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An Exploration of the Relationship Between Text, Discourse and Ideology in Critical Discourse Analysis

LIU Yong-bing' , YU Yuan-fang’
(1. College of Foreign Languages,Changchun 130024 ,China;

2. Department of Foreign Languages,Stanley Bush University,South Africa 7602)

Abstract: Recently CDA has aroused the interest of Chinese scholars who have discussed CDA both as a theory and

research method, and have done some empirical studies on newspaper reports. While welcoming the new approach to

discourse analysis in the Chinese context, we find that in these studies there is some misunderstanding of the basic

theoretical concepts of CDA such as text.discourse,ideology and critical analysis. Therefore.in this paper,we first point

out some problems in the CDA research in China,and describe the sociocultural context where CDA was initiated with the

focus on its research purpose. After that, we discuss the basic concepts of CDA and their relations in order to show the

differences between CDA and DA in terms of definitions, research purpose and significance. Finally, implications and

suggestions are made to do CDA in the language education context.
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