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pieces of American presidential speeches on the Afghanistan war. The study reveals how the dis—
cursive strategies of legitimation construct a righteous “us” and an evil “the other” in an effort
to construct a cruel and controversial war as a legitimate action with noble purposes reasonable
motivation and wide support.

Key Words: legitimation; discursive strategies; critical discourse analysis; discourse of war

A Review of the Objectivity and Scientificity of Critical Discourse Analysis p. 69. GUO
Qingmin
Critical Discourse Analysis ( CDA) is often criticized for lacking explicitness objectivity

reliability and verifiability thus lacking scientificity. By clarifying and reviewing some major
concepts and claims of CDA the present paper tries to argue that if we follow some basic scien—
tific principles and explicit operational procedures obtain adequate linguistic data and make sys—
tematic use of multidisciplinary achievements and evidence we can have our conclusions cross—
examined to make them verifiable thus endowing them with truth value. In this way we can tre—
mendously enhance the objectivity and scientificity of CDA.

Key Words: CDA; scientific principles; explicit research procedure; objectivity; scientificity

An Evolutionary Psychological Study of Critical Discourse Analysis p.78. ZHANG Tianwei
The paper reviews and introduces the theories and applications of Critical Discourse Analy—
sis based on Evolutionary Psychology. The author maintains that the rationale of the integration
between EP and CDA is modularity and coercion. Drawing on Hart’ s study ( 2010) and the EP
theory the paper analyzes the discourse strategies of news discourses and political discourse in—
cluding referential predication proximisation and legitimizing strategies. It is argued that the
theme of the integration of EP and CDA is to explore the relations between discourse strategies
and modularity and that their interaction is mainly realized by way of activation and operation.
In other words we can activate moduals of Cheater-Dection and Emotion by way of predication
strategy or operate module of LogicoRhetorical by way of legitimizing strategy.
Key Words: CDA; Evolutionary Psychology; Modularity; discourse strategy

Relation Inquiry of Tertiary EFL Teachers” Knowledge and Their Teaching Autonomy p.
88. LI Siging & CHEN Jianlin

This article attempts to interpret teaching autonomy in view of teacher knowledge and to ex—
plore the correlation of the dual factors. The authors firstly selected five teachers as the research
cases and collected their knowledge data through interviews and class observations. The knowl-
edge from the interview data was regarded as the descriptive one and the knowledge by observa—
tion as the external. The study then conducted a comparative analysis of the dual knowledge. It is
found that the case teachers” descriptive knowledge is correlated with their observational one and
that their knowledge shapes their teaching autonomy to some extent. It is argued that EFL
teachers” knowledge has a crucial effect on their teaching autonomy and that teacher’s knowl-
edge can be regarded as a practical perspective in teaching autonomy inquiry.

Key Words: teacher autonomy; teaching autonomy; EFL teaching; EFL teachers” knowledge

A Study on University EFL Teacher Engagement with Discipline and Literature: The
Activity Theory Perspective p.97. MENG Chunguo & CHEN Liping



