2019 4E 11 A S B E (WA T Nov. ,2019
F35% ol Foreign Language and Literature ( bimonthly) Vol.35 No.6

BERERRERARWARPHIER
—— Dl B 0 3 3 A A0 B

339 3
(ZBR¥ AWEIES ¥, B 200433)
W OEALARERRETERREAR, EEE 0NN LN EELBE FAREFIFEEEUHTHNNTIARS,

JL 4 K , Cameron 1 Gibbs F AT R A K ZHE W B H ERMAZ, -RE T RAWEFDS M E, WEHAT RAFENEL
KFEGHE, BN ZEEZFAFPBERETNE, ELHA M AR ERANRIT, AXKELLRAE LS BERTARN
e, LR By IE B B A AT E B, KRR B IR A AT S B AN IR R T A AR R G UL TS B R A R
AR, B ZHEREH THRAF RO RENEE X EIENIE, AT REA SCER RN E A% RNE ¥R

/?éo

KR A LA RER AL RS B R F

h[E 4= .H05 NHERFRERL A NERS:1674-6414(2019)06-0093-08
0 3l

Bl 2 i = o8 i B X G, S 1 IR (B F) W 1 1 5 00K, I 4k, LA Cameron | Gibbs |
Deignan F1 Semino “AfCERIE F A KRR T A RFL 2B 22 RS HE1E ( Complex Systems Theory, & #K
CST) 5| ARMiiE S 5T, 2 B T B 35 18 3 8543 M1 ( The Discourse Dynamics Approach to Metaphor) ,
JCR BT TR 5 2 W), A R KR 0T 58 1 52 4% R B8 5 1), 28 17 A& R My 2238 ( Conceptual Metaphor
Theory, fajFF CMT) X} i Al 2% i) 1 1) 45 40 ( Cameron et al. , 2006; Gibbs et al. , 2008 ; Semino et al. ,
2016; Deignan et al. , 2017) , H&J CST ARG 57 S AL BEnay (4 R ek, $2 Hh AT RS- Beian i = AN Y
U BRI XY, e 3200 H i A2l se i 5 T SO HE sh 3L Wi sl , ik o < F b ) e
5 MRS LIRSS TP HUR e 52 2% 2248 ( Cameron, 2003 ; Gibbs et al. , 2008) .

MHT, BT CST By pam it 2 s Fl TRE S A TR A I35 M TP s iR 0 o0 i, Bhe 5
Fi H ¥4 ( Cameron et al. , 2009, 2014 ; Ritchie et al. , 2014 ; Semino et al. , 2014) , EN¥=HRXHZ 3
AR R E O, BT X788 2 3R 0 (2248 B, 20065 B 562 45,2010 PRI, 2014, 2015; $h
4,2017) o BT RGN CST TR My A58 b 0938 1, A SCREBEAR DG L , LABR I B35 18 s 28 70 ik A
1], AT R RAE , 45t CST iz F T R 50 i s e 34 55 0 T 0 ) PR A, LSBT A B i 9 76 A S
FERFIUS 12 3 TE LR e PR A

1 IEiPEAM

Cameron (2003 ) fiz 4% CST 1z F 2= RIS , LA Bakhtin F1 Vygotsky (91 5 P2 ARy BB 5L 47,
PL CST (%0 WS A AT TE A o A SCRBE B3R B 5 B 20 A 0 325, E M98 B A T AnfeT 48 5 SR
e

i #s B 81 :2019-06-07
ESTE X F HFALALHFAANLNAL T LR AARBIRT 2B XM T L4 E FHAWIAIE T FHAE (19YICT40004 )
et R, FF3R b £ %A BB (B £ 4[2017]7995) o9 Bk s R
EEBM L8, 4, ALK FIEETLFFRBIN, L, 2N FREETEREEINAL,
.03 .
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T 5%, Cameron (2003 ) {54 Bakhtin (435 5 ¥7 2% AR, K 52 1 ( polyphony ) 44 A Falgi iF 5 A4 15 FH s % o
SRR RS AR R RS R U R 5 SR RS o Bakhtin (1981) FECXHT G PEAR S ) 4 il , R IR2 81
SEAH AP AT AT T AR AS B P —— At S B B A E AR A OB 1 R AR A ok, 2 R
RGVIRAS , T H 5% 3 T ik DA R B TT 200 B4 A DR 3 T SRS TR A RRAE . JE T U, Cameron
(2003 ) P\ iEsE A BEE 5 T FHAC Z IR A, B 8 1E R R e 5 £ 8 28, S A 0 E PR E
FeR ML L 3 A ik O R R R il 5 (0 52 2 o XX BRI S Hh T T 2K 58—, K
B GTIE 5 AR5 2 0 r i FH R Ge itk WS Hm] B 2l i 3R ML 5 57—, 200 iR B, 1 o) B 1 75 1 4
MR LAR T AR b AT T M i PR B A A BRI 73 AT ( Charteris-Black , 2004 ) 52
5 SRR e B i 5 R A AR v A SE PR 3E B, AR T R s s v A 2 T B A5 R R
i

[T, Cameron (2003 ) fif 4 Vygotsky B8 5 WIS IE 1 J1 B 43 #7 2 T B i i 52 09 S5 224, Vygotsky
(1986 217) fE HAFAECR e S51EF ) i, BYEXHE 7 8RB 3E — Bt ik, mje 222 ms)
BRI, BARAT EAELEIE ite e (15 5 280 AT, AR il T 2 FEniE & 8k . BT84, Cam-
eron(2003) 4§ H G EF A h BRI 5 W LSS K R IIE AR, 20518 B 1Y At S1E 8 T I 5 ALA
WG B shA 5l . Pk, Cameron (2003 ) A 9 ) U1 Beiii (%) 5 4t Ji axh A A, Ay o 22 AR S AN T , i
A DR R PR R LA RE PR i RR R R . DI EE T CMT B¢ 22 S Lt PR AR 4320 B
L P I AR B SRS R T R Y B AT 5 DD TH

FET LR, Cameron $2 1 DL CST MR RAERRMIIE 5 W SSIEAFFY . CST J2& 21 22 S 42 3 it , ok
5T BB SE B A B LUE GE B8 43 3 B B A8 i A B AR R ISt B b &g 2 A8 RS2 4k
TR 274, Larsen-Freeman (1997 ) RS 3T CST 2 HiE T ME RGBT L) A T i _L A k%
S Sl P R TR A T A AL, ZEIEERE [, Cameron 7E58 2 2 4% (complex system ) 551 44 ) [
WTE RS RO R M TR E 2R G, B, WEIREE 2. EXRZ2S NI KIT
RZ0 R, BotRm il Z Eitsh R 52 . AR, S ESH A EmE S e 2
FE BNRIPE B A CEG , HOHSA B A2 3518 B 69 b 2558 08 5 158 SON AN 3 1) 38 5521 ( Cameron et
al., 2006) , [FIIF, IR SN, ARG TR Siitish K &= G422 4k, i 22 5 BE s [a] i 4 52 9
WS RS o [RIRE M, T 5 S Y B o 5 FH B () 2 £k, g A B ' Sk Al 55 gk e i 455 17 2, 2R
R BG4 0 2R R G AEAS [R5 2 AR B AR AL 15 SCRRAIE ( Gibbs et al. , 2008) o BEAh, i At AR L
o B2 R GRS T U, A R AT 5 | B A A 2tk DR SR OC R U T 2 A7 22 E it S AR 1 RR S
M , 5 S TR 3 B 1T A P AR A (Larsen-Freeman, 1997) , Cameron (2007a) tA A 15 H i) [ igy &2 Jé 7
RAELAMERY , RS T S5 4 S 0 G R R R B S BN B 5 7 A T i R R R O
KEGIZEE AT HI , W/FAE e m Z , il 5 77 20 BALRRAE o] G TIPS Bm 5,
B (1) 52 2 RGBSR Th BRI e S I EZ Z G N R B R R RS, X T E 4
A28 ML B, ROy 1Y) 52 4% 22 G U B s 3 L S B8 v ) B 1 5 IR 28, A R 1 i Jre Ul 5 SIEE A 5 0
gLzt B Hp E P15 (middle-range theory) .

B 19 52 2% RGN SCIERF T A48 A AR =5 1 : (1) B 2R s & 8 5 ki St &
SCA I A TR S |, BE A BRI TE 5 A SRR 58 $2 AL A B 2 e i 0 A R 5 (2) B8 A R TS0 R IR s
SRR 22 57, AT B A R 7 1 R e SRR PR AR A 5 (3) AR ZE R AT LAy Bsf [l 1
Jr 2 BEiE F IS TS AR TRA I S BB . B, I B R 2 R T R
S BRI 1Y) 52 A% 22 GE WL I i (%) SRR 98 D7 18 I U] ( Cameron et al. , 2004 ) . Gibbs(1999: 145) 4 & A i
DR 21 20 A% R A R0 2 R B MRV BB BN LS SOt e 2T A A T R ML vy P
W, By (1) 52 2% R Ge UL A ) T 55 3 58 B T 55

2 CST #ilis T By B M & 32 Se T4 1E

MET, 7E CST A T a9 B2 75 |, Bady i35 18 3 25091 ( The Discourse Dynamics Approach to Met-
.04 .
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aphor) B EN, i Cameron 2544, I V7 1z FH T sh & X6 B9 B2 065 43 81 ( Cameron et al. , 2006; Cameron,
2007b; Cameron et al. , 2009) . A5 LUiZ 43 Bk S 461, DA Bendi i 42 B b i 6 5 R 8 0 4> 3835 4 3F
CST #L T (Y By i 783 A

2.1 R RBREFEZHE

BT CST my kbt 53 (8 S Ol H g5t th A BEI 15 7 (linguistic metaphor ) | T A J2& 0 B A T2 1T Y
P ( metaphor in thought) , AT B 15 58 M RN 28 B 5 2k, i FH 2 T A BRom A 9 42 4L 22 44 ( Cameron,
2003) . kT R B BT AERE OB 2K 55—, 20 50 B HE TR B 1 5 1l FDE A DB B R 5
WA it e SR R G | 3 SR A AT B s 5 ] R AT BE o DRI , Bauma 038 18 3 28 20 M v R B T 0k 1
HIEA VAT ER RO =,

TG, AR e S B TE B A 2=, Cameron 32 H3 S8R DL BATRIE g By 45 BB f) MIP
PUIIL (Pragglejaz Group, 2007 ) , i Kz 2% ( metaphoreme ) 1= S HE B8 A AL Gy 2 2 48 G095 5 i)
L 2/ NVAITE TR TR R, SRR BT T R IR B B SCAYIE F A, REARIUE B MR A R B H B
Fikt 20 r 28 Bt 31 ( Cameron et al. | 2006) o 5] 411, Cameron PRARZH Y 25 L5372 461 A h 58 RN XS 175
HoEm AR %= 2 — & “walk away from” ( Cameron et al. , 2009) . Z ¥ “ walk” TR 51 Ky e iy 2%
A BIF 5 25 o DR 0T 90 g R s ey v i R B 1) I, X AT R il B i 2 25 2 R EH 9 RN (B
FIRTPA WUEEAERE . 2 HE SRR AR ZH A N Ba a4, 38 B RS IO T 42, (58 BB el I & WL 3% By %
IR TN PG INIR st AR 4 ——3X ™ S 1 R AR F RN (B 4 B

[, T8 L A NI L B P U= 22 R s & (0 R b Z 44 F . 7EEE T CMT MR
Hr L B BRI O B R Y 1] e HR UL ( Charteris-Black , 2004 ; Branum et al. |, 2015 ) FI{K ¢ Wmatrix 3540915
SCBREE (Koller et al. , 2008 ; Demmen et al. , 2015) 5 # 8 HH . FR A R THHE SOAR P g HE &
B . HEABFRUESE , A 5587 5 B 78 N B VT 2 B i N 32 A3 Fa i B 2 ( Sperber et al. |, 2008) , 24 T
WER IR IE , BT CST AR 5T (8 LA B IB0E 18 5, A Bl i) L H e 2 2K B (67 A AR 35 )5 il O
BEMPER AL JE s 457A7 , WP Rk B7 1 B A SRS B 0, FIWTE 75 7™ A8 I 3R W 34 A A B
(2 T 3, DK 32 3 Kk B8 S TR Ay B 247 ( Cameron et al. , 2009) , FEFIE5E L H 17 % Bema $2
BFE AT G R T JEBE M oH 5 TR BE B o BN, 75— A SE AR PR AL X5 vh | 75 58 9K T 2R 114 e vy 72
J5 DA X AT 2 A% R B B 1 — 308 25 ( Cameron et al. , 2006) . [, B0 LU 5 Ba s lolli-
pop trees” i 7 F A AN EER BT TG 0 1 . X EHE AT PR AR BIA RIS T ROUR , ARk R 2 A
VPN RS AT, 8T S Baman e 250 By JR 40 7 A B 2 0 SR s 4 BRI {3 2R A 36 i i 2 O BE A B
W, AT RETC I R e R e A8k 5 R .

IE4N Vygotsky (1986) I & , i 5 T A MW 2= S ae R BB A R & R Az ik, HEIBEFIES AT
e R A B B IO ) T A S AR AR BT 7 A T T IR, e A T A SO L B R S 1Y)
TRBUEBCRNVE e O (ELH W7 K B B9 g AIF 52 28 B2, DT N 3 18 5 0 B T 9 2 43080 52 14 43 My
E
2.2 B ARILH R A AR

CST LI Bt o8 R AR BRI 15 5 19 L Pr R BUE S B R i A i Sk M R etk . i,
PRI TAEACE 7253 52 BB T8 7 1Y Dy ik oA, 5022 1 BRi i 5 518 58 28 LIRSS, i A iE 2
() SEUE AT RN 3L K SR A1 3 A5 1

6, 5T CST WBami s B R 2 4 B bR ic i o 7EARKARIE I, Bambr i 48 B2 s 43 A ik A2
A RHE S ], CST AR OCTETE & AR ARG A T R4S ( Cameron et al. , 2007) , PRz LI Y B i 1c B
A2 BN, 5 TE ST AL B TR A b B2 e T S B A2 S A
( Cameron, 2007b) . Fric i BUAF Z |, 1% 23 81 5 DA Chafe (1994 ) A9 “ Intonation Unit” (15 247, A B K
TU) VE RN TU APPSR 1 ~2 B0, DI 2228 Ak 8 08 B I A o bm e e s, DATE o8 e sl 45 0 1
PRICZ Rt SRR B E N IR R A AU 535 BL(Cameron et al. , 2004) . FrE 15 £ RNZ PR S
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WAL, Xof EHEA AR IC REAS 46 7 A i LR T A 5 A9 SR B2, 2 A T8 H B B 2R L AR e TR S5
KA B AR & I T SOR AL, 15 6 20 I OULZ T A By (o F R ek Uil A48 B i 5 &
A, XA 0 R T LSS i Vo 5 1 S PR IR T AR PR . Z24RIRIC TR AT i FE B A Bh
SR ERITESL XA A T 5T Al R BT E ST E A R GE M

[ cowardice+war | 1700
«
Z]Paul 1705 | & arrive
= -500 +|Eddic 1710
E [¢]Ray 1715
> o .. [O]Finn 1720
£ o ’7 [©]10sh 1725 b 4
500 / 1730
1735
1000 1740
1745
/ o
1500 y / 1750
2000 / 1755 ® o
/ 1760 ®
2500 / 1765 ®
® my healingjourne
// 1770 @ ° L bl;;dabritiewil?you
3000 / 1775 ajoumey
1780
3500 1785 o
1790 8
4000
1795 | o @ .
my journey
1800 b—mroroo —
B 1 #AEMEE( Cameron et al. , 2009: 89) B2 Pami# R R (Cameron, 2007¢: 52)

A, CST SE i B i 92 LA VisDis B FR 1070 2 MO0 oe 52 00, AR J8 dn 10 48 B2 A= s E] 1 FE 2 1Y
AR, J1RTEARIC IR TR B BTt o I R 5 | PR B R R G B 24068 . Flan, B 1 JEoR T iR
AN cowardice” I war” WA By 24 ZH ) IGO0 . PNt 3 i8R TU g5, B A6 38 385 Iy 1) 43 B
4EFE (-500 J& R MR 05 88 e, ToEAR S SO o B0 Sy S A2, NS RS B o3 TN ZE TR A
AN SRR, W) 22X A 2 o AN ] e 18 [ 55 R 7 10038 AR N7, 3% 4 D 222 b B {2k . A B
L] G558 e, WESE BRIV 2 A0 B2, 10 4 A AH [ AR 20 N B i 5 i TR 28728 Ak SO, ¢
AN AR LB 532 BRAOR , 25 2 UG A 5 38 o e i SR AL S 7 1 . FE T VisDis M58 2 30T
e Z AR IC KRS TSR (R ReS 2% 53510 B 1Y 8 5 1658 SONEIE 2h X B 5 38 5
a0, Bed B A -5 0 FVE 5 24 1) ZREF IS IR

AL UL, CST W3R A Bt b 10 v 2 98 3 0 B 44 B 220 1] i Y B e o B 3l i i o X DA A s [
TN R T0E5E 38 LA L 4 THT IR A5 A0 40 A7) 2 A ey 2R e e B DI ZI RS e B PR o 4R A = 5 i il
ZEA B S UL B, AR TR T B o2 iR 2k o
2.3 M EEMALRE

CST 255 1) By o3 BT SR 98 8 S $2 10 58 v PR o8 &5 09 28 B G I, DT 21 1 B 1 &5 1 i R 42
P M, B AT T S AR S ik B B % ( metaphor cluster ) 15 1k K 22 45 B ( systematic metaphor)
51, 53 0 SR AR R e ) S ) 2 TR R Sk

B T By 15 75 e 2 R I R R 018 LS, R R R T AR [ 6 45 (Corts et al.
1999) . TEHS ZTH , B i o8 i UM o B R PE A S W 2 40k . iU RIS R
SFHAE % (cumulative graph ) 57 #4734 5 (the Poisson procedure) ( Corts et al. , 1999; Corts et al. ,
2002 ) , {H P77 7k B 07k 1 W 67 e i i i A, LS i R ey 1) %8 B AR A, To i ok M o 4 AR 2R
#o K, Cameron {85 VisDis B4k FW 2 4 Wil BB FE R S TAE. 218 2 v, B iy o 30T %)
Fie 1U s S 30, I 60 9 XU e e, Ll i — H T 4R [RIE, 0 e B [ 7 4 55 B 7% 7 T A1 I
PEo — R EREEHY  BAR LA IR B (5 /N300 S B, A6 TR0 8 DA DR 5 A 4 5 B 8 1 2 AP A
TR T A U 5e Sk 1 R R R R SR . BT S A MO R R ) TR BLUR T

. 06 -



B ARG IISTER DT T iE F—— LR 35 1 3 253 Mk S 191]

ANEEE BB, LA o SR e M3 18 57 3% ( Cameron,, 2007b) . Musolff (2006 ) i #§
AT B s S R s B B AR S AT LSS A RE AT B i T DS BB REVE T, 1 e R
B S R A ) LA 1 )T B

B T R BRRTE S AORS A LR, 55— &L T CST Y e i 5 B8 42y 21 1) 22 4 B 3o 36 TE SR ) 36
EMEFR . RGRamieds “ S T 15 SR OB R A TE BT P 2 AR EL 5 AR )05 A8 Y ey 2 A4 4
47 (Cameron, 2007a: 127) o EATHWFIE &8 1 4052 SCAR A 075 2], 2 3 38 U0 AR L 4%, I HLp R
ThRE N BEAE A S R SRR . R G RRE DT B S B B & L ZUIRAS 9T RIS )
VI By S5 i A i 5 & g #2 . 91, Cameron (2007h ) 78 5341 1 5 R XoF 5 P45 L1 04> 22 8 By = o
BT S A U Y E VA it e 7 T SR S Y TR (N S LA L - R A R N S
R 2 G B A O, DA W U5 328 RSO RI g (A RE B o IRV T3, * SR ERCTR AT 1% 10 B8 R st U b N %) e 7
MW RS R R 0, Won AU A BT FR (2] 34 0F T f# ( Cameron, 2007b) o TZEBRTE & A, « Mk
S RN NPT XA 2R G B (s PR BE Y, AR B v 5 0T A R 1 - SR AR 1) T o
(Cameron, 2007b) . SHEERMIAH L, 2 45 B e 0T 58 4 LA 100 30400 A3 25 2 B o 35 X0 i7% R 1) ) A
FR, BRI FH Tl i i 35 76 D B 2 i 9 R i

AL, CST Ik T A0 B 1 5 G SR W A B A BT A R HZURE R F B, By i A1 58 8t ey 1X
WA 5 T 20 ) DR 1) B\ 1) s 32 ST AR SR B M 1 5 0 08 2 38 ., R B A B B M i 5 e TE B b a9
FHIE SRR, 35k F 8 BRhg o 75 (o FH )23 1T A i R ML o e it
2.4 T BTG BB IESES)

CST X} gy i B A S B STk AR T8 7 1 R TR iE 5 SIS 00 3 2 B0 fa , FB g 2 |
Wi B 2 SR AR R B AN SR REAIL R, 5 e nan i s B A 8 R R IR R

ELIARTT 7, CST P38k 14 e ma fige A8 2 56 T [l ) Pk 8 55 400 A, R ROl B i 75 TR S RNE B 58 HAE
S H B E S A LRI UA . BN, Cameron (2007 ¢ ) 43 At A1 b i Bsf WEER 5] & BAIA) “ journey ™ f B My
RINE B, [FIWRE , X B 2 ) O 36 U W B — N B BEE XS R I, 55— I IR LR 4
H, BLAS AR 1 18 5 R AT R T 325 B 0 R SRR ( Cameron, 2007¢) o 27X A& B F
FEST BT, W BEUEAR RS LR A (AKX B A9 M A Brad FR AN A5 5, W ] & 2 2R 40 e 1) 7= A 2
TP A5 Calterity ) (U5 , B2 00Ty ek 55 At 5 M 98 18 =5 A (R0 1) 72 JEE 2 52 i) Lk Ak i o FH A2 £k
At gl PR 2R X ik SR 25 1 B R AU R . v L, ROWE 5 i DR B 0 B g B A Tt &
O3B EEBRME R AR N R AR TAECES KA R B AOHE B 09 4 R BB S B 78 S
WAL TR ¥ e B il e i 4 B 5 25 6], (45 B 34 S B Ak i FR fig B I

A, B8 AR B it sh PR 25 0 B i A R T R AR AT T B SLiE B f N G 5 25 . i A
TEit 2 i By g BEAIL I B 5 | 5 SR R Bk B B Z TS AR R TR F RSN 243, R fg
U K B I 2T 5 0 R S R B AR SR R 4 . il , Cameron Z5BIF 5% 25 LA By A3 18 3 2543
BT Xsf Bamgn A fnT 45 R 2805 37 s i el B i e T2 (o S AR 35 10 35 VA58 A o B el o i 2 SR R L
TR o 1E 2 Bz o2 76 20 B g AL i AN S 45 O BRI HT R 26, 98 A B0 Ts A i i B A
S S IRIR S 2 AR it ) F 2, SRR (AT 5 B Gy v A 4R T AT Aok ) A8 g S B, X6 AT 3z R B
FHACBRAR P AR R R

AT UL, CST 4545 iy e fife BE AL BB A% o By i &5 {1 U2 10 () B8 & SR S 41k 50 /2 e Tk 6 A, AT 5
N TG 5 2F A S o B A AR I 5 3 T TR R R i 5 W] 76 A [R)3 AR 3R S 37 5 v R N )
AT PRE R , A B T4 3h By B A8 N I S 2R U kR

3 HFREAREZIL

W RN CST FRO8“JE 1187 (supra-theory) , REE A B ACEAR 2R BLE  (H BB A 5w (9 0L
LA, X R GRS BER A S i B ( Cameron et al. , 2007) o AHELT CMT ZE40 i) 22 LA 5E , CST
- 97 .
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PRI A By Bt 5 7E B U Rl S R A R A RE R R A AR S AR . T L
3 T B T 1 S A S HTk 48 th CST iz F T B 52 0 3k 4 O 345 LTI FrR kK o

e, TERR MU BT CST Ry Bamy i 78 i 2 1 WA B 0y F 50 i, BT R X 5 R 8 ot
G AHBLIF , CMT G4 1) 28 M Fa gy i 5% SR A Fa i 5 5 B B IR 58 (bodily experience ) (1.0 A HIDCHR
A3 AT A AR A, PR LR B 1 5 A AR Sk S B IE B8 ( instantiation ) , A By i & 09 B S A
BHVERAZL I3 HTXF G (Cameron, 19995 il TLE, 2018 ) . Musolff(2006) 1354 35 i, 1% 48 AR & Feidy 43 Bt
SRBEE ZIME S IR S 5 3 TR AR 58 O B B AL, ALY LA 8k Aol B o 5 AR TR B vl B TR AP
25, Hor AR A) . HeT CST By Bm i 5% W Ha 0 1 By 16 5 T8 28 B RR R P AR A1 17 D0 Ay WL T A,
185 Dy B M Sy SRS T B R B 5 LE A Tl BSOS AR 4L . X FIF i
FH 2 THT P Bngs 43 A , 0 B SRR b 28 MBI 5 i 2 43 A O B T R 2T B R 28 11

HUk FEBambRic b, CST 4885 iy B A 98 DL — P FE 0N 2 4ibn 0 i SRR il 5 fEiE s
i RS R TR AR IC Tk . A RIS EbRIC L H 2 S 2 B S ST s
A M 1) 55 RO 25 40 89 i FHAE AR I 0 48 (Kovecses, 2005 ; Charteris-Black, 2012) , SR, 24
T FEAN A — B2l B A 7 B (o R i 240, (o X 5 & SR 22wl /D b 37 B0 b 0 48 B 1 T i BR L 75 5
FEBANVEAE AR X R I T A SE MR, CST (A% 0o W s 2 R e A8 A AN Bl W B 179 48 1 O 38 ke
RIIE, CST W8 T A Baidmic 2 2ili: (2468 B R i L iy, Ak 2R g2 M E s
LT o X AR FRniE 7 (o A0 52 ZRER 25 Pk 20 i i oK I, A S A 10 45 R 5 1 218 B i o 43t
ST A e~ O e e R e L B 1 A o B N = R RS o S i 1 O
BEAEE 1 53 B G, A B L E L Ba i 9 i AT il & e 1) LSR5, (I 9T S i T 5 2 i 2 RE R R
RS A ST s H TSR A IS

TERRMI S b, CST 5| AP E W Bl 5 W I RGN B X 4, UL 10 A B2l 22 R ek
JETH S T R o Tk o S B o TRIIRE, FE 0T R Ge bk iy SCRIAE |, CST B 5840 i FF ik =3 1], g
WS PP RGeS SAF5T . BAKIN 5, 2R o8 b, CST A8 1) B 416 5 2 0 5% 3 2 T B i
ICEE RN A AT SOFFR AT, AR 2 S B AR 44, HARBR T34 93X JLFE &L . ian,
BRI 55 1 S 3 %8 P A A P M ol FH RS A 5 v T D E 1] ) 3R 5 RN A T R GRS 12
PR T E 5 A A B 1 R i 5 R e R i 2 R R A . SRR CST 19 R, &
ARG ITCR AAFAE T & 209l I OCHK ( Larsen-Freeman, 2007) , (A, CST A58 L7045 ERA
e ZAEE TFCPE , DU B S iR 55 R OSSO 1) B 9 (0] R, B2 I i S B AT 1Y) o) R k)
A R B TERR M S LA BE RS ], R A 36 T CST BRI o8 il F T3 & 2 IS 5K 2R, X
RE R By A 7S A N SO RS Y iz I H 25 ]

TEBRG fiBe b, CST MUY B fF 98 5 3L T CMT (92 8ibF 98 S B A WIS 220, 00, TEM BT 4
L, CMT i R A8 AR 3l Y A i it BT A AT M i 1) 4 585K ( source: domain ) Fil H FR3sk ( target domain) 22
(B8] R Ar] 23 T SR B R o S o fe 8 LA L A 00 R JER 8 SV S AR i, AS B | — R 8 AR s
(information production paradigm ) f¢.L>IIANHE BT K . CST #I T k2 w5 58 1 A Bk 2 2 | R i B
TV B B 28 B8 R Gk, i R A U X R R e P DR o A L R 284 AR T LS 5 &2 2B R Y
WIS o RIS, AERA SRR REMILI L, AN [R) 17 2 22 T B B AR %) PN 1) U DL, CSTT W3 ) B AT 5 445 % ot
WiE A A AIETE B AL TESR OB TR OGS AR T R RELE . X TR E R T
I 235 SR SR A5 A 2 1) B A R B AR, DT o FH 2 T B B A 5 9 Jre JEL B, (ot 5 A S s A LS 2 S

HBARIET CST WM sE 010 T i T — S e 55 ik R R S M E . 5 —, s A
U, 2R TS SRR ME S TR — 2 A RGP A A IR AR R AN ]2 T B i 5 1 &
GRS HIRZR o B, AT Sh ARSI, -5 W Bl 5 28 BERAS PRI S Ffi ks . 58—, 2%
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On the Use of Complex Systems Theory in Metaphor Analysis .

Takingthe Discourse Dynamics Approach to Metaphor as an Example
SHAN Liyang

Abstract ; Stemming from natural sciences, Complex Systems Theory (CST) studies systems that feature connectivity, dynam-
ic change, and nonlinearity. In recent years, researchers including Cameron and Gibbs introduced CST to metaphor analysis, and
proposed the Discourse Dynamics Approach that focuses on the systematicity of linguistic metaphors in use, constituting a brand-
new turn in metaphor analysis. While a few researchers in China have discussed about theories related to the turn, none has intro-
duced or commented on the new research paradigm. This paper starts with analyzing why CST can produce methodological implica-
tions for metaphor analysis. Then, taking the Discourse Dynamics Approach as an example, this paper summarizes key features of
the CST-based research methods from four aspects: metaphor identification, metaphor tagging, systematicity description, and meta-
phor explanation. Lastly, this paper points out CST’ s unique contributions to studying metaphors in use, as well as the limitations
of the current research methods, thus to bring new perspectives to studying metaphors in humanities and social sciences.

Key words: Complex Systems Theory; complex system; metaphor; research method
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