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RIEERR—-MERWGIES, BRIET. A
A, etk BREASELZTE. BYMNEE
HEXRTEMRBRESREE, BN FEEFEHRE
EIEGEREE EFME. 20 e 70 FRLOE,
BEEARBEMER, AMIMEERRMANRRS:
TERHET, AABEEER-MARIZR. 5K
e}, —sEE B FRXETEMNSEE,
BHEERTESTH Miller, 1984),M RREMAR
MEEAEAF ML STIRE; A —SEEERE
MEAERBIARNXALSTPERNEHER
(Kaplan, 1966; Connor, 1996) s{H¥ M EIRE
BER (Gee, 1990) P90 LK, HEX
AN SHMEREHRE, HHABRBEZR
MREFLE, EEERRPHESHAB FN
B. M FEEREHIANR EROFEE O EEHESE
B THEEERW, ARBFEBRRAANRENE
B AXHBHRETHLSXUEEHTRER
M, EWRITNEEELRE, FHREMSERA
WEEAN, WNTIHRBARHNEEBENERE, &
HRIEBEREHREE.

—. SERFERRMEAEHR
20 tH42 70 SEARRART, BEE BB AR,

WA 2011-04-15; #¥B B 2011-09~12

AIREMRBEENER, BAKNREEERYE, %
B “BUAR2£E” (product approach), XMEF T
ERBCEEERK AR, EHRAEEN S
Ti@ﬂ&u@ﬁ—ﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ*%
R, AKEE#E FTEEENREBTNEER S5 EHKE,
B AR R.

80 LIS, FEEARMBLERNE, \THE
EARMINREE TRAETL, HETEHE K
“WWREH” (paradigm shift), HE.OEERE, B
2 “it W47 X% %" ( planning—writing—
reviewing) BIAKT R E i1 (Flower and Hayes,
198D, X — B, EETURIAFEMAED
REE, DIZES M EINEFEERY ‘SEH
#8:” (process approach), X—JEREEWR, HAL]
FIREANBENY (product) ¥BEHENMAN
NHIFTR (writer’ s cognitive process), & AT E
FEAFARISE—RERHEE. 80 FR, EBEH
RIFRBUEFHFELERR, dBHFERA
BARBFE, BNERBESFE. AMEHRAR
MEEFHX, SREFRUTHRBRAYHE .
Casanve fitHl, FEHA, XFMSBHEFZREGRAE
KA (2003: 86), HMHTE. SBRBFEELH
FEAEBBEE, MIFREEFELE (2003:

TEREST: BBHE (1964— ). &, JbEIA, HFUFERESXEBE L4, EHERAKEINERBIBE, TENHENHES

FRESETFMR.
. 66 L]



98) . 7E 5 R ERBI R B RN R SRR
“BBAIIKX D" (false dichotomy), EHREEIEDN
ZERESRALGRNABYAHELE, HlX XM
BEXURFRBARKER, HEZLHALEXL
(Casanve: 2004),'" 5 B A MG, HBREEE
EPROREEEESEE, BT THREEN
5ZWMENBM, X—HFEBIFREEH#RARN]
R,

90 SEALAK, B TRERBHBRMERY
EFARRKENT L, HEWEEY, XEXFE
HE A B PEAR, B B X S E B R K F
ERBRIBEFREERE, NTBATZSREL. H
WRX—BET/R, “BRBFERE” (genre
approach), ¥R RHFR¥RRIERBNEEH
FHNEBTA, FEERFR 20 FEZEH S5 F
FHAL, '

LR, RBBFEMMNB A HBRER. &
BEEMMAEET ¥, Halliday WIEEIEF
. Hymes WZIREENBERERBFEHRANET
YERI R RBF LN RE| THSERA . Canale fI
Swain (1980) ¥ ZBrAE 1 4% RIBEEES . H &
BERAOMNERES, HPHSIEFT I g —
AW KB EYE (appropriateness) FliE & 8E 7
(discourse competence) (SNHEHIIE # & WNfAl #7319
), UK ERSEERZLCME. Hymes &
MIBESERABINXRRAMTHERAORR: “AE
BIEFAAN, BEANREHR—-EXFA” (%518
Young, 2008: 95)." E e, #&iEABEKEZT
TEWMER, SETHEMMG, EEEHRRE
i, HELXHITERETEEMISERAK
FEMS ., HSBERHEBIREASY, SBBF
EARE T EENOEEE, N2 TEEN
SXHER, REERE “HoSXILEE”
(sociocultural vacuum) $F#HTH (3| B Silva,
1990: 16—17) U Tk W46 i, BERM AT
N, B—-XEEHEAABOTSEN. SERER
IREFFEHESHSANIRE, BEIMMLK
S5FEHEEHPBRNEGRBANIR. SER
AN RESEE, BRI EREANE
.

M BEE L BHAR B E RN — R
F—KEREMGE, BXEMER. AL L,
HECER AR TEEE, BRMHEE

£. EmEE, ERAATEERRARITHRY
PESE R WEBRER B, IBMEEHFRE
HAEENSEA RN, MEREEFEENEERA
A HTIE D FEER A T HMEYE . RS HE,
FEATERF IR EaERL, HFAERAEE LR
FHEEBERREE.

Z. BEEEEMRMHE AR

EBBFERESHEHE SHROH LT
BMMHERTEERN, HEXhSRHHELRE, &
WARRE——R, AXERBERPHILNSEEH
W, AN X—-HAKNBERRE. £EHIA
i,

(—) shibt54## (contrastive rhetoric)

BEFTEN “BF#” (thetoric) M5 H
BRHESANRAR, TEERESHNEH,
BEELNEEMNRAFAAPTXTRMER.
ZHEN ETEREERT Kaplan (1966) HHE
XFBEXABE T XERNEHXE, Kaplan A
K, BEABEHIAAR, BHIEEHAE S
ERBER B (rhetorical conventions), HHKEEL
WX B &l & R LAE B4 (topic statement) FF
W, EIRESWS, BN RARENEREM
Bl F LA SRy, XFERTARKEFHFEN, &
BTRENER. £k, ‘BB HEUARNEEN
WA ERREN E X EREE, MEEEEEX L
RERN IR R AR B S, ik “BE R,
ik, BRES A HRROEFH A OGR
AT, FEHREBMAEMNEZEBRBER (logial
system), B0, B “I see him. ” EHAREAH
#: “He appears to me. ” #HBEFHNZBER,
ERERR AR EEKES, HPAREHERE—
fil; MMERARAER, IRREEREANS
EWEG, ARESIWEARZE, XREMEHNERF
AR, KB E X T R BB R R,
LR MR ERE L EERBTEA, MK EEH
4524 RF” (Kaplan, 1966 12), #EXFEL,
ERFEEREE-MESHERGR, FESHYE
FHZRER. BN, FERHEEESERNE
FTHRABRWBEDLITREEE RN XR
(Kaplan, 1966),' Kaplan [ S #R#&E F, 2% —
AR ZIEBERSULERBTRBE, HBRXH
ERMNHIES¥K (Connor, 1996) T W Ef# &
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X EU, st RIS AE, hIBEE
HFSTRA UL HEEN TEERE.

DA B A BB UL SO B, Y —Br T HE
MRS B EEEA R L. HESH R E
TN S, ARHLEZ—IEH., HLHE,
EF LUmEE B FVE BB, TiREEME, R
SrhEZEE KRR IERAMA NS, m—2gA
MZBE WM ER, 5—% ANRMAERHE
%, MEXENRE—-BARAICHES, Hik
REGHENETRAREN ., BIEATSTHER,
BT, SEHFENEERNEETRESH. %
B2, B AEERHEBNIER T REEEH
¥HEHEMES,

(=) 44 # M (social constructionism) #= %
B4t X # (communities of practice)

‘oSBT BRHFERRAYRE Plaget f
Vygotsky, H#.LBAE, INAHEMI AL T
JLEM KRS, WRARSIMFHREREIERNS
R. FIAFEERZ, Piaget AR, XHRKWEMZH
WESME R, BLESCR AR BB ER
(autism), B W 8 &+ 0 8 B (egocentric
thought), B G B4t &tk 9 B A8 (socialized
thought) ZBEB4. ] Vygotsky MK, “B4%
MEEREHIEANMBM S, MEAMSEAS
7 (1962: 20) " EZ, HAAFEEAT AR,
528G, RATILENERERRE, X&E—1H
SRR, BATE, LEMARESREE
WAEm, BAEHESER, EASAZE; HK
EOHEZEE, EMEOHEATE, XHE)LER MR
MR, NERZEE, SEWEIRREN
B s ¥ Chistoricity) . 185 B K #i % ( context-
dependence) MIETEAIRPHEWIER (Hibberd,
2005 vii) P HLERR UL, BAIX R A MERE
Atz EEMEEFRT REN, B
GHE A A S S BN RRYE; SR, BATX
HYMARERAKEE LRHIEFEMN, EF5 LR
RITMARIANBEER . BEEETHSENR
WHERT, RATLIHER, SEIEREHTFE
BE—EHH AT ETWEH BB T IEME,
IHEALRTR,

S5HeemEREFEHENRE “SEBRARX”
(communities of practice) ¥it, TR X EKS
H5AEEWEEISHANE, miZHESE,. UK
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B, ZORES. EEPNILFENES T, KBREX
mAER BT IR, MHMER. WNAXRMEF
F. HXEARER A X P e &Rt
XEEME TS 5 KED, XRFRE
3 (situated learning) WIBRAESG T (Eckert, 2006
683),1"¥ “IBAX” X LIEF F N HIE
F, BRLRRSZERTAMIELS R AT
(B, B3 KX S AR, BRI AWML
BiESI R AEmMAL. EARLHERES . BT
HEXERHTEE#HE, T4 E “FiEHE”
(discourse community) (MFEARZIE LK) KS,
HEOBRRE, BEREIBSEHXHERY
X, N2 582 ANTE (Lave &
Wenger, 1991) M X — it B, HFEEER
BABEFAN, RERBZSEHE AN ERAM
LB, FAHSEBEF AN EZEFA, ¥
IBATEHXWEBAUEF FEER I EHBH
B, FERBMAIEAERAN, SR, X—
AR EEEKEMER, E2HREBIAN
A= (Lave & Wenger, 1991) [ R FEHKX K
BEREURE, HAF -ENESRBEAENE
B4, BEXNTFRINEREENESEBYE, HE
BB RERNMERBE RN,

WK FAREE AT EEEEE SR XNE
¥, BATAILIER], BIE¥IRE “®iL” W8, &
X8, FAMUESE X — B &30k
i, RERLESX-MEHENERESER. R
AN FRRAEA T2ERARZE, ATREE HAF
BRERHEE TTFARMERN CE. UIESRE I,
A A should, must XAERSRHFKIX, TKE
FRIEFE H Z Al may, probably X B HIEH AR R A3E
BEXHHEISER. FoRSERERE, R
SERECHUL, BREERHXEEHENEER
1%

(2) #XAFR (new literacy studies)

FERGEH 20 S 6], “fk” (literacy) B
RETHRZZL, CENETR “BEERN" BB
— N EAEEHSAMBIRESERNE I,
Xt X — A AL S SCAG T ) 0 2 T AR UE A R T B IR
B BB (Gee,
1990: 49)

FIXUIRILETES Y. oL E, AK
LRBE EHITRBR (Gee, 1990; 49) IS

(new literacy studies)



WH, literacy IRWERFNEFBEETZM@E,
MRS LBRZE (social practice), EFrH
BEEMNARE— DR ERKEE, MEERE
RIEHE], SRR, RAEME, fi, EEE
BITREAEN A EL . EEGEMH AR “May 1
have a match please?” B yX#h AT iR KEEAN
EEXENGEMIBENITR, MAZR “Gotta
match?” XRHARITESHHERFTREN (Gee,
1990, 137—139) . " BEE A1XT literacy #+ & B ¥
INRM B BB, XIEBREHE IS ALFERK
FKEAMR, MABRESHERXHNEFTRNETEAT
B,

Gee ZWRIA: “BEMNARIES, BEMNA
R, MER (B) —M—FE—MER-F1W
MAE. XHASREHKZH “KEREHIT”
(Discourses with a capital ‘D’) (1990, 142),"!{tg
sEmRRRR . “KENIEIE” (B literacy) EEA
AT, BEES. 178, HEWR. FM. &
E.H250 CEEEES. R, X%
(1990: 142) M #eA1iEYL, literacy AIEFTA M9 5 18
110, EFBTH RARBOX AT M E LA
*®E,

FXUHARMNBERER G RAI EERANT
(1) FEEEEKFRRARRARETERF DR
B, TRBR T4 X HIEE 5 MUK 2 AR
#7, HERFEGERRWE: 2 SHENEH
BRRFESS, BRREKRERERMIESHHARR
%, BENRRREXRZK, TAZAK; (3) iR
HESRINE FFEINEELE. REFFHEREN
BEREARE, MIMESEKTRENTHAARR
EX#. Ak, REXESAEINFELE B E¥THIGER,
FREFRIERBH . ATRERMEA, XREENF#T
EEAR.

ER=FMAREAXHNEERA. *ILiEFAE
BEERAMA, RKEESEELEESEHN
ERE. HEBWELRETSAMRA, BANR
HiRgEH R SR E R AR,
HZHXNEREXERRHSINARA S B
SHANGE, BEERAEIBATIELX AT
B, —3B8AMUBRESEANEE, B R
SXBAFAMNEE, BEHSERNERHTE.
FXAERNMENEMSBERESHA. EEHS
ERBAERNERNAL. SHECHKAL

F, EfIRENBESES NS, HE
FEEOWERRE. I, H28MEXAMEREXE
RIERT 3T LLBHOHESER, HBTUSIERXT
HHBIE R SE R MUESE; FxhHEits
LEMXESRFRELREHK, HEEE—$
W TEE BB St ERARENEIR.
ERER R RA T B SRR AN
EREEHE (S AH2EE, XNEEE
AEEHESER. X—RKRIERCERTFHY
B, BaFmAiRnEt. ERIUMERNGE IR
AR AANREERNARREEE T EM.

=, HENUBRAXKEREHENRT

APEEMRBEER, RGB¥E-ERE
ER¥WEE TS, SBRHFEUFARESRE
AZE, BUNERNEES¥SPR, A2 XHE
wHESMAKNS K, SBRBFEAABBAEH
H, HBEEMESEBLEENE. VREBEH?
HIRLRE, BAINMZABHFEE, BEEEENRN
Hefth. EREHED, RIONKELUES FiIF
HEHE. B, RESEA LRERENME, B
MEEREFEMBEPHSUERAINR, B
St R AERIER, T 2RIEE RS K.
ElEt, BRATER BT T HE R BB TREREN.
HERERERMENERBFEEERVRER
B, NMREESENRE. ARDREFMT
WE: (D) FAXRAEEBEFEEMOMIR; (2) Fx
WEXAMFMESERXMNER; ) HFXRAEM
B (O HRITEERRE R RN R
(Hyland, 2004; 56)," 7] L, RN EEERKRML
LB, FFEMEFEAMEENE. Hyland F
HUGE SO R R R T TSk, BEHR
(format) 5SNE. HAHER. A FEH5 HiA
(2004 176) " EARVEFPRHER BT LA T RFHES .
(1) BYEMPEMRRINE BT T8, B E B
W RSN EEREMZE, 2485
ERRRPWERE., W6 T4 5 RHENEMLE
). HEBEIEE, BEEKKEE ) B
HEMHKXTHE, ERNAMEHE FEEERHYE.
X~ prsE R, RINMMENEEMIE (writing
conventions) EWE L BiEEERE:, X
TRAEMERNREGEAR, YLREEEHEK
T T HIE.
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Ri gt iR, XA REEEHES
R MAZ—, MNENBREHFEREZBRSE
HARRATIEENA, SRNEEWE EXRE, #
SXURABBA TR, R, ERBE®
RREHHERZ —, RUXFEFERA G
EERERFLIBHLEMRBBEE, BF, o
BHFEE AL EER NG HEHF TR TE
arttaeEt, EFERMERTHE. ALY, BE
BREARMAIH SR ENBEHFMBT EVSE
1. R, BAMLARBF SR AL, HARSH
FHEARRE. FRUARRRITEHEERKE. &
FHBRZMEER, RAKREZERATEEH
Fr B HEE S RABFE BN AR AR
T BERESENHQBEAE RS, e
Bb L, MEGERIFEM, BNTEESEE LR
TRIRIERE.
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The Sociocultural Perspective of English Writing
GAO Qiu-ping
(School of Foreign Languages, Beijing Normal University , Beiji?wg 100875, China;

Department of Foreign Languages, Capital University of Economics and
Business, Beijing 100070, China)
Abstract: English writing teaching and research has witnessed two paradigm shifts to date, namely, the shift from product approach
to process approach and that from process approach to genre approach. The purpose of genre approach is to enhance writing efficacy.
Its theoretical underpinning lies in the sociocultural theories of writing, among which contrastive rhetoric, social constructionism and

practice of community, and new literacy studies are the most essential. The paper will elaborate on these theories and give some

suggestions to writing instruction in China in the sociocultural framework.
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