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The Intentionality Study of Euphemism
Li Kai
( Harbin University of Science and Technology Harbin 150040 China)

The cognitive operation of euphemism refers to the process of image selection and meaning assimilation in control of subjec—
tive intentionality. The feature of such operation is that indirect image could be used to point to and substitute direct image in
which intentionality guides the construal and representation of images by way of attribute alignment. The so-called attribute align—
ment and assimilation is the key to explaining the indirect expression as the direct representation making the two images having
identical meaning in control of intentionality. The realization of euphemism is carried out by three procedures: the selection of im—
ages the alignment of attributes and the guide of intentionality.
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