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Abstracts of Major Papers in This Issue

Cognitively Inclined Critical Discourse Analysis: Two Approaches and Their Features
by TIAN Hailong.,p. 1

Critical discourse analysis (CDA),when incorporated with cognitive science, gains its development
in new directions. Based on the CDA interest in discourse and context, this article discusses the
cognitively inclined CDA in terms of cognitive discourse analysis and cognitive context analysis,
analyzing their features as well as their relations to the tenets of critical discourse analysis.

Key words: critical discourse analysis; cognitive discourse analysis; cognitive context analysis

The Internal Non-prototypical Causers in Chinese Resultative Construction: From the
Perspective of Grammatical Metonymy by WU Shugiong,p. 19

The causer in Chinese resultative construction (RC) can be realized in various ways,which allows a
distinction between the prototypical causer and the nomprototypical causer. The latter can be further
divided into the internal and external non-prototypical causer. This paper explores the cognitive
motivation of the internal non-prototypical causer in RC from the perspective of grammatical metonymy.
The findings demonstrate that the internal non-prototypical causer is motivated by grammatical
metonymy SALIENT SEMANTIC ROLE FOR CAUSING EVENT. The operation of GM will be
constrained by the following factors: the salience of semantic roles in the causing event,the correlation
between semantic elements in the causing event and the caused event,and the accommodation of context.
Key words: grammatical metonymy; resultative construction; causer; causing event

College Students’ EFL Writing Anxiety and Self-efficacy and their prediction on Students’
Writing Performance by LI Hang &. LIU Rude,p. 48

The present study probes into the EFLL (English as a foreign language) writing anxiety and writing
self-efficacy of 294 first-year non-English majors and compares the differences in these two variables
between students with higher and lower levels of writing proficiency in the real context, and further
examines the predictive power of writing anxiety and writing self-efficacy on end-of-term grade of the
writing course. The results indicate that: 1) at the beginning of their college English studies, the
freshmen all had relatively low level of general writing self-efficacy as well as task self-efficacy; and they
tended to avoid writing in English and had low confidence in their writing in spite of their writing
proficiency; 2) First-year college students’ EFL writing anxiety at all levels were all significantly
negatively correlated to their EFL writing self-efficacy as well as writing performance; and their EFL
writing self-efficacy in general was significantly positively related to their writing performance; 3)results
by regression analysis revealed that gender,subject and general EFL writing self-efficacy were significant
predictors of students’ final grade of writing course.

Key words: college EFL writing; writing anxiety; writing self~efficacy; writing performance

Reflections on Translation Thinking by YU Dong,p. 78

Translation thinking,as a bilingual remapping different from monolingual mapping, possesses three
features: uniqueness, correspondence, and metaphoricalness. Uniqueness refers to the unique mental
frame set up by this remapping. in which everything involved contributes to the completion of
translation. During the remapping, correspondence between the ST and TT has to be set up, for which
the Invariance Principle is required. This explains why fidelity in translation is a cognitive must. In spite
of such Principle, the relation between the ST and TT as established by translation act is only a
metaphorical and analogical one. To establish such a relation, creativity of the translator is of vital
importance. This means the fidelity involved is a dynamic and functional one.

Key words: translation thinking; remapping;metaphoricalness
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