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B E AEd A mAARIEE A ESCEART I SURK, B S AT 89 35 UL A AT S0 S A 380
&SR A G ALE ST AR A A = K K NP 3 S s K KB SUE A RS, OF AT S K K 9E
A IESRAE T R X, ARG 24 B B AT AR SR AT R IR, R T R ReiEL T

ﬂ_%o

KBNS LB NS e MBS AT
FESES . H4 CEiRER:A XEHS 1672 -0598(2013)01 —0144 -09

—.3l5

WEE TSR JEE Ak T8RS
ZAE TR SR, AR AE 3 32 2 il
P AR B — S8 TE F T A SCE (I3
T 1999, FAE 2001, HOHAR L £ Mk 2002) KARMH
TLARILAS L SR S AT A% 05 i RS
DU, AT TR WIAR A e Je o 238 2l L ih
AR 4, K% CNKL 3L 10 4F (1999—
2010) % AL AN E 2R AZ 0 T b B9 AH G I8 3OS
UL, EARE— R W ARBER R A ST X E N
S SR BT TS B BEAR AT R 2L, 25 FE e 1
)7 — S BAAT T 5 I 48 s (19 7 S 7% 1 ik 3 A5
WIRE (RIE TR R B ) , R B BF S Al
XK 26 UE 3 A H A R (BRI SCIE 82 A9 2 A2 L
i) o

« [JcAs B #1]2012 -09 — 14

— BN IR EZEILEE

YOI B T SCIE RS SCHR, R EA] 73y
=25, — IR TE L JZ 1A (lexicosemantic sub-
stratum ) % F-HIRIF ST, — o Al i SCJ2 1 ( prop-
ositional semantic substratum ) %5 AT 5T, 55 =)
S MHEEZ TG T 18T, BIE & 7% ( conceptu-
al transfer) BF5% . 1P & & T WAL GERL A T
JEIWE I, Ja 2 & N — 187 4 A L R T e 1Y
5T .

(—)NRICIEX EHEFHHAR

M, W8 SRR B 5T KR A T RIS
A o DX —H A H R I T A iR ST
WFER E R, IIRNCIE U215 TRE s £
BN AR A ) A O ) = AT
AT

[£47 8 | BEARLL(11XYY024) ; F & T AEA £ 4 (2010YBWX44) ; w9l 4835 2 e A SE A 4 B R Bk

BeHBEE) B EGRLREZ—

[#Ek A ] £ &, v ShEF st BE LA P S S RFE T F 5 R AEST FHEE),MERT 5 TR
RATB PR, BN FF 53 7 NFAP 25T F SMERFFHR,
GR4& T A PRI L A RS E AHUT L, EBRFIE T F VLR LR R EHF R
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Sjsholm (1995 ) M\ 5 a) 1127 > X FE £ FE =%
TR SGIH ., JemrrI s R, BEE R By i
BETE4 2 3 B T E BUE 5 00E AR, b A7
PG~ 7 T L REEE Ry 25 il i A ) 5
(Sjoholm 1986) ., FEF I, Sjoholm (1995) %t T
28 JE Z Tk PR, A —JE B H A A Ak A
2, 1o, A WA 3E IR 8815 Bl 3R] ( phrasal
verbs, il put off) , 3 P eI “ M) 53] 7 (one-
part verbs, {lll postpone) . %8 1& 31 18] A0 7t 16 31 18] 1Y)
P IEIRSA — A2 IR B . SR A (1)
PFIF 2B ISR 2 ) F T ZE M IR R
B ML TR TR A ) F i il 10 a2k, o B
BERNGI 725 (2) MR & R iR
FRIE B OR 1) R IR BT Ji i P AT BN I ik
(ALY 210 A ) AR Bl A 305 (3) 3
PP AC A TR Ll 238 22 S Bl O 1 KT Y 4 5 T 28
Wi HeAh, Neuner (1992) & 3, IR 46 £ i
AN PR AR PR AR Y 1A T, —
T 2] B T RS TR R A 5

Strick (1980), Graham & Belnap (1986) %I
Aitchison (1992) & M2 2] X% B L5 ik
BLPRf (12 lexical semantic boundary comprehen-
sion ) I 1 £ %8 118 LT %, Strick (1980) 3% 1
29 A PRWSTIE (Farsi ) B IS ] 24 B,
SEG FOR W sk Sir, Ma’ am, Prof. , Dr., Mr.
Mrs, John, Mary, Smith, you % 10 RG4S H
PRI o™ R CRERE” “ PR AR (likemind-
edness) | “ I F—H 1" (solidarity ) | 4 ™ “ #L
B (power ) ST SCRFAE 1 FR B EATVE 40 2
R, W 3 AR B (s A B
T TE AR —" ", A HARTE (31E)
R 0 B " SRR SR A4 (con-
ceptualize ) FLIEFRFEIE . Graham & Belnap (1986)
MBI Je 2 BEE N P9 PR 158 R p 2 B 10 41 [&]
F, B E A 6-7 R ARARUE RN TR IRAT
S [ 20 A ) T 1, 9K J SR A 1 M 32 1) v
PEFE— MG M TR R g —2H I i A — i
Kl , S5 RFR W], o2 3% IR S A i B —
PYPEZF A ) Y 5 200k g — iR i i SO 5t
i) Aitchison (1992) 58 T BEiE X %2 ) 3% —if
TR Y P A 1) 5 ), ORI e B BV R Ak T

T T B A2 2 3 6 iR ) PR AR A2
FMBATEHE R (p. 81) o
Correa-Beningfield (1990 ) , Hasselgren (1994 ) ,
Ringbom (1978) X } Biskup (1992) & 50 M iH]
ICAE Y A 2% 48 11 LiE# . Correa-Bening-
field (1990) &1 VG HE A 1 1Y S 15 o ~) 34 1E
FETREE T &I 10 B 1 DL R T T 0F9E, 45
SRR DA B 1) (5 P R TR —— DY P R B
A3 A e iE i . Hasselgren (1994) %
ZL 1B SGER A iR FRn s, 9T LA
BECR IR i 51 27 2] 2 sk, ek G
BUE SIS A 8 B, 45 2R Bon,
{1 N —iE iR S BB IE TR L B —
— X FR AT H 2 L RE TR R Y SOR 4E
il 351 T 101 SCTEH (semantic range) , I 4f It
AR BRI, 45 R R R BB N A
PSSR 0 38 1) 18 %) 5 204 1 — A~ 1)
o Ringbom (1978 ) F= 3R BJ 1 S 2% 24 1 A Ji it
T T2 > B TR Il i A0 A R 1 S 2
HEAT TGS, HAWF T 4 3R 2, w0l 4 K 22 $icin)
TR ERAR IS B T U R BE TR G 1 18] ) 58 SOk SiE
fip 15 )15 09 5 SCRT i MY . Biskup (1992) 2%
BT W L IEA R B ETEARTR B AT W%
55 BRI AE R A TE OO, 45 R B , P 2 TR X
TR RN 46% FEEDT LA IR Y 21% #B
&l TR0 R S BRI TR e e
], - A L ok A A — 1 1) 3 19 3 S0 BBl R
“HF"” (loan translation ) 38 il %) ( p. 89 ) ; Biskup
I, BT B A 2 it il P 2 [ — 45 T
FEAEA R B TE BRI
AN iR —SE B 5T (4 Wong 1983 ; Chang
1987 ; Coe 1987; Dagut and Laufer 1985; Tops et
al. 1987; Swan 1997; Blum-Kulka & Levenston
1983 ) M2 2] 5 3B 440 R i (i e B Al
FI” L™ ) ff B2 Ok 25 581 UL #% . il N, Wong
(1983) A& B, Hh B i 2 2] 5 i T 32 B D0 fd
""" + ] + o T BERG RS, AR E TR
I K 1z i make + complement’ 28
(1987) R IE 1, v B S 27 ) 4 sl O {1
—L8Er be, bring, come, do, get, give, go, have,

make , take, work 2% “ /NgHiA]” (small verbs) B3R

5, Chang
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%30 &

ZpfeRik,

Ph B T I SO #% W BF 58 405 2R a) ME 4G
W

L BEE g X IR () iR Rl 2k 2 H A
R LA Ty , R B L L 5

2. 2 > A i) T4 BERE TR X 1 1) 93 SCAE
3 ke PR A AN ] B ARl

3.5 2 HAE AR A R AR A R AT
PAHZE A R HEABATT 0 B A B B8 X 3] (1 1
S F 0 s AR A fe P ) i i AU 5

4. 2 2] FAE] Tk B A PR S At B
6 Rl (B ERIE ) —BoME AR B i ) i AiE
(BFRIE) , ) 5 [l 3 8 P IR S AE A AT 1) BT
HP A RO N ) T Y R IR (BRI o

(Z)NHBEXEEEFHHAR

BRI AT D) A AR 8 SOZ T, 3% E A
R AR AR E I SR, F KRBT 5
WA DL AR TR A A )2 T, 338 S — MU
DA RTFFIR R RS, 75 AR 218 OB STk
DA B 4t 07 28 AR S B n] L i B S
JZIK ( propositional semantic substratum ) & A= 52 I
MIATHERZ T. Odlin(1989) . #Fi%Z 15 Semantics” #f
43,0dlin D) “ propositional semantics” A 1, F 5% B
SCHBE T TR R TR = 22 e R, g
T m AR OC R [ 18 SRR i — R
AR, A R 2 BT AR (R
FENHT W) AN KO N2 fH—A " 55207
FARTIE (BRI 35 5 52N 3035 ) 2R v fE .
ST, Odlin SA AN [6) 1R 5 7E1E X 4h#h) B s
B 225 A RESETE ST R 1) — SR

B ST BT 1 — A AR AR ) S 1
TRILSEE 1) O 2R ] AL - 4 b, B9 43
ZEMTE TR RBTE 2 KRR L g (24 21 &%)
B A A A R — A T P )
(p. 71)

— X IRIR Rk T — L2540
L H: (N, Osgood, May, and Miron 1975
— BRI R ) (B B TR AR ME BTG A — T
A T U RERS AL 2 R B XS o) —Fib

146

T 7 IR A LR R . (p. 83)

TERE T AR, Odlin B4 18 T A
AR ST R (p. 76-77) o AP, 22 /K 22
B — P 2L A8 P AL 3”7 ( prepositional pro-
nouns ) ARFEIE S FEIXE S 1, IH 5053
1] have” B IR N 1A, 591 4) 51 have mon-
ey” ER W I ) 2 /R 2B RS -

Ta airgead agam.

Is money at-me.

1T A2 B % R 22 TR X — A T 454 7 R SRS
F /R 2 9eif (Hiberno-English ) H 3 5 b5 e 18
ZE AR KAB G 2 IR 22 B AR o LAl il n,
PRUEDETE “ He had a bad heart” “ You won’ t have
money worries” 2§ Ui il & “ The heart was bad on
him” “ The money worries will be off you” ., X JC5E
JEUL, e IR 2B T8 ST B T % IR 2L
.

5L b A BRI T A E R X
IER R, AN dak ok 2 2 2 0 At i i iy S
TR X R, Bl 40, Keeskes (2000) it i,
AR FHARE G SR M E B RO X 4
PR IR A GE A, A AT LARRAR , (H A2 B = A
WRTR #5223k Fir HA 09 I8 B b 38 7 (p. 151)
Danesi (2003) 423, “ Z {158 % & 25—
WG, G B AR A S (23R A
SCBAT A5 2 22 DT 2 60 45 S0, R 2 AR
TEXCERTH IREET (po6l) . s Z
A EEEE T RS G0 e [ 27 ARy IR =4 T
[FIREANRA A, H S iE B0 b i i« DUl
“rpIE” (Chinglish ) , 2R O T T4 19 H 52
WU LIRS , Bl SOZ W ERIER .
4N, 2 35 fir B — 2222 LEXE XS On Teenagers’
Studying Abroad” 47 iy @ /E ST 5 E HY Tk A
B (BHMEER 43 FF 78 ) : (1) Besides, college en-
rollment expansion makes students able to touch with
college education in order to improve their cultural
qualities ; (2) Attending schools abroad has many ad-
-+ Second, they could do further

vantages. First,
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understanding to the country such as the customs, ge-
ographical environment.

FET UL BT, AT LU s 2R
T ST R UM O - 2 2] 1] 4% B BT
(TR LAk R ik, 5 RAEAE R BOLR
IRTE DR TR CPE5T .

()N EEEEFHHRD

Jarvis (2000) 45 i , ST RO T K
WIRZEWEARE & (B08EF) S RIEX 2 ] &
BOOGE A BRI IR A2 (p.3) o X
— A & BT IR AL FE Jarvis (1994, 1998 ) , Stut-
terheim (2003) ) & Danesi (2003 )%,

Jarvis (1994 ) X%} 75 £ K H A [F BEE H 5L 1Y
) B TR TSR PR (interlanguage lexi-
cal reference patterns) #E47T T %2, Z 05T 0¥k
P SMBETE N RANE B DUE #HE F
W PUPEFE H R SRR RLATE S 8 FhiE S
16 NEZRWARTL G ¥, RS, 928 A
SUE AL R — B N 51 A ( Chaplin ) F I &)
L5 R 5 INHC (Modern: Times ) W 85 B8 1 I, 2R
Ja BERWOR T 28 K SR MG 17 AR R B, BE
TR TR 1EHE” (referential lexical choice) 5
HABR 5T RAFAE B3 A G, Ok A AN [A) Bl
S AR ) TV B O o B HC B TR SRS [m] T
IR, a0, ZEFR FRIZ 52 Ik A
B AL R 25 E A A IR AL AR 2 1 2o i, 88 %
9 B AP T girl — i, 83% 19 %5 oF 9
M 77% WshE YOS T woman —iR], 3 4h 7R
FEPRIZIA LN L BRI T — ATl PR X — AR
38% WYX T meet —1ii],57% 1y PG JEF
TR 1 erash —10),33% (14 BTRLAFT 15 i gl
T accident —1i] ,25% 1 PGER X H T bump
—1] ,50% 1)) %) A 1EAl i ) A £ T 2 1) >k 4
FRix—Fi 4, Jarvis (1998 ) 7£ Jarvis (1994 ) FE it
AT T A CERARIIIST, GORAEARORRR
AR TS E FAERY LU J LI .

1.k B i) —BRETF 5 1957 2 2 A JR]—3a) i
U [l ( the same range of lexical options ) 1% 1] 48 ik
H bR

O MBS LTHBH A F@mAL, 58 £ E(2010)

2. 3k A Al — BB 52 ) E R HAR &
PRI} 27 48 [5) 64380 38 #5528 ( the same referen-
tial lexical prototype) ;

3.2 2 B FE B 1) (BRI R
T Bl BETE T S5 AN [ i 52 B 22 5 5

4. 2g 8 B A E RN R PR 5 2% B BBk
PRI S PR ) AH— 2

5. AN[FBETE T 5 0727 2 2 TR 8 PR ) BE
S AN TR K 4R g AR B 22 e i
NIFIAEIBEESEL . (Jarvis 1998 70-73)

Stutterheim (2003 ) 3= Z 55 1 AT R X 2
2 Y F IR T AR ISR T A
VERWEETE Y T B, HE R LB, R AT
BAEFGR IR W52 v 52 B A~ S5 R e, 13
AL — 45 9 (endpoints ), DURF RS 4
P AR R 5 T B8 T A G 0 5 U R 2 A A X A —
ANGER S AN R [F] i SR AR T RE
21 Two nuns are walking down a road” |, fEIE AR
JRTE W) 2x U “ Nonnen laufen auf einem Feldweg
Richtung eines Hanuses” (Two nuns walk along a
lane towards a house) , J5F LB & 20+ T “to-
wards a house” {E A8/ A HEZE (event frame) [1)
SRl BT BNVIER SR, 5 > 18IE 1) Jeh
AR TG VE e PP TE (0 Bt 3 AL XA —
NEER s P10, M AT 2 U8 Zwei Nonnen laufen
auf der Strasse lang” (Two nuns walk the street a-
long) , M A3 “ towards a house” 3% — 35 {4 f{£ 42 [4]
BT

A, Pavlenko (1999, 2002) Danesi(2003) |
Faerch and Kasper (1986 ). Wilson and Wilson
(1987) .Ringbom (1986) Jarvis (2000 ) Z&t38 K
THESERRIS . #lan, Pavlenko (2002) $2%], —
AEEE TR B BT A A A T R ROE R R
“byt’ w sebe” (to be inside oneself) F52 1 , 7EHi A
JFE L T — OB A TR B IH Lo, 30l TR
] f . “she is deep inside herself”

T & 22, 24 B & B Wt 5 i 48 78 1) X
TR R AT RS A -

L. ok BRI BRE T 52 ) & 1 iR iRl 4
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BRI R AU .2 I L 5 A e 2 A 1
AR 5 ELE 5 B VRS 7 1R 0
—

2. 2 3 HAE M N 0 R
ST A P A TR

(M) A% E BB E B

2 F A , B RNEE X A SR &
) =5 T 45 19 3 B ST R HiE 4 7
RS

23] 2 AT BRI X R 1
HOA 5 M U L

2. 25 3 TIP3 0 2 SR
FH A A , 3 A S A TR,

3.5 H A B Coverproduce ) 5
BB VA, T 50 R e e 7
S ) 0

4 23] B M ISR VBT (900 T 2k
BT 0 B S R — S — i SR
%1k

. 25 3 5116 T4 SR B (035 S M ke 4
—iERA, G R S EOL A R LB T
S

6. % 2 FE (I IR, B IR
BB s 1 A A A 4 O

= XEXERIEERRRE

(—) X E—  ZRKIEENERE

XK FEB MG GRS 54— . =
FEUEE , 2 A TR B T 1 SCAE AR (the
equivalence hypothesis) 3/ AR, 15 4 R
POAN 25 F AR > B A v S R T
AR5 AR (D) B SCSE [A] (Swan 1997
166) o it 7T LAy, A B iy i) 1Y — 15 1A
EZ LA R LR oy, & A g 2 2] 5 m] LA
AR TR O TR 1) R SR ke 4 i R
Mo WRLRUL, %7 > & A dby 2 B 2 D J& A b A
FI IR 22 X R IE AR R Lo RT3k
T VA P v ) TR, T AN A2 Ry - AN [ i
& PN B SRAFAEAR Y 22 S (B AL [m] I A7 7R

V2R 1IE SORY , T2 S S i1 SOy, Al
X IR TR ) R A B W HERA PR (=T
7 IR AR B BUZ ARy ) .

Jiang (2004 ) f5z T 52 H 19 B 183010 2 15
RJERERU i 1 S RN, AN
T A J B 22 iy < il I B AR (word associa-
tion) \“FEiEIE H T B (L1 lemma media-
tion) F1“ 350 % & B B (full integration ) =~}
Bro TE5— BB, 2720 ik 4 n9 1 H (lem-
ma) B 15 S ) OB SEE B (R TR
A S BEHFEEAER) X iR EE R
FHEEE 45 &1 (pointer ) ¥ TiF H ) 18 Xf 7 7] ( L1
translation ) f)3) H A5 B (A% (0 SCAE{F B ok ¢
Mo B FrE g s niE H B O & ETE L.
A BTG R B S E B8 T BRI X i)
(1), B 1 ia) i e =2 7 B X e 1 36 B AF S .
HAR T8 =k B, Zi8 &m0 H BB A HIE &K
JEl 7oA R T B O RTE X Ak BT T
G A, REBURNRNCR & AR AL 18
BB, IR —BERY A BETE X 3R] Y
R RS IEALE T, B AT PLSE 20 A 5 B
D)= AR R 0 A L R AE B YA
AR A CRE BAE R, AR A B
X LA B IR E AR AL, A T REKT, — R
—hH, 2 — R, AR REE T A C
i B A5 S

5 TSRt AT AR AR A B A B 2 )
B Z I LA ) 4 BB oy ) ) A SOR A
T, 2 PR Ry o i) 1 — e Ak AE R TR AR
BB B BEE G H T s B (AR R — B
Oy IR EAER S TS e G BT, mAb
XA B A RER A B IER T AC
W BAG R ENTBR T FHEEE X 118 AF R
ShBITCIE R, 2T i BRBETE X N ) 1Y 5 S
I iERNE S B IE R AR By ), AR
T 15 )15 1Y 35 X fE B, (semantic information )
AT L) AR T SO B AR 22 5 T

(Z) W EE=RIEBHIRRRE

© R AEKREIERIEF AL A2H 2R RIEYE £ &L Z 3 R P 69 BBk (domain mapping) A X, % %
REIEFEN 225 235 7 B 42 b a9 #0547 (schematization) A % (3% 4 H £ & 2009)
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S =IEIE R  E ) E R A T Co-
verproduce) 5 B i ) — 5 i, 1 [ 8
IS il /DR i X6 7 3R] 1) B AR T o X B RIS
L) Levelt(1989) 2 1 Y & o 7 B B 45
B IR BN BN R R 25 T iR

Levelt (1989 ) Ay, & i 7™ th 2 4 5 &k
( conceptualization) JE G il (formulation ) 1 % 7=
(articulation) = FEAR B B, KL FRIBHIRL, &
T H P R TR T B I ) K A AR TR XA U B
TERGRY B, Bl 5 1 15 B S5 B 5 0 R 2%
HLTE XAF B AT UL, #5 — SOUNE0OE I B
FRER) 2, S =22 W) TG 2k 38000 I B ORI A vz ) 2% o
T 72 1 =] V905 s L4 =V N 1 M5
FEBT B B TE—— X K1 i T A 4 B
B A O SUE R BT A i 7 SCIE R
P BT X L 1) P B ) 2% (BRI BRI X 1 3]
FEEEAE B 05 X R 3R] 5 i I i 22 8] Y 3 Y
i” (lexical connection) $EHX 3| — 151815 ;2. 4b T
BEE ] H A B r) a8 iiE——iX 28 T
(3R] 2% B AE DUCRETE S 7 e) i) H LA o 3ok
AR SUE B, BATTAT DLE I §T 5 R (5 S E R EOE
OHHR ZR 107 AOR$RIG 3. b T I S P By
TAE WX RITE B T O R AT R
T A CHIE E B, BT DL i B 0 O 3
AR ORI, TR =R oL, AR, TP
T (A LABRE TR X 1 3 9 58 SR SRRl R R L —
EER . TR B iR RE AR AL T —
BB (A A 2058 =B B |, 3k R iR 115 1
RS2 LU AFAE BETE X 1 ) Sy e e 45 /b
BEREXT R 1], 5 B R AE —3ERE A P O 2]
PR SUE R . BRI, ) H e S ih - thrh
IR 1l FHAR S A BB W ) ) — 351G Z b, T
VPR, IXAUIRRE T R 45 > AT (B fef IR
LA ERETE A R IR (1) 8 1A 1 A St B il
S BRE S0 — 28 R TE R Rl

(=) X4 5 M KIERRIFFE

SO A « 2 2] E AR B 18 PR K
IR, A6 1) 30 45 5 LAY T A BT TR 6 R 18 1] AH —
By iR TE PR B AR . X, AT el LA
fEr ) F3& Levelt (1989 ) il Jiang (2004 ) 1y #Li5 HE
R RE . QNS = SEUE R MR R IT IR, R 28—

TE TR AR O HIA) 45 AR IR B O M 1Y B U
S AR IBCHR B AR S B 18 X 7 ] Y R S BIESA
Ut , B A B R AR, R T fE A
Db P B B R o i 2 O B C i E B R
B 15 S 5B N ) B S — 3, s R
IR FECE ) B AL AR LL 5 B TR X I 48 PR i) =
JE— 3 IR R AR PR A A

PO, FeAT ] 15 By Jarvis (1998) $2 H AY TR
SR RGBS T — & R, Jarvis
(1998:26) I\ hy, —ifi2F > 45 RAE Zif% ) &
ML EIE L T — MR S RIE RS, R
=AML S L T REE AU ME 2 (Ll -based con-
cepts) T 15 MYME S (L2-based concepts) Fl3k
EHIME S (shared concepts) o HiH, FEFHREE AYHE
SRR S AR R S RERAH LS . X A
RS L T — MR 622 ) B i
FE T & A AR T RS2 ma 8, LR 31 8] 45 R 1)
RO, 3k 26 S5 RETE B YR S M 2 fili 2 2] A A
P VR R 2 (A s ELA WY 0 % B 80 1] 1, D
i o 2 f0 ) T RIS 5 R AR FR A [6) AH — 2K
1 B TR R AR PR AR AR

DL E A iR 25 A e, (B AR T [R]—
HREAFERTE . FATAN  $ A EHk
o 30— B [R5 ) AR - 2 ) B RGP R
HAFE S BB E—2 T L1 A&
L1-12 JLE 2, ik Se M & K AR i A, 2 ) 3 il
FERTRT 18R B2 LR Ay BEEM P, Ri2E > 3
SR ] T 5 5 B G0 TR R AR BT 5 1Y
HiFiEER . BT %G, 05 HE RS2
AR LE iR E A RRE TP X BLIA) TS, SR 5 P 2o
JITUS A Bk ) T 20T BT A . Y R IR . T
X TR B A BB R B 18RS i 5 1E (S
A REE B PR E T EA TRAA IS

(M) %t 88 HRIEHER R FE

S TSRS A« 2% > F il 1) T 4% B BETE 11
AR R B FGE, S R A S EOL R K
AR M5 CPE 5. Danesi (2003 ) fiz it #2 H 7Y
“HEALJR ] (the Conceptualization Principle ) 1
TE—E LT AR R UEE

AL ] P LA P 5 2 o 22 A S
Hh A S PR S A AT ) T R B A S R
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GeryJr 2ok % A2 BRE B (they tend to “think”
the message out in terms of their NL conceptual sys-
tem) , HA5 R B ™ 4E 1 2 b fs B 7RSS 18 B2
TR Y ETE MR S A A D B P
(p. 61) . Danesi FYH#EE AL B 45 2 T Kecskes
(2000) Y 3CHF o MbIAhy , AN[EE 5 0 22 5 AR
AT 4 b, W R B R 2 A & A 77 X
( conceptualizations) |, %2> —Fp 05, AU B
A% E R ETE NG5, R 2 ) X s X
S e B AR S 4514 (conceptual structures) .
S A B I ) R T, AT A A A ) TR
HFAAT B 15 B9 M & 3L Bt (the conceptual base of
their mother tongue ) BB H b i (9 2K ik 5+ 3] B
TEWIME 246 77 2 | (map target language forms on
L1 conceptualizations) (p. 151), A=A fEH —
A R ARETE N AR IR E Rk

HH O, FRATTAT X 26 LS UE SR AR T i g . 27
>3 Z i LA ] T4 BRERE TR A MR 2
TR, a2 Py At A T4 BB TR B M R 58 R A A
SEPRAEE (R “HI & 5587 s A1 Rk
Z T LATE I A0 T o SO 5, 2 PR g A ] 9 B B
EMES RGUE USSP B S IR E NS AR
AVERL,

(H) X ERFKIEERIRFRE

SNRUEYE 2 ) AR RERA R
W ML TR AR O R IB A N A A T A o X
I, Slobin (1996 ) # i fY “ i 4™ ( thinking for
speaking ) 1] 25— & WY RE

Slobin (1996 ) I\,  FH T 7 235 1A 56 s 4 1
YRR 4E—— YRS RS —MTE S bR s S R
REYEIE " (p.76) o AR PFIREGE” FE N
YRR W R (1) @A T AR Ok
PEFEEAC Y, LA K (2) 38 G T %G & gt
) 2 AN A B IR L HFAE .7 ( © thinking for speak-
ing’ involves picking those characteristics of objects
and events that (a) fit some conceptualization of the
event, and (b) are readily encodable in the lan-
guage) (p.76) o Ik Ny, %> —Fp ik 5 &5
— iy S YRR R AR, i S R
R AR B TS SR A S Y A LAAS
) 77 A2 B Se A AA SR ™ (p.89) o BEAR
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PEA R 1R 5 22K 5 SIS [m) A R S 4, I8 4 %)
TEB/SIUEE , FATAT DA KRR R« 27 > & Z i LA
TEAT ] TR 2 o 4 IR T A A 0 S 0k
PN A T e, 2 PR A A TR A5 P — i AT K
AT BB E DR B LR

X—fE R 5 Kellerman (1995 ) B9 & 4 —
., Kellerman $ 1y, “ A [\] (9 1 55 i 1] s 3%
HEMAUAR D X amit e, X4 ik
BRI B K T R A Ry F A 1AL 1
fige AN A i B 323 25 A A Tl PR 45
BRI TR S TR (p. 137)

M. %

ARSCMNARBETE SO R FE A | 5 8% X
IERS UL A B DU T BV 1 25 i [ P il X
ERHFEHIBAR . nT LI HY, 5 /A4 35 SGE R
FAFAELL T ILA EZA L -

L3 SGER AT ST O 3 T IR T8 32 1, 1M 2
Tl = TR R E AN

2. S FTAAT M T 4 R TR SRS Y R B,
ARBUHAFAE AL , 100X 1 SOE A% A AR 1 R AE L
il Z RS

3. T ERZ S T IR B A TR AR,
P24/ HE SGE T LR B — e i &
TR GANLTE ST A s SGT R = RS
TEMFAYBEHEZR , G B0X = R FEZ 18] IR IEA
W, % A NE—— A AN A RSB E'REN,
PTELIA R T4 5 o

4. W T AT SGE O TS o0 1 R
SCJZ L, AHSCHIFE T BT 125 LB 28 FIAT R

RIS R4 2R rp, Al Tl T LAAR AR
DRNEY-S

L1 SCERS AT RERH G T UEA R &5 19 A TERE
ARG LIRS 2R

2B G AT REA O T o2 ) B AR
( ZIBSREE) 780 BURNE SR AE 7 3 b 54y GO
PR

3 R SCGER BLG R A 1 I8 Sk T REN 1B ) 21 5
T R P R R R SR T B, B AL
WY,

H1IEE, FATTIA D, Rk i1 SGEREHFFE AT LA
U JLREAT:



3 E AR ESLEAMN RIEE AL A

L RSO 780 B 50 BHE 5 5 ARG 5
FT“HEA4L” ( conceptualization ) [ A K 15RD,
46 XER PEBIF ST A DGR, 7 R TR 2o
T A — BB T A i I 45 A G ST R UE 4
IEHEZE

2. MR A BRI HE ZR ) A , G ¥ 24 i A AR
BIERE RNLIE TR S i ST = R
FEZ AN INTERR 22, 00 B 1 & F i SO IE s
AT AR,

3.7 R TR A EEAE SR, TR T EEPIAN TS
TAFE—25 4 e i SCIT B8 B SR AR TR i , I DA oy 2k
filh RGBS AE T — DB TR R 5 3, DA
BN R SO N FERTL S

4. TMEE XS A2 IR B s SGER RS, R
ST AT T

5.5 SERUE FRAE B O F A 1 RS i 5T T
BOFN 7 JEREE G RERBE 1R
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Six Types of Evidence for Semantic Transfer and Their Explanation

JIANG Meng', WU De-ping’
(1. Research Center for Foreign Language and Literature, Sichuan Foreign Studies University, Chongqing 400031, China; 2. Department of

Foreign Language, Hengyang Normal College, Hunan Hengyang 421008, China)

Abstract; This paper, by sorting out and surveying the present studies of semantic transfer at home and abroad, proposes that

current research on semantic transfer falls into three categories, namely, lexicosemantic transfer, propositional semantic transfer

and conceptual transfer, and that six major types of evidence for semantic transfer can be summarized at present so that a tentative

account is also offered for the six types of evidence in terms of a couple of relevant theoretical models or assumptions available so

far, thereby portraying a picture of the present state of the art of semantic transfer research. Expectations concerning future re-

search on semantic transfer are also offered.

Key words: semantic transfer, lexicosemantic transfer, propositional semantic transfer, conceptual transfer
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