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The Significance of the Topic

ne iImportance of space and prepositions
ne emergence of metaphoricity

ne combination of Corpus-based approach and Cognitive Linguistics



Q1: What are the primary and metaphorical senses of the preposition in?
How do we define their degrees of metaphoricity in an objective way?

Metaphoricity = [Quality of Image Schema] * [#Scale of LM].

Metaphoricity=[[#Visibility] +[#Path] + [#Inclusion] +[#Boundary]]*[#Scale of LM]

primary sense: “TR is static within a three-dimensional bounded LM”

Sense Value Degree
Person 12 little metaphoric
Event 9 little metaphoric
Situation 6 slightly metaphoric

metaphorical senses Number 6 sI!ghtIy metaphor!c
Content 6 slightly metaphoric
Field 6 slightly metaphoric
Segmentation 3 strong metaphoric
Time 3 strong metaphoric
Manner 3 strong metaphoric
Purpose 0 most metaphoric

Table 1 The value and degree of gradient metaphoricity of the Preposition in



Q2: What are the variables influencing spatial metaphorical usage in academic writing?
What are the collocations of the preposition in in Chinese and English Academic

Written English?

(1) level of education (2) cultural background

Corpora CLEC CMAC CPAC Corpora CAWE BAWE
Average value of metaphoricity 8.10 7.02 6.51 Average value of metaphoricity GE m

Table 2 The average value of metaphoricity in CLEC-CMAC-CPAC Table 3 The average value of metaphoricity in CAWE-BAWE

CLEC: Chinese Learner English Corpus CAWE:.Chi_n_ese Academic Written English
CMAC: Chinese Master Academic Writing Corpus BAWE: British Academic Written English

CPAC: Chinese Doctorate Academic Writing Corpus



CAWE BAWE

Collexeme(n) Collostruction /strength Collexeme(n) Collostruction trength
participate (12) 3.50E-15 succeed (31) 9.13E-27
emerge (5) 8.03E-04 engage (16) 1.23E+08
live (23) 1.93E-03 be interested (21) 4.30E+07
root (12) 8.20E+02 live (22) 5.01E+06
lie (8) 1.02E+02 be involved (18) 8.97E:04
hand (12) 8.88E+01 occur (11) 4.01E104
result (9) 9.99E401 fill (6) 2.59E103
force (7) 3.88E-01 estate (5) 1.94E-03
major (6) 5.07E-01 believe (18) 9.56E-02
step (5) 9.13E-01 bring (4) 2.38E-01
\V \/

Table 4 Collexemes most strongly attracted to the [verb+in] construction in CAWE-BAWE



Q3: What are the types of errors of the preposition in made by Chinese learners?
What are the cultural and philosopical implications?

Omissi  Addition  Wrong Others
on usage
Ph.D. 0 0 8 1
M.A. 0 1 15 2
B.A. 0 4 30 6
totals 0 5 5 9

Table 5 The types of errors for each group

on——at to as with of for from by under
Ph. D. 3 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
M.A. 1 5V 6 O 0 2 0 1 0 0
B.A. 10 13/ 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
totals 14 22/ 8 1 1 2 1 2 1 1

Table 6 The wrcwws”tes for in

e.g. Wrong:_In every level and step, the translator... (CPhD13_05.txt)
Right: At every level and step

Wrong: It’s pointless to compete with men in this aspect. (CLEC10.txt)
Right: on this aspect




Cultural and Philosopical Implications

metaphorical senses of in  metaphorical senses of Zai...Li

time time
purpose content
number situation
content manner
field person
event

situation

segmentation

manner

person

Table 7 Metaphorical senses of in and Zai...Li
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