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Abstract: Metaphor is pervasive in language and metaphorical language is an important yet difficult part of foreign
language learning. This study investigates the roles of cognitive ability and language proficiency in Chinese English
majors” metaphor comprehension. The results show that generally both factors play significant roles in the learners”
metaphor comprehension and they have differential effects on metaphor comprehension of the learners who are cogni—
tively and linguistically different. Finally in accordance with the findings the study puts forward some suggestions
on how to enhance metaphor teaching in classroom settings.
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