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Constructing Discursive Identity: A Marginal Discourse Analysis of Graffiti
Ding Jian-xin  Zhu Hai-yu
(Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China)

Ever since its birth, modern graffiti has always been a social being as a type of youth discourse, which falls in the domain of
Marginal Discourse Analysis (MDA). From the perspective of MDA, the present study attempts to analyze how adolescents make
use of graffiti to create their alternative identity, and obtain identification in the Chinese modern graffiti subculture. Our discus-
sions may arouse people’s concern about adolescents, minimize the potential social panic produced by graffiti subculture, pro-
mote the healthy development of adolescents, and contribute to social harmony and stability.
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