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Communicative Competence & \» % BEEAIESE L 1k U DI 109674F
#7: 0 T, ethnologists, sociolinguists, psycholinguists MRCH &
NEE I o7, ICHERES, HERELE LTORBEEFOSHTL
EE s w2003 Dell Hymes ¢*0n Communicative Competence”

(T B/ ENTHLHTHSH I,

N. Chomsky D% & B BOTEBAFT QLA —EDEREADH D
Z & RE o T EERECE O BRI E i Communicative Competence (LT
CCeLB) 2+ BIOMBHEOHV HLEFAL I UDHTOTH S, 1970% L

BRHABOSEICE, £ & Communicative Approach Fgf»i# ©
ZOBCIZIBIERICA > T b RLTEZ TR WD TH S, %
i M. Canale & M. Swain {Z L 3 28 T exhaustive #5332 “ Theore-
tical Bases of Communicative Approaches to Second Language
Teaching and Testing” (1980), W.Littlewood ¢&» Communicative
Language Teaching (1981), J].C. Richards & R. W. Schmidt ffﬁ% D
Language and Communication (1983) HIZ L - THREEN T3, 2
DL CC LESEHFORBEY YT ITEERINTET D,

P LTEO LW > T, FE TR CCoREHLEREHEL, Fh

SERHE, LAMESEE LToRBETCMAL 2 R e S5 2 50
%§ LT&5,

* AT 19837 2 H 26T B &t 2 HA SIS F SILmET R U A AR
FEHEHE L EKARS I L 2t mB—#E dtEsiiky) als R
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STOEREE L A TEESE Y 51 2 Communicative Competence DEHR (2D
Ty oingE, EEARL, AL LD THD,

II. CCoxs

CCo&RE ST EFE, CHEGESSE, CAFEFEORITY
FLE—FELTEVAWES3THE, THESERBFOUBzAERT 2
Dell Hymes (1971) 2 & 2% % “A knowledge of the rules for
understanding and producing both the referential and the social
meaning of language.” %4 -Twa, ZThiiHESDSEBREOHDTIE
TS ERE HEf BN PR L RS e EH T AT ST
DEIFE (FES) WCEANEINTVWIEERERTH S,

Wiz 2EEZESE L. A Jakobovits (0 B8 % 4517 /- Sandra ]. Savig-
non (1972) 12 X % & “The ability to function in a truly communicative
setting —— that is, in a dynamic exchange in which linguistic
competence must adapt itself to the total informational input, both
linguistic and paralinguistic, of one or more interlocutors.” L EFE X
ATWw3, =i Linguistic Competence LS53R A N £ 27 50
SEERRO YA iy 2 B EROBREERTEICHESEI ATV D L
AEbhs,

RS EFECHEBET OHEMROM TIE W. Rivers (1973) O L
31 CC #f§E - “spontaneous expression” rE—# L7 0, C.B.
Paulston & M. N. Bruder (1976) @ & 5 iz “the ability to carry out
linguistic interaction in the target language” & E.D. Allen (1975)

¢ x5z “The ability to converse or correspond with another person
in a real-life situation.” * L1 7HAEZEHGT - OFELD TERHBINLT
Wb,

e OEFOHT Hymes (1971) 24 < IEA ST E C SHEEHRE
DEPYFEICEE S h, communicative approach fgEl O H L7 m
T2, Hymes o = dEZEIE N. Chomsky (1965) o linguistic com-
petence vs. linguistic performance ¢ dichotomy (CEER] &7 5
Chomsky #it#[ic4R#L% 5 < £ > CTH 2, Hymes (& " ARBIIHEHFEE
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BiEodTE ¢ CC £#8 , ¥ linguistic competence % NE{LEL T
T, EWIFBLHETEH LD THS, #13 “There are rules of
use without which the rules of grammar would be useless.” }jfi~,
Chomsky vy 3 linguistic compepence (LI LC ¥ B8) i3 language use
DrulesoFH CCRMAFBLIZUDTEMRE LT &+, LCiz CCorh
WA ERD Dk FRE L 72, Hymes 13 Chomsky (1965) o “Linguistic
theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a
completely homogeneous speech community---* » s 5 EF52H b0 |-
W, BEHS K IZFE S homogeneous speech community % FELE L
B & 2, )8, Bkt L 5 heterogeneous speech community
DR TERBENLERLTITLOT, HoDLElE, > hEsnsg
TR AR L KT T 5 @ competence OFEEICHEBSE L 20D THS &
HBRTE,

“In short, there is here differential competence within a
heterogeneous speech community, both undoubtedly shaped
by acculturation. Social life has affected not merely out-
ward performance, but inner competence itself.”— p. 227

(197280 & 2,
Z . Hymes (1971) O#LERGIZ 2O ODENTH S,

“We have then to account for the fact that a normal child
acquires knowledge of sentences, not only as grammatical,
but also as appropriate. He or she acquires competence as
to when to speak, when not, and as to what to talk about
with whom, when, where, in what manner.” —p. 277 {ibid) .

O & DTkt T, Hymes (3, EH A FEIIIGEM A EMND TR <,
FHOEGT L, DD context (Z LA bL LW THELNE S hENET
AHIBAEER T AEELHPFLATNRE T S AW EEET S, XHED
HEFESNEIC L T, R, [T, fio2uT, FoLsichasnt
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WAEMIDWTHIS D EDTELRENAEFE R FRIZEREL TV LD/
YD THEL, Hymespi 5 CC LI F S ZORENFBELTVLEO
Thsd,

20 k54 Hymes @ CC iz onw T OMEHEISHERT, & CiHHE
BEHEOH D HCHNAERIEASEZ A Ll Ao EEALLTH
B9, i Tk T &7 CCDEHR LA L REBRE L OMED o EE
#HABE, CCHIFFFELFLHME TS IC BN A HORE
TELLTUEFEEL LTOHEBELHWHRCEROEREL AR
BHEN) THAEFH > CENTEL D,

III. CC # Pragmatics

Hymes (%, TE% A& FHITFEEEHHEC L - TIEBE, LT, Fic20nT
EOLESIIREAAIMIOWTOHIF (BN 2#EEL UTIEELEE
f#, chZFnCCTHLE2OMBRESY L7124, BEIHEII L5 T,
R, R, flizonT, Fo ki ansghe SR Speech
MM(E%ﬁ%)tW&n Pragmatics (3B & 2 WERETHROL A

% 5t - T CC iz pragmatics & L {4 9 % § - pragmatics % Z OH
MAERELTWALEEZ L D,

Pragmatics |3 Charles S. Morris (1938) @ Semiotics (i2E3#) oM
3 %, Morris {3 semiotics @ T {7 #3E & L (1) Syntax, (2} Semantics,
(3) Pragmatics #5F L T A0 L 2 E A SESOEEIIZIEN
WO &S (CHEES NS, Syntax BHEICES LS, DE D EERHAL
SEEBEOBMOMEE S EHR CHRE A S . Semantics i3 H 555
L EFDRESHMERER T AEY L OMREEOHOBEETHD, TADbLH
HEBEBL 2OEEHRBEMEL RO TEENLE®K AR, £DOFEH
FEAFC Lo T, @B, AAT, EoLIC L THC SN HDEE
RS AW TH B, L LSS, pragmatics [3ES, 2 &Y
SEEN-AoTERREERT2E L OBEFEEE AR THD, 2D
SEERMHIC Lo T, @R, LT, FOL3CLTHVy L%
Bamicd 28 THL, i semiotics D= D OEBOEEE—D
‘DT ERAGTHEL TA LS,
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Can you swim ?

Eo®Ewid syntax O3B 5 S i3 You can swim. O W AIEE S LT
ISz de = /2 & O L EET & 1, semantics OIS I3 E FiTH A1
Mk S 2 EMTEE T bk CENEM S BHENLER +FE b TEH
DX ThD EHBEEN 2, L L pragmatics DIgH o S HN28
TEFRNHLVEESKHMRDLE L TOREELEY, LBHHsL2
DTHALH, 2F D 20 Canyouswim ? & L) FHEEM, F— 44 FiZun
LK —FIZE o THKONFEEZ I T2 4RICHS THRES NI
HBEETED, MU, bW IBRLLTITRSRZOTHL, 22
T pragmatics DR EERT L e 5 AMOMOME, 2 LT
Wi, A& E R Rb o Twva 2 LHMERETH %, Carol A. Kates(1980)
¥ pragmatics %, Morris D EHE L FE & ¥ 7, the study of the ways
in which people use signs to perform various communicative function
LEZEL T AA, £ &iC pragmatics DINE R RO THBELEZETH D,

Bx ANEOEFETA (Speech Acts) i3 2D L S5 W RFEE FheERT
BEANE, T LTHA, RBCFRH2LOTHAD, COEHETAELYESE
B¥E J. L. Austin (1962) RO & 503 L T 3,

(1) Locutionary act ({an act of saying something)
(2) Ilocutionary act (an act of doing something in saying some-
thing)
(3) Perlocutionary act (an act of causing some effect because of
doing something in saying something)
IhSORTEBATMNEE,NR L LS FE T 205 Hocutionary
acts (RFENTTR) TH2, L¥# S, % i statement, assertion,
suggestion, order, request, proposal, warning, promise, apology,
greeting FEFTHOREA 2 EH TV E0BTHE, Z » SHIZLET
TH LI,

(1) A Do you have the time?
B It’s' five thirty.
2y A It's half past six.
B Sorry, I'm late.
{3) Would you speak more slowly please ?
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(DBED A DFEFIEL L EM TR CEH (request) %:i%;b L,
B 3ZA] (grant) % FE4> ¢ illocutionary act £ 45, RQ)DHBEO AD
F22 741 intonation FIBIC L 5 context Hi5 2 ST (complamt)
A%b L, Bizs9 (apology) %%t illocutionary act &4 5, (3)

&, B RS A - TRET 5 £ 19 social context D h
4 request—assertion ( You speak too fast.) —-reporting (It is very
difficult) » .5 illocutionary act i % 20 TH b, Ok 5% speech
acts DM EGBESEXEOM TR M b shEFE L LTOD
WEWG OERI b2 A TEAZNIZUD T 5,70 & 21, ethnolo-
gist 7% 2 E. Goffman {1971} #%“Excuse me.” & “I'm sorey.” i3t & H
#i (social norm) #EENS 5 REEEMICE>5E, 55V IIK
55 LTOLEE HTFORERRS L8 E & 2 50h0 5 remedial
interchange ¢ initial step = L T @ remedy THB &L L Tn5HH, D
Goffman ¢ z 512 t¥, {1F %34 A Borkin and S. M. Reinhart
(1978) I BREE S HRTDH 5o

{1 I'm sorry, but it is the time to finish.

2 A : Idon't know if you've heard or not, but I didn’t get my

Rackham Grant.
B: Oh, Ididn't know. I'm sorry.

Borkin and Reinhart i £ 2 &, (NOHE, b L IOFHE\EEHL
EVEEIICEESRE T 500 i:Fﬁmt r+aEad, 'msorry. THID
WOl T, remedy X2 s, RS, HEXRTHEA~
WHHIR A5 2 206 ThHsb, JO L 5% social context Tix"Excuse
me." D ASEY)T remedy & L THEET 20 THS, LLadis, b
L ORENRBREBEEOBE T, #AIC L -> CEECS 2oL 2EE
i2“Im sorry." OB H5EYITH D remedy R 5D TH 5, (2)DEGE, B
AV “Tm sorry. " iAFONEC T S EIEDEEEEL TWLDT
B C, thEBHID violation {235 4 remedy D#BREZRL THHDT
v, L, &L I0EE, Ba“Excuseme” £fni-t45 &,
A #% Rackham Grant # B s b Z L f@lsarDHET (kR
T A OIERATETE - /- EOBBT) 20 TO remedy &
LTiiEs 20 TCH %, &, Borkinand Reinhart i3, “Excuse me.”
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PEEICEMEFORFES 2 remedy DI & 25 25, “I'm
sorry. O A4S L 4, Goffman DES L 7 remedy OB EIIH0 T
37 <, situation, context io L > T# DEEMWESFETH L LEH OIS T
W5, D% “I'msorry.” @F A “Excuse me.” X ¥ 4 pragmatic range
HEWEEZ LD,
M & 5 pragmatics & X AOBHEMEFRTAY rule b LR T

WTIT{¥ETH S EHEEETE S, John R, Searle (1969) iz ARD
=$5475 % rule governed behavior LT & & #, pragmatics % “The
study of the rules of language use.” S EHEL T L, T IDEE
Z4EH L7 CC 2FE&E+ 2 & “The ability to use the rules of language
use” A5, ¢ LT CCf pragmatics 72 DEBHER L - T
WA EEAZA0OTHD, Pragmatics 13 AOBHHSETALERY,
iUﬁ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ@ﬁ%tTé@?,%ﬂtﬁ@ﬁgwﬁé<ﬁ0,
# #- linguistics % communication OEEIZL{IEH D 2L 20T, BT
DEZAEV LI EREREEY LT 20HETH LI CBDILE,
T ETO k2 5 pragmatics it semantics O—E L L b T E T
L3 THLHH, J.R Seale 1z U# H. P. Grice, P. Cole, J. L. Morgan,
B. Fraser i (- L - € C. Morris ¢ trichotomy {Z fi£ \», pragmatics %
semantics SV A LI LT AR AL L) icBHN 5, B Fraser
(1983) i pragmatics () domain #[RET 5 Z i X > THILL-ERE
FHEEINE ETFBL TV, b L, TAMERT 2 & CC A=A
BHiTHbah a2 &40, Chomsky ¢ linguistic competence vs.
linguistic performance ¢ dichotomy OEBRIEE, EEEPHELNS
kit AH, RM Kempson (1977) $iRD & 5 b~ % Ou[FEH %
REL T3,

“if such a separation of semantics and pragmatics is indeed
valid, then it is arguable that this distinction accords reason-
ably with the Chomskian distinction between competence
and performance” (p. 73).

TOLIZT0ER AN CCAREREN-OIERT 2O LS 1A
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£ pragmatics ORFZE AR A 12 70 1, language acquisition & { fRb D
CCoEmERELs L ABKAERERET DGR ERIIITHATWS
DTHD,

V. CCHIRNIRE

Fricaiotdc 5 Hymes i3 LC 20457 5 CCOFEEREL,
Chomsky @ linguistic competence vs. linguistic performance ¢
dichotomy 2 Sl 1R » P e RS FEEECLAEEFEOIH %
BTV, HEFESEE Roger T.Bell (1976) 11RO & ik,
pragmatics DI, o Hymes DFHE LT/ L T 3,

Communicative competence, building on the concept of
linguistic competence, can be seen as the innate knowledge
which permits the user of a language to create and com-
prehend utterances, to issue the communicative tokens of
speech acts, in context. Such knowledge is, clearly. con-
cerned with the level of discourse in which language operates
as an open system in constant interaction with its environ-
ment, and is therefore an instance of pragmatic knowledge
of which syntactic and semantic knowledge are a part. A
specification of communicative competence can be recog-
nized as an atiempt to define not only how a user is able to
judge grammaticality but also how he is able to recognize
what is acceptable as a speech act in a social situation. (p.
207).

e EZExE, C B. Paulston & M. N. Bruder (1976) & “Linguistic
competence forms part of communicatine competence.--- {p.58) &
iR CCH LC @ FriESIc & 5 2 & 2R L Hymes @33R %I & i
FRLTW 3B,

Canale & Swain{1980) it CC #% grammatical competence, socioling-
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uistic competence, strategic competence D=2NDE» SN LD &
i<, Hymes OFEE—BHAICL T3,

Communicative competence is composed minimally of
grammatical competence, sociolingnistic competence, and
communication strategies, or what we will refer to as st-
rategic competence. {(p. 27).

Canale & Swain i1 2 & i CHL S =208 EF R FNRO L HITH
ELTWwE,

Grammatical competence. This type of competence will
be understood to include knowledge of lexical items and of
rules of morphology, syntax, sentence-grammar semantics,
and phonology.

Sociolinguistic competence. This component is made up of
two sets of rules: sociocultural rules of use and rules of
discourse.

Strategic competence. This component will be made up of
verbal and non-verbal communication strategies that may
be called intc action to compensate for breakdowns in
communication due to performance variable or to insuffi-
cient competence. (pp. 29—30).

Bachman & Palmer (1982) iz Canale & Swain (1980 @ CCoHTF
TEEoEEEmMz. ZKOL55 CCEFLE2ERL TV S,
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FIGURE 1
COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

GRAMMATICAL
PRAGMATIC SOCIOLINGUISTIC
COMPETENCE COMPETENGE COMPETENGE

i s

MORPHOLOGY SYNTAX VOCABULARY COHESION ORGANIZATION REGISTER NATIVENESS NON-LITERAL
LANGUAGE

Bachman & Palmer iz & 2 = ¢ CC & 7 ix—E2 L systematic iz #2 9
Hymes DE 2 FOFLMETHL TWAE L5 CEL 5,04 LT, CCE
HBORBCEDPLETONS I LB BITAS,

CC AR Iaic LT EB AN, 2 OFEELAS 1ICT 5F4
N %53 T <L 15O, language acquisition DFFR 2 LT 508
EEHEZEOEEMTIRRETH S, 19655, N.Chomsky o Aspects of
the Theory of Symbax 23z 2 %, langage acquisition B0 H 2
LHEEEFHZE G Chomsky @ LC & #haigiBic s > THBH R DT
HDHEWIEFEHL 7, D. McNeill, L. Bloom, Roger Brown £ 23
Chomsky @ LC % %#F L, Transformational C-model % B> TR D
EFTHERETEARLIOTH S, HRD1BX, 2EIOE 1 EREW
T it Transformational C-model Giﬁﬁb LD ThH 5, 52k
LA IHEEE L2 T 2o T 5, Chomsky ¢ Transformational C-model
BHRAEIL -0 R Brown (1973) ThH 5, 72 & 24d, “Adam gave the
doggie a bone.” ¥ t:% 3k “Adam gave a bone to the doggie.” *\»
SHMLEEHAC L - TEEENT- LD THS ET 2 N.Chomsky &
ZxNe, REOHEOSEEHEETRYTH 5 LEREH T CHtH
Li:oTH3 (p.233), C A Kates (1980) i L 2 &, 1960FEDFEW
}& M. Bowerman, D. Slobin, I. M. Schlesinger, R. Brown ¥ 1y 720,
HERYEREIHYROSTEEBE O N. Chomsky ¢ Trans-
formational C-model # 5D % %8, generative semantic modet
DEZFCEMLT{IT -0 TH 5. 42) ., k0 HIi generative semantic
model % fv 7 1. M. Schlesinger » N. Chomsky @ TGG—based mo-
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del #FHva7: L. Bloom ©# 2 TR LI DTH S,

Linguistic and

Prelinguistic Schleninger’s ‘Bloom's
levels production model TGG-based modek
Surface structure Jocelyn cheek. Jocelyn cheek.
5
N
‘é’ Nom VP
b truct & (By passing e \NP
eep structure .
P s deep { (Reduction
= structure) i )
s N transformation
=) I deletes X)
I
EA i
1
1
Semantic concepts Jocelyn t cheek
oy
semantic intentions o Ect'lor? S~ . .
| not conceivedy | ¥ conceived |
S | but deleted |

FIGUREG-4 Two possible gammars for Stage | utterances.
—1, Taylor (1976) kb

Schlesinger i+ agent > #» object ¥ v» - 7: semantic concepts if lin-
guistic knowledge (=linguistic competence) # R+ 5 DO T4 < T,
L AFNIHIROESRH, EBIRAEES (cognitive capacity) i &
STHREENZOHELT sg:mantic concepts & surface structure &
fliz deep structure ONFEEED 4>, Hid deep structure DD i
realization rules #7EEET 5 £ F T 5. % L THIE i semantic intention
% surface structure ~ L & 7FDiF 3 realization rules 2 R8T 20 L -
TEFEXEBTA20THB BT VS, 2Fh, HIRIIFEAGEHDHE
B LIESYEFSTL, 20RSCEAL pEIEE L Lo UEE
B L 50K 4 realization rules DEEAEEZZTE I OUNLOTH A
LEEF 3, - T Jocelyn & x5 agent & cheek ¥ \» 5 object Dffiz
action ¥ FH TEF hurt L3 EENE BB EINTHRWLET 50,
Schlesinger O/ TH Y, action £ R TEIFOEEHEEL TnDH,
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#% (delete) & Tv:5 & ¥ 50 Chomsky 0 C-model %7 3
Bloom @ 3i#Th 5, i Schlesinger DB EF T2, 2O LD
WLEBERPERRYROSHE G EEXERWHRL TIT<e2h
T, Chomsky @ LCOBEEZDH DT 5, ThIEBHTHE &
THEZ A LIELOH T 5,1 3, sensory-motor intelligence
WEA2BARNIBERNTHY, FhicX-THRREEL+EBLTT
{ &V Piaget (1980) OB FRHT LS »>Twd, HREED
HFEFE L TITL 2N T semantic concepts 23185, #hMNSBEOEE
S L &5 052 £ 72912 Schlesinger @ s 9 realization rules D E1ZEHS
SBTHY, ZLTEDAR I # 0 3c CCEBOEELRTER LD &
D rEZ o3, % LT realization rules D&% 13 Bachman & Palmer
@ CC 7 nizfit 5 &, pragmatic competence( )l PC ¥ ) & socio-
linguistic competence (LT SC L88) ofE0BAROhcEB SN T
T EWIBLABKRTITZ2THS 3,

o T N.Chomsky b H:FTEE #7708 5 E George Miller i3
T DEE Language and Speech (1981) OhT, HMEOTHEEEEEL
BWTCCOAMNLC IO LRIIRET L LHEL T3,

When the first words appear, between the ages of 10 and
15 months, these gestures accompany them, vocalization is
used more to attract attention than to communicate infor-
mation. “Dada” may be uttered while looking at father,
“mama” gesture, may be uttered for any desired object. in
short, communicative competence begins to develop before
linguistic competence. (p. 114). (T#HEEH L D)

G. Miller #5= = Tt~ T3 CC o413 Bachman & Palmer o CC
7O PC L SCIt%T 240 THL EEZLDONERTHS 5, Miller
DORBIIMBOSHEEHERE TR LCAEBMCEEL THLaDTIR%E <,
social context, social interaction dETuvhwa PC & SCHFFEL,
N LC AR EEHIFER LTI PHELTETALOTHLLES R
& 35, G.Miller [Gl#&g, Ton Van Der Geest {1975) & 9 Tz CCat LC
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WKHETTA2E I CCETFADEREILT TS,
1. Communicative competence
)
2. Linguistic competence
1
3, Communicative competence

!

4, Performance (linguistic and communicative)

T.V.D.Geest o2 CC27FnTiz CC L LC DL ~AMREL T
2Lk3iBbh 3, Bachman & Palmer ¢) CC £ F L0y Tk TE 2
% r, B ERED CCH PC & SCIzHY4 L, 5 3 Eef5o CC #% Bachman
& Palmer (1982) % Canale & Swain (1980) @ CC ® v~ 2 fHk
TAHI ki, ¢ LT, Bachman & Palmer ¢ CC & #F 23, —F&
FEEsn eegant Z CCx FAR s TWE LI ICEbNhE, T. V.
D.Geest 0F 1 BBEO CCHLCODIEED AN F 40, 70 LC i
FoTasilmhi CCARETL WA E 2 HL, H2EET PC,8C,
GC (Grammatical competence) Q= E B HEZEAL&->7T CC %%
BEEE A 25 Bachman & Palmer o# 2 F2ETLTH I L5,

iR CC 2 MH+ 2 HFELIZ, $FPCoBEBCHs LEBbh 2,
Language acquisition ORfgeEEN T TicH s LI L TWE X 3, 3
B2 EEBHR0E 1 BE TR 1B rAnURETALEh 20T
b2, HRBHAVEIFRLLTLY, FrEhfErtT o8 ED
B2 Fb T2 h W 3 semantics OHEEEIL W B Tl {, pragmatics D
Ly ODTHdD, -0 anecdotal evidence » L TEENBT AN HTO
HHEEFBORTHLEAFIEBNILTA LD, HE7 AV ARKECE
TEHRsNIFO SETHLEOPICIEIADTHENREL TwT,
—HRELD 1 REOBOFNER, BAOROFEESINTWE LS
1E80HE (HIZ 3L FE- Tiadewn) ##8L, “Grandma! Grandma!l”
EWATEDTH 5, —8, L@ Grandma 230 50 & BilEH U7
»%, Grandma QI FEILIC & B et - 1o, 5, Ko 5 1MW L T,
FoBEOFIE “That'smy grandma’scar.” *EFEiCreport L L3 =
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LT ERAERE v, 70BOF 121" That's my grandma’s car.”
ruaxaFEET s GC(=LO) M E BB I Tniun/hig, Grandma
EVI 1BEAVWTHAOEROEELZHEANLDOTHE, ZOLIKKL
THiRo CCEBOFIHR L2 5 GC, PC, SCoOfT 4 & {1z PC aidh#
K- TwE I e Tas, 2 LT PCASC EHEERL, £7:GC
SREMFEALEHRG, CCHAELNTITL bD EEL oD, PC IR
@ anecdotal evidence THE 5 A7 & 5 2 social context, social interac-
tion Dh TRELILTITLDTH 5, I I Lid Kenneth Pike (1960) #°
“Language Nucleation occurs within the social context.” & yh~<72 =
L e+ 5, K. Pike » Language Nucleation @&z 3w CC o
WMt DL DTHBESNWELIOTEHAENLE I 5,
R, CCHEEOERIL soclal context, social interaction O Tom
HEFLrEBmLFOSHTLEORROFEELETSLEERZ L ).

V. ZRFEF~ 0T

FiEE BV CCEBORBIC DLW ITEE LY, THHNEEL LT
OEBHEE UM 22 RBES L 2082 TH LD,

Bachman & Palmer (1982) & CC & #43 GC, PC, SC »g& iz
ERLTCCHBbALETATHS L EELLS,MEOE | S8BES
BREOBERPCRESC LTINS EZEMHEEERL, Z 0RIK & EH
L COMEBANTITL bDEEZ NS, 20 CCEF RN
FbTEERDLIIRD D,

PC—— 5 ——> GC
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GCEEEYEEIYAOE 1 SEEHRRC s T LOSHET SN
CC (Bachman & Palmer iz v PC, SCiofgdyy) »¥#EL LSS
FHER L. LinL, 259E0EE-T, B2a@HVENEREE
LTOHERBF BT L, PC,SC 25> Hife LTy n GC &350
BhErtRENLYIh2LTEREROANEELIATHS 3 . Davignon
(1972) 1 CC %5 ER B W TRIFIC GC 2%/ Z e B TER Lk
LTvws5%%, Canale & Swain (1980) & GC ## -7 LT, CCx2®ED
IrOEEMALEEL TS, 52 Hymes 41 “there are rules of
grammar that would be useless without rules of language use,” &3l
~f-EELSFEL T, “we feel that there are rules of language use
that would be useless without rules of grammar,” ¥ fi~, GC iz5EfT
BEant CCL%(H 2 L 2HBTL T 3, Rivers, Paulston, Bruder &,
AEE Y L TORBEHTOTEEES Canale & Swain 28 U8B % &
STV b, BRE B L TREICT BB exposure( B SRR
& social interaction 23RS N ESE, M1 k> % CCEBET L
REMCERET2TH5 538, HELLIKREREHERT TWEAA
REFLIURBECEMS L2 EREFOPOEFEH BV T, LG,
-39 GC #EIIYEAE LTHe PC, SC x#53E% T 2 ANEEN
THBEELONL o TEEY Canale & Swain 0ariB 5 FFL T,
SNEFEE LTOREHEC BT 5 CCHEBOTFNVERD LD ICRET 5,

8

Ggg—— PC — SC

B2
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Canale & Swain gL 7w a2 LA, GCAEI B L - T, %
¥ grammaticality 2l A2 722 &4, PC, 5C, #3530z &
= T, &S grammatical T35 5 #1, acceptable TH 5 m i % HKr
TELNEDIEELEIENERETHS, 2 D “the cheese the rat the
cat the dog saw chased ate was green.” #% grammatical TitH o253
acceptable T4 ¥ kT &, “the dog saw the cat that chased the
rat that ate the cheese that was green.” #! grammatical T& b, »2
acceptable ThH 5 LHWI TE SRENEE D JEHEELOTH D,

IO &S EIBCIT oD Fidk & LTI, Rivers (1973) ¢ pseudo
—communication drill 2L & L7 3 skill-getting 4 & skill-
using, 2% 9 GC (=LC) EEo drill s CCx2EBT A2 drill o= F
N B tF Paulston & Bruder (1976) ¢ Meaningful Drill 2488 & 33
GC SO drill & CC 2 EEF T A drillmEzFAmgEE IR s, LI
AAEOSFEHE OB TOEFRETITH LT, Paulston & Bruder (1976)
DEFNHEMIW L3 KBR300 THBCENTLTAL S,

(1) A Mechanical Drill (complete control of the response)

(2) A Meaningful Drill (comprehension type questions and ans-
Wers)

(3) A Communicative Drill (the free transfer of learned lan-
guage patterns to appropriate situation)

(1) drill (2 {8 L 7- repetition drill % substitution drill &L,
b % pattern practice TH D, FHEFOEFENEE I L ICER:
B <20 drill Tz drill LTun 2 FREEROTESN %+ 47T L
Ts I EDFIfRICH 5, 72k 21, T. What color is Tom’s sweater ?
S:lt'sred. O XD CHEAIRNEFRHR TT TICHERE L > TV H DR
SRV, AEREETL T TUUEREZ LT LRI e B
HWLilB T EET A THY, artificial it H 2 #9, communicative drill
NEFEEL T AEE R drill THS,(3)0 drill 322 FECNAOBREETY
BLEERRETACTHREESE COHF LWVERsEREas 3 ETH
0, RUFZEBICEAIOGFHR 2RSS, BRI ICEEOEHESEIC
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HETWTEENS, -k 213, “Do you have a date for Saturday night ?”
& v bt it § 2 5B 2 ¢ communicative response (74 &
WLADTH S,

Communicative approach # % ¥4 5% < O FEEH, HEBHEEV
FREFEATMET B & S 105 REAYC 13, CC (& authentic % social context,
social interaction DR TLAEF N T IHAVWEMETE LA, - T,
Hio CC 2 %5 WEHE # AT 5/ wif, social context, social interac-
tion % FYFEAY I WS GO EBODIC £ ) AN CCHEED 2 Ho drill
P ETH S, Rivers (1973) % Paulston & Bruder (1976) bR
BHERRT 5 EEBOIES I, W Littlewood (1981) E0IREL Twvs 5
HE N TEMOIAE 2 role play % social interaction activities Z5% & 9
AN BEBFEOEENEE NS, L EEMEEREMEOPTIE, BiTL
LHAENTVA L HITEEEPLOEEPERIES 2 5 7 LA
ThHd, LEIEEONTEZ L RIERN S KWL I RBEE SO %
LTes b, 2NEFEOE O L2, $EHOANEE S 2
W a b, EREEEEOSHBEHOP TR, FEEMS OO TEREM AL
FEEMERT I EMNAYTHY, FOR, global errors DIBIFET S
»i, local errors |3 # MEREE, b LB L AT, FEEENT CICE
BLTwa GC AW TEYEET s Bl variation 25 2 fEH 2 &
DIRBHRESLETCH D, O L2 RAIBELEL T, B T CCDH
EVMEEZINLIDTH S,

2T, CCHEBDLHITIE, TNE Tt & L5 h8iFhoTEr
iz, PC, SCx iy, GCip CCANF v v 758D 5H L 5 I HEER)
A DSE, PC, SCHEDIFAREES 115 153 % exposure (HEHEN:
B L OB O, 2 L TEEHED CCEEA1-SEI 2 2 Lat
TELEEOHRRED CC, 2% W EEED GC izttt + 5 CCHEBO I
FELT 3T OEEOEETE L OHEAEEHMOMENEIES
i s i,

V. & ¥ v
Dell Hymes @ CC S# B+ 2 28 3R OREEZEEAROER S %
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ENBIFL 6D TH LM, #O CCHEBOFRMIARTERE L L 5,
BRI RAESEE: L toxEED CC ’a’%fﬁﬁ)ﬁ?ﬂi'{ Lo rEMENS,
EVEOREHARN 4 ML HERFFENTL20THIIE, =
—@Ccﬁﬁmﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁtLt#gﬁﬁ%ﬁi¢5:aﬁﬁgﬁﬁéa
DE D, BWEEHED CC 2% o0, #En 3 FEEETLOZEE
h@%ﬁ%ﬁo&ﬁﬂ1&oMm;E%®ﬁ%LrGC®%E&%Km
UT, #EEOERERICETOEKLEELOHWH O 5 EBISEO
@k = L TRy, how to say 75 what to say DIl EA ST
NP ETHA S, CCOEBIHMORRS T, BifizH » V" EFFEHITE
DS 8%, Dk TG, #EOF T, adviser, counselor
ELTOEREIERL, SEEBOBIE L L (HFEE L ERES S
boTHRBICLD L&, ¥FPFOEF CCHENMBEESRITHL I,
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