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Analysis of Microblog Parody Discourse Features

LIU Xue-yi
( College of Humanities, Jilin University, Changchun 130012, China )

Abstract: Analysis of the parody cases on Sina microblog in recent years, can be found that the microblog paro-
dy in the present social context is not only a writing skill of simple “funny imitation”, but also a way of ex-
pressing the deep thoughts or abstract emotions of the users. The microblog parody which imitates classical or
popular text, relies on the reader’s horizons of expectation, and comedically interprets the history, the dis-
course of power, the classic and the popular text. It intends to break the traditional rules, embodies a unique
interpretational function and aesthetic implication, both caused a strong comic effect, and also become a very
intentional and analytic forms of expression. Of course, as a recreational, consumptive and emotional forms of

popular culture form, microblog parody also has its limitations difficult to overcome.
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