2016 6 ( ) No.6 2016

( 201 ) Journal of Fujian Normal University ( Philosophy and Social Sciences Edition) General No. 201
1 2
(1. 350117; 2. 350007)
: HI5 A : 1000 - 5285 (2016) 06 —0052 -09
( Critical Discourse Analysis CDA) ( Wodak)
CDA v ?
CDA : ;
A}
CDA ( ) : o
« »Q
« e

; “ ( )"

“ » é“ »
: 2016 -05 - 14
«“ " (JA1303)
“ o ’ " (20140B070) .

@ Wodak R. & M. Meyer. Critical discourse analysis: History agenda theory and methodology. In R. Wodak & M. Meyer
(eds.) . Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis ( The 2nd revised edition) . London: Sage 2009 pp.1 -33.
@3  ( ) : 1983 9.7



?’@o (
) o
CDA “ »” N
“‘CDA \
N ”Q, ( text) ( talk)
- ( )
o o CDA
o ” @

( “ ")

CDA “« ( ) ” “« »
o . “CDA —
v N /
o ” @ 43 ”»
o CDA “
............ 7 ®
“@
” O@
Chairman .
“ ” “

(D Chilton P. Analysing Political Discourse: Theory and practice. London: Routledge 2004 p.5.

@ van Dijk T. Critical discourse analysis. In D. Schiffrin D. Tannen & H. Hamilton ( eds. ). Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Ox—
ford: Blackwell 2001 p.352.

@ Wilson J. Political discourse. In D. Schiffrin D. Tannen & H. Hamilton (eds.). Handbook of Discourse Analysis ( pp.399 —
415) . Oxford: Blackwell 2001 p.398.

@ Wodak R. & Fairclough N. Critical discourse analysis. In T. van Dijk (ed.) . Discourse as Social Interaction ( Discourse Studies:
A multidisciplinary introduction  Vol. 2) . London: Sage 1997 p.258.

® Wodak R. Aspects of critical discourse analysis. ZfAL2002 36 p.11; Wodak R. Critical linguistics and critical discourse analy—
sis. InJ. Verschueren & J. Ostman (eds) . Handbook of Pragmatics. Amsterdam: Benjamins 2006 p.4; Wodak R. & M. Meyer. Criti—
cal discourse analysis: History agenda theory and methodology. In R. Wodak & M. Meyer ( eds.). Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis
( The 2™ revised edition) . London: Sage 2009 pp. 10.

© van Dijk  T. Ideology and discourse analysis. Journal of Political Ideologies 2006 11 (2) p. 126.



54

2016

”@

.
( Pronominalization)

o

CDA

( )y CDA

CDA

13

» (3

113

@ van Dijk T.

CDA

“«

“«

”@o

Ideology and discourse analysis. Journal of Political Ideologies 2006

”»

[43

CDA

( )

11 (2) p.126.

«

@ Kress G. Critical discourse analysis. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics 1990 11 p. 85; Kress G. Representational resources and the
production of subjectivity: Questions for the theoretical development of critical discourse analysis. In C. R. Caldas-Coulthard & M. Coulthard

(eds.) . Texts and Practices: Readings in critical discourse analysis. London: Routledge 1996 p. 15; van Dijk T. Principles of critical discourse a—

nalysis. Discourse and Society 1993 4(2) p.252.
® Duhamel

@ :« ),
® © 1D

P. A. The function of rhetoric as effective expression

Journal of the History of Ideas 1949
169 .
202

1999
2003

o

10 p.356.

“«



7)<D R . .
(R. T. Eubanks) (V. Baker) —
- 20
[3 S ”(2) °
CDA “ ”»
( ) CDA o CDA
“( CDA ) — —
”(3) . .
N v@ . “ »”» I3 ”
“ 7 CDA N N
CDA
(13 » R @ R @ CDA “ »
o CDA
@ S ) : 2005 20 .
@ :« ) : 1999 189 .

@ Kress G. Representational resources and the production of subjectivity: Questions for the theoretical development of critical discourse
analysis. In C. R. Caldas-Coulthard & M. Coulthard (eds.). Texts and Practices: Readings in critical discourse analysis. London: Rout—
ledge 1996 p. 15

@ CaldasCoulthard C. R. & Coulthard M. (eds). Texts and Practices: Readings in critical discourse analysis. London: Rout—
ledge. 1996 p. xi.

® . - K : ) K« ) 2013 2 .

© : K » |« » 2016 2 .



56 ) 2016
« ” ( )
( o
)
CDA o
RO
( ) «
"« ) o2
« ( ) ”
LN .
“ ”»”
« .
” O@
« » (5 ( C
K. Orgden) (I. A. Richards) ( ). (
) ( ) “ "o
® ( > () 2002
@ : A ) : 2003
@ Aristotle. On Rhetoric: A theory of civil DiscourseTrans. by G. Kennedy) . Oxford: Oxford University Press 2007 p. 35.
@ ¢ > : 2005 164
® . : K« )

2000 14



57

6
[3 ”» CDA
43 ”» CDA R “ »
CDA 1 ”» CDA
Ko
CDA
( ) ”
( 1) “« ” , ( 2) ( In—
terdiscursivity) ( Intertextuality) ——
: ( 3) . «
" ( Biopower) ( ) ; (4) -
»(9) —
.@
16))
( Signify) N
( Constitute) ( Construct) o “ .

@

@O Wodak R. & M. Meyer. Critical discourse analysis: History agenda theory and methodology. In R. Wodak & M. Meyer

(eds.). Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis ( The 2™ revised edition) . London: Sage 2009 pp. 1 —33.
@@®@ Fairclough N. Discourse and Social Change. Cambridge: Polity Press 1992 pp. 55 -56. 60. 64.



58 ( ) 2016

RO
CDA
( «
43 ”» ) CDA
CDA
[ ”»
N
CDA
CDA o
[43
” O@ “
”»” 3 ”» 43
”
“
” O@
@ “
»
Al A o @
« ” «
” @
(D Fairclough N. Discourse and Social Change. Cambridge: Polity Press. 1992 p. 67.
® S 1) : 2003 194 -195 .
D t K Vi : 2011 59.12-22 .

® K > « ) 1999 5 .
© K : >« ) 2012 7 .

”»



59

6
1- Y AY
;2.
RO
CDA
CDA . CDA
@
CDA 1.
;2.
7 3.
L4 -®
CDA “
( CDA) ¢ ’
”@
”® “ ”
CDA “
v@o “ ”»
CDA @« » R
CDA (
) o ( Michael Toolan) CDA
@
CDA o
@ K : y « ) 2012 7 .

@ Fairclough N. Language and Power. London: Longman 1989; Fairclough N. Discourse and Social Change. Cambridge: Polity
Press  1992; van Dijk T. Critical discourse analysis. In D. Schiffrin D. Tannen & H. Hamilton (eds.) . Handbook of Discourse Analysis.
Oxford: Blackwell 2001 pp.352 -371; Wodak R. & M. Meyer. Critical discourse analysis: History agenda theory and methodology.
In R. Wodak & M. Meyer (eds.). Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis ( The 2" revised edition) . London: Sage 2009 pp. 1 -33.

® . N : > |« ) 2008 8

@ Fairclough N. Language and Power. London: Longman 1989 p.5.

® van Leeuwen T. Critical discourse analysis. In K. Brown (ed.). Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics ( Vol. 32) . Oxford:
Elsevier 2006 pp. 293.

©® Wodak R. & M. Meyer. Critical discourse analysis: History agenda theory and methodology. In R. Wodak & M. Meyer
(eds.) . Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis ( The 2" revised edition) . London: Sage 2009 p.7.

(@ Toolen M. What is critical discourse analysis and why are people saying such terrible things about it. In M Toolen (ed.) . Critical

Discourse Analysis: Critical Concepts in Linguistics ( Vol. 3) . London: Routledge. 2002 pp. 219 —241.



60 ( ) 2016
. CDA 13 »
” D, . ( Tyrwhitt-Drake) ~ CDA
CDA
@
113 ”» CDA °
CDA ;
“ 7, CDA
(
; CDA ¢ i

CDA

CDA

@O Chouliaraki L. & Fairclough N. Discourse in Late Modernity: Rethinking Critical Discourse Analysis. Edinburgh: Edinburgh Uni-
versity Press 1999  p. 35.
@ Flowerdew J. Description and interpretation in critical discourse analysis. Journal of Pragmatics 1999 31 pp. 1089 —1099.



170 ( ) 2016

Critical Discourse Analysis and Western Rhetoric: Commonality and divergence
HE Shaoxian YOU Ze-shun
Abstract: Critical Discourse Analysis ( CDA) and Western Rhetoric ( WR) share commonalities in such
views as follows: Language has political role; language use should not be cut off from the pursuit of moral jus—
tice; language is constitutive; language use should be critically scrutinized. Yet CDA advocates that it is lan—
guage in use rather than language as an abstract system that plays the ideological role. Only by analyzing
the language in use can one reveal the ideology embedded and help promote social equality since language by
influencing one’s cognition and thinking helps shape his/her understanding of social reality. The critical

scrutiny is oriented toward social issues instead of the research in its own field.

The Polyphonic Discussion: Realism and Romanticism Theory Discourse in the Study of Chinese Liter—
ature during the First Half of Twentieth Century
HUANG Jian
Abstract: Since twentieth century realism and romanticism theory was introduced into China and occu-
pied the main position in the modern Chinese literature theory thinking  covered the Chinese traditional liter—
ature research mode and Chinese traditional literary experience was fitted into the interpretation framework of
realism or romanticism but in this process Chinese literary experience was resisted the override of thewestern
theory and left it’s imprint on the discourse of western theory forcing western discourse reconstruction thus
forming a kind of polyphonic form of discourse structure such structure is a unique form of Chinese modern

literary theory

The Effectiveness and the Ineffectiveness of Discourse in Author Theory of Michel Foucault
TENG Cui-gin
Abstract: Michel Foucault advanced Functional Author to confirmed the power of discourse which can
be seen everywhere in the paper What Is Author. Meanwhile we can find some marks about the ineffective—
ness of discourse. First Foucault never mentioned the social ideology about Genius. Secondly the reader—sole
in the society after the loss of the author’s authority was missed. In the end Foucault also didnt expound the
social reason of the Death of Author. The three problems are the premises and the outcomes of Functional Au—

thor. Certainly these conflicts don't drag down the magnetism of Discourse.

Interactive criticism: as a possible critical strategy
—Starting from the relationship between Benjamin and Baudelaire
JING Li-peng
Abstract: The traditional literary theory contains that literary activities include four basic elements: the
world artists works and readers which result in literary criticism and research generally be limited in a stat—
ic and closed research on individual factor. However on one hand the interactive criticism pays attention to
the excavation and construction in targets of criticism; on the other hand it focus on the process in which the

target of criticism criticizes the critic in reverse at the same time in order to investigate the inter-textual and



