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ZARISIRIE 57 1 R VAL R AEBR AT

Hre, AEE
(LIVER SR FERb R, YL M 210031 ERiRHE RS BRI R, LIARE R
210039

W E. ESRAEEIN G SREAMIFEESNARX—FA TR T, E9m$
BAEEIH B AIA WA R0 e, P EIERTE R A,
BRI T SBEEEEIT PRPFFAENHAF T FihkmE T FHEZARRZ, B
B T SRS E P B IR EE SRR SRR EE A T MR AIES
A, SHEL G BB S EE SRR RAN

KW : SZHEEFESN,; WIPRE;, AAFFTF; ApiEEF

K425 HO30 ERAR RS A VEHRS: 1008-665X (2018) 2-0078-10

—. 51§

ZRAEE (multi-modal discourse) #&ia W oL MLGE. Al ut 5 2 Fp s, 18
HEE . EBUER. A SRS 2 M FBORNRT 5 R EAT PR LR (IR AR S, 2015:
4), ZRESTEE ST (multi-modal discourse analysis) A& N A8 BriG s H #) £ Fh
FFSBEAHAT RGN . B E2ESTEES IR EEEE GG —nm ik
1HiE7%) (Kress & van Leeuven, 1996) HARLAK, £id 20 ZFEMkE, HETZH
BDUWTH T EEA LT AT R B8R REDIREE 5 ¥ 21 TE 70 (O’Halloran,
1999, 2000). #:&FF52%% (social semiotics) (Kress & van Leeuwen, 2001, 2006;
Jewitt, Bezemer & O’Halloran, 2016). Z 2% 431 (Forceville & Urios-Aparisi,

R R 2018-02-01; EEIHHEI: 2018-02-09

HEWE: ERHSBFESHE “SHSWMT 0 EBITETR” (16BYY062)

BRI W, YT, BERmE RSN EEER LG, TFRTIA: WEIES %, RAIBIES ¥, HES
HWEAE, EIEER, W, BRI BEMESPIR. ERVEE S
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2009). ZHEH B HT (multimodal (inter)action analysis) (Norris & Jones, 2004,
Scollon, 2001). 2 1E4r#r (Goodwin, 2000; Jefferson, 2004). HuH 52
( geo-semiotics/discourses in place) (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). MR jEE
(multimodal ethnography) (Flewitt, 2011; Street, Pahl & Rowsell, 2014). %
AWEEE S #T (Bateman, 2014) P Z A BEN 4B (multimodal reception analysis)
(Holsanova, 2014). ZEREEDHHIPIFN RWA PR, NEHEH. &, B
WAl P TTSE RS 0 2 BS TR IR B i e A . RRUIR . RS TETE. RE
A Ea SR TE (R, BT, 2017). EHFREHT TR TE AR
i FHWE. MWL, B3h. B, f9%. RGUREEE. HENE . B
B <5 e AE CIE BT, 2016).

BEAE BT AR H 28 RN B A 2 A0 1 05 75 T I, 22 A1 1 [F) SRS 1 5 —
AR MMUEEE BRI, ERANS 5H20EE) . MR AR KL H I HE S —
AT ERER )5 E T B IR R X R, DA BESTEE A 2 S AT 7o R 2
RS TE 0 M B AT 487 2 B 1R b Bl 1) = PR S BRI, BRI A 23 (A
Machin, 2013) $2H ZHSMPFEE D Prigdn @, 2B EE IR T S8 E
SR EREPPRIE A o 0 T 2 BESTRTE A 1] 22 ARSI VE U 1 3 B AR TR AL
FE ¥ e M+ (2018) ANBIF ST 0T GORIBIE F2 T VPR AN J7 TR RS 1 1) — SBRRAE, A
MGG RAE S B AR S i, IR AT S5 A AL R 5 S A RNE & I IX
PR R0 R 1 J 2 RS TE VR 2 AT AL VT ARFAE
—. #ITHIRE

HEPHE Ak 2B 2R 5T oh () — R IR AN & e S BB SR, T e — A
T HE B BRI ZE T E R S o ALV A0 M 2 7E AL I T 20 A 4 7 20 R
Fairclough (1989), Wodak (2001) £ van Dijk (1993) =A7tiFiG1E /4T #3542
FRFULEAT R, JUHSE Locke (2004) FEXSHETAGIE 24T I HVFBESAE T R %
MIREA . ZRAIX 22 (U, HREE (2009) FEEVPRIMESBERE J: (1) #EPPRD
e, WHERTEE T RSN EIREAE G () TR RE, ik EvREH
Oy (3 VPRI SEl, Witk iPEE AR, ESREGE SIS AR f . K,
HEVEREE T B B, B AN DU 5 5 R 1 S R SOR A B bR, TR R N1
T B I8 5 TR R B M P 17 15 SRR e R R S ke ok, &4k, sk
FIPRM H AN HESZ K H . #5 2, MPPgiR 13515 015 5 A o i an
A GPANTRIE 22 2] LN F HIR IR BB RES R TR, s e
TS . BUATT LA AR R 1ok IEMSEJE /R (2007 58) Frg: “
BIRES ] DRR B 2 5 5 2RSS, MIFEV B At 2 58061
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WARAR AT P SEARYE I, AR B AR A, X RJUNEE,”

PP — RS T & A W s 1S R A B U N B H 55 E o B B
RAE—HL, JEHMEEIE DX — R . IRER —FARL S, EERA Y
& (40 van Leeuwen, 2013) #2HIXN 2R TEEHATHOEE 04, DR 2881
BRI PUES R ORI K &R . BH —L%2 (U1 Machin, 2013, 2016) 2
H 2 BESHEPIEE 0T, ZE 2 S TEE AT 0 SL B rP AR IR 05 S, dlad xS
W AR 2. BUR. R, Bl RRINIX L 2B TG TR0, s
WARR L RERBIS R R RN TEEEAATE B R AR AT, #
BT .

b b, BEAE Machin (2013, 2016) A2 2 HASHEPFIETE 24T, ZHAWEIE
3BT IHEPE IR TR B . X 2 RUOATEE R RS B L ORI ER T 28
BB T, ZHEAGE, REEEZEEEE ST B ER A
M k. BN, ESRE R —SBOREE T, EAE Y IR RS e YR R DL R
dragon FIE 2B, Bk A7 China 23 . {H 28 @ HH 1) dragon A1 [ 7Y
Tt mANE, JiE RV RAE, EENRE S, MR R, 2011, %
] 03X L B0y 1 1 3 T B 3B AR AR 1 R IR TR R, S 300 b E 4R
JEAL, TERC T B U SRR o 0 I 838 3 AT 2 B I 1 40 M v LSRR 3R
A B2 RBEs, B MHOPRES . MR FEFRESE, BT
6 ST 2 5, EIRBIERE bt fG 2R B, XREARSIHE &=
(1) 2 A TR REAT X L2, R AT R VR AR 1 SRR A RIE, AT RAE /R 245
AEQER AR, XA W2 2 B8 T 70 At I ) i 4430

Z A VPIE TG 70 A 22 L FH 2 TG A6 OV 18 20 M i JE A7, R AR OR
W B AR R A AR TS S AU P R ERIVE R, SRR T X SCARFL SIS & 2
st (HilgEH, 2016). Fi, ERARKZEGITET, ZBEMIPEE I BEE
DA 7~ 25 A ARF -5 T R FH SR A i RN P I S s 1) 0 =08 H 1, TR B SR 5 ) 1 Fof
7R TR E AR Z SRS BRI BRI AT Al b Bilhn, e AR ) i
(2013)7EHR 7~ HH 3 79 1B 20 A 7 T (] — Ao B ol a1 AR [ 1) P81 S A it A ) 1)
PIEERE N, HcizH Kress fl van Leeuwen (1996) H& A1)z I 75 k%) BT Fil & 11
2008 b5t iz 2 KPR A A A B B 3047 2B 1E TR 7 i, WR HF
IS S BB S SONR B S0, 87 vh S AR A [ B R AR AN (R A {E )
MIRTEA KARIE B 1.
=. ZEKFESIWHIHITER

IR 2 RS EE 2 B SRR SRR AR L SRR AN R A HAMSLRY, EATERR T R
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FARETLGENER, WSR-S0 T RAIREE S 5 2 S EE T fE
AR, HAMBRAR R AL RS 2 A %55 o R ERE AL Tk BRI SRV sl EANRAH A,
AT R RRAE 5 M AN AT SRS 2 T L RVER, AT SEB AL bRTE ),
BET 3 A H IR F 7 A

AT RS B 2 2 BEAS 1R 1 20 T PP AR I 1 B A (R R i T A e 5 5
INHNE 5 F W 2 b Pk HU) 2 B8 5 S 4 9 o B 2017 SERIAE R EAE By
(REAEY 7K 2 9 48 #0) FISEE 2014 SERIMEREMAE S (BEZ2TH) (K 3
I3 41 AP PSRRI, AT 0 I P d e A B R SR, 4 BT TR AT A, A
P Ta] B Ay B AD— i, 25 i DRI ) ) B 2 e S AT B T ), (R L g &) SRR 124
Wi, (FHLZd) #IE 76 M. fERMSRIER, fEfeEfE B R 2SI E .
IEW Hart (20160 AT, MACERCHTEEAS MM EZ A, MHEESL T 5T
AONTE S T AR S ). ASCRAXT AT ik, DIALSE CEiTiD fNE S
PR S EASN T, WSS ZRARNE 5 F XA AR, Bl 5 252
5 T 3BT B AL VPARRAE
1 ETHEMASZRMTPRERE

Kress Fll van Leeuwen (1996, 2001, 2006) 4 R4 T g 157% . Saussure £l Halliday
5 2 AR DA A VAR IE A B AR AE &, KRB T ARS8 5 9 ZE Al 1) A 2 4
G, WESMH TN HAMAS SNE R AME . #H2fF5% BE RIS R
Fro BRI, S SIS, RS TE 7 — 80 TR S BRAT
NHRRBOTRERES . 2/ 55208, S AEHEREE. Xke 7
FF5 RIRRIE R, RIE GEEFERS R . #a], Abousnnouga I Marchin (2013)
S5 0 IR  20 S AT B 2SS 1R 2 B4R Y AR A SR AN S R |
GRS FH AL RS EF W, MEMAT HREREMR
FEASFS R ] A RE, g o3t U8 vy i ) D AR ) TS AR .l R 2t
INIRTE AR S L5 R U8, 4 20 B 1 i ST o R I S I T A R

M EARP RS AL Sk R R SRR Thae, R E B R
SRR A 3 S o Fer N WD THT 3 () 4 5 e e I BRI IR (i #3675 1, 2017) 6
Rk, AR S 575 50X — AR EH e —— 5 7575 (Kress & van Leeuven,
1996/2006), & hRAELe S L I AR S5k (LB 1~8) il id EHR )
AR X BRI R X B 1~ AR EIE RS (P EDED) R,
Kl 5~8 NEFIELEMS (B8 PraiE.
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5 & 6 &7 & 8

H 4 Kress fll van Leeuwen (2006: 117-118) M &, i # f Nilid K& (H
6D MR RAG 5 WATE R o IXFERIA G PN ThRE: — 2 T R AR B B SEIA
TR T EBURAT N, ERMARAE RN, @S AREFARR R R, HARIERR G
REHAIRAEEdoE . B S5 A ERET BE, AT AT DU 3 4t
FIE G, TR TS RS AL B L AR 2 — Rl 1. B 6 I AR MER), 5
B R ARREREE R, PP EREBIERAIN . B 7 R AE m AR FR
A SEHENE, AR IE N A 215 o T P 8 UL m) R AR e s A AN T B e K& 82
RIS — P . XL E AL BRI 8 KRG E G ), AOWAR AR % )
KR, AR ED), MRKTERASENIE . SRR, B 1~4
RN, B BRA A, AR Z MRS, 8 r AR AL
SRR, NP HOGEA MOUAR H G Brieft, BRmHir 7 SWARKEER . X
AT RLSI R AR (R SR 1, ik TP PR ML AR O — 24 5 N IR R, (EBIE A 1
PG B 1) A5 T8 2 N TR I RORT R i 2 A 4, 38 AL AT A R BBl . BA B AR R 4
S5 W AR RN Z S TR ST VP, Bt TR B EE R B AL
FREL S AR RES R, MUEI T EFENEEN R —RIES5REFENZFE
NG Z AL B I, AR X P AMIE S BAE IR & B A BRI IR TR
BENULFERMNEHERNENESR . REHNFEEERTG, RBENEE
T I 53 B A AR T PR A5
2 ETINMETZENMPRE

IWFIE & IR A REAN BRI, M2 —MiESHIaES, B2 HK
BRA AR . H AN FH 3 2 B 7 Hr Uk ) = 208 2 2SR 0 Hr . R E 2
2B, INE S FREEN 2555, RWER . e D& G
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HigHEE, WARMANERTIES, ERIERMFSESS, HiRB T2
RN (Forceville, 1996, 2006; Forceville & Urios-Aparisi, 2009) iX—Hf,
BIYRIORT H At 23 5ol B L AR AS [F) A SR R I BRI I 5, TEIR 2100 T
H— AN SRANE ST . 2R 2T 32 BT 2 A5 R rh Be g A 4% i ()
HEMRNREE . ASCHETIAAE 5 22 HE P RE AR TR LA 2 b7 Bl R 4 iy 1 A N 8 5%
ANEN T O A, 0 20 AR A A T v e me AN i PR LA B R v R 3 S
RAAT T, T 78 2B TE S IR 52 R RS .

Belgn G SLAEAR AR RE Al . b, SRS AR A (R ST o B g 1 s/ SE A
W, BE 2 IR AL B R 1 AR SRS B, PRI R 1 X AL O sk
(AR A EE g, )N gt R % e 32 AR AT 9, AERR IR B ol dtng . AR
(2 BUG B, FHA i SRS I LRGN E CRAD R (Musolff, 2016:
4), R, FH2¥FE (W1 Charteris-Black, 2004) #5& AT IEESHTH S E 7 #EAT
B AT i 75, A2 BRI At T B A PR B U A

FE WA TR AL AR AT T 0% RIS 2 — N ER AR Y — AR PR A0 B AT K P
(Radden & Kovecses, 1999: 21). FrgifyBLI -5 — AN K03 A A R38BT I
(mental highlight) BEIIEAHCEE (Barcelona, 2000). 0y ) FE R AE T %Rk T 5
R H PRI —— S BE 2 F A HEEE b, 3 — B 8 N7 7 5 YRR 0% 8 i
B, B SIE AR E RN R 2 b o YR 4R BB 48 s e v ol ) o A 4
G0 WA SEHFEE, LML A AT 2SI TR A T IR A 4 .

BAL P 5 HAR AR SO IX B B (realistic) WHERAFAE, RIILATE
BN B D ARLTAFAE, DR, SSRACR 2 KITHH, HEaE/ R, ik
SeE AR R E R AR b, I B SR BT AN At DLB IR ZE, AN
F 7 T FEBLZE AR D B ANBUIR, R R E A R EF 2 )y, RS KL HH
FEZEREMME, W EZEEREFEAMSE. IEREE R PR — B R
SE T BRI R LG (AR DA SR AN A . 2T R B, TR B4R A T R RO
B, ZREAREEEE, BEERE, ZRIITH SR,

HEPP LR AN BEAE VARG, S ALAE i IR AR SR 8 U i oF [ S T g ™ &2,
BV AS [ fy 16 TP B Sk R A R B ABA P 5 R [ o 6 T v SEAIE S B A%y rh e g
PR RF A AR TR DA 3 BAR S AR IO S BB A AT R . (R E D
PR T B R MANBI SO AR EN ST R QR AEE, 2017). X—d
W R BN B BAT N (B % v 2 B E D) AR RS (B9, LIRERREE
E2 4 (B 10> e EEARREZ MG (B 1D, X=AMEERIE T ER AN
FNEREENCLETE SRR ZEZ . R LE TR0 dr&. (FH Lz
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O sRMESEEENMMIE: — R EeRaliE. WEE LR AN, A
BN 2N SRIEEEORIZEN (R Do e R 2155 AN (UL ey
BAMEAD SR ARRERE ESFETREAD (8 12), JIRERER. k. H
T (B 13~15). XM ARDL 7 O R — 1, RNt R B ik, = F
Wt fER, =

& 12 E 13 E 14 & 15

SR AL S B A% P R R AT 5 # E L F7s 4% ) 9 Qs A 22 BAR - 7 105 3
KR SIFERNSZE, (BRAATS B R  EZ A F . 72 W i sk
AR R RATRMERIE, SRS ENENZE 2 R AN dy
& T MR N ZEBRNATE B 2 A M BEHEAT AL, 9IRS % 5 DL R S 2B B
BRI o X EARILAE 2 AT T A RIREE 5 AL b BRI 1 AR EA% R A
E TR S HENIER .

ARSI AT AN ZEVE M 2 [ 055, 2 E s SR e Bk 7 &
2B AL S BUA TR KRS AR 2 ST 5 BT R RS MOEN, R
RS IEE D MO . FSE b, WM A B R — AR ZR 0GR H
BEANS G IEE SEEAR 2% . anrp EAE e B A% By Al 25 28 [ B A% Jy b H OGS B
B NSCRAR T3 T, 5% FEAE S 8 A% T LA 2 o [ 5 28 1 5= e (87 T
3 PAHLEREAERNERES

AR RALLRT T FIESNFIE 5 AR URRRAR,  #0T DUNAS[R] 60 £ P2 2 E
Hit, WL RHEFEE. 456 2B EE A2 BUaEE, U EMMERIEGE
4R N MR ATAE SR 5 A IR BT 2 SEEL A0 R 1 DA B AR T SRR

RS R T X ) 2 B A S A SRR i, I O AR T BN IL B
PR DA P AL FB St N B (Ao TN R R I bRt e, o AT
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R R A E K A BB RER G, 4R DORIH SRR K
BRZEN. EXPEMERT, PEZERM RPN R I E E G 5E 5 M) 7F
2015-2017 FEAHAERAT THEREA Y CERPEZE). (RFEF) M ChETIED,
EEHABETEENER, WHIFRASE, FBWE—ERE LT hEE
BABEFT HEAL R 2 <

EEAE A FE Y EFRE R TIABIRE BRI H BB RS, 1 E MG
P v A R LAR, 2 A T RS, AE T RIR D B IR 56 LK IE, 2009) .
VP, 1011 08 oA N &1 A W | 4 s ) NG [ D A 3 R S W i S =g = R e
FRHE R RAEBERENER KT, REFRAANRESE., N T ERIEE
5%, FEEELFHR T EMELER. T HULEEAFRIFRASE, LRk
FEEAFRER R (B8, eI RREEMAE R Z . (FLz#) hRIM
SANE S SRTE BSOS R EI T E— @ FRE LM T AR = Fy
22 ) HOGHERA A F E IR M LR R EENCRRIER, G145
JE TN AR5 — FR A HL [ X 28 ZE T8 R 1) S TH 5
m. %&i&

KRICCAH R AL o0 FEIRIR T 2R T ROZ R A B RPPRAE S 245
ATEVE 3BT AT AR I DL S A BT P4 i REAE B B AT V6 . AR — NS 2
FBh 2RO R, 2 BASEE 73 T TR APRRIE AR LT A IR T A 2 555 2
WHNE S XMW AR, 6T S H IS AR, AEACREMEL £, &
B R A 2 (W2 RS UETE WAV 5 2 ARV (R B AR A
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other categorical judgment words in order to rule China out of the scope of international
groups. And President Xi Jinping uses more inclusive us to positively evaluate the joint
effort of China and America, uses words like reaffirm and recognize to stress the promise
China made or the state interests of China, and also uses words like wish and welcome to
express that China sincerely hope America and the other countries could join the
construction of AIIB and the Silk Road.

Key words: Chinese and American leaders; press conference; discourse practice; identity
construction

The Discourse Analysis of South Korean Media’s Reports towards China from the
Perspective of Public Diplomacy: A Case Study of the Chinese Website’s Reports of
Joong-ang Ilbo on the Military Parade to Commemorate the 70th Anniversary of
the Victory of Chinese People’s War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression
HUANG Min

Abstract: This paper makes a discourse analysis of the reports on the military parade to
commemorate the 70th anniversary of the victory of Chinese people’s war against
Japanese aggression on the Chinese website of the South Korean newspaper Joong-ang
1lbo, explores the public diplomacy strategies and tactics for dissemination to Chinese
readers, and analyses the problems and inadequacies. This website, as part of mainstream
Korean media, gives prominence to the Korean point of view and emphasizes the
interests of the Korean nation. However, it continues to take a one-way and
communicator-centered instillation model without adjusting the discourse according to
the target audience or subject of the report, so as to limit the achievement of the
communication effects.

Key words: public diplomacy; the Chinese website of Joong-ang Ilbo; discourse analysis

On the Criticality of Multimodal Discourse Analysis

PAN Yan-yan & ZHENG Zhi-heng

Abstract: Under the background of the critical turn in multimodal discourse analysis, this
paper first reviews the current theories and methodologies in this field, then discusses the
approaches to realize criticality in multimodal discourse analysis based on social
semiotics and cognitive linguistics theories based on the analysis of the visual images of
China and US conscription videos, and also describes the production mechanism of
ideology in multimodal discourse analysis and the motivation of the producer of
multimodal discourses when they are used to construct a social cultural context. The
findings in this research will promote the development of the traditional multimodal
discourse analysis.

Key words: multimodal discourse analysis; criticality; social semiotics; cognitive
linguistics
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