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ticipants present. This theoretical premise is largely inherited by the “post-modern” politeness researchers to
a great extent although they claim to be more concerned with naturally occurring conversations. This article
argues that the presence of the third party exerts considerable influence on the workings of politeness in tri-
adic communication. Based on the analysis of a spontaneous natural triadic conversation with discursive ap-
proaches, the authors propose that in a triadic communication, two of the participants who are socially closer
to each other as compared with their distance to the third party, can build up a face coalition in which they
share gains and losses in face, and in this case, the faces of the coalition members are piled.
Key words: triadic communication; face; piling; face coalition

A pragmatic account on the construction of online shop owners’ relational identities, p.347. HE He
(Nanjing University), CHEN Xinren (Nanjing University)

Internet is the virtual space where people represent and construct their identities. Owing to the absence
of some real-world restrictions, people can construct identities most beneficial to their needs. In such a virtu-
al environment, where potential customers have no access to tangible merchandises, the way the owners con
struct their identities to present merchandises seems to be a determinant of successful sales. In light of the
view that identities are pragmatic resources in the latest identity literature, this study sets out to investigate
the relational identities constructed by the shop owners and the motivations behind this construction by fo-
cusing on the address forms in Taobao merchandise descriptions. The findings showed that the owners
adopted 8 categories of address forms and constructed 3 kinds of relational identities: the default identity, the
variant identity and the transitional identity, among which the variant is the most chosen, and the default the
least.

Key words: online shop owner; address forms; relational identities; discursive construction

Construction, constructional context and L2 learning, p.357. WANG Chuming (Guangdong University of
Foreign Studies)

This article advances the notion of constructional context in light of the tenets of construction grammar
and clarifies the relationship between construction and situational context with a view to accounting for some
L2 learning phenomena. Construction, which is the main concern of this article, derives from experience of
language use which in turn enriches construction meanings. As the construction meaning conspires to impose
a constraint on the generation and use of constructions, this constraint amounts to a contextual effect, hence
the name ‘constructional context’. Language learning and use bear on constructional context and involve the
matching between construction and situational context. This matching is governed by the overarching com
municative intention which enables a construction to connect with a situational context or vice versa. To
learn a language necessarily involves learning its constructions, and this learning occurs through interaction
between linguistic forms and concomitant contexts of language use. And this interaction ensures correct use
of what has been learned.

Key words: construction; constructional context; abstract construction; situational context; L2 learning

The continuation task: Effects on written accuracy, complexity and fluency, p.366. JIANG Lin (Guang-
dong University of Foreign Studies), CHEN Jin (Guangdong University of Foreign Studies)

Recent years has seen much interest amongst foreign language teaching researchers in the role played
by the continuation task in foreign language learning. In spite of the theoretical importance of this learning
task, however, empirical evidence remains sparse. This study examined the effect of the continuation task on
second language learners’ written accuracy, complexity, and fluency by comparing the performance of two
groups of second language learners: one group wrote following text reading in six continuation tasks, and the
other group wrote on six given topics without text reading. The comparison revealed that the continuation
task generated more gains on accuracy and complexity than the topic writing task. However, there was no
significant difference between the two groups on the development of fluency. The implications of these find-
ings from the perspective of cognitive psychology are discussed.

Key words: the continuation task; foreign language learning; input; output; attention

Effects of frequency, congruency and proficiency on the processing of L2 formulaic sequences, p.376.
XU Yingying (Shanghai Jiao Tong University), WANG Tongshun (Shanghai Jiao Tong University)

This study investigates the effects of sequence frequency, L1-L2 congruency and English proficiency on
Chinese learners’ processing of L2 formulaic sequences, by comparing their performance on a grammaticali-
ty judgement task among two groups of non-English majors at two proficiency levels. The results show that
learners’ sequence processing is influenced by all the three factors. More specifically: 1) both groups of
learners benefit from the processing advantage of formulaic sequences, and this advantage can be observed
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