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Three New Trends of Critical Discourse Studies

TIAN Hailong Tianjin Foreign Studies University

Abstract: Based on the articles in two special issues of Critical Discourse Studies in 2018, this
review summarizes three new trends that have appeared since 2016 when the first special issue of
the kind was published in Discourse & Society. These trends are: a renewed critical perspective, a
newly expanded theoretical vision, and an updated analytical framework. Discussing those identified
trends, this paper also suggests ways in which further development of critical discourse studies
(CDS) can be made in China, including developing discourse theories that can account for the
discursive practice in the Chinese context.
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C AT NI RS e S A o R = T R (T = N | R A G e r= R 0 i 1 N ' T R
Critical Discourse Studies 2018 4755 2 #] & | “HL PP 35 IH M9 h e B2 556 4
LR Sy B STEE I AR HEITE TE M R AERE TP A B L AN 5
AR DT T AR I — B IR A o AR SCHEZRB WL A& TR R I 24 R i8S
Sl s e 1 2 ) A R B A B X I Y AR S SE e &

2. wEH;E
2.1 #LiTER AR EH

HEPFIE A HT 0 2 R A — B A kR WA AR A E . X R AR A & 2
HEPEIE T8 2 BT 4B T 5 A2 B3 76 5 TH R F 52 30 ORI bt 4 119 1o R SE S
ST I E B T S BRI B (FE IR 2019a) | [R] R 2 Al AT 6 4 45 & J AR
At R BT A A 23 ] AN W S 2% 1 45 SR (I R 2019b) o iF A BIIEPFIE T8 B 5T
(AT Y B, JE 2 AR SEUAREL 198 00 3 A AN T2 L 5 — S [ T 11 4 145 T 2 3 o B 7 2
VSR A 85 TR R A S S IR A o B0, R < PE M 8 A DA R S A 3 AR s L T
AR SMFEREDE 8 1] P ZEHEDE (9 B 97 L i

“HMEHLIE” & Fairclough . van Dijk . Wodak %5 % — {22 WAL #1937, 37
K IEAT MOV A M A A AR R HE P — RS, — R BUR
A AT It A 22 (van Dijk 2001) , 204128 5 i 2] T 5 (41 Widdowson 2004) .
Herzog (2016, 2018a,b ) ¥ 2% A A1 35 i BRIEG H0 A 5% 0] 35 58 “ HEE” B4 38 19 < B YE
(norm)” [A] &5, DA PR ZEFIE I (4400 £ 2807 o A0 HE DT X e P35 35 A 52 9 1E 2 4
R AR TR

H 4 Herzog (2018a) A9 WL &4, Fir 15 “ P 7E 41t I (immanent critique ) 7 J& M 9% it
PEE S 3 Ok, VAR PF 35 832 31 1t 239 77 (social suffering ) ” 4 #E P (1 i
P oA SRR — RO RIS B N, BN SRR BB AR I ok
HARZ BN BEE MG &R BN, 2 —A2 002 ) 5l o 8076 H e, At oy 1
2 IR v LR B AR L 5 PO 1 R A B R b B Ak S AT Y R YE R
(normative claim ) ” 5 “ # i 4t 2% 25 Ho 28 7 14 L 5L (reality ) 7= 42 8 5, BI04 B8 75
FER 1A 1R (misrecognition ) FF 77 A= “ 52 BRI (1) “ 1 I S b I, “pt 20 R
i 78 A B AR 7= 2 . Herzog TA A, JIL VT 16 18 BF 52 B AT 55wt J2 5k 26 B B 1)
“HLTE R B B AL, X 2 HEPE AR PE G I A M R — R A SCGROR | T
T 2008)

* Blommaert (2005: 21) ¥ #§ t 4L ¥ 3% 35 43 B 19 45 42 A ¥ A Norman Fairclough , Teun A. van Dijk . Ruth
Wodak . Paul Chilton . Theo van Leeuwen . Gunther Kress, 5. i AHEIFIG BB B, G BRI 4R 2 — AR
2% % 1 §f Michal Krzyzanowski , Christopher Hart , John Richardson . Benno Herzog . Johannes Angermuller ,

David Machin, % .
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B BT SR B A S B AS A8, Herzog (2018a) X 43 H “IA Al i1
JE 7 (an ideology of recognition) ” Fl1“ Jo #L & iR JE 75 (an ideology of disrespect)” o
W R AL 2 O A 2 K AR R SRR ICR A AR AT B AR TS I .
BN, 102 TAE— R B G0 B #4555, il SR FAT A WA, X, — i)
SN XA I 22 ] fig 3 R 3B 2 22 ) AN S A5 T JER S 4k 23 R v, AEL 67 1 L A B
PEHBIN N F O NGRS . AEX RGO MR A i M B, i R 22k
WA S B g, W, e 2K e T A EPUE R . 5
P, iR A S AN SRR LA T XIS E T AL E IR
A7 Blan, —0r N5 A 6 [ 3fe — 30 28 8 T i n RSB o X2 R
i AN ZE BB I A T s, iy At S 5 R A XA,
iy R JE T AL ERIER

WL AT HEPE IR IR ST, BRI E MR e R A SR, T
R A e R o R D NS Ll P DA S S G B R <4<
ZREBH5ZS5HNPNEZREUEF BT JE . WERAF G (IR Z2 iz 5
SO B ) P2 A SR . AR T SR T 2 e T AT
2R =20 w2 B (transcending) " #F 230 77, B8R RRVE IR 7 5 B SE T 2 ] )
F I o X PN AEHE PR 55 40 il “ A 2 4IEPF (social critique ), 41 PE 43 AT B9 X 52 A8 i
THESRRT At S el B X (ks el B AR R A O DL RS
fufey 7= Azt FR Ge Pk B T VA R TR B9 RS #h 22 (norm conflict) . 7EX AN L 1,
Herzog $& i (14 P 7E L PF 7 A A& S BT [0l 8“2 e 097 ¢ F“ #EPF " 1y DO b,
BRI “HEIT 2 8ot A8 5t 2 S0 e GROTE L T g 2008) o H 2, At N —1> 3
(Y BRI LA Ry ik Tt S HEPE 09 T 2 PR T S S i R 2 BT
HE R G A 52 P HOE 285K (Herzog 2018b:412) , #5278
HEVE" LA KT, 2 4E 29 0 A% & A X AT — R R DGR [ EAAT]
SCPRBEAL ) G FR B3 A 55 P Ak 230 o O IR B G B A 0 I, A S5 HE TP
SR
2.2 BLEFRMHI

Herzog J& T “HtVF7 I HR I 2Z I DL —FP Q58T , 42 BRI FEAE P 1 HE 2 Bk
TR R W e, I B 5 R T L n AN ERETE X . It
W BUCE AN T3 — A sh A 2 IS LB 19 308 o EHEPPIE TR A B B, g A AR
WA T AL 2 R BRI, T AE A PE R 5 I X — B 0 A R B B, TR
Jin = A0 B IE 1Y #E 4 (Krzyzanowski & Forchtner 2016) , X 7EAR KRR FE |75 B4 J@
PRISALET | 78 HEPF 3G 5 5T 5 Ho A At & BE 00 B5 24 B 45 & O T 52K 19 #Le 4]
B e S IR IE NI P SCEE B HE PR TR A B 5T A B S @A R B
v B S R EE A B
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WOAR, CH R E ST 5 HEIE IR MR B B R R E A o Fairclough &
Graham (2010) % & PR 5 5o B2 — DML FE 1S A & 2 THETEETE WINPT
I B v BB 32 SCRY 2 B OBCTR O A e 1 B O TR IR IR B0 ] DL Bt
PR TE ST 5 5o 8 3 O T B PUEA AU et 255 ) @ 11 R 2 [0 45 IR
A AR R o SR, HEPF I 5 B 5T 0 H 5 5 vl S 32 SO R IR R IR R st b &
1k, TR . X AL T LA 8 B 588 S0 M B JBOC T 5 5L =
FERFRMAE 5 A5 (BUARLT R PE AL AR MR ISR B K
v B2 SCHEE X HE PETR A M ST A IR & RN DT R PSSR AU 5 a0 fer A5 e SR
S 28 e IR G — 2D R R B SR, AR A . PR TR I, X B ST Beets
& Schwab (2018) %] 5 5 J5C T+ A5 77 5 R B IR W 132 , L7 101308 15 F 5 28
LB (08T

FE o B 3 SR i AR 7 O R AR AT o1 58k AR 77 i 78 O i i A
SRAVEFEET PRI A R AT I BENALS 5 TR U™ 5153
BLR R AT SR EAEA = BOR R 55 a3, 45 G Rk A AT T A 7 i 3
e AR A R MMERT . Son B 3 SO T AT R A K018
ik, #RJE Beets & Schwab (2018) FIMFE , S IENF R A & EE W E X, R TG
T I AR B — ad, UM TE T8 15 DLAS 77 19 S5 4 7 Bk 187 SR AL A 1) 38 i Ay
TEBEVECIE R, JEORNE O P R  (HR AR R AN AE PR O RTETR IR A T Y
FHE KA SR ACPR DL A A IR T Z AN bt S S, L, RS
SR OO 7 SR R A 7 O R R IR T DA GRACHE TS 15 B 92 ¢ Tas TR A2 77 n)
Y PR AE AR

Beets & Schwab (2018 ) M\ LLFE [ AH JC 9 5% rf 42 5 i) = SC3s i e A7
BEAR N AR 77 00 R RN 72 A R il R T T R R E A AR 7 Ok RIET, BR
BG5S REAIL B D 25 [m] T AR A = ad B AR h R R o 7
ICEEA b, At T8 s O EE IR A 7 (RI2E RS A 5 ) |, R IIE 16 19 26 7 S5 1 A A
FER R G ARAR A F AL KRB LE— . B, A= 40
A7 e B — 7 TR R B B AR A AR B TG R 40, — i x— 28U =X
PEAT EEAB RGBT XS o) — S AT 4T e — i 2 T+ DR ARG S 2 R A, — 30
HE— 25 F H) R0 10 2 At 25 2 5 — AR FE AR e A B TR 0 2% 5 A0 A 7= DL S 4%
XA ARG, — i 43 2 I — 22 R TAE B AT A v o) — e AN B A 4
TEPE . AT AR PR AR IR 770G 2R 2 P DA 3 s A ) RN TR P BORR G AR R A
HARANRIT R, WA RS, T2 AT A . FERX R L,
“MEY 2 SOETE S AT 5 v UK o B 1 S RLBUR T S Rl — R o —Fb
TR BT SR, WREE R B LAt 25 7 0 (8 57 3y, (] Bof Al B At 2 IS A R A 2 A0
H A [R) L 5 6 ] AN A AN 2 ] (R AT 5 4 0T 5 | 4 BT 5 2 1) ] At i e 7 L
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T S WS ) 43 BT A T R Y )

T D B JE S SOOG T A 7 06 FRORIAE 77 S5 A IR R rh A2 4 T LU LI IS
WFE 5] 1 R R BS IR SR, AR T DA HRKE Py 1 o BB 32 SO R DT 3 o
SIATES TR R & — DS B HRT . X RS LT B F TR A B L,
BT DU B NP IS TR A 5T 0 2 R A BRI A A O SR AR e
A PE AR BIEIE 5 B T M ORI A, B Rk AR Y
A7 Rk 27 (Beets & Schwab 2018) o 3 i (K1) (9 4= 77 52 B AT A 7= S R AR
PRI ZR B 2, ) E 5 AR e o ARt T DA T R G A O X A A R O RSB
R A
2.3 MRFAENESH

N VETE T 53 BT 10 22 B R4S B R B b R R IR 2 Tk A
AL 48 A [R5 0 20 3R, & A 20 B vh W5 AN R 43 B T2 (2 UL Tian &
Zhao 2012: 181-295) , 33X L& 77 VK [ 5 BF 58 3 BLIS WL A 19 25 1k, o 78 AS W 1) 56 3%
BE AR . W LAUE, 7 — A HE PR R 1B 43 BT 19 2% 3 Fairclough 14 43 # 7 ¥
BB N BT . TE 1992 AF 4R Y = 4E S5 A HE 22 1999 A B HY D 43 B HE 42
(Z UL TE 2009: 141-152) 22 J7 , 2018 4F St — 4> 5 72 A2 ™ 19 09 45 43 #r
HE 42 (Fairclough & Fairclough 2018) : 1) X i 8 #E 47 HLJE PEHE BF 5 2) i B
JEVEHEPE B35 15 5 3) XAk 2s BUR SEAT Ml BEVEHE DT 5 4) 48 10 AR 4k s SR 9 47
MHEE.

B — 2 2K 1B U AE PR (deontological ethics) @l A LI IE TE /0 M S B2 . B
W ER”, B I8 T of e TR AMOE R 1 LA R 4 SR RE 4 S AN RE M
XA (4 100 0 T T SCAR B 2 48 AT BT AT A0 S 55 MK 4l T i ) SR BB A i AN
FIRFER ATl . ok BLAY AR R E A A IE T H O ik ey
EARIE (norm ) o 401, 76 BUIA 5 T v, QSR AN 6 GORE b (%) BB 3 i T Al
FESTEINAIE IS4, b5k 58 A HE AT S8t oK 5 e 2 0 s o % DT
L A (TI= N (17 S 0 B e 15 R N T T 7 1/ 2 O 6 0 o TV R e R 5 R 7o T
(practical argumentation) ” 19 77 5 , 73 At He N 7R O 4 B2 4 o 177 3% b B T8 ik A
T2 HEE B A 5 75 20 T 5 ¥, 7 Fairclough 5 ¢, 1T RAYEAR A b5k G 3t PF 15 18 20y
R B BUA TSR

55 0 DB TR 2 18T 04 43 B e ) Ao 2 J2 1T A R) R 3 3 % 0 1 R Y M e AT
RITE I A TE SR, 2 5 A R X ST SCIR 3 55 4 2 IR A DGR B, M e 4
I G MRAE . X 18 7EHE 3 (consequentialist ethics) ™ [ [R]85, BV A AT R
PR St W] DA AR 3 bl R RS SR A i B, [ B A ok B TS SR T B
Fairclough & Fairclough (2018)%% T % [ §ij & AHFCJE - A 3 2R (4 491 -3k Ui BH 3% —
BR L A SR IR A Sy K e [ A AR R A 0 TR R AT BRSO B U A AR AR
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e i T IR RS B AT T E AR RS o G Y X SE U TE TR AT
JEVERETE 7087 (58—, B S8 B i 2 n] LAk 5 37  RUOR HE AT T B AHER 5T
Jiv DA HGE SCAS R AT DARIA AT (Y o SR, 78 55 20 60 b 1 3% A B 15 1 R T AR
PRI, 2 & UL, 0 SR At 150l 1 R ol Y 7y ol 4 T A2 RORRARE R A M i AR 1 28 T
GEEE T P DA bl R B S SR A6 30 ) H 2 | J5 ok R I i v e A AR
RERA, K 50w i X — b S B R AR & RMETE R o X4~ 24l
L H 0T 1 B ALY PR HEPE R BE s s TR T B2 B O &R AL P 1A 58 2 20 7R
WA BT E 20 X 4t S BAR B RRAE S A T AR R AR B | H 3 T A 22
T A 3R XA LT 5, A A BRI R AR e B R A BT T A
HRTT , (H At s B SE A2 55 A — Bl 0, 2R WA Ath 1) e o V52 A 16 A T A A ) oK
A 2 B S ] A 1) B 5 15 SO ) HE B A7 SR IR S AN S 0 OO P Y i 5 A
Al BERR I SR N T B (5 R o 7EX S B X b, Fairclough (2018) Y L P& 15
W FE N %0 — B BEIE A 2 AR R

55 = DRI Fairclough ¢ T “ i BEMEHEDE " IR o Q2158 — 20 FI g — 2
J& T BLE PEHE I (normative critique ) ™, BV i< 52 B8 UE TR 1) 8 4k 2 [a] T, IR 4
“fift BEPEHETT (explanatory critique ) ” W B — A5 i F 13 L B A7 A9 4L 25 (0] 38 1] B 1
R ER o 3X— FE SR b — N NS B A AR e AR i, 7 —
MO 3 UES o A e N TR 0 3 e [T 10 70 = G = A v X 7 I o A2
TE 7 3K A A B L VT A HE L R by, i BB TR Ak 2 (R R 1Y) ™ S 52 AT AU Y
CHALT L MIACH B AR T S A R T E A R Ve s T, R Y
G5 TEX — B B, VS TR 58 AUk 23 0 S ] DL R £ T A 2 a] Y
CHSL B AR Ry BOR WU 24T B A IE 7 ik e =8 ST DA OGR4 FE [R) A AR R O
BRI U T 58 o AEX A2 B rh ke SC BV o 2 S Be Tk (HE )
XAEE R TR

55 DU AR B H Fairclough 4 1 LUK XL PF5 18 20 BT AT, B & Bt 2 B S
HRFEAE [a) A RN A e 5 28 IS A 2 R TS 40 AT o {HU | 7E Fairclough
TXAHT A S AT AE S rh | AHORE  fif ke 587 e SO BRI g D 7 58 TS — s A At
S A 3 TR S PR S A D 56 o T L, AR R TRy SR AT A AR BEAR U, A
i RE W8 LB A AL I UE RN O R IE# A B B R {H . MR Fairclough &
Fairclough (2018 ) 308 s, X 28 P 7 28 Z BT LU “ R, & KR e AT 7 A
WIEST AT 3R 2 b, — 7 TH e U H R A B Jett 2 B v 45, o — 7 T
T R S 0] LASE BT AR AR %) H Y . Fairclough 53 i 3 26 i 2k 7 8 19 “ A%
PERHIE LA —A H B, 82 e P35 75 B 5T -5 B B B EGR AT 80 32 AR X
Ao B BUG TR B SR SEBR & AR AT DA Skt SR A G S AT B, TS
TEAIE 5 D0) 3 KT () 8 B LD 20 B, I AE Sy L i AR AT AT B A 10 B i e )
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LN S

Fairclough 3% ™ # U HB 1Y 73 M HE 2R A =R AE < & %, A 6] Ji P 4> 23 A
NEZEVE H RGIREIE 5 2 0 SCAR G BT I vk 53X A8 1Y 43 HE S 45 il A 4 4% e 5
FE2E Y 430 T S 43 B IR L BRI e A3 . LR, 338 1 43 A A 2
ool DI TR A B Y i At 23 IR R T 58 5 B0 BOIAR ¢ ETE Y) ig pA
2[R 7 222 AN AL A 1 I R 2R B AL IV TR I 5 J2 4 h b2 S 9 2 R 5T
55 =, 3K ANHT R 43 AT HE SR R4S BRAE T, SRR A AR A AT X R AR G A — A
Bk .
3. B

DLt 18 i 4 P 3 15 F 58 B = A8 3 A BUARTE 2018 AR BE Y L AL ] W
TR AT 7 2R A I Al — BT A, T2 A O 2% 3 JLAE A IR 5 i 45 21, i 2016
4E Discourse & Society 553 1P KR HE VT TR R ST B M PR RS & T
FEX A b R o () — 2 5 25 B B0 A B HE AN T T R AR TR [ 2 A A e
ARG i, 2R I (2018) X 182X (topos) ” B 5k 5 Fairclough #1943
BT HE S8 v 7 8 S BRI IE X — 40 A 5 A R B M Ty o B O (2015) DN T S HAK
M A3 BT 1A OGS B TR B 0 At e FPE IR Hh (4 10 B 4 AL R 1S B e
A, WIS ) S i S0 A P v ) i =) A B Y 2 B B T 2 B AR ALE L 42 4
BB AE 1 UE A R A S TS B A N BRAE P fE BRI 0BT ¥ R O i, AR
Je B (2017) T 5 5 L T AR SHEVFETE 0 B i EE R 1S, 5 Beets &
Schwab (2018) J¢ T+ Ih 5 JU 32 SCAz 77 56 3 VAR 7 2% 1 A9 18 18 X i PP 35 1 0T 5 4
TR TSI B

SR, A SCIA A8 B HEPTE TE I 5T B9 = A8 sl 2, X 3R 1 2 38 i HE IS 15 i oY
WA —E W SRR A B . 85, HEVEAL A BT R B8 BB s S B R R R
Mo TEA IR IRIBY P8 Z 5, 5 FEOCT “HIP " FE IR 156 50 vh 10 2 SRRy
fiE & B R XA X0 3% B 7 80 AS AT e/ S DE 7 o ik i . Al AR,
FHEMC BT T HAPIETE A 2 W7 W8, e i L PP s o oF
FEAMATEE S 2 AR X AR R ), X 07 T I BF S R A IR 2, BRiX — L 4 AR L2
(£ BESEA T I A, oA 3 10 A9 i SR (A : Fassin 2017 ; Kubota & Miller 2017) 1R
[EEEfs

5 HCHR F, B YA PE IS T 23 B B9 VF 208 SCE A S LI TR 23 B 0 S0
Ealgs, BB 20E T AT I SCEETE IR S IR 1 S BT A A 1Y ) A
N AP 5 43 BT 1 — 28 43 B 45 SR 52 BRI 58 3 3 0 0 DL 1) S (2R g | B S
2018) . A (AN SRR 2016) AL IE R 8 73 M 26 52 B 23 B o, e il
T HEVE T B2 b, O AR AR AR ORI R PR e A P R e AT
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“EOUAPE B2 A RGRE” . TEREPEIE TR 40 AT ) 23 BO) TR R W far i LT
B AT S B AR AT S AL SR I B IS RETS B AR S 4
AT ST BT A VIS T 70 B ik = 20 WL X AT o B8, ISR AN & o
M 5T R 27 20U 32 SO v R A B 28 DA R b0 AT 55 ALYy 82
H A AL 5 20 B (I 0 4R 2013) I8 4 28 /0 02 W 22 IAHEDE 3R 75 I 50 19 37 30
A rh SR BT IRE

HIYK, Fairclough X AiF 98 77 15 B9 BEET ) 8 E 22 8 BoA A A s o 74 TE
T IE I8 X SOAR X — 35T IR LR 1718 5 22 00, Rl B SRR L P i
WA AT — 2E4r M HEZ2 (I IR 2016b) o i 5 24 40 B 75 224l FIAHNE 5 2
RGUIRETE 5 5 GERHETE 5 AR A0 0 TR 73 HrHEZL 0] 4245 Fairclough £2
BER LA BT AE SR . FE3X 7 10T, B 23 sl A ds B B3 5 22 00 A T HOR N )
FRAE I , A GEAA 85 /2 TR HE Fairclough 78 K 24 30 4F 1 42 H 19 = Z4E /3 M AEZE
SRR A Re AR B0 I PFs 18 508 i B8, A wT il A B 9 58 R s T [ B
2R S S AT

5, HEVPE TE U S LT B HRT 25 AT B R R TE T #EA T IR TR R AT
o 2 L By A, T AR T PE S TR A R N N SCHE SR A 1 BRI TTRK
Krzyzanowski & Forchtner (2016 ) 8 & t , B (0 1L PV 35 15 A 53 B B 75 2 181 6T 58 19
FE 2 = S HEPE IS TR F 50T SR B PR R 1717 2 TR G 3k S ko R R T T A
GEA B, B e A AR TR A A S A S s h IR L v
FAE G020, K RS TE A 900 ) B FIAE S R SE . IE R TEX AR
FERA Y S L HE VTS T 5T AT DR SRR s 1 43 B, SE TR B — A 0 & R B
B, X — SRR LA R SO REAL TT UL . HEPFIETE S b 8 HA K & —FhiE
AT I 7 B E TR B T U T A R © AU 43 B 5 16, T 2t RE A% 1) ¢
FES G NG . X B sh A T3 A 1R R B0 R T RRATA R
T ELAR LA 00 43 B, 102 22 AR S 460 04 43 A i U 40 RN 2 T o B A 22 AR A A
BIEIEII . fERE 2R RS @ AR ER RS = T, MIE S E
FERYIX —Frsh S H R R & E L,

4. GE5iE

WHEHE PP IO S AT s &SI AE B 3 XA 2 T e R, e 2 T
et Xk EE TR RS . BT A R X2 R A
ANTR B 25 A 2 R TR AR o FEIX AN 8 SC b AR SRS HUR — AN A X A TA
P, O T3 25 3 250 e [ HE VPR T F T B R R e, o — 2R 2
AR G BRI Ny 2 G DF 5 T R 9T A R Y SR A R B, Y R A
L
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