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The Balance and Interaction of Language Output and Input: The motivation

and practicality of module-specific English teaching
by TANG Shuhua & WEN Bing

Abstract: Language input output and their relationship have been topics of heated debates in the field of Second Language
Acquisition. The Interaction Hypothesis offers a promising way to optimize the roles of input and output by their mutual interac—
tion in light of which the “College English Module-Specific Class Teaching Model” has been designed. The basic practice is di—
viding college English class into four modules: speaking writing fast reading and extensive automatic learning. With prominent
focus on output and its interaction with input the reform is proved successful by efficiently improving students’ communicative a—
bility.

Key words: language input and output; interaction hypothesis; College English Module-Specific Class Teaching Model

The Trend of Personalization in Advertising Discourse: A Diachronic Study
by CHEN Xinren

Abstract It is an apparent trend that more and more involvement markers typical of personal domain of discourse find their
way into the world of public discourse. A diachronic survey reported in this study shows that there has been continued growth in
the amount of personal involvement used in Chinese print advertisements across different times as manifested in the significant
increase in the frequency of personal speech acts ( as shown in the increasing use of first-person pronouns decreasing use of gen—
eral referring expressions for the consumers more and more occurrences of expressive acts etc.) and politeness strategies in—
dicative of individual-to-individual interaction. Thus it might be concluded that advertisers’ way of verbal communication with
their targeted consumers seems to be getting more and more personalized which underlies the former” s adaptive effort to intensify
the emotional effects and persuasive power of the advertising discourse concerned.

Key words: advertising discourse; involvement marker; personalization; adaptation

A Review of Realtime Classroom Formative assessment: Reflections and

Suggestions
by YANG Hua & WEN Qiufang

Abstract: Building a theory of real-time classroom formative assessment ( FA) is not only needed for the research and prac—
tice of FA  but is of critical value for the improvement of classroom foreign language teaching in China. Based on formative as—
sessment literature from home and abroad this paper discusses the definition and characteristics of realtime FA reviews related
empirical studies and points out the weaknesses in its current research. In order to build a real-time FA theory that is both situ—
ated in and applicable to the foreign language teaching context in China the paper proposes three suggestions: ( 1) starting with
the frontdine classroom practices; (2) focusing on the learning objectives in classroom; and ( 3) putting the “contingencies” be—
tween the real4ime FA procedures at a central place.

Key words: formative assessment; foreign language education; classroom teaching; contingencies

Paradigms in Second/Foreign Language Education Research: Co-adaptive

Decision-making Processes in Qualitative and Quantitative Research Designs
by GONG Rong

Abstract: Paradigm is the soul of data-driven research. From the perspective of research paradigms the present paper at—
tempts to identify the new growth points in English education research in China. The whole argument consists of 3 sections. First
paradigm theoretical perspectives ( positivism vs. interpretivism) for quantitative and qualitative studies are analyzed in terms of
philosophical assumptions concerning ontology epistemology and methodology. Second based on survey results from MLJ TQ
and SSLA journals the paper justifies a paradigm profusion trend in recent second/foreign language teaching and learning re—
search and further explores co-adaptive decision-making processes in quantitative and qualitative designs especially the explicit

/ implicit influences from paradigm theoretical perspectives and grand theories. Finally in view of the current situation of English



