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Ruth Wodak 1 At ¥FiG 154347 ( Critical Discourse Analysis, CDA ) 453 (1)
THENY)Z— , HAe R BRI 5 7k A A R 1245 B R RIB L 300 £, &
F e MG T A, A B R E PR E . Wodak (2009 xii ) AN, 5 iE
SRR B ST R FHAS W BT 1 38 SR B A AT R R IR 2 b AT s 0
ARG, /R S5 Py s WS . FEFSE, i AP~ 10 £ B2 fife Al LD
EIILSAT S FBOGR 12 T 5 175 RIS 5 P s a4k, AR WO HT
AT 53 BT TE 2ok e B XA 25 0 NG 32 SOOGIR, 25 AT TH AR 7 X6) i A5 21 51
R SELRE T 5 1% I R RN AT TR H B A G B A8 5 9 B 473 DA ] ( Wodak

* AR FEZFAARRERETE “Ruth Wodak BUATE R AT AR STAERFSE " (15BY Y177 ) (BN .
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& Meyer 2009: 17 ). W7 2A U0 AE2 R TE L. K 5 2R R 20 Gl 32 L IE
SO FETE 2 R R I AR Bt EUR, ENIE T A 2Rt
L Z PRAISE . R, A 5T 5 0550 B Wodak St P 18 43 B (9 27 2% Rl
Sx2f AR PR

R T IBERST AT 1986 AT LMl A B S8 4412 Sl i) B Y OB R (Wodak &
Meyer 2009: 18; Reisigl & Wodak 2016: 31), Wodak €% T i iE - [ 5 /04
% ( The Discourse-Historical Approach, DHA ), Z J5 — B 2 it DHA F L 43 By
“RAEE” HEAMETE PR R RS . 5 H AL CDA MAFsEEANE, DHA
FE X T 1 R 0 i AR P 0 T 0 B M — i a5 4, JUIE S S BT i A B A 2
OGRS 5 DL T S PR UR A A, N T T T SRS NS TR 4 A R
TEAL 1 Bh A A7l ( Wodak 2009: 38; Reisigl & Wodak 2016: 31), 73z it
FiEE DHA M1 JC 04 R &, T 24 A E 222 (R TR f FE SR HZ 36 vh i 2 &
2 AR AR

2. ZEmEFIRAHFEILEA

Wodak 7£ & iR i Z 32 5, CDA & i Ik iy B IR IR 5 B8 7 vk 45 =, 1
PIsm i LI, BEARTE PT UGB I 2 15 2% soAR 4R ( the Frankfurt School ) F1JC
JR MR o W5 DT 55 7 (Jurgen Habermas ) ( Fairclough & Wodak 1997: 261; Wodak
2001a: 2; Wodak & Meyer 2009: 6, 2016: 6 ).

222 SR A RO T v S S SCHEFDE A i 5 5 v S8 32 SR s e
ZEFURIMAT S5 S — Pt 2, LA A AN 4304 o SCAL RIS w4k
WoROE b LR = (B ok a e A R DN DRI O £ S 7407 N SV 3 e s
PRPER P2 F N R E 2 2 ) (R e i8R 1931, 22 0L E XA 2011 ), iZt 3L
T TP AR BAT e 4+ 2 D) fE (Wodak & Meyer 2016: 6-7 ).
YEh CDA ML vEZ —, DHA — BRI =2 sm A IR 0 “HEPFE” 72200
IR FELmt, MBS 51k S @A A & ol g P2 (I B (%) BAR 32 OIS S0
(Forchtner 2011 ), 2 >4 s AL B 1) 55— 2 WL 2, LRI LS N S 25 &
Firfs EZWE SR (EERL T Ao D (BOARE RO A )
AT XA SR, DT, DHA SRIE Ry 17 A s Y b PR E 5 7R 2 LA
i MG AR TP E ], DA RAIELA S S R T AU IS D RE , A 250k 4 7
T FRHATSY (Wodak & Meyer 2016: 6-7 ).

e DU G SRk 22 B A IR 28 AR H R A, B2 R A A e )
FEARR” , MRS S 240 DHA B = ZEE PR R AL T BRIE Al ( Forchtner
2010, 2011). DHA SEIPHEE S — 4R SCA / TEE N TR AL T (Reisigl &
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Wodak 2001: 32 ), XA (L IE kST T IF58 5 i 0 s, 81 T G DL S5 37 8
SEINIEAT SCAR AL T o B, R SOR— S0 Z WAt 38 55, 7] RE T
IRENNSAE SR S PR iS . DHA HEPFARE S A0 58 — 4k 1 2 3a G 1 5 i it
T2 WHIEYT B 7E48 AR ) Ay 38 [RORE 32 SCAETE TR ([R] 1 ). i3 DL 5 B )ik
FEFDURD G ROMEER” AU DHA 55 4E R IS AEG T RSP AL T 8
P ELSCPEBIR IR PEBIR | B B R R AT B MoK (Wodak 1996 29;
Reisigl & Wodak 2016: 61 ). DHA HSHG DI S HT AR 2R S 5 B
(fallacies ) HE& AR &, #RITE R 191220 (topos, B4 & FVE IS UE JL Al — i {b
SR, A RGOS USSR SUEE , DL BT ia AT 8 AR FRA R
HOTE BRI, T & B4 2 BOATE T P A2 RS TS 1 DL |
Pt 5 i, DS BT AT S s A 2 19 & B (Reisigl & Wodak 2009: 100;
Wodak 2009: 44; Wodak et al. 2009: 36; Reisigl & Wodak 2016: 35), DHA
HEPFARE A 55 = 2 B v5 K Iy s g i A, Xk 2 R4 T “HUBEPEHLTE” A < al i
PEHEIT” , B B97E TR PR ( Reisigl & Wodak 2001: 33-34 ), 4k 3 K i I
L e PR R RS, DR IR OB AT AR e (W) . 263-271), 7E
IR E M ST, A0 07 S0 i [k St o 2 5 B R A TS — NP R PR AL IX
[FIER , AR AT 1 0 AR N 2 Je vl AX AL 25 A TRTBEVERE S . DHA SRiH — 4k EE it
TERE S A HETE TR, 5506 DL E Hir i) SCAS PRFRHEH) GBS UEA S0 2R DLt &8
B B 5 ( Fairclough & Wodak 1997 261 ) Z8AH32 4, i a] k22
TEARSE TR DU ShHE S P24 DHA HEPEES AR 2500

3. WEITHIE TR

CDA IS A Z — 15 E T 2% FOKBUR « #ai] ( Michel Foucault ) /)5
BAC G 4540 & SRS A 55 77 A48 T K52 ) (Weiss & Wodak 2003: 6;
Wodak & Weiss 2005: 124 ), — sz 38 ] A 0 75 15 W58 0 a1 0¢
HEE T (2 S0) B 22 B BRI SRR T8 1 RO AR Z 0] 6 R 3 R 24
Br. DHA 5351132 23 A~ B B 1) A [R50

DHA [l ai i i8R T34 Z [ 1 — F 51 56 x40 (Wodak
2008:5 ). Wodak (1996: 13 ) $iifif it — e SOHTERERP @ (BN By r G )
WU B R IR, DA AT DI R TN B D RESIAT , R TG R (R
ARSI R , Wk Dy s A8 Ak B B AN 285 5 (Wodak 2008: 5 ).

Wodak (1996 ) 11 & (3% i 19 7 ) B T 5 A i il i 1 B 07 )
(Foucault 1984 ) [ AHICYE, 5 A IA A B S 5 25 S0 b i 3 i Bk P A
Wodak £ 45 H o8 SEUE P 1, TA R BV B S i35 15 Ty A s Rt 5
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FESEERAC , BVAETC T TP WAFAE AR | 32 X AT (19 35 1 B 119 1 72 ( Wodak
1996: 8, 15), Wodak ¥ 7F £ f SCiik ( = . Wodak 1996: 24; Heer & Wodak
2008: 10; Wodak 2008: 5) "o | FARAAECETE MBI ) He i — 26 6 Tl
TR AR TR SO A AR RN 2 TR I A RIS 32— e R i 45
il e AU T A L AR IR, 3 SRR B VR A T I PR IS TE 1 1 A fa
Pl AR & =, b DT M A A A B o R, 1 T AR BT R a2
AN Y AR S TG 0 AR A — PR B SR TR SR ot L
FTYI4k, Lhak 8 —Fpfece PE R DRk , Bk 0 i IS TE 9 JC ¥ . Wodak (1996 ) Xt =
BRI SR AT E T AR E DI 5 254 = SRR

TS R AR ST SOE T B A R AR TG TR B R ERZ R R . 48
FIA N, 315 I 28 A RAFAE T R e 28, xF AU Je/E L, AR T 1
AREMERE S o AR AT AU SRR R AR A A BARAE G R AU
SEAEFIREERE 22 b SO ARSI B B s | B AR SOR) 35 BB R g ) Jil. 7E
IR I, Wodak (2009: 46 ) #2 1 TG KR AU = 56 R AR G
RERSA TR T, S BTG T SRR ARG Lo A i R i
FRAUE S NI B FNAETE TEA Tl Ay 3, I 281 720 it SR )i T
SE. ZARRTEZN, Wodak ([F] e xiv) AR ARk R AU S AU 3}
G5 AR S ) SERA A2 sl HE R SRS AT G ZEMFSE “BUAUNH " (politics
as usual ) if, Wodak ( [f] F: 45 )iz DHA iR B E0E 42455 15 v A & i AR,
PR SR AN S5 R I 2 S BOA L SR Y B / R B AR TR AL
KRR, IHCRIRSE “BLT1 / AR TE AT 280 R I RRR LT

Wodak ( [f] I 48 ) B REAR AT 08 S I IA A “C LU ) AU I, 7
— SRR, CRNEAR” AROEAR — T 5 — A SRR AR
M7, WX AR, — R (BUE ) 21U LA IR T 19 &38R S
HEBTR IR B B 2 AR X MR RIS (Rt 2 B0E ) S5 i
KR B A 04 o A B o R o ST 3 LA R AR T4 15 S i
T TFEE R 25 AN R B B e = i, ZERK IR S 5 I At
TEESCEE R B/ RIS 15 RER DL ST B R RIS A
I, DHA A RBNEIC BRI BUA H 8 BT L4 fE 31 Gerb S8 4 0 8 R R 23
SR AIRA] A ST AITEASE A

A I, AT DL B Wodak 37 g Fir 00 % i 18 Je 4544 32 SCRIF AR A s ), JE 1 T
HOHE B B A2 X T AR iE B AR A e B S 22 UL, & T isiB AR L TE
AR AT SR AR TR B R TICVE s IR DAARAR DG T A7 / AR AR R AR e
TR T AU R B LR
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4. MBEFEANHSFRE

DHA UCHIFIE S+ SAFEARIE R R, I 5 45 51t S 85006 R &%
), 2RI MIEE . FEXT TR A A A, DHA A5 LA ISR 2524 M
B an At B 75 BRI A B AR 22 1 AR

B EA R IR - Al )E ( Pierre Bourdieu ) U423 HiE TH LT <
PR RS FEAR” A M S E MR A e g 3
SMAESR St o th b v i IR PE BB Gk . A 38 ) S EREK R AR 1
PERIZI T DA e S R B O 3 SCRT I o 2T e SO AT B
PRI R A AELE B SCAL SR RS S R 5 I — RFNSC R . il 5L, 3
SRR 2T 1, IS s, S AR S B N BB AR Z 18] 4T R % ( Wodak
2009: 11-12).

“E S MR Wodak XA E S PERE S R A e, “EIR B B
A AEARL P ARE A R P X, ARLBL RS 7 bt o) RIS B, DA AR A 7ok S 4, 9L
WA R R A S (R BUA AR AR E BH B SR ) 15 LN 1R
(Wodak et al. 2009: 4 ), Wodak i\, 76 X 43 “E 5 G0y Fl“E RZPEAE” 4%
T HAFAEAR R ARG X ARIE A B VR SCin], RIS A i Je AR At
SR, Wodak W3 T ixX ANl 5 “E R G607 AR, “ERERET HE A
ZIM LI  AEAT AN 0 S i 2 S ELSE XTI ). Wodak e HA 15 1
ZIMIE G HAT L2 ST HERE G ) = A2 10 GO 3 VRS BRSEE AT R 35 th iyl
P~ fHJZ, Wodak 8 A1 JE. G T B 03 HE A A% JHA UL A5, 451 A BORGH 3o 27
MHH R G0, W858 TR 4328 SBERNCIZ B 2R, X e 20U 2T PR R 1T
SIPER A B ERH R AYEERE ([F) F . 29). Wodak X “[E R B0 A& i el
15 FRECIETE . “HEAMER” A T R e

PUAR 1B A 37 5o & 0, DHA KRR TEALN “RREft 247 sl bk
T BB 45527 9288 (Reisigl & Wodak 2001: 36 ). AS[EI4T 8037 89k i%
TE SR AR TR T RE T /2 3L, BN ya 33850 h /\ A AN ] B9 45 sh 40U, B4 5
TG “TEE" 0 DA T s S R R R B A R A il AR T A, B
B LR BN A8, 5 HA SR A ol S, P AOR A9 £ 81, Wodak
(2008: 16-17 ) P40 HT T BUR IR 17 8538 ( fields of action ). {4k ( genre )
FIETE 3278 ( discourse topic ) Z [A] YK .

AN & AR i JEAL S BIS B SE = ARG A A IR 2R AR (A
W A8 A TEA (. ABRKER ) FISCALAS (B HF ) Kok, X
I B BEARTT LU AR R o — e =, A7 4R ( symbolic capital ), & 72 i
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KIGEAIE A AR TR T80 1 LA R T T R AR A 3 R
M2 AR TR AR A A AT S Ak ” (Wodak & Vetter 1999. 212 ), ffi
e R R AR AR TR F e 7, A & B et 2454 b i b 57 7EAR K
R LR THREF . Al e s F R — RIS, IR T 4
fIEPE %% F17 (violence symbolique ) 3X > AR iF, 5 52 ON G A P 58 A Sk 2 il B A .
Wodak ¥ /] 77 1 JE 3¢ T~ B 5 3 70 i S AEVE 28 77 19 WS ( Wodak & Forchtner
2018: 4), - HIA J A it O A9 S AR 14 05 AR S AE RO 2 A 2518 5 2 DAt &2
FH S B2 RIS Z — (Wodak 1996: 5 ).

ST Z, 8 A0 ey 450 & Ut 2 3e 90 A DHA, {15 5% 15 5 5 4t
G Z A B R AT AL 222 LA, S DHA SR T 7 e i s & it 20
( Forchtner & Schneickert 2016 ).

DHA 7E 4t 2 BRE 19T 1 id 52 21 DL 25 48 40 BRIE 35 44 1 05 [ 4 & 22 K
LARJE - 7 B W ( Anthony Giddens ) B 52, 75 B WA N 854 517 W IR A7
TERFUEOC R, AL 2 G50 02 ANTR9AT 3l AR 77 R AR 77 R 1Y, — J7 AL 23 454
il 2925 NATRIAT R, D5 — 5 T AATTHE B8 06 20 vt i B M R T Fn s A
FH T 4 £ 45 # (Wodak & Ludwig 1999: 14; Delanty et al. 2011: 5; Wodak
& Meyer 2016: 17 ). 78 Wi ¢ T “d SUHLH B 45 1) (] & i 948 f6” (Wodak
1996: 11) A4 3l 25 4 7 £ 15 Wodak 2 5 35 7 43 B (9 Iy i 55 St i iy . S 1
(intertextuality ).

A JE AT B A S B A A T DHA 11 “ 722 WS ((grand theories ),
SRR RS, R IR 4540 S5t AT M R BRIE G R |, J& DHA Jelk
FFEMIS A, TPEHE (middle range theory ) JETF (& R A2 %,
BanpgE I A2 4, st SRR I RGBSR AT BEA AR E (Wodak
& Meyer 2016: 17 ). ZZWLFRISIEFEAl, 76 EAAR T b , Fh 2 BRIE T LLUBE 4-sb il
% F4rHr H Y (Wodak 2001b: 70 ), 2 B A& T HAD 8 I8 T AR
TR HESE P AR AE (42 T 2013 ),

Wodak A A iE 1Y 75 —A B AR 218 5% # H A& (recontextualization ),
AR E I E AL 222 R M E AR B 2LR - AR ( Basil Bernstein ) & 54
iR (Wodak & Ludwig 1999: 13). {HEIHIA N IR A/ N — il e,
AL B RSy TR 4y 1 5T (P8 AR M) 19 iz 87 i ELE iy RS
TR ) S R ([R) b ). 33X 50 3] Wodak 15 458 5 A E & AT 1 5% 2
AR BR# . Van Leeuwen & Wodak (1999 ) X il 1 35 K #4554y (14 U4 s 7Y
AR A SR W E T HE CHIAn, SR HES ST ) MBR TR B H Y
SR SRR JCR MR, Wodak 773 AR T 1 S B A6 4 [ A B 1 1 (B
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IR AL R EA TG T, 2 HBNE SR E S AY2 5 ( Heer & Wodak 2008
12; Wodak et al. 2009: 3; Wodak 2015: 90 ).

ZE L Frid, DHA 7EHENERIE st B 2 3] 1 Aivit ) 35 B30 A Ja T4
Gt S RIS RGN T At S BRI RZ ) B R T 22k 2 ME £
SRR AN TR B RS

5. 4EFFIRETIBHYIE =%

WAL 2 PR A AR A - AERR AR TE ( Ludwig Wittgenstein ) 1) W1iE &
Pr 2 AR ] LR B 0 18 5 2 A4 1 7 20 b B G L 18 55 1 X
Wodak (1996: 14 ) ¥R3Z1E 5 ek LAY 18 5 ek . 4B e m H
PR” SR RE , R R4S T BRI AR

TS IR PRSI AR RIS F B R A RS ARV MR 2 S Ui
X7 fRT AR N, TR IR T A M R R 5 B 8h AT 8l SRR AR S PRl Had fE %
FER TR L X SIS NI # RS 5 L GEU RS AR AR
(4055 2005: 27 ). ZUEHN, Wodak (1996 16, 1999 )iA Mifi s AR
PG s i 5 HA WA A S0, St o e 5 8 LA B AS S 5 R ek
— R AEEE AL

AR AR B S 2 AR A AT TR A SR TR S R U — R T
i, R — AR S — 5y L, Wodak (1996: 16 ) Ak 7 iE A &4l
FERHR ORGSR, MORAE A T I —3 4, Bl AT T s ifia+t & 52
TR BRI A S S A TR IR A

AEFFHR IR TAA |, TR)TE 5 SO s B B IR A RER R o , E5KR nliE
o A T IRE B XA A R SOHE” (EH 2013 7). X — WA
H AR A T IE ST A B2 . Wodak 11935 35 S ARG 55 D7 5B i B3 Aiet 2 Scb
T SYERRAR IR R TR F R ETEIE A MR SRR S A
Ko RAATRAT B T BT RO R, PRAF LA () L BT U], AR EI R A G
PO PUER, IF B 002, FE TR IR 5 BRI TEA A B
TR 5 Z 7 A 0 A ST LA R RS 7 AR AT TR IR R A (B3
) (Wodak 1996: 19; Fairclough & Wodak 1997 276 ),

ST, A DHA S E 20— J7 T, A% 52 76 N 1918 58 52 1) Wodak 1
OCVE R, Py s o e — DS i N AR 2 BRI S . IX7E Wodak 43+t
TR AR OGS TE R LT L H BT RN B HEA M TS S, U R T
B
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6. 5 Fairclough #1 van Dijk 2R B8 L

Wodak 45 CDA 1Y 3 B2 #1852 20 40 45 0y 3= X a4 3 S k22
AR IR — et S 2 H B . (ER AR 2R s T AN [R] A B AE 2R
FIFFE %42 . Norman Fairclough BrA e ] (1) R s e, L4532 1 Al v 7 5
e f8 T2 LR 22 P ( Antonio Gramsci ) I /R#ZE ( Louis Althusser ) fit EAH
AT R 542 BBRIE S RUFFY, FEE IR E PR 450 B IRIE S A S AU
fift#4 ( Fairclough 1989, 1992, 2003 ). ¥T4F%, Fairclough 9L IF i 143 1
P T DAL TR 5 BT (John Austin ) B S 1EAT MBS IS EIE S %5
FE/K (John Searle ) i 5 AMT M AR BRIE S ALhit, #E185F ( argumentation ) 24/E—
AE IO WEAT N B AT 2 R AT 3l e TE AR M AF BUA TR TE R
FH (Fairclough & Fairclough 2012 ), 3% fz Bt i} Fairclough M 2)) 56 14 35 18 PN
PR T R R B R A F AT A AR A . 55 —1 CDA FHEAY) van Dijk i &
BURE s A S AR 25 6 0“3 - A -t =7 SOk E A
e BV il 5 GAHRIE 200 =38 5 8l BRI E AR (van
Dijk 2009 ).

FHLLZ R, Wodak 325 D1 By B s i K, s IRt PP 18 43 B 2 %o 4 25 1 ek
RASCEE. i) DHA J7vk™ 8 T A SC 3 SOBOE A2 7 s iE B0, 32 B2 X
CROCIEIR" . RGBT “HEAN SFBORTETE AT AT, USSR IR TS Y g
WHE . M PR B, W 2 Py s A BRI R AU E R

7. 451F

AR SO 7 At 227 B AN [R) 3 R T Wodak f DHA B8 rb fir 25 55 B
L4 T SR AR SO BUACE AR R . DHA B G iy o At 222 B
W5 BARRY SSERIT T 45 G 8K , i REE 15 A 2 Qi el 7 Iy s v e g v S
IH.Z, LA R At 22 Bl AR BEAE R B OULZ 1. AR ST i ol LA
Wodak J&:— v A7 Jm A Je B O3 200 Il 32 SCEQR WA 22 D i
WLETE TR 7327 o WIS W BT A 2 SRR R R PR B A R 2, ™
RRTEBLSE , TR Z S B s s, DUBAR G At 22 Dy sl A LS O PR 22 S8 5l 13
S0 RE L HOE R R BRYE . Wodak S th 40 [ BRIBOA 1R /3 M 9 4 e
BUE T IRE AR, b AT e o FEAER G 3 SRR e R TR F o A
Sk BAT H A B ST SO ) Dy S 5

A BIFSE 1 B2 o X Wodak fY 7 27 4 25 2 B R R, e K PR b B
DHA HtPFAt 2 Bud it 2 R, b PR 15 73 BT 09 & R S (iR a] iy %5 5
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SRR AR, H AT, FATIEE X — RPN HOT ikt 2 (BUA AR AR
ARA . TS T X SR A B DA O, AR [ AT D7 s MR AT A ) DHA
X — LA A I H A& A2 Il B SR 2 1B SCRTEE e e 5o A 5T
W ) BIF 58 BT R R I 5
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Recursive possessive constructions in child language (p. 323)
SHI Jiawei & ZHOU Peng (Dept. of Foreign Languages and Literatures, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China)
lain GIBLIN & Stephen CRAIN (Dept. of Linguistics, Macquarie University, NSW 2109, Australia)

Recursion has always been a hot topic of discussion in linguistics. The claim that recursion
is a basic property of human language has been under serious debate for the past few years. Some
prior research on child language showed that children younger than 6 exhibited difficulties in
understanding and producing recursive constructions, suggesting that a full command of recursion
was only achieved at a relatively late stage of language development. Previous findings seem to pose
a challenge to the claim. The present study adopted an innovative experimental method, an elicited
production task with a truth value judgment component, to investigate whether or not 4-year-old
Mandarin-speaking children have acquired the recursive possessive constructions in Mandarin. The
results showed that the 4-year-olds, even in the absence of sufficient language input, demonstrated
correct understanding and production of the Mandarin recursive possessive constructions, therefore
providing empirical support for the claim that recursion is a basic property of human language.

On the quantitative comparative method of language elements in language evolution research
(p. 334)
LI Yan (School of Foreign Languages, Shaanxi Normal University, Xi’an 710062, China)

Language evolution research needs methodology. The basic methodology is mainly based
on quantitative comparison of every element (chiefly lexicon) of languages. It develops initially
from comparison done by manpower, then lexicostatistics (statistical comparative method),
probabilistic model (probabilistic comparative method), computer technology (tool) and biological
method (borrowing) into the current quantitative method (quantitative similarity method). Modern
methodology has already transcended historical linguistics and been applied to the statistical analysis
of the similarity ratio in human languages.

Exploration of postmodern philosophical and sociological thoughts in Ruth Wodak’s
discourse-historical approach (p. 347)
YANG Min & WANG Min (School of Foreign Languages, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China)

The discourse-historical approach (DHA) developed by Ruth Wodak is an important approach
to critical discourse analysis (CDA). DHA is rooted in deep philosophical and sociological thoughts
of structuralism, poststructuralism and postmodernism. Its formation, development and perfection
are greatly influenced by the critical theory of the Frankfurt School and Habermas, the deconstructive
theory of Foucault and the constructive postmodern philosophy of Wittgenstein. Philosophers and
sociologists such as Bourdieu, Giddens and Bernstein have also inspired the development of DHA. It
is expected that via an exploration of the philosophical and sociological thoughts of Ruth Wodak, this
paper could sort out the philosophical and sociological foundations of CDA and elucidate the mode
of combining CDA with social development.

A generalized unselective binding approach to in-situ and ex-situ wh-phrases in Chinese (p. 357)
YUAN Ye (School of Foreign Languages, Beihang University, Beijing 100191, China)

In mainstream Generative Grammar, Chinese has been regarded as the most typical wh-in-situ
language, which has been studied mainly from LF movement or unselective binding (UB), seemingly
unaware of the existence of wh-frontings in Chinese much like in English. Pan (2014) initiates a
comprehensive study on the typology of Chinese wh-ex-situ expressions and ascribes them to four
types, including extracted and base-generated topics and foci. The pending question now is, how to
interpret the wh-in-situ and wh-ex-situ phenomena in a unified way. In reviewing the development of
UB theory in generative grammar and the phenomena of partial wh-fronting to landing sites below CP
in Russian and Polish (Stepanov & Tsai 2008), similar to Chinese, this paper proposes the conception
of generalized wh-in-situ (G-wh-in-situ) and generalized unselective binding (GUB), and develops it
into a split CP GUB framework against the left periphery cartography of CP. Within this framework,
Chinese wh-questions embodying Pan’s (2014) four types of wh-ex-situ are successfully interpreted.
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