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Ethical Dilemma on Network Tourette
and Its Stigmatization Transmission
Chen Wenmin
Abstract “Network tourette” whose transmission mode has been turning from “stigma” to

“self-stigma” and “mutual stigma”
an extreme phenomenon of Network language. For communication subject stigmatizer and stigmatized
person they are showing the tendency of joint; for transmission representation there are three fea—
tures which are style mark ritual resistance and pan-stigmatization; for transmission effect it helps
to release social emotions but leads to the dwarfing and identity dimension of community spirit and
also indicates the social situation of social break lack of trust and identity collapse. Getting rid of

stigma of network tourette is an important dimension of Internet Subculture and public intercourse

ethical construction which contributes to harmonious society relationships.

comparing to the “stigma” of traditional tourette has become

Key works: network tourette; stigmatization transmission; language ethics; public intercourse
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