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# B fHPMERMTERETSNTRA AN EER S XBAKRREH
¥, BRESEATRANKARARERNNAXR, FHLELESH
HERBBRELEL, BFEY (TERRN ) MRFBEEMFEEN
EREPERHNES KT, AXMNBMIE. SWTMATHREXAY
EIT R AR ER—FRG R X, XA, HIPEEMFERE
MEREREHER ‘BEMRL" WHE, EFRRE LSRN IBEEED -
BRI, M3 M WESMTREX AN, HARRENTR, O
REREEE, HH, mﬁ%&AEEﬁﬁ¢m%5 BH. mgﬁmo

X@A: ATFEBEEON; BiRERE; WRIRE; EFI#iA

HEPPHEIB R T (critical discourse analysis, FRCDA ) RHIE T SRMBITH
%, BEEESN. REDBIETE. NESEAIBE BT RO,
EEHER X S RBRAOTER BT TR A R &R (mRbiRBaR.
FSHBHAE) , BRESEATRENBIRESERERNNAXR (kR
HOBRABISURBBER SRAEF BN EHHAEERE) . CDATESIIX
BIERO RN A H CAER, FAEDRR A XSS, AR
R—MERROYA, RE—IPISIFE, MBS E S IEES Y
(critical linguisties ) Z JG20B4EMR RS, A& TIRAKER, XREAY (W
Fairclough. Wodak, van Dijk. Chilton) #9Hf5RBMNAEIHE, SRRELEH
B2 R

1. ﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ#ﬂﬂﬁﬁ

MBI B SCRR SRR %?HW&%ﬁﬁﬁﬁEMﬁﬁiﬁ% B PR 2
SR (BRH, 1995) , XEBREN B THIGE TSNS, ETLERM, 3t
EE ., BR. BRARIRESNER, BTANESYBIETSNMITE, DR
ﬂﬁ%*%%ﬁ&ﬁﬁ%%oﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ%%@ﬁ(ﬁiﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ)(mm
2000) , EXAERE, REINTAREEESCER, HETRD. SRBEARE
XHEMRR, AATHIEEEMTOENRIF . X225, NMERITH
CDAMIXENHEEFBRERESARPAL, MEBE (2002) iWHEHIEHES
ST EREDBIBTENRR, IR (2002) iHSHIREEE SR FE, BiE
. BE (2002) PERHIFHEREONTNELS, DB TERE. B3H (2001) .
BB, B, RE (2002) DI (2006) SHEIEHIEE A THRIT,
BRERIL (2006 ) XHE PI29F8 Pl L RHPHIE BN C B RG T4, B9
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2001200546439 2, HRARFIN1995-20054ES5 HiIRI47 R SCERI83 % . Al
FECNKI MR DICDAN EEH S E, HRBI2005456 A E20094£10 4 RFHT0RL
=, R, 1995-20093X1S4EMNETSERESEMXCELE, BoASERIIN,
TB=ASEN L FB705, XU RN KN L EH B HRAR RS
WTEENZ MRS H R,

SRS B AT B S A E B AR S E — MUE, CDAZE20044F 4
BB SRS R — MR 1EE; 20058 2EMAIETEMINS
(M) B FSLEERTEARFERERMN T ERETHSESFPRN
BB, BT RSEFE20054E/12007 EBHTHK “HiBSE” ERHITS,
Faircloughll % BlommaertZ E R ¥ BiERPIFEE MBS, 20065E, EE “X4
RPEFHEE" EREPHTEM HIMHEEROT RSP EXBREEST, Wodak,
Chilton, FlowerdewZSE 505 ADF B BT T HERE, HMBENS¥E —EIHSm
e EFRESTRMEE, HeNIUEasE: (1) SRPENFDGESR R
HiEE; (2) BURSYRIEE; (3) BiBSH&SHNER; (4) FEHERER
Fri R E/ P EEEIR AT (5) &8, BE. BXRAHLTE (KE H
¥ 2007) o ZJSTE20074EFI20094E XK BIF TE_BRE=E “ARPEFE
i ERBHTRC, MBS ES R X RSN LTS, URE
JAHEIEMEIE A ST e T 00 LR X e R S EBAR IR, BE—p s Tt
EESWEREEATRE, AT REMEEERSTTRTAEABME,

S IHNBCDABIR T AR AR ER, REZEBRIF—RIINHAEHR.
MR RERE, Hh$ hse b3 CDARNBIS 7 X i il #4720 e
70, MFKFESE (1998) BHMIEEFT FHMT L, WK, BERSAENEE—
Se R S P E R T AT, A ERESEIERIRESBARGEN
ROFERR, HE (2004) i&fHvan DijkfFEIEBELHEIE, NEUNLERAHIR
Ly 75 TN B KRR 4 IS A 6 T I R 5 B M B A rh R A L AT
A3AF, FHXEE NHBGE AR B A 1R RAE RN S £R I FIE 5 B A @t shet
REtX B EAFRASEE, HTERA RS 25 50 E R SR
gt B O ERFFINRIRESRE X 55 (2002) B EH BT h#E
PEANRGE, SRR ERE PR . BRI = AN A)
AT, RIUXFEF A IS AR R R A 7 T 2 At #54 B
BaoEtE, FEHFE R EREN AR .

HiltFe, —fEiEHCDARRENA T ERERIBREFEM AR/ PR
R, SAChRENLTHEIE R REEIES (30kE, 2007) . B, %&E. 5k
Y (2004 ) T PTRETFAFC0RERK (1979 ) FALFE RS0 FERK (1999
) MBRKIHERNER YA S NIERERARE, CEREFoucaulttiEiE
il Xk CDAXRTFIER WAL SHSERELRFHENNA, EidxhXms
B EEIEGRESR T EELN T, ZRRKHHEEHN G RERTMESE
B “HIAER. BEEEE” B “HAEE. BREY EE, BRbE e
i BT, BEEAEERREENE—HEIN, MEPRERARSEC,
HBEEARBEYNAMR, THE, KEY (2005) UEFALREREIN TR
LI X SRME AR S, S TBORS F Rk TX — SRk B



g #IHEEROVEPE: HEERR

BOESHLR . AR BEAEMSVRT, 3 TRET. BERLATMBERHRE
LR T R TA AN S R EE N, FHXMERHET TREATHS
BEEY, MBUREISHRN By, BHETHENSE, DR TREZTAARERRE
By, TRELBHNSENE, £ EBRE LEBE TR XS BMETERE
4. SEMPERAST A SHEANITIFE. TRETHEASEEIER T
HABT LR . B4 HnE, MEEFEMALS. UL RIER PR |
LEMNZ UHEERE ., HER (2004) BIEEREMSBRAEA U KIER B
oS BOX R B AL PEE B R A PTRO IR, X120034E “Jes” BRE R E
PARFEM ELANROREHETHN, IR T XEEAUIRZASE &R
ANBF AR R RSP IR A SSCERMIESER. XET
WrAEE920034E4 B 25 A IR A3 05 IR & #1718 T (genre analysis) , B
FMEX30RR AR 1B EHMAeX —4 A M Estk, IR GRS HIE L0
E B MRATRIENHE, S¥EBFN T MmItk, 88 55T M
B, X “ESH” NALEBESBUS R, mAa s Bumek, FRER
B, BRSTER, MNKfER SRR AR EH RIS, MERHEEN
AR TFXERZEE, ROBEERNAEZERAEMA E AR AR SN,
FIHBEX “FFSHA” BEF, BHBRAMSERS 5HSER, FRMREN
RAAES e BER RN — AR,

2. MitHbERa eSS

HIFHIER M EFEZFRENES, BsEEENIERREE, &4, —
et XA P E R IOVERE R AT RO |, BIGERE] “RAETA”
WIARMNZ LI IERA RIUEIBE et " (RBIKTE, 2001: 19) . &
i, BRHEEMNCDAKBIR FIEL TFIAT, EEWESMFEETCDARREESTIE
o HlIn, #XtStubbs (1997) MiWiddowson (1995, 1996) X CDA “ZWiE” .
TR BIREE, R (2004 ) MAREREEM AT T IX SRR B . Al
1, REEFEGERREERAR PGB Ve AR A E WA B KA MU HE RS
E, FEETRARGENEAREL, 52, TIEREEERAIEY, A —
R FANERET IR, Bril, BEENEMEARE IR RS RRERRR
T, TR IE S ERARHLER X — P E%WEEL WA fw L R R SNE
AIHEREERE (2|, 2004) .

XCDARE®, W REIFAIEFEFBCDAV X ESLRNE, ¥
R HERE P E AR R, WEEBBRCDARGR —88M (Shi-xu,
2007) . bR L, CDAFAETHAABSEE AR ST F SR HAHE,
LU R s/ AN TR A X etk £ R AL PR SC R . A ML S5 HhEHLSERAARE, &
AMER OB R BT RIFAHEE, BRI SRR AR S5 —
B, UEETE#TERMROAESERMCDAK 1, MEAFE “HtH
7 HHEEZCDARHITA, &8 PENMLSLRITRIEETR ., F4&Blommaert
(2005: 35-36) fEHIMANEE, “WAHBPKIEENOMIEMTIRHESEEY. EH
fRe BTk, BEFSANE RS, BRAHAA XS HHARTT
U SEEASA RO TEA L S RAIER, FAERELRMNEEKEE,
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i HaXAMit R bit 4 it &2 BIfefEAs X 5,

WL S PR 2 R T B S AR, XRFSFEEBFZHR
B, i, M (2008) fEX LA HTFoucaultiFIEESHICDAMMIFRAZE,
B ENERRIEEESEEP R RRE, o T iEiEHEIEE SCDAR
BEMKS, AKHIEEESAMRCDAIRKIRIA R SR S8 ¥, MATE
PIoiEs S SMBHEX R, HMtPEM AR, WML KT 180° AT
360° 8 “thA” o HSHAFE, COAMUBRAMTIER SHSMPHERR, BEEX
B SESAHGBUAME A, RIAEDHER PRI RS E, HEN
AR S, HIERAIER RS, WM RToo AATFo0e iy “BiA” o IETEESM
TR EEEMINE S R R AV U R AU AR RS R e, A
TN AN “FEREET BTSSR, AR TR Rk &R ; MCDA
TEXM LS RSB ST TER, ALEH B CEER, R
XFE “EANEE” 2534, THHSeEE, SXFHMIERAARE, SER
TEALSAETE 4 FARR ST EORE TR A o LALLM S KT 90° /NF180° Y “BlifR” o XFh
AT LGS EEBIRRIER SHSEHEXRRZ K, W@ RE B4 s
¥z, FETRCDAED XA PER GHSBHEXRRZ K, BHBIGM
ez B (Z0WEE, 2008)

EHIEEETSEFERAERRELRE ERRE T —MERESRANER
AR, —ARIAKH (TR RASIEE SRR Y ) , ASEFE (R, S, B
%, ERS) SAVEHMESRARWER, EEEREER; AMMEANIES
WEE— TR AR X SRR, B, XFIER s Bk EbnE
b i 2B B LU X PR Rl N3 AR RN S 3R, IR\ IR A RetAT, BIGE
FH R RIBESMESHEN, B2 RERAEFTH—RERMMmRAESRESE (0
RAETEE S NEFRERIBIZY ) o van Djik 200649 H X BIAERKIF RS %E L3
600 “IBERITIRE” MMAL, B “EFTHEE” AMALAIRIL120,00084, il
EHIER RN R AR A BANANEYN, FRABEARSEHE (van Dijk,
2008: 129) , IBRMLTEEAETIES DL, CESNRERENSIERPHE
A, BEEES 54X, BItSETRRRLSXRNTIRE, BEERX T
SRR BRALSERENSENIS 5 E ETE T RERETH, X_&—
ANEZRERE, MU RIS, THASHAXRAZANRRERE SIS E

(2 WHHgH 20092) o - _

B E R AR S ATE a9/ H W LR CDAE P E N AR BKEH SR,
WRCDAKEN], Hit, MARFEEPEYE “BHERIML (recontextualisation) ”
%R, Frif “BERAL” SERFREEREN —THSERRED (ZHER
i), RENBE S MLERZ S, EXMERBRITEA (colonising ) F|—4
FBER, ERAFERE P2 EANIRFUEY (appropriating) , HEGRELE
oL STEE PR AFRIEREIERRE (2R Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999;
Fairclough, 2006; Urban, 1996; van Leeuwen, 2008) . ##l, CDA{EXN—Fhi&
BERPNAHPEOSRE, Sh EEEBRITEAGEIABRNERE, PE
22 B EUR R E B B2 B A e MR R R LR R R R E &)
HFam@, XMMSREDSBETBIRT 5. FETF T A LB B st e 7=



Mgl MIEHERATEDE. HESLR

K, BREFHRTEAXELE. B SRR X— “SiMA” KRR
FRR XA — R HERI Y o

3. WIHLE

SFCDATE F B B 181 1 S8 2 A R AT TR I R SE BRI 4 5 T R I CDATE
R AP IR, Bt E, AN EET WEIAR. W HIP RESEPESC
frxttn . LR CDA SRR R RS RS, A LMEFENELRAERRIERS
B . BB SEHEX RSN, KBRHE, Nz RERERSERTRED
i, MBS, EESEHE, BESHE . BRSRYE. BREESESNE
% BABESEXESSTHNSE . B, WERER, XEMRIREERME
B EREEFORR AR, LA “Bai” , BETEANS IS ERAN—&
BRFTIILURE S

ST EE" EFEIAR, —HFEALAMEERSE (conceptual history) CIfEE
IR X TIBEEHRRIAR, UEBSERX MESRESRZ HWFERZF, il
B E B (language ideology ) M), ZEXIERX—HEEHLT “BE&L” B
i, ATLUNEIRAM AT “ER” XM BIRNE, mMEE “discourse”
A 4B TR . CERT . CBEET ¢ XUBMFRIELGAESREE? B
—FE, RALMEEFRNAERRIEENEENR, MERT BN
B, BRAFHSEFEPEREHNPEOMOLMES, BEUBERETHAFR
R B4R BE S MY . ST, AR CSf, ZEmxt
% gAY RS AR AR, DR, R, BE0RM%
BEE. 25, ARSN. BIEL, IAXSHRIEROEREAZ, EX
FiE, iR (2009a) MIEiEdiscourseME & & ITISEARREMDLERS, Ak
Eaf TR TIER. B8 . AR, XSRS,

Xt “HEVE” XA A T SO X ELBF T AT LB RATIBE— BN IRER EE A
CDATFR FEHITERBIR SR, “HIE” EA—DRIE, S5 MERER
BwHE, P, £ (ESRTARlEERRE LS (International Encyclopedia of the
Social & Bebavioural Sciences) ) (Smelser & Baltes, 2001) ¥, SHEIEAHCHARIESR
HORBERDIoT . PO . HIFAEEL . MR HITIE E X SRR
it B2 WEREERSS, EE2EEMFEIRHIASRT, Bohman (2001)
K477 SCRge PRI . B MALIERISIE M (BKM) S RBEAL R
TR 2 RAREIR, XFMIL RIS B 7RIS A S U IR SR P AR R . A
F=SC Rk, AR R AR A B R TE T R A AL 202 AR BT LA A AL
FRBSGER)” XHHDE, #tirEinMERA MK BRBRENE SR k. BT
PL, Bohman (2001) #8iy, HIVEERI%R—FEES BB PRERIERELNLE
AR, HRHIERIZRA LERARE. CDARRIHAESRIE T2 RARSIR,
AR R =AY RN BERENNER, WERAOIE, MHLSRKE
(Locke, 2004) , BAHMHBE AR, &F. HIER (2008) MHIERAXHER Sit&5
HESR RAVER D R IR R EAS B A & SRR A THE T HOEEECDAR &
X, BT CDARHLIHFAE

“WIE” EPESU 5T OREREARME, LFEEY T gk
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“EHZAES, WARTAET. SREETAMEF, A3 F, ” XFHARK
R AT LR — P BRI, EEARER, SHAE L itR60FRE R ¥y
b, HIESHAEE RS AL RERPAGESEAOCERE . XMULER
AR 00 TR ARAR M 5 0k 22 WA IR AL PR ARG ATk, BRI B
EEATXRENAREZ BRI BRARTTEY, MERE “BRREERSH

( positive discourse analysis ) ” ZJFEEIANIRE] T W LIRRAPIEIBR 4TI S5 —Fh
BEANTT ., KRR RIS A BURMETE T 5 BT LIS A S A
WA, BEAMIEE. ShRE, ROZERZ. EHEHOVRMER “HF”
BRSPS Y, XAHOHRERREERN.

¥ FCDAGMIRERNXR, BHATUBIRESERATHXRINE, EXF
HESC. RE (2006) WBFGTR - MRBIFMFFNR. EXHELAFRCDASH S
B eV A 5 T B R o Blommaert (2005:6) 38 EMLSEFFRAHW
BUSAE , TiFairclough (2000) M BIEHHSCDAYLA HEEIE T FH—5.
TR L, HAEFSNESRE PR SERPRIESNESIEEHRLSA
#&” (Coupland & Jaworski, 1997:1), FEXAMEN L, HLEFFE5CDA—HERRN
TR ERETENES . FEAERESESSEREMHXETY, EiNte
AFPIESBEHNRE, B5FRIES¥FEERRBANIES RABEAEXSH.
M SEEHIES TR, PSR AEESBIETRENSMHAY, HH
X AT BREHE, LSBT HHEEERSHANE . ik, AEHKXR
5, E—ERE LERTREEXH ‘ARG FENAY., M, H&ES
2 BPRIE S R BIETY (Coulmas, 2005) , BINHESEBRARIREN, AF
A AR A QRS SO ER R, HER., KEE (2007)
MHEERBEIARIERNITIS, WHES A E RSB TR B RELER SN
Wi RN B RUIGKE—E H B LURATEAU LUA AR 55X S R ST
HAE—ERE FSTECDASHAIET ¥ BN R

S5 AP IR, SR THCDAZE P E MR RSN IZE S L&,
P TER——A, Sk, SRR EMIECDAME H I ZE BP0 M
PrrsiE Rt SRS TP RER . flim, BIRERAREESIPER, —FET
B ERERRE L R EE, MARRFARE . & . SIFEKE
25N SHBRWIEE, URRA. RS, DEXSRERZOIERBUEE. 5
—HEAUBRRIFER (I RNEE RRIFAER ) AVATREE iRk & R
PR RAML, WRRRIRIFIMTERME B SIERBXRE, MEHREFE 2
ST R IR (2009b) BAARR T XPAEHRENE, FHiEHBIRaEy
HRBHFRET T AFIE R R (e Rkl 82 R .

PEBCEFFBOEH R T E RN S, it SRERE SR AN
B, FHAT A RHEEEANER., XA EESEEE TRE, &
B AITIC A B LEBEAARBHARIINIBE AR, B HXEHNIES
FRTEAMEBARBARTE (MIEEY, BLEfE. TN ) EBIFR, IHE
—ERE FBREF IR, FIEEFNIT AT R Il XIS
ROFHRREE T EEHRY, ©AXFEBFRRE THEMNER, flm, —®
BUF IR TER R Z AT B RRAAM R, W2007FEERERNERE L —KE



gl MIHEEROVETE. LSRR

R, 20084 E SN ET B E N R ERE LWTRTRANERL. —SEE
(tn CAERUER)Y ) BFFRET SRS A— KBS, XLh LR T RS
BHRTE: — RGO TFESMMNTRALT, —HEALTEESBMHRRK, &
oL, P RA S T ME ISR EREAEER IR (. B
#, 2009) , RAMTLLESSMEELEECRERK, SEHEHLAREE
BA (R, EG5) AEACHER. TRERSEERIERMAEILENZ
W7 BRI BUREREAR SV AR BRI 7 XohiX S A [E] 4%
ALE—ERE LA IERET BBt SR E b TR KIE . SEhR L, BIR
EEMAERNER ST, BRBRASNE LA SIRERA LT,
REZRBCACD AR MR 55 v ElAL 2 SC R & TR R ST a08T R

4. &l »
BRI B IR R X 2SRRI AT ITRE~ES ER
FRAMRISEA RN RR; S XEERKFRN CDA%EH S iE
B, FERELUNSRE A SRk, FECDAKET ¥R S aR¥
gk, RPIES¥ERNHSER NSRS, SHBIGHE. EMULER
H A 22 18] A 35 St A o A 2 2 BB ST 7R A 5 = A TR O BB R R
VAN EFNE SR SNERERIEE, FERBRTE. ARbME, +
25 BUS L &N B EART HBLH 238 R IR R TRt s 05 ik . Bt
RUAEEM R ENR Y, FEIHRFEONESHEUREE “RHE
B, BRPAR MERLEHTRERNR.

0 *T “URFHEHFIEE" HESNUAREAZETE RN, hup://sfltjcu.edu.
cn/ndce/,

© ML SR 7 B e & TE S P s AS Ak DL % Rl S s AL R T i 3L G R
BZHVHKRRE, T[ERKoselleck 1985.

B% 30k

PRENYL 2006 PEMALEEZTFHRSM, (IMESEE) F6l, 31-35W,

BRBAE., BESE. RBKE 2002 BEPEEEIENTRPE, (SNBETI) B, 82-861.

BRepA 1995 #EESHRVE, (IMNEEFSPI) U, 212797,

B, B 2002 HEEERST: BHOTBRRISCH T, (SNEIE) H6lE, 42-48T,

TREHT. ST 2001 HEPEVETEIBOTRTE, (MRIETH) 4, 305-3101T,

HHESL., R 2006 IBEEMT SIEEM, (IMNESINEHEE) F10H, 16,

#2004 “HEMEAIEE” FEEST—ANER, (FEKE) 2004
£, 2734,

ZEfp . HEER 2009 T8 HiARF RIAZERSOMIEHIEES, (RERmLASE
W) B2, 20-23M,

£ 35 2002 FEIERAREROMIEEST, (GERESEIEEERER) F5H,
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19-23M,
Mg 2004 IR PihleiiEiELR, (PEMAESE) BUl, 13-
1247,

Mg 2006 EETFRMHIENA . AHLIEE TR EMIEEEMT, CQURINEH
) W, 404747,

HHEAE 2008 BRI HHIFIA, (SMBBCESBIT) 58, 339347,

HAEH 20092 (IERBIS: . YiMA. i), B DESNEEF AR

MG 2009b FRMFBIRIIERRA, (HEALEAE) B5H, 124-1285,

H#IE. TKiEY 2007 IEEEETHEIURNHE, (INEET) H6M, 8-13 1.

EBWE 2002 CDAGSFLREMT, (WHRINEHE) F6f, 101-103%,

Wi, TRIAY 2005 FREATHHBUASEIN, HARRFEHSBER) 53
B, 154-1587T,

¥ IR 2002 #LIHEER O, (SNEIE) 6, 344100

¥ R 2004 BRI BESE, (SMEE) 8B5S, 646951,

FEVKTE 2001 IEEAHTIRAWMTMN, CRESNEREABSER ) SBUR, 151930

i, KIEYL2004 BEHFHFENFEE — WS HERBRNEERR, (T
AR (BRAR) ) 33, 107-109T, -

SREESE 1998 HIFEBEMMT EAKIER, (FRBFEINEEBER) B, 2427,

SRS 2007 PHEEMRSHRAS, (SNBEINERE) B3, 27327,
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- Paul Chilton.

Abstract In the new era of global academic exchange, problems of translation
and conceptual understanding come to the fore. This is especially the
case when intellectual movements that develop in one culture are taken
up in another. This paper is concerned with cross-cultural topics that

- arise in the collaborative effort made by Chinese and English-speaking
Chinese scholars share the approach known as Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA). The paper addresses the terms discourse and analysis

- but is principally concerned with what it means to be “critical”. The

-English term critical and the Chinese piping are conventionally used
as translation equivalents, but this does not mean that they are exactly
coterminous. Using a conceptual approach to semantics, it is argued
that the terms have different implications because they have different
histories—both etymological histories and histories of use in their
respective cultures. The paper introduces the possibility that critical .

- evakes a different set of associations for English academic readers than
piping does for Chinese readers. If this is the case, there is a further

- serious issue, namely the issue of cultural relativity and the extent to
which both the c;)ncept and the practice of criticism (or critique) is
sharable in the two cultural environments. The paper proceeds to put

‘a case for the universal potential of ¢riticism as an intellectual and
communicative ability by drawing on the arguments of the German
philosopher, Jiirgen Habermas. The following ideas are proposed for
further debate: that all speakers in all human societies always make
potentially criticisable claims, that the potential for critical challenge
varies depending on historical conditions, and that when speakers
make challenges, the natural assumption is for resolution by “dialogue

- oriented to understandmg”

Keywords critical discourse analysis; culture; Habermas

The process of globalization is not only a matter of the movement and exchange of
money, goods and people but also the movement and exchange of ideas. Among these
ideas are academic ideas—that is, theoretical concepts and methodologies. None of
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these can be isolated from interaction with the new environments that they encounter
that is with the societies and cultures which they enter. Among these conceptual flows
is CDA, Critical Discourse Analysis. In the scale of human ideas over historical time,
CDA scholarship may be a minor trend. Though it appeared in the academies of
Western Europe and has spread to continents that use European languages, it would
not be true to say that Chinese scholars did not have their own scholarly tradition
of linguistic. However, the kind of discourse analysis represent in the various forms
of CDA has become known among Chinese scholars over the past decade or so, and
potentially brings with it conceptual frames and values characteristic of its origins.

In this article I shall look at each of the terms discourse, discourse analysis and critical.
The aim will both to clarify my own understanding of these concepts as European
(primarily English-speaking) scholars have understood them and to raise questions
concerning them. For CDA, as currently practised in the European academy cannot
and should not remain static. Several ideas connected with CDA need to be re-
examined. Because CDA is now a focus of interest for both Western and Chinese
scholars, the aim is to make available for further discussion some of the implications
of studying CDA in a Chinese context. Such an opening up will inevitably raise the
question of the values that are intrinsically connected with CDA. Are they universal or
are they culture-relative? This kind of question is best seen as initiating dialogue rather
than offering a definitive answer. I shall, however, outline a way in which CDA might
return more explicitly to one of its philosophical sources—Critical Theory (Frankfurt
School), in particular its later exponent Jirgen Habermas—and in the process suggest
one sense (not necessarily all senses) in which CDA is intrinsically universal in its
outlook. The key issue here will be the core assumptions of the English word critical®

1. The terms discourse, discourse analysis and critical

The term discourse appears in several academic disciplines and trends in academic
English. Linguists (and also computer scientists and cognitive scientists seeking to
make formal models of human language) use the term to designate linguistic structures
larger than the sentence and their relation to real-world referents. They are concerned
with the structural and semantic coherence between sentences, for example anaphora.
Sociologists (and also some literature specialists and some philosophers) use the term,
often under the influence of Foucault, to refer to relative stable ways not only of using
language but also of conceiving the world and evaluating it. CDA scholars incline to
the latter sense, but often use the tools of linguistic description developed for scientific
description of linguistic relations beyond the sentence. For example, CDA scholars
are interested in how discourse cohesion is maintained by linkage with value systems
(including ideology) and with the referents of personal pronouns (e.g., first-person
plural pronouns). However, many sociologists use the term discourse without describing
linguistic structures at all (as Foucault himself tended to do). In this latter sense, it is
possible to speak, for example, of bureaucratic discourses, the discourse of education,
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