PR iE

TEAF

=T iR
i e

WE HFEZ%#R Halliday PifER W LREHY. CREAEI¥FEKR, EER Halliday
MRGHRIFEEATR, BE2TAKRER, RBRERPFIREH ERAEBEIRIXR. +
XA THIFESFHEFR BT FEM, EXNIES, BRIEERENEEF ORI RE
RSP TE, FHMHIPETFNRBGREETRYEEM, EXEER  EENMBTHHIESER
xS B R R M BB R0 Ok, A B T LA IR

X9 #PE. BUEE, BBREOW

VG e B 3 A S B
AL SUR D BETR M T B KA A 14 it
HPEEY (critical theory), EIRFEH % LSl
I Rk i R B AT SR R BRI &4y
Pr. HLIEIE & % (critical linguistics) gt & M
EEFAERTRESH, BRAEBE
BEZLEH—A2X, EHEXMIEEYS
FLERRMX M 5 &ER, iR
B REHETUESSIRM R g iE %
%, HE L IE B H I AR S Fih P
H&EER, B 1979 £3%H/iE 5 % K Roger
Fowler #1 Gunther Kress & #&iEH X -~ #%
AUk, EHERRCA TR, KBS Rt
KBS EMBRI VLB, DX
BABSERAEA,

HIFE EFZNTFEMR L = WA
FoPE s BB, GRAE S A
BB BRI - EIREA, W AKIR
HARZEMERHANLOE, NmHERT AN
HERBE., RiEmilh, M4 Tikikasd
FEAL  MAEE TSR RIS, &HE
FAE NG ia R R, AR E

SMEBFEESHR 1995 £55 1HCSS 101 3

R EMAERNBREIR, AR, ZqH
BHESEBHER, HIFES %N AELS
., BAUSFRHEBELLPAES RS
BREERSG, RRTUNES VA
B3 ix #8 T B. 2k £7 HEVFE , SR 1T, ARoger Fow-
ler FARRGBIFEFTZRHAFE W
I S o B IRTE A LA, NI IR A
SEBEPME—-, B A “HEREHR, B
B MR B i SR R A Y (Ho-
dge, Kress, Jones, 1979:81), R&{E{“m
B, “Bd"FE L, Bk, #FESEPH
“HEVE” B OHPEIRT, PR, W C H F TG
XA B B B 1R, “HRE" S L
(Fowler 1991a: 90, 92),
HIFESFORBOEEHA X3 £
“BHEE". ‘WRIFEBANENL L, THR
EEmERRmitiE s X L, ERFHLUE
BEANEE,LUEF o ATE, AL RIE
B 5 BIREAMO R X R (Fowler,1991a),
MIFESEEETF EERRKR T EE
AF2ge Edward Sapir #1 Benjamin Lee
Whorf FiEH 5 R4 X RZMHRBLLK Hal-
liday Z&hREIES: Ry BRiE, Sapir 1 Whorf
Wh R RE S IEE R R, W
BEEHER-AZEWNDS, ETREHR
S, N R A, S R R
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AR, —FE, A, BEAWE, &
BHEMBLBRAR GEEMEXR). B—FHm,
HEARRE, B4, bR, EEEE
i AN BGEEMEFERER). ok —LEIE
B# KL Sapir-Whorf R gL, A bH
TSR, #1ES ZBIEA TR A AR
st &5 R - 8UE k3t Chomsky 22 355 ok
iR, Chomsky $riEtE, a4y RASCILILE
HAAREZIEIR PN, 8
T 312 2 VAT S50 < e R TE 7 (univer-
sal grammar), HLIPIEE25RINNARIEL
e EH LR, HXEERAEES
K LIAEE, EEZRRANBESH
R, XHRESANFETEHIES
2z, MALEETE—HEEAE. EH
—FiEENREANRB TR, BiREEN
AFE, WFEES ERANZR, EFEW
B A, R o B, I BT, —
ZIR e R AR, WA iy (Fowler, 1987,
1991a),

Halliday §9 & %5 ThfkiE f: & Roger Fow-
ler IFETHEEBRRMAZ L EEHE
3R, Halliday {A 2518 & & vl B AT 1T 66
BHHT T RYEL B R SR 45 (system net-
work), i #R i X i ¥«(meaning potential) A
AR R P EERHIES RERALH
FEGRMA IR LDRER . R
E# AL 5 Chomsky 22 i FE4FH i, Chom-
sky INAETERXREELRIEESW DM
BEfLgk £ (chance selection), &\ ABrI)HE
MR, FAAEEIEEIREENILE L
KA&HLH], REKNBETH, LEE
BRREHEABBEERRE, SMEHRER
ABMAES AB/0H, FAXMILEEEINR
e e A,

HPEIEE %R FE 2B HallidayZhgg 3
MEIME, NAB SR RBIESDRE, 1B
HAAFEEE, EE# WA A RN, B
P RLA A B 43 T, LASE A TRl i T fE(Fow-

.22,

ler, 1987:481), Halliday 1973 4E4; i, Her-
man Parret %5 H 48 B £ 18 & % (autono-
mous linguistics), High £4% % iy 3 W E 2 2
2ZHb, “B %A T RIEHEY: (instrumental lin-
MRIEETRAT TRIESZ5
{4 P8 — M 178 ” (Halliday 1978: 36-58),
TRIEFE#MIZEA SHEBHE— SR a.
Halliday R VFRIZFZEM B, KB HMEK
SRR, XAPUOAMIFIE SR T Mg ik
i, R oA A EMR R TR A H
Hys RS 4A (Fowler, 1987:481), 7k 1A T HLIE
ERFEETERK GO AEEAL, Hik
HIFESERELZED CHBRIREE Hal-
liday “£PiHoRER 2 |,

guistics)

EDREELES
SRRUTHOHIES, BHE. BHEENE
.

L &S, HFESERINAIEST &2 —
Fdt &gk (social practice), ‘BHIEMSLIE
BERFNANE—FER B ER IR T
I, WARZRAgRPH ALY, ESEH
SBIFH—FRERNTA DR, EAEFHA
BE SRR, IR AR, W
HEdE, BEEHE- Fit & 5 (social
semiotic), LR FL, BERJEMEXR,
F R ERBT 1L,

2. BR, WIPESYRREZE E
% Foucault pyfF &5 C(ANARM L) #
WA ER. INAIEER “RARHSHN
M BRI s RE LR ABRR, Hita
AREVL, FAARRREULHE T E X, MBRR
#1” (Kress, 1985:68), XAEXIRIET a. iE
Ao, EERHARE, ERERIES
MRGEFE, BAERRERELHTAE
. BREBESENMAERBAGTA, b.iF
RBEXAE R, ERERLECHA B A&,
R B g 4 E R L AR R IR



EEABHEBEEEERSPHEEE . Bl
EEEESHAAZ T RESERGHALEHE
REE, BEESREERHEN, RHBEL
REBHNE, EM—MELNEMATE
BB E, ZBEREBRBERE
fy, REAREMIERT, AEEHERGE
R, NEREEX, BRBSRZESHA
AMER MBHAEBEEMNEEHOLRE
6,

RAZLCHETHIFESEZXRTH
MIEERE, ITAARREMIEETAERY
TEA EARBRmERIEE RERIEE. L
TED,INAEMIBEERED T LR, H
S E EHGUEBR BN, FHEIFAZ
ABRMEENRBRY, MELEIRR
REHIX 2, XERIBEBSHTAERTUR
BHEEAEGEDPHEFEERREn, Hifd
“HEPET R “TEHY”, ME“HR" 2%, #iF
SHBARAHRAHBEEME R L B R
B, BABE -NRAEBRAHE L HIES
(Fowler, 1987: 483), F W R 2R —HxLHEAR
A RREERRTHARERE, #IFESE
ZR M TEREZE BT RAIERE, M4,
BUREEXER . EH X HFHMITI N, Bn
BERBIBRDER EHAEE: mfhE
F, BRIENE, RABNEREREBEN
BRI BUR, ERERBAIPEIE (critical
reading), R M KRB BEHREH &
H,

3. 1%, BIFESRRBRIAMIT o
BAIER, AANEEEHERIBEERLZ
HEAAEABHER, A—ESEEIER
FEERPAEAEE X, FlmszshiEsesn
FRER D FREPHELBAR SR TP
M EE AR, Bk, #iESH8
MR RIEN.

IR F O RAIEEE 1T #1F 2
b, R ERE PRI EERES, XEEs
B LEEBARIEFS, Wi Halliday 9 R%EH

REM P 5 A SHAL, T Esk A H
BEEPRSEERNILANEENESEoN
TH,

1. E# &% (transitivity system), Hal-
liday #BEZAICThEE (metafunction)4y %=
Fb. #AhEE (ideational function), A BRIWEE
(interpersonal function) FIiE S IHFE (textual
function), KRG AEFKBESIREN—
AW F Y., Halliday fyR#pt:5E5E
BBkt EMREAR, FEIEERH
et R Hi B A W A HE R 15, anfEThe lion
caught the tourist”” F **The mayor resigned”’
F/RES, BIE W Eh R 2 R, 5E 3
2AE R, XX BAE TFERL, 2
T SRR ZRE XS, b2
T&M/M)E R, fnfE <“He hated the
lion” XH—Af)FH, “‘hated” & Lfijd
3 ‘‘caught” FER#zhiHE, HEAAHEE—
A% ccaught” —BpgB LR, &R
DERR, TR, BHEHZAEESRE ‘R
W ‘A RAp” Ziaia2 R, Halliday (A%
kFRERESHIANEL, KIERREA
THERE MR PR, BT WH L4
mERBRE TSR, HiERAHRIENS
InE MR RS, KW RER S R L
BYRdE. LEIR, AR, 1741
B, SREdRNEESR, ALitRPmE
—d 8, BES LATRAEDEREDAH
R Bk BUR , RE AR —Frt 2, {51
HBE5RHAE, EER LR, B4%
H25FMNE, ERARE LAERELS
B, BEEPE—A/DMyE T
%, ST 5 S nE IR B i 3%
Z, mizd BEEZMIEERE, RS RN
HiEERDEXEERSHE, TLARRIERT
REmELSEM.

2. NEDhRER%. ABRIbRER i 1BE
fErty. Hibr, [EE. IR FEHH
BW LI, CEHBEESEE AASHE, &
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—%RIABRELMERHER,

Roger Fowler fE Linguistic Criticism 35
o DUF 67 sk U6 B 3615 3 A 9 FRIF28
FRTAMAIREEDEAE, TEEZ5FH
MOk, 4 BIBCE 1976 42 12 7 12 By <A
LR, <R B H R L R R R 8 H iR
1,

1) NUJ regrets fury over Joseph.

2) Student leaders condemn insult to
Keith Joseph.

3) Student chiefs ‘regret’ attack on Sir
Keith.

1976 4£ 12 § 10 H, NUS (EE“2H
FEBRAKY) EAEMN, RFEES A
Keith Joseph B -4 Bl 50T , ¥ I % A4 B i
FHERBLGEE-BFAERLEGLERS:. &
TR NUS ABMTEAERT A A KEIRMN E
WA, 3 = 4 I BT HGE R R 1
BRI R —F O HGE, HRBERRTE
$2F] Keith Joseph B Rig R Kk, TH 4,
WIEEKRS, BATBER, fH<RIHBIR
Hi>MFR Keith Joseph 34 Sir Keith, FH“F%
TS FE RGN, RA AT BREE.
VA i ik 4R PR S TR BRIV 2 53X PR R 4K BT
PATBHR LR — B, <REEH>EH
(R HH, AL FEME Keith Joseph, i< #i
H B iR & — o Bk B R R A R4, M
Wi Keith Joseph XM B %  FX IR
ik, <BHHEETH>1 <Keith Joseph”
WIS R AL — &,

AR, H—AHBRIFESER
BB TRARREE F % K Austin
# Searle £ 9= iE47 A(speech act) Hit,
BEREAMMEHE—BREFTIE (BE ROk
#), MR G EEL, HE5H R, EH
H—F 1T A, WIFAR, SIEFEEA“FI
FHR”, EWEITR T, R IGHRA R —F
BiEfAAh, BESAERBAG AW A G
i, 0 IE B Ao e RS AR, IR SRIR T AT 0

.24 -

W& B 003G 2, B, F BT 04 Bk
R AHTER A o — BB 5. XA XK i
HEARKBER, SEAISRIINERY
M2, LIES S SR B TR,
Rl HiEE TR R RENEEREAT
B

“No

3. EEMr, e (transformation) J&—fh
Wk kRFR. MIFESERADE 1718 L o
¥, 1 5> #7403k, s A A0 F R AR R AL E
BT PR os AR IEER . H R
BAEE, RIS, DSOS,
FH—/ -2 &id{t(nominalization),

S BRI B BRI B Fowler, 1991b);

1) PC shot boy from 9 inches.

2) Robber’s son, five, killed in his
bed.

FEEABFS BIEE 1986 426 [ 1
H3EE <R H fwefaok e, RE—-IT%
BHEEEA —ARARRFAEALS HIL
Fo BRFE—ERXEASERE, #)8
BEAS -, 50E T, FEH, MRsh
BEAS WA, 56 2L, H D
HWA T HEZhE <PC”, RBI<AHEHH-FR
EEOKALE PC £, BoR PC HATHREIN
HE. E<RBR-HGET, Hah# A H
B, BB HEE AW, mahfE BEre the boy”
BB SHEMARME, W3 T8, A
T $ 2% Y Fn o A,

BB B AR SRR R
zhisl &idl{t., 4n investigation, completion,
interview %, XEEB AL AT, VAR
HEN, 2—A/M) S BHESEB N, Mk
FAME investigation XA AR, Fh4:
<X (must) have investigated Y, F{14&
RN T, AWML ETHYITE
B2 5%, Jom A (A7 B &) Ml & (BE
& % B TR B R s A B BT AR 1
FIWF A ABEBEZOBHER. Bmahid Al
WEHEETIF LW AR A RIRERTRNE



L

Y

EY

et

BRER, HHEGRIT N, LERMIZR
FrxE At AW, BaldAdmiR
EN

Bt RGE ., ANRIRERGEME AR
TREE 2K B ANRELA, 4%, 2HT
P RERTF M LR FITFHIF 2 v B,
B, e B H AT LAME R, (EXIhREE XL,
ATHRRBIREE, p

No

i
v 3\

MIPEFSHERBETRE, HER
AR FRILAHE.

1. #izE (1976—1979), #ITIESEH
AT 20 fit4g 70 ERIEEE KB
R R ERESE, 1976 4, FEE AMAR BT
BFRSAEEE/NA R R T b ATRE e AL 357 (8 o B
W HE R RERR. 2T RGET T
KA, HFITBOFF T A 5 0 1L E
EKRBEETIRERESD, BE, HY]
KE B SCIL B FT B0 W IF 4R T 435 i o
#iEs 4 (2F van Dijk, 1985), XX
AEHERRIHTRIFIESZNIEE, BA
W, KRGH, BHESSFHIESEA
W AhsE, MBHESRIREEXRHPREL
BE X A R T M S Bk A, 1979
4, Roger Fowler #Z-k4n Language and
Control— B i EiZ B R F—% ,Fowler
1 Kress 2T “WIFESTSE" X—HE,
3t H R T RIE L MR RIEL BT T
REfT T wlk, EBMgmmmies Mk
Fowler ZERIEHFE K FEMEF, BIHEH
nEPIFEHESSEH L, FRAACH
RHIBESEM,. Language and Control Ry
IR, FrEE MIFIE T FWER L.

2. f&@ (1979—1985), f£ Language
and Control WS R, Fowler fER%E K
FIT K FHFRIEH R EIF, BHIHRERH]
RoRBREE. FERDE, ERE—BAE

AEBATRE, BERPRSFENITE

UL BE# T F ok, Fowler Z A&k T
XEMIFEIES FHEHE. HRARE—
EMIPIESERIE—BE2RLE N EHE
(4n 1984 SEFERF 22 58 )32 2 RO B E
HZ2ED, (LBRR Y, A L3 MW, W
WAK, Hit, 1979 £HIFES 2B 6 LA
J5 BEBIHEAN T 45 5 0

3. R (1985—1987), 1985 &4, Xt
BB R’ AFER Gunther Kress £F “Dis-
course, texts, readers and the pro-nuclear
arguments” X 3T, 3L T HITIHEZ
[ kb5 Wy (Rl i, Language and Control v
KRR CE RS BB S LIERERS
BIAREHEmR, HERILTFERMIES
EHTIEEHERRBEEE, XM
MR GE TREMEL, Edn Kress 72
EXh AT “RAERESEEHTEMIENT
BREAEESTOER, FEELRI R
RN T b s ix apfE AR, e, —&
W, — e E R KRR, BRELAE, 7RI
W TIESMEREMIEE T hkL &5
g BLUREREEHEDREKZE, T—F,
BARLZE L "I, Kress RII T HE
KBIMIEE ST RMH R, ANz At
B H S HAAHRRRFRE A S E
T A, R AT IR 3, R 68
BRI S MBGA B BB, WA
Mtk Sr, 78 Kress ok, #IFEFE
MEERRE M RAANHRERE, &
BOHEREE, SRALSBERREMRITH
Rk, WEAA, Fowler £ 1986 4 RT
Linguistic Criticism —45, 1987 £ X'k FT
““Notes on critical linguistics”> —3¢, F#r
BHCHARSTREERIFIESSE. Bikh
Kress LI FBE XM TIERLEBEIRE
R AAHHITFE S FMRRIFRT H K b,
Wi EAEE, Bhs AERARIFIESZ
ERERSHS LHEE, DRXMIERRY
WE. BARAHEETNE, Sa8Eon
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PitarE®, RERRGBICRE, TR
g%, s WS R IERERE At
A, BT 1985 4 Chilton 3243 Language
and the Nuclear Arms Debate: Nukespeak
Today —45250, EHHEH E— 5%
- —HEMEREHRBEE, HREBHAST
¥, BXPAREMNIEESEHFEMEREHA
HikgE—rmd, Rl s EE, Rk, &
Fowler i, Muisa ImfES 2R BE—4
SRR ERRETAGR, LEZHIHE
iR,

4. FRRO988— O FAHMIFIESS
AR AT BRI RBENARLER, B
BHIFEEEAANHRBFER R R, Fowler
B ILEBA B G 3%, T 1991 £l R
THIFEF 2N E—GRMBEEE TR
3. Language in the News: Discourse &
Ideology in the Press, Kress IGRAMNE,
RMIPEFFEOEN, SHERAMEES
3% %, Threadgold F—2,LiEF R
EE AT E BRI, LR RHIFRE
PHPRE, B 1988 2 RET Social Se-
miotics (5 Hodge &%), Reading Images
(1990, &5 van Leeuwen&2&) %4540 “Struc-
tures of visual representation’ (1992, &
van Leeuwen &%) FXE, #IFIES I
4 3 8 48 25 ) N 7 Sag, AR AXZE Fowler Jip
ER B Kress T4kt ik AFIE , B
KEEFF2E, BRI BN B T —HEHE PR
BES%R, 1991 £ ¥ Routledge H it H
Kirsten Malmkjaer 3 if<iEE 2 kT4
45+, Fowler B hi%-BE T “UIFE &
7 —%, HIFEFFRBETEFNERX
AH,

)

W& fLITIE & F A RAEEREA
BRI RAR S, TFE %, DB AR
YIRAFE MAIHES SRIRBAXLRHY

.26 .

9%, R AR £ 1y % (% Kress, Threadgold
&) HERITFEESFEHERENIETEH
o, WEREEREREGERYF. 5
R, EBEEEENFRITRIMIFESS
FEIEZF R A AL RS, R LR
f <EFFARERLE“ERI K X—T
L, IFE SRR AR IBES -, 5
BESW., KEMWTEIF, 1993 F 4
A, #iX&iEE%K van Dijk X LR
“HEVPHEIE F
WEH” %3k Principles of critical dis-
course analysis’” —3C, {BHLIEIE 5 51 4L
TEIE B T — AN R R B — A0 2
R, MIFEERNESHLIET SR
MTHRES¥ETH—AMIs X, BENEER
SWERRM, MAEEABE, oW,
ELAERTALEE AP, BRI
BRI R AR, BARA
Kizthl, BB ERRLEE, #
EEFRFARTE 2R BIREED
EEER, HMIFEEEIFHEREMNIEE
SRIRBERXRMET PG (Fowler, 1987
492), ERIMIEEEH LA, BRIAMER
SURIERFIEEFEREELER, B
mEs TRBHEEmAER, WK, U
BEXATRMRIESER o, BEE
et RNBAEXRR, BEHED
BRBHEEERT A i RBFNHEHHR
A,

HIFIES ZRREL, LEE5H%D
FEE, XN BIRER" I EF LR
ALREHZISRZY, BHA RREHARR
EEEERETHEESFE, EXERERAR
iR EIRBERI B ERNMIREBOR
Bt RARmk, IFEFPEERIESF
HgEiah B ST AR T — &5
B, AEEESHEHT AT, ER
BATE EFE %,

Discourse & Society FxER:
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Abstracts of major papers in this issue

Translation in Elizabethan England, by Wang Zuoliang, p.1

This is a chapter from the author’s forthcoming book, History of English Literature — Vol,
11, the Renaissance, dealing with the achievement of Elizabethan translators.
Discourse analysis in the past two decades, by Xu Jiuyjiu, p.14

This article reviews the historical background of discourse analysis, traces its development
and probes into the causes of its formation. It focuses on the new trends of the development
of discourse analysis in recent years.
A survey of critical linguistics, by Chen Zhongzhu, p.21

Critical linguistics refers to the application of linguistic methods, chiefly of systemic-func-
tional grammar developed by M.A.K Halliday, in the analysis of public discourse to illuminate the
ideology encoded implicitly behind the overt presentation. This paper illustrates its philosophi-
cal and linguistic background, its opinions on language, discourse, context and ideology, and in-
troduces its linguistic analytical tools. It also sets out the author’s view of its development, as
well as the author’s comment on its role in the discipline of linguistics as a whole.
A new development in the theery of conversational implicature: Remarks on neo-Gricean
theory of conversational implicature, by Zhang Shaojie, p.28

The neo-Gricean theory of conversational implicature has developed from the program of con-
versational implicature originally fecrmulated by H. P. Grice. This paper is intended to provide an
overall account of the neo-Gricean theory. The author describes how and why it was developed and
then presents annotated versions of the new principles that make up the neo-Gricean theory. Finally
the author argues that the theory throws new light on the relationship between pragmatics and se-
mantics, the explanatory power of pragmatics, and the nature of verbal communication.
Ccemplex-transitive verbs defined with regard to the prototype theory and the gradience
principle, by Li Lii, p.45

Recent resecarch by cognitive linguists reveals that linguistic categories, contrary to the
classical theory, share the structures and properties found in other cognitive models. Grammatical
concepts, similar to non-linguistic categories, are thus definable in terms of best examples, or ‘pro-
totypes’. This paper, a corpus-based study, shows that a set of complex-transitive verbs do not
form a neat or discrete category. Rather, they form a gradient where there are degrees of mem-
bership based on degrees of similarity with the most prototypical member of the class.
The English language crisis and ‘“‘Estuary English>’, by Jiang Y ajun, p.52

After a brief survey of the recent discussions on ‘‘the corruption of English’’, a popular topic
in both professional literature and everyday conversations since 1970s, this paper discribes a
“new” voice emerging in and around London and the lower Thames which is the strongest

influence on British tongues and believed to tomorrow’s RP,
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