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ABSTRACTS

Intertextual Analysis in Critical Discourse Studies p. 1. XIN Bin

The relation each text has to other texts has been called “intertextuality ”. The concept of “in—
tertextuality ” is significant to critical discourse analysis in that it enables us to analyze and make
judgments about the meaning and value of one text in its relation to other texts. However as point—
ed out by Allen (2000)  “intertextuality” is one of the most widely used but the most misused
terms in contemporary critical vocabulary. In this article we try to explicate the meaning develop—
ment and application of this concept and some other related concepts in critical discourse analysis.
Key Words: critical discourse studies; intertextual analysis; recontextualization

Discursive Interaction: Multidisciplinary Reflections on the New Agenda of Critical Dis—
course Studies p. 13. TIAN Hailong

The development from critical discourse analysis ( CDA) to critical discourse studies ( CDS)
is seen in its new research topics of which “discursive interaction” is one . New social issues of the
21" century have replaced the old ones of the CDA’ s concern in the 1980s and the 1990s bhecom—
ing the new focus CDS thus triggering new research topics such as “discursive interaction” that in—
vites more theoretical thinking. This article is an attempt to define the concept of “discursive inter—
action” to discuss its disciplinary foundation in CDS and its sociological and sociolinguistic re—
search traditions and to delineate the similarities and differences among “discursive interaction”
“symbolic interaction” and “verbal interaction”. In so doing it highlights that the study of “dis—
cursive interaction” in the first two decades of the 21st century has shown the potentials of theoret—
ical development in CDS.
Key Words: critical discourse studies; new agenda; discursive interaction; symbolic interaction; ver—

bal interaction

From Recontextualization to Indexical Order: New Development of Conceptual Tools of
Critical Discourse Studies p.23. ZHAO Peng

“Recontextualization” is considered as a new tool of critical discourse analysis ( CDA) by
van Leeuwen (2008) . But when CDA enters its new stage of critical discourse studies ( CDS)
“indexical order” turns to be a more interpretive conceptual tool. This article discusses this newly
developed tool in terms of what it is meant how it is applied and what significance it has for criti—
cal discourse studies. In doing so the similarities and differences between “recontextualization”
and “indexical order” are delineated: These two terms have similar significance for exploring the
mediation between language structures and social structures but “indexical order” has more poten—
tials for seeing the inequality between social categories via linguistic analysis. Two points are made
in this discussion: 1) the development of CDA is seen in the update of conceptual tools; 2) con—
ceptual tools are essential for case studies in CDS both in their embodying CDS theoretical princi—
ples and applying analytical frameworks and in the specialized accountability they give rise to in spe—
cific case studies of the dialectical relationship between discourse and society.
Key Words: recontextualization; indexical order; critical discourse analysis; language and society;
discourse

Critical Cognitive Linguistics: An Analytical Perspective from Language Comprehension
and Reception—Revisiting the Theoretical Construction of Critical Cognitive Linguistics p.
31. ZHANG Hui
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