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to use break as a transitive verbs, which does not conform to either the verb semantic class hypothesis or the en-
trenchment hypothesis. In sum, the findings reveal that the L2 acquisition of causative alternation is subject to
variables including verb sem antics, input frequency and L1 transfer.

A study of college comprehensive English dassroom environment, by SUN Yunmei (School of Foreign Languages,
Huazhong University of Science and Technology, Wuhan 430074, China), p. 438

Using College and University English Classroom Environment Inventory (CUECEI) , this study investigated
both the students and teachers perceptions of their comprehensive English classroom environment in 5 universi
ties. Results of the study indicated that: 1) students psycho-social perception of their classroom environment is
much less favorable than their teachers; 2) students of different genders perceive their classroom environm ent
similarly; 3) students with higher language proficiency perceive their classroom environment more positively; 4)
there are certain correlations betw een students perception of classroom learning environment and their learning

outcom es.

A contrastive study of lexical proficiency between L1 and L2 compositions via computerized assessment, by GUI Lin
(Institute of English Language and Literature, College of Science and Technology, North Campus, Ningbo Unt+
versity, Ningbo 315212, China), p.445

The present study investigates lexical meanings and meaning relations in L1 and L2 compositions at the deep-
structure level via the computerized writing assessment of Col-Metrix in order to understand the features of lext+
cal proficiency in L1 and L2 compositions. A quantitative analysis of the six variables that assess lexical proficien—
cy in sample compositions shows significant differences between L1 and L2 compositions and their influence on
writing quality. Major differences are as follows: (1) Unlike L1 compositions, L2 compositions use more known
information to establish lexical co-referentiality for textual cohesion; (2) L1 compositions manifest more lexical
variety and sophistication than 1.2 com positions through more extensive and abundant meaning networks; (3) L2
compositions are easier to read. Hence, the paper concludes that it is imperative to explore effective mea~ sures
to cope with such differences.

A oorpus- based multi- dimensional amalysis of the stylistic features of trarslated Chinese, by HU Xianyao ( School
of Foreign Languages, Southwest University, Chongqging 400715, China), p. 451

This paper is devoted to a mult+dimensional/ mult+-feature (MD/MF) analysis of the stylistic features of
translated Chinese based on comparable corpora of translated and original Chinese texts. The investigation reveals
that the MD/MF analysis is effective in differentiating the translated Chinese texts from the texts originally writ
ten in Chinese and in finding out the linguistic features that enable the dif ferentiation. The two factors produced
by Factor Analysis can explain most of the linguistic features taken into account. The first factor differentiates
the literary from the now literary texts; the second diff erentiates the translated from original texts. Based on the
factor loads, the following features are found to be the most typical in translated Chinese texts: general tendency
towards grammatical explicitation ( increased ratio of functional words); higher frequencies of auxiliaries, prepo-
sitions and pronouns; higher frequencies of the listhead (most frequent) tokens, idiomatic phrases and some oth-
er expressions (like Ba and Bei constructions) that are uniquely Chinese.

On the influence of mistranslation upon Chinese New- Poem Movement and Angle American Imagist Movement, by
WANG Dongfeng (School of Foreign Languages, Sun Yatsen University, Guangzhou 510275, China), p.459

It iswell known that the Chinese New-Poem M ovement and the Angle- American Imagist Movement are both
triggered by translation, the former by the translation of poems from Western countries and the latter by the
translation of classic poems from China. This paper probes into the origins of the two movements in question and
exam ines their exponents translations and their influences. The cases in point reveal that their translations are all
full of obvious but welt motivated mistranslations, which share a common agenda, that is, to break into pieces the
longestablished poetic tradition. Thanks to the misguiding of these mistranslations, the poems of the two move-
ments feature double-foreignization: not only to the poetic formula of the source culture, but also to the poetic
tradition of the target culture. Through the ( mis) translation, new poetic forms and values are established, and
the old local poetic traditions subverted. Interestingly enough, the glories of the two movements are both a-
chieved on the basis of mistranslations.

Schema- instance hierarchy of metonymy and the mental paths of translation, by TAN Yesheng (Editorial Board of
Journal of Foreign Languages, Shanghai International Studies University, Shanghai 200083, China), p.465

Within the framework of equivalence theory, research on metonymy asa deviant use can lead to rather lim it
ed understanding of the com plexity and dynamicsof human cognition in translation. Under the cognitive linguistic
framework, the paper discusses how the contextbased and conventionconstrained instantiations of metonymic
schemas are related to the shifts and variations in translation. It reveals how the metonymic schema instance hier
archy based on adiversity of contiguous relationswithin conceptual framew orks providesthe translator with a cog-
nitive creative space. The paper also gives some suggestions on how to further explore into the issues related to
metonymy in translation.



