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Interdisciplinarity of Discourse Studies, the New Trends and Challenges
GUO Qingmin
(School of Foreign Languages, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872)

Abstract: A clearer understanding of the interdisciplinarity and interdisciplinary modes of critical dis-
course studies helps orienting the research area as an independent discipline. The emergence and the de-
velopment of this area are characterized by its sustaining permeation, merging or expansion into other
disciplines. Meanwhile, the increasing interdisciplinarity also presents various challenges to researchers
in terms of interdisciplinary knowledge and research methods. For Chinese researchers to produce high
quality academic achievements, it is important that they have a clear picture of such new interdiscipli-
nary trends and challenges. When doing discourse studies, they should exercise enough academic cau-
tion, but actively expand their interdisciplinary knowledge, master interdisciplinary methods, and,
more important, initiate interdisciplinary collaboration. Only by doing so can their research embody the
true spirit of interdisciplinary study.

Key words: discourse studies; interdisciplinarity; interdisciplinary modes; interdisciplinary trends;

collaborative research
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