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TERS A 9T (discourse studies) H115 &%y 51
WHWNFBEMESLBRWER, RRERS
HEMAHEX R, HA S BA NERHERER.
SR X R IE R R B T 5 H AT A R
A A E A HE VPR A8 20 R & 1B R e
WM IEF S (discourse theories) MIHLTEE TS
/3 (Critical Discourse Analysis, CDA) 7E
BFRME kA AR . ARSCETHE T EETE
il CDA #E PR R A FEmE L, 43 B “L A7 F
"B 2N IE TR IS A1 CDA R [R] Y 4t PE AR
i, FHAESTAT CDA # i8 B HETT () ZE 4l 38
BRI RS =R ARCEL A, 1B RS A P EA
SERHATIBERPRAEE,

2. #iEEiR

“WIEER— P ARIBER R EE X LW
“IRESRAE”, T 53— BRI # R BUH 43 3
FRIKRFE R SA M e B X, fln, 1t
(a5t R EEEER2H) (Smelser &
Baltes 2001) H, “HEPE” (19 & X 5 L PE R

il

[c#kARmm] A

[ X %% %] 1000-0429(2008)05-0339-06

FE RO 2 IR R B HPEBSE E
BARHPEREIS DL Rk 2 SR 2 IR AP RS A
e T AR, £ 2 R EIRH PR
W4T , Bohman %t “#t9E” )~ CFIHe X |
HEAT BRE, PO —FPELS B HRRHE 2 R
B FRM ARG T B 34 T A ke
A L ORI SRR S, IS R A
SRR SL BR ATHLYE H M — R SRR
(Bohman 2001.: 2987), SEfr b, ¥ 2= wfEs
TR B AR R TR 2 R IRNE
EFIN R ST A BB S X 25T B 1Y
AU R OA N A SRR &R P & B
SRD; FEX R R P ABERER A S
H 25, B IE BRI AR P L & .
X HL, ¥ 22 TE AR S UR T A SR A 1 R B
PARERM AR, MATHEE, BN BEN
TEHIERE R A BREHIESEX
#1518 (Fairclough & Wodak 1997: 261),
RIEE WM MITE IR, TS S
CDA Mt TE LB H#H1T. CIEF¥FAR2H)
(Malmkjaer 2002) X} 461 8 B AR 3% 5 “HEEIE
T/ MIPHEE R AT AR R . Sk BT

< ASCHEZFARIE ST E “BRIUE BRI BT (03BY Y024) #y R Ar R .
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7E CDA "1 (¥ & AR % ol 3 B 53R (4 Fair-
clough 1989, 2001; Wodak 1999, 2001; van
Dijk 1993;Scollon 2001; Locke 2004) , 254 —
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HIFHEEIE R AR 17, R HE W . XF
FAE X, A MHEFRENREST 5HAASE
ERAZ IR, B e R REBE, X
PR ERES SN EHLQRARZ
BI% 5 BAE S BRI A6 RE St
mEME RS h, HK#HIFRARBEH AT
H e, BRI R SR AAKE” ., B, 2 A
BT A AR TR S B TIE S AR R X b
BT RREE B B ZEMSRE KR
FEEREIR) LA BN TE T W A BE 2 SR AN el fim s A e 58
KIGEE P 3 AT 4K i X 28 fa 3 19 3} % (Fairclough
2001230, ,

R AR R IS4G PGS KRB
MREARAE, ARAHSL - EROSHMEE,
FERL “HPE" R E BB ERE, BEARRMNE SR
BURAE R SRy . U SRR, TR S A 207
BRI EBAIEEEN. WH, “HIPEERE
WREETRAE MM RE 5 R E, BB R
BT 2 LATFA BT R AT, HAE A S Y
H0 55 B A BIF E X 5 TR . TE AR D 5380 2 4F B
A N1E MR8 AR HE, DFFE 3 A B 5248 AR
TR 3 G0 R o i 7] OB 55 (Wodak 1999:186)

B A I, CDA (W #EFE IR BAE CDA
HE S E B BRI T AR TR EER S
MEWBHERR PR X R AT R RE A H
Z 5L S HE W LBIES

“BLIE7E CDA H—Fhit £ 0 BR AT A
FE B, — & CDA DLk £ 8] 550 4 BF 5% B0 12
KA, R AR Yk St 23 n) R R BE ST B
I TR BZE CDA HBFFEH, WXt 3 H 4R
FI kB S W5 (Fairclough 2001) FIxt Rk
59015 55 B BF 5% (van Dijk 1991; Reisigl &
Wodak 2001), CDA LA#h4sjn) R 8 57 1 H
KA S RAE H A BT RE SR |, U Fairclough #f
TP EIE R 4 P 28 — 2P R Bk S A
HIFFS I, 55 45 B 1 5 A Pt 25 [n) i
g, B R SRF T REE
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- FRPRRIX SRR B DU A S R H A DR ) R

B a2 AR R G AR T
EH HE” (Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999.
60; Fairclough 2001. 236, 2003: 209-210),

“WIE A CDA P A RFEB AT L, &
BAHEH SR, I CDA WHT5 H 1 R i ok
X34 A f8, 1E A van Dijk (1993:253) #§
B BIARRE  HE PP IR TR R BT R AU A2 TE )
H”o FTX— 1, Kress(1996:15) 5 3. “i5
T IR ST, {EITIE T 5, DLUITHIE R 2
M B — A BE T, ) SOk VR, B ek
A8 M AL B SCALRILBUR B A 55 0
fic. o H 8RS SCA X — 33 S ) SOk T
i R38R A E AU B AE BRI
TEF AU R B B T RaLH, I i T B s 3
— A SR

CDA #ATHEIPH H I E R B R4 5, 1
BRAL S WA, X R H OF R TR R
s . HAMITFEIRMAEEADLAEA R
R B R, B B S B R  BuR2E B A
45 FIS7.3% . IE8 Rajagopalan(2004) 5
HIARRE , “ RATEFR AT e MARA R
A B Bl R BT A X AR [a] 8,7 X%F CDA T
B o MBATTE A AL 2 T2 B TR R R T HE VR 2
Br, Bl B O MIER, XEIERERN NS
7B gy 0 A4 MR BT OB M 1R (van
Leeuwen 2005.:94), X i, 4 CDA £ 53L& 58
BRAIERS . '

3. #HiITMRA

25 LTk , CDA ) B FFHIEZ — R A il
T ACHIER TR R B &R, CDATE
HHEPE SR A BT A M E R e — Rk A se B
B XEIERA—ERE L2 —RMEHE
A1 . Fairclough (2006:6) #5 1}, ¥ R4 47
WA SEER I B, 22 5 BUMHLAE L JEBUN HL
¥ DA B AR —E BRI LT KR4
BRAL G & 22 F0 10 AR E 1 10 & SR 3R
W%, T L o th /2t AT ] 0 B 58 A0 43 BT A Bl O 3
REEEHM RS AXNE X B, W% CDA
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PR At 5L BR 3 B R ARVE“ =B
M4 CDA & H X B r= 1858 " 3 F 40 4 o B g1
LIPS SH A SR T S F R
RO EAER”. ‘- ERE e maE
R S BRI A B EE R
M“BAIER S 5150 B A4 Tk,
CDA AMUZ 8 33 35 s 4 07 8 7 1 1 B
BBV B MRS KR, T 0258
XA PEME R R S T R AR A S A4
B QUEBR RN R 4L S0 B SE B
FEXANE N, CDA BB PE RN, 1
HIFMATIERE”. 5 CDA XFh% H &4t
KRB HATIER T AR, EHE BN
RAFRIR I AR AR PR T T A B AGE RS 3G
SR R, RS FEERKEME.
T— AL g . 5 B L 2= S aT
Pk CDA HIHEPEAR M R “8i M7, 1615 B it
LA RS
HIBEPSFE Foucault (1972, 1980) % i%
ORI B R F Y LR Laclau &
Mouffe (1985) %} 1% 15 115 5 F AL 2R
(Jergensen & Phillips 2002) , iEIE#S B A
TR, BRI A R BAE M & TE X T B TR
IR IR R LA S AEX A T SRR R R R
R 2R 0 A JF GRS # . #2n, Hall
(2001: 72)iA% Foucault #£ i “ RN EEH YA 5
MR TEYIEECIE TR x—BR82
X FIPARAA]TE B — R A AT . 7E 26 TR
A M BRX Set 45 Sy Al T AR B4 5 ol 2 B
1, Foucault #EH] T AR A R AR — BB AR
BLKIE AN S B S50 3 SCRAR 3 1 T IEAE A
PR EZE/EA. Foucault XA
¥4, IE 18 Macdonell (1986 83) #% H i B
B CHBR ML T E IR X BT
FTRE T 72 AN P 32 A A% T O i AR 2658 1Y)
FAAR EER,” Foucault (1972.138) HC
IWH B A — R HEIE R BR AR, 76 1, “HHR M %
HEMRMRA LS T BRI, R
B T IR BRI, B E etk
Hi S BB A P sE %% J),.” Foucault (1984,

130) i i TE BR T B AR 58 B R AL PRI 07 3 1]
Rl S50, SRR HE e R AR AT 5K
N ENTHMA PR 1SR » S RRRUE IE A E e, L
St T 8 HE B PR 76 fy b B2 BE b e MLk
XA B B, BATE 2 LHANIEIEEIE R
ARIERYL R — T SR TR L .
SR, 5 1B B IS R 1R CDA IRFE B #30 )
TR B 2L A R I E R R
A EAIEE PRSI R R MEPESE
S T TR0 4 s T TR TR R L 2 P B
AR, 38 78 AU A8 R )l 72 AR F
WIREIE S CDA By 26 X FAT0r LLIA Y &
HIFRA AR . CDA 2“8l Ht1¥, 3153
WRAHIF . B FEX AL 2 LB 1R
PRI TR AT B R QI B O 8
BRI XA HALER S 5 &5, 50
FERE R JE B A TE B AR BRI i
FIXCA S s MBS TR B AL S R

4. NG EBHNHTERHATHRE

CDA [“ 8t 7 #1740 £ % 32 21| i BE, a0
Widdowson (1995, 1996). Toolan (1997),
Schegloff (1997) .Stubbs (1997) Fl Hammer-
sley (1997) % A% CDA 2! T#tiE (AT &%
3k 2004 ; HHE I 2006) , Hid ,CDA &R
HERGIEED AR EER XML,
SEA BIEM SRR £ FF A UEA S
W, 2 (&0 Chilton 2005)iA %, CDA X Al
XA A R R B AR B R TR 2
VRS X R AN IERE, (HE HIEH
BRFIELE R B a4t &% ), 39k CDA |
E TR TR e .

YER—R2E AR S0 M B BT B, #PE LI
I BIFFEFE SRR B b R 3 BT I 2 AR A
#% . Chilton #t3¥ CDA L #Hk KIEE X E
Mrt oA F, HH W7 TR A CDA N E
ES T MR RENE B E P
RJBIE T F I RIS A ik b, X iR DA
WA & %0 5 6l 09 BOR B R 7 i 7 i
(Chilton 2000 2852 T 25 , i 5 fbXF CDA
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AL D B R 8 B M I diE 7 (Wodak 2006
606) ., {A,%F CDA HI4+ie, Fe il 3 F
AR, E R X L EREE AR
“IE2 48 (language ideology)”, Bl 418 XU 7
LR SHES SELRRNEL, XTXK
PRI AR B TE  TIEG HBMIER 55 .

SR URREEESEHELE” Johnstone

2002:55-56), TEXAE L F, kXt CDA B
HE3E £ & CDA {8 % & i ] #it ¥ (2, Fair-
clough 1996; Billig 1999; Wodak 2006) , #5 -
LA 5 BRI R B A, i ELX R (B A I e
P SRR AR L VI RRME . R
H T LA T /B R A A T X S X CDA I H#EPE
RIMEOHIER A, HERFRREE AR
P A5G L 2 5L PR IT R S P A AR 51 .

T, BATHEIE RIS 1“7 HEPE AL
FaF1 CDA“SE 4  HEVER A TS AR T 2 R
RMEL — K Z & (AR, T XM IE
£, 0 LR B = RHEPERLA , Bl 7Rl
. “BiMA7 BRI RS 2 TR R A
W7 I ST R AL S A T A E A A RO
S}SMBHF LR, X 5IETEH A CDA B
IR R, HFZRRAEX =P AR E
BEIICERS S S MBHER R ; AR N R L
5 SEE IS A R 7E T B RIAX A
W EPEERD #4704, 5 CDA AR m7E
TR T “HANER "I LAt
ARHE 2% 1 AT RABEHA X = Fp LI A AR SCA S
PrAtt e B R A X B R T & B BA R
SRR Z P X 5.

1. BRURH=MITAR

e | mel | BRS | sraw
22 )

MBS W | B fﬁ%’? HiSCH
e GEERR) | - - + -
B Al (LT HE B

+ + + +
Boadn :
P GEREZ | ~ . B
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FETE R B PR A v XA Bl A T Y
BAL S TRERT A R T4 6 b Ak S SEhrilt
FEBUE. §50 TUEBEEMIARETE
FFRE R RA G B E A I
(IAEFE2 MM CDA WHIFIR A #1T) . CDA
HIERS DI T 5 4 T CDA B $& Mg kb
TR PG A S AT 7 A T4t/ AT ]
Xkt SR KM E. SRR, EREA
SINBER I R R ETHRRIER S 5 a%
B MBI e, RS EK
BRI RSO RR R BRI VE AL S S
e ARG — R, Bk, 34 TR R B
FEBA B B5K CDA # KR — 1 #1 3 (Shi-xu
2007 6). 1F{& Blommaert (2005:35-36) 4§ i}
HIARRE , “ B Bl TR RS AL PR A BRI 7E v
FE&HES ARG T S ERSIE—
R 4. BRI AN XA 2R IE
B DAYV A Ao A T PR AR 2 A T AT
R, B A S R A 36 R 2 T HLX A
R e S AT HAEARKIX "

HK G INPE R IR Ml A PP A 5
WO B R AL ST R RAERT, AT AR
HAFBEETROESE Mg, BKE
(2001: 1D 7EER . X £ EFF & CDA BHRA
N B HE” , BMERR BN KA ol R, a8 N
BELAV 7 E R R AR DGEE R R T 47
XSRS BRI A 2 B LRI
., PEBCEF R R T E RS, B
HAE SRR RN AL S B RN W S B, BT AT R T
A B AW B, BUA &5 i B PR LA
7 A AE— B RRRE bR R S Ak (re-
contextualization) , X AERMRBLET FF
EM,, WERER R THENTR. M
“BEAR” HETEOR A I R . BIFFETE R AT P B A
B TR R AR 5 I AR A an ATl 3
WF R A S AR, NOZR R E R AT
HAt&m RN, b L, X EMgR S
BB, BB R R S GOKE
2007).
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5. &iE

R A A AT, SHL
T[22 B AT 1T DA 3 FIHR X 6 AN [ B L A0 £
ARA AR, B E RIS R AR
KEBE FBAR T EEARPIE R RER, 8
A TR SR K R, X AR TR TR
BRI S, (BB B = X BARE S iE 5 4
BT IRANEE R B i 42> [al 5 “48 /1 7 1K) CDA
s A T IR IER 7 4 A1
“HANER R SMATEN S, HETH
RS “H A RS AL S T RE R 5T
BB B BB RS 4T, NIE R E
DHERREER SHANAHEXR FiE. FE
MR SCA IR 24 S D Db SOARE At & SR
Bt 4 ST BRI » A o LR SCAR B A7
ST A RE SR R M A AL S S R AR B, IR
R RAALRESGERERRIES SH20
HHIERFR , — 77 1 BT LA 4 CDA 18 38 i % 3
PEG A SRR BB, B — AT
DA EA S M SEER T | R LR E . A
2R o s B ELRTE R O A X 4R
WRIER S SRBHEXL R B ESS S
HETE M SF LIRS XREE
RS TIRERI IS, BERIBER AL S A TE R
YR, BRVF AT LAk 4 CDA 5| A [ 4 £ 45 3F
NHEERZE LRI A R .
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