveal the differences of the intelligibility studies between Smith paradigm within the framework
of WE and Jenkins paradigm within the framework of ELF. It then presents the limitations of the intelligibility
studies and the directions for future research, and further discusses its implications for English pronunciation

instruction in China.

A pragma-discourse study of advanced ESL learnet’s topic

introducing strategies in English argumentative writing
GONG Lili 54

Discourse competence is a component of pragmatic competence. The ability to introduce topics in writing
demonstrates the writer’s discourse competence. Based on Chinese ESL learners’ corpus WECCL, while taking
LOCNESS corpus as the reference corpus, this paper intends to investigate the pragma-discourse features and
linguistic realizations in topic introducing strategies in L2 argumentative writing by advanced Chinese ESL
learners. It is found that Chinese learners do not use Topic Identification Strategy compared to native writers.
By taking native writers’ writing norms as reference, for the same topic introducing strategy, the learners’ L2
writing demonstrates pragma-linguistic features such as: strong subjectivity, clunky and stiffly expressions, and
weak reasoning. This paper aims to compare and describe differences in topic introducing strategies between
Chinese learners and native speakers, tries to uncover the underlying reasons for the differences, and provides

pedagogical implications for teaching L2 writing.

A DST analysis of second-language vocabulary depth development

ZHENG Yongyan 62

This paper reports a study that adopts the Dynamic Systems Theory (DST) perspective to track the
second-language (L.2) vocabulary depth development of eight English major students throughout an academic
year. By means of a set of self-designed Vocabulary Depth Test and think-aloud protocols, the study revealed
fluctuations in vocabulary depth development as well as the non-linearity in development. The learners
continued to rely on the mediation of their L1-Chinese, even though L1 played differential roles in meaning
sense and collocation development. Progression and regression were observed in their cross-linguistic
awareness, reflecting the dynamic competition between L1 and L2 semantic information. Findings also
suggested that the individual differences revealed in the study reflected the different developmental stages of

the learners.
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