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Abstract: Research regarding academic genre has attracted increasing attention from linguistics at home and abroad ranging
from varieties of perspectives but there is still a shortage of research with respect to the introduction part of research articles
(RA). This paper made a multidevel comparative analysis of Chinese and English RA introductions by employing the
strengths of corpora in large texts multiple functions and rigorous selection of texts based on our self-compiled large-scale
comparable corpus — Chinesedinglish Comparable Introduction Corpus (CECIC). Data from the corpus showed that most RA
introductions at home or abroad took Swales CARS Model but some Chinese RA Introductions still bear a prominent “Chinese
Style”  which lacks the typical generic traits of RAs. The results indicate that it is quite necessary to raise Chinese RA writers
“rhetorical awareness and clarify the functions of each move and step of the introductions. The current research chose RA intro—
ductions which is a weak point in academic research as the focus to contribute to international genre analysis and to the aca—
demic diversity and theoretical innovation in the related area.
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Abstract: Based on Conceptual Metonymy Theory construction grammar and relevance theory this paper taking for example
the Chinese construction “Hen + N” explores the cognitive pragmatic mechanism for the interpretation of grammatical metony—
my argues for the joint work of conceptual metonymy and relevance theory for the study of grammatical metonymy and puts for—
ward a cognitive pragmatic model for the interpretation of grammatical metonymy. It is found that the interpretation of grammat—
ical metonymy is constrained by relevance theory the interpreters subjectivity semantic coercion and context. In the interpre—
tation of grammatical metonymy when the interpreter discovers that the lexical meaning is incompatible with the meaning of the
grammatical construction driven by the expectation of optimal relevance in communication he will take the subjective initia—
tive to seek a way to make the two meanings compatible with each other which results in the constructional meaning coercing
the lexical meaning. Then the metonymic cognitive mechanism prompts the interpreter to undertake metonymic reasoning in
which contextual constraints facilitate the interpreters identification of the target concept from many adjacent concepts. The in—
terpretation of grammatical metonymy is a dynamic process of meaning construction which involves the subjectivity of the in-
terpreter and the constraints of cognitive and pragmatic factors.
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