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Abstract: Critical discourse analysis ( CDA) is generally consid—

ered as qualitative in research methodology. However starting

from the qualitative research features we find that some of the
CDA papers on the CNKI database need to further: 1) highlight

the role of researcher as research instrument so as to emphasize

the mapping of the researcher with the society and to avoid the

mode of doing research for the sake of research; and 2) high—

light the interpretative understanding of the issue concerned so

as to avoid the tendency of seeking absolutely true meaning.

Based on this observation this paper proposes a qualitativere—

search-oriented CDA model which hightlights CDA s qualitative

research features in its practice of observing social problems an—

alyzing the discourse aspect of social problems and emphasizing

the

discursive practice.

Key Words: critical discourse analysis; qualitative research; CDA

model
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