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A　welcome　addition　to　Blackwe11’s　Language　in　Society　series－is　Sco11on＆Sco11on’s

∫〃mm〃mα’Commmク。〃。m、．λ〃∫com∫eλ助mαc免，a　voIume　that　integrates　e1ements　of

intercu1tura1communication，applied　socio1ing口istics，and　discourse　analysis．This　book

makes　use　of　two　decades　o｛research　in　the　fields　of　discourse　ana1ysis，socia1psycholo馴，

organizationa1communication，and　the　ethnography　of　speaking　to　provide　a　practica1guide

to　the　main　concepts　and　prinFipal　problems　of　intercu玉tura1communication．The　conc1usions

the　authors　draw　have　a1so　been　fie1d＿tested　in　their　own　wbrk　teaching　cross＿cu1tura1

COmmuniCatiOn，SOCiOlinguiStiCS，and　SeCOnd　language　aCquiSitiOn　in　inStitutiOna1SettingS

throughout　the　wor1d．

　　　∫m切。m肋m互Comm舳タ。ακom　has　been　written　for　two　main　audiences：宣ast　Asian

speakers　of　English　and　their　teachers，and　professional　communicators　throughout　the　wor1d

who　are　interested　in　the　variations　found　in　human　discourse　systems．The　examp1es

provided　are　of　most　direct　relevance　to　Chinese（Cantonese）speakers　of　Eng1ish　and　their

Westem　inter1ocutors，but　a　broader　range　is　a1so　covered，inc1uding　such　comtries　as　Japan，

Korea，Taiwan，and　Singapore．A1though　this　work　focuses　on　communication　in　professiona1

and　business　contexts，it　can　a1so　be　used　as　a　va1uab1e　resource　in　the　classroom．

　　　The　Sco11ons　have　found　in　their　many　years　of　teaching　intercultural　communication

ski11s　in　a　variety　of砒ferent　comtries　that　it　is　most　important　to　pay　attention　to“higher

1eve1s　Of　discOurse　ana1ysis”　（pl　xii）．In　the　preface　they　argue　that　in　intercu1turaI，

intra－organizationa1communicat早。n，particu1ar1y　between　the　West　and　the　comtries　of　East

Asia，“most　miscommunication　does　not　arise　through　mispronmciations　or　through　poor
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uses　of　grammar．．．．The　major　sources　of　miscommunication　in　intercu1tura1contexts1ie　in

differences　in　pattems　of　discourse”（ibid。）．The　fo11owing　chapters　are　large1y　an　attempt

to　document　and　substantiate　this　thesis，whi1e　at　the　same　time　providing　readers　with　an

overview　of　discourse　analysis　as　a　bro盆d　and　evo1ving　fie1d　of　study　th乞t　can　be　effective1y

uti1ized　in－the　ana1ysis　of－intercu1tura1communication　prob1ems　today．

　　　　In　addition　to　the　preface，∫m左e〃〃チmm王Commm〃。材タm　contains11chapters，a“research

base”giving　specific　referencesホed　in　writing　the　book，and　an　extended　bib1iography　of

other　sources．Chapters1＿5begin　with　an　exp1anation　of　the　term“discourse　approach，”

and　go　on　to　exp1ore　in　detai1a　number　of　important　issues　in　intercu1tura1communication

圭n　re玉ation　to　studies　in　discourse　analysis．Chapters6＆7act　as　a　bridge　to　the　conc1uding

chapters　in　examining　the　e1ements　of　discourse　systems　and　the　notion　of　cu1ture．Chapters

8＿11then　focus　on　a　set　of　four　interrelated　discourse　systems　for　analysis：corporate，

PrOfessiOna1，generatiOna1，and　gender－based，respective玉y．

　　　　∫mチeπm肋m五Commm〃。α肋m　begins　with　the　assumption　that乞n　human　beings　are

simu1taneous1y　members　of　many　different　discourse　systems　based　on　occupation，work＿

餌。up　affi1iation，sex，age，nationa1ity，ethnicity，etc．As　a　resu1t，virtua11y　a11　communication

takes　p1ace　across1ines　which　divide　peop1e　into　different　groups　or　systems　of　discourse，

Communication　that　takes　p1ace　across　these　lines　between　different　discourse　groups　can

be　defined　as　interdiscourse　communication．The　authors　propose　a　framework　for　ana1ysis

of　prob1ems　that　arise　in　interdiscourse　communication　derived　from　the　basic　princip1es　of

diSCOurSe　ana玉ySiS．

　　　　Discourse　ana1ysis，。as　the　Sco11ons　note，is　a　field　of　study　that　has　been“considerab1y

extended　in　recent　years”（p．50）．In　fact，although　it　is　wide1y－acknowledged　as　dealing

with　units　of1anguage1arger　than　the　isolated　sentence，the　term　has　been　used　in’very

different　ways　by　d雌erent　scho1ars，creating　a　good　dea1of　confusion　that　has　yet　to　be

resolved．Avarietyofdisciplinesfeedinto’discourseana1ysis，inc1udingsociology，

psycho1ogy，phi1osop阜y，sty1istics，semiotics，anthropo1ogy，etc．，and　it　shares　a　rather　vague，

undefined　boundary　with　each．As　Fairc1ough（1992，p．3）states，“discourse　is　a　difficu1t

concept，1argely　because　there　are　so　many　connicting　and　over1apping　definitions　formulated

from　various　theoretical　and　disc｛p1ina町standpoints．”0ne　of　the　more　contentious　issues

existing一’奄氏@the　field　today，for　examp1e，is　the　difference　between孤。om∫e　and倣オ、For

some，there　is　an　imp1ication　tha辻the　word“text”refers　only　to　written1anguage，and　that

discourse　ana1ysis　of　writing　beyond　the　sentence1eve1量s　therefore－text　ana1ysis．The　resu1t

is　a　distinction　between“spoken　discourse”and“written　text．”Others　argue　for　a．different

set　of　dist1nctions　between　the　two　terms．Widdowso早，for　example，contends　that　texts　can

be　in　written　gr．spoken　form　and“come　in　all　shapes　and　sizes：they　can　correspond　in

extent　with　any1inguistic　unit：1etter，sound，word，sentence，combination　of　sentences一”

（1995，p－164）、Discourse　is　a　matter　of“deriving　meaning　from　text　by　referring　to　its

contextual　conditions，to　the　be1iefs，attitudes，vaIues　which　represent　different　versions　of

reaIity，The　same　text，therefore，can　give　rise　to　different　discourses”（ibid．，p．168）．Sti11
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others　view　these　terms　as　ihterchangeab1e，and　expressions　such　as　text1inguistics，text

analysis，text　grammar，discourse　ana1ysis，and　discourse1inguistics　of　texts，are　often　treated

synonymously（Connor，1996，p、ユ1）．

　　　　In　addition　to　these　unresolved　issues，there　are　fundamenta1differences　between　British

and　American　schoo1s　of　discourse　analysis．The　British　work，which　has　been　great1y

innuenced．by　pragmatics　and　Ha11iday’s　functiona1approach　to玉anguage，principa11y　fonows

“structura1－1inguistic　criteria，on　l　the　basis　of　the　isolation　of　units，and　sets　of　ru玉es　defining

wen＿formed　sequences　of　discourse”（McCarthy，1991，p．6）．American　discourse　ana1ysis，

on　the　other　hand，is“dominated　by　work　within　the　ethnomethodologica1tradition（see，for

examp1e，Gumperz＆Hymes），…which　examines　types　of　speech　event　such　as　storyteuing；

greeting　rituaJs，and　verba1due1s　in　different　cultura1and　socia1settings’’（ibid、）．This　is　often

1abe1ed　comeκ∫励。m　mα佃4∫．Here，the　emphasis　is　not　on　bui1ding　structura1models・of

discourse　as　in　the　British　mode1，but　on　the　c1ose　observation．of　individuals　as　they　interact

納thin盆uthentic　soc｛a1settingsl　The　American　work　has　produced　a1arge　mmber　of

descriptions　of　discourse　types　and　insights　into　socia1constraints　on　conversationa1patterns

（e．g、，turn－taking，po1ite平ess　strategies，face＿saving　phenomena，etc、），and　overlaps　in　some

ways　with　British　work　in　pragmatics（ibid．）．

　　　Clear1y　discourse　is　“a　contentious　area　of　enquiry，、．．a　diverse，not　to　say，diffuse

concept”（Widdowson，1995，p．157），1eadi㎎one　critic　to　suggest　that“［about］the　on1y　thing

that　Discourse　Analysis　has　yet　de1ivered　is　an　ever　more　elaborate　meta＿1年nguage　for

referr牟g　to［larger　units　of　lan馴age〕”（0’Neill，ユ989，p－7）．The　Sco11ons加ake二itt工e

reference　to　these　or　any　other　controversies　surrounding　discourse　analysis，nor　to　the　two

major　schools　of　thought　that　give　it　direction．Their　work，however，fa11s　c1early　within　an

American　frame　of　reference，one　which　stresses　conversation　ana1ysis　and　the　interactive

sociolinguistics　associated　with　Gumperz（1982）．

　　　In　addition　to　an　introduction　of　the　concept　of　discourse　as　a　fie1d　of　study　and　a

proposed　framework　for　the　ana1ysis　of　interdiscourse　communication，Chapter1o｛

∫械mcm肋m王Commm〃。α肋m　presents　two　apProaches　for　improving　communication　between

members　of　different　discourse　systems：increasing　shared　knowledge（i．e．，knowing　as　much

as　possible　about　those　with　whom　one　is　communicating）and　dea1ing　with　miscommunication

（the　om妙thing，according　to　the　authors，that　is　certain　in　interdiscourse　communication）．

The　primary　examp1es　used　throughout　the　book　involve　East　Asian　speakers　of　Eng玉ish　and

their　Westem，native　English－speaking　counterparts．

　　　Chapters2＆3expand　on　the　notion　of　increasing　shared　know1edge　by　focusing　on

the　scenes　and　events　in　which　our　communicative　activities　take　p1ace，and　on　our　identities

as　participants　within　these　speech　events．Chapter2begins　with　the　assumption　that　we

are　ab1e　to　interpret　the　meanings　of　other　speakers　because　we　know　the　ru1es　by　which

cOntexts　a「e　constructed；i．e．，a　grammar　of　context．In　this　chapter　the　main　components

of　a　grammar　of　context　are　examined　in　detai1，including　scene，key，Participants，message

form，sequence，co－occurrence　pattems，and　manifestation。
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　　　　Chapter3then　examines　how　our　identities　as　participants　in　speech　events　are　developed

and　maintained　fro㎜the　stahdpoint　of　communicative　sty1e（or　register）．Of　key　importance

here　is　the　notion　of力。e，“the　negotiated　public　image，mutua11y　granted　each　other　by

participants　in　a　cOmmunicative　event”（p．35）。The　study　of　communicative　sty1e　in　re1ation

to　face，which－ 奄刀@a1so　known　as　poIiteness　theory，is　based　on　two　types　of　strategies　used

by　participants　in　speech　events：invo1vement　face　strategies　and　independence　face

strategies．In　addition，the　study　of　politeness（face）systems　must　a1so　take　into　account

three　essential　factors：power（P），distance（D），and　the　weight　of　the　imposition（W）．On

the　basis　of　the　first　two　of　these　factors，three　main　types　of　poIiteness　system　can　be

posited：deference（＿P，十D），so1idarity（＿P，＿D），and　hierarchica1（十P，十／＿D）．The　ana1ysis

of　face　in　re1ation　to　politeness　systems　can　usua11y　te11us　what　kind　of　miscommunication

wi11arise　in　interdiscourse　communication．As　a　genera1ru1e，the　authors　state，“when　two

participants　differ　in　their　assessment　of　face　strategies，it　wi11tend　to　be　perceived　as

difference　in　power”（p．48）．

　　　A　more　detai1ed　ana1ysis　of　miscommunication　i§carried　out　in　Chapter4by　examining

the　processes　used　by　participants　in　speech　events　to　interpret　meanings．The　preceding

two　chapters　examined　how　to　interpret　a　speaker’s　meaning　through　an　understanding　of

the　context．Both　know1edge　of　the　scene　and　of　the　relationships　and　identities　of　the

participants　can　be　thought　of　as　externa1factors．This　chapter　now　tums　to　the　more

intema1prob玉em　of　knowing　what　pieces　go　together　to　form　a　continuous　who1e，as　we11

as　how　to　interpret　the　meaning　of　this　whole．This　is　the　study　of　discourse　ana1ysis，A

number　of　basic　concepts“from　different　schoo1s　of　discourse　ana1ysis”（p．50）are　introduced

to　provide　a　framework　for　understanding　these　prob1ems，inc1uding　cohesive　deYices，

schemata　or　scripts，　Prosodic　patterning，　and　conversationa1　inference　（or

metaCOmmuniCatiOn）．

　　　In　Chapter5the　issue　of　miscommunicatiOn　is　app1ied　to　a　specific　context　in　an

examination　of　the　use　of　deductive　and　inductive　strategies　for　introducing　topics　among

westem　Eng1ish　speakers　ahd　East　Asian　speakers　of　English．AIthough“ろ。肋inductive　and

deductive　pattems　are　used　in　both　Asian　and　westem　communication，．．．there　is　a　strong

preference　for　the　inductive　pattem　in　Asia　and　for　the　deductive　pattem　in　the　west”（p，

83）．These　preferences　are　re1ated　to　certain　cu1tura1expectations　about　the　notion　of　face

and　d雌erences　in　the　cultura1structuring　of　situations乞nd　participant　roles，which　in　tum

give　rise　to　the　se1ection　of　differing　rhetorica1strategies．The　authors　suggest　that　virtua11y

a11relationships　in　Asia　are　hierarchical　in　nature主nd　that　this　orientation　finds　its　r00ts

in　ancient　Confuci身n　codes　of　conduct　which“1ay　down　quite　c1ear1y　a　set　of　appropriate

behaviors　in　interpersona1communication，［corresponding］quite　c1ose1y　with　Asian

communicative　practice　in　the　twentieth　century”（p．82）．Analagous　sources　in　the　westem

tradition　are　not　presented，aithough　more　recent　deveIopments　in　western　rhetoric　a「e

examined　in　the　fo1王〇wing　chapter．Chapter5conc1udes　with　a　brief　and1argely　inadequate

1ook　at　face　re1ationships　in　written　discourse、
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　　　　Moving　from　a　technica11y　narrow　definition　of　discourse．as　exemp1ified　by　the　study

of　grammatical　and　other　relationships　between　sentences（Chapter4），to　a　broader　definition

of　the　term　related　to　the　functiona1uses　of　language　in　socia1contexts（Chapters1－3＆

Chapter5），in　Chapters6－11discourse　is　viewed　in　its　broadest　sense　as　the　study　of　whole

systems　of　co甲munication・Chapters6＆7introduce　this　perspective　by　turning　to　the

relationship　between　discourse　systems　and　cu1ture，and　by　proposing　a　conceptuaI

framework　for　the　ana1ysis　of　discourse　systems　based　on　the　detai1ed　examination　of　four

main　factors：ideology，face　systems，forms．of　discourse，and　sociaIization．

　　　　Chapter6，as　an　examination　of　discourse　ideo1o馴，is　largely　an　essay　in　politica1

phi1osophy．Eng1ish　rhetoric，the　authors　state，expresses　a　phi1osophy　of　commmication　in

which　au　information　should　be　conveyed　as　c1early，brief1y，direct1y，and　sincere1y　as　possible

（the　C－B－S　pattern　found　in　many　textbooks　on　rhetoric　and　sty1e），and　this　form　of

communication　is　wide1y　seen　as　the　norm　in　professiona1communication　of　a11kinds．」The

C＿B＿S　sty1e　is　not　a　system　of　discourse　itself，but　it“represents　the　style　of　the　preferred

forms　of　discourse　within　a1arger　system　which［is　ca1Ied］the　Uti1itarian　discourse　system”

（P．99）。Uti1itarianism，as　espoused　in　the　writings　of　Jeremy　Bentham　and　John　Stuart　Mi11，

has　its　origins　in　the　Enlightenment，which　saw　the　principles　of　empirica1science　begin

to　rep1ace　the　authority　of　the　Christian　church　in　European　thinking．The　predominant

ideo1ogy　under1ying　the　Uti1itarian　discourse　sys土em　is　one　of　individuaIism　and

ega1itarianism；its　preferred　forms　inc1ude　deductive　rhetorica1pattems　and　po1iteness

strategies　of　involvement－The　authors　state　that　this　discourse　system　is　characterized　by

six　principal　factors：It　is　anti＿rhetorica1，positivist＿empirical，deductive，individua1istic，

ega1itarian，and　public（institutiona11y　sanctioned）．　The　essay　or　research　paper　are　its

prototypica1forms　in　academic　circ玉es，whi1e　the　business1etter　exemplifies　Utilitarian

princip1es　in　the　business　wor1d．In　the1ast　two　hundred　years，the　Uti1itarian　discourse

system　has　risen　to“near　tota1dominance　in　our　thinking　about　effective　communication”

（ibid．），“has　come　to　the　position　of　the　central　and　dominating　discourse　system　throughout

the　western　wor1d”（p．114），and　is　now　wideIy　be1ieved　to　be　the　key　to　success　in　ou二r

internationa1．po1itica1and　economic　systems（p．120）．However，as　the　authors　suggest，“in

spite　of　its　merits　in　commerce　and　internationa1affairs，［it］represents　a　particu1ar　ideo1ogy

and　as　such　needs　to　be　carefu1Iy　analyzed”（p．121）．Furthermore，many　other　systems　and

sub＿systems　of　discourse　exist，ones　which　cross　ethnic，generational，gender，と。rporate，and

professiona11ines．Successful　intercuItura1communication　depends　on“learning　to　move　with

both　pragmatic　effectiveness　and　cultura1sensitivity　across　such　lines”（ibid．）．

　　　Chapter7then　sets　out　to　exp1ore　those　aspects　of　culture（in　its　anthropo1ogica1sense）

which　are　most　significant　in　understanding　discourse　systems　and　intercu1tura1

com叩unication　from　the　standpoint　of　ideo1o駆，face　systems，forms　of　discourse，and

socia1ization．The　term　ideo1o酊in　this　chapter　is　equated　with　history　and　wor1dview，and

the　American　emphasis　on　rapid／change　and　progress　is　contrasted　here　with　the　strong

consciousness　of　cu1tural　roots　preva1ent　in　Asia．In　an　examination　of　differing　face　systems，

87



Roger　J．Davies

the　concepts　of　self，kinship，and　ingroup－outgroup　re1ationships　in　China　and　the　West　are

described．The　fonowing　section，forms　of　discourse，covers　a　wide　range　of　topics，ranging

from　the　functions　of　language　to　non＿verba1communication（i，e．，kinesics，proxemics，and

the　concept　of　time）．Socia1ization　is　then　discussed　from　the　standpoint　of　education，

enculturation，and　accu1turation，as　we11as．theories　of　the　person　and　of　learning．The

chapter　conc1udes　with　an　examination　of　stereotyping，both　negative　and　positive，and　the

effects　it　can　have　on　intercu1tura1communication．

　　　　The　fina1chapters　of　the　book　draw　detailed　portraits　of　the　four　discourse　systems　to

which　most　people．be玉。ng，two　vo1untary（corporate　and　professional）and　two　involuntary

（generational　and　gender＿based）．The　ana1ytical　framework　for　this　study　uti1izes　the

conceptua1mode1for　the　elements　of　a　discourse　system　out1ined　in　Chapters6＆7．The

authors　argue　that　an　individua1s　are　simultaneously　members　of　mu1tip1e，cross－cutting

discourse　systems，and　that　certain　specific　prob1ems　arise　as　a　resu1t：conf1icting　ideo1ogies，

fragmentation　of　socialization　and　experience，di1emmas　in　choosing　the　most　appropriate

form　of　discourse，and　mu1tiple　faces．As　a　simuユtaneous　member　of　mu1tiple　discourse

systems，a　successfu1communicator　must，therefore，“constant1y　tune　and　adjust　his　or　her

sense　of　identity　and　membership　so　that　the　goa1s　of［a11］systems　of　membership　are　at

1east　minima11y　satisfied”（p．204）．The　Sco11ons　contend　that　tbe　problems　whic1〕arise　from

mu1tiple，cross＿cutting　membership　in　conf1icting　discourse　systems’are　inso1uble，and　that

“in　professiona1commpnication　we　virtua11y　always　work　under　conditions　of　stress　which

arise　from　such　role　p1ura1ism”（p．251）．They　further　remind　those　involved　in　intercu1tura1

communicatioh　that“it　is　well　worth　remembering　that　it　is　quite　m1ikely　that　one　wi11ever

become　a　member　of　the　other　cu1ture，however　much　one　might　learn　about　that　culture

or　come　to　appreciate　i辻”（p．252）．As　a　result，they　conc王ude，the　most　effective　professiona！二

。ommunicators　are，paradoxica11y，individuals　who　unders亡and　the　commona1ities　and

differences　that　exist　in　interdiscourse　communication，but　who　are　a1so　aware　of　their　own

1ack　of　know1edge　and　expertise．

　　　∫m伽ω肋m王Com刎m”cα地m　is　a　dense，informative，and　ambitious　body　o壬work，。

containing　a　wea1th　of　detai1and　anecdotal　evidence　drawn　from　the　authors’wide＿ranging

experience　in　the　field．It　is　not，however，an　easy　read．The　book　targets　the　entire＝

spectrum　of　discourse　studies　over　the1ast　twenty　years，from　the　ear1y　emphasis　on

grammatica1and　other　forms　used　to　mark　cohesive　relationships　between．sentences，to　the

inclusion　of1arger　units　of　social　context　related　to　the　functiona1uses　o｛1anguage，to　the

study　of　whoユe　systems　of　communication　within　cu1tures　and　societies．These　topics，

however，are　not　presented　in　sequence，but　rather　as　interweaving　threads　in　a　broad，

mu1ti－faceted　approach　to　the　issue　of　intercultura1communication．Moreover，despite　the

considerab1e　breadth　of　this　work，there　are　surprising　omissions，one　of　the　most　important

of　which　is　the1ack　of　any　substantial　reference　to　research　in　text1inguistics　or　contrastive

rhetoric（see　Connor，！996）．The　authors　argue，for　example，that　the　essay　and　research

paper　are　the　prototypical　forms　of　the　Utilitarian　discourse　system　in　the　academic　wor1d．
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More　details　regarding　these　and　other　written　forms　of　discourse　clear1y　cou1d　have

advanced　this　thesis．An　examination　of　English　and　East　Asian　languages　from　the

standpoint　of　contrastive　rhetoric　would　a1so　have　been　a　welcome　addition　to∫m伽。m肋m王

0omm伽ゴ。α地n．

　　　　Of　equal　importance　are　certain　imba1ances　and　seemingly　biased　perspectives　which　are

apparent　throughout　the　book．Asian　pattems　of　discourse，for　examp1e，are　presented　in

terms　of　their　traditiona1origins，dating　back　to　the　writings　of　Confucius．0ne　might

erroneously　assume　in　reading　this　work，however，that　the　discourse　pattems　associated　with

Eng1ish　begin　and　end　with　the　po1itica1and　economic　phi1osophies　of　Jeremy　Bentham　and

John　Stuart　Mill，so　inadequate玉y　are　the　sources　of　westem　rhetoric　treated．AIthough　the

Utilitarians　may　we11have　p1ayed　an　important　role　in　the　shaping　of　these　pattems，most

scho1ars　would　agree　that　the　origins　of　Eng1ish　rhetoric　date　back　to　the　He11enic　world

of　the　fifth　century　B．C．，and　were　subsequent1y　modified　by　Roman，Medieva1European，

and　lat6r　Westem　thinkers　of　the　empiricist　tradition（see，for　examp1e，Lakoff＆Johnson，

ユ980，PP．189一ユ90）．In　this　regard，the　authors　are　perhaps　confusing　“consciousness　of

history”with　history　itse1f．

　　　　The　broad　scope　of　this　book，particular1y　w｛th　regard　to　the　cultures　that　have　been

targeted　for　analysis，is　another　point　of　concem．Whi1e　the　Sconons　admit　that　the　examp1es

se1ected　are　of　most　direct　re1evance　to　Chinese　speakers　of　EngIish，they　maintain　that　a

wider　range　has　a1so　been　covered，inc1uding　Japan，Korea，Great　Britain，North　America，

etc・Readers　with　a　specific　interest　in　Japan　win　nonethe1ess　be　disappointed　with　the

infrequent　and1argeIy　superficia1examples　offered，whi1e　Korea　seems　to　have　been　included

almost　as　an　afterthought．Nor，from　the　westem　point　of　view，is　there　any　attempt　to　make

t－

??@important　dist｛nction　between　British　and　American　historica1perspectives　and

WOr1dVieWS．

　　　∫m伽。刎肋mτCommm〃。α肋m　is，neverthe1ess，a　creative　and　well＿crafted　work，providing

readers　with　an　or｛gina1and　sophisticated　framework　f0f　analyzing　discoufse　systems，as　we11

as　an　informative，albeit　disordered，overview　of　the　field　of　discourse　studies．In　examining

“how　discourse　is　shapとd　by　re1ations　of　power　and　ideologies，and　the　constructive　effects

discourse　has　upon　socia1identities，socia1relations，and　systems　of　knowledge　and　belief”

（Widdowson，！995，p．158），〃肌m肋m互Commm4cα物パs　above　a11an　essay　in　critical

discourse　analysis．CriticaI　apProaches　to　discourse　analysis　not　on1y　attempt　to6e∫c泌e

discourse，but　also　to伽オeゆmチit　as　socia1practice，equating　social　and1inguistic　theoq　with

socio＿po1itica玉and　ideo1ogicaI　commitment．Because　of　this　ideo1ogical　commitment，critical

discourse　analysis　privi1eges　particu1ar－ 奄獅狽?窒垂窒?狽≠狽奄盾獅刀Cand　th1s，according　to　Widdowson

（ibid．，p．169〕，undermines　its　va1i砒y　as　a　vehic1e　for　analysis．In　this　sense，there　is　rarely

a　suggestion　that　alternative　perspectives　are　possib1e：the　interpretation　offered　is　presented

as　being　uniquely　va1idated　by　the　textua1facts．C1ear1y，∫m云eπ〃秘m王Co刎m勿m此αガ0n　faI1s

within　these　parameters、
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