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# E:Fauconnier #= Turner 4t ST #E A S R E W “ LR ERA ML R E T HEL
(disintegration ) 4 — 248 % FRR] RN 42 7% AR NG9 223648 3F . Carl Bache *f fif #4347 TR
ANFFR B T —AN#89 364 & #) - A & Fauconnier #= Turner 89 364h 25 #), XA #6536 4
My 635 2 B 5 AR T An R A Ty AR ATAR B 0 S A AT L 64 R A0 = AN R 2R Bache 3
AT LA MELENEON TR AL S LN RE T E 46, FRT Lk

&R AL 8 SRE E

KBRS 3 P AL B A A B
NEFRERS A XEHS:1672 -0598(2011)01 -0001 -06

FESES HI

—.3l=

M 20 22 90 AR & A MBS 5 [ A
FE S, A2 TS S e A B iR 5
PLBFFE T M4 AR I o N F# XD KB Bl ve
g ARIETR HEOR LU IS R
W SR A S TSR — D) TR S
TRCHRE Y S JRE , FL o ] N A 2 o W Tl B
VSRR S Anfar i T3k LR A EA T 48 RIS

Gibbs(2000) % Bache (2005 ) #2 H #2454 1k
FC Y fi B 1 Ko 5 K (silver-bullet theory) , £7
£ ik 3 I 7] 1 (ubiquity problem) . HE& 45
BRI 12 iz F T U & D AR Sk
Wl (A & e 8 R I 2R ) HAETE
WA S0 R 52 B A0 0 AN e 4 1 W A ) i R
Fauconnier F1 Turner (2002 ) fr 4 2 H THE S &

«  [A5 8 #41]2010 - 11 -07

BCPR VS fifp B 7 R 3k 5 K By )t , s BB 5 | T %
Xof S o R ) R D 0], g 52 5 5 8] 43 Sy I e
AL (R AR R L R ) HE I 2% 42
H T RIS %% 4 (conceptual integration ) ¥R B 1
R ik B Y # AE J5 U 2 composition (4 AR )
completion ( 52 i) % elaboration ( 753 ) ; 145 H &
4 (integration ) 5 J 4% ( compression ) J& & 4 25 [f]
) — J7 T, i B A (disintegration ) 1 fif [
(decompression ) 5 52 45 %5 8] {4 55— J5 1T, J5i 0 |
A G XML S — DR TG (HIE X R
#&4& Fauconnier Fil Turner ¥ A 1 — 45 ] B Al 5
B T X & & B B8 B9 3X 2 7] B, Bache
(2005) $& K 5 A i B FAR LB 0 = A )29,
A R T G PR R B AE R G s Rl
I 3 7351, Hougaard (2005 ) tL gl i B &

[HEH @A T2 E(1979—) , e, N B ETFABME, 307, AAEETRIHRPIEFRREINERIN 44,2 %

NEETFHR
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(conceptual disintegration ) #1471 F B, IF4EH T
PR A S R R S B 4 splitting (43 fE) A
partitioning selection ( 47 #4%) . A< 3 % 40 4
Carl Bache X 5 & Rl B 5 1 73 J22 S HO0 &2 ok
P BRI o

Z .Carl Bache [REIESESIEL. E
BEESE

Bache (2005 ) } Gibbs (2000 ) 5 H £ 5%
Fauconnier #1 Turner i & & ( blending ) X ™ AR 1&
KAt 2227 35 S0 A ERZE (binding) LG
THESHAEE LHER P #EFTHT5E . Bache
PNV G 0 R =A B — R R A (first-
order blending ), % — B % & & ( second-order
blending ), & % = 2 % & 4 ( third-order
blending) ,,

(- E—EB4%EA/

F— 2 RE A R A IERE 25 (A4
SR SRS TSR B [R5 R4 T BEAS A0 B
ARG o BB 2HIL AW RARIIRE R N T R4
G — IR E L5, Q1 O 1A F 55 A4 REROA 2
SRR, — R GBI 25 % LB B M
A REWOA I 2 S R iR I 55, )R 5 B 5K
LE R F S 1 T SRR B T (AR AR ORGE
L M SRS ) HH G Y B E R EE AN W] A R
i DX IR e A TS IAL B, R R — R R
S5 AT RESEA T HABBEA A TR AR , Akt
HeAE AL 2255, KA B R Se 22 05, K
BN ST, B A Y 1A 75 5 el 2 A9 5t
Hol AT B R — IR e R B
(Langacker 2000) , 25— 2K G & — RIAA
IR — DN EEWREATER, E W PRI X
AR E IR A R AL Dy w] DUERAE Y0 BB
F—ERE SR T AR & A ZR, & AE
SHAb R K H 3 Wy A 5 — A /B (A
Tomasello, 1999 4F i ULEE FRHEHT) o FEX M HEA
SRR NRE G AU IS e R,
— R A WJEI R ST T R A
AL Sh AT R A H 3h W, BSR4 1 =
AR AT LAHATH — BRI G o AR A
B Z R TR L 1 B 52 2 BN A4
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e, S WA RERE, SUATLI S , AR AL
PRI SE , T 450 AR A5 Z R i 5
TEVEE R TR . Wl SRS — 2R
S5 S AT BRI A A5 A T BE

(Z)E-EBREA

Bache JH2% )29 2 G A4 A Turner(1996)
Fr s BB IR B SR TR LA B 5
Az 1) 52 R 18 18 12 45 #%) ( grammatical structure )
Bache JTJ A/ AT J22 4% 114 235 4) FNAL) 38 Ay 310 156 1)
B ERE A, U (1 gave her) a red ball fj i3
IREEE 1) 45 1458 INDEF ART + ADJ + N, [k T
TEIEH “RUR” 2 SC F R34 R0 45 1 (abstract
narrative structure) , “a red ball” i85 — IR 1
IRELE 4 (functional structure) : [ B B H5:48 4
ARLRMFFELJEWE] ] ] o XD HISR A T RESS H4 Bk
P — A% 940 & INDEF ART + ADJ + N 5
IR TR S R b A e i) e e —
ANPRGETA, 25 N T BRI E R AR R B (8
CPRITTT At 2 33X A 45 48 1 2 BE b0 i), T 2534
“red” SR S AFE” RN, 45370 ball” 2
RN R AL O RS AR ICAE T (I
WAL LIE) o i SRR
REASAE FIRN G B L 254, AT A4 T — A
bR NP B AL G2 6] o Bt m )@l i ik
a5t A (A R ECE B ) A S R B
(symbolization ) ) 45 7= J7 B2 fifk- DR B0 [R]85 7E F Dk
FE BRI EE A A LT 54 8] ) (symbolic motivation)
A PR B2 15 W 34 (underspecification ) i B 22 0] Y ¢
Fo MBI AN FIE T 5, 152 45 2 4
SIS H N T VRS A OG0 4 i A
PR AT T I o FERE &5 OB X B PR A T 2
2545 E ) 2 & 18 7R (the blending schemes
prompted by a grammatical construction) , 15 %%
) SRS A G AN 2y 1 W & LA, e fe
I A ARG B L. BE
7R 2 B0 B I 46 (1 9 25 M4+ 3 ) i AR
43) ABJEAL R G GBS (AU UL R B ISR ) , T
FVFA ] A H S HERL, 40, 42 “red ball” 3% Fif
ADJ + N 45#ty, BAR AR AT L A i) R 3h 1
WEASTE A A 44 1) I REAE , 70 A [A] B 35 B8 Hh X A~ 45
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P I A] U [F) 2 % ( Sweester 1999 ) : 75 585
AT e T AR B Bk 51 37 55 b, red ball” BT L fish £
“ball” T k)™ SCHYHESR , BPA2 45 Bk BA S i il .
R Z WA R AT 5 RS i, B A ] e 4
T FIIAFNZE 1) L] I Al AT Tt B s 3k, AT (45
TSR G R SE A Az TR AT BE . Bache 42 4%
5 )R G SN WY AR PR VE AN ) A A
AT S ). — B UliG & 13 7 BHE, IEa
W BRE G RN E AW AR,
W E IR IR o 25 )RR A R C
B EURTE F SRR S R e B
B TR S B RS I RE

(Z)E=EBLREE

B ERE GG RIS )R N
BTG O 12 S op S 80 B ), DRIl SE i 5
], AW A K. 6= ERE SRS
125 FU MG R EL RT3 SR K S A )3 1 R XU b B A
WIBT =R RE G R R RS S Y
S AT R B 2P AR e SR/ B AR b
XS B U Lo o =R BT AR
AN Z R0 BRARAE, O BR T HEAS A 28 T 4 AN
B ETE A A, i Tie S 7EME G B Ay
NN NG I E B S R b TN ORI L s S
& ML 4 ) F “ Buddhist Monk Riddle” | “The
Debate with Kant”, Kz i “If T were you, I would

hire me” | “In France, Watergate wouldn’ t have

done Nixon any harm” ZE {5 1~

Bache F] “ Jack sneezed the napkin off the
table” #1“ They laughed the poor guy off the stage”
H 1 AN B i 45 4 ( caused-motion construction) [
S IEMOR BT 2 =2 5 50 B R A AR .
TEX W AIE T, 558 2% K ¥ ( complex-transitive )
SRR R B Bl AR A ME S 5 R R K W) 8l i)
“SNEEZE” #1“ LAUGH” ) BAK B U A, AR T
TR HO MY , QLA T ok 5 4 118 A R Rt 1) (I
— 3 B”) I B X ( functional
(Halliday&Matthiessen 1999 .:227) ,

ERSH = 2REEGIRR B 58 e
SN E A BT FARE L R A A AR G IR 2
TEIXANZ G, i A 23 18] 1) 76 R TS5 14 38 43 i 4%

domain )

(partial selection) X HE& A S A5 A5G, ] 40 44
THIZEAE “red ball™, TEJ& M A 25 (0] A 45 2 TT R 1Y
TERERA DR T4 ball” JAR N A 2160 3R 10 1) 3K 58
FA L iR BRI ER . 78 BS54 41, 1E
SRl WL PR E T 21 98 T4 E1E R 3l
YE% iz 3l ( 4N 7E “ Jack threw the napkin into the
waste-basket” F1 “ Jack sneezed the napkin off the
table” ) , 5% 28 {2 FE1E H912 3 (UIFE“ Andy rolled the
drum into the warehouse” I “ Junior sped the car
around the Xmas tree” ) , B 28 i J S i Bl BE &
(UNAE“ Sarge let the tank into the compound”) , BY;
S 0 Gy i A Iy T be an 28 i T B s A (He
carted  the
( Fauconnier&Turner 1996; Mandelblit 2000 ) , X
SE R R = BRI A IS

Bache 1 & & H b 451 2 N T 4
Fauconnier&Turner X} BRI 5E G005 1, X & A&7
T =20 53 28 LA A T TG R 42 45 e
BTN, S, KRS e AR S bR
ERETH 2R A B E AR T AR
BERNEG . B, BIRZRZ AR Z 225,
XEGHAT A RE R R R B —
N RO A HEZR H, Carl Bache X &2 & 143 )2
S SR S R 22 8] B B4 AR L S X S R
IF1) 5% 28 B AR X RIE

=.Carl Bache REMEESEIL: &
B®E

FATATRETE BB = ERE G THE R
RGBS 2R E G T —2HAE
BRES o (H2T XA B B BA R
RPN DRI NSRRI ERR R, R
T TR E LR B 1, FATTA D EERS I A
B ME SR A 5 H R AR X L Y il BB Z TR G AR
AL G F b RS BIE

A% 5 HE & Fauconnier&Turner $2 H, ¥E H:
FAE PR X RS, (B RS G A%
4533 Fauconnier&Turner 71 i BE1E 1 3, AT
WBAT I £ SRS R VIA i S S =58
[A] ) & o Anders Hougaard 15 7% & iR 2| I i ik
TEAE Gk & PS5 i B AR I

drums into the  warehouse )
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LSRR S I — O RS A p R SE — M
BUSS I IC R AR AT 2 J0 0 6 2, HAE A8
B2 ST Y S5 R 0 R BB B 55— (A
O HEZS ] Y 1 72 (Hougaard 2002) .

Bache $ i Hougaard )5 SUAUHE & T 1EFRAT]
REAE K RE A3 it Ry AF DGR LT 43, X3 AR AIE
SR s G5 HE) PR SRR 1 B Dy AR 1 3 3
PRELRE A — A BB o SRR A (1435 3k 0 B
BEXT TFA TG AL 1 40y AT e M 5 A8 L DA
ANTF) £ L SR W A N7 5% | M (Hougaard WLEEH] )
TS G 23 (B rp 2 — A R A ) g A 25 ] TR KT
HAMESA 6, REMRTEER R, N X EJHE
B B TE R B TR RIS Sl T #EATRY

Bache TA y fiff 4 5 FIURE 5 02 X I 11, 79 25 3l
NS AR E S

(—)E—ERBES

Bache & H 75l 55 — 2 90 52 e e s O 1 5%
T JR B A AR 4 1 itk b 5 RO =2
A AT SRS T AT IE ) L R — AR
TIRFSE G R BB )T B RO T
AR RS, ik R L A, =2
PIL GBI R i A A3 (8] (RS S ] 4
R R A ] 5 — R 2
SR R TR Ao 5 SC R ] 1) O A 3 S5 ) e
T, B — R R E G mE, EW
Fauconnier&Turner —4f , T AT H G 5 F AP R E
J B, BER— 2 S A a AR A B . (515
TR, 54 (binding) AHOC A9 HE 5 A2 —
AN A B TS R AN B2 RO B2 R AR A 1k Sr
IANAT Y, 7E “someone is kicking a ball” X {~37 5t
W 2R — R A N EDW R AR T R A
DT AR AT SR A AR - SR R
IR ST AR, R G 5 AP ik )
WA WARFE W, P, G0 R A S AR S h 3%
THEERES A & —Fh 2 45, RATR AL 2 7E R
A Z FT ] 1% 47 Bt ( segmentation of stimuli ) & —
e & B R — B RS B — 2w
AR IR LS, FIE F EAT Bk
ARF BN GE - BZRE LS RG] L
VE Rt & A S R0 5 BE Y LAl
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(D)E_ERHBES

B RRE A RN SR
TEIE A R G T W SE bR IR T A
( grammatical structure ), Turner 1A N %5 #4
(structure ) XA ALEME & F W 5 T 38 5 $ 4 i
AN G LS o TS 5 250 1 SE B e U L
WA, Bache I A (LA 1E P A T
BB BRI ARV, O R AR
R P EFi S SN DR VA P b/ M ey e
P 1 ARS8 (subparts ) fif 44 1 15— 4>
HEARIYBE ST o Bache $i H il 5 A & iy A 2544 2
AN TSRS TR X RS R R A
PRI

Turner (1996 ) , Fauconnier&Turner (2000 ) Az
Coulson&Oakley ( 2000 ) #f B4 8 /R £ .0 3 43 #|
(Bache FrZ 28— 2RI A ) AMATERN X &
— AR R EE R PLH] AT S Z A RS AD
JE# D Bache $2 11K 55 2 RE G KA O
PROFE PR N )RR T H AR s —
JERSREEG TR IR BRI . XA R
fiff e 5] LA R R Ry T S e A R — 25 5
HHMRS - ZRE LR LA B, X g
A A REAA B HA A BORARAS i AUAS
A o El AR, B — R R A (FRATT AR
ARG AR B9 SE— ) (unifying force ) 51 2F T fif
ISR, A e B 45 (tight structure ) 28
RIS 7 B oK o

AR Turner 4 H Y 3X AR, 1125 (G245 )
PR WA HANE - ZRE G
AR . W UL L S, LR A B B
ARGEAE)  DARE B SGIE T X IR AR AN
REAGH— g,

40, “Jack threw the napkin into the waste-
basket” X Ff/a) A BB T AR SRS, [6) It 1)
B TAL S RRE S o X PR i BT 2R IR IX
A FEE #4783 (intentional agent ) FIEH #2350
A HAE i S By ( d 2lin] THROW £75)
A7 5% 1O BB B, Langacker (2000 ) 1A
ZHERMES EALRT MR, R CET)
&M BRI TSGR 2 5 & . Bache $i i)
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FATA NI FORAS ST W B 2 53 i 2
WEE—ZHE A ZIG N R A NG

LA red ball” Ay ], xF &AM 5 1958 2 RS
WA S RHE A DG B O B B, A T X BB RRAE TR
TSR] LA 3 3t 90 W A AN A 3 55, o] LAAE
5 S5 R S O R S PR E  IX aAR I B
AR R0 Ry S R i R LA SO 2 512 sl 4
WA FRIN S 58 A,

W2 5E MR WA NS5 E R
PRSI 2ot S e 1 HE G A B 5 PR F D 2 A
M T ARLETT LUHET BIFR 24515~ 1) BB RSAE 1 .0
FREEHEL, FRATT7K N Jack threw the napkin into the
waste-basket” Fll “ Jack sneezed the napkin off the
table” J& T~ WA [] J22 40 1 52 5 U T F A T i
558 — & (unified concepts) FIRE ) o TEZR—
MEFHIRATH Jack BRAE N =K AT Wiz
NP BT R o X IARAT G B A4 A B
AP, PRt 2 1 5 AL AS S ) — 4> 4
o TES AN iz S AT AR BB Sy B fd s
02 (AR B B) Jack 2 TG & W 117 3 #
(unintentional agent) , XA & X 4~ 2 Fa L AR
A SCHY AR, 33K o 0B e 5838 45N Ky 2 T i [
FF sneeze” LA ZZREGE L XM
G114 2 VR 43 S T B A R R AE B R 1Y
OPFRE ), Wt 2 NAT s IR E YT
(intention ) 43#1iE T RE

(Z)E=ZERBES

R G 5 =R RE G BEML, IEW
Fauconnier&Turner 58 I it A KR, MK A 25 [8] 0] &2
A B A R IR . s RS
AR A JEEAS [w] i 7% Ak 1Y), A il B 22 o 6 42 4 B
Bt e, RO TE X M RR R 2R B 52 5 v il o0 4
FSR T A BT RS A S RS . TERm A
2% 6] F R HH B P S 2K AR 45 R Y RE A
T EWfRREGRE S . FAT I DO )
NS A] Y N 25 F AT A B 328 436 1 11 O b 43 S b
Bl XM GRS =R RS .

O = 2R A R R R A N T AENL
AL, HOS e AN BB A 7 T AT X1 26 —
JERRREBTER — E R BT, R )RR

S5 T4 (precondition ) 5 T Ky 1 5 B 25 = 2 4
KA A R 58 il 2, 56 = R U R A A
RE S AL (R B W MR EBRER)
AT PSS SRR S T LU R 5 =R
R G, S EZRRBEE SREMXEE
EARIEM A FR SRS T A S 4
P A — TN e R R A WG, BIEE —
ERRBEGRREE 2 A RN ERN(—
BHIRATHEBEFNE 5 M) 58 = 2 a A
S R AN, PR B AR TR R G A T
Hh TR ) 7 2O AN Tl i A2 [A) 9 BN T 3R i 4%
Bk, BIE T RE W M e FE A — M A 25 [T R T
TER) HAMRE o

B5F = )2 M G A5 70 B4R (split
persons ) BUYIAAHOC , 5 A7 T A 25 (8] v 9 4
EBICER B A A X PR o PR G . i,
1E3 2 H)“ The Debate with Kant” i 7, I 14 W
A A A5 T] M A3 R — A B B A
SRR 25 ) R ) Sl et O, D — A A
(] v Kant 7EAR A 2 Fif 8 5 5 A B 3R Al 1 08 Ao
XS (B HA — R0 W A DARE . N5
IR (A 2R ML) , R (S
FER) 185 (TG ISR ) e BV 1 557 i)
BERAAIE (a0 AR S ) #RAE R AN . B A AR
BLAR X W AR, A% BCRR ) 2K, XRS5t )
— IR R, TER G2 X S e R 4k
PELE Kant 53X #HRA S AHEREQR h 5 7
IXAMHEZE B2 R Kant (197 [7) 00 5 85 15 1 067
BCF R RN B E S B O T IR S i
MR EZEMARMIBTT, A 5T A EAEB I
REH I iy A 25 AL T AS S AL 2 Kant 9 g A %5
(e, i 1, Bl ie & AR AR IAE , 1 T e i,
AR 2 FOULAR TE A AR R 6 s 2
1T

H— 5 =R E A WG UM 58 U Y
il ) S TE SR - B W B A 45 ) v 2y 1) 2
PR UV RIE AR, TEANTESS =R A 4
R ARARRE , gl il LL%E B irds E iR psh e, sl B
TIEINIZ 8], 3% WA BUTIR R , 3R B 5t
= A T G = (1 S T D= R A - S 1)
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( Fauconnier&Turner 1996 ; Mandelblit 2000 ) , &
OPEAS[A], AN A R A A S (8], O B
AR B 24 ( Fauconnier& Turner 2002) 1 & , 1%
WA SCRFEAR S B 52 5 25 A A BE A2 56 =2 i
BERER

Bache $H 5" LAY 52 5 B BLRR X 19 A 2 5
I XAHEZ Ty . Bache X5y T = J2 1 i
B BRI E B R R )R
PRSI TG — R AW E R
B AR AU MG B 2R 2R T

1% order disintegration

T fragmented perceptual
stimuli

1* order blending

~ Whole concepts

|

2" order disintegration
abstract conceptusl

structure

3" order disintegration

partia] selection

N

2" order blending

LITEBH LA ERA L G HRSE—ERE A1
P XESHIRAR S HR RIS TS sEbr
25 K A T R MR 2 H 5 T 5 2 A DL FE A 55—
EREG . RBERREATENTHR=EZREZS
(65 UMAS [5] B g A 2[RI BOT R MRFAIE . 3
)RR A R A O A T RRAT T T LA 2 8
A2 Gy 3 R R AR R AR B DAL T B AT T T L e
e S ARE SRS ES).

Kl —J& Bache A2 & MG/ ER.

abstract

grammatical structure

— grammatical constructions

A

El— A shematic representation of the combined blending and disintegration model.

( Carl Bache 2005)

M. 48

BEXSME & B e /Y 5 i 3 ) 8, Carl
Bache #4552 & 1 B2 K85 00 0 = A2, IF i
MERTESSMESELE SR PIIESE
3, Wi ERENEH EEE SRS TR
il K 3 75 H.3)), Bache %} Fauconnier&Turner &
TS I A0 ok 1 (R AT TR AE, B
BEANZ GRS G AR S AR A AR = R 1
S BIAT, BVEEAS 2 SR 525 FIRR R 5 AR AT X
RN HEAS JZ T #EAT 20 70 73 FHORS 1 B9 i
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o B RS W BT S NI R R
(R PNCESIVINEEY S g )E RS YNE (
HAaEE A A IR R

[ &% 30Hk]
(1] Bicts, . MAESEAGALEE[]]. S
E5NEH S 2004(4) :9-12.
[2] B, ek FH P mmp]].
& IR, 2004(5) :30-33.
[3] %) iE&. Fauconnier 94 & & R 2 ik BB L5 R &
[J]. shEL9MEH S, 2002(10) :8-12.
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(RERE REFR)

Supplement of Conceptual Blending Theory

LIU Fan
(School of Foreign Languages, Chongqing Technology and Business University, Chongqing 400067, China)

Levels of Blending and Disintegration

Abstract; Conceptual Blending Theory is vulnerable to the charge that it is too powerful, just like a *silver-bullet’ theory.

Fauconnier & Turner have proposed some relevant constraining principles such as disintegration and so on, but for those

principles, especially the disintegration principle, they do not pay adequate theoretical attention. Carl Bache has furthered his

study in disintegration and proposed a new topology as a supplement to Fauconnier & Turner’ s typology of simplex, mirror,

single-scope and double-scope networks. The new topology comprises three levels of blending and its counterpart disintegration of

increasing complexity and sophistication. Bache has discussed in detail the working mechanism of and dynamic interaction

between blending and disintegration, which partly rectify the ‘ubiquity problem’ .

Key words : ubiquity problem; blending; disintegration; levels
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