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Abstracts of Major Papers in This Issue

The Unity of Opposites between Nature and Culture: On the Theoretical Orientation of
Ecosemiotic Studies by HU Zhuanglin,p. 1

Since the development of semiology beginning from the mid-19" century, the concept of ecological crisis
has influenced not only biology, zoology and botany, which belong to natural science, but has also extended,
through metaphorisation, to those disciplines such as anthropology. literature, semiotics, linguistics.,
sociology, pedagogy. etc. This paper mainly deals with a brief introduction to the combination of
ecology and semiotics—ecological semiotics or semiotic ecology, and the basic notions of various theories
and schools, including Tarty-Moscow School, Sebeok’s model of zoological semiotics, Noéth's integral
view of the universe, Uexkull’s contextualism, Kull's subjective anthropological semiotics, Deely’s
biocentralism, and Hoffmeyer’s 3-dimensional view of culture, internal nature and external nature. The
present writer holds that the theoretical orientation of ecosemiotics is to explore the origin, function,
and evolution from the perspectives of the unity of opposites between nature and culture.

Key Words: ecosemiotics, nature and culture, contextualism, anthropological semiotics

A Disciplinary Perspective on the Research and Teaching of English Literature by ZHAO
Wenshu, p. 49

A discipline is a branch of knowledge as well as the teaching of the knowledge. Faculty of the
English department in China research literature, linguistics, or translation studies but teach mostly
language skills, so there is a mismatch between research and teaching in the field of English as a
discipline. This paper looks to the institutional history of English studies in America for solutions to the
mismatch, in an attempt to find out possible ways to coordinate the research and teaching of British and
American literature in China. It is proposed that more emphasis should be put on the contemporary and
local relevance and the interdisciplinarity of literature in research and that due attention should be paid to
the training of interpretive skills and the interpenetration of the studies of literature and the acquisition
of language skills in pedagogy so that a balance could be achieved between the social needs for the
education of students and the disciplinary needs for sustainable development.

Key Words: research and teaching of British and American literature; English as a discipline;
disciplinary development

Investigation of Native English Speakers’ Language Preference and Revelations: A Case
Study Based on the Yangs’ and Lyell’s Translations of “Kong Yiji” by WANG Shuhuai & WAN
Guangrong,p. 70

The knowledge of English speakers’ language preference is the basic of literary translation criticism
and translation of Chinese literature. Using the Yangs’ and Lyell’s translations of “Kong Yiji” as the
object of evaluation, we investigate thirty native English speakers’ language preference. The result
shows more readers prefer Lyell’s translation to the Yangs’. It also reveals: 1. Lexically,readers prefer
words of tension to words of plainness, and frequently used meaning to rarely used meaning; 2.
Syntactically, when describing a series of actions,readers prefer topic sentence (sometimes introductory
sentence) plus parallel description or simply parallel short sentences/verbs to cramming all the actions
into one complicated hypotactic sentence; 3. Culturally, readers prefer amplification to word-for-word
translation or footnotes; 4. Narratologically,readers prefer creative vividness to literal faithfulness, and
readers’ hermeneutic space to translator’s indeterminacy concretization.

Key Words: language preference; investigation; revelation

The Red Badge of Courage and the Myth of the American Hero by HU Yamin,p. 93

In The Red Badge of Courage, Stephen Crane portrays how Henry Fleming grows up to be a
“hero”. The story seems to follow the formula of the hero’s mythological adventure of “separation—
initiation—return”, proposed by Campbell. But an indepth study, by measuring Henry’s story against
Campbell’s formula, reveals that Henry's return to the absurd and chaotic society signifies his complete
failure as a hero, because he can neither get accustomed to the cultural space in America nor be able to
be a loner, thus powerfully deconstructing the myth of the American hero.

Key Words: Stephen Crane; The Red Badge of Courage; the myth of the American hero

« 112 -



