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Semiology of Discourse: A Review of Han Lei’s On
Roland Barthes

Zhang Zhiting

Abstract: Starting with the reading of Dr. Han Lei’s monography On Roland
Barthes: An Exploration of Semiology of Discourse, in this article the present
author completely agrees with her on defining Barthesian semiology
of discourse as equal with his translinguistique and la nouvelle
rhétorique in general considering the homogeneity among them;
meanwhile, this article serves as an introduction of the emergence and
current situation of semiotics of discourse in French academia; it

clarifies the relationship among structural semiotics, narrative
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semiotics, rhetoric and narratology with recourse to new materials
and points out the future direction of the development of French
semiotics.
Keywords: semiotics of discourse, structural semiotics, narrative semiotics,
rhetoric, enunciation

DOI: 10. 13760/ b. cnki. sam. 202002001

—. BESIBHER

R R GEEUREE: —MEBMA 522 M%) (MR GEER
Fe)) HMT 2019426 A, Bife, AR R THS, 265, R—HFm
JERR%, PR B R ILAR B NS B R, 5 — X AR A5 44—
TR T3 R AR BER A SIS 5 5 ARG B R S5
(AT B i A TS IEAT 5247 AT T 5, R HA A
HIRWE? R —BFELARAS B A 5. IRIETR I, FEVR I FF 5 22 oY
s BARA S - iS5 T (Claude Lévi-Strauss, 1908—2009) [ “ 44y
Br” . @A (Michel Foucault, 1926—1984) 1y “i& i SCi”, HIE BE UL
S, CTRBATSEET X — AR B R I B S I S HE AR RS R R,
BZHEAE AL EA 5249 2 B EIRI “ RS 524IR”  (Ecole de Paris)
(IS TR . X —2FIR = A Tk 20 tHag 50 AFARARIE R4 /R L5 HIE = 2F
HAUOHE FF RIS A 458 = L2 . fEHAAE AR T ST (AL .
Greimas, 1917—1992) T 1966 4E il (45H1E XY  (Sémantique structurale)
ZJR, X URAE T S A 2 B B RIAEAE Y sémiologie”  ZERFFSE J7 ¥k Al
W LRI TR, I B IR S RE PR 522 % 2Kk A semiotics”
—i, T 70 R ELR “ semiotique” SKEH H O WA S5, DAME
5 “sémiologie” TEZAFR ALK BT, BE, FKATCLMEHE, &5 DHH R
AT S A R S 8 T AL R 4% (Emile Benveniste, 1902—1976)
GBI, PG EE T # R WL (A N Chomsky, 1928— ) “/:
OB MR @ ik ny .« LA 70 424R, BI/RE A - RF
B KT S ERAR S TR I L TR, KT S A R 1Y) A TR AL B A 21
BOME— AR U A2, MR B B, A ds i 72 1Y B Al 2544
FIRIZHROREEH), #A T ZEHES " (Fontanille, 2011, p.4) xH i B
I IEEAFS T WTUMERE D, B S R IRTE RS SR — B
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SRR FR G, BA T UM 2R A A LN, BB LK,
M 23R 2N HAE “ sémiologie” Y “sémiotique” AN 2 [Al % X 43, H
S, WATACRALFETEFR N WS, BRERY “RURIERT ST
(WAFRN “ERFTZ" 1), IRESIEE X3k Fr e )5 41
DOFPE £ 1A . < BRI RS2 CANHZ M5 IR MARS, i
RIS ZRIMEC R . “ sémiotique (1THRITE T 2 A X TR RGN SRR
W FEO RS 2RE R, 5 2CEBMWENMNLR.”  (Coquet, 1982,
p.5) BEfE, & SE— B0 TWEX RS2 RGRTE R, 2T 20
20 70 AEAR RN 80 ARARA S Y TAHXE MY “IHIERF SR M, MEA
A TERBIER (BUESTEHE55%) (). Courtés, Sémiotique narrative et
discursive, 1976) | (FFEEME (1,1 5)) (A. Hénault, Les enjeux
smiotiques, I et I, 1979, 1983) . (AWM 50 ¥H1) (Entreverne research
team, Analyse sémiotiques des textes, 1979) ZFRUAFT S FRR YR IR, 1M
Bl (IREEEME, Jean-Claude Coquet) f) (3F15E5 FAKY (Le discours et son
sujet, Tet IT, 1984, 1985) WEXT TIHIERF Sy “ K7 A1 R0
B IR ARG . )T 20 40 90 AEA T LR 4 1H I 15 552
W, Bln. GEESAT5%) (1. Courté, Analyse sémiotique du discours,
1991) . (GEERFS2) (). Fontanille, Sémiotique du discours, 1999) Z545%E,
IRy, RRERA S EIREMAENEE, AT E S 5755
PSS RIE R, PR T EIRE S HE KRR R A RS R A
(KA. B0, BAES) BAEERTAHRIEERNHILE”  (Greimas & Courtés,
1979, p.102) , “BURIRFFS5" BE “GRAT 52" ZERIEAIER,
EATRARREE EEMF S AR AR B, TRk, 222 - B/REE
CEERIRAT ST MR R A, MBI UR B 22)8 K e ks R Y
R, HMELRFSHR BTS2 @ 2P 21, M4, iy
TR ST O ERERTE LR

— . (1RBRE) X “BREFFEFSE MUAKNTEE

HATEALBIFSHEATHT GEERE) BbiE, A, ZBEETE
HOPRR e PR E e g th 7 —RAI A R R BRI IR S
F0 BURRR RIS IEAT 5 R A B RS SOREAE?  RRR A IR TR AT
FEEREA T T2 AT S Y (3 T 1 B —— AR e B R AR TR AT 5
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AR BRI EREY”

EETEFIE T TR S 2 SR IR A B Z o ho “ fF5 7
(sémiologie) — IR, 5515 HRE /KA KL “ sémiologie” [17E Xt b)
WEHENEH FroAa” RS, I8 T IRRMZAAT 552 FXRE
SRR R “FET” BEERRRE, BT HE SOP AU S B R S LM
ANTTH, AR R RS R o T KA A X P D5 A P
AR (HR, CURFRRY “IRERTS R R E, WAREEHER Tz, A
X—gi b, TG EUREIFRA AR R T AR “IRIERT S B,
EEUIN, ERRHE (RS- 23Eat) 55 M TRAREFTFE5FS
RIS RILAE (FFSRdER) RO T RS 5% LR AT S B RO
FE—ilL, IR REIR “ sémiologie’ (R40 T kR —ERA & RERITS
5, WAEIAGE— 5 W 5 R N RAT S A AT S o i IE SO RHE,
EFEEEY, X BT FIERAMR IR S (i, 2019, p.6).
VEF UL, RO LR RYIRTE AT 527 JUAE 20 T 20 42 60 4R4UZ 80 4£404)
AR, b A 2 WA B e ARy — 2 e B A B AR R A AR Y
SRIERTS o WX —LEORE, EER AR TREMER, NIARK
MERE, (HEX —TARRLE N, HA RN, 2 LR R AT 5
S, BT E R R L KRR I [ AT S s A A O OB, [N L RERS
T BFRATAF LS LA~ 5 % A5 52 B e o FRABR IR A X — WA, JF
HREE D, BIEHE R TSI E RS 3545 7 S ek o

EF B UREAT: ERFE AT S BRI R AR B — A Reik 1035
ARSI, RS0k, RICE MRS XA - fRT R,
FURHICOOR”, TR, A BETU, BARR “RIEAT S B i
SETTHRE - CRRF BTN TR AT 527, MR ) I 1] 5B P R o, AN BT
BRFSCAMETE, oA SCAETE . SEARBHART ST =85 K . XRIRIAT SE 4 {1 23 A
BT (p. 13) XFPEBLRE A0 B R A BT TR AT 54 A EAR M 1 K
MIBFTEARE, A SRR T E R IRME, AN, R3S T 58 sk 6 45 A9 RE
TEAL ST RA RE(E O . A FEARREAEAT S 2f Bl R R ek 2% b 2
(L RBF AT IRAT S B AL, — IR L KA A XS AT 52 At
PEHIE” (p.19)

=, (BRE) N TFERFEEFSFENEN

SRR MUEM—NEEH M. H—FAG T ERRFE BT 52 1 AR N
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RS BESERE , Rl LU Y, AR DA St 98 RIS T A8 ] ) 2R e
Fo HEIRIR T LRFHG RS 7RO RAUR . FEA S B, 2
PR X L RFFSRTEAT S 2 A IO N, RITIAX —F R
EEE SN RR R (RURAE A S5 70T F18)  (Introduction & Tanalyse
structurale des récits) TR T ABAIHR OAFSE, AN —H EEAY SCRE A 2 1
IRFFIE IR S R B3 . VEE A, IR R ABLR e A 454 70 B 5 3C
Aoz oy, HERERTEAT S 21X — N TR SR N B & 3, RS
— AR BT S AT S 2. EE R BRI AE L, A5
— PR AR R R R E L B E T, XA T B RN S,
ETH I E IR E RO R, FRATHE Y R R B IE
(B BIFATE LIRS ) , MR iR TR A5 A2 — A il 2L
r7 (p112) o EEBRELREFNER (RS FiE), JEH X
i SCEEAE G P AR B T R A UAR 2 AR, ] RLEEFRATTA 42
H— BB TR AT 2 AR AU AT 7 2R, PR, TRARAE
W TR EE T CEED &R IRl ZJaaih, AR IIGEZ A Bk &
SEREAE R Rk T AR ) SRAERI. XK, IIfEZ
IR BEC R T S Z ISR EGRR, MR Z MR “ /i
K7, MHERIAZEIRCRRE “BETER™ . TH&, LRRRIIRIE AL &
MU MNRLERINA G SRS R | S ARNAS S5REPIHCR
MRS R SC R 5 R OG22, IR T ACWABS RE MR R,
T LEFEATT S b B A AL A i R A 25 A 2B, X RERY S5 R R, tdR =
FIREFR T 1R B ) B9 B 52 AE 7 A [a] £ %) T 68 T E BIVER 1 5“7 1Y R 2 BE o
ARk,  CEURFEXACEAER ST L CThEET J=. “Arsh’ 2
BGET JRIRIF R T IR TEAT S A AR X T RUA TR R AR, A K
WA S S T B R AR TR AT R (p. 126), ifEX —id AR, B
IR TARLE SRR R ok, THeRURE MRS AR S &, JUHOR T
W — AFRRUR B TR R, VRN, T RS R A0 1 A 48 Je o e A
(CEETEF AR P RAR R, Bifl SR T AR IR A A
PREGIIHT, JEHEARLE IR A R AFRGAEAIRE 732, LA PRI
AORE . AFRRAEAERIIEOE . Aadad 3 B e L oy S bR A 2
o EALERBR AT (p. 130) o XFIAR, W B) T ERKRERTE A S B
PR AR = BE P L AFR A5 T 28 00 47 A 2o AR O VR T MR 1Y
e, EEWN, BRFEAXADREIOM R E 32 T Ag AL “ =
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K7 R0 “ FWAME” (subjectivite) BYELE, W42 TAE ARG BrRe X TiE
ORI K “BRiRTEZ)”  (énonciation, VEEIFEN “HRRtTHN”) WYL
w, Mg — L8 T A FREY “IEEF S N SERETE,

YEB IR, IEREALECIR T, ERRHE 1970 428 £KM (&
HIEFY)  (Linguistique du discours) HWEfiSZ T B CBIHER 5 # IYHELE,
“EUREEFTIE R CTHIEIE S 2 MR RN A& ETEZY (texte de
Pénonce) SPBRIRAT N, JaHEBIH I, XWZIEH M (lanalyse du
discours) |, XARIEF % (linguistique textuelle) HJFELE" (p. 144), EIRERE
W HERNRE—0E, e N FIENA RS, (248 MNER
BB, AR R 2ebr BRI E AL, R EAE S REZ
SN HAR PR SCAAE™  (Barthes, p.612) o ELRFFIAC,  RTARSE P b b 25
MPRA IR TETE 55 — SRS IS 5 A IBUGE 5 57 =X
HI TR TE TR 5 2 R BRI TR BB B FoE, AL, BRE S5
TRV XTI G Gt , M T i 0 T B2 LAt 28 LIOR [FIAE SR AR N & 18 87 4
MR, —RRNESY, WAERERESA XA TRRGE—F, Wi
Lefr]— 2 E R Z [ B2 (substitution) K2 73 ig 5C 52 Ml — )2 & AL
TEH =R — DA RS, I, ATRORMAEIRIE R E— R0 il o &
EEW, MHEFE RS MRS, BEFE NI mNe: 5%
SESSFYER, DA RXANE N BRS bAT DR 2 S HOR SR E R,
R FE IR T R AR —Fh iR AL, 7RI, A EEMiedR, £5
TR A

B, EURFFIEMUE] VIR S AR —RIEHTY, 2K
AT (8L “BRidiGzh”), X5 —-BA TSN EE (R EEMFS
JR) A—F: AT DAEIEIE B ERRIRIEEL (énonce) , BiH 7% BULIE A
AT AR OL T, KB ERRA S (énonciation)”  (Rey-debove,
1979, p.49), B, E/RFF—EHEW, HIBEN SR TEIES %, X
BERFEAT, EedBEEwiBE, eEREES Y, XU RN,
R T MBS S5 Z B RNEDE, BREMN S EEE
T, MANTRAR, JRRDSCEL 755 R “ii%e” . CGEE/REs) TEETEXH
FEF 7R AR X SCE P A — ] T L RRAE S A IR Y sémiotique
du discours” , THERE, HPRY “FF55%7 —adHAYRE “sémiotique” (UL
W) o EER, XERNEIRRZ R T A4S WA, s0E 8
2T I RS sémiologie” 5 “sémiotique” HIALZ), EHEWIEET TIX
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Bl (EVARAE T T 1SS P AR B (B RS

M2, fh2REREEE S TR 22087 (EEURER) HOPEH 51
ollT, “ THEIE IR T AR BRI 2%, BRSO L I 2 B A
HFRAB TR (p.150) . Teikh, MEEXSTE/REE (IHIBR2E) —CHY
RS, TR B b AR SO T4 IR A I K, R Hy i
IR T M7 INIEHESE 5 5 O R I 5 2 R R R AT B2 IO T
B, WORHREER SR, IR L T RIS, IR IR g
PR A HTREEt, HRR  DAT T T T 35 A0 AT 5 2 L A o L
FORRCR”, B, R R A B R R R
(p. 153) EUREERHEHE RE2E HOF S TP AR, fb7E 1964 4F R ey (G
#2) (Rhétorique de Timage) — BB : 4 7 AELESS HI 3 OB P B
GRS - P TFIE 150 0 A7 1T R oy — A PR IE T2, 1A
RO HEIOE S22 S A, R DL AR S AR
VB A S RGO HT , AENS AT R Tl 1 AR E 5 RS H LR
H/ RO . (RSN IR B RS S0, PEANMA 28 T I
A DR SR A I AR (T AT T
VAR, X T EURBS BRI 0, (FFS2010)  (Levique
somiotique) —-A ISR “AELURBEA A, B B2 (Y
2£.” (Rey-debove, 1979, p. 125) SOl LAFEBYFEATT XS EL /R 45 o s o 10
YW — A A

s = (TR S A T T B SRR LY L AT T
(BURFFER) M (BAZIE)  (EEMIIFLR (B k—IT B
4)) PR EUREHR A S22 B, HA DI (MR IR (A
S RSO IR . T AMHTY o 9 B T L AR i 1 A 2
15 CBRRER (SRS CWRRLEET) IR CTRAET I
BT S TIRA TR LA AR HO R AR, Ik — 2 EE T M40 T B
R B R BT

OIS VT BT T ER 58 R AT My B B4 1 T B A 2 1 3
VA R R RS, RIS AR, TR S i
A7 CRRGER”, BATREIO TR, MBI R R AR A A A 1
IRFEE CAPAE R B2 B, TR MLy T B9 7 223 A R4 5 A
S 8 TR TR B (BRI SR 7S, X SRR — T A
BATE I T, THEL, T B4 B IR AE 20 42 70 AR R AR M
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TEEFFS AN R, ERSIRIEN, AT ZEARNHRIE 4
AT So2” BTk, WAREREE, IBATERXAIIE, REHMTE 454
WA T BEREE R AEERT 5o, W o Rk A

M. XFJLANFE K R R % A

FATLIREFGEED 2 - LIRFFFE R 5200 3 kR

(1) #&F “sémiologie” 5 “sémiotique” M)IF44, FRERME (4 £ X
$1% (Histoire du structuralisme, 1992) —F5%f “sémiologie” PN J# ) [ B A1l 3=
ik, KHAEDUE FEAN SRS, ot T RS i S (i E AT
SERRE) H, ZOUE R T i A A R R GEE RS A
W) —A. MURXHES, REH TIEDGE T A E S sémiotique”
— IR, AR T R RTER, RERFEERHT CERMF SR
FH5" AFR, JRRIARR], XFFS#0L “RURTHEE” A HAFTE R 3%
WA, LT A HES R AR IR 52" WGIE, DIrEX s AnLd
1, (BIXEARBHCIRIREMRIE . AR, ], 7E 20 it 60 4EXK AN
70 FERH), XD AR B, e, ARE SIETTE 1973 4F AR B SCE
(—MEURFF 524 m 8. M{EXT4)  (Un probleme de sémiologie narrative: les
objet de valeurs) MEFE(SF T “sémiologie” YEN “FF52%” WA, {HX[F—
e SCETERWGHE R QRS (Du sens, 11, 1983) I}, 4% “sémiologie”
BCNT “sémiotique” , XA, XHEEZLHIT “sémiotique narrative” AJFRIH,
XU RRAL T IRAVAR . ATAA, RAEFR e ny— A AR — R 2%
SCEHIAR R TSR PR AR T D30T A AL N7 P 48 1 4R SR A 0 KA Y S TR
B - wRETORE (Nijole Kersyte) Stk CE 1 (RIEIAMEAEM: 7E8U4
BT 580R% 2 E]) (Les interactions discursives; entre sémiotique narrative
et narratologie) , &% £AE (PP WY K PpIA]) 8 B —0R S0
(2008 4555 5 0], 5585 - 104 50) . FLL, Tk Wy, SPGB N 5
MR~ M BURIRAT S B E& HNBN— B H7EAR I
W ST, R, AMEINE, SERA T EiRIARZ S, 2017
£5 30 HE6 2 HTUERIKEGEZF CHL (UNESCO) EARZE I
RIS T B A5 RO k——22 S A% T S 100 JAEME R (1917 —
1992)” {4 [ B WF 15 25 09 & AL B4 RE b, B R4 5 2 IR L 7K A 7E B Y
“sémiotique” HFFEHT, {HSRA “sémiologie” MIMFITINE, IF HIZFIRW LI
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FIE AR “ GBS (sémiotique structurale) HJ&, HI2HAPR#
)2 “sémiotique”, TMiAJE “sémiologie™, JFFFR4A KA LLERAT 52 YR A2 R 24
LS E XM EIEG R, TENEREZE, Rk, XEEEFS R A
[ IR L TR Z G TN B —MiE R, XeE—k, B2
FIE B PIFRG— T 225 FRAVAZ S, fEDUE BA% “ sémiologie” R
AT ST, K Y sémiotique” BRIy CBURFT SR, BN R -
T, MEXWA AR B M S — A G A ] “HiRIE
7", XA R E R 1 MAEX T E A 57 4 5 1k
J&, “HMISFT ST IR EE MM —E 22 R A S E s i — R
B, ZTEEMF RS ERAR, RAERMBPRETACKHEL: KE
5 M RS — 1Y “sémiotique” HF, XS FFSHER, 45 RGEM
5 Z IR OCRIRRD “ i B A —Fh SRS, R IRATEDUE th X T
P X R B IRE

(2) BERFEAEXTE (W E ) b, T4 R AR Z
“sémiotique” XA, FIN Ky, EURFERATA IR AW A28, — (g &
£ 20 {2l 70 ST E R A B (EHESS) B WTf /R R AR 7 S Tk
R BENG R E S BT SE 2 D - AP (Thomas Broden)
TEZLEAR T Bl 100 JRAESERAF Y25 |, DL (St £ U o) — B % %
O 5 = REBERSE) ( Une autre voie du structuralisme: la collaboration
Greimas-Barthes) M@l & &, WA Nt % 30 Fhf i i) =R E V&
PE: S—UCRTE 1950—1955 AR HIMH], A& H Eh 307 R 2yt L R e 5 At — B 24 7 17)
TCEEE, IR R 2207, Ja ok T EURRE T 5 MR R g A:
THRE MR BEARSE T 25 55 ZUGETE 1955—1968 4EMAE], PHEE XS HE&- A %
SH4YE - BRSO T I ESR R VR () (Les chats) HEATIEA FE LT,
PRE IR A4 [ MO TR TR 4540 1 B4R AL S DI RE AR SY, BAEJS N
P ML T ARG = A B TE 1968 4E 2 ), IS A SRR R
TERTFEIT A A AR (Broden, pp. 214 -227) . WIRFERY (IRIHETES
) SRS R RAEX AW Y 1970 48 Wiks & S Hrd et ) 5 2 Af e
AT, JFEm ARG wE (FF5%: 5 REsEe R %
H) 2% “sémiologie” AFRTHE T ILALEATE ML 955 0y, WHHF T
CURFRIE R, Bl (FF5 7 5ka0) M (IRMRSGE)  (Systeme de la mode)
et B st S oTEk, R SIS S TR RS I EIFAS R R
PR YR T R SCE, LL CORSEEME)  (De Uimperfection, 1987) h#
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AR, SRR S A TE SRR L OISR Ok 0 Y 3R RN N AT Y 4 A
(Broden, pp.214 —227) FEfi[#l, 1969 47 [ AR ST (1 [ BRAG5 2424 25 0 44
FRR AR “sémiotique” o JXAH PR —UUER, B /R4 238 T2 20 1 AR B Asf
BIE A WS # . A, WERBNE, X SCEERE R0
T “sémiologie” BYIEZEIAIE I “ sémiologique” . Tk MR BEE, EREFIAN,
THIBAT S 2R BN TS5 77527, DR A AE 18 1A L SRR H 22 J5 it
XAAER] R LAZSA AT 522/ (sémiologique) ARif (X—mREE) KiE
PERGE GRSy R R I 2 — S R G M S U A BUAR R S A B
AR — AN ELE R ATT 2 B an Dy e A O B AR e e S A T A AR AT A BL
43" (Barthes, p.616), X8, BARW KJFAJE T “sémiologie” £F 52205
M —SENZS . BURFRRCA BT, B35 TE 2016 AEAR R 2 2017 AREAEY) T4 i
AR R R, SA S5 YR NEEF SRS S RKEE - IR
(Denis Bertrand) ##z4sim, fMufiEIAE TS5 45 S KR - FHERH
(Jacques Fontanille) — Ay 20 4% 5 5 40y 100 Jif] 45 Jr 1 A 5 1) [ PRt oo 25
PORE, PREE (BRI D 250K %K) (Greimas aujourd’hui: Iavenir
de structure) . X3 ABHEAE T8 S HT AT SR A M 4544 3= iz gh, IFExT Tt
BRACE TOFH, $8H, AR S TEHOG T RS B 43 v DL R R E Y
TR 1450 SR IS 5 - - A IS AR AR T LA A 2 B A 1Y)
Al EL A R 5 SO Y B R FRATTR i B RN T A MR R R T R
SRS —R IR L Rk TR dkoR . R 2R
7, FEERT 20 20 60 AEAANE R —TRlE Rl i i 32 S JE Lot TAE
FEXTHAGH PR . BRI R MR B, AR T i S A B S 2
R AEH T sémiologie” —iu], X ULHIIAELL “sémiotique” iy £ H O AT
SRR T RS 2R AR 20 HHhad 70 EARUIBRER T A 2 5HETE
SrFF, ME sz . R T RE . YR A WA H BB ZIE, TESnT
MAES A 30 H—6 A 2 HIYWHT LS, (HEiF Y BFR FER 5L 2% 2] i R AR K
ERZERCEIN AT ER] T2 BRI EIL A, A X IR =15,
REAZRBEEITE (GEF 5/5) 44 W ERRNGE,

(3) CEERE) MES I RSG5 5 055 WA TE T EIRRE
Rt B RESE T, SR EARFRBENY, R IE 5k A5 2 1 & JR I 5t A
— 3, RATEBAEIGFEHMERE A A0 DTk, AR R RN AR
RAFT" il in) )2 9N K 2R B HR MBS RS 5 SR B TE2: . fid.
A AE TS BB TE 2 B IO, BRSNS N TR — AP (Genette,

10
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p. 220) M5 RHAT BRI BT SY, MR SR BROCHAY . AT LA,
IR Z AT (ERUARY [ narratologie ] ) B2 XHETE 7 1 4 J& Fl
Wk e, RAEBUA S SRS =R, U—UlJLH4ER AT,
FREEFS - P 2019 FETEEA S PR RIS b, FiE
T AlxF 20 4D 60 AN BGABIE BSR4 “RUAY” S8 Bl
) “RURFF T2 AR T —i2, MERIRAS I AT ARV RO AT 2 1 I b A
FEWIIY, XS T 5 EN IR XFMEDL, A TRATE N
B, HHAE, AR SHEY RN AU, PR TIRIESCAR “inih i
PU”  (manifestation verbale) HIWIZY, EAETHEH&RES ¥ =M “sémiologie”
MSIEFFAN) “sémiotique” , THXFERY KA — HEHIFERDGE, BT “5L
RYARB TR, Bk, Wis sl T 3RATHE 2 F g oy A ims

JERAEAETE: HA TR AT B R STik 9735, Y8 b4 3] 09 &
Je - DURRRSEAE . DURRRIAC , R L E S8 1 HAE o T 5 1 SOl
FHRE X, A REREF AT S 25 08 A 21 R WIe &0 R, IEONAT
SRR E S, TESCR AT S A U, XN RO Y RS LT
TR T SCARE (stylistique) TR H 7R 58k 9632 (9 48 2 vh 64 7 o5
FE, R OCH C AR TR A A < SCARRCR” iy B, e
KTAAEAT 3l v 19 5 TR 1 30 00 60 45 150 IR 1 0 45 G\ P A N Y RT3 55 Y A% e
(efficience) o BUAE, AAMTRIZHE I 18 OB T 7 25 [H] JECHE A DG IRHE 1 R 1Y 7%
S TR R TR A L, CERTk, R R i
S B X TR A — MY R B (IR EE, 2019, p.226), R
Ui, ARMVEREF AR TAF5 2 o X PP RRAE T 7 1Y B 5 U R H 5 XU
(style) AHBEESRYFE F5K, TCRER T ERATAEIGEFATEN . FAT7EH E
ELRR BAT I LR IRl WK QB EREE) — FREE AT R R
AR X0 A5 A T I B

&RIE

Tl R MLk RIS, MRS RCRE AT IR T % T
VLRSI s b E B R . IR IR R — A LA, ARl 2
TEARTERIR] L, felr Z2 R FIBUE OB — SR 445 eobh, BLRERAEXT [
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