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[*hE 4% E] HO3O [ZMIFEBI A [XHEAS] 1008 - 942X(2004)04 - D117 — 07

MIERORETR, B 20 2 60 FIUSABHARERN  XHHEFTERNNEFTLE
R, AN, BNEEN . EAMENNEE T HANESRZHESBIREAENEE . HFE
BHERRICR AT B RMBE YR A TR A, EHRPLULEER M AT H
ko

HEFBRERUEESTEXHNET L0 (a unit of language above sentence) , T B & Rt i
& (language in use) . BRBEIFHD EFREHEXLTHBESTEMH. RITT UGS FIB
B3 HR B R I S R (R A A AR IR R A M S B, BT A
FEREAMBIE, SHEEENF TEmAEE HrENRIFRLEEFNBER. BT, 58t
ARF P AR DS, TR KRS SRR ARE %, RICHHRITIHP —LaE, Fuesing
BRI LR A BT # 8.

— AEBMEAENA ZWF A

BROAXREPEERERAASEH LREHR, EXFE A ARALRZRATEST LR, X
AR R U7 B SRR AT, A 20 42 60 4E A4 A Kaplan TR 3R, i — EL BB M LB R o i
ERREZ .

Kaplan[ | 4R 4% #2 7 OS5 ) 41 B2 4 IR 5 BOFE 30, W SO B BR 9K M SR R W4T T 40
LB, Bt F AR E S RERRED FONSRARASIIT RO AL EEMER. H,
Ay KENERAREHATEREROSA AREERMARELTE AENEENY
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ATEEHTXFAMNEERBREY . WP EERNIES (HRIE W T ES) MRS &
L ABRREAZL TR, AR RBAERENS MU TFERN O h,

Kaplan X RAIE F B R EHT ERERE R EE, L TB S, H 005 k8 A H E 15
BB T LS (overgeneralization) [S1AE ., LA, Kaplan ¥ 15035 I B2 % FR 48 3000 IR A R
BERLPREERAFRER F TR S AR E 8 RAGEE. 0 Mohan # Lo[2)
T HAUEMA MR A UE SREN SRR H LR ELR MR R AN A
Ko WHEMED AR MU EERRT RSN, RHENRIEEE S, R atmil g
(IO RABAZHE, —HUPRY LY ABLT.EE#S TR THTER.

ZEU R ZHHEFIEREO, MR i EEER AR TR, B A
R T T S S R E RO B R S S R MR TFA N —FhiE S
FRA-MEEASENERIEEEA DA EEZA, RS EE —E N RIEE > 1
EERWBRATEEEN,

W] #F , 3t F Kaplan $ 20E B fF B2 & RH KM AR, H 822 5 (00 Matalene[4]) L33 HYHE W, A
ARHEABRBR AR EO REROEL W, SFEE EGESHEATTERS ALY
CRIBMEEAREAZERG. S0, 8k EE i LSS a0 &7 ER R
BRI RET | BER B 30— 2 B (RO 3R LR 17 RE R B4 KR AR Ak, T ML B 4 SO W if) T4 L
Tt e R 51 0 3k 3 R Aot , 30 L VT RE 0 B B A 0 242 B SRR INF IS 4R 1 % 3 R R B A N
PR TE IO A 2l RO B AR 7RG IR 9 A B O SRR OB R B 4 Ry itk T — 2 R
DB AR . TR, RIS AR E AT R TR B, B LR R R A A Xk
P LA e AR AE — R, TR E A YR B O 20 A HELI NS k48 L (5] (pp.47 - 221)

Bt %) Kaplan B30 55, Young [61[71£ 13 M ZE T 5E S #5 1 ST EEAWHEFETEEBRETA
MBBFA. RREABRELFACH 7MW A, RIS HEM OGS IE, 8% 0 R 3¢ At £
(where the argument is going) FIFF0; M HE AW H EAEEE S Yl G G HBHEE HENE
“H M AL 3 " (where the argument is coming from ) B 772, BERAMFINAPEAMNERE L.
AT H (inserutable) , KR BAATA THREFT AN BB F R,

Scollon. R # Scollon.S [8](pp.74 - s0) A K, N EFEE T Mz HUBTER, FERE N SIS
A FRARAXHEEROEEER, EHNERT, BEEESEE I ESIE2HE
Fo T UL & 07 T 6RO T R 18 R AR VT IS B XS A A S T, BB RO E A
TSI TAE R R RIEZWRT AL, LS EN — &5 TR E
BB TR AT CER P . (817 Hinds [9)(pp.89 - 90) IR, MBAEAE—Fh S H AW E T SIEH
ﬁ»{ﬂﬂ%ﬂq%ﬁ?ﬁf&ﬁg,ﬂl)f<%?‘§??¢ﬁf3@,ﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁ'fﬂﬁzyg54]“*Uﬂgﬂii‘:”(quasi—induclive),?IEWEJ
T Ah RS B H R B IER 2 R TR R B B R L s R A, (8

TR AT EARBRER MHFERLEMR, AL~ — R R R,
HFEATA AR F 45 8 5 HME RS R MER . 1 EL, Kaplan A9RHE S35 , M3 B M08 = 048
FRALLASH E 2%k ST B T 1 4 M52 LR R TR W F 100 (p372) A
9, "54F Kaplan iR CHF B L F WG R IHT 2 H ML R, RS ERO%4 MY 5550 Hh
16215

BT LR R LA & AT AR I L O SRR X AT RT B A R RS
A TR SR MW7 B L Kaplan JBBFA T 8K M0 20, 6 61 475 BOTF S 55 0 3R S0 40 R
THEEBHERE AN L0 BEE,
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CZOEREBEERNXEKIAA

TULE M EE RS A L B 95— A AR #P ] Kaplan BITRA AN E S WM S TR — S0, mE
BHEE SO B IR T SO A B i AR ], B g o O 8 A, 25 B OA, o 5 5 5 0 5 B T Y
BHAREMX L Z EFFEEFLERE NN LR,

AR BRI B R S B I R AT RIS A AT e = L2 SR 5E . Scollon, R I Seollon. S [8)7E
0 T R R 1 B ST 6 D O A 5 B
A2 AR, R E A NSl ER (81675 BRSNS ER S8 E
W SO0 CRE 3 U 0 7R 7 S0 Y S0 P E ik R B S %) 2 ) AT 7R — — 0 R RO B
Fo L BIMER S, AW~ BT EATHRR, £ e, kg M EEER
RBEEOAMNER, - T ASEREMATHSACUEN TWARNEL REHRRLHAOCIEAN
BHE HEBRGARLACHE . MEHETMNESNERREERSEHUE, MERE £
X EREXEREES S ERGAR A RANTGAR, EHE A5 BH FAHRS LR
B B REECRR TR .

FATHE, Hindsl 11)(pp.142 - 4R M FEE RIS T M TR EAES MR 4R W EH
R R M B R, iNE, TR ERNE, LA ERIEE S EE K % % 4E 5 & (relative
reader/ writer responsibility) , Ml iE-H SEEEERLEHFIBRPAELHERNBERE R Z LTI
M. FHEEX S, Hinds AR, BiIEREEHRITE, A ERREREY, MNERLFREERER
WEEERER T BT R,

BREHFEEFTHRBERFRAFRBEER O AR NS RECHEET, RERBRMEN, &
BRI RAMGAT ALY, ERESH L FEH L MAESHEETER, &0, RITH
KEMBAN ATGEEAANEE LR EEEE HO 8. R NHA Hinds Bk, N EFE
MMEEFREUNEFX S ERBHOARAESSFASNEN, MRS Hall 12 FF il 19 5% 75 18
(high-context) 3 FRICIL 5 EIESL (low-context) EFE XM E R 4R IFH, TERIENE R,
EXMEEELHERFRMEEN TR EEALEA LG R, REE XERE Nt 4
Kaplan Bl E N E X T S RAEH AAEELARTNACER AN ERBHAMSRIE, ™
ARIERZRAT  EXEEHEERAR EE AR EAHE BRI, WRBSTHNELR
MTIETE AR EFE RS B PMEE A, B AR vk B A b B 2 E 78 M & 558 20 B S0 b 14 48
BRI AL B WA RIUEE S L T 4L HrENE.

R, S REOPUEERRET I EE AR LB Kaplan T131(p.19) FA R IR B R & LSF R A
MR REES R T RS SRS E T AR B AN R EL s 2 A2
o HHR AR MBS NIBESTHAARERE, FOR T SHEH TN ERH 2T
FEMEX. MEEEE WS ALK - BN BATREREH25%, BRAEX{ LE%7F,
BRESFHEEEN AR —E 255k,

WA LR BT ASH AN E SRV RANER SR — R ERARES
TR A~ R, REERNE IR, BEAMN M2 50E, BIERX
BE REE CASWBE T ARKNER. HE, LRY FEH A R R 54 5 6 521410 3
PREE L T R e G MR 00 3, T AP L AR S S 2R, AUESAE
B B T .
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LR T RS0 1% 7% £ 46 (discourse systems) HEABURNSFTXLLR, WS EREEERRY
BRI E, E—ERHFHCANSHIEELES, T RS A A S BREN S RBA R
WOEFRMSTEERD, XERERNATEA N Eb B g BF. RERES k4
Xl MMEEHEEEMME HE REXES ABREERENEAE URARLE HX. R
RIS 2 EEE B R o,

EEHMHHTERRR, FRAMUREET NS MO ML NE SRR Y. Wy
MR- FHE TSN — kR R RERAET. Y AREE EEX
IR, BN L B R B 7T 0 B L T LRI E S ISR sl D R O SR 5 SR I BE 26 L R
RERET. XF L AAREESROBESZAKHENZ LTENE X TRRA—ESE R
RZBHAMZL. RER - B EEZANERCRA—E2 N TR MBS ESZ ML
Fo MARMAMZ AMMRENIENIERR EYSHR, CHNHERFESHAREEES L
(AEFEMER L MAREESTAS, Bk, 158 2 0K SO0 RS LR R 5 E RS i A
RUEE RE .

=X AR B iE S A A

R EAR IR LR AT O R S P B E S AR R AE 5 0 S 7 2
HBRFF . AR SRS, ATIHE S EELEF AR, R FREE e
R A BB 2B,

SPLRKBLOR AN R ERE MO LA AN TR BR T ENERLERETR SN
BRZ R, SR ODEBUERMET AR SRR ERE SR E SR E SR PR T Bk,
fEE & A AR EHEEN SHEESH RS SN NENTENEE, SE0EA
RATHEF BRI T IEF 09, 0T LL AR SHT 0 & WA

MEZAREL FRZEM R R R SR E SRS E L, ETEENNSHREE
FREEZEEN, AR EMERRRAEROER. R, BSR4 HEE (e SR
BRI S) RAF A, BAR B R B4 % (1E ) BB MR R RS e 20 8 () R e
AREM SRR, AR LAER. FREESENFESENZAMERERARE -
22 P VR 5T BRI 7 300 AT U508 b 0 A A T Bl U B 0 S B T R A

IR LR STD U E BB B FHTRIT T R RES 0 BT, xR
MRE S BRATICERNEAR R AAXEENETSEEMNEREE,

LATE RIS IE R B BT SIE R o A Halliday ) Hasan[ 14148 W AT 0030 DA 3K 36 4
o LT H B R I B X b R TR B B A R U S SR SRR TR
H,BE Rt AR R S AL ESRR Y AENEEER SRR S
TPRURN EEEE LB ENRBERRE SEN AR, NESREHESRBE 55,
EREXRRARROESE, AL%E (ML) REESERVELER. FiAyite
HAERARMERERAEERA. RIVOE, X0 LB UK 2 T i B 45 08 00 15 55 5 T 4%
FHENERTERAS0ER, SEER RIS EHE NS EMAEN, L8 E w2
SAFEWRIRE A, WAL, T AERA S, DL REE R B R X 0 BB
EEDNL SR oL

ABLEAEHME, AR BRERST AR SRR, EE 2 M0 Sr N ENE
AERERTEAE M EFRAM YL, Rt ol A E PG 58w L, EHAE %
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SLEVHBRENE, AR REE & ARR KA,

B4, Dissanayake[ 16](p.40) 5 16 1 , B0 FE SCAL B4 & 509 7 SCAL R R 4 UK B 48 , BT 10 2 48
FERMHEHRN oMY A=A F b B, TR A ENET T N E R
ERAHACHAE HHEZTEMWMN, ARSN, HERETATRENE2BEBE PN — 1D,
HEEREN, — T FYARERIE MEELIEEN SN, UEERBEHE,PDFE AN
AR ST A AR T SR SE WU TR BTN — R F P B AR B
HZAMBATUEAX NI R, DESHAEEH EOXIHER, AT BGER TR/ HED
MEEMFELTA. B ENEATTOEERYRNEL, EHEE IR ZANEERE.
HLAE AR R R LA VE B 25 D 0 LU B O o O MR R, T LT 0 K 40 H Bk, 2 R B e
Ko TH e LB RS FESEF RS THRRERLE, BFEMHSERRS T H(E
LER,F%, BEHES XX FRMIBEE LT RE A EmEA T A8, BT, DA ES%
MR 4ASHFTEELBHHEE.

EBRE¥F, - RANIERERRE AUBERESETES R OB 25N, 2%
HREREMKSEELUNRTERE. A, EEETEWRETR, E5 L0 MER LU EHR
WANEERBE NHLAXRHN RS BEERMNEREY EEXANBEALEWOLT R RY
BEHERBNABTSHE., MBRENNUIBELELHER, CREH, BERBNE ST
(multi-faced ) B, REEHEH b — R E, MO, SR SEFRRREBE LM B ERNEH"
{ genre colonization ) I & 4t it 3 [5A4F IE B 25 BURI 4, 08 M 0 0 52 5 5 iy 20 B 5 78 sk e e BRI o
TR SRR 2 AL B B (protorypicality) ML M R ot M TR R SR8 AER FREE
ME M B ZH 2SR,

B, ARNERLRSRARF RS KT ANEERNTBEN, AR S EES
AR, HK, KEFRMERRRATEEFTRI, BB G4 & RIRT 88X H0E 5, T X B 8
SR E R B R FIEE 2 16 B2 5 (40 Kaplan £ % 22 (9B M EREREE T .
b EEARRAEETRAERA RS, AR FR TS LR LM EE 56, A XE
AREXMHHENG TSR ERTXREFY. ZUESENZ AMNES, NEFRMEHESE
BT ALVEH AR LR, 33 RS R M R A A R AR AT, Bes e —
s E K.

BATMT TEEMNRBEET 2 TR R i E R, 2@ 0T T
BEBHE - NEREMNULER, FELEERE FRA2MNEEXE, R EERG FIES L
ML XA Rk TRESHEORT SEH20ER S SRILRE., FEESTEMUMH
] BT R 2SR JEH & SR T AR i AR 2 2t ], FE 4 B AL & P AR o B0 M0 L BT S 00 8 5 0 T A
A—F,

Gumpera[171(pp. 376 - G FEFE L F AW 2B ELMA LB ME, £ L4 R
REERS  SHEC AR AL, REVLE S RRFARN T, RIKE S 095 Rk £
Wik, BR—-FMIESHAZRAELERLAN LR, WA RES A ZEE T
—RR Ao [8)IXF I I B o) B X B SO Ak B X LR AN BT IR A T A B AR

HM AT AR FREEEWE BN EE N, BT RS TN RSB ENES EE
Ao WRARMTHRAMEMS, KR EEREE AR S e a7 REmiES
FRALH A SRR T SR . RN T BT £ E T H A R B s,
MHBRZEMERTERRREE RAMERFERY  ERNHNRTR S FERYEEEY
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DMRETER A . B, HORTIE SO0 P BT 52 A B — 2 S R R TS R R

ERHE XA EHARERERAETRATGRMR SR HET NG ER B8
HERRER AN S X RERT AT BN IR T ERE S X RNERSE, X
B X EERMRME RSN, ERUFAEHPHIET A EEAENETERENTL.
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On Cross-cultural Contrastive Discourse Analysis

XU Li-sheng
{ Department of Linguistics & Applied Linguistics , Zhejiang University , Hangzhou 310058, China)

Abstract: As discourse, instead of sentence, is increasingly recognized as the basic unit in linguistic studies,
cross-cultural contrastive discourse analysis has greatly developed both at home and abroad in recent years.

However, some problems have arisen in the research and they should be seriously addressed if cross-cultural
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contrastive discourse analysis is hoped to make any more substaniial progress in the years o come.

Firsi, there exists a strong tendency to oversimplify the discourse structures found in texts under
investigation. While differences between texts of various languages are invarighly emphasized, differences
between texts within the same language are generally ignored. As a matter of fact, it has been indicated by not
a few researches that different types of discourse pattems can invariably be found in most of the languages
investigated so far in contrastive analysis. Kaplan's hypothesis, which is now accused of Anglo-centrism, has
often been taken as the starting point for cross-cultural comparisons of texts and descriptions of discourse
pattemns across languages. As a result, researchers may nol be just pointing oul differences but making value
judgments, in which bias is almost inevitable,

Sevand, cross-cultural contrastive discourse analysis tends to underestimate the organizational complexities
of discourses in the contemporary world, in which linguistic boundaries are changing and becoming less sharply
marked, and language and culture are no longer co-extensive. Nowadays, one-to-one correspondence can
hardly be maintained between discourse and language, but many researches are still conducted on the basis of
national languages and try to explain the discourse features found in the text studied by simply relating them to
the language in which the text is written,

Third, texts have often been compared and contrasted without taking inte consideration the contexis in
which they were originally produced and interpreted, In recent years, though contextual factors such as genre
are given more attention in teday s contrastive discourse analysis, they are usually considered as static and
programmatic. Many researchers fail to recognize that discourse construction of a text is, to a large extent,
determined not by the language in which it is actually written, but by the particular social and culwral context
in which the text is produced and used.

Since culture is a too evasive concept that tends to overgeneralize, it is suggested that cross-cultural
contrastive analysis should base itself on discourse systems instead of national languages, for discourse system
is uctually where culture is constructed and reproduced through the use of language. Therefore a theory of
discourse system is necessary for us to better describe, analyze and account for the structural and organizational
differences found to be existing between texts. Such a theory may help us discover what has not been noticed
before and review what has been considered as known in a new perspective. More importantly, some
assumptions and practices that seem to have been well-established in the research can be questioned, which
will help to pave the way for further development of contrastive discourse analysis.

Finally, it is concluded that discourse is not just a unit larger than sentence but is fundamentally different
in many aspects. In reality, discourse is far more complicated and context-dependent than sentence in its
production and use. What actually distinguish discourses are not necessarily what distinguish languages though
they are, not directly as is usually assumed, related to each other in certain aspects. Therefore, discourses
should not be approached and contrasted in the same way as sentences are and cultures should be regarded as
more local phenomena when discourse differences are viewed and explained as cultural differences.

Key words: discourse; context; contrastive analysis



