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Processes and Values of Corpus-Based Discourse-Historical Analysis:
A Case Study of Discursive Constructions of Clinton Email in American Mainstream Media
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(1. School of Foreign Languages, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China;
2. College English Teaching Department, Xinyang Normal University, Xinyang 464000, China)

Abstract: Ruth Wodak’s Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA) focuses on political fields, emphasizes political dis-
courses’ social-historical context, and traces the diachronic change of discursive events. Starting from strategies of
nomination, predication and perspectivization in DHA and combining corpus techniques, the research, through analy-
zing keywords and concordance lines, reveals that news reports about Clinton email in American mainstream media
during the 2016 US presidential campaign affect attitude change from negative to positive, and that discursive con-
structions of this event go through a diachronic change from out-group to in-group. This transformation is mainly em-
bodied in different discursive strategies employed by the media to meet different needs at different stages, highlighting
media’s political stance and ideology endorsing political elites. The study shows that combining DHA and corpus tech-
niques is an effective tool for analyzing ideology in political discourse.
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1995 4, Hardt-Mautner B RETERHE 755 ARPEE 5 2% (B 57 2010) ,20 24Pk E 447
St £ ) 2 A A o A )5 i, Ul Gabrielatos il Baker (2008 ) , Baker et al. (2008 ) , Baker fl Levon
(2015) %5, ERHEITE SHOTIR TR A 45 G G 75 & 1% G0 R SCAS R FE A0 5E P 23 e id 3 20
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IR R S

YE AR 15 S T B S8 AT R 1, B T8 TR A5 BUA BT BURBEIR & 103 (0] BT L
TR HE S 14F (Wodak 2009:3) , $HTEH% (2017 ) I, BUATE & s A B RiE =, Bl
PIAERE SRS AR 22 , % KR A 16 52 ma AR K, (H2 b B Bk = BOARTE 5 I WHE . IR TR 20 B i) %
IR Z— ,Ruth Wodak [ 7 52 15 s 79 #7 #5 ( Discourse-Historical Approach, faj ik DHA ) , 38 ££ B4 40
B, R TEBUA SR Jy S PRI AN D A8 AL, S BOR TR TE /- Hr e 4t T AR iy BB HE SR

2015 43 H 3 H ,(ALZynF ) 6 T A b HLAT: [ 45 W1 ] (2009 - 2013) FAMRA FH A S 7F . FA
B 2> FAAR AT 8 3 8056 [ [ 5 5 55 k%, 28 el R O, m b A i B > A it I8 32 3 P O P i i I
2016 4 G Gefeeide N, = B R0 1 Aig BELIe 1 45 St i B OV A IR A7 1] g o SCRE DA DHA LA H
K G TR J5 12, WF 9% 36 ) 2 S AR B0t S A S 47 11 1) 30 0 g B LA B i 1], R [m] 2% L),
AR 1) 5 [ S AT A T ) T 8 WA A A B T A5 2 ) A [ A 5 ] 3 I A
AP RGBT ) 53 ) 56 [ S dat A 0T b = 1) 285 B AR AN ) B 09 ] 22 A, I B i i DHA 9 43 A 2ot
A ME

2 HRER
2.1 Ukt

S5 BB R 7R SRS TE AT A T I BOATE I 5T, R I 5K B i e v ) 3] A
IR VRTIAT FEBC s DL R DR R IR TR N E R o

Flowerdew (1997 ) %2 | f5cJo — AT H6 /B 76 5 s 01 A R A e J 5 AF Qi e it T8 s 5 s 38 213 3
s B0y, 510 1 8 TEEE PR AT BUR TR TE DTS (01 . Baker I McEnery (2005 ) | Gabrielatos il
Baker(2008) .0’ Halloran (2009 ) Kim (2014 ) Z5#§ 5 KA % AIE R , % 5K i L bR i) i %
LIRIE SR, R 1AL GEHL R TR 20 B 0 5T vh TR R 0 W BRI TSRS RN
B ATE T A BB, R 2B A B AE S8 ) TR , Bk = RGEPEFIZ HPE

Baker et al. (2008 ) ,Prentice(2010) F1 Engstrom F11 Paradis (2015 ) Z54[% DHA 515Kl FEAH 456 ot
17 TP BUATE G 4307 . Baker e al. (2008 ) 415K} 5 DHA 254 321 T i RHERTBY N I HEF
GBI SLA B . Prentice(2010) \Engstrom Al Paradis (2015) 2532 Ff] DHA (1945 Fh HAR > Hr 5K 0, 45
AIERHEVATIRTERISE , 280 T DHA itk kit F MR R

TR R E S PR TE 4 I 45 & I BF 98 © 42 1R 55 (AR D57 2010,2016 5 bR 318 1 2%
2016 %) ,{H A\ DHA W £ 45 & 15 BHE J5 3347 BUR T IE 40 ST M BF S8R AR 20, R, A SCHL A
DHA 3t &, B dE R , %5 2855 1 2 A i B BLHB 1 1) A T5 18 il SO S EE ), B 7E 4
B N B TR ML PR R S AT L
2.2 BHER

J7 S0 8 s 43 AT i ( Discourse-Historical Approach, faj #k DHA ) J& Ruth Wodak Az H. 4 th, 44 [7] A 7E
SIFTCN S At 3 SCHE T A R PR R — AP F 5 Y 5K, Discourse 8 1 4 134 1 JE 2 s Historical 45 35
TE D SR R, T NP T TR AT 5 4 RS S T RE 2 1A TR TR S A A2 g R
T S0ORI T S0 KR A5 S, 5 LR, 2B B R 2878 )i v A R B[] B A 22 17 1) 17 B 284k ( Wodak et al.
2009:7 -8) . BrAtoy Ji s S AN, DHA BYIEBE 40 il (45 b8 3C B SCHNEE G R A ik 5
(Reisigl & Wodak 2009:93) ., /£ N H SCHESE ) 325 X, 15 5% 5 & ( recontextualizaton ) $5 1% —
AN AR R DO R VR E TR BN I W 2 TR SR AL s PR E AR I S, AR B S 3
THEE TR SR AR I 33X B R BT T AR AT 1B 1 2 3 (Reisigl & Wodak
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2009:90) , 1 56 A8 EEOUL)Z T 13 B T B R TR T — D7 S B0 RN S PR 2 i O R
GEZIE , DHA $R3HE 15 Qnff i 2 41 25 BOAZE 1L 28 £k ( Reisigl & Wodak 2009:90) .

DHA W53 B 7E AT 16 15 o AR A [ 3R 0E AT A% 0 fh 25 3R A0E , 48 /R 175 15 44 B B A (in-groups )
FHESD Cout-groups ) Y LI, M JE T BUIA 7 15 (1 245 B2 i 7] ( Wodak 2001:73) . DHA TA N i iE o i
PR R S B4 ) S A 2o T 75 175 G I SIE 1« i 44 SR 3R 1S SR W T8 A SR W L R £ b 5 s R iR 1k
1L W% (Reisigl & Wodak 2009:93 —94) o A< SCHAM A 44 WS R 18 5% s N0 £ fL e i &, 256
FEA DT B, 25 88 55 [ R R AR B S5 MR ] AL B PN I 2 TR A A 25 B i 1), AT
7 S8R 5 ATk (DHA) 43 Frad i B R B0 18 s 43 M (L

3 MR&IT
3.1 R ik

AHGEFR I TIER R I J7 ¥, F e 1 s AR ZS 5 998, Baker 1 Levon (2015) WAk, &
THERHE R PEIE TE S A WSS TR0 0 8 P s AT R Jr 456 )R T =M%k, L H AT
Je 7 R IR AU

SCEYS KM TE R A R IR 5] AR S 2 BE LR LA i B 0 R
PERYIA] (Baker 2006 ; 125) 2851 AT LIRS ZRI7E HARERLE H A ia) i 5 2., IF 2 B 0 1R SGE
5 (Baker 2006: 71) . WF5EHFEN AT IR RS 479 e 248 m) R Bl A SO Y e i g, Jdad
SRELZR 5 147 AR 2L 1) ] BBl A ], T DA SR 2 1) 1) e S TR X, DA T 9 8 205 3 B o (4K
77 2010) , TEIERRE—FE T RHE, 48 1R A R IR B B R B (R IR R B, 25 R
SEFPRAR B AR P IRAR R S PRIt TR E R S 00 B S A DG ( Baker 2006 87) .
3.2 AR EAH

W E 5 F LexisNexis Academic 7 [BEHEZ , DA Clinton email/e-mail 546 28], 48 45 1 MR {47 o
J6H (2015.3.3) % 2016 436 [E Kk H (2016. 11.8. ) 3 [F F i B a1 (A 2y iF ) (RTFR NYT) |
AR ) (TRIFR WP) ({4 H SE ) (TRIFR USAT) Fi1 3 [ A £ v AT 1 199 ( faf R CNN) 56 T A ik
BRI A HGE (VRIS AR B R AFBR AN ), N LHERR 852 0l , 7 % FHIE R A h B
MR 115 £ (Hillary Email Corpus, fijfx HEC) , 4t 629,167 1], R4S MIERHE K T HbniE ek E
FAE AT R B R 7 ] (1 JE U], A A IR A 2 B4 ) (2016 11,17, —2016. 12. 1. ) i 45 4 [
B T 2 BB R 4L 3,367,109 1], A5 I AT BHEE 73 A 4R 1F /& AntConc3. 4.4, & 1 3%
BT 25 B S A G R A4 T TR AE () A H (2015.3. -2016. 11, ) B gt

3
\\\\\

—_ — - P s . — —_ — - o~

B 1 HEC & ARELF 5oL

1 2 2R THRER W] T AR R PR T 1 SGE RE BE 784 . — EL i BB 0, B4t 2 4 AR AR
i, AT B0 1 b A0 1 H B ( Gabrielatos & Baker 2008) o ASHIFSE LAA 13 HL A TR A F C AAHE
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SHHANBIR (2015, 8.26. ) F FBLE A A IR AET T E VA hi B (2016. 7. 5. ) Sy E S5 415 1% HEC
AR = A A — I (2015. 3. 3. = 2015. 8.25. ) 41 146,929 iil ; 45 — i 1 (2015. 8. 26. —2016.
7.4.) 217 922 {5 55 =W (2016.7.5. —2016.11.8. )264,316 {i],
3.3 PRI B

AW T LR 2P B e a3 R R R 5 TR T 0 3 K, il R G AT AR
R PFEBCFITETE R , W9 36 B I AR B MR F ] B4 15 S u M OHE F e e X s 45 G4t
37 BT 38 [ S A A R T R TR 2 A

4. 3 5itig
4.1 AR ARE A

AntConc [1) 3= 8U1A] 51 38 T LAHE BYFRA 1A 2 7615 19 8, 283 HEC Fi S BB R E 1T L #E,
SEIBCHIT 20 2 450 3 ] ( D BETABR Z ) < Clinton ( FEAKTR ) |, emails (KR ) , email (B4 , department (3
1) ,state( E K ), server( JR55 2% ), information ({5 8), FBI(BEIBIEA )T ), classified (HLE ) ,
Comey ( Bl ,FBI Jij ) , Hillary ( 75 $7 B ) , secretary ( F 45 ) , private ( FA A B ) , investigation ( {5 £¥ ) ,
committee ( Z= 514> ) , personal (> A\ H{]) , campaign ( 3% 3% ) , Benghazi ( LI 75 ) , e-mails ( fig{4) , Abedin
(BTOUT A BT o

T ] S T SCAS ) R, B B FRAT TS S () S UREAE . AR T 20 fE 0 3R R, S A
FAMBZN A = A 11 /i8] ; Clinton , emails, email, department , state, server, Hillary , secretary , private,
personal Al emails, 6 W3 L3P 6 75 5 AL MG 6 PR P2, 5590445 569 7 A3
information , FBI, classified , Comey , investigation , committee , Benghazi , i 7~ 41 8 3¢ U BEII VG 25 18 7 2 25
DU FNRTR VA 2 oy e A W PE 1 1R R4 o 938 A SCHY /& campaign F1 Abedin , 15 B8 56 13 HF 1
XS GETE R R . SR L e A R R 1 S8 [ 3 I AOG A 1D A 4 A R S A L RA
B2 FH s 75 1 48 S HOT 3 16 1) 2 Wil e I
4.2 5B RS HT

W TE R S0 Ar I DHA AL ORI, FRATRE ™ fiv 42 SR | iR 38 M ™ A0 AL A AL SR ™ 250
W t0 A 36 [ 3 U I AATE = A s AT R 42 1T ) JSCRE P I R A M A 28 B b ]

4.2.1 4545 5K

DHA B8 i) i 45 M2 46 I TE &5 5 A1 BE AT i 44 T8 AR5 18 h AL A7 0 5 iR 30
R FAE LA FERAT Sy, s E T B U 232K, S BUE R 48 7 17 F14% 1) ( Reisigl & Wodak
2009:93 ~94) , FAI THF5 G AEAS [R] I SR IMR A 1] 4 e 450 44 ), 3 B LT 5 B8 i R 1B — T
SR, SR S AT

SEHHE AntCone F 5| T E 1Y = PAS R BCE g “ A LA R 5 R A KA, 51 R A 4% Clinton
email , Clinton emails, Clinton’s email , Clinton’s emails, Clinton e-mail, Clinton e-mails, Clinton’s e-mail
il Clinton’s e-mails , 431K 2 = A>T IR AR 2R 5 AT )5 4351 4y 284,368 F1 380, 1415317
IR R AT | BRI AOFEFR AL 1A, A AR FRIMB A 04 d5e 8 99 44 1) S practices , FCYEORI L 451 43501
14,4.9% ;23 ,6.3% ;22,5. 8% . FA PR A TESE T B A1) BE 5% i 44 SRIETE = A WHBI B, fn -

(1) New interest in Mrs. Clinton’s email practices, Democrats warned, could prompt congressional
Republicans to expand their inquiries into Mrs. Clinton’s entire tenure as the nation’s chief diplomat. ( K&,
EGEEBL, AR RAMARE I B TR B AT AR AT KERERARE
FiSh 3B 8y FEAER . Mar. 5, 2015 NYT)
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P11 R MRPETTHECZA0) , AR B IR fdE ] practices SKAR PRI T, Bl practices JEMBIFT TR AN 40 24
I, 56 [ [ 2 AR 38 o R 240, HALAE S0 BEMPa SRR A A 22 2 IEE T A A L7 S R
ISR o FEXAERELE P S B T AR AT R 4 VLA, D A b B A IR 1A TR 2 L A5t 42
P T RAMOCEE R AL AE BB VB VR F o SRS —IHBE th A 8 IR L,

(2) And Donald J. Trump, who is leading most polls for the Republican nomination, called the new
information about Mrs. Clinton’s email practices a “disaster” and accused her of playing loose with the
country’s most important secrets. (£ X % #3542 4 KR AR R 6 B 1S - H A -Sre X T M
RAHRAF I 4] 6 #7 06 QARME RAE” 38 T3S B FALE & )UK, Jan. 31, 2016 NYT)

B (2) i T B 48 R 1 55 Bt 1 Y 2S  A ar HELH ak RN N HIR A IR 55 i ¢ 32 A HI 474 b 35 ik
R U BE B o BRG] AT AR R B 2 1 4 DA L, (EL LR I 4l , 115 3 20l
X —IH B — R, S B LA i A G st N SR BT A B (H BE 5 fl ik A b FE 2 2RIl
ST AN HRAR IR 55 A A2 R, U H O AARTERA A MRFR IR 558 E WO b L 1015 2, i Wl s 3
e B G NSRTERT N S E BGPTSR A JHE A [m] SR B3t 6T 74 1 i) 67 T
M, BT COR 45 B S e e et i B — PP AR AT o IR B A 7, practices 7EHTIFBE
FP ) il 44 A FH 2 IR X IS 10 ) 285 3 NS — I 300 1) 7 T A 2 DR At =

(3) There is no way to predict how the polls will react to the news that the F. B. I. found an email
cache that has prompted another look into Hillary Clinton’s email practices. (B FRFE B LN T —H 14
AR, Q2L B RIRE AL - ARG SR IR A, R R TR R R R 2 X — R AT A
B F ., Nov.1, 2016 NYT)

1(3) v BB BR A A FBI A A 7y fir LI T Ba] D1 T Ao i 55 490 B4 H IR el & BB DR A 45 A
PR AR, X AL FBI AL RT 10 F S X R T R A o (H R e 8 Bl 5 PR 44 & A
MIVFZ R T R (HIA — RS MRS B 7R3, BNy B R A 25 i [, 1HL e
BASUURARALE GG I AEX —Brif e T practices SR FRIBAE T8 A AL ] 670 1A 86 5,
AR S B P SV A S ANTEHIR PR T] b, MR A TS A hr B e . 4R, 55 =i ] practices (14
T R WA N AN S 2 SGTE IR AR T 2 I e e S 2 2 A i B R

S50 BARSLOI RO TR A5 R, JENS 0 i 4% SRS practices BT B LG , FoAT & IURATE =
AN R T T 1) A BE A AL 2 BOR B R A T S Ak, 220 T S0 T —IR A — 2 2 R A 17T 1 T i
w2,

4.2.2 RIGHmE

RIERIESE AL AT & A PG 0 P AR 7 R AE AR R 101 S O 2L TR S S BUE
R AR A AR PPN PR TR 5 s DI 98 1) S0 ) 1% 19 44 1) JE 451 (Reisigl & Wodak 2009 :
94) o PHEAFEEE 4.2, 1 ARG AT TR R i) JA L AT 22 i) 3 1 S W 2 TR T TP A T SR 9 o
THOL o

FRAT R BUER — I B 3R V8 S 322 B 2510), A personal (FA A F) L lost ( Z 2R 1Y) , sensitive ( 5
J&IY ), conflicting (AP JE 1Y) , of f-lTimits (7 H AR DX 1Y), Xof b5 14 38 25 i & criminal (JF) 5579 ) |, 3% 4
AR T IR AT AT o T AT O A A, RIVBRECACHE 3 — IR 300 7 A5 b e Ak R A
1], A S A A D

S IR ARTE SR (IR 1) o SRR RS 2R A 1 A A B A BT 3R], 40 contained (£255)
didn’t pose (BLA & ) , reveal (#5 55 ) I bothers (R ) 5 5 1) 14 1) 44 R FIE 2534, 4 disturbing (4> A
M) overblown (3430 government property (BURFIT™) il Republican plot(JEFI3% HIBIE) -
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% 1 % —n# 49 Clinton email & 4% 5] 47

January 8, 2016 Senator; Newly released | Clinton email disturbing’ The chairman of the S

State’s reviewers had said more than 1,300 | Clinton emails contained classified material, but

October 11, 2015 Obama: Hillary | Clinton emails didn’t pose ’national security prob

incident itself. Perhaps yet-to-be-released | Clinton emails will reveal something new about Ben

still exist. The group has said that | Clinton’s e-mails were essentially government prop

. Zakaria asked if the questions about Mrs. | Clinton’s emails were a “Republican plot,” Mr.

Scientists, said he thought the attention to | Clinton’s emails was overblown, partly because sim

one in four say the issue of | Clinton’s emails bothers them; seven in 10 say

WRAFERGIT )G, S BBER B — 5 T B R AL B PR ], S8 R o~ JE RS By B, %
A T SR A A R S I B SR 0 A 5 O — O T, AR T AR AL 1S AR AR
ETHIEARREAZTAR”, W EHILEER", B AR AL 5 .

(4)1In the new poll, more than one in four say the issue of Clinton’s emails bothers them; seven in
10 say it doesn’t. An overwhelming three of four say they don’t think she broke the law; just 9% say she
did. (RATRIA L7, AL 1/4 a9 AGL AT F AR 57/10 69 ABLEA . AL T5%
HABEAATIN A WE A F ik RA 9% eg ASLit ik T . Aug. 26, 2015 USAT)

(5)The group has said that Clinton’s e-mails were essentially government property that she should
not have been allowed to take upon her departure from the State Department. ( % 20 2% 5, AR 4R 69 df 4 K
J B BRI R R B R B AR A A& Sept. 13, 2015 WP)

111 (4) FIgE A 5 B 0 RO , 1B 4 K 2 B BRI T3 A AT 1.0 8T, A AT T A A iz FEL A
MBS FHIEAN T o 1(5) rp i 5 | ) 12 e A SR L st H PP A L B AL 2 T 38 S I 4 s 4 01
RIRIAT R o IS HEEX — I AR IR SR R 517 SO SRl g, AT A SARAAKT T~ B A 1T ) 285 BE A
Sy — I S ) T A SR AE S 90 B A5 A Wz, AT D S b A I A2 1) Ay S oA =R b o

S I AR S 32 R 5 W 3 R RS T R R 24 TR R AR S B . S AE 380 NREIAT
R R R A RGN SRl oL, A5 2 60 DRGIT. TEAE SRR GIT, JFR R 55
T B> R VE AR A8 8 S, R AR A IR 1T R 45 91, o3 75% IR A 15 3], i 25%
EAF U RS2 AN FBI 5 P A R ) 2R 2 K, WK S8 A AR A IR ], 1 SRR AE R el 3
HITERL i IR A A T TR e, A0 B s i . RS A3 R,

(6) The more than 2 percent gain in the Standard & Poor’s 500 appears to be linked to the
announcement on Sunday by James Comey, the F. B. I. director, that an examination of newly discovered
Hillary Clinton’s emails revealed nothing warranting charges. ( #7£ -+ & /% 500 3§ 4% 7k A8 1d 2% L -F
LA & B R KR - AR B SR K RS AR AR I A AR R - L AR R B 49
FEH ZINALSF 3542 094, Nov. 8, 2016 NYT)

B1(6) 45 th B A ATE L HG Al - B 7K 500 5 %0 (7256 EARA i 1y B2 AR $5 80 T
BH Bk 2% BEACE BT bR 48 DTREK e R IR ) A4 HE S BUBCIT AR RE o 7RI R R
2 H BHGE P B S, st R b BT A4 38 sl e WA BRAE BT B9 N FIAILAG DA A A L L 2 1 L
R I 2 e RE SR AL S INASE M BE I AR o AT I, SRR TE T8 STRK TS A A i R, AR T
FBAH R TR AL 255 B RAE TR T .

Ao 75 5% = I IR T R 1 D IR A, FRAT i IS8 ] A AT HIR 1 1) 1 A 22 13 T A R
RAE—A A W — TR A
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4.2.3 WAL

PR AR ) 04T 2R M5 | A B S [ )5 R i ()45 08, B e LR 1Y)
WL, R B A A BB 25 (Reisigl & Wodak 2009:94) i HLFRA PR 32 225545 11 5 UAITH B R U
(CRIAEEMAH U 5 B A E AR S =) LUE AR E LA 83 20428 — =i J1A) said 45 Clinton
email FEILAYRT AT (LBRIE AL —AE T O, = ASWH 250 17 .25 19) Ry i, kB
BT BRI A BRI B S AR 25 5 o 20 — I IR YA 3k 1 T 25 B AT LRI
HRMLE, I 12 B, 55 70. 6% ; FRE T A A R 50 AR HL SR, 385 6], 1 29.4% 40

(7) While the State Department has said there does not appear to be any classified material in Mrs.
Clinton’s e-mails, officials said on Thursday that they needed to go through the trove again to determine
whether it contained any ‘sensitive’ information. (&% B 4% € 2 5L F 4K 3 K A B4R LT3R
FEAZ 8 A2E R AWM E L EHe S, AT EALT L2 HAEEE,) (Mar.9, 2015 WP)

1 (7) a5 11, T BRI Cofficials) & & A ER o Fairclough (1995:61) 45t , A i ]
TAE AT D |0, TR 5 | F & A 5 | & v o 22 1) /4 SRR, T 5 L & B P o o Bl | 8 1
P o IR RIAE TR 1Y) S22 A 002 5 2 0 SR USRI AL L SR Py A L B T LA A R AR
HEE , DM XSS REBE ARV T AR M R AR A4 A2 (373 2006) o g Ah , SR 4GE B 5 9
RO A s 228 0 R P M, AN TS HE ALk mT RIS 725 5 T i A & 958 78 ( Bell 1991:208) o mI IR,
AT AL ) 5 | R 25 38 AN S8 M SR TR IR T X IR T A PR BE , A b S A e 3

SF IR T SR PR A B TS A LA 51 LR 3258 DURILAY , 3k 10 4], 1 40% RIBIE
THI 288 B Y B, A P SR B AR 58, 3 15 a1, 1y 60% , 2

(8) She said the issue of Mrs. Clinton’s emails had been distorted by her enemies. (#t3{ %,# 1 X
AR EH 283 L E 43T Fe9E W, Jan. 21, 2016 NYT)

11 (8 ) 2R AR5 AR L) A 78 2 A U, M Ao B SR B WL, T T R 11 )
X LI, 5200 T AR S Y O A EE RS — I IR B 3 X e R IS Y 2
T R F 505 L5 A P LT A RGP R B R B LI ROk T IE M A, S
L AR T A IR B, U 56 [ IR AT R A IR S 2

S I AT R ORI 3K IE 1 A5 B A R e | R 58 CE LA B L SR, 3k 16 ],
84.2% ; FEIR M ASBE B4 SLF5E , 38 3 ], (5 15.8% . AR/ TR BT MY BB, R X —i)
HNBAAER SR ) B T R ST AR,

(9) Representative Joseph Crowley of New York called Mr. Trump’s suggestion that Russians should
hack into Mrs. Clinton’s emails “verbal treason” and said Mr. Trump’s “diarrhea of the mouth” would be
his undoing. (29 M AR 4 B KR - 0 F Al Ieif B8 £ UK A A R 3% ik R A S & AR XA
AgERAEAR A m Sk B RGBSR BB b AR LB A9 KT e R M H R B, Sept. 9, 2016 NYT)

B1(9) 515 B UL B 5 15 A B N A JE00E , & T R0 1R, I R T 518 & WL A AT g
Mo B (9) R IMIHE 5| T5 A ELAARHH DT BRI, 51— B2 R 358 B0 48 T 40 5 p WL, e T3
PR LR, AN R B 9 1 JC B4, T 7 B LR AR T AR — I FHE R NIE R . &
PRI 3% — Iy S0 A A SR 14 3 P A 7 56 () 3 D O A X s 74 1) P T A P 3 R A T A

IR A AL SR 23 BT FRAT 1 A 35 ] = U AR A = A I U0 S 4 1T 9 S A 22 113 T 67 Tl —1E T 2
IR R I

5 %o il 44 SRS 3R T SRS AL A P SR 14 23 A, AS IS R B, 98 R0 3 U O A A [i] el 59 56 H
PENTHIE TR AR ROR 2550 o S — IS ST i 4% SRS 20 A7 ¢ BRI M A IR0 114 o 1y S TG 25 2
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PRI HEME AT o BT A AT, A AR o b BB 5 P A B Ok R 1D AT
GG o AT L, 57— IS0 S SR A X R 1D S T A B M TTTAC R P TR A A b S o 55
SU1 % i 24 SRS T BT B, TSI 7 1 S K sk A 1) B0 T A7 A, 3R TR SR 0 AT A BB A e Ay
BEAT W, A A AL SRS S0 BT i B A X G S 9 L T A R T ST R . BV B B T TR i A
Xt W PET T 04 25 8 IR T I 2, AT X € 1) AL 9 T R A R PALZ 181, e ) B0 P o 5 = N30T ) i
ARG I3 A DA TINS5 AT o, 3B U SR s A 2 BB R AR Iz 2ot R AR Ak, HLAE
RIEFT 10 K58 R FULRAE , A0 A1 SR W 34T A IR S 42 1 178 1 18 A g o Joe K 67 T ey, s el
5 [ 2 VR RTS8 — I S0 0T S ) ) 2 e 2 R AT, S HR A I A B PN S fl
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