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Revisiting the Tenets of CDA: A Discussion of Three CDA Related Questions p. 1. TIAN
Hailong

To reflect on the development and the status quo of critical discourse analysis ( CDA) in
China this article challenges certain views concerning the relations of CDA with Systemic Func-
tional Linguistics ( SFL) and with Positive Discourse Analysis ( PDA) . It also discusses issues
of interdisciplinary application of CDA in researches in various fields. In so doing it highlights
the point that the tenets of CDA need to be further confirmed which are basically 1) exploring
the function of discourse in various fields of social life and 2) this exploration is based on sub—
stantial linguistic analysis of text and talk.
Key Words: critical discourse analysis; Systemic Functional Linguistics; Positive Discourse
Analysis

Whorf Bakhtin and Critical Discourse Analysis p. 10. X/N Bin

Though rarely mentioned or acknowledged critical linguistics ( CL) and critical discourse
analysis ( CDA) have been heavily indebted to Whorf and Bakhtin’s theories of language and
ideology which include (1) language is saturated with ideology and different ways of speaking
represent different analyses and views of experience; ( 2) varieties of language reflect and ex—
press differences in social structure; (3) language use is a social practice which is not only a re—
flection of society but also an essential part of social process; therefore (4) language and its use
are socially constitutive as well as socially constituted. The present paper tries to relate CL and
CDA to Whorf and Bakhtin’s relativistic view of language thought and society along those lines
mentioned above.

Key Words: linguistic relativity; heteroglossia, critical discourse analysis

Research of Ethnography from the Perspective of Critical Discourse Analysis p. 19. YANG
Xiongduan & DING Jianxin

The deconstruction of ethnographic reality leads to the recognition of ethnographic subjec—
tivity in academic discussion. Besides the unequal power relation between scholars and indige—
nous peoples along with ethnographers” rhetoric strategies for holding discursive power in acade—
mia are disclosed. Anthropologists” rethinking of ethnography in the 1980s opened the possibility
of ethnography and culture writing as analyzed target. This transition has not only provided criti—
cal discourse analysis a new research topic but also provided anthropologists a new perspective
of ethnography which creates the opportunity of interdisciplinary research.
Key Words: critical discourse analysis; ethnographic reality; discursive power in Academia; inter—
disciplinary research

Discursive Constructions Around Low Carbon Economy in British Mainstream News—
papers p.25. QIAN Yufang

This study is based on the reports of low carbon economy in British mainstream newspapers
since 2000. In order to observe discursive constructions of low carbon economy in different peri—
ods of these newspapers and explore the social reality reflected by the mediated political discour—
ses this research merges the methods of corpus and discourse studies. It is found that mediated
political discourse is the outcome of the combination of two different institutional discourses i.
e. political discourse and media discourse. The agenda of low carbon economy set in these news—
papers effectively conveys the British government’s voice and plays an important role in shaping
the public low carbon awareness.



