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The Agenda Setting of CDA and Evolution of Research Approaches by MIAO Xing-wei & ZHAO Yun
p-1

Influenced by post-modernist trends of thoughts critical discourse analysis ( CDA) gradually develops into an
interdisciplinary field of research by following the Marxist tradition and combining social critical theory with discourse
analysis. The development of society and the integration of various disciplines constantly pose new issues for CDA
hence advancing the research agenda of CDA and contributing to the evolution of its research approaches. Based on
the agenda setting of CDA in different stages this paper discusses the evolution of its research approaches.

CiteSpace-based Survey and Analysis of International Advances in Conflict Talk Research by HU Chun-
yu & FAN Lindin p. 11

Based on the data collected from the SSCI journals this paper reports a quantitative and qualitative analysis of
the international research advances in conflict talk studies from 1998 to 2017 with the use of CiteSpace technology.
The results show that 1) conflict talk publications have shown an overall upward trend over the past two decades
though with fluctuation between years; 2) linguistic journals especially pragmatics journals are most concerned with
conflict talk studies; 3) there are 30 hot topics such as (im) politenss face power identity humour rudeness
etc.; 4) TImpoliteness Framework Relational Work Rapport Management Theory Face Constituting Theory etc.
contribute most to conflict talk studies; 5) the mainstream methodology used in the conflict talk research includes
conversation analysis ethnographic-based discourse analysis and corpus-based discourse analysis.

University Foreign Language Teachers’ Construct of Knowledge Base and Its Development. A
Phenomenographic Analysis by ZHANG Lian p. 40

Adopting a phenomenographic perspective this paper explores Chinese university foreign language teachers’
construct of knowledge base and its development. 20 teachers from 14 universities participated in the study. Data
analysis and discussion show that their construct of knowledge base encompasses language—related disciplinary
knowledge language knowledge language pedagogical knowledge educational and psychological knowledge
knowledge about doing research  communicative knowledge knowledge about the native language and culture and
liberal arts knowledge. The construct is qualitatively different from those introduced to China from foreign countries
and at present widely cited in the area in the country. The development of such a construct is much to do with the
teachers’ practical reflection and experiential learning participation in various kinds of professional training
programs at different levels both home and abroad academic education at both MA and PhD levels and interaction
with colleagues and students. Due to sociocultural and institutional cultural differences individual teachers may
follow different developmental trajectories. The findings may shed light on ( re) structuring Chinese university foreign
language teachers’ goal for further learning and development and provide teacher education and development
programs and institutions with evidence-based references.

An Intersubjectivity Thinking for Interpretation in Qualitative Research on Foreign Language Teachers
by LI Xiao-bo p.49

With the rise of foreign language teacher development research qualitative research has entered the common



