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1. 518

CHTEIE TR So 2 AU TE T 2K van Dijk T 20 20 80 AR IE R,
IFER GRS T 5 AP IE P HES T, B 218 F & LU (Fowler
1991; Fairclough 1995), IT4F , [ N K H 430 55 & 8 A R B — P ah 245 L 22 - 500
AHSE G BT S TR 0 X, B SO BT IR AL B P T AR A A L A AL T
B NEDIESEER 2L 20105 5185 1 2009), (HA 2738 POBT G 51
ZEBRRFAE &, B E AN [a] (AR 388 ) 9% 1 0 o P B (< Bk L 22 22 2003 5 3K
T HER 2012 58 ZBAS B 2014 55) . A SORE B 5 181 E0RT B 35 18 B 5T AR A
T, SR TR0 B A TS TR I A BB h A, B e FRATTR AR 4 (e 5 B i AL
PERFIE , 42 DB 18 52 PR 58 A K Bm v FHA A AT e JR T B sg SO, LUSB 5 k2 [ Py
B 22 2 6 T I T A 5 ) 280

2. FEHEIE R R
21 EX

VSRS S S R noe b S ORI B L
T I ALFE B R R T I B 2R BT ) 32 A B 0 A A AR I S PR iR R R R
(van Dijk 1988a: 2) M H T4 15 77 A= Y A S8 R 43, B A5 B 4 P) A4k
J7HE LRI L Web 2.0.3.0.4.0 AR A £ AR R TR TR . AT B i A4 ok
Uk, B SCAT o AR ) DR HRGE RIS A SR R TR S o DB [

AT N [ R At BRI A I H CFEHLIE ST AT RS AT Q5B Y Y 045) B B BEE R
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PRSI S , BT LU IE GRS, W nl DB T s B i . X 23 2k
TEAAR B AS [R] A I 58 A0 A, A U B P 35 1 A L TR A BBl R ) Ul &
FEAB Y o

I PR 5 552 T 4 [ 4 2 ol T8 S8 T A v B B S R R A A S R b
ST TG TE Y T AR . AR 4l Harbermas(2006) T2 , Fo AT & B0 87 [ 16 18 19 4L
SN PR RRAE 2 R INAE - DAk 2 R 7 A TS S TR RS E e
5 s Z W scbr 55 8, ZRE it SR RIE A S 5 B 295 2) ORI
AP R 5 AR FH BT P A5 A 25500 R 5 M B2 4K, 2 T R JFL A2 2 R R T A
Byttt dsL” . XPAE—E AChR B KB T i “dh S a7, el B i AR —
FRYWEO KRR W HE B2 # A —E RS . TERT R T X
FlRFAE A 15 B — 2 B 5 2508 X (38 103 R ARRAE ) DA B 4% i 2 R X &5
P4 (AL 45 F2 80 | (B 45) FE TE G5 R I DASRAE o A AT o 4301 s ik 17387 1) 32 AR 78 8
AL T B T 207 A 25 B ISR

FEHT VB BE b, 07 ) AR I ERE A GCA G S5 BB R FE S5 R A E
P R B 2958 8 2 Bk e E R ER S SRR T2
B R L = v TN 2 A 20 771 A = R 9 vl 9 = e BN 8 3
FAF B B E O, TG R 32 AR 37 3R 6 B — %t 2347 Jy (Tirkkonen-
Condit 1996), X /& B T Hr | 3% 18 19 55 — 5 2 47 ik —— # Il 7% (convincing
effect) . FRATINAy « 3K o 2 M 1) 75 18 5 o ok A AR FH A0S 0 J2 8 1 3 1 T 3
IR T B R 22— BRI, 7 05 15 e — b & A e B A R Rz A
Z 08 VA e U7 B UL A6 o H B s S VBRI A S TR A bR B3
(Ietcu 2006 ; van Rees 2007 ; Maddalenaa & Belmonte 2011), P A E451EH b
DIRe , 8 Ao ABRCR A BLIIRE o 33X 58 [ 05 0 () 41 2 A P AR
e —3,

2.2 FHEEEOHIEE S MR

FH 4 GG M A S BRI S I, i in s S W
K F 15 EEH TS 5 AT RROR Y B 07 244 (van Dijk 1988a, 1988b)., Al 78 43 F H
BT I SCAS 1 SO0 T8 ¥k 65 4 (Rl vk Rk A ) B8 B TR Sl U TR SR AR R
AN NS I NS SSTRE v R U R 5| A =R (| N O bl 1 B o< S G e T
St AR Ak o0 B T O A RS, (0 4 O RN Ak 2 22 1) B s AR AR B O A B
R )40 Fowler(1991) 4 K 5t Y 5 o 18 25 b R5URIN (1] 42 4 3 A1 it Sk 257 8 4 o
RAL T K S B IR B 7 i 2 4, W1 “Demonstrator killed” # {8 “Police kills

demonstrator” o
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B D 2 3 B IS 35 T T IR AT O R, R I AR R 28 B S A
(communicative event) [ 22 B J5L U | iF FH 5 W% 55 (3] 1 (40 : Boli'var 1994; Hawes &
Thomas 1996 ; Tirkkonnen-Condit 1996 ; Ansari & Babaii 2005), X H , “3ZPr" A&
REAER) B PUE ST KR AT P8 — M 73 20 SCARFIESR , B — &
IV FEACPRAT AU b B X RS fiiH 2, bR 2 —BEg%—m
JUR,ENTHCE T F—iE5 2T, k5 T SEPr B /Y, A 2 W] 03 8, $ 45
T AR B ES I A R A AR R T 5 R B T R  E — S Uis 1
Wy, It LA 25 A [6] 1 52 BRI U >k 47 57 (Saville-Troike 1982:27) , X /KB 1 ABR
TR AT B . LA, Tirkkonen-Condit(1996) 1A Ay 3 1] AR T8 BEST 17 B 1%
2 ) R S T PR o i 2 1) T SC A, DRIk, At i 1 R 7 A e SCAS L) < 15
1% (situation) . 1] /5 (problem) | fi# ¥k (solution) 1 ¥ #f} (evaluation), Maddalenaa &
Belmonte(201 1) R4 % HESE , 45 58T IV IS 16 18 B9 IS BEME AR | SCHE 1 % el 375
T A 1) VR 1525 (write-reader) 38 s B8 JE U]« “AZ% 07 JE U (the nuclei) Fl
“BE AT B0 (the satellites) ., Fif & 48 VE# 4f H—& B TE ) 05| S e RO
E R E R, BARR A 3515 5% (situation) | 7 T P-4 (negative evaluation) | 1F i P4
(positive evaluation) , /1 37 PF-/1 (neutral evaluation) . ¥ X1 (plan) . f# £k (solution) | #E 6
(conclusion) . ¥/ (enlargement) F1 £} 3¢ (addition ) . Ji5 & F84EH N T 2415 AR 10
R B £ B B B, B LG & BEAE (ustification) | ff# B (explanation) | [ ¢
(elaboration) |, %% f§i] (examplification) , H %% (comparison) , JG i i# 7 #t (metatextual
evaluation)Z .

Le(2009) 1A 87 I 15 18 5 58 VR Bl 1 ) — R85 T AT R B UIAHOG , X 2
A 1) 28 HE S TE — 2 A SR D JE At 22 b AR AR [ R ) A Bk i IR
o0 A TSR 0 — V15 1A T O (AN 5T 5B S5 FRKE 52 W R R T 2 . X e
AR RS B T PRAR, o 2 Bt T 2 ny AL, AT LR R BR AR
PrHe ) K932 AR, TR B— 7€ (9412317 R (van Bemeren 2010). S8, MWBLA )
W5 SCHROR R 22 B AT T R IE S 0 B 19 BR OO &k 1 X637 [l 3 18 vh 5 18 1T
RIS, X B %G R AT 2R3 0 e .

3. ESMFENEEHITE S TR S
S0 8T IS B A B s THEIT IS B i 2 T 5 R R B U RR TR &
SRR F S 2 N AR DA — 2P & J (Kress 1986; van Dijk 1988a,1988b;
Fowler 1991), K5 DIfETH 5 2A 090 5 2 Tl A ) 2 SCRIE R 48, i
B8 B 5 IR IV 25 A WAk B S A SR TR R R R R R S A
2% 2 [a) (IR 56 22 (40 : Bell 1991 ; Bednarek 2006 ; Caple 2010), 33X Ft T [ 18 s 43
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B2, T8 T A& Gelte i Az B 1 BT I SR e s sl 4l iR S 4 5
SCE AL 2B b A R 0 B SR T B S R Gk (HAR O,
T 2F R T 4R OG0 8T 1 04T 2 i I RE , L an : ABRia I8 D g I
PHIfE IS HEEE SN ESE . BN, Charteris-Black & Ennis(2001) .0’ Mara-Shimek et
al. (2015)7 & T2 INFI B o3 A B A0, A5 B a2 0 B B854, 0 o Bl i i v
BT AR T B 5 A S BE I 96 2 . Smirnova(2009) %5 45 -G 52 I FES RIS B
PRI B0 5 1 e iR B A AR WG o e BE T R . XU BA BT R O I
DIfe AT g A0 B 5 9 Rl i anl ik ) vk DR HE h o  #E ik 2 1w )iE SR Ak
Tiae s

AH PR, HEPPAETE 70 2 31 3 9k AL 2518 5 50 B2 R AR 980T 1A 1
B TRE , 20 B 7 [ 35 18 P RSO AL S BB S L R IR S, Bk iR S
S9EFERZ AR R R . 5 RERRIE LI A2 L, #F3ETE 2
B o8 E W 2R A A B E & AR R IEAIE S S E Z MR, ]
PLVEE KA S Fo i o b & s, DAFR Ak 2 S A o] A1) FH i P 7% 335 328 3052 e 2
AREELE T 5 | 43758 ¥ (van Dijk 1991 ; Fairclough 1995 ; Scollon 1998 ; Wodak
et al. 1999), o 5 [ H [ 58 sl b X ) RO 5y AL St 1) B 3 45 23 4ok
] B 8 )1 5 i 58 3 0 O G 1 1Y i IS8 (Harding 2006; Tollefson 2014;
Zhang 2015), HAIT, Zhang(2015) RG34 20 T P4 O B4 TE 18 b T b 1)« B [
M7 RS R VA FE ST HEPEIE TR W DR ARG SR O M B S
AL RIS H Y, A SIS . (H A A AN 22 35 % AL TP 04 B o 32 1
BE. LLan, Baker et al. (2013) AL PFIE 1 23 A A7 7E LA (8 05 7] 8E, O 42 114
T TR R ) G TS HT . Martin(2010) 51 STy W8 A T A | 35 YRR 3%
EANTE . X eI T HEPERR v 0 B8, X8 5 7B I 5% 1) BEAPE (] AR AR
T—E R BTk

SRR RIE T F A I S — A . BEE ST IS
WG T VR AN BT K R, 38T T SCAR 55 i Wi ot S5 R385 118 02 5 TRUT 5t i 14 o
RSB R WS A5 43 A 3, DT s TE v B RS R B
FARES S S5EGMA 5 Z R AEENLE] . Van Leeuwen(2008) 7. /& Hr [ 1
WAL S T2 00 I T — B SRS SRS s A S S
B4 M2 . Oyebode & Unuabonah(2013)f# Bj Van Leeuwen 1 25532 briT A
PRI, X e H FI Y VY R H X 5% 1 Bt 19 S 385 s A% U TP ) Z2 BRSSP AT R A
R, RS T AR I A BE Bl R L AKX S K2 . Bednarek &
Caple(2014) A A8 15 15 v (04 32 AR ) 5 20 2 3 o 22 1285 1) = By L
P, b Gn e [ 4% o OC TR B AR E A 14 i ) 1 1 3 A7 A 1 kT AN (L
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(news values of negativity) (T M. XA AT NES ot TR ZEES bR
[ N R 5 2 BT TS TR D RE A9t ol 108 1 32 0L, (B[R] i e 1k AR 5 2l
K THIPRAER o AR IS T Y SR D RE AL e D g W e D REAR S G, A
AR B I R SO AR R AL , R0 55 23 T TR I 1) A e A

VORE ) HE (AN 3 | (B R S5 40 55 ) R B SR g o3 B ) 3 B AE BRI AT (Teteu
2006; Fairclough & Fairclough 2012; Burroughs 2015), L 41, L1 Walton(2007) Fl
van Eemeren(2010) M1 BYiSHE A IR AR TE 208 o 24 FNE F 24 245 &, il ad vk
A E AL S BUM BRI SR 50T, e UM IR T R R
B 2Z 8] ) & F . Morasso(2012) ) F iy FH 18 AE AT T A0 0K W& 458 455 3 (strategic
maneuvering) F1 3= 1 i HF AL Y (the Argument Model of Topics) 73 H #r [# #2 4% H )
VAR 2, IR H S VB HE SR S 5 [T SRR PRI A5 LG BRI SR s A T B
AR TR IR M AR TE I — B4 — AR ENE , A SCUOR AT BB 55 S T A AH
KW GE Tk s o (FO AR AR AE 117 75, k2 A P AR 52 o M — A2 )
TR T B AT HE PP 52 i S it o P 3 1 1 28 B R ARME B — iR &
BoRFRIN A O S EE I E S, S PP Ba B i s S RN (E 5 i T8 1) 1Y)
Z AL — BRI SR R AR S IEAT R e SR A2 AR
Yy e Az 4r BB R R RO A5 BRI F BTN o TR ] 32 (AR IO —
FIAT R A C WAL, B I R S R R S BRI R S
Bo SN2, B s T PRI T SRV RO 1 A bR h R AE I — UMERE T B
FIEAT R MR R BT

4. ERHFENEEHAR

] PR I TR 5T E R e, 5 | T A 220 (S 2000 5 B IE 20095
WK 2B 2010) . MWAIFSE N2 A ok A, B i E T S TE Ao 3 2 is s
FH2E GAANE X2F DhREIE B O BIE , IIE 5 45 0 #0201 1 5 AR 1A 1) B¢
S [ 1 s OB SRR AR | SO A A R A A AR 25 (2003) LSS A | T
Sl BRI A 7 1R T DY T, O6F A3 AT 58 DU ] A P R . ER L, R
(012) i B v BRAS , 43 B e i 637 [ v 9 S R ER 20 AN S BE AR ie o B | o ik
(2013) LACH ] H ) F CHE J it s 48 ) A 491, Xof v S5 i A0 A7 ) v g Bof 28 A i 2
PEE 35 |5 455 B, 48 B854 AR 18 b 14 shinl i 25 15 5 9008 B ol Ui s 2 10 3 ik
BRI,

N AT A D253 AR R BEIS SERE 15 BhiE kL | 2845 0T
BTG I CER B DY 20105 XIBH 2014) . ERAn, #7805 . M5 (2012) 23 B (AL 20 B 4 ) v
T E OB S0 B0 B4, e B S 15 TS S ORI S S . HRGE | R ER B (2014)
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MSEE A BEAR A PG 5 A v [ A5 B gt B PP RIS TR R, [RGB TP
AR A B . (HI TS 2 R T AL il = s B B i e S
TRUE, IFAREE R —FRER R ER B8 I35 18 52 P 7 o S HAE IS RE R 23 AT

FLRIT , 357 P 5 T A6 PRI 2 1 A — SRR i AER R 20 54T A USR5 1
SCRXM N . HAn, I8 H (2009) 55 MIETEAE & A1 70 B T ) PEE T T A9 52 PR
ORI BRI E S Z A ERE IR . XM T A
TR S T R 5 TR AR RS, B B SO Y FEARPE LS . i b
A DR ) 0T ) B [ PSS AN R R R0 T8 1 25— 200 Pl 1 0 i
FOBRISEPRRAE . By 2R A5 R (2014) % L [ 45 18 FOFT [ S 35 38 P 9 o0
WA T X EE ABTTIA D 51 S AOTih i R B T s HOnihiE . (Hi%t
FERIEFE T 30 fe THORME R BIFFE X G, ARMEAT RCIE W LA 58 48 2R A9 35t 5 e A1
VR X5 IX P SO R T T 19 20 B M B PN, JE 100 .t OB 1) 4 1 R )
WIEER R K25

ST, B N ShA 8- TIOWAR 45 5 18T 15 5 TE 7 18 A0 U 2 L TROOL Y
I AT, 85 SO S PR B R AT B BT T AL AR T T S SR TR ) P
e BEPE AN IME S PRA MRS LA AL . RS (R SMIT SE R L 6] PASRf I8 38 3 T 2
TEHT TG 5 2P 35 S5 4 7 T 18 5 B2 R A X 73 LA KGR R LR T8 352 il 24
BLIX = J7 AR A Ff 5 o

5. FENEIEHIEE S TEE 5

SHT AL AA 1 Y5 S 1) T ARG FHOE S T B R AT 90 3 B BT 0 9% 25 R 1) B B 2
WA, ST R S BRI A ER R HMR RS KRB R e R %, X
FRAUAE T35 ) 24 0 RS 3 A7 7E  (HAR DA 1 55 2 A R e A 7 o6 o DRI, B 1 o
TE LT R 2 DR R SR " 32 B B B A T — 2 TR AL R 2 I AR L
TR o BT T B A PR IR RIS R R IE R A AT B R
4[] B3 S P S A TT LA A FRATTHEPEPE 0 AT VS T 2 19 o 31X /2 Le(2009) Al
Maddalenaa & Belmonte(2011)% A I WIS HHETE S5 14 ) & , BERr 9 & 5 A UE
W IC A B ) A AN TR S A S 1 1 1 T R IR o S s R A R A
PAAE RGN RETE T 2E A TS T8 0 Hr 27 2 AR B LA T 53 Y K 43 T
B BRI S R AR e BB S 2 b e S RIIER WA prid 2, L
J ARV 5 1547 R 22 (0] 0 SC IR 58 A0 A%, kb — b X6 [ i i ) 1 5 8
FFRAE PR S RRAE LR BT BOHEZR . MAITE 5 BOR s 5 M S 3 i &
TR A 4 HEE R R 2, R ) 38 T DA A4 JRy b U i T < B A o )
BT SRR AR
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ARHIEFE N, LA BT 0 5 1A T R A, 1 A nT R i bR
BrE &S N-1EE IS R -3 GH DR E R -3E 5 OB G R B - A A ]
2R R Z A IE T B . SSPRA i e BRI R IR B TS R L 4
BT LR P RS B BRI DGR S8 Br H 1 & R R AR A EALA T BT L
(R 29, A FRER 05 B AR ATE T2 1 RS . R — P e B AR A4 38 B
TR UG, 1RG5 T 1) SR W e HE RN A FH fe 280 02 0 1 5 B 22 B S5 4 80TH
BRUSTE Mo, IR 51 0 54 A O 956 15 B 00 58 B0 S S 1 58 3l AR 0 40 i
FRATEE BT R T V0 S 1A T R SO AT A AR R AN SRR T

D)8 5 1 S SRR AR [l 5 2 807 5K, IRl — S Rp ksl R 3 F 1A T
SR AEAS TR B T T AT TR bR IC . ER AN T IR ZE T H AR A
(TR TE bR s R DG TG & Rkt

) L5 — WA URG PR TG T8 1 7 A ok B R BT I S S e B 0 UE RN S 17 LR
B, SR HE T 76 58 e ah A v i ) R 2 A A AR ) R | ey HE
SHERET-BEI M

3)HR 5 7 1) 5 VR S5 S e LG T8 B2 1 20, 40 B i Pl 52 B R Al T 0 i
— B AT DD T 7 A ) 5 R AR R A TR, A T IR R, DR R T
Vit AN GAE TR 5 i 51 & WS 4 T 0 F 18 T . XA
F A A S B X B DL g p s 28 B E 1 A TR TR S BRI {H T 5
F B HARE 5 9006 32 B 38 b S5 19 k2 H v AT 56 R AR B A
FATE

A)VGE A P 5 I AR A By 3 R AIE 46351 P 5 s ol R RO 19 S N TEIR
G5I0H E AR Z RE AU B e SR e B s T T R AT R
15 LA RIS B T 25 A o AT AT I 335 135 5 B 14 U #0471 18 TR S 5
B =R TR A O B AR 32 AR, 230 B T S AT e W R
b ATt AR PH 2 B BN 3 T RE B 1 0 SE SR AT R IR I ST . Xt
U, AT AR 38 [o E  0 [v) BSE A7 E S R FS H E F iR AT o AT LB XS VAR R
T KRS S AN TR I (38 P 6 T P S AR BT B Ay —— - T X 4, IR A — b
By RN T AEY T BT S ) F AT o

6. %1%

R MR T 2 T LAY TR A COWL B LSS
PRFBL R IUUIR) T R AR () Z I — B s ) P TH—A7 0 i H B
[ i R B R N A e Sl L bl e 770 U A e i R P NS T R RSB
[AlRR L B DFR Rl At s A SR A AR G BT R S e GiiE
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FIHE I LA BB, J& T — PRI PR SR AU PR, 32 8T I WA TR S AL i £ il
2y, X R S BT s A G AYTE HT= BE AT 20 T T 2R RIS, 41X
— o R AR R AR Z AR LAY 52 PRI 3 LSRG 2 Y BILRA 5 il 249 TR 3% 25 S A
KB FRFAEREAT 20T o AN I SCORA T I T S R ST R 2 — R
SEBA TR 73550 MR T TE I S 1 FHAR I |55 T8 S B SR 23 R PR 5G 2 70Hr £
JE R Sl SR TERE , X5 P 1 1 T BE O A o3 M A4
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learners’ different degree of access to implicit knowledge and explicit knowledge. In addition, the
L1 influence varied between different types of TAC. This result can be interpreted in the framework
of competing motivations for the ordering of TAC, which involves an interplay of iconicity
principle of both spatial sequence and temporal sequence, syntactic salience, and semantic factor as
well.

Key words: L2 acquisition; temporal adverbial clauses; ordering distribution; L1 conceptual
transfer

Investigating English major students’ critical thinking ability in academic writing, p.693. MU
Congjun (Shanghai Maritime University)

Previous studies have emphasized more on studying and training students’ critical thinking
skills than their critical thinking dispositions in China. The present study aims to investigate which
aspect of critical thinking Chinese English major students lack and provides some suggestions for
English teaching and learning. A group of 73 senior English major students at a Shanghai university
took part in a survey of critical thinking dispositions and their English essays were assessed with the
newly - proposed criteria on the quality of critical thinking. They were found weak in critical
thinking dispositions and had critical thinking problems in precision, depth and rhetorical
appropriateness in English writing. Specifically, they were not adept at analyzing the issue,
generating the sub-argument, and arguing from different perspectives and with sufficient evidence
in English writing.

Key words: critical thinking ability; critical thinking skills; critical thinking disposition;
English writing

Directed Motivational Current: A new development in L2 motivational theory, p.704. CHANG
Haichao (Tianjin University of Technology)

Directed Motivational Current (DMC), a brand - new L2 motivational construct put forward
by Dornyei et al. (2014, 2015), is an intense motivational drive capable of initiating and sustaining
L2 learners’ long - term behavior. This paper explicates DMC’ s typical parameters, and then
highlights DMC’ s salient contribution to L2 motivational theory. Finally, it emphasizes the
significance of a DMC in FL teaching and motivational research, suggesting that FL teachers launch
whole - person instructions towards an all - round development of the students while researchers
explore FL learning motivation multi-dimensionally and cross-disciplinarily on multi-levels from
the perspective of DST.

Key words: Directed Motivational Current; motivation; whole-person education; FL teaching;
dynamic systems

Concepts, perspectives and topics in news discourse analysis, p.714. YANG Na (Zhejiang
Gongshang University/ Guangdong University of Foreign Studies)

News discourse analysis has recently been a novel research project in critical discourse
analysis. Based on a review of the recent studies, this article argues that the linguistic methods for
analyzing and evaluating news discourse have been more likely in a multi-disciplined, corpus-based
and multi - modal way; the contemporary news discourse analysis is mainly made within some
simplified frameworks of linguistics and ideologies, but ignoring the interpersonal communicative
functions of news genres. The article concludes that topics such as the patterns of speech acts,
stances and their pragmatic effects could be worthy of our attention to the future news discourse
analysis.

Key words: News discourse; Critical Discourse Analysis; concept; approaches; topics



