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significantly faster to the words pronounced by an English learner than those pronounced by an
English native speaker, indicating that stimulus-specificity of auditory priming allows L2 English
learners to construct and retrieve concrete rather than abstract phonological representation for L2
English words. The results are also analyzed in terms of the episodic view.

Key words: L2 English words; phonological representation; auditory priming; stimulus speci-
ficity; episodic view

Topic supporting and rhetorical relations in EFL learners’ paragraphs, p.534. LIU Donghong,
CHEN Yan (Central China Normal University)

Reid (2000) and Allison and Wu (1999) contend that the first supporting sentence of a para-
graph plays the same important role as the topic sentence in unity and coherence. In this study, 220
paragraphs written by second-year English majors were analyzed rhetorically, with the purpose of
investigating the indirectness and the rhetorical relations between the topic sentence and the first
supporting sentence of each paragraph. Results show that more paragraphs tended to be supported
directly than indirectly, and that the learners had much rhetorical awareness and resorted to direct-
ness more frequently in paragraph writing with given topics than in free paragraph writing (i. e. essay
writing). Moreover, learners preferred to employ indirect rhetorical relations when writing the para-
graph with a popular topic.

Key words: supporting sentence; rhetorical relation; directness; indirectness

Rethinking of China’s English education: The theoretical perspectives, p.545. GUI Shichun
(Guangdong University of Foreign Studies)

The debate around the competence / performance dichotomy has led to the growth of perfor-
mance theory, language as code / signal, complex adaptive system and the usage-based theories
which have significant contribution to the study of language teaching as well as language changes.
The aim of this paper is to draw the attention and discussion among education executives as well as
the general public of Chinese teachers of English, rather than just inserting some ready-made con-
clusions; so that transformation of English education in China can be well found.

Key words: language competence / language performance; language as code / signal; complex
theories; usage-based theories

Critical discourse analysis: Annotations and reflections, p.555. WU Jianguo, LIN Jinrong (South
China University of Technology)

As an effective approach to social research, critical discourse analysis (CDA) has recently at-
tracted more and more attention from scholars. In order to better understand the new advances in
CDA, we reviewed the latest literature of this field and had in-depth discussions with Professor
Paul Chilton, one of the leading scholars in CDA. Based upon all these explorations, we presented
some updated annotations and reflections on the issues of CDA, including its basic tenets, historical
origin, theoretical bases, research methods, future directions, and so on. It is hoped that this paper
will shed some light on our understanding of CDA.

Key words: critical discourse analysis; annotations and reflections; Paul Chilton; discussions

New developments in working memory and SLA research, p.565. WEN Zhisheng (Macao Poly-
technic Institute), YI Baoshu (Anhui Agricultural University / Nanjing Normal University)

Recent years has witnessed unremitting research efforts by cognitive scientists to explore the
nature, structure and executive functions of working memory and their impacts on high-level human
cognitive activities. Meanwhile, the role of working memory in first and second language acquisi-
tion (SLA) has also garnered increased attention. As such, the present paper sets out to summarize
and report on major advances in working memory research in cognitive psychology, first language
acquisition and SLA. Building on these multidisciplinary insights, the paper proposes an integrated
framework for conceptualizing and measuring working memory in SLA research, which culminates
in the ‘Phonological/Executive’ (P/E) Model. Finally, the paper elaborates on the rationale, struc-
ture and basic tenets of the P/ E model and highlights its empirical predictions as well as theoreti-
cal and methodological implications for future WM-SLA research.

Key words: working memory; second language acquisition; first language acquisition; the
Phonological / Executive Model; cognitive psychology



