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tive. It arrives at the following findings: Firstly, the structuralization of English and Chinese tem-
poral nouns is subject to particular selective constraints, with the former being stricter; secondly,
the English and Chinese Ny~ly/~de constructions neutralize their typological differences and typi-
cally function as premodifiers of nouns, but differ in the Chinese construction being part of a
complex predicate occasionally; thirdly, the above similarities and differences are motivated by
the negotiation between similarities and differences of the conceptual familiarity, language typolo-
gy and the underlying semantic compatibility of English and Chinese.

Variation in subjectivity and objectivity of epistemic modality and its underlying mechanism (p. 522)
TANG Jing'an (School of Foreign Languages. Jishou University, Zhangjiajie 427000, China)
BAI ]iehong (Foreign Studies College, Hunan Normal University, Changsha 410081, China)

A review of the literature shows that existing studies classify subjectivity and objectivity of
epistemic modality in terms of evidentiality, ignoring the role of the speaker. This paper, howev-
er, attempts to explicate changes in subjectivity and objectivity of epistemic modality by drawing
upon the theory of subjectivity and subjectification. It argues that variation in subjectivity and ob-
jectivity of epistemic modality is affected by the depth of the speaker’s thinking and the separate
or integrated relation between the speaker and proposition concerned. To be specific, the episte-
mic modality is subjective when the speaker meditates deeply and is isolated from the proposition;
otherwise, the epistemic modality is objective. The mechanism of change in subjectivity and ob-
jectivity of epistemic modality is believed to be a shift in figure and ground, where epistemic mo-
dality and the proposition concerned appear as figure and ground respectively.

The semantic-syntactic features of the Japanese quantified phrase nanimo and its semantic mecha-
nism (p. 535 )
JIA Lili (College of Foreign Languages, Beijing Language and Culture University, Beijing 100085, China)

The paper explores the usage of a quantified Japanese phrase involving a wh-word nani ( ,
what) and describes the syntactic features and semantic constraint of the phrase. It is found that
nanimo ( »anything)is often used in two structures and not only plural objects but also a
singular event can be quantified, which means universal quantification can be applied to a singular
event as a whole. This mechanism is significantly different from the structure containing wh-words in
Chinese and other quantifiers. Therefore, it is a new mechanism of quantification and is a particular-
ity of Japanese. It is also found that the semantic similarity that a singular event can be denied
of its existence as a whole explains how nanimo has further developed into a modal adverb.

Developing a theoretical system of production-oriented approach in language teaching (p. 547)

WEN Qiufang (National Research Centre for Foreign Language Education, Beijing Foreign Studies University,
Beijing 100089, China)

This paper makes initial efforts in theorizing the production-oriented approach in language
teaching. Its theoretical system consists of three components: 1) teaching principles; 2) teaching
hypotheses; 3) teacher-mediated teaching process. The teaching principles include “learning-cen-
tered”, “learning-using integrated” and “whole-person education”; the teaching hypotheses refer
to “output-driven”, “input-enabled” and “selective learning”; the teaching process contains three
phases: motivating, enabling and assessing, while the role of mediation played by the teacher is
present at every phase. The three principles are guidelines for the other two components; the
three hypotheses serve as a theoretical basis for the teaching process; the three-phase teaching
process reflects and illustrates the principles while testing the hypotheses.

Cross-linguistic phonological interference in L2 spoken word processing (p. 559)
YANG Feng &. WU Shiyu (School of Foreign Languages, Shanghai Jiao Tong University. Shanghai 200240, China)
Cross-linguistic phonological interference in L2 spoken word processing concerns itself with
the fact that L2 speakers, under the influence of their .1 phonological system, may have difficul-
ty in distinguishing certain L2 phonetic contrasts, which in turn results in cross-lexical interference
in their access to L2 words meaning. Using three experiments, this article approached this issue
from three different perspectives. The results indicated that Chinese speakers had difficulty in
perceiving English vowel contrasts /i/-/1/ and experienced cross-lexical effects in three different
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