2019 5

40 3 Foreign Language Education

May 2019
Vol. 40 No. 3

20 70 40 o

( « » o« »”» “« n) ( «
”) ( Divjak et al. 2016) .

43

( 210097)

1

: HO30 A : 1000-5544(2019) 03-6001- 1

Abstract: The article draws a systematic picture of Critical Cognitive Linguistics ( CCL) through detailed description of the

goal the theory and application as well as the methodology of this subject. Critical Cognitive Linguistics is categorized into

four types in this study in terms of metaphor schematation discourse world and cognitive point of view and each type espe—

cially the later developed two were introduced in detail. It further illustrates the researches combining critical cognitive lin—

guistics with corpus-inguistic techniques and psychological experimental methods. It is believed that triangulation is of great

significance in the future development of Critical Cognitive Linguistics.
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