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& . TIME 1S MONEY.

fi]%] 1. Youre wasting my time.

f5i]45] 2. This gadget will save you hours.
547 3.1 don't have the time to give you.

f5]] 4. How do you spend your time these days? That flat tire cost me an hour. I've invested a lot of

time in her.

f5]4] 5.1 don't have enough time to spare for that. Youre running out of time.

f5]/] 6.You need to budget your time.

f5]4] 7.Put aside some time for ping pong. Is that worth your while?

5] 8.Do you have much time left?

f5)/7] 9.He's living on borrowed time.

f514] 10.You don't use your time profitably. I lost a lot of time when I got sick.
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Research on Relationship between Conceptual Metaphor Recognition Theory and Thinking Development
KONG Dongxiu
(Jinshen College, Nanjing Audit University, Nanjing, 210046, China)

Abstract: The upcoming "new curriculum standard" for English of high school puts forward the culti-
vation requirements of key competencies, which in particular puts forth the dimension of traits of thinking
development. Guidance to College English Teaching issued in February 2017 also places importance to
traits of thinking. It can be seen that the importance of thinking is highly recognized in the higher education
in China, but there are not many breakthroughs in the research on the methods of thinking cultivation.
Based on the conceptual metaphor theory of Lakoff & Johnson, this paper adopts the methods of empirical
study, quantitive research and think—aloud to the analyse of relationship between the ability of conceptual
metaphor recognition and the development of thinking. The findings are followings. The differences of
metaphor recognition ability are impacted by diversity of schools and grades, and the conceptual metaphor
in the process of recognition is influenced by the native languages thinking. Moreover, the participation of
conceptual matching for conceptual metaphor does not necessarily indicate metaphorical construction of
people’s thinking., ThereforeThe conceptual metaphor theory still has some controversy. The correct recog-
nition rate of structural metaphor is higher than ontological metaphor. There is no consistency in the con-
ceptual metaphor acquisition process because of differences between English thinkings and Chinese think-
ings. In the process of MIP, the semantic association, analogy and reasoning thinking is the most com-
monly used methods in the metaphor recognition process, and this recognition process has promoting
effect on thinking development. According to all the findings above, this paper put forward on English
classroom teaching..

Key words: Conceptual Metaphor Theory; thinking; relationship
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