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Critical Perspective on Discour 2 Sudies: From Critical L inguigtics to Critical Discour se Analysis
Tian Hai-long
(School of Foreign Languages, Tianjin Commerce Universty , Tianjin 300134, Ching
Abstract : Both critica linguigtics (A.) and critica disoourse andyss(CDA) approach disoourse from a critical
pergective , but there is gill difference between them, and it is not a mere difference in technica termsor developmental
dages. Rather , CDA develops L. QL dtenptsto build a direct relationship between text gructure and ocid gructure
through functional analyssdf text. CDA , onthe bassd a criticd review of QL attenpt , argues that such a relationship
between text dructure and ocid dructure is indirect and mediated , and in its argumentation comes out Fairclough' s
“ discurgve practice” and van Dijk’ s* socid oognition.” While being criticized by and criticizing others, as well as
draning on critica cid siences, CDA expands its critica pergoective to a transdisciplinary bridging between di scourse
and ciety , anticipating a great potentiad for critical discourse qudies.
Key words: disoourse gudies; criticd pergective; critical linguidics; critica disoourse andys's; development
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