( » 19 2017

4 494-506

Contemporary Linguistics Vol.19 No.4 2017 Pp.494-506.

: 14BYY070)
»” (

494

4

25 ¢

2017 3 25 )

“2017

“2017

2

zhitp://www.ddyyx.com



Rethinking Critical Discourse Analysis: A Dialectical
Materialism Based Study of Language and Society

TIAN Hailong and ZHAO Peng

Abstract For the relationship between language and society, Marxist philosophy holds
that language comes into being out of its need, the necessary need for communication. This
social view of language differs from that of critical discourse analysis (CDA) in that CDA,
preferring the term of discourse to language, lays an emphasis on the shaping function of
discourse while at the same time admitting that discourse is shaped by society. In this
regards, CDA finds its theoretical origin in Frankfurt School ( Fairclough and Wodak
1997) . The problem arises, however, that CDA does not stop in relating itself with this
Western Marxist school but goes one step further and attributes its origin to Marx himself,
Marx as a critical discourse analyst ( Fairclough and Graham 2010) .

The argument that Marx is a critical discourse analyst comes from CDA scholars -
examination of Marx criticizing capitalism and of the method Marx used. They believe that
CDA’s criticism of New Capitalism is attributable to Marx and CDA s linguistic analysis to
Marx s method of critique of language. Their examination holds water to some extent, but is
the “water” adequate enough to support the argument that Marx is a critical discourse
analyst? The answer might be negative, given that CDA has taken as its theoretical origin
the Western Marxist Frankfurt School, which is generally agreed different from Marxism
both in time and in thoughts.

Then, why CDA scholars relate their practice to Marx? A second thought given to this
question leads to another: are there any relations of CDA with Marx? To answer these
quesstions we need to scrutinize Marxist dialectical materialism and to stand in Marx s
shoes in understanding that material reality goes before consciousness and that the
foundation of consciousness is practice. With this light shed on CDA s understanding of the
relationship between language and society, it can be found that CDA s emphasis on the
shaping function of discourse attempts to go to an extreme as is argued in CDA that the
social is not around discourse, nor correlated with discourse, but rather in the discourse
(Kress 2001) . A remedy to turn this tendency is obviously to go back to Marx and to take
social reality as the starting point for critical discourse analysis. It is in here, it might be
safe to say, that CDA can find a link with Marx, which is neither simple nor direct as is
argued in the assertion that Marx is a critical discourse analyst, but a relation in which CDA
draws on Marx.

Going back to Marx is good for CDA not only that it provides CDA with a link to Marx,
but also that CDA can find source for theoretical development. Drawing on dialectical
materialism and taking the social reality as the starting point, CDA practitioners might
find the social status quo in the 21*" century new and different from those the first CDA
generation faced in 1980s and 1990s, and then are likely to take these new social realities
as challenges that may trigger new thinking and opportunities that may foster new theories.
To help CDA scholars and students realize this point is one of the points made in this
rethinking of CDA in terms of its relation with Marx.

Keywords language and society, critical discourse analysis (CDA), Dialectical Materialism,
Marxism
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