Widdowson(1983) % Htde (2001/5/3)

Z DARDE—F TIL ESP(=English for Specific Purposes) # GPE(=General Purpose
English) & %Lt « Bl S E 70230, ZOHEGRmIEBEHO NI TAHAZ LA E L
TWET, Z0FEmDOT T, Fx OFELMENHTEETOT, 22 T]Y
kiFszdicLE L,

%1% ESP % training, GPE % education & PE4&-51F Txtbh S %4, Training IZRE
S FL7-HE J) (restricted competence) = F T 5 & A T9, Restricted competence & 13758
FNRELTHFHEOANZ TEALATTHE LGB LD TY, —J GPED
education & I%—#%x )72 HE 71 (general capacity) (£ 1) ZBCAHEHRTY, ESPDO L
INTFFEDMIEICKILT 2 Z 2 AR E T 5D TIERLS, FEENFRSFEL M
ERNRANAT O 2N TEL LI LWV ) RIREBE RS ZH tIATONL B D
<7,

Z D ESP & GPE ®i#E\ %, objectives & ams DRI E/N SRR Z & TE ET,
Objectives & (18 5 FrE O HIMNIZIER SN H REHHEFNEXTH Y, AL L
TEAULHIE RTBEZR & T3 (By objectives | mean the pedagogic intentions of a
particular course of study to be achieved within the period of that course and in principle
measurable by some assessment device at the end of the course)(pp.6-7), —J7 aims & |
FEEDOHBEYIMNE T LI-RICER SN D & B TJ(By aims| mean the
purposes to which learning will be put after the end of the course.)(p.7), ESPIZ T %72
FEANTHD Z ENEETT D objectives (X TE H7Z T RFrEfb ST, £hun
ams & —HET 5 LM ELRY T, EiUIx LT GPE Tl objectives DFFiE
i amsizc o722 % (lead to) & W > 72 BEFRICHK D Y 97,

Z 9 L CHH L £9 & ESPltraining/competence @ J57 1 BARKY T,
GPE/education/capacity ® 5 IIHEBE 72 1200 T, BiE ZZIXEEHABEO BT X
FRDOEIZHELZONPRETAN, £ TERNI L EZRX D olED
ATE~OBEENIESPOBINE R T2 L 2REHC L, AiE bHE EBEL TS
Z & EEmRET 5 DM Widdowson S A DD K X727 EFMTEHE L TV E T,

FEABR LE LT, competence & capacity DiEWVE X HIZIRRD Z LIZ L ET,
Widdowson & /vl competence [ ZUT4EE A3 IR 728 - 7273 (Over recent years the concept
of competence has been extended to incorporate not only the speaker's knowledge of the
language system, but his knowledge also of social rules which determine the appropriate
use of linguistic forms. p.7), 9 Ui L competence |3 conformity % E M L T 5
Z L & 4% L ¥ 97 (But in both cases what is referred to is a conformity to pre-exisiting
rules of behaviour as if instances of language use were only tokens of types of knowledge
structure. pp.7-8), Competence (X5 FHICAF(E L TW D ATREMEZ R Y S < L TENKE



B0 BT 282 L TIWEE A, ZOZRICKIST 2RERIREES &
Widdowson & A/l capacity & '-UNE 3 (What the concept of competence does not appear
to account for is the ability to create meanings by exploiting the potential inherent in the
language for continual modification in respeonse to change. It isthis ability that | refer toin
using the term 'capacity’. p.8).

t, 5 A A competence b AlliEME (creativity) & & D Timms SNH 2 Liddb v £9, L
2> L2 D creativity & X555 IZHISZL S 1172 sentence IZHOWT DO Z & ThH Y |
EEEOFFEMEH O utterance (ZHOWTOH Z & TlEdH Y £/ A, Capacity DAIER) 72
HE 1) DL, utterance 2 AEAHT LW D BERZ2 DT,

INHOEIC LNV ET L, ESPO training (%, T OR 5 77 % PH o [ E %
9 H D& L THE S 1 9 (With reference to these distinctions, we can define training
as the development of competence to deal with alimited range of problemsidentified in
advance. p.8), L7/*L ESP2Yaims & L CARET 5 (BiFEMR) ML, k)
IZFOTFREINZMEICE EED ¥ A, ESP & T capacity DER BN ME/LRDO T
(Difficultieswill ariseif a problem needs to be interpreted and redefined before it can fit a
formula, or if aformulaitself needs to be modified to account for an unforeseen problem.
Such situations, which involve not simply the application but the exploitation of knowledge,
call for the engagement of capacity. p.8), ESP & GPE [Xi#fi L TV % 1F TF (We can
suggest that the purposes in ESP are arranged along a scale of specificity with training at
one end and education at the other. As one moves along the scale in the direction of
education, one has to account increasingly for the devel opment of capacity and, at the same
time, one has to take into consideration the pedagogic problem of establishing objectives
which are projections of final aims. p.10), % 7= competence & capacity & 4= < BllF & W
I TIEAR L BE LRI & YR & LTV E 97 (As| mentioned earlier, | define
capacity asthe ability to exploit a knowledge of the conventions of alanguage and its use
for the creation of linguistic behaviour which does not conform to type. But capacity in this
sense depends upon, evenif it is not determined by, a knowledge of the rules, even if this
knowledge is in certain respects incomplete or imperfect; so capacity presupposes a point
of reference in competence. p.11), S E VWS 22 & HALE X H72 5 training
& education DT 5 DT %25 % 5 Z & A E 72 D T (since langugae use cannot
(except in certain unusual circumstances) be entirely a matter of conforminty, nor entirely a
matter of unconstrained freedom from convention, language education will always have a
training aspect, and language training always contain some aspects of education. p.11),

2B ZHERRRBTLEROLIITHRY ET,
Anincreasing specificity of purpose will lead to an increasing confinement of competence

as the formulae to be learned and the problems they are to be applied to come closer into
correspondence. But the situations of language use which simply call for the automatic



application of formulae and the submissive conformity to established rules are relatively
rare. There are occupations (airline pilots and seafarers) and occasions in more general
language use (polite greeting formulae, for example) which call for little more than the
running through of aroutine; but generally speaking, effective language use requires the
creative exploitation of the meaning potential inherent in language rules -- requires, in other
words, what | have called communicative capacity. It is this ability which enables the
language user to negotiate the gap between formula and the problem and which has to be
provided for in the formulation of pedagogic objectives. (p.13)

ESPREARITH YD, GPENEKRTH LM, MFITEFH L TWDHENIDONZ Z
TOERBRTTN, TR THLHEDOHERDOBNIEREHY £, TDO—DON
HETOMN A D7 T, Bl CIXEANXERER - 2E02EE 2 L T E4208,
BAE CIXEEN IR 2 E 2 L DI TEEH A, Z0H7- Y % Widdowson
SAFRDOEHDICERLET (OB VOSEERT O I1X, b TEHES
ZFLXI) o

Trainer and trainee are converse terms, as their morphology implies. Thereis no such
reflexivity in education: teaching and learning are not converse activities in the same sense.
Learners are not teachees (see Widdowson 1981a). People "are brought to understand
principles and, | would add, to an ability to act upon them, by means of learning, which
teaching serves only to facilitate. (p.18)

Ll 2OELIR@wmBITL X EASEERTIZR VD, capacity 72 E &V o8 L
WHEEZED HE 9 & 1, Hymes &AM\ 9 communicative competence TV M D T
v, EEbRA T o Led0b LitERA, LL Hymes S A D
BlL, B OBENOOF@mETH Y . i HEOBLEND DL TlIrnend
T, EEMHOMEEE Db A LI A& > TR & Widdowson & ALTFEHE L &
ﬁo_ﬂiEEEEME&ﬂmﬁmi#:

It might be objected that all | am doing hereisindulging in terminological chcanery by
using a new term 'capacity’ instead of the well-established one 'communicative competence'.
But this latter term carries with it two related implications which | want the concept of
capacity to keep clear of. Firstly, it refersto an analyst's construct and not auser’s: it is not,
in ethnomethodol ogical parlance, a member category (cf. Sacks 1797). That isto say,
competence, whether linguistic or communicative, refers to those aspects of human
language behaviour that can be formalized in amodel of description. In Chomsky's original
formulation, for example, competence is defined as a knowledge of sentences possessed by
an ideal speaker/listner in a homogeneous speech community (Chomsky 1965; 3). Such an
idealization is hecessary to bring language data within the scope of systematic analysis as
determined by a particular theoretical perspective. It does not follow at all that this analysis
corresponds to any reality in the minds of the language users themselves. (...) Competence
refers to what the grammarian for methodol ogical reasons represents as knowledge: it does



not refer to the language user's mode of knowing. (For further discussion, see Widdowson
1979 Chapeter 18; 1980). (p.24)

The objections to Chomsky's concept of competence, as expressed by Hymes in particular,
are directed not at its analytic character, but at its inadequacy in not accounting for othe
aspects of language knowledge apart from the knowledge of sentence structure. Thusin
Hymes's model of communicative competence the analytic perspective isretained: it is not
amodel of member knowledge of language use, but one which provides the means for
analysing member behaviour from outside. (pp. 23-24)

Hymes = A3 D5 @ H C possible, feasible, appropriate, performed & v 5 4> D
REZHLE LN, ENHHENIES O THANUL, SEORGELZIN 0 I
R (T ORR) ICEEEE A,

Itisclear that what Hymes hasin mind here is a person's ability to make judgements about
the extent to which alinguistic experession conforms to pre-existing norms for language
activity, whether this be cognitive or communicative. It isthis capability for assessment
that constitutes communicative competence. But such a capability isanalytic and is
directed at recognizing not the meaning that an expression communicates, but the degree of
normality that it indicates. (p.24)

Widdowson & AT Z 9 F L dFET,

So one reason for preferring the term "capacity’ to ‘communicative competence' is that the
latter seems to imply an analytic, rather than a user, perspective and to assume an equation
between user and analyst models of language. The second reason, also touchted on in the
foregoing discussion, isthat competence seemsto imply conformity, either to code
(linguistic competence) or to social convention (communicative competence). The
assumption seems to be made that language behaviour is rule governed, determined by a
knowledge system which has only to be invoked and applied on particular occasions for
communication to take place. In other words, language behaviour is a matter of compliance.
But by ‘capacity’ | mean the ability to exploit the resources for meaning in alanguage
which have only partially been codified as competence and are only partially describable,
therefore, in grammars. Capacity is, therefore, asimplied previously in this chapter, the
natural language analogue of the educational process. It cannot be imparted by training and
cannnot be accounted for in models of grammar. (pp. 25-26)

ESP & GPE L OXtENBIEE - T, SfEHOARNE ZI I Z OB IS5 THHE
HERWEF LWVIRBSTE ERITEZTWEST, (E2)

(FE1D ZOBICRS T, H5ED competence, capacity, ability, capability 72 & O
AIREICIR L 2T 2 2 L id, < L bBUEDRMIT & o> TIRNEE Z & T, %



NENICHE LTfREEEZENnoO Z R TEERA, TTRINLOFEIZIXENE
NOEENDY., £ 0F %@io’fmw LW enTnSHZ b
LD ETNHE, EEECINODESR [EH) LARLTLEI»YOBHFELL D
DEHFA, LEN-T, ZZTETE 671 7“)?5 ZEA - Wit L TR LTz &
BuvEd,

(7 2) Widdowson & Al Krashen S ADFUIH L THIRD L HIZES a A ML
TWETH, TNHRITERDO a2 M2 EBEWET,

The concept of capacity has, | think, adirect bearing on Krashen's monitor theory of
language acquisition and learning (Krashen 1981, 1982). It seemsto me that acquisitionin
the Krashen sense is essentially the operation of capacity, and what he refersto as learning
is the acceptance of norms of correctness associated with competence in a particular
language.

Bachman (1990)% #t¢¢(2001/6/11)

Z Z Tl PUE O communicative language ability & #ed e i TN, T O
Performance on language tests is affected by awide variety of factors, and an
understanding of these factors and how they affect test scoresis fundamental to the
development and use of languagetests. (p. 81) &\ 9 L bhifE > TWVWET, ZDO XA
L &ESTM S, Z O ) & RE D2\ (communicative) competence & W 9 I GE
%5&&01 (communicative) performance & % \ M X communicative language ability & V-
THREZHERL TS 2L, BIUOHSETHT A M EDREENLZNLL OB
BEZLDELELTNDZ LR EORARZHN AR D & BNET,

TN Z NNy 7= ST, BOFRE IIRER D communicative competence D &
DI 5 T D &k~ FE 97(This description is consistent with earlier work in
communicative competence (for example, Hymes 1972b, 1973; Munby 1978; Canale and
Swain 1980; Savignon 1983; Canale 1983), in that it recognizes that the ability to use
language communicatively involves both knowledge of or competence in the language, and
the capacity for implementing, or using this competence(Widdowson 1983; Candlin 1986).
(p. 81))., L72>L 72705 b4 @7 14 it attempts to characterize the processes by which the
various components interact with each other and with the context in which language use
occurs. (p. 81) &\ H ST?EEE@%?‘A/%?HE(extend) LTWD TR ~TWET
DT, ZORIZBWTHEDE T IVITEHE —ITHEHIRIIBEL - Bl S5 <& T L x
Ve BRAIZIDOFFRTRAZIZSATEEET L, UIEOET VT T BB X
EVO XD AERGEIRRL TS L Eo7Z I BN E BoTNET,



EFT. ANy rvxrIpFTaIa=sr—Ta VORI FEAEAERM) SORDUK
V2 BRI 272D 05z LET, #lxiE

[Savignon (1983) characterizes communication as:] dynamic rather than ... static. ... It
depends on the negotiation of meaning between two or more persons. ... [It] is context
specific. Communication takes place in an infinite variety of situations, and successin a
particular role depends on one's understanding of the context and on proor experience of
similar kind. (Savignon 1983:8-9)

& BN T

Interaction always entails negotiating intended meanings, i.e., adjusting ones's speech to the
effect one intends to have on the listener. It entails anticipating the listener's response and
possible misunderstandings, clarifying one's own and the other's intentions and arriving at
the closest possible match between intended, perceived, and anticipated meanings.
(Kramsch 1986: 367)

EWo B HTY, I Z TR B % negotiation of meaning's &5 Ny 7w X AD
TTFAN) ELHHT DINBARESfRORA L bTL ) (D .

EFRZ LET,

Communicative language ability (CLA) can be described as consisting of both knowledge,
or competence, and the capacity for implementing, or executing that competence in
appropriate, contextualized communicative language use. (p. 84)

ZZTIECLA AR (E2) &, Zomi#%s CURICAILT) 95 Z & (capacity)
DZOMHBEZLNTWVWALZ EICRIEVER L TBETEWEEWES, X518
X H YD Z 1% Candlin S ADE ZITIFIFE LW EIR_RTWET,

Thisisessentially how Candlin (1986) has described communicative competence:

the ability to create meanings by exploring the potential inherent in any language for
continual modification in response to change, negotiating the value of convention rather
than conforming to established principle. In sum, ... acoming together of organized
knowledge structures with a set of procedures for adapting this knowledge to solve new
problems of communication that do not have rady-made and tailored solutions (Candlin
1986: 40) (p. 84)

Z D5 TV 9 72 5 'continual modification', 'negotiating the value of convention', 'a
coming together of', 'do not have ready-made and tailored solutions & > 7= R BLIZFE H



L7zWEBEWnWEd, chooZ bz ) FLHATERITNE. ZOETNVIESE
() OEFT LTI L TH, a3a=br—rar (BWEEE GEH)
DETIIVTIZRNE W) Z IR D

Ny 7= EDETIVOEKEIE 85— Figure 4L I RSN TWET, £

I (ZOFEFHRTEIULFEITHENOTTH) . KNOWLEDGE
STURUCTUES(K nowledge of theworld) & LANGUAGE COMPETENCE (Knowledge
of language) D =N ZE 6 (—J7 D) KEIA STRATEGIC COMPETENCE (7]
220, %0 STRATEGIC COMPETENCE % PSYCHOPHY SIOLOGICAL
MECHANISMS &, & 512% @ SYCHOPHY SIOLOGICAL MECHANISMS i
CONTEXT OF SITUATION & Z i E 5 RO RKEITHEIZAI TV D &9 KT
R

S HIZ 87 ~— D Figure 4.2 TiX LANGUAGE COMPETENCE @ iz X453 2537~
SET, LANGUAGE COMPETENCE [T K & < ORGANIZATIONAL
COMPETENCE & PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE ® D23 F bivEd, £
ORGANIZATIONAL COMPETENCE |3 & 52 GRAM MATICAL COMPETENCE &
TEXTUAL COMPETENCE |2, PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE @ 1%
ILLOCUTIONARY COMPETENCE & SOCIOLINGUISTIC COMPETENCE (21 £
NaTohdoTTYT,

L L7e2s 5 RO S5 HI2381T 5 language competence |2 Z O AT K 9 12
HIR L 7o TNV W RNy 7= o S TR~ FE 1,

This 'tree’ diagram isintended as a visual metaphor and not as a theoretical model, and as
with any metaphor, it captures certain features at the expense of others. In this case, this
diagram represents the hierarchical relationships among the components of language
competence, at the expense of making them appear as if they are separate and independent
of each other. However, in language use these components all interact with each other and
with feautes of the language use situation. Indeed, it isthis very interaction between the
various competencies and the language use context that characterizes communicative
language use. In the last part of this chapter,a model of how these competencies may
interact in language use is presented in the discussion of strategic competence. (p. 86)

BLTRZTBEI-VWHOHERE EBWET,

& T language competence D Z VLU DWW T ORI TN, 2k (Zhvd) &
T NROfEFIC & Eoizn L BunET,



Organizational competence {28 L C & grammatical competence & textual competence
2T b0 TLE,

Grammatical competence (Z B4 L Tl Grammatical competence includes those
competencies involved in language usage, as described by Widdowson (1978). These
consist of anumber of relatively independent competencies such as the knowledge of
vocabulary, morphology,syntax, and phonology/graphology. (p. 87) & £ &85 Z LA T

%i‘a—o

Textual competence (Z-2V T ¢ Textual competence includes the knowledge of the
conventions for joiing utterances together to form atext, which is essentially a unit of
language --spoken or written-- consisting of two or more utterances or sentences that are
structured according to rules of cohesion and rhetorical organization. (p.88) &\ 9 B 8HD
—XTEELDLH EHTE DL EBVET A, Other conventions for organizing
discourse may not be taught formally at all, however, either because they are not fully
understood or because they are simply too complex to teach. (p. 88) &\ 9 FFETIZ H 74 B
LTRBEREWERWET, T4 U1 KV & A® communication and convention &
W IR THRER S E L7223, convention 1 fully explicable 7244 T b
deterministic 2 E & CTHRWNWI L2 Z Z THERL TR E W0 EBNE T,

Pragmatic competence (Z[ L TI% The notion of pragmatic competence presented here
thus includes illocutionary competence, or the nowledge of the pragmatic conventions for
perfroming acceptable language functions, and sociolinguistic competence, or knowledge
of the sociolinguistic conventions for performing language functions appropriately in a
given context.(p. 90) & F£F" —DIZKBIL TE DO LN TNET,

Illocutionary competence (2B L Tid, % " The notion of illocutionary competence can
be introduced by reference to the theory of speech acts. (p. 90) & ™ X, speech act Bi5fi
I DEKE LET, TOHETHRZICH T 52412 A It'snearly midnight! B: It's
raining cats and dogs. A: Thanksalot! & V5 %5 T, 2D —EDILPRD 727> Tl
illocutionary competence Z{# 5 Z & 12K ¥ . A:lt'snearly midnight! (Pleaseleave.) B:
(No, I won't leave because) It's raining cats and dogs. A: Thanks alot (for nothing)! & v 9
EFRIZTZE D D EINTWET, L LED LD REIREZFIREICT 5
illocutionary competence [ZEIZ E D F L HIZH > 7= & 9 12 convention 72 D7) E 9 D>
ITFEF D LWE ZATY (3T A V¢ FY S A0 communication and
convention &\ 9 XX OERE TY) . Knowledge & & E W2\ db 5 Tl ability &
MELRTUTEDO XS 2BIITHHATERWE S ICHEXETN, WARTL X
Do



WTHICE IRy 7w ST speechact IC— S E K L7 BT, R L0 IRV
& & LT Haliday(1973, 1976) S A D SiBtRERmICE A LE T, £l kb L 55
\Z1X P9 -2 macro-functions 28 & % o T,

—2 73 ideational function T9°, Z#LIZ X ¥V we express meaning in terms of our
experience of the real world(p. 92) 9% L Fif S TWE 7, -2 1E manipulative
function T the primary purpose is to affect the world around us(p. 93) & 72 > TE 0 £,
=287 huristic function T, The huristic function pertains to the use of language to
extend our knowledge of the world around us, and occurs commonly in such acts as
teaching, learning, problem solving, and conscious memorizing.(p.93) & 7 S LTV
9, &7 imaginative function T ¥ . Z #1725 enables usto create or extend our own
environment for humorous or esthetic purposes, where the value derives from the way in
which the languageitself isused. (p. 94) & 72 > CTWET, T BIUDEF|EE LIz ET
Ny 7= 2 X Al it should be emphasized that the majority of language use involves the
performance of multiple functions in connected utterances, and it is the connections among
these functions that provide coherence to discourse. (p. 94) & . Z#Ef i 0 H g M 2 b~
TWET,

T, INHMNSOEREDL .. PO BLE TIX knowledge % L < 1% convention 72 &\
I LT TWELLN, EHTLED, A bk T knowledge & L
<& convention & W5 7222 E LT - [EERZ « HIRBEE T 5N 0 KD
RERMLET,

G & FA L7~ & pragmatic competence |2 L £9° & pragmatic competence D & 9 —D
DAL FE 1T sociolinguistic competence T L7z, 73 v 7 < > & Al Sociolinguistic
competence is the sensitivity to, or control of the conventions of language use that are
determined by the features of the specific language use context; it enables us to perform
language functions in ways that are appropriate to that context. (p. 94) & #tBH L., LA T D
WDz AR EFR & LTHIZE L TVWET,

— 2| X sensitivity to differencesin dialect or variety, -2 [ sensitivity to
differencesin register (register & |3 variation in language use within asingle dialect or
varigty & EZEEINTWET) T, =BT sensitivity to naturalness T Z LIV
IZ %A T 47 DX HIZ) (anativelikeway)ZfE 570« iFIRCTE 50 EWVH Z & T
9, U2 ability to interpret cultural references and figures of speech ¢4,

INHIZONWTHRDa Ay M ERITSHET L, Zb O &(diaect, register,
nativelikeness, cultural references)iX EL b X - X 0 EEEFERO BT 72 W IEBR 22 8E &
T3, RO 5D sociolinguistic competence iE, Bl 1XZ a5 BiADH 77
® sociolinguistic competence & FE#EIZ—H T HZ L7 ERWVWTL LS, TD



sociolinguisticcompetence 7 A %, &b &, WbhwWwd [HEER T A ]
TINOIZBEERRENRESINTT A T LR TLE 9, F7- figuresof
speech D EIR T hyperboles, cliches, similies, methapors D FEFR D 5173 & 1 5 4L T
FI ., cichesiZ & b < b, ZOMAERNT 281X, ZHEZEERNR SO
& LT convention X° knowledge & L CIEEZ N2 W EEWET (AR Z DX 97
Hama T ORI, TA T4 RY U EADEMm A BHICBWVTWE §)

B 1% (2 Pragmatic competence includes the types of knowledge which, in addition to
organizational competence, are employed in the contexturalized performance and
interpretation of socially appropriate illocutionary actsin discourse. (p. 98) & ik <X T /N
7 < > & Al language competence Dk 2 4 2 £9°, 87 X—T DX Tl
organizational competence & pragmatic competence (ZIFFIAJIZEFTL SN TW=D T
I8 EosI D inadditionto's WO DT HE. ZORRIIO L& LD
misleading 72 D7 b LILEH A,

WIZN w7 < STV % strategic competence Dt HIZ A Y £97,

Y73 I = =4 — 3 a #i(the recognition of language use as a dynamic process,
involving the assessment of relevant information in the context, and a negotiation of
meaning on the part of the language user. (p. 98))( interlanguage communication
strategies D SCHRIZ & L < KMk E 41 TH Y | interlanguage communication strategies (2
Id'interactional’ definition & 'psycholinguistic' definition 3% 2 L fiXE & O F 3,
HAERHEZDONFE E LT Taone(198)13HIF 5N TWETR, Thickbd L a
communication strategy & |3'the mutual attempt by two interlocutors to agree on a
meaning in situations where the requisite meaning structures do not seem to be
shared'(p.98) L 72> TWE T, LAY I v STZEDO LS R AAEHER
L VLB EBFNERD T A TND X9 RDIFTROGIANE N0 £,
In their review of the literature, Faerch and Kasper (1984) observe that an interactional
view of communication strategiesis too narrow in scope, since it only appliesto ‘the
negotiation of meaning as ajoint effort between two interlocutors' (p. 51), while much
communicative language use, such as reading novels or writing textbooks, involves only
one individual, with no feedback from a second interlocutor. (p. 99), L 7> LFARL T3
2T THAEER) OHEVICHEMERBIRTH Y, B TOZREDEIC HHE
FEEXF (OFRI) & FHEER 2L TS W RIZRLTBLVWH DT
1ZH 0 £ A (cf. Widdowson 1979), WIS WET &, DX I R RMENSZT T
DS FESM) TFREIRT D DL, srategic competence (2 HAHF X TV 2RI
I OB 72, DEVITHRVERTOEMAZEZ 2L ZATOEEZ, HAN
EAD L) OWN) T OEmICENLERSETLE Y Z LI D ERITH
ZTCWET,
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Ny I SAODOFIZEY £ &, 1L 512 Canaleand Swain (1980) = A &
Canale (1983) & A strategic competence M 7E 75 % 58 < ## /1 L C While these
difinitions provide some indication of the function of strategic competence in facilitating
communication, they are limited in that they do not describe the mechanisms by which
strategic competence operates. (p.99) & = A > F L £ 7,

%9 Lz BTy 7~ & Al Faerch and Kasper (1983) . the planning phase, the
execution phase 2> 5 72 % a 'psycholinguistic’ model of speech production Z#3/T L &9,
ZLTKRDO XL DIz, Btz EB L7, Faerchand Kasper'smodel isintended
only to explain the use of communication strategies in interlanguage communication.
However, | view strategic competence as an important part of all communicative language
use, not just that in which language abilities are deficient and must be compensated for by
other means, and would therefore extend Faerch and Kasper's formulation to provide a
more general description of strategic competence in communicative language in use. i
include three components in strategic competence: assessment, planning, and execution.
(p.100),

STEDONRy 72 ZADOMDH B, T3 assessment 725 T 25, ZAULIT O
TEZ o Lo CnET,

The assessment component enables us to (1) identify the information -- including the
language variety, or dialect -- that is needed for realizing a particular communicative goal
in agiven context; (2) determine what language competencies (native language, second or
foreign language) are at our disposal for most effectively bringing that information to bear
in achieving the communicative goal; (3) ascertain the abilities and knowledge that are
shared by our interlocutor; and (4) follwoing the communication attempt, evaluate the
extent to which the communicative goal has been achieved. (p. 100),

ROaA L NTTHR, ZNETTHL220 OKETT, £72. (1,Q),Q()ICEL T
T2 a=r—2a VORNIATHOEREL LTHESNLTWY 2 L2230,
TOWVNS I ERERNIED Z ENTE L0 HOW TR EY 4, =
Ra=b—varyRNETT IO D LTobns Ly O FNERITENWO T
TN TLEOD (FRZDXHI R EITRERITHY 9D ENRTEHHLOTIE
RN X, RROHIKRFEIZERR AT MEZHI N TH & 1TZ20mv I (BER
LIZ) 17857200, el AR BEE LEN A ES D 27002 LA
HLEENDHZETLEY) » @ISOV ThER, HEEICEOH AWM ST E W)
ZEEMTIMATREE £,

Ny 7= & AD drategic competence DR O B 521X planning component T9, A

(\Z1& The planning component retrieves relevant items (grammatical, textual, illocutionary,
sociolinguistic) from language competence and formul ates a plan whose realization is
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expected to achieve the communicativegoal (p. 101) & &V 3, B 5 13k ((4)
ZFR<) assessment (ZFESW T planning 235 W) LD TL X 9, £9 LET
EMAEIIR VA< MELTWDLEIRKALET, F20WEL, ala=/
—variRHPDT 4 — KRNy I B L ZITHZEICOVTHHERTHETHAR
TLXY (AMX, TORDOENTZTO T T AL >TULITENTE 2V Ry
FRTIERVWOTT) o ZOHTEVIFANYy 77U SABEML T TRO L 9 Ik
~F 7, Itisthefunction of strategic competence to match the new information to be
processed with relevant information to be processed with relevant information that is
available (inluding presuppositional and real world knowledge) and map this onto the
maximally efficient use of existing language abilities. (p. 102) = 5> L £ &, ZD k9
7¢'competencel XEANIZE EHOHND K D7t DO THRITIURX, ZFE LIIREET
RFF SN THREISCTEO— HZ2I0 HT L5 RO b D TR RWnZ LiEH
SN ERWET (ROEEIE. 0 X 9 22 HEERE &I competence & W ) S 34
i 5 OIFEY)T X720 EnI HOTT)

% @D execution component |IZBA L Tl & THELL L ELAENTE LT, Z0DE
BRI the execution component draws on the relevant psychophysiological mechanisms to
implement the plan in the modality and channel appropriate to the communicative goal and
the context. (p. 103) &\ 5 H DT,

UL B3 Hi 72 strategic competence D TT 23, Ny 7 < S UIE 2 O strategic
competence |Z ML ERETT EE X TWET, ZTO—20mHlix, SFEICET 5%
WRIZFEICH DD, ENE[MNZ 2T ERSZIMEICB N TERD ANMEHETE
% 7> 5 T4 (In other words, we would consider both persons to have the same control of
the rules of usage and use, but to differ in their willingness to exploit what they knew and
their flexibility in doing so. (p. 105)), & 7-'Can we measure strategic competence? &\ 9
t 7 3 Tl, srategic competence % language competence & 1372 5 & D & T
L, LA RMREEN EEXDRNETEAH &) BfE% 7R LT (However,
rather than considering strategic competence solely an aspect of language competence, |
consider it more as agenera ability, which enables an individual to make the most effective
use of available abilitiesin carrying our a given task, whether that task be related to
communicative language use or to non-verbal tasks such as creating a musical composition,
painting, or solving mathematical equations. (p. 106)). 41 TC% strategic competence %
e (%) ERI—RT D _RETIERVWL, FRMERTRER —XMEETIE LT
INETHRE TRV EKITER U ET, 7 & MO performance IZ351F % strategic
competence D ENRITFEAEHNTHE TE DI TIZE WD OPEDE X 7205 TH(
would agree that it may be inaccurate to identify strategic competence with intelligence. At
the same time, to simply dismiss strategic competence as a general ability whose effects on
language test performance we cannot measure is to beg the question. Determining the
effects of various abilities on test performance is ultimately an empirical question -- that of
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construct validation. It is therefore my hope that the formulation of strategic competence
presented here will prove useful for generating hypotheses about test performance, and for
designing tests that will enable us to examine these hypotheses through empirical research.

(pp. 106-7)) .

O WV o EERE W CEE S UHIE S5 drategic competence 1385 < £ THRFE
DT A MEBE - FRBEIZIB T 5 'strategic competence TH D . —fERHIREWRTO (oF
DI, FFEDOT A MU - FREIC L EF 572\0) strategic competence Tl Zg o b fiF
RENDHRETLE D, [ strategic competence [FEVY) & W o 7-HRllk, H
HEETO MITEFEP VW] LW oo Ball EOERIZS BEFRWEE X L&
TIEZ2WTL X 92

1% |2 psychophysiological mechanisms T 7%, ZHUCIZ—BEEOMHNE 2 b
TWAETFIZTETEHE A,

BEH7ea A2 M £92, Z O Tld Canale& Swain(1980) L3k DR A/
72T, H > communicative competence & U 9 Al A9 I2, (communicative)
performance DEERBAEZR LIZb DLW ETN, a3 o= —T g & AREIC
LTW5% 3k D4 strategic competence & W ) ESICHT LIAE N2 X 9 ek
NLFET, £z (E2) THbXF L7ZL 51T, competence &\ ) REIT—FHAIZIE
EboNnTWER A,

(£ 1) FL1X Z d'negotiation of meaning'i37 A 7« KV > S AORIFEHIHOE X
T35 Z LTy E e EZ TVWET,

(1 2N v 7 < & AT knowledge & competence & [RIZERE L L CTEV, 7o Zh
D OFEIZ ability DEZEZ ZOTWETHA, ZOBKIIIFwHZBE L THOEEL 5T
WD EDICRICIFE L T,

| use knowledge and competence more or less synonymously, to refer to entities which we
may hypothesize to be in the minds of language users. Furthermore, | use competence in
Hymes's (1972b) sense, and do not limit to 'linguistic competence', as originally defined by
Chomsky (1965).
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Bachman & Palmer (1996) % & ¢(2001/6/11)

Z ZCIXFEDFEIE CTH 5 Describing language ability: language use in language
tests £ L HFET, ZOETZ A MNDBFARIND L DT, EARMIZT A b
EWVIHIBLENDEERENEZZELTWET, ZHUET A N ET 5075 wemust be
able to demonstrate how performance on that language test is related to language use in
specific settings other than the language test itself. (p. 61) & V™ 9 RIS I L TR Y %
T ZOBRZEH S MNTT 572D characteristics of language use tasks and test
tasks & characterisitics of language users or test takers O [l 2> 5 & 2 72 T L7 672
WOTTR, ZOETIIEEICOWTHFT 50T TT,

Ny = ShEN—= =S NEEBHEICOWTETROLIITHEL T

In general, language use can be defined as the creation or interpretation of intended
meanings in discourse by an individual, or as the dynamic and interactive negotiation of
intended meanings between two or more individualsin a particular situation. In using
language to express, interpret, or negotiate intended meanings, language users create
discourse. This discourse derives meaning not only from utterances or texts themselves, but,
more importantly, from the ways in which utterances and texts relate to the characteristics
of a particular language use situation. (pp. 61-2)

Z 2 TlE, Bk 55 i TV A 'the dynamic and interactive negotiation' & Wy o 72 3%
720 T <'inaparticular situation' & W o 72 [REICHIEE LW EEWES, 22
TWY IE3EHA] IS ETHLREDR T TCOSEFHTH- T, — &M
BREWTO [ala=r—valagh RELITERETITIHY FHA, (£bBET
b lala=r—var] ORETITRL, THFHREH] OBREICR>TnD Z
CIWCHERE LTV 0ot LILERA) |

STEORBESNIFHEHEMIT, SFEHEME DS £ S E LR & SFREARILO
SESF ORI E OEMERZHAEMOMRAE L D L 6135 C TV ET,

Language use involves complex and multiple interactions among the various individual
characteristics of language users, on the one hand, and between these characteristics and the
characteristics of the language use or testing situation, on the other. Becuase of the
complexity of these interactions, we believe that language ability must be considered within
an interactional framework of language use. The view of language use we present here thus
focuses on the interactions among areas of language ability (language knowledge and
strategic competence, or metacognitive strategies), topical knowledge, and affective
schemata, on the one hand, and how thee interact with the characterisitics of hte language
use situation, or test task, on the other. (p. 62)
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Z Z ClX 63— ® Figure 4.1: Some components of language use and language test
performance Z# ZE W /2 72T VT — HER 2O TT 2, b RbRno T, L
RVICEETHNAE LET, KoH.LITIT srategic competence 23 H 0 £7°, £ Z

&i topical knowledge, language knowledge, personal characteristics D =276 Z L%

I (FHEAERZEMNT D) BHFMORHINMITLNTEBYET, Z0 L5

strateglc competence Z H.ONTHE XN 72> D ESE . $5 LU strategic competence % [
Tl T S ALz affect N EREFEHE OER T, ZOEAEROHLTH S
strategic competence | characteristics of the language use or test task and setting & 5
MOREITHREIEINTEY £9, ZNUOETOMAERNSEERZBRLSE T
HEWV) DS DT,

LI LESIZ DI EREXZMA TR £7°, T (BELET LD Zh

IZEREREZNOOHAERZ R LTZ7ZT T, a:jC DN L ENHAT DA
W%%rbt%@fi&w EL b ) DI T HUT LB 72 B T O S BB
ETNATEHRL, HLETHLT A MO OBENEBETHL VWS 2L T
- (We would note that we conceive of this not as aworking model of language processing,
but rather as a conceptual basis for organizing our thinking about the test development
process. (p. 62))

STENGEANEREZ L O D LFHELLATHEL L D,

FPFHRRSINTWD DL, BT fatigue<° unexpected mood shifts 72 & 13 = 7E#
MBS 2ERNTIEEH D ETN, FNHIEHE VI FRIR AT HE THIER AT 6E
EBNZLHDOT, LLFIEEbRNE LTHET,

ZOETHTFONTZMOOER (5 OFE T [ % ) 13(1)personal
characteristics, (2)topical knowledge that test takers bring to the language tesing situation,
(3)their affective schemata, and (4)their languae ability [=language knowledge + strategic
competence] T,

Personal characteristics Tl age, sex, nationality, resident status, native language, level
and type of general education, type and amount of preparation or prior experience with a
giventest 2 E3 72 b D & L THIT HILTUWET, 'Cognitive style7s £ less
obvious T& ¥ lesspractical 72 D THEE DO ERHIXITT SN TWET,

Topica knowledge (2B L Tid What we will call topical knowledge (sometimes referred
to as knowledge schemata or real-world knowledge) can be loosely thought of as
knowledge structuresin long-term memory. individuals' topical knowledge needsto be
considered in a description of language use because this provides the information base that
enables them to use language with reference to the world in which they live, and henceis
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involved in all language use. (p. 65) & fifal S TWES, Sl & IXIE LA ERT
DFEIZRNT MR - EBEE T -ICBET 2 287289 T LIRS TR
HRNE e EWET,

Affective schemata |Z D\ T3 Affective schemata can be thought of as the affective or
emotional correlates of topical knowledge. These affective schemata provide the basis on
which language users assess, consciously or unconscioudly, the characterisitcs of the
language use task and its setting in terms of past emotional experiencesin similar contexts.

(p.65) ERH SN TWET, SEAHAZIE L=V AT Y T 2 EEN G % A4
HAHTHEE THLEVW M Z AN TEH EEVWET,

B 72 22 Z @ affective schemata & affective schemata &\ 9 18 H I3 Bachman (1990) (12
TR b DT, ZNUOOHEB ZFHTITML S5 2 &1 K- T Bachman &
Palmer (1996) /3% Bachman (1990) DI L ¥ %, strategic competence DIHE - 15E] 236 5
L7, HOWVTEHLIZE W50 LILER A,

1T language ability T3, Z L1225V Tid The model of language ability that we adopt
in this book is essentially that proposed by Bachman (1990), who defines language ability
as involving two components: language competence, or what we call language knowledge,
and strategic competence, which we will describe as a set of metacognitive strategies. It is
this combination of language knowledge and metacognitive strategies that provides
language users with the ability, or capacity, to create and interpret discourse, either in
responding to tasks on language tests or in non-test language use. (p. 67) & H VY £9°, =
DIEIZ & - T strategic competence |1t ¢ language knowledge & 1 —E: @ L~L

(BRIC) DEEHE LTHRESNZZ 21270 £9, £7- competence & V9 5T
H 1 LX° strategic competence & VO HGEICIK ST DHATHDH EWH ZEIZHHEH L
TonE BnE,

S T language ability Z A3 % KEF D H HD—->THh % language knowledge T
975, i organizational knowledge (=grammatical knowlede + textual knowledge) &
pargmatic knowledge (= functional knowledge + sociolinguistic knowledge) > & il > T\
F9, HEEIZ DWW THFE competence 7345 F& knowledge (2, illocutionary competence
23 functional knowledge (228> - 7= LI#M %, Bachman(1990) & (ZIE[RI LTI bh, =
TTCTOFEDITEIELET,

Language ability Z 45k 35 “REFRD 5> H Db 9 —>Tdh % strategic competence (&
BILT%H Bachman(1990) E HE WV b A, EHFEO R TIZZOARTIE
strategic competence % FFT.  metacognitive strategies <> metacognitive components 7 &
EEVWHAX TWHZ LIITHER LTEBETLWEREWE T, ZHHDF WL T
WEBINTWDDD, 1X7- L T 'strategic competence' &V HEEITE D) 2 HEE R D

16



MEWVNSDITPH-L Y EEZTZWNEZATT, F7- Bachman(1990) Tl strategic
competence @ H1 & 1 assessment, planning, and execution & 72> TWE L7223, A
IZ goal setting, assessment, and planning & 72> T\ 4 Z L2 b fiit TR RIT R 5 72
WTLXEY (EELZOEEOHBIZOWTUIMHEENNLTHEEA)

— it~ strategic competence (2R3 2R ORIO L Z A ESIHLET &,

We conceive of strategic competence as a set of metacognitive components, or strategies,
which can be thought of as higher order executive processes that provide a cognitive
management function in language use, as well asin other cognitive activities. Using
language involves the language user's topical knowledge and affective schemata, as well as
all the areas of language knowledge discussed above. What makes language use possibleis
the integration of all of these components as language users create and interpret discourse
in situationally appropriate ways. (p. 70) & 72 ¥ £ 3,

Areas of metacognitive strategy use & 41724172 71 ~— < ® Table 4.2 Tl¥ god
setting (& (deciding what oneis going to do) &, assessment | (taking stock of what is
needed, what one has to work with, and how well one has done) & planning i3 (deciding
how to use what one has) & Z LN HIZE WX DI TWET A, ZOFEL WL
BIEEE L9,

EREZE LTI OFEEZ Bachman(1990) & X TAET &, ZOFED M, BRZ
SRR & BARN 2T 2 MERZ SHEICBWZEZ O (HDHWVITEENR) @
B o TWD X ) I biuEd, 7272 L strategic competence & W 9 & IT 72
FIEEA & D oy, ARARRICIEEIT SN D T E BRI R bt b T&
RS E L THES TS 302D EBnET,
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