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b A1 R IR SE N R 2 — A B T

AT ZS it R K2 AR EE2EBE, JERT 100191)

i EOANERERN R R EE R R A TR A s . BTN R A o AR ) B Y 4
L — 2 i5 Keeskes BY“4h 2 — 1738 IR (SCA) LS HE 48, 3 B 50 BT 4 & — A 007 B0 9 86 1 76 P 4 15 35
fiE 1 I A5 TEAR RN & R v B A7 R O B B A B R AR B . kR X EE A K 2 A A5 ThE I R R (CLEC) 5 3608 A %
1 A5 3 RHE (FLOB) th AFR ] (wes you, they) (938 K& BL I L , i 7 22 2640F SCA ik “ v & J) 7 F1 0
BB AE A 1B TR HTRR D B T IR 4R S0 (A

EKBR PN EBEBAMGRI S A EE SN B

B 525 H030 X EkFRIZAD : A XEHS 1009 - 1734(2019)09 — 0069 — 07

B 5 N HURE 2 2 J8 T 4% 4 B IR 5 0 25 320 A o 18 FH 1) 80 %) DA JH A0 ff it 152 0 A S 2 00338 ) 2% — 4%
AT A . P Ah e ARG B A L a2 PRI 1 B R b AT T 2 AR OO e T PR A
TEXF [ B i 22 F 90 28 A8 0 AT 4 1A 20 UL A9 TR L 20 17 0 4 o0 S [ B il FH 2 i 58 19 ) — BROSOE # g =2 ih
T IS g At S AR 7 P AR B A T8 AR B L DA A B S R A S SO B R
BRI WE I BB BN E R B AR N 5 SR E R RS Kee-
skes"" $& B S04k v P Ry k4 — NS EE BT (Socio — cognitive Approach to Pragmatics, LL T & #7
SCA) FiE HEAR A PR 5 |2 22 S OCTE . Haz HT SCA #E47 h A 18 18 I 68 ) i 9% B9 S5 E 23 i 5 20 S T
wds T B PR FHE R . A S T i iE e It st 2 A =0, 208 ik SCA 7E
WA T TS BB T A B b i B RS T RN N R A EL.

— . P A-iEiE A AR A e R

AR O EEEN R S F e HERIEREERN T 2B RN —EMVIE TR R (a
separate linguistic system) ," — 77T, 4 Selinker 1 #2114~ i 4 % (interlanguage hypothesis) , Fl| H i 57
N AR IS RO ISR FR L 4K T ST i 24 4 9 1 A 45 T (English as a lingua franca, fij X ELF) 3 5%
AL 2 A 4 R A 1 R AE ST S5 IR B R e AR T R A e R R RE %
W A TR A BRI A O I R B — . 5 — 7 T R R ) g L S TR E R I R R ) AE R
TR — g2 AR U AT BE AR N EEE A —8 43 . {2 Chomsky A iE F g 1 AU LYK GE 75 fig
XTI T B A R I R TEIEEIE T AR I8 A0 B A iR 22 B8 D O 38 T BB At Sr T8 &
AEJTVE s, ZE W PR2# 3 U0 Barron, Thomas., Kasper 28 X115 e ST WAE G AL, S AR B I 98 o =25,
1 NS FRA Z& rp i — 30 20 R 32 Br v A 202 FHIE B R AME R I A8 10 G 5 AR AL B S
RE S 2 -4y,

« YR HEHHE:2019 -04-20
HEWMB b HZRA T H MR EPREEGE T R¥HERDIBEEHE N ERE VR
(SM201810005009) s AL ET Tk K2 ARl 8 45 PR # %  H (KC2019BS010) Y B B M B 2R .
EE B B 3k o A R B0 R B H 2 B S BE ot .
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BT DUAE SCHR X 1 T RE 1 #3146 Cappropriateness) 4 BB P 5 5802 1 AL 58 i BRI 5 % OF K
Xt 5 SCAR S PR B A TR LR 4 T R S E AL X A R A 5 S AR R A T . 534k . [ AR
A T RE D MBS 4k R BT 38 2 OGS B AT O LR iR 22 0 1 1 [ P A2 3 B AR
Bk — 2 41 5 v A T TR RE 0 AT A A0 A T A R Ak BRSE R TR A RS TR T BE 0 BB S R e B B
WM AR ST . ANUEEIS TR L 35 ) RE 1 B9S2 UE T I [ RE 4R 3 b 2 ABL A T E 1) L il 4
Garcia & Romero — Trillo 7£ X 43 BT AR & 1 2800 Rl A 6 15 800 1) 11 Sk 3 18 A a1 v L 32 10 3 T 43 BT i
NI T A JE 0t 2 1) A0 S Bl AR SO A T A 1 P B O F S AR

= P AEER AR L — ik L X

TSR OGRS B 1 1 FH A 8 I ) R 218 T 5 A A B 2 R T b % [ R AR DG R A B E A
B P AT A R () JE Al 0 S R T8 TR DA 0T T A 1 R A D0 B A O R R S R e B R
(1, HL ] AT — AN HIER AT X AR R AR 58 B AR R A AR A O AT 15 s B g A
IR T3 BB R S T4 N R A e vh A 1 R AR 7

T RE T AR B AN B S, WWHDW T i R BE 77 8 AR B TR IURNE IR = F A |
SR B T K b A R A T RE 7804 B AT 43 AT B0, FH A O 2 3 R T 45 4 R A R ROl
k. fH Tfantidou 38 H « 3 I AE 7 ~ i FH L AR SO Ry i — W 5 08 1 38 FH R LT 1 A 7 IR BE 1 Y
4 JRy PR RN E B

St AT IA RS FH 22 A T % e A 1518 T RE 0 R 9, A SCRR i AS [R1F 90 4% 18 ) o %) S SR AE S, 47 LA
VA4 R 3 35 K F 0L A2 6 D U0 R A 25 DA 1 38 B = AP A DAAE T B, X = AN AR B Rh gL SR IA
S 2w A LR . ZhAS R R e e b i iR R e . RIS Schmidt TF
B AR IS (noticing hypothesis) Fl Bialystok B HEREZ (two — dimensional model) , 43 5l f# B¢ T 22 > &
B FE ) % R BN ) B BT AR B4 2 g R el 0 A 6 DA R0 U0 B s 30 A Ry =X B e i L R 1 R R LR
it B4, Marmaridou AP 3 (i H B X AR I NI 58 ) ( Pragmatic Meaning and Cognition ) hp ik
B RSNH AT B, A5 A iR WA 25 A R s I BLH IR BN B Rk s A B 5, 3 iU R RS Y ORI
FONIE AL PR 2 20 0E T A PR o 1 P 22 356 AR 35 I R0 18 38 348 8 7s “ I 0 O O o T R ) 4% B R i %
M SCHE A% 0 T B T ERE — A A 1 2 003 FH BE T 9 S S VR E T B A 7 R H i 8 g i g A
J7 A T BRI — A —Fh SRR E AL . 5 = R At S IA 52 HOW Y L B AR R Keeskes AR UK 1B
FHBE 7 20 53 IR 15 AR 22 238 (0 52 R e 1 262, OB T BE IR I T BE1E O A 1B 1B S MU T A
Wi sh7s & 2 Y R L HL R G B SOAb T 2 B BEAE SRl SCA 284 T 52 £ S5k S a8 £ L -1
TN 5 S ESG R BUF T E T RGNS 48 5 h A ih 18 T RE I DH5E

55 2Z 0 A PR B8 A [R] (4 52 . SCA WA T 1918 FH BE 01 W 98 A 155 0 18 40 By 8 ) L TR E 0 AR A
A5 2 AR VR R 18 F RE A FH T A ™ I e R s BE ML, B e] 8 U5 5 FH BB 0 A H bR s S
LR T AT sh AN, Kecskes 7 2 8~ 4k i (individualistic/egocentric) “ A 38 b 2 & S R fifh | L)
NI 220 R S ) 7 B & R B 6], 54k S AR (societaD “ RATE S MRl Db S X B SRR A S W7k
JR i i) AN T B AR RE P G Y, T 2 6 45 S0 Ak 1 FH 38 B v A ok P R A B O A B
FROUAEAE 2RSS Y RAE . X BEE T SCA HLIRAE S8 Y B A LA, B A8 B 35 A A 02 N i e +E 2 SO R
AR EAR R TR ACPRAF S 1 E . B 1 ARYE SCA BB HE SRR 1Y & 2R W A B Rl B
1) 757 Sk AR FRA AR AL T AL 23 40 B WG JR i 1), A 1) ) B A AT Sk RIS E R MM A S X R Em ., K,
HHRE ) =& W EZ) R HLHIAE SCA HELE v m] MEFE Sy « 76 18 5 ] A8 b, 300 ™ b 1 3 JH HR R 3l
A b e s R IR DR BLE HER .
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HEEAN < AR PR R o —=> E Ak
‘ attention cognitive traits social traits intention
HEEE W /\ ® > /\ || A1
cgocentrism cooperation
| ERTY || KR
salience relevance
| | SEWTED | | SEbRiE & by
prior experience actual situational
—_ = H1 SCAm#HEFO = experience

= \MAb A — kg BRSSP A E R R AR ) 6 AR

T RE 7 1 A5 1 LA A B 2 P A T 5 VR S T3 TE TR 4R 2 IR TSN RN RE . 1l SCA Ik
HVRR P — 23 PR B B0 AR ASE X U0 b 41 3 7 07 B A R e A B R R e T R A 2 S AR R AR AT X
FEOGHE , #h 78 118 FH A AE 5 X AN AR G T i BRI A2, 48 th i A o 3 AR o 11 B2 M T s & e e %
Iy R v R S R B A IRE L U O A T FHRE T AR ST IR T O B R M EIE TR S

Kecskes 5 i 81518 FHAE 2wk AL R 45 2R, M AE b 1 05 R RE 0 v, 27 20 385 00 2 B8 L Sh AL RN 4R LS
BT AR 2 SO R (0 B R e 1 LS Al P AR M & 4 25 4K Cconceptual socialization) K X 43
H i S BT T RE AR AR AN TR & J 0y = AR BT B 3, Xt F0 3 2 15 5 B 2T 15 09 5 20 X))
#H—2%, Romero — Trillo TEMFFIE A LIS B 84 2248 1, AW o8 & J2 AR 418 15 5% v 19 228 B 728 1 B8R 1) o
TR gk imi 2 238 A BEBE L 0 i 2% 20 35 I O i BRI ) 18 F R BB M BE 3R 71 21 iR 15 4R T I
TG HE IR . 7EX WA A S i s A b BT BE D HR R I E “ MR X — F AR KB ., AN HGE
38 3 R B0 AR DA N T 2 2 R 2 UL A TR T AR Rl B B A A . A e RT HE  FE R R A i A 2
A HCE FH AR B 2k 2 vp BV 0 DA 28 Ty 2 e 3 o 25 0 52 ), 4 T ARE A B R B R s I g1 &
“HEET. EEEES, A R R T RS A SR — A S A R R AR A A AR B A R A R
b AT RSO I R ) SR, TN O R R B B OB JC R Rl A T AT 1Y TA I ME S 4 A B 4y T SR
RGN

TSR BRI TR R 1A AR N W IR A BRI A A TR MR Sk S A SR A IR M S B R
WHH X & AR v 0y 1 F e 0 A8 AR S e, B0 s 8 O B R TR S R SCE 3R 2R (symbiosis) By
P R B A T I A A o Al AR L SR A R R R R XA R 2 A R A B
M e T Mt 2 I R W ZR S AE I S2

Kecskes X} SCA X A2 HE 4L rf 4% PR 2R E 47 ¢ R BB 8 R 90 48 SUCAE B 1 PR fn = dg B 1, DA
A% O A TP A T T T RE WS b A R ) AR BT A

(—)ZE [\ (intention ) FA5E & 77 (attention) @

W1 R B R AN 02 SCA — R T 0L A28 R 3R T s P M o 0 1o A i 38 5 o . 161 7 Vi il
TEBE P R B AS I BL JE AL A NG 1T TS AR IR e Y A A AT M R R L R A R e,

st SCA H (14 5 1) M J2 75 U518 4 2 S0 W 1) ] JL , G A 2 % B T 8 L 50 Kleeskes 5 2 X 43 T 1A

@ egocentrism PE3CC AL HL7R H EH (2013), Cognitive traits 7 Kecskes(2014:47) X H1 24 individual traits, {H4>
N8, 32 2 TR A 54T 43 7 5 DR AR S48 — SR A cognitive traits.
DR NE T RN =W M =¥ 8 - VNS | Bl 5 Bl L R TR b O W = NI i T B ST e o7 T N5 | = N 9 =

“Z 7 (intent/intention/intentionality) .
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ProF BT B2 P S A S B ST B & P, BT 5 R BN AR E i e R O RS Ca
priori mental state) , 1M J5 & Ml 5 & 3k i 2 28 4 B 09 36 16 & LR SR B —Fh F 517 WM& Ca post
Sfactum construct) , FEZPRARESP SR ER FERIEM. B, 48 3C0A N F SR SCA H 8 10 2 m)
F8 10 2 S5 56 2 M) (priori intention) F1VH ¥ & ] (emergent intention) P45 & (H T I T8 % &4 29506 T 1Y
AP E

B 7R3z FH SCA 75 & /i 18 15 FHRE 1 09 > 15 PPEAL 0 & S I, ] DLAR 98 4 25 Y0 w28 3R vh 9 3 B8 (52
PRAFEE 4 I 5 OCHE GRIB) LA AR JE N (B AE) R ) A2 bR M. i o — b LR I h 7
] B H A BE T L B FR O B YA PR R T RLPEAR 27 2T S B9 IN RN RE T RRAE . R e P AR O W AT
L IR BT of e A 1 5 8 0 A5 2 L8 23

(=) M E E (salience) @

VE 5 SCA v 27 v i = R B R 22— A A P2 43 )2 1 B At 6] ) o oy Wb B8 4 (R SC )
LiE RO T N NEIP-E = WA R i DR AN S| BN i o e A k) N P B NG S = W Bt 7/ 8714 (= SN2 TR S B U
TPk AR 3 32250k B 5 B SRR . IR ATEsCPrid F2 b 38 S B0 i BE R 4R 5 H N W IS
AT 3 7= 2k 3 ) P R LR Rk B AR S R

M BEAFTE T AN AR TE Tk 23 )2 00 s BEAFTE T M 18 AR i, WARTE Tl 06 L . AF A ANE =
L E AR E, SCA FEZR P g™ B AR SR B Giora BY %0 2% i 72 B 1 (Graded Salience Hypothe-
sis) U AE SCA MEZE Y g R E O =26 AR ME ™ B (inherent salience) S5 MM ™ i (collective sali-
ence) A IAE 55 ™ i (emergent situational salience) ,©

1 AR n 2@

it B Kecskes Y€ SC, X AR ATE T 3 2k UL, 7608 F rh A 0 18 38 I, AN A o 8 st iy B 3 52 B 1 28 3 A
— oA PR B B MR AR R P E A . XA S AT SO M A A SR R . AR SOAh TR RN XA 2T E T
IF 38 HTRE J3 A e Oy T AR o i ME AT 4R A XS Lh 2 IR R Bligds B X,

2. B LEO

B R AL T 1A 5 10— AR Ak 2 SOk R b RS2 0 B SCRRAE Y R T A R
B A Y S XTI 5 B A S R A 1 T RE 0 9 TR S R 98 L DR O R AR o AR AR AR X AR E L LA AT
P, BN Keeskes Y 7EC I SCILTE H 24 ) Intercultural Pragmatics )— 3 A6 F .

ALAN: Morning.

BERTA: What is so good about it?

ALAN: I did not say “good”.

BR AN B AT ZERE FT 48 VA 38 % 2 1 . “ Good Morning” , 1 5 28 # fifi FH 48 1% JE 20 “ Morning” , BSR4
W& 7 “Good” . AH H FAEARME N B A /EH  # IL A2 A0 b id 230 B 55 W 58 P X “Good morning” ki
Sl XA HLERE T Berta WIETEZH . R RA M 2“1 (good) Y7 7E M FE Al ] 37 Ay Hoak A& . T xF
TR I AL S SR AR i a2 20 35 R R Bz AR R W SO AT RER ) 3% Berta MM A,

WA AE h A 18 TR e A58 b, AT A SR B8 A% XoF L 43 A (6] — AL 8 45 4 78 B 1 R0 i op i AR AP
22 5, WL RE T A AR T E ] 2 A5 PR AR R

O PECIRBLR A EH(2013),

@ “Salience” [ H SCHESCA 71 58 .7 P A L AR 3R 24 2 43 00 Sl 110K T (2013) L 32 B3I (2015) R E 8 (2013) , A& 3
KHRE . FACEA ™Y B SCEA D HIE T R,

® Keeskes(2010) H1 ) “individual salience” F1“situational salience” 43 % 8% & Kecskes(2014) 1 “inherent salience”
H“emergent situational salience”, AR SCIANATHE B IH TINVAA R EER BB AR THEW. HI A CRHB
PSR S A AR A AT A R R O R A X R

@  WEEAECREA /AN R S (KCOE 2013)

© HEEAEC AR R WSO (KO 2013)
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3. WMIALMEH LR

T 5™ 2 (emergent situational salience) SEJi 38 I8 T 22 brad 2 5 L 1l B 09 3 S L AP B 55 1 52
M R B R AL, X R R TR A S AR SR R R AR R B A 25 S R R
FLONFNRE J7 0 Py B A B % R o R T AR A T o S e R g B O R R 1 Y SO AR S BEAR (BEE B )
R I 22 0 HTRRAE

Kecskes 5 W #2238 1 =280 1 19 5C & AN AR ™ 10 52 82 DR P i Sl R I 30155 458 0 Sl 1o 3 [ 52 e 9 R
(AR NS RO N CIAR TR K 0N C R T A OE % AT

9 SCA £ ¥ -3 A AT 69 5 A AL & 19 A

(—)hEAZEHEBFSEHARRIFNIEARERR

AR S BN FRAR TR A U S5, 6 B b ] R A RS 0 AR 0 A LA R RS B B R TR . AR
RIAFETE 5 K2 10 10 AR SE Al X HERR T i T E R B F A R BB KB 25700 &
FLR ARG T B AL 2SI 25 SR AR A, (H S AN R R 5 4R 2 A T 6 TR A A B T B 1
BRI AL L B A DL B B AE SCA BT B4 A HE 48 S (8 . 51128 B A 303 (Keeskes £ 25 B 2
205 R SCA Zr M HE 4 A oA 18 55 (8 B G Br L BB R R 1 . B 40 s ARG B e . AT
SF G By O BRI B R B B A Y M S R AR Y SR AT e R (E AT F A A O S Rl X B
HIEFRE MR B T s, 7 SCA RIS HE S R AT Al 3 15 #0215 FH 2 SCR L [ R B B I
BT A R P A G S R S MR RN R S B A R AR T 2 I A T AE 0 A R
AR A Ak S AL RAE T35 55 il v IR B 27 2] 3 338 T O 4ol PR A IV B 50 OF B, A 15 1 F g
7RI 5 107 2 A ST A DAE R A 0 B BT G i A DL B A SR A B T R R T B L A S A 3k A 1 6
TE 7 B m A8 .

K 2% I X6 bl B A4 AR AT T R (CLEC) R i A i & 13 15 BHE (FLOB) A FRA 3] (we s
you, they) ff A B8 (36 1) 48 B ifF— 45 R i) e Xof b sk 008 AR AF 22 S b A5 40 4. 53R & B P K
SR B AR v R R L wes you, they M TR HL B R [E AR IE #  sC bR i I BE B % . T
SCHIZ H SCA W b R 2B B R e h 22 R % .

K1 we, you & they £ FLOB # CLEC & #} B th By 37 $ X4 Lk

. WS T
R
we you they
FLOB 2925 4120 3 755
CLEC(ST3,4,5,6) 11 196 7 357 7 134

(Z)ARKAZEANEREMTES
AR 2E ) A S W AE M 23 AT B 7 T AE . TC TR e e B, S BRI B SRR AN SR . R, A5
T SCAS I 38 ) B 1) 1 E R SRR IS g . % 2 #F— 2P DL we can, you can Fl they can Jy i #F 47 ia] $t
ARG X L, 9K 18] B A R AT B SCAS T L B I R A
R 2 wecan, you can & they can & FLOB 1 CLEC & #} E b i 57 #1 %t

. ST
5% SN
we can you can they can
FLLOB 128 166 76
CLEC(ST3,4,5,6) 21354 884 751

VLS A SCAS Sy 5], 38 1) A R 25 0 9 L 2 S A BT T8 0 2% o 1 — R T R L R e
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T ARREBEWTE R M, U0 723518 “practice makes perfect” i L W, 224 5 iH . “ After some prac-
tice, we can know how to play the ball better; - when you are not good at something, don’t worry. ” H.
ANTIE XA 7 ry P 132 A R R 1 0 BT L R AT AFRAR TR 1) £ BE T, R T BRI S VR 1Y
e, M we B you B AFRAEAL , AU S AR A 1Y A2 16, 5788 S W th VR B AR ] we can B35 T (15
SUEARE S, UL 5 3 RO B ES . 2 )5 you BGOSR i 5 A 25 B kAT 0 R i T el

TE 2 ) M RE B P A LS b R R A UE TR BE I R s . TEMC R G E RS
PRl S — AR R we BYMIIR 535 T OB A TG IR, JUHZ we can AR BE AT . 1M 30477 38 2o X LY
we TE4 TR (ST3,4,5.6) H bR AL A< 4 B, B T8 75 2 >0 L b A B2 i (ST3 X 1o 2 B 1 U 2
IR 5 STA R IR BT 7S GRK Y- 5 STS X b 9 i Ll PU K - 5 ST6 X W &1 Ll N K s we 1Y
A ABEY 5 2 B AL s s i . X AR 5 S YRR R B TC G, Ul B TP A 1 1 T RE 0 i 4R T 32 AR
WS, RIATER N Z 5. BENEAFRAID 8 b 2R =T m a5 3. (D DU S
et IR R (9 2256 T 5 (2) 8 A% 15 45 5 15 FH DI RE I A HIAS [R] AR 0] (9 431 38 38 TR FE L9 s (3D 5
FE# GX HUR 25 53 30 9O BDIR A  FO T/ 1 B A5 B 58 U ] J2 M (the availability of attentional re-
sources) , ZEWL iR =B R E AN B AR (salient knowledge) 48 FAEE 52 WA FRAC TR 1E FH .

R 22 BB 5™ i 1) SCHR 22 56 1 TR A B AR, 450 X O A U0 AT Y T A A o AR A
A R 22 5, SIS T o A A SR TR RTRE 0 R IT 5 5 T 1 BT 45 o™ 02 000 o 2 s X5 7 B 9 3 v ) £
FIESE RN . P, 78 SCA By = Ff ity i 28 R0 rp A 22 ) F2 22 DUAR AR M 88 iR F2 4k . SR LA we can )
B+ AT LBENL S 52 T 2 5K AT, K BUAE 33k T RE 3l M A b 3 32 2 BE 85 DL 48 4 U3 Ja J8% i) B e, o
[E| K22 A B I we can, 41 “In this way, we can know the society more widely, and we can ac-
cumulate the experience of the society. "X 5 2 8 H rf [ K22 A4 i i L AR M AR, ROk AEE T
BEPE A A i R CHIRR BE RIS . G aE — 25 X b ST AL TR T R AR T A A A we/
FAT B A B o TR S0 e X H 1 B v A 1 B R DR E

A SCR AR B BHATIRAGTIE AR TERHE R E5R W18 HI B SCA GE98 I\ BILie m FE A5 B2 2] 35 Fl 2
Uiis 2% ¢ 4 T b 8 R el T vh At AT S PR 1R T3 . 53 8, SCA A 5200 32 SCRITAE 23 B A 18 19 BFIE 58—
T 0 F B T A R W] AE T IR A e B IR e o rh s B ) B B AR TR R R L )18
TR T IR R SR A L (EA A A o) O B UE A R AR E AR AR R R A B L A g
TE T 5 b b B TR A A Tl i R ) — 2 2] 3 iR T RE D AE T B b RAEA —Buw sl g7 A1
SCA HA&4- A 1 /] DN Rt 2 I R 25 5 7 Tk — D248 4 i .

R R — N E AN S A Tk 2o N5 L0 B AR 5 222 B e AR L
HAE ELF 388 N i R IE L B2 oo fe A= 25 IR e 3 i B8 7 A8 78 57 78 28 T 4% 48 Al 4 i [ s 0 52
Wi PR 19 20 2 SO BE I T 9500 75 WK Ok e Xl T2 M ) 15 1048 0 (E. BHXF ELF 3 50F . Zou 30k
ity H AR (B3 16 BE 1 IO TR AT ST IE 5 45 5 - 8 B0 SR 52 07 15 it et ZE ik 5 Oy i, DU i 5 4 1
rh 18 TR RE 0 1 PR R BB AF I R AB TE RN 58 36 BB HE AL, DU 4f b 48 S N S HR 5818 T B8 1 > 45 Fl &
JEB AL L 247 25 SO TR .

S
[ 1T 4o DA JE A2 B9 s R R [ BURAME . 2002(D.
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A Socio — cognitive Approach to Interlanguage Pragmatic Competence

ZHAO Yi, AN Yi
(School of Foreign Langauges, Beihang University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: Cognitive Science has proposed new research paradigms to current studies in interlanguage
pragmatic competence. This paper, based on a critical review of interlanguage pragmatic competence un-
der the cognitive examination, further illustrates Kecskes’s (2010;2014) Socio — cognitive Approach
(SCA), and aims to define how the SCA is applied in the acquisition, evaluation and development of in-
terlanguage competence and its advantage in explainatory force. As a case study, this paper employs
SCA to compare the English pronominal choice between Chinese university students’ writings in CLEC
corpus and English native speakers’ writings in FLOB corpus, in order to illurstrate the application of
SCA. Consequently, the concepts of attention and salience are valuable as a theoretical — analytical tool
in the study of interlanguage pragmatic competence.

Key words: interlanguage pragmatic competence; socio — cognitive approach; attention; salience
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