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Abstracts of major papers in this issue

The philosophical basis for cognitive linguistics Embodied philosophy, by Wang Yin, p. 82

The philosophical basis for cognitive linguistics is embodied philosophy, which mainly includes three basic principles: the
embodied mind, the cognitive unconscious, and metaphorical thought. Embodied philosophy is the watershed between the First-
generation Cognitive Science and the Second-generation Cognitive Science, and also the cognitive basis for iconicity of linguistic

signs. Cognitive linsuistics is a revolution against the Chomskyan Revolution.

On the objectives, principles and methodology of cognitive linguistics, by Wen Xu, p. 90

Cognitive linguistics is a new paradigm within linguistics, which subsumes a number of distinct theories and methods. Since
cognitive linguistics sticks to the idea that language use is grounded in our daily expenence, therefore it depaits from the main-
stream generative linguistics in many aspects. On the basis of the integration of various theories and methods in cognitive linguis-
tics, the author has explored the objectives, basic principles and methodology of this cognitive paradigm, hence a clear macro-the-
oretical framework has been established.

On the working mechanisms of metaphor, by Shy Dingfang, p. 98

Among the well-known theories of metaphor, the “Interaction Theory” by Richards and Black, the “Mapping Theory” ly
Lakoff and Johnson, and Fauconnier s theory of “ Blending” all aim at explaining the working mechanisms of metaphor. However,
none of them adequately addresses the problem. The author of this paper tries to integrate the three theories and argues that
metaphor is the result of interactions betveen two different domains in which some of the structural relations and domain-specific
popetties of one domain, the source domain, are mapped onto the other, the target domain. This transfer occurs on the basis of
perceived similanity between some of the elements of the two domains. Similarity can be physical or psychological. It can exist in
the real world or in an imaginary world. The degree of metaphoricity of a metaphor depends on the degree of similanty between the
two domains in question. As metaphor has a foot in wo domains, double image arises as a result, producing vividness and dynam-

ic and rich meanings which are characteristic of metaphorical discourses.

Verbal inflections in the English interlanguage of Chinese-speaking learners — A test of the primacy of lexical aspect hy-
pothesis, by Cai Jinting, p. 107

This paper tests the primacy of lexical aspect (POLA) hypothesis against English data from Chinese-speaking college learners
through cloze passages. It is found that-ing inflection and perfective inflection are most likely to occurwith activities and achieve-
ments respectively. The distribution pattem of -ing among categories of lexical aspect is activities >achievements >accomplish-
ments >states; for the perfective inflection, it is achievements >accomplishments >activities >states. However, the distribution of

veibal inflections displays variations on individual items. Finally, proficiency level is found to have positive impact on the work of

the POLA hypothesis.

Preliminary study on transfer effects in the acquisition of English reflexives,by i Hong, p.116

The study examines the trander effects of L1 in the acquisition of English reflexives with reference to Chinese English learn-
ers. Paiticulady this study investigates how Chinese English learners utilize knowledge of the binding properties of Chinese reflexive
ziji and faziji as a basis for the acquisition of target binding properties. The present study adopts the cognitive view on transfer
( Schachter 1983) , which conceptualizes transfer as a leaming strategy in a general process of hypothesis construction and testing.
The findings of the present study suggest that Chinese English learners could resort to L1 knowledge to form hypotheses about the
target binding properties. LI transfer is likely to exist in the whole acquisition process of English reflexives and it can produce both
positive and negative effects. It seems that both L1 knowledge and UG constrain the acquisition process.
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