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What CDA is about - a summary of its history,
important concepts and its developments!
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Beyond description or superficial application, critical science in each domain
asks further questions, such as those of responsibility, interests, and ideology.
Instead of focusing on purely academic or theoretical problems, it starts from
prevailing social problems, and thereby chooses the perspective of those who
suffer most, and critically analyses those in power, those who are responsible,
and those who have the means and the opportunity to solve such problems.
(van Dijk, 1986: 4)

To draw consequences for political action from critical theory is the aspiration
of those who have serious intentions, and yet there is no general prescription
unless it is the necessity for insight into one’s own responsibility. (Horkheimer
quoted in O’Neill, 1979)

Preliminary remarks

The terms Critical Linguistics (CL) and Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)
are often used interchangeably. In fact, in recent times it seems that the
term CDA is preferred and is used to denote the theory formerly
identified as CL. CDA regards ‘language as social practice” (Fairclough
and Wodak, 1997), and takes consideration of the context of language use
to be crucial (Wodak, 2000c; Benke, 2000). Moreover, CDA takes a
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particular interest in the relation between language and power. The
term CDA is used nowadays to refer more specifically to the critical
linguistic approach of scholars who find the larger discursive unit of text
to be the basic unit of communication. This research specifically con-
siders institutional, political, gender and media discourses (in the broad-
est sense) which testify to more or less overt relations of struggle and
conflict.

The passage quoted above from Teun van Dijk which I have used as an
epigraph summarizes some of the aims and goals of CL and CDA, in
particular those which indicate the interdependence between research
interests and political commitments in what he describes as critical
science, where van Dijk’s non-theoretically exclusive notion of critical, as
used in his programmatic statement, highlights the customary sense of
‘critical that such scholarship embodies’. In this ‘critical” spirit, I would
like to provide an overview of some basic theoretical principles of CL
and CDA? and brief descriptions of the most prominent schools which
have emerged in CL and CDA. Indeed, heterogeneity of methodological
and theoretical approaches represented in this field of linguistics would
tend to confirm van Dijk’s point that CDA and CL ‘are at most a shared
perspective on doing linguistic, semiotic or discourse analysis’ (van Dijk,
1993: 131).

This shared perspective relates to the term “critical” which in the work
of some ‘critical linguists” could be traced to the influence of the Frank-
furt School or Jiirgen Habermas (Thompson, 1988: 71ff.; Fay, 1987: 203;
Anthonissen, 2001). Nowadays, however, it is conventionally used in a
broader sense denoting, as Krings argues, the practical linking of ‘social
and political engagement” with ‘a sociologically informed construction
of society’” (Krings et al., 1973: 808), while recognizing, in Fairclough’s
words ‘that, in human matters, interconnections and chains of cause and
effect may be distorted out of vision. Hence “critique” is essentially
making visible the interconnectedness of things’ (Fairclough, 1985: 747;
see also Connerton, 1976: 11-39 and see below).

Thus, CL and CDA may be defined as fundamentally concerned with
analysing opaque as well as transparent structural relationships of
dominance, discrimination, power and control as manifested in lan-
guage. In other words, CDA aims to investigate critically social inequal-
ity as it is expressed, signalled, constituted, legitimized and so on by
language use (or in discourse). Most critical discourse analysts would
thus endorse Habermas’s claim that ‘language is also a medium of
domination and social force. It serves to legitimize relations of organized
power. In so far as the legitimations of power relations, . . . are not
articulated, . . . language is also ideological’ (Habermas, 1977: 259 and see
below).

In contrast to other paradigms in discourse analysis and text lin-
guistics, CL and CDA focus not only on texts, spoken or written, as
objects of inquiry. A fully ‘critical’” account of discourse would thus
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require a theorization and description of both the social processes and
structures which give rise to the production of a text, and of the social
structures and processes within which individuals or groups as social
historical subjects, create meanings in their interaction with texts
(Fairclough and Kress, 1993: 2ff.). Consequently, three concepts figure
indispensably in all CDA: the concept of power, the concept of history,
and the concept of ideology.?

Unlike some of the research in pragmatics and traditional socio-
linguistics in which, according to critical linguists, context variables are
somewhat naively correlated with an autonomous system of language
(for example Kress and Hodge, 1979), CL and CDA try to avoid positing
a simple deterministic relation between texts and the social. Taking into
account the insights that discourse is structured by dominance;* that
every discourse is historically produced and interpreted, that is, it is
situated in time and space; and that dominance structures are legiti-
mated by ideologies of powerful groups, the complex approach advo-
cated by proponents of CL and CDA makes it possible to analyse
pressures from above and possibilities of resistance to unequal power
relationships that appear as societal conventions. According to this view,
dominant structures stabilize conventions and naturalize them, that is,
the effects of power and ideology in the production of meaning are
obscured and acquire stable and natural forms: they are taken as ‘given’.
Resistance is then seen as the breaking of conventions, of stable dis-
cursive practices, in acts of ‘creativity” (Fairclough and Kress, 1993, 4ff.).

In CDA nowadays a huge continuity, of course, exists with CL (see, for
example, Fairclough and Wodak, 1997; Blommaert and Bulcaen, 2000)
which developed in the 1970s and 1980s, primarily at the University of
East Anglia, with Roger Fowler, Tony Trew and Gunther Kress (see
below). The continuity is visible mostly in the claim that discourses are
ideological and that there is no arbitrariness of signs (see also Kress,
1993). Functional systemic linguistics proved to be most important for
the text analysis undertaken by this school (see Halliday, 1978).

Other roots of CL and CDA lie in classical rhetoric, text linguistics and
sociolinguistics, as well as in applied linguistics and pragmatics. The
notions of ideology, power, hierarchy and gender, and static sociological
variables were all seen as relevant for an interpretation or explanation of
text. The subjects under investigation differ for the various departments
and scholars who apply CDA. Gender issues, issues of racism, media
discourses or dimensions of identity research have become very promin-
ent (see Wodak et al., 1999; Blommaert and Verschueren, 1999; Martin-
Rojo and van Dijk, 1997; Pedro 1977; Martin-Rojo and Whittaker, 1998;
many editorials in Discourse and Society over the years, specifically the
debate between Emanuel Schegloff and Michael Billig in issues 2-4,
1999/2-4, 2000). The methodologies also differ greatly: small qualitative
case studies can be found as well as large data corpora, drawn from
fieldwork and ethnographic research.
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To begin with: a small story about the formation of a
‘scientific peer group’

CDA as a network of scholars emerged in the early 1990s, following a
small symposium in Amsterdam, in January 1991. By chance and through
the support of the University of Amsterdam, Teun van Dijk, Norman
Fairclough, Gunther Kress, Theo van Leeuwen and Ruth Wodak spent
two days together, and had the wonderful opportunity to discuss
theories and methods of discourse analysis and specifically CDA. The
meeting made it possible for everyone to confront each other with the
very distinct and different approaches, which still mark the different
approaches today (see the papers in this book and related literature). In
this process of group formation, differences and sameness were exposed;
differences towards other theories and methodologies in discourse
analysis (see Titscher et al., 2000), and sameness in a programmatic way
which could frame the differing theoretical approaches of the various
biographies and schools of the respective scholars.

Of course, the start of this CDA network is also marked by the launch
of van Dijk’s journal Discourse and Society (1990) as well as through
several books, like Language and Power by Norman Fairclough (1989),
Language, Power and Ideology by Ruth Wodak (1989) or Teun van Dijk’s
first book on racism, Prejudice in Discourse (1984). But the Amsterdam
meeting determined an institutional beginning, an attempt both to start
an exchange programme (ERASMUS for three years)® and multiple joint
projects and collaborations between the different scholars and
approaches as well as a special issue of Discourse and Society (1993),
which brought the above mentioned approaches together. Since then,
much has changed, the agenda as well as the scholars involved. New
journals have been launched, multiple overviews have been written, and
nowadays CDA is an established paradigm in linguistics.

Since this first meeting (of course, CDA and CL had existed before, but
not as such an international, heterogeneous, closely knit group of
scholars) annual symposia take place and have accompanied the emerg-
ence of this paradigm, which is bound together more by a research
agenda and programme than by some common theory or methodology.
More scholars have taken part in these conferences, and more researchers
have started with research in CDA, like for example Ron Scollon.
Scholars from the German-speaking world seldom took part because the
conferences were always held in English. Nevertheless, Utz Maas as well
as Siegfried Jager and their approaches have been understood and
acknowledged (see Fairclough and Wodak, 1997; Titscher et al., 2000).
This explains the wide variety of different approaches in this book, both
theoretically and empirically, and the range of linguistic tools used to
analyse discourse. The criticism which is often advanced against CDA
covers several dimensions, which are also discussed in our book: the
hermeneutic approach to text analysis; the broad context which is used to
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interpret texts; the often very large theoretical framework which does not
always fit the data; and mostly, the political stance taken explicitly by the
researchers (see Titscher et al., 2000 for an overview of criticism towards
CDA, and the contribution of Michael Meyer in this book).

The history of critical linguistics and critical discourse analysis

The 1970s saw the emergence of a form of discourse and text analysis
that recognized the role of language in structuring power relations in
society (see Anthonissen, 2001 for an extensive summary of this devel-
opment). At that time, much linguistic research elsewhere was focused
on formal aspects of language which constituted the linguistic
competence of speakers and which could theoretically be isolated from
specific instances of language use (Chomsky, 1957). Where the relation
between language and context was considered, as in pragmatics
(Levinson, 1983), with a focus on speakers’ pragmatic/sociolinguistic
competence, sentences and components of sentences were still regarded
as the basic units. Much sociolinguistic research at the time was aimed at
describing and explaining language variation, language change and the
structures of communicative interaction, with limited attention to issues
of social hierarchy and power (Labov, 1972; Hymes, 1972). In such a
context, attention to texts, their production and interpretation and their
relation to societal impulses and structures, signalled a very different
kind of interest (de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981; see Titscher et al.,
2000 for an overview). The work of Kress and Hodge (1979), Fowler et al.
(1979), van Dijk (1985), Fairclough (1989) and Wodak (ed.) (1989) serve to
explain and illustrate the main assumptions, principles and procedures
of what had then become known as CL.

Kress (1990: 84-97) gives an account of the theoretical foundations and
sources of critical linguistics. He indicates that the term CL was ‘quite
self-consciously adapted” (1990: 88) from its social-philosophical counter-
part, as a label by the group of scholars working at the University of East
Anglia in the 1970s (see also Wodak, 1996a; Blommaert and Bulcaen,
2000). By the 1990s the label CDA came to be used more consistently
with this particular approach to linguistic analysis. Kress (1990: 94)
shows how CDA by that time was ‘emerging as a distinct theory of
language, a radically different kind of linguistics’. He lists the criteria
that characterize work in the critical discourse analysis paradigm, illus-
trating how these distinguish such work from other politically engaged
discourse analysis. Fairclough and Wodak (1997) took these criteria
further and established ten basic principles of a CDA programme. In the
contributions in this volume, we find an even more extensive elaboration
of these programmatic claims and proposals.

Many of the basic assumptions of CL/CDA that were salient in the
early stages, and were elaborated in later development of the theory, are
articulated in Kress’s work. These include assumptions such as:
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e language is a social phenomenon;

e not only individuals, but also institutions and social groupings have
specific meanings and values, that are expressed in language in
systematic ways;

e texts are the relevant units of language in communication;
readers/hearers are not passive recipients in their relationship to
texts;

e there are similarities between the language of science and the
language of institutions, and so on (Kress, 1989).

Kress concentrates on the ‘political economy’ of representational
media: that is, an attempt to understand how various societies value
different modes of representation, and how they use these different
modes of representation. A central aspect of this work is the attempt to
understand the formation of the individual human being as a social
individual in response to available ‘representational resources’.

His present position as part of an institute of educational research has
meant that much of Kress’s effort has gone into thinking about the
content of educational curricula in terms of representational resources
and their use by individuals in their constant transformation of their
subjectivities, the process usually called ‘learning’. One by-product of
this research interest has been his increasing involvement in overtly
political issues, including the politics of culture.

Fowler et al. (1979) has been referred to, in order to ascertain the early
foundations of CL. Later work of Fowler (1991, 1996) shows how tools
provided by standard linguistic theories (a 1965 version of Chomskyan
grammar, and Halliday’s theory of systemic functional grammar) can be
used to uncover linguistic structures of power in texts. Not only in news
discourses, but also in literary criticism Fowler illustrates that systematic
grammatical devices function in establishing, manipulating and natural-
izing social hierarchies.

Fairclough (1989) sets out the social theories underpinning CDA and,
as in other early critical linguistic work, a variety of textual examples are
analysed to illustrate the field, its aims and methods of analysis. Later
Fairclough (1992, 1995) and Chouliariki and Fairclough (1999) explain
and elaborate some advances in CDA, showing not only how the anal-
ytical framework for investigating language in relation to power and
ideology developed, but also how CDA is useful in disclosing the
discursive nature of much contemporary social and cultural change.
Particularly the language of the mass media is scrutinized as a site of
power, of struggle and also as a site where language is apparently
transparent. Media institutions often purport to be neutral in that they
provide space for public discourse, that they reflect states of affairs
disinterestedly, and that they give the perceptions and arguments of the
newsmakers. Fairclough shows the fallacy of such assumptions, and
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illustrates the mediating and constructing role of the media with a
variety of examples.

Van Dijk’s earlier work in text linguistics and discourse analysis (1977,
1981) already shows the interest he takes in texts and discourses as basic
units and social practices. Like other critical linguistic theorists, he traces
the origins of linguistic interest in units of language larger than sentences
and in text- and context-dependency of meanings. Van Dijk and Kintsch
(1983) considered the relevance of discourse to the study of language
processing. Their development of a cognitive model of discourse under-
standing in individuals, gradually developed into cognitive models for
explaining the construction of meaning on a societal level. In the
Handbook of Discourse Analysis van Dijk (1985) collected the work of a
variety of scholars for whom language and how it functions in discourse
is variously the primary object of research, or a tool in the investigation
of other social phenomena. This is in a way a documentation of the ‘state
of the art’ of critical linguistics in the mid-1980s, which then led to the
new handbook (1997). New questions have become salient which I shall
discuss below.

Van Dijk turns specifically to media discourse, giving not only his own
reflection on communication in the mass media (van Dijk, 1986), but also
bringing together the theories and applications of a variety of scholars
interested in the production, uses and functions of media discourses (van
Dijk, 1985). In critically analysing various kinds of discourses that encode
prejudice, van Dijk’s interest is in developing a theoretical model that
will explain cognitive discourse processing mechanisms (Wodak and
van Dijk, 2000). Most recently, van Dijk has focused on issues of racism
and ideology (van Dijk, 1998).

By the end of the 1980s CL was able to describe its aims, research
interests, chosen perspective and methods of analysis much more speci-
fically and rigidly than hitherto. Wodak (1989) lists, explains and illus-
trates the most important characteristics of critical linguistic research as
they had become established in continued research. The relevance of
investigating language use in institutional settings is reiterated, and a
new focus on the necessity of a historical perspective is introduced (the
discourse-historical approach). This was followed by a variety of
research projects into discursive practices in institutional contexts that
would assist in developing an integrated theory of critical discourse
analysis (see Wodak’s contribution in this book).

Wodak (19964, b) shows how scholars who have engaged in linguistic,
semiotic and discourse analysis from different scholarly backgrounds
share a particular perspective in which the concepts of power, ideology
and history figure centrally. In an overview of the development of a
critical tradition in discourse analysis, she refers to the reliance on
Hallidayan linguistics, on Bernsteinian sociolinguistics, and also on the
work of literary critics and social philosophers such as Pécheux, Foucault,
Habermas, Bakhtin and Voloshinov. She supports the suggestion of other
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critical linguists who believe that relationships between language and
society are so complex and multifaceted that interdisciplinary research is
required.

Whether analysts with a critical approach prefer to focus on micro-
linguistic features, macrolinguistic features, textual, discursive or
contextual features, whether their angle is primarily philosophical,
sociological or historical — in most studies there is reference to Hallidayan
systemic functional grammar. This indicates that an understanding of the
basic claims of Halliday’s grammar and his approach to linguistic
analysis is essential for a proper understanding of CDA. For an exposition
of Halliday’s contribution to the development of CL, one should consider
the work of Halliday himself (1978, 1985), as well as the work of scholars
who have worked very closely with Hallidayan grammar, and have not
only applied the theory, but also elaborated it. I refer readers specifically
to Kress (1976), Martin and Hasan (1989), Martin (1992) and Iedema (1997,
1999). As early as 1970 M.A.K. Halliday had stressed the relationship
between the grammatical system and the social and personal needs that
language is required to serve (Halliday, 1970: 142). Halliday distin-
guished three metafunctions of language which are continuously
interconnected: firstly, the ideational function through which language
lends structure to experience (the ideational structure has a dialectical
relationship with social structure, both reflecting and influencing it);
secondly, the interpersonal function which constitutes relationships
between the participants; and thirdly, the textual function which
constitutes coherence and cohesion in texts.

Moreover, argumentation theory and rhetoric have been successfully
combined with functional systemic linguistics (see Reisigl and Wodak,
2001; Muntigl et al., 2000; van Leeuwen and Wodak, 1999).

Recognition of the contribution of all the aspects of the commu-
nicative context to text meaning, as well as a growing awareness in
media studies generally of the importance of non-verbal aspects of texts,
has turned attention to semiotic devices in discourse rather than the
linguistic ones. Pioneering work on the interaction between the verbal
and visual in texts and discourse, as well as on the meaning of images,
has been done by Theo van Leeuwen. Particularly the theory put
forward by Kress and van Leeuwen (1996) should be mentioned here, as
this provides a useful framework for considering the communicative
potential of visual devices in the media (see Anthonissen, 2001; R.
Scollon, 2001). Unfortunately we could not include a contribution by
van Leeuwen in this volume and have to refer to his most relevant
‘actor’s analysis’ (van Leeuwen, 1996) which is a systematic way of
analysing the protagonists and their semantic roles in discourses and
various genres.

Van Leeuwen studied film and television production as well as
Hallidayan linguistics. His principal publications are concerned with
topics such as the intonation of disc jockeys and newsreaders, the
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language of television interviews and newspaper reporting, and more
recently, the semiotics of visual communication and music. His approach
has increasingly led him into the field of education. Van Leeuwen
distinguishes two kinds of relations between discourses and social
practices: ‘discourse itself [as] social practice, discourse as a form of
action, as something people do to, or for, or with each other. And there is
discourse in the Foucaultian sense, discourse as a way of representing
social practice(s), as a form of knowledge, as the things people say about
social practice(es)’ (1993a: 193). ‘Critical discourse analysis’, according to
van Leeuwen, ‘is, or should be, concerned with both these aspects, with
discourse as the instrument of power and control as well as with
discourse as the instrument of the social construction of reality” (ibid).

The Duisburg school is massively influenced by Michel Foucault’s
theories. Siegfried Jager is concerned with linguistic and iconic char-
acteristics of discourse, focusing on ‘collective symbols’ (topoi) which
possess important cohesive functions in texts. Discourse is seen as the
flow of text and speech through time (Jager, 1993: 6). Discourses have
historical roots and are interwoven (diskursives Gewimmel). Jager
developed a very explicit research programme and methodology
which allows analysis in several steps. The main topics of research
have been right-wing discourses in Germany, as well as the analysis of
tabloids (Bildzeitung). (See also Titscher et al.,, 2000 for an extensive
overview of the Lesarten approach and the Duisburg school.)

The notions of ‘critical’, ‘ideology’ and ‘power’

The notion of ‘critique” which is inherent in CDA’s programme is also
understood very differently: some adhere to the Frankfurt school, others
to a notion of literary criticism, some to Marx’s notions (see above and
Reisigl and Wodak, 2001 for an overview). Basically, ‘critical’ is to be
understood as having distance to the data, embedding the data in the
social, taking a political stance explicitly, and a focus on self-reflection as
scholars doing research. For all those concerned with CDA, application
of the results is important, be it in practical seminars for teachers, doctors
and civil servants, or in writing expert opinions or devising school
books. This, of course, points to Horkheimer’s opinion, which I have
quoted as an epigraph at the outset of this article.

Max Horkheimer, Director of the Institute of Social Research in
Frankfurt in 1930, saw the role of the theorist as that of articulating and
helping to develop a latent class consciousness. The tasks of critical theory
were to assist in ‘remembering’ a past that was in danger of being
forgotten, to struggle for emancipation, to clarify the reasons for such a
struggle and to define the nature of critical thinking itself. The relation
between theory and practice was seen as dynamic: there is no unchanging
system which fixes the way in which theory will guide human actions.
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Horkheimer believed that no single method of research could produce
final and reliable results about any given object of inquiry, that to take
only one approach to a given question was to risk gaining a distorted
picture. He suggested that several methods of inquiry should supplement
one another. Although the value of empirical work was acknowledged, he
emphasized that it was no substitute for theoretical analysis.

The reference to critical theory’s contribution to the understanding of
CDA and the notions of ‘critical’ and ‘ideology’ are important (see
Anthonissen, 2001 for an extensive discussion of this issue).® Thompson
(1990) discusses the concepts of ideology and culture and the relations
between these concepts and certain aspects of mass communication. He
points out that the concept of ideology first appeared in late eighteenth-
century France and has thus been in use for about two centuries. The
term has been given changing functions and meanings at different times.
For Thompson, ideology refers to social forms and processes within
which, and by means of which, symbolic forms circulate in the social
world.

Ideology, for CDA, is seen as an important aspect of establishing and
maintaining unequal power relations. CL takes a particular interest in
the ways in which language mediates ideology in a variety of social
institutions.

For Thompson (1990) the study of ideology is a study of ‘the ways in
which meaning is constructed and conveyed by symbolic forms of
various kinds’. This kind of study will also investigate the social contexts
within which symbolic forms are employed and deployed. The
investigator has an interest in determining whether such forms establish
or sustain relations of domination. For Eagleton (1994) the study of
ideology has to consider the variety of theories and theorists that have
examined the relation between thought and social reality. All the theories
assume ‘that there are specific historical reasons why people come to
feel, reason, desire and imagine as they do’ (1994: 15).”

Critical theories, thus also CL and CDA, are afforded special standing
as guides for human action. They are aimed at producing enlightenment
and emancipation. Such theories seek not only to describe and explain,
but also to root out a particular kind of delusion. Even with differing
concepts of ideology, critical theory intends to create awareness in agents
of how they are deceived about their own needs and interests. This was,
of course, also taken up by Pierre Bourdieu’s concepts of ‘violence sym-
bolique” and ‘méconnaissance.’”. One of the aims of CDA is to ‘demystify’
discourses by deciphering ideologies.

For CDA, language is not powerful on its own — it gains power by the
use powerful people make of it. This explains why CL often chooses
the perspective of those who suffer, and critically analyses the language
use of those in power, who are responsible for the existence of
inequalities and who also have the means and opportunity to improve
conditions.
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In agreement with their critical theory predecessors, CDA emphasises
the need for interdisciplinary work in order to gain a proper under-
standing of how language functions in, for example, constituting and
transmitting knowledge, in organizing social institutions or in exercising
power.

An important perspective in CDA is that it is very rare for a text to be
the work of any one person. In texts discursive differences are
negotiated; they are governed by differences in power which are
themselves in part encoded in and determined by discourse and by
genre. Therefore texts are often sites of struggle in that they show traces
of differing discourses and ideologies contending and struggling for
dominance. A defining feature of CDA is its concern with power as a
central condition in social life, and its efforts to develop a theory of
language which incorporates this as a major premise. Not only the notion
of struggles for power and control, but also the intertextuality and
recontextualization of competing discourses are closely attended to.

Power is about relations of difference, and particularly about the
effects of differences in social structures. The constant unity of language
and other social matters ensures that language is entwined in social
power in a number of ways: language indexes power, expresses power,
is involved where there is contention over and a challenge to power.
Power does not derive from language, but language can be used to
challenge power, to subvert it, to alter distributions of power in the short
and long term. Language provides a finely articulated means for
differences in power in social hierarchical structures. Very few linguistic
forms have not at some stage been pressed into the service of the
expression of power by a process of syntactic or textual metaphor. CDA
takes an interest in the ways in which linguistic forms are used in
various expressions and manipulations of power. Power is signalled not
only by grammatical forms within a text, but also by a person’s control of
a social occasion by means of the genre of a text. It is often exactly within
the genres associated with given social occasions that power is exercised
or challenged.*

The ways in which some of CDA research is directly and indirectly
related to the research produced in the tradition of critical theory are
particularly evident when one considers central concepts with which the
various areas work, and social phenomena on which they focus.
Examples of these are pertinent in their approaches to questions such as:

e what constitutes knowledge;
e how discourses are constructed in and constructive of social
institutions;

* The very recent and exciting research of Christine Anthonissen about modes to
circumvent censorship in South Africa during Apartheid manifest a variety of linguistic
and semiotic strategies of power and resistance (see Anthonissen, 2001 for an extensive
discussion of the concept of power).
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e how ideology functions in social institutions, and;
e how people obtain and maintain power within a given community.

The contributions in this book, specifically the analysis of example texts,
provide some answers to these questions.

Open questions and perspectives

Over the years, several issues have arisen as important research agenda
which have not yet been adequately discussed. We would like to
mention a few which are also central for the contributions in this book
and which are discussed by Michael Meyer in his chapter.

1 The problem of operationalizing theories and relating the linguistic
dimension with the social dimensions (problem of mediation).

2 The linguistic theory to be applied: often, a whole mixed bag of
linguistic indicators and variables are used to analyse texts with no
theoretical notions and no grammar theory in the background.

3 The notion of ‘context’, which is often defined very broadly or very
narrowly: how much information do we need to analyse texts, how
much impact do theories have?

4 The accusation of being biased — how are certain readings of text
justified and validated?

5 Inter- or transdisciplinarity have not yet been achieved as a really
integral part of text analysis.

This list could, of course, be extended. The approaches presented in this
book will help clarify some of the problems yet to be solved, and give
some answers to the many questions encountered while analysing
discourse.

Notes

1 This short summary is based on long and extensive discussions with my
friends, colleagues and co-researchers as well as students. I would like to
mention and thank Rudi De Cillia, Martin Reisigl, Gertraud Benke, Gilbert
Weiss, Bernd Matouschek and Richard Mitten with all of whom I have
worked over the years. Moreover, many ideas have developed in work with
my students. I would like to thank Usama Suleiman, Alexander Pollak and
Christine Anthonissen for their extensive insights and elaborations as well as
far-sighted comments and criticism. Finally, I would like to thank my peer
group, whom I have written about and the many other colleagues I have not
been able to mention here.

2 The terms CL and CDA were coined independently of one another and some
practitioners of either CL or CDA might find arcane points on which they
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differ. For most purposes those whose work could be described by either
category may be said to occupy the same ‘paradigmatic’ space. In the event, in
this contribution, the terms as well as their derivatives such as ‘critical
linguists” or ‘critical discourse analysts” will be used interchangeably.

The literature on CDA and CL is vast. Therefore I can only provide a very
short and thus also much too simple summary (see Fairclough and Wodak,
1997; Reisigl and Wodak, 2001; Anthonissen, 2001 and Blommaert and
Bulcaen, 2000 for extensive and detailed overviews).

We could postulate, in the Habermasian sense, that every speech situation is
‘distorted” by power structures, especially in contrast to his utopia of the ‘ideal
speech situation” where rational discourse becomes possible (Habermas, 1969,
1971; Wodak, 19964, b).

The Erasmus network consisted of a cooperation between Siegfried Jager,
Duisburg, Per Linell, Linkoping, Norman Fairclough, Lancaster, Teun van
Dijk, Amsterdam, Gunther Kress, London, Theo van Leeuwen, London, Ruth
Wodak, Vienna.

In the 1960s, many scholars adopted a more critical perspective in language
studies. Among the first was the French scholar Pécheux (1982 [1975]), whose
approach traced its roots to the work of Russian theorists Bakhtin (1981) and
Volosinov (1973), both of whom had postulated an integration of language
and social processes in the 1930s. The term itself was apparently coined by
Jacob Mey (1974).

The differences between scientific theories and critical theories lie along three
dimensions, following the Frankfurt school (see Anthonissen, 2001 for a
discussion). Firstly, they differ in their aim or goal, and therefore also in the
way they can be used. Scientific theories aim at successful manipulation of the
external world: they have ‘instrumental use’. Critical theories aim at making
‘agents” aware of hidden coercion, thereby freeing them from that coercion
and putting them in a position to determine where their true interests lie.
Secondly, critical and scientific theories differ in their ‘cognitive’ structure.
Scientific theories are ‘objectifying’ in that one can distinguish between the
theory and the objects to which the theory refers. The theory is not part of the
object domain which it describes. A critical theory, on the other hand, is
‘reflective’ in that it is always itself a part of the object-domain it describes.
Such theories are in part about themselves. Thirdly, critical and scientific
theories differ in the kind of evidence which would determine whether or not
they are acceptable. Thus, these theories require different kinds of con-
firmation.
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CDA as a difference that makes a difference

Approaches to social research are not isolated in space. In simplified
terms they can be understood as a certain set of explicitly or implicitly
defined theoretical assumptions which are specifically linked with
empirical data, permit specific ways of interpretation and thus reconnect
the empirical with the theoretical field. Normally approaches obtain and
maintain their identities by distinguishing themselves from other
approaches.! It is generally agreed that CDA must not be understood
as a single method but rather as an approach, which constitutes itself
at different levels — and at each level a number of selections have to be
made.

Firstly, at a programmatic level, a selection is made of (a) the phenom-
ena under observation, (b) some explanation of the theoretical assump-
tions, and (c) the methods used to link theory and observation. Within
this triangle, the methodical aspect often becomes the distinguishing
feature, because research is regularly legitimized as scientific by means of
intelligible methods. The term method? normally denotes research path-
ways: from the researcher’s own standpoint or from point A (theoretical
assumptions) another point B (observation) is reached by choosing a
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pathway that permits observations and facilitates the collection of
experiences. If one proceeds systematically wrong turnings are avoid-
able. ‘Methodical procedure can, like Ariadne’s thread, guarantee the
researcher a safe route back’ (Titscher et al., 2000: 5). It can also help both
the addressees of research findings to reconstruct the researchers’ argu-
mentation and other researchers to see the starting point differently, and
even to decide not to go back, but to find other more interesting starting
points. Methodical procedure will make it easier to record findings and to
compile reports of experience. Secondly, at a social level, a specific peer
group is formed as a distinctive part of a scientific community, and
thirdly, at a historical level, each approach to social research is subject to
fashions and expiry dates.

The differences between CDA and other sociolinguistic approaches
may be most clearly established with regard to the general principles of
CDA. First of all the nature of the problems with which CDA is con-
cerned is different in principle from all those methods which do not
determine their interest in advance. In general CDA asks different
research questions. CDA scholars play an advocatory role for groups
who suffer from social discrimination. If we look at the CDA contri-
butions collected in this reader it becomes evident that the line drawn
between social scientific research, which ought to be intelligible, and
political argumentation is sometimes crossed. Whatever the case, in
respect of the object of investigation, it is a fact that CDA follows a
different and a critical approach to problems, since it endeavours to make
explicit power relationships which are frequently hidden, and thereby to
derive results which are of practical relevance.

One important characteristic arises from the assumption of CDA that
all discourses are historical and can therefore only be understood with
reference to their context. In accordance with this CDA refers to such
extralinguistic factors as culture, society, and ideology. In any case, the
notion of context is crucial for CDA, since this explicitly includes social-
psychological, political and ideological components and thereby
postulates an interdisciplinary procedure.

Beyond this, CDA, using the concepts of intertextuality and interdis-
cursivity, analyses relationships with other texts, and this is not pursued
in other methods. From its basic understanding of the notion of dis-
course it may be concluded that CDA is open to the broadest range of
factors that exert an influence on texts.

From the notion of context a further difference emerges concerning the
assumption about the relationship between language and society. CDA
does not take this relationship to be simply deterministic but invokes an
idea of mediation. There is a difference between the various approaches
to discourse. Norman Fairclough defines the relationship in accordance
with Halliday’s multifunctional linguistic theory and the concept of
orders of discourse according to Foucault, while Ruth Wodak, like Teun
van Dijk, introduces a sociocognitive level. This kind of mediation
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between language and society is absent from many other linguistic
approaches, such as, for example, conversation analysis.

A further distinguishing feature of CDA is the specific incorporation
of linguistic categories into its analyses. CDA in no way includes a
very broad range of linguistic categories: one might therefore get the
impression that only a small range of linguistic devices are central for
CDA studies. For instance many CDA scholars regularly use actor
analyses as a means of focusing upon pronouns, attributes and the verbal
mode, time and tense.

In principle we may assume that categories such as deixis and
pronouns can be analysed in any linguistic method, but that they are
crucial for CDA. Explicitly or implicitly CDA makes use of a concept of
the so-called linguistic surface. For instance Fairclough speaks of form
and texture at the textual level, and Wodak of forms of linguistic
realization.

As for the methods and procedures used for the analysis of discourses,
CDA generally sees its procedure as a hermeneutic process, although
this characteristic is not completely evident in the position taken by the
various authors. Compared to the (causal) explanations of the natural
sciences, hermeneutics can be understood as the method of grasping and
producing meaning relations. The hermeneutic circle — which implies
that the meaning of one part can only be understood in the context of the
whole, but that this in turn is only accessible from its component parts —
indicates the problem of intelligibility of hermeneutic interpretation.
Therefore hermeneutic interpretation in particular urgently requires
detailed documentation. Actually the specifics of the hermeneutic inter-
pretation process are not made completely transparent by many CDA-
orientated studies.’ If a crude distinction has to be made between ‘text-
extending’ and ‘text-reducing’ methods of analysis, then CDA, on
account of its concentration on very clear formal properties and the
associated compression of texts during analysis, may be characterized as
‘text-reducing’. These findings disagree with the mainly hermeneutic
impetus of most CDA approaches.

A further characteristic of CDA is its interdisciplinary claim and its
description of the object of investigation from widely differing perspec-
tives, as well as its continuous feedback between analysis and data
collection. Compared with other linguistic methods of text analysis, CDA
seems to be closest to sociological and socio-psychologial perspectives,
although these interfaces are not well defined everywhere.

Criticism of CDA comes from conversation analysis — the ‘reverse
side” of the debate between conversation analysis (Schegloff, 1998) and
CDA. Schegloff argues that CDA, even though it has different goals and
interests than the local construction of interaction, should deal seriously
with its material: ‘If, however, they mean the issues of power, domina-
tion and the like to connect up with discursive material, it should be a
serious rendering of that material’. This means it should at least be
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compatible with what is demonstrably relevant for the behaviour of
participants in an interaction. Only when such categories as the gender
of participants are made relevant — for instance by an explicit mention
(‘ladies last’) — are they important for an analysis. If CDA is understood
in this way it would not, in Schegloff’s opinion, be an alternative to
conversation analysis, but would require a conversation analysis to be
carried out first, ‘otherwise the critical analysis will not “bind” to the
data, and risks ending up merely ideological’.

Alongside this general debate about the whole enterprise of CDA, a
more specific discussion has developed between Norman Fairclough and
Henry Widdowson. Widdowson criticizes the fact that the term dis-
course is as vague as it is fashionable: ‘discourse is something everybody
is talking about but without knowing with any certainty just what it is: in
vogue and vague’ (Widdowson, 1995: 158). He also criticizes the lack of a
clear demarcation between text and discourse. Furthermore — and here
his criticism approaches that of Schegloff — CDA is an ideological inter-
pretation and therefore not an analysis. The term critical discourse
analysis is a contradiction in terms. Widdowson believes that CDA is, in
a dual sense, a biased interpretation: in the first place it is prejudiced on
the basis of some ideological commitment, and then it selects for analysis
such texts as will support the preferred interpretation (Widdowson,
1995: 169). Analysis ought to mean the examination of several inter-
pretations, and in the case of CDA this is not possible because of prior
judgements. Fairclough (1996), in reply to this criticism, draws attention
to the open-endedness of results required in the principles of CDA. He
also points out that CDA, unlike most other approaches, is always
explicit about its own position and commitment.

Actually these controversies concretize two irreconcilable positions
within the methodological debate in social research: is it possible to
perform any research free of a priori value judgements* and is it possible
to gain insight from purely empirical data without using any preframed
categories of experience? As for the first question, CDA agrees even with
dogmatic positivistic methodology which permits value judgements in
the process of the selection of objects and questions under investigation
(‘context of discovery’), but forbids them in the ‘context of justification’.
As for the second question, the CDA position fits well with most
epistemology in Kant’s tradition which denies the possibility of ‘pure’
cognition.

Methodology of CDA

CDA in all of its various forms understands itself to be strongly based in
theory. To which theories do the different methods refer? Here we find a
wide variety of theories, ranging from microsociological perspectives
(Ron Scollon) to theories on society and power in Michel Foucault’s
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tradition (Siegfried Jager, Norman Fairclough, Ruth Wodak), theories of
social cognition (Teun van Dijk) and grammar, as well as individual
concepts that are borrowed from larger theoretical traditions. As a first
step, this section aims to systematize these different theoretical
influences.

A second step relates to the problem of operationalizing theoretical
concepts. The primary issue here is how the various methods of CDA are
able to translate their theoretical claims into instruments and methods of
analysis. In particular, the emphasis is on the mediation between grand
theories as applied to society at large and concrete instances of social
interaction, the foci of analysis for CDA. As far as methodology is con-
cerned, there are several perspectives within CDA: in addition to those
which can be described primarily as variations from hermeneutics, one
finds interpretative perspectives with various emphases, among them
even quantitative procedures.

In empirical social research a distinction can be made between elicita-
tion and evaluation methods: between ways of collecting data (in the
laboratory or by fieldwork) and procedures that have been developed for
the analysis of collected data. Methodical procedures for the collection of
data organize observation, while evaluation methods regulate the trans-
formation of data into information and further restrict the opportunities
for inference and interpretation. The distinction between these two tasks
of data collection and analysis does not necessarily mean that there are
two separate steps: CDA sees itself more in the tradition of Grounded
Theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), where data collection is not a phase
that must be finished before analysis starts but might be a permanently
ongoing procedure.

Particularly worthy of discussion is the way in which sampling is
conducted in CDA. Most studies analyse ‘typical texts’. The possibilities
and limits with regard to the units of analysis chosen will be illuminated
within the context of the issue of theoretical sampling. Some of the
authors explicitly refer to the ethnographic tradition of field research
(Scollon, Wodak).

This connection between theory and discourse can be described in
terms of the model for theoretical and methodological research pro-
cedures that is illustrated in Figure 2.1.

Theoretical grounding and objectives

Among the different positions within CDA presented in this book,
theoretical components of very different origins have been adopted.
Moreover there is no guiding theoretical viewpoint that is used con-
sistently within CDA, nor do the CDA protagonists proceed consistently
from the area of theory to the field of discourse and then back to theory.

Within the CDA approaches presented here the reader may find all
the theoretical levels of sociological and socio-psychological theory (the
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conceptualization: selection
of theoretical concepts and
assumptions relations, assumptions

interpretation operationalization

selection of ’ procedures and
information instruments

examination of

discourse/text

FIGURE 2.1 Empirical research as a cirular process

concept of different theoretical levels is in the tradition of Merton, 1967:
39-72; see also Ruth Wodak’s contribution):

1 Epistemology covers theories which provide models of the con-
ditions, contingencies and limits of human perception in general and
scientific perception in particular.

2 General social theories, often called ‘grand theories’, try to concep-
tualize relations between social structure and social action and thus
link micro- and macro-sociological phenomena. Within this level one
can distinguish between the more structuralist and the more indi-
vidualist approaches. To put it very simply, the former provide top-
down explanations (structure—action), whereas the latter prefer
bottom-up explanations (action—structure). Many modern theories
try to reconcile these positions and imply some kind of circularity
between social action and social structure.

3 Middle-range theories focus either upon specific social phenomena
(such as conflict, cognition, social networks), or on specific sub-
systems of society (for example, economy, politics, religion).

4 Micro-sociological theories try to explain social interaction, for
example the resolution of the double contingency problem (Parsons
and Shils, 1951: 3-29) or the reconstruction of everyday procedures
which members of a society use to create their own social order,
which is the objective of ethnomethodology.

5 Socio-psychological theories concentrate upon the social conditions of
emotion and cognition and, compared to micro-sociology, prefer
causal explanations to hermeneutic understanding of meaning.

6 Discourse theories aim at the conceptualization of discourse as a
social phenomenon and try to explain its genesis and its structure.
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7 Linguistic theories, for example, theories of argumentation, of
grammar, of rhetoric, try to describe and explain the pattern specific
to language systems and verbal communication.

All these theoretical levels can be found in CDA. At first glance it
seems that the unifying parentheses of CDA are rather the specifics of
research questions than the theoretical positioning. In the following we
want give a short outline of the theoretical positions and methodological
objectives of CDA approaches.

Among the contributors to this book, Siegfried Jéger is closest to the
origin of the notion of discourse, that is to Michel Foucault’s structuralist
explanations of discoursive phenomena. Jdger detects a blind spot in
Foucault’s theory, namely the mediation between subject and object,
between discursive and non-discursive practices (activities) on the one
hand and manifestations (objects) on the other. Here he strategically
inserts Aleksej Leontjew’s (for example, 1982) activity theory. The
mediation between the triangle’s corners is performed by work, activity
and non-discursive practices. Thus the social acting subject becomes the
link between discourse and reality, a theoretical movement which
moderates the severeness of the Foucaultian structuralism. Jager’s
epistemological position is based upon Ernesto Laclau’s social con-
structivism, which denies any societal reality that is determined outside
the discursive: ‘If the discourse changes, the object not only changes its
meaning, but it becomes a different object, it loses its previous identity’
(Jager, p. 43). That way Jager introduces a dualism of discourse on
reality, where the role of social actors is strongly reminiscent of Umberto
Eco’s (1985) Lector in fabula.

Jager applies Jiirgen Link’s notion of ‘discourse as a consolidated
concept of speech” which determines and consolidates action and exer-
cises power. He tries to reposition Foucault’s definition of discourse
which is too strongly caught up in the verbal. For this reason he reinvents
Foucault’s concept of the ‘dispositive” as a shell which envelops both
discursive and non-discursive practices and materializations. Jager’s
method explicitly aims at the analysis of discourses and dispositives. Yet
he admits difficulties with the determination of the dispositive which are
connected to the lack of determination of the links between the triangle’s
corners.

Whereas Siegfried Jager refers mainly to general social theories, Teun
van Dijk is rather on the socio-psychological side of the CDA field. He
sees theory not as the classical relationship of causal hypotheses but
rather as a framework systematizing phenomena of social reality. His
focal triad is construed between discourse, cognition and society. He
defines discourse as a communicative event, including conversational
interaction, written text, as well as associated gestures, facework, typo-
graphical layout, images and any other ‘semiotic’ or multimedia dimen-
sion of signification. Van Dijk relies on socio-cognitive theory splints and
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understands linguistics in a broad ‘structural-functional’ sense. He
argues that CDA should be based on a sound theory of context.
Within this he claims that the theory of social representations plays a
main part.

Social actors involved in discourse do not exclusively make use of their
individual experiences and strategies; they mainly rely upon collective
frames of perceptions, called social representations. These socially
shared perceptions form the link between social system and the indi-
vidual cognitive system and perform the translation, homogenization
and co-ordination between external requirements and subjective experi-
ence. This assumption is not new. Already in the first half of the nine-
teenth century Emile Durkheim (1933, for example) pointed out the
significance of collective ideas which help societies to consciousness and
reification of social norms. Serge Moscovici (1981) coined the notion of
social representations as a bulk of concepts, opinions, attitudes, evalu-
ations, images and explanations which result from daily life and are
sustained by communication. Social representations are shared amongst
members of a social group.® Thus they form a core element of the
individual’s social identity (Wagner, 1994: 132). Social representations
are bound to specific social groups and not spanning society as a whole.
They are dynamic constructs and subject to permanent change. Together
they constitute a hierarchical order of mutual dependency (Duveen and
Lloyd, 1990).

Van Dijk, however, does not explicitly refer to this tradition but rather
to socio-psychological research: in line with current theorizing in cog-
nitive psychology, such mental constructs have the form of a specific kind
of mental model, as stored in episodic memory — the part of long-term
memory in which people store their personal experiences (van Dijk, p.
112). He introduces the concept of context models, which are understood
as mental representations of the structures of the communicative situation
that are discursively relevant for a participant. These context models
control the ‘pragmatic’ part of discourse, whereas event models do so
with the ‘semantic’ part. Van Dijk names three forms of social rep-
resentations relevant to the understanding of discourse: firstly knowledge
(personal, group, cultural), secondly attitudes (not in the socio-
psychological understanding), and thirdly ideologies. Discourses take
place within society, and can only be understood in the interplay of social
situation, action, actor and societal structures. Thus, unlike Jager, he
conceptualizes the influence of social structure via social representations.

Perhaps Ruth Wodak is the most linguistically orientated of the CDA
scholars selected here. Unlike the others she, together with Martin Reisigl
(Reisigl and Wodak, 2001), explicitly tries to establish a theory of dis-
course. They understand discourse as ‘a complex bundle of simultaneous
and sequential interrelated linguistic acts, which manifest themselves
within and across the social fields of action as thematically interrelated
semiotic, oral or written tokens, very often as “texts”, that belong to
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specific semiotic types, i.e. genres’ (Wodak, p. 66). In the discourse—
historical approach the connection between fields of action (Girnth, 1996),
genres, discourses and texts is described and modelled. Although
the discourse-historical approach is indebted to critical theory, general
social theory plays a negligible part compared with the discourse model
mentioned above and historical analysis: context is understood mainly
historically. To this extent Wodak agrees with Mouzelis’s (1995) severe
diagnosis of social research. She consistently follows his recommenda-
tions: not to exhaust oneself in theoretical labyrinths, not to invest too
much in the operationalization of unoperationalizable ‘grand theories’,
but rather to develop conceptual tools relevant for specific social
problems. The discourse-historical approach finds its focal point in the
field of politics, where it tries to develop conceptual frameworks for
political discourse. Wodak tries to fit linguistic theories into her model of
discourse, and in the example presented below she makes extensive use
of argumentation theory (list of topoi). This does not necessarily mean
that the concepts resulting from argumentation theory fit well with other
research questions. Wodak seems strongly committed to a pragmatic
approach.

Although this is not expressed explicitly, Norman Fairclough takes a
specific middle-range theory position: he focuses upon social conflict in
the Marxist tradition and tries to detect its linguistic manifestations in
discourses, in particular elements of dominance, difference and resist-
ance. According to Fairclough, every social practice has a semiotic
element. Productive activity, the means of production, social relations,
social identities, cultural values, consciousness, and semiosis are dialec-
tically related elements of social practice. He understands CDA as the
analysis of the dialectical relationships between semiosis (including lan-
guage) and other elements of social practices. These semiotic aspects of
social practice are responsible for the constitution of genres and styles.
The semiotic aspect of social order is called the order of discourse. His
approach to CDA oscillates between a focus on structure and a focus on
action. Both strategies ought to be problem based: by all means CDA
should pursue emancipatory objectives, and should be focused upon the
problems confronting what can loosely be referred to as the ‘losers’ within
particular forms of social life.

Fairclough draws upon a particular linguistic theory, systemic func-
tional linguistics (Halliday, 1985), which analyses language as shaped
(even in its grammar) by the social functions it has come to serve.

Ron Scollon can be seen as the micro-sociologist within the field of
discourse analysis. He calls his approach mediated discourse analysis
(MDA), which shares the goals of CDA but ‘strategizes to reformulate
the object of study from a focus on the discourses of social issues to a
focus on the social actions through which social actors produce the
histories and habitus of their daily lives which is the ground in which
society is produced and reproduced’ (Scollon, p. 140). MDA aims to
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establish the links between discourses and social actions where the focus
of analysis overtly is upon action. Scollon emphasizes that all social
actions are mediated by cultural tools or mediational means, whereby
the most salient and perhaps most common of these mediational means
is language or, to use the term Scollon prefers, discourse. Although this
is only one of the mediational means in MDA, there remains a central
interest in discourse mainly on empirical grounds.

Scollon theoretically links the micro level of action with the macro
level of communities by means of six concepts:

mediated action;

site of engagement;
mediational means;
practices;

the nexus of practice;

the community of practice.

NVl = W IN -~

Using the concept of mediation and mediational means (cultural tools)
Scollon not only explains the formation of practices out of singular
actions but also builds his micro-macro link, meticulously avoiding the
notion of social structure.

The methodical objective of MDA is

to provide a set of heuristics by which the researcher can narrow the scope of
what must be analysed to achieve an understanding of mediated actions even
knowing that mediated actions occur in real time, are unique and unrepeatable
and therefore must be ‘caught’ in action to be analysed. In a real sense it is a
matter of structuring the research activities to be in the right place at the right
time. (Ron Scollon, p. 152)

The more general goal of MDA is to explicate the link between broad
social issues and the everyday talk and writing, and to arrive at a richer
understanding of the history of the practice within the habitus of the
participants in a particular social action.

Methodology in data collection

The conclusion made above that CDA does not constitute a well-defined
empirical method but rather a cluster of approaches with a similar
theoretical base and similar research questions becomes most obvious
here: there is no typical CDA way of collecting data. Some authors do not
even mention data collection methods and others rely strongly on
traditions based outside the sociolinguistic field.® In any case, in a way
similar to grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), data collection is
not considered to be a specific phase that must be completed before



24 CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

analysis begins: after the first collection exercise it is a matter of carrying
out the first analyses, finding indicators for particular concepts, expand-
ing concepts into categories and, on the basis of these results, collecting
further data (theoretical sampling). In this mode of procedure, data
collection is never completely excluded, and new questions always arise
which can only be dealt with if new data are collected or earlier data are
re-examined (Strauss, 1987: 56).

Whereas Siegfried Jager at least suggests a concentration on texts
extracted from television and press reports, no evidence can be found
concerning data collection requirements in the contributions of Teun van
Dijk and Norman Fairclough. Yet the text examples selected by these
authors might indicate that they also prefer mass media coverage. This
focus embodies specific strengths, in particular it provides non-reactive
data (Webb, 1966), and certain weaknesses, for restrictions concerning
the research questions have to be accommodated. Ruth Wodak postu-
lates that CDA studies always incorporate fieldwork and ethnography in
order to explore the object under investigation as a precondition for any
further analysis and theorizing.

The most detailed discussion of this methodical step is provided by
Ron Scollon. He argues that, at the least, participant observation is the
primary research tool for eliciting the data needed for an MDA. This
argument is in a strong ethnographic tradition. Even though observa-
tional methods play an important role in MDA, this does not mean that
Scollon excludes the residual diversity of structured and unstructured
methods:

1 To identify participants and mediational means relevant for the
research question he even proposes surveys.

a Scene surveys should narrow down the scope of the research to a
few highly salient places or scenes, in which the actions we are
interested in are taking place.

b Event and action surveys aim to identify the specific social
actions taking place within the scenes we have identified which
are of relevance to the study of mediated action.

2 Focus groups should be identified and thoroughly analysed. The
purpose of such groups at this stage is twofold:

a ‘The researcher wants to know to what extent the identification of
specific scenes, media, and actions have reliability and validity
for members of the group under study’, and

b ‘the researcher wants to understand how important or salient the
categories which have been identified are for the population
being studied” (Scollon, p. 158).

These methods need not necessarily be applied stepwise but also simul-
taneously. Even media analysis has its place in Scollon’s methodology,
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although ‘media content surveys’ and ‘what’s in the news’ surveys do
not play the crucial part that mass media coverage plays in other CDA
approaches.

In a nutshell we might conclude that, with the exception of Ron
Scollon’s MDA, there is little discussion about statistical or theoretical
representativeness of the material analysed.” Although there are no
explicit statements about this issue, one might assume that many CDA
studies (perhaps with the exception of Teun van Dijk and Ruth Wodak)
mostly deal with only small corpora which are usually regarded as being
typical of certain discourses.

Methodology in operationalization and analysis

As mentioned above CDA places its methodology rather in the her-
meneutic than in the analytical-deductive tradition. As a consequence no
clear line between data collection and analysis can be drawn. However,
the linguistic character of CDA becomes evident in this section, because
in contrast to other approaches to text and discourse analysis (for
example, content analysis, grounded theory, conversation analysis; see
Titscher et al., 2000) CDA strongly relies on linguistic categories. This
does not mean that topics and contents play no role at all, but that the
core operationalizations depend on linguistic concepts such as actors,
mode, time, tense, argumentation, and so on. Nevertheless a definitive
list of the linguistic devices relevant for CDA cannot be given, since their
selection mainly depends on the specific research questions.

Siegfried Jdger distinguishes between firstly a more content oriented
step of structure analysis and secondly a more language oriented step of
fine analysis. Within structure analysis a characterization of the media
and the general themes has to be made. Within the fine analysis he
focuses upon context, text surface and rhetorical means. Examples of
linguistic instruments are figurativeness, vocabulary and argumentation
types. He takes into account both qualitative and quantitative aspects of
these features: Jager analyses

the kind and form of argumentation;

certain argumentation strategies;

the intrinsic logic and composition of texts;

implications and insinuations that are implicit in some way;

the collective symbolism or ‘figurativeness’, symbolism, metaphor-
ism, and so on both in language and in graphic contexts (statistics,
photographs, pictures, caricatures and so on);

idioms, sayings, clichés, vocabulary and style;

actors (persons, pronominal structure);

references, for example to (the) science(s);

particulars on the sources of knowledge, and so on.
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Teun van Dijk generally argues, that ‘a complete discourse analysis of
a large corpus of text or talk, as we often have in CDA research, is
therefore totally out of the question’ (van Dijk, p. 99). If the focus of
research is on the ways in which some speakers or writers exercise
power in or by their discourse, the focus of study will in practice be on
those properties that can vary as a function of social power. Van Dijk
therefore suggests that the analysis should concentrate upon the follow-
ing linguistic markers:

stress and intonation;
word order;

lexical style;

coherence;

local semantic moves such as disclaimers;
topic choice;

speech acts;

schematic organization;
rhetorical figures;
syntactic structures;
propositional structures;
turn takings;

repairs;

hesitation.

He supposes that most of these are examples of forms of interaction
which are in principle susceptible to speaker control, but less consciously
controlled or controllable by the speakers. Other structures, such as the
form of words and many sentence structures are grammatically obliga-
tory and contextually invariant, and hence usually not subject to speaker
control and social power. He further suggests six steps in an analysis:

1 analysis of semantic macrostructures: topics and macropropositions;

2 analysis of local meanings, where the many forms of implicit or
indirect meanings, such as implications, presuppositions, allusions,
vagueness, omissions and polarizations are especially interesting;

3 analysis of ‘subtle’ formal structures: here most of the linguistic

markers mentioned are analysed;

analysis of global and local discourse forms or formats;

5 analysis of specific linguistic realizations, for example, hyperbolas,
litotes;

6 analysis of context.

i~

In their studies of racist and discriminatory discourse Ruth Wodak and
Martin Reisigl (Reisigl and Wodak, 2001) developed a four-step strategy
of analysis: after firstly having established the specific contents or topics
of a specific discourse with racist, anti-semitic, nationalist or ethnicist
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ingredients, secondly, the discursive strategies (including argumentation
strategies) were investigated. Then thirdly, the linguistic means (as types)
and finally the specific, context-dependent linguistic realizations (as
tokens) of the discriminatory stereotypes were examined.

In these studies the discourse—historical approach concentrates upon
the following discursive strategies:

e referential strategy or strategy of nomination, where the linguistic
devices of interest are membership categorization (Sacks, 1992;
Bakker, 1997), metaphors and metonymies and synecdoches;

e strategies of predication which appear in stereotypical, evaluative
attributions of positive or negative traits and implicit or explicit
predicates;

e strategies of argumentation which are reflected in certain topoi used
to justify political inclusion or exclusion;

e strategies of perspectivation, framing or discourse representation use
means of reporting, description, narration or quotation of events and
utterances;

e strategies of intensification and mitigation try to intensify or mitigate
the illocutionary force of utterances (Ng and Bradac, 1993).

This methodology aims to be abductive and pragmatic, because the
categories of analysis are first developed in line with the research
questions, and a constant movement back and forth between theory and
empirical data is suggested. The historical context is always analysed
and integrated into the interpretation, although there exists no stringent
procedure for this task.

In his MDA approach Ron Scollon focuses on four main types of data:

members’ generalizations;

neutral (‘objective’) observations;

individual member’s experience;

observer’s interactions with members (participant observation).

B~ W -

Within the approaches selected, Scollon provides the most detailed
and generalized analytical scheme, which is tightly linked to his theor-
etical frame. Thus he analyses firstly actions, secondly practices, thirdly
mediational means, fourthly nexus of practice and finally community of
practice:

1 Action: what is the action? What chain or chains of mediated actions
are relevant? What is the ‘funnel of commitment’? What narrative
and anticipatory discourses provide a metadiscursive or reflective
structure?

2 Practice: what are the practices which intersect to produce this site of
engagement? What histories in habitus do these practices have, that is
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what is their ontogenesis? In what other actions are these practices
formative?

Mediational means: what mediational means are used in this action?
What specific forms of analysis should be used in analysing the
mediational means? How and when were those mediational means
appropriated within practice/habitus? How are those mediational
means used in this action? In what way are the semiotic charac-
teristics of those mediational means constraints on action or afford-
ances for action? To answer these question Scollon suggests methods
of conversation analysis, rhetorical analysis and visual holophrastic
discourse analysis.

Nexus of practice: what linkages among practices form a nexus of
practice? How might the nexus of practice be recognized? To what
extent is there a useful distinction between nexus of practice as
group, as situation, and as genre?

Community of practice: to what extent has a nexus of practice become
‘technologized’? What are the identities (both internal and external)
which are produced by community of practice membership?

As outlined above, Scollon formulates a number of questions con-
cerning each of these analytical levels, but — consistently with the
ethnographic tradition — he does not provide any operationalizations or
linguistic exponents which should be analysed.

Norman Fairclough suggests a stepwise procedure in preparation to

analysis. Like Ruth Wodak he prefers a pragmatic, problem oriented
approach, where the first step is to identify and describe the social
problem to be analysed. His propositions are as follows:

focus upon a specific social problem which has a semiotic aspect; go
outside the text and describe the problem and identify its semiotic
aspect;

identify the dominant styles, genres, discourses constituting this
semiotic aspect;

consider the range of difference and diversity in styles, genres,
discourses within this aspect;

identify the resistance against the colonialization processes executed
by the dominant styles, genres and discourses.

After these preparatory steps, which also help to select the material, he
suggests first of all structural analysis of the context, and then secondly
interactional analysis, which focuses on linguistic features such as:

agents;
time;
tense;
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e modality;
e syntax;

and finally analysis of interdiscursivity, which seeks to compare the
dominant and resistant strands of discourse.

It was the goal of the preceding sections to give a brief outline of the
core procedures applied in the different approaches to CDA. Finally
it should be pointed out that, although there is no consistent CDA
methodology, some features are common to most CDA approaches:
firstly they are problem oriented and not focused on specific linguistic
items. Yet linguistic expertise is obligatory for the selection of the items
relevant to specific research objectives. Secondly theory as well as
methodology is eclectic: both are integrated as far as it is helpful to
understand the social problems under investigation.

Criteria for assessing quality

It seems to be beyond controversy now that qualitative social research
also needs concepts and criteria to assess the quality of its findings. It is
also indisputable that the classical concepts of validity and reliability
used in quantitative research cannot be applied without modification.
‘The real issue is how our research can be both intellectually challenging
and rigorous and critical’ (Silverman, 1993: 144; there he also provides a
detailed discussion of these concepts and a reformulation for qualitative
research). What about the criteria suggested and listed by CDA scholars?

Siegfried Jager names the classical criteria of representativeness, reli-
ability and validity. Beyond it he suggests ‘completeness’ as a criterion
suited to CDA: the results of a study will be ‘complete’ if new data and
the analysis of new linguistic devices reveal no new findings. Teun van
Dijk suggests accessibility as a criterion which takes into account the
practical targets of CDA: findings should at be least accessible and
readable for the social groups under investigation.

Both Ruth Wodak and Ron Scollon suggest triangulation procedures to
ensure validity — ‘which is appropriate whatever one’s theoretical
orientation or use of quantitative or qualitative data” (Silverman, 1993:
156).8 Wodak’s triangulatory approach can be characterized as theor-
etical and is based on the concept of context which takes into account
four levels:

—_

the immediate language- or text-internal co-text;

2 the intertextual and interdiscursive relationship between utterances,
texts, genres and discourses;

3 the extralinguistic (social) level which is called the ‘context of
situation” and explained by middle-range theories;

4  the broader socio-political and historical contexts.



30 CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Permanent switching between these levels and evaluation of the findings
from these different perspectives should minimize the risk of being
biased. Beyond this Wodak suggests methodical triangulation by using
multimethodical designs on the basis of a variety of empirical data as
well as background information.

Ron Scollon, too, is an advocate of triangulation: ‘Because of the
involvement of the researcher as a participant-observer, clear triangula-
tion procedures are essential in drawing inferences about observations
and in producing interpretations’ (Scollon, p. 181).

Triangulation among different types of data, participants” definition of
significance and issue based analysis to establish the significance of the
sites of engagement and mediated actions under study, are suited to
bringing the analyses back to participants in order to get their reactions
and interpretations: to uncover divergences and contradictions between
one’s own analysis of the mediated actions one is studying and those of
participants. Scollon claims that no study should rely on just one or two
of these types of data for its interpretation.

Nevertheless strict ‘objectivity’ cannot be achieved by means of dis-
course analysis, for each ‘technology’ of research must itself be examined
as potentially embedding the beliefs and ideologies of the analysts and
therefore prejudicing the analysis toward the analysts” preconceptions.

Conclusion: CDA sitting on the fence

The goal of this brief chapter was to provide a short summary of CDA
approaches, their similarities and differences. As the title of Teun van
Dijk’s article suggests, one of CDA’s volitional characteristics is its
diversity. Nevertheless a few landmarks should be pointed out within
this diversity:

e concerning its theoretical background, CDA works eclectically in
many respects; the whole range from grand theories to linguistic
theories is touched, although each individual approach emphasizes
different levels;

e there is no accepted canon of data collection;
operationalization and analysis is problem oriented and implies
linguistic expertise.

The similarity most evident is a shared interest in social processes of
power, hierarchy building, exclusion and subordination. In the tradition
of critical theory, CDA aims to make transparent the discursive aspects
of societal disparities and inequalities. CDA in the majority of cases takes
the part of the underprivileged and tries to show up the linguistic means
used by the privileged to stabilize or even to intensify iniquities in
society. Therefore critics like Widdowson (1995) object that CDA
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constantly sits on the fence between social research and political
argumentation.

Notes

1 In her introductory contribution Ruth Wodak describes the social history of
the process which has drawn the distinction between critical linguistics, CDA
and traditional linguistic research.

2 See the criticism of this use of the term in Kriz and Lisch (1988: 176). They find
‘model” a more appropriate term, since conventional methods actually depict
information structures.

3 The question whether it is possible to make hermeneutic processes trans-
parent and intelligible at all remains undecided, although Oevermann et al.
(1979) developed a hermeneutically oriented method with well defined
procedures and rules.

4 These conflict positions can be traced back to the ‘Werturteilsstreit’ (dispute
on value judgements) in German sociology (see Albert, 1971).

5 Once again a reference to Emile Durkheim: ‘The ideas of man or animal are
not personal and are not restricted to me; I share them, to a large degree, with
all the men who belong to the same social group that I do. Because they are
held in common, concepts are the supreme instrument of all intellectual
exchange’ (Bellah, 1973: 52; excerpt from ‘The dualism of human nature and
its social conditions’).

6 A general survey on sampling and the selection of texts is given by Titscher et
al. (2000). The advantages and disadvantages of different methods of data
collection are discussed from the point of view of the qualitative tradition by
Silverman (1997), especially by Atkinson and Coffey (1997); Miller and
Glassner (1997); Potter (1997) and Perakyla (1997).

7 For discussion about the representativeness of qualitative data see again
Titscher et al. (2000, 31ff.), Firestone (1993) and the articles in Ragin and
Becker (1992).

8 An early proponent of the method of triangulation is Norman Denzin (1970).
Further discussion of criteria for assessing interpretive validity in qualitative
research is also provided by Altheide and Johnson (1994).
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Preliminary remarks

Central to a critical discourse analysis (CDA) based on Michel Foucault’s
discourse theory are issues such as,

e what knowledge (valid at a certain place at a certain time) consists of;
e how this valid knowledge evolves;
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e how it is passed on;

e what function it has for the constitution of subjects and the shaping
of society and

e what impact this knowledge has on the overall development of
society.?

Here ‘knowledge’ means all kinds of contents which make up a con-
sciousness and/or all kinds of meanings used by respective historical
persons to interpret and shape the surrounding reality. People derive
this “knowledge’ from the respective discursive contexts into which they
are born and in which they are involved for their entire existence.
Discourse analysis, extended to include dispositive analysis, aims to
identify the knowledge (valid at a certain place at a certain time) of
discourses and/or dispositives, to explore the respective concrete context
of knowledge/power and to subject it to critique. Discourse analysis
pertains to both everyday knowledge that is conveyed via the media,
everyday communication, school and family, and so on, and also to that
particular knowledge (valid at a certain place at a certain time) which is
produced by the various sciences. This applies to both the cultural and
the natural sciences.

In this chapter, however, I will focus on the knowledge of the cultural
sciences. Although transfers to the natural sciences would indeed be
possible, they are not considered here.

My contribution will begin with a brief outline of the discourse-
theoretical /methodological background to a critical discourse analysis.?
Secondly, I will provide a sketch of what a dispositive is, that is to
discuss the interplay of discursive practices (= speaking and thinking on
the basis of knowledge), non-discursive practices (= acting on the basis of
knowledge) and ‘manifestations” and/or ‘materializations” of knowledge
(by acting/doing). Indeed, dispositives can be conceived of as ‘aggregate
works of art” which, being dovetailed and interwoven with one another
in a variety of ways, constitute an all-encompassing societal dispositive.

Discourse theory

The notion of discourse

The most fertile cultural science oriented approach to a discourse
analysis following Michel Foucault is that which has been developed by
the literary and cultural scientist Jiirgen Link and his team. Their
concern, as well as mine, is the analysis of current discourses and the
effects of their power, the illumination of the (language-based and
iconographic) means by which they work — in particular by collective
symbolism which contributes to the linking-up of the various discourse
strands. The overriding concern of their work and mine is the function of
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discourses in the bourgeois-capitalist modern industrial society as tech-
niques to legitimize and ensure government.*

In his most compressed version Link defines discourse as: ‘an institu-
tionally consolidated concept of speech inasmuch as it determines and
consolidates action and thus already exercises power” (Link, 1983: 60).

This definition of discourse can be further illustrated by regarding
discourse ‘as the flow of knowledge — and/or all societal knowledge
stored — throughout all time’ (Jager, 1993 and 1999), which determines
individual and collective doing and/or formative action that shapes
society, thus exercising power. As such, discourses can be understood as
material realities sui generis.

At the same time, this implies that discourses are not interesting as
mere expressions of social practice, but because they serve certain ends,
namely to exercise power with all its effects. They do this because they
are institutionalized and regulated, because they are linked to action.’

The (dominating) discourses can be criticized and problematized; this
is done by analysing them, by revealing their contradictions and non-
expression and/or the spectrum of what can be said and what can be
done covered by them, and by making evident the means by which the
acceptance of merely temporarily valid truths is to be achieved.
Assumed truths are meant here, which are presented as being rational,
sensible and beyond all doubt.

Any researcher conducting such an analysis must, moreover, see
clearly that with his/her critique he/she is not situated outside the
discourse he/she is analysing. If not, he/she places his/her own concept
of discourse analysis in doubt. Apart from other critical aspects which
discourse analysis also comprises, he/she can base his/her analysis on
values and norms, laws and rights; he/she must not forget either that
these are themselves the historical outcome of discourse, and that his/
her possible bias is not based on truth, but represents a position that in
turn is the result of a discursive process. Equipped with this position he/
she is able to enter discursive contests and to defend or modify his/her
position.

The context of linking discourse to power mentioned above is, how-
ever, very complex because: ‘a discursive practice exercises power with
all its effects in various respects. If a discursive formation can be
described as a limited “positive” field of accumulations of utterances’, as
suggested by Link and Link-Heer to defend this connection, ‘the
opposite is true, that in this way possible other utterances, questions,
points of view, problematic issues and so on are excluded. Such exclu-
sions which necessarily result from the structure of a special discourse
(which must in absolutely no way be misinterpreted as the manipulative
intentions of any one subject), can be institutionally reinforced” (Link and
Link-Heer, 1990: 90). Thus, power is also exercised over discourses, for
example, in the form of easy access to the media, unlimited access
to resources, and so on. What Link and Link-Heer relate to scientific
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discourses in my opinion also pertains to everyday discourse, educa-
tional discourse, political discourse, the media and so on.

Discourse analysis encompasses the respective spectrum of what can
be said in its qualitative range and its accumulation and /or all utterances
which in a certain society at a certain time are said or can be said. It also
covers the strategies with which the spectrum of what can be said is
extended on the one hand, but also restricted on the other, for instance,
by denial strategies, relativizing strategies, strategies to remove taboos,
and so on. Demonstration of the restrictions or lack of restrictions of the
spectrum of what can be said is subsequently a further critical aspect of
discourse analysis.

The emergence of such strategies points in turn to the fact that there
are utterances which in a certain society at a certain point in time cannot
yet, or can no longer, be said, unless special ‘tricks” are used in order to
express them without negative sanctions. The spectrum of what can be
said can be restricted, or an attempt can be made to exceed its limits, via
direct prohibitions and confinements, limits, implications, creation of
explicit taboos, but also through conventions, internalizations, and regu-
lation of consciousness. Discourse as a whole is a regulating body; it
forms consciousness.

By functioning as the ‘flow of “knowledge” — and/or the whole of
stored societal knowledge — throughout all time’ discourse creates the
conditions for the formation of subjects and the structuring and shaping
of societies.

The various discourses are intertwined or entangled with one another
like vines or strands; moreover they are not static but in constant motion
forming a ‘discursive milling mass” which at the same time results in the
‘constant rampant growth of discourses’. It is this mass that discourse
analysis endeavours to untangle.

An important means of linking up discourses with one another is
collective symbolism. Collective symbols are ‘cultural stereotypes (fre-
quently called “topoi”), which are handed down and used collectively’
(Drews et al., 1985: 265).

In the store of the collective symbols that all the members of a society
know, a repertoire of images is available with which we visualize a
complete picture of societal reality and/or the political landscape of
society, and through which we then interpret these and are provided
with interpretations — in particular by the media.®

The most important rules regulating these links through which the
image of such a societal or political context is produced are catachreses
or image fractures. These function by creating connections between
utterances and areas of experience, bridging contradictions, generating
plausibilities and acceptances and so on, plus reinforcing the power of
discourses. “The locomotive of progress can be slowed down by floods
of immigrants’ is a so-called image fracture (catachresis) because the
symbols ‘locomotive’ (meaning progress) and ‘floods’ (meaning a threat
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from outside) are derived from different sources of images, the first
being taken from traffic and the second from nature. The analysis of
collective symbolism including catachreses is consequently a further
critical aspect of discourse analysis.

On the question of the power of discourses Foucault once said: ‘It is
the problem which determines nearly all my books: how in occidental
societies is the production of discourses, which (at least for a certain
time) are equipped with a truth value, linked to different power mech-
anisms and institutions?’ (Foucault, 1983: 8).

To further illustrate the problem of power/knowledge it is necessary
first to deal in more detail with the relationship between discourse and
societal reality and second, to ask more precisely how power is anchored
in this societal reality, who exercises it, over whom and by what means it
is exercised, and so on.

It should be clear by now that in discourses reality is not simply
reflected, but that discourses live a ‘life of their own’ in relation to reality,
although they impact and shape and even enable societal reality. They
are in themselves sui generis material realities. They are not, for instance,
by character passive media of ‘in-formation’ (that is information and
‘formative input’) provided by reality, and they are not second-class
material realities, nor are they ‘less material” than the ‘real’ reality. Dis-
courses are rather fully valid first-class material realities amidst others
(Link, 1992).

This also means that discourses determine reality, always of course via
intervening active subjects in their societal contexts as (co-)producers
and (co-)agents of discourses and changes to reality. These active sub-
jects conduct discursive and non-discursive practices. They can do this
because as subjects ‘knitted into” the discourses they have knowledge at
their disposal.

Following this notion the discourse cannot be reduced to a mere
‘distorted view of reality’” or a ‘necessarily false ideology’ - as is
frequently done by the concept of ‘ideology critique’ following orthodox
Marxist approaches. In fact, a discourse represents a reality of its own
which in relation to ‘the real reality” is in no way ‘much ado about
nothing’, distortion and lies, but has a material reality of its own and
‘feeds on’ past and (other) current discourses.

This characterization of discourses as being material means, at the
same time, that discourse theory is strictly a materialistic theory. Dis-
courses can also be regarded as societal means of production. Thus they
are in no way ‘merely ideology’; they produce subjects and — conveyed
by these in terms of the ‘population’ — they produce societal realities.”

Subsequently, discourse analysis is not (only) about interpretations
of something that already exists, thus not (only) about the analysis of
the allocation of a meaning post festum, but about the analysis of the
production of reality which is performed by discourse — conveyed by
active people.



DISCOURSE AND KNOWLEDGE 37

Yet, the simple question is: who makes the discourses and what status
do they have?

The individual does not make the discourse but the opposite tends to
be the case. The discourse is super-individual. Though everybody ‘knits
along’ at producing discourse, no individual and no single group deter-
mines the discourse or has precisely intended what turns out to be the
final result. As a rule discourses have evolved and become independent
as the result of historical processes. They convey more knowledge than
the individual subjects are aware of. Thus, if one wants to identify the
knowledge of a society (for example, on certain topics) one has to
reconstruct the history of its evolution or genesis. Foucault has attempted
several experiments on this, not only with regard to the sciences, because
he always included their ‘surroundings’, the institutions, everyday life
(for example, in prison, in hospital).

Such an approach might well go against the grain for people who have
the uniqueness of the individual in view. It also has to be considered that
it is not so easy to follow the thoughts presented here because we have
learnt that language as such does not change reality — which is in fact
correct. Moreover, unlike notions which idealize language or even
notions based on the magic of language that changes reality, we perhaps
tend to allocate too strongly the idea of the material reality of the dis-
course to idealistic concepts. If, however, we regard human speech (and
human activity in general) as activity in the broader frame of societal
activity, being tied in with the historical discourse according to whose
impact societies organize their practice, and regard societal reality as
having emerged and emerging in connection with the ‘raw material” of
reality (matter), the notion ought to be more easily grasped that dis-
courses exercise power, as power is exercised by the impact of tools and
objects on reality. This impact can immediately be characterized as a
non-discursive practice.

Discourse, knowledge, power, society, subject

As ‘agents’ of ‘knowledge (valid at a certain place at a certain time)’
discourses exercise power. They are themselves a power factor by being
apt to induce behaviour and (other) discourses. Thus, they contribute to
the structuring of the power relations in a society.

Yet what is the role played in this discursive interplay by the
individual or subject? In this respect Foucault argues quite clearly:

One has to liberate oneself from the constituting subject, from the subject itself,
i.e. to arrive at an historical analysis which is capable of clarifying the
constitution of the subject in the historical context. It is precisely this that I
would call genealogy, i.e. a form of history which reports on the constitution of
knowledge, discourses, fields of objects etc., without having to relate to a
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subject which transcends the field of events and occupies it with its hollow
identity throughout history. (Foucault, 1978: 32)

In contrast to what Foucault is frequently criticized for, he, or rather
his discourse theory, does not deny the subject. He endeavours to arrive
at an historical analysis which is capable of clarifying the constitution of
the subject in the historical context, in the socio-historical context and
thus from a synchronic and diachronic perspective. This is not directed
against the subject but against subjectivism and individualism.

The acting individual is absolutely involved when we talk about the
realization of power relations (practice). It thinks, plans, constructs,
interacts and fabricates. As such it also faces the problem of having to
prevail, i.e. to get its own way, to find its place in society. However, it
does this in the frame of the rampant growth of the network of discursive
relations and arguments, in the context of ‘living discourses’ insofar as it
brings them to life, lives ‘knitted into” them and contributes to their
change.

The spectrum of all that can be said and the forms in which it emerges
is covered by discourse analysis in its entire qualitative range, so that
discourse analysis can make generally valid statements on one or several
discourse strands.® However, quantitative aspects also emerge, since
statements about accumulations and trends are also possible. These can
be of importance when identifying, for example, thematic foci within a
discourse strand.

I will summarize this first part in an hypothesis. Discourses exercise
power as they transport knowledge on which the collective and indi-
vidual consciousness feeds. This emerging knowledge is the basis of
individual and collective action and the formative action that shapes
reality.

From the discourse to the dispositive

Since knowledge is the basis of action and formative action that shapes
reality, the opportunity arises not only to analyse discursive prac-
tices, but also non-discursive practices and so-called manifestations/
materializations as well as the relationship between these elements. The
interplay of these elements I call, as does Foucault, dispositive. To
explain this interplay more precisely I have to examine it in more depth.

As people — as actual individuals — we allocate meaning to reality in
the present, in history and in the future for which we plan. Thus, we
create reality in a certain way — both for the good and for the bad. Here,
of course, it is not the world of natural things, the material side of reality,
which is meant. The material side of reality only represents the raw
material which is put to use by the active individual and which -
frequently irrespective of societal reality — is researched by the natural
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sciences. For instance, even medical science regards people as if they
were biological natural objects.

It is not reality that is reflected in consciousness, but consciousness that
relates to reality, as discourses provide the application concepts and all
the knowledge for the shaping of reality as well as further reality con-
cepts. If the discourse withdraws from the reality ‘on whose shoulders’ it
has been formed, or rather more precisely, if people for whatever reasons
withdraw from a discourse which they have provided with a meaning,
that part of reality which corresponds to it becomes meaningless in the
truest sense of the word and returns to its natural state.

If the knowledge contained in a discourse changes, other meanings are
allocated to it and it becomes another object. This happens, for example,
when a beggar uses a bank which has become meaningless — its intended
function having been removed — as a weekend house, or when steel
works or nuclear power stations are converted into a leisure park. Here a
withdrawal of meaning takes place. The well-trodden ‘floor of meaning’
is withdrawn from beneath the feet of the object in question and/or
modified by allocating one or several other meanings to it.

In Foucault’s L’archéologie du savoir (‘archaeology of knowledge’) he
writes that discourses ‘are to be treated as practices which systematically
form the objects of which they speak’ (Foucault, 1989: 74). Notwith-
standing, Foucault also sees non-discursive societal practices which play
a part in forming objects/manifestations. At the same time he stresses
the importance of discursive ‘relationships’. He guesses they are ‘some-
how at the edge of the discourse: they provide it [= the discourse, S.J.]
with the objects about which it [= the discourse, S.].] can talk, or rather . ..
they [= the discursive relationships, S.J.] determine the package of
relations which the discourse must induce in order to be able to speak
of these or those objects, to treat them, to give them names, to analyse, to
classify and explain them’ (1988: 70). Thus, Foucault encircles the prob-
lem of the relationship between discourse and reality without solving it
beyond doubt. It remains unclear what he actually understands to be
‘objects’. One can only guess that he does not mean ‘manifestations’, but
rather themes, theories, statements, in other words purely discursive
‘objects’.

This circumnavigation of the problem is at its best, in my opinion, in
his attempt to determine what he understands by ‘dispositive’. In the
collection of interviews and lectures Dispositive der Macht (‘dispositives of
power’) (Foucault, 1978) he first defines dispositive somewhat daringly
as follows:

What I am endeavouring to establish with this terminology [namely disposi-
tive, S.J.] is first a decisively heterogeneous ensemble which covers discourses,
institutions, architectural institutions, reglemented decisions, laws, adminis-
trative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral or philanthropic
teachings, in brief, what is said and what is not said. So much for the elements
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of the dispositive. The dispositive itself is the net which can be woven between
these elements. (Foucault, 1978: 119f.)

Foucault goes on to differentiate: ‘Between these elements there is,
whether discursive or not, a play of changing positions and functions
which in turn can be very varied’ (Foucault, 1978: 120). He understands
‘by dispositive a kind of — say — formation whose major function at a
given historical point in time was to respond to an urgency (original
French, “urgence”; I.B./R.T.). The dispositive, therefore, has a mainly
strategic function” (Foucault, 1978: 120). Having differentiated between
discursive and non-discursive in the above cited initial definition, a few
pages further on he goes on to say: ‘In view of what I want with the
dispositive it is of hardly any importance to say: this is discursive and
that is not” (Foucault, 1978: 125).

Foucault is in an embarrassing situation here. The three psycho-
analysts with whom he is debating have pushed him into a tight corner.
It is noticeable that his interview partners are getting on his nerves. He is
becoming impatient, even cross.

This can be felt even more clearly, when he proceeds:

Compare, for example, the architectural plan of the Ecole Militaire by Gabriel
with the actual Ecole Militaire building: what is discursive, what is
institutional? All that interests me is whether the building corresponds to
the plan. However, I do not believe that it would be of great importance to
undertake this division because my problem is not a linguistic one. (Foucault,
1978: 125)

Foucault liberates himself — and us — from linguistics that is not based on
thought and consciousness; he subordinates language, and therefore also
linguistics, to thought and basically makes them into a department of the
cultural sciences whose objects are the conditions and results of sensory
human activity — sensory because thought and consciousness are the
preconditions of human activity.

After his archaeological endeavours to reconstruct the development of
knowledge entirely materialistically, Foucault arrived at the conviction
that it is not speech/the text/the discourse alone which moves the
world, and he found, or rather set up, the dispositive in order to interpret
his historical and current reality more appropriately. With this
determination of dispositive, the question has to be examined intensively
as to the connection between discourse and dispositive and/or discourse
and reality.

Foucault clearly sees a co-existence of discourse and reality and/or
objects; they are the elements of the dispositive which is the net hung
between these elements and/or links them. Foucault is, however, not
able to say in what quite concrete relationship and/or, to put it more
pointedly, in what empirical relationship discourses and things and/or
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events/reality are linked to one another. He was indeed interested in the
““nature of the connection”, which can be produced between these
heterogeneous elements’. He sees between these elements ‘whether
discursive or not, a play of changing positions and functions, which’ - as
he says — ‘in themselves can in turn be very varied” (1978: 120). Further-
more, he sees the dispositive as a kind of ‘formation whose major
function it has been at a given historical point in time to respond to an
urgency (original French, “urgence”; I.B./R.T.)". He also recognizes that
therefore the dispositive has ‘a primarily strategic function” (Foucault,
1978: 120). Such an urgency could, for instance, exist in the re-absorbing
of a liberated social mass which inevitably had to be a problem for a
capitalist society, and so on.

Foucault wishes to show ‘that what I call dispositive is a far more
general case of episteme. Or rather, that the episteme in contrast to the
dispositive in general, which itself is discursive and non-discursive and
whose elements are a lot more heterogeneous, is a specifically discursive
dispositive’ (Foucault, 1978: 123). In this respect we are not only dealing
with spoken and written knowledge (episteme) but also with the entire
knowledge apparatus with which a goal is achieved. Accordingly epi-
stemes are not only the discursive part in the knowledge apparatus,
but knowledge also ‘lives” and ‘acts’ in the actions of people and in the
objects they produce based on knowledge. What is meant here exactly is
well illustrated in ‘surveiller et punir’ (‘discipline and punish’), which I
merely mention here (Foucault, 1989).

Yet, here the following becomes evident: Foucault assumes a dualism
of discourse and reality. He did not see that the discourses and the world
of objectivities and/or realities are substantially interrelated and do not
exist independently. In the dispositive various elements are assembled
which are linked to one another, as he says, and this connection con-
stitutes the dispositive (see also Deleuze, 1992 and Balke, 1998).

Evidently Foucault sees the emergence of dispositives as follows: an
urgency emerges and an existing dispositive becomes precarious; for this
reason a need to act results and the social and hegemonial forces which
are confronted with it assemble the elements which they can obtain in
order to encounter this urgency, that is speech, people, knives, cannons,
institutions, and so on in order to mend the ‘leaks’ — the urgency — which
has arisen, as Deleuze says (Deleuze, 1992 and Balke, 1998).

What connects these elements is quite simply that they serve a
common end, which is to fend off the momentary or permanent urgency.
An ‘inner bond’ - of whatever kind — which would tie them together
does not, however, become evident in Foucault’s understanding of
dispositive.

Yet this bond exists in the form of sensory human activity which
mediates between subject and object, the social worlds and realities of
objects, in other words, through non-discursive practices, which at least
in Foucault’s definition of dispositive do not explicitly come about. By
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relating back to sensory activity I am introducing the theoretical base of
my second line of argument, that is the activity theory based on Marx
and developed by Vygotsky and especially A.N. Leontjev, the nucleus of
which, because of its importance in this context, I would like to illus-
trate.” However, it is also necessary to place this approach, which is in
essence an ideology-critical one, on a discourse-theoretical foundation.

As already said, we as people are evidently capable of allocating
meanings to ‘things’, in other words of giving reality a meaning; more-
over, only by giving things meanings do we make them into things. I can,
for example, allocate the meaning table to a piece of wood that I find in
the forest and then eat my bread from it and put my mug on it. A thing
to which I allocate no meaning is not a thing to me; indeed it is
completely nondescript to me, invisible or even non-existent; I do not
even see it, because I overlook it. I do not see the bird that the forester
sees (forester syndrome). Perhaps I see a red spot. And what do I say
about it when I see it? — ‘“That is a red spot.” And, in fact, to me that is the
meaning of the red spot to which I can allocate the meaning red spot.
Whether it is a flower, a bird or the recently dyed hair of Lothar
Matthdus who is going for a walk in the woods, because he was injured
playing in the last football match and therefore cannot train today, is not
visible to me, is not there, is beyond my range. Of course, a friend can
say to me, ‘look, that is Lothar Matth&dus’s hair, and he used to be captain
of the German national team.” Then I can say, “Yes, OK, I know him’, or
else, ‘No, that was definitely a bird or a flower.’

What I want to say by this is that all meaningful reality is existent for
us because we make it meaningful’® or because it has been allocated
some meaning by our ancestors or neighbours and is still important to
us. It is like King Midas with his gold: everything he touched turned to
gold. Thus, everything to which we allocate meaning is real to us in a
certain way, because, when and how it is meaningful to us.

Ernesto Laclau expressed this context elegantly when he wrote,

By ‘the discursive’” I understand nothing which in a narrow sense relates to
texts but the ensemble of phenomena of the societal production of meaning on
which a society as such is based. It is not a question of regarding the discursive
as a plane or dimension of the social but as having the same meaning as the
social as such . . . Subsequently, the non-discursive is not opposite to the
discursive as if one were dealing with two different planes because there is
nothing societal that is determined outside the discursive. History and society
are therefore an unfinished text. (Laclau, 1981: 176)

One has to ask, however, why, when, under what conditions and how
do I allocate which meaning to ‘things’, in other words, how is the ‘gap’
between discourse and reality closed? With Leontjev’s activity theory
this happens when I derive a motive from a particular need and sub-
sequently endeavour to achieve a certain aim for which one uses actions,
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operations and raw material, in other words, by working. The products
thus created can be utility commodities but also new thoughts and plans
from which in turn new sensory activities can result in new products,
and so on. The psychologist Foucault, strangely, did not know the
activity theory based on the materialistic psychology of the early 1930s,
or possibly he rejected it as appearing to him to be too subject-based. Yet
this approach is interesting because the theory allows discussion of the
mediation between subject and object, society and objective reality by
sensory activity. He overlooked the fact that the consequences and/or
the ‘materializations through work’ of past speech and/or preceding
discourses also belong to reality, as they are materializations of thought
complexes. These have been implemented by people acting in their non-
discursive practices, by means of which they have erected and furnished
houses and banks and made benches, which incidentally — as demon-
strated — only exist for as long as they are and remain embedded in
discourses. The institution, bank, for example, which belongs to the
dispositive capital, stops having this function when it no longer has a
discursive base to stand on: it becomes meaningless, reduced to nothing
apart from purely ‘natural’ matter (the latter itself becoming meaningful
of course, if we call it thus), or ‘discursified anew” into another objectivity
having been allocated a new meaning. Then the bank is, for instance,
lived in by beggars who make it into their shelter.!!
Foucault also sees this and writes:

It is not objects which remain constant, not the area which they form, neither is
it the point of their emergence or the way in which they are characterized, but
it is the creation of the interrelations of the surfaces where they appear,
distinguish themselves from each other, where they are analysed and can be
specified. (1988: 71)

To put it in a nutshell: if the discourse changes, the object not only
changes its meaning, but it becomes a different object; it loses its
previous identity.

This can either take place as a fracture or as a long, extended process in
which, mostly unnoticed, yet in effect completely, everything changes.

Foucault is extremely reluctant, as he says, ‘to define objects without a
relationship to the basis of the things’ (Foucault, 1988: 72). A little further
on he says, it is his concern that the discourses are ‘to be treated as
practices which systematically form the objects of which they speak’
(Foucault, 1988: 74).

However, he does not manage to proceed beyond this point, because
in my opinion he does not understand the mediation between subject
and object, society and discourse as being brought about by work/
activity and/or non-discursive practices. The discursive practices remain
verbal for him, strictly separated from the non-discursive practices, and
he adheres to the separation between intellectual activity and (non-
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intellectual) physical work. In this respect he is in fact a child of his times
or his origin, in which the bourgeoisie regarded physical work as
completely unintellectual. He knows that signs serve more than to sig-
nify things and he sees: ‘this “more” makes them irreducible to speech
and language’ (Foucault, 1988: 74). He would also like to illustrate and
describe this ‘more’ (1988), in which, in my opinion, he does not succeed.
He cannot really grasp this ‘more’. In my opinion, this surplus is the
knowledge which serves the conversion of knowledge of any kind — and
of knowledge which still has to be articulated — into objects: knowledge
about statics, for example, or about the nature of material, tools, routine
knowledge, which flows into any work as ‘numb intellectual actions’, but
which is not or only seldom articulated and in many cases even
impossible to articulate. Consider, for example, the knowledge of a
steelworker at the blast furnace who sees when the steel is ready or what
ingredients are still missing, but cannot say why this is the case. In a
certain way, what we have here is knowledge that has become inde-
pendent, a routine.

Thus, one could say: reality is meaningful and exists in the form in
which it exists only as long as the people, all of whom are bound up or
‘knitted into’ the (socio-historic) discourses and who are constituted by
them, have allocated and will continue to allocate meaning to it. Should
the latter no longer be the case, the objects change, or lose their meaning.
At best the original meaning can be reconstructed as the former meaning,
which has become entangled with other meanings or which has ceased to
exist. Even when one observes the night sky and sees in the constellation
of stars certain signs of the zodiac, this is the result of a discourse. One
only sees signs of the zodiac, because one has learnt to see them and
possibly to guess that somewhere there is a god or there is not.

The allocation of meaning is, however, not an unbinding symbolic
action, but means the revival of what one comes across, re-shaped and
changed. If, under these conditions we consider the collective symbolism
that is popularly used when talking of immigrants, we will realize that
many people who have learnt to carry out corresponding allocations of
meaning, really feel that foreigners are floods, which have to be held
back or against which dams have to be erected, or they are even felt to be
lice and pigs, which one can crush or slaughter.

Bernhard Waldenfels (1991) confirms at several points the criticism of
Foucault, outlined above, by whom he himself was inspired, when he
writes:

[it ] is unclear how the border between discursive and non-discursive practices
is drawn and how it is bridged [by Foucault, S.]J.], it remains unclear whether it
has to be drawn at all. I believe that in a certain way Foucault had manoeuvred
himself into a blind alley by conceiving the formation of the order of history
in his theory first as the orders of knowledge (epistemes), then as orders of
speech (discourse) instead of starting with an order which is divided up into
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the different behavioural registers of people, e.g. their speech and action (!),
but also their views, their physical customs, their erotic relationships, their
techniques, their economic and political decisions, their artistic and religious
forms of expression and a good deal more. One cannot see why any one such
area should be spared the functionality which Foucault developed one-sidedly
on the base of speech. (Waldenfels, 1991: 291)

In addition Waldenfels remarks that Foucault even exceeded these limits
at several points and continues:

in L’archéologie du savoir (archaeology of knowledge) the discourse is men-
tioned that deals with forms and expressions of politics, such as the function of
the revolutionary instance which can neither be traced back to a revolutionary
situation nor to a revolutionary consciousness. . . . Here, too, Foucault pre-
ferred to experiment. (Waldenfels, 1991: 291f.)

This ought to encourage us to experiment further and, equipped with
Foucault’s ‘box of tools’, in which theoretical and practical instruments
are to be found, to develop some of his ideas further or to bring them to
a conclusion. This I have endeavoured to do in this text. Firstly, by
repositioning Foucault’s definition of discourse, which is too strongly
caught up in the verbal, and which, moreover, is not replaced by that of
the dispositive but is incorporated into it, and I have taken it back a step
to the place where human thought and knowledge are situated, i.e. the
consciousness. This is where the contents of thought (including affects,
ways of seeing, and so on) are situated which provide the base for
the shaping of reality by work. In so doing I have, secondly, made the
activity theory fertile for discursive theory, the former theory being the
one which indicates how the subjects and objects of reality are mediated
by each other. Foucault saw discourse primarily as being somehow
mediated by reality, and thus occasionally approaches the ideas of con-
structivism. By discussing Leontjev I have been able to determine the
subject as the link which connects discourses with reality. Subjects do
this in the sum of their activities which, in the way they actually take
effect, are neither planned by a single individual nor a group. It is,
however, human consciousness and physical being (physical strength)
which in this respect takes effect and shapes reality. Everything that is
human consciousness is constituted discursively, that is through knowl-
edge. It is also the subjects, incidentally, which bring the knowledge into
play that has become independent, a routine. This knowledge, too, is
handed down in the discursive and non-discursive practices and mani-
festations and is in principle reconstructable, re-accessible.

The problem I have touched upon in this discussion I will now
endeavour to summarize and bring to a conclusion: I have the impression
that the difficulties in the determination of the dispositive are related to a
failure to determine the mediation between discourse (what is said /what
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has been said), non-discursive practices (activities) and manifestations
(products/objects). If I, like Leontjev and others, regard these manifes-
tations as materializations/activities of knowledge (discourse) and non-
discursive practices as the active implementation of knowledge, a context
can be produced that will probably solve many of the problems.

The sociologist Hannelore Bublitz provides a detailed discussion of
this problem in her recent book, Foucaults Archiologie des Unbewussten
(Foucault’s archaeology of the unconscious) (Bublitz, 1999: 82-115), in
which in particular she also underlines the function of the dispositive
nets for the modern subject formation. She claims: “although, therefore,
Foucault on the one hand sees the non-discursive and the discursive as
opposites he advocates the thesis that, “what is done and what is said are
not opposite”’. Rather he assumes ‘that the entire “civilized” occidental
society appears as the “complex net of various elements — walls, space,
institutions, regulations, discourses”, as a “factory for the production of
suppressed subjects”” (Bublitz, 1999: 90).

To conclude, the question that still has to be answered is whether and
how discourses and dispositives can be analysed at all.

The method of discourse and dispositive analysis

The theoretical discussion of discourse and dispositive theory outlined
above also forms the general theoretical foundation of the analytical
method proposed in the following. This also draws on linguistic instru-
ments (figurativeness, vocabulary, pronominal structure, argumentation
types, and so on) with whose aid we can investigate the more discrete
means that take effect in texts as elements of discourses. However, I will
dispense with a detailed presentation of the (strictly) linguistic toolbox
since one can derive it cautiously and selectively from good works on
style and grammar.'?

At the same time the linguistic toolbox represents merely one drawer
in the discourse-analytical ‘toolbox” which can be filled with very various
instruments according to the texture of the object to be investigated. Yet
there is a standard repertoire which I will describe later this chapter.
Moreover, in what follows, emphasis will be placed on activity and
discourse-theoretical principles.

The structure of discourse

Discourses and/or “societal flows of knowledge through time” represent
in their entirety a gigantic and complex ‘milling mass’.

In the first place, therefore, the question arises how discourses can be
analysed at all in spite of their constant rampant growth and inter-
woven nature. In order to do this, I will first make some terminologically
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pragmatic suggestions that are capable of rendering the principal struc-
ture of discourses transparent and only as a result of which they can
actually be analysed.

Special discourses and interdiscourses Fundamentally, special discourses (of
(the) science(s)) are to be distinguished from inter-discourse, whereby all
non-scientific discourses are to be regarded as components of the inter-
discourse. At the same time, elements of the scientific discourses (special
discourses) constantly flow into the interdiscourses.

To identify the structure of discourses I suggest the following opera-
tionalization aids.

Discourse strands In general societal discourse a great variety of themes
arise. ‘Thematically uniform discourse processes’” I call ‘discourse
strands’. Each discourse strand has a synchronic and diachronic dimen-
sion. A synchronic cut through a discourse strand has a certain quali-
tative (finite) range.!® Such a cut is made in order to identify what has
been ‘said” and/or what is, was and will be ‘sayable” at a particular past,
present or future point in time, in other words, in a respective ‘present
time’ in its entire range.

Discourse fragments Each discourse strand comprises a multitude of
elements which are traditionally called texts. I prefer the term discourse
fragment to ‘text’ since texts (can) address several themes and thus
contain several discourse fragments. What I call a discourse fragment is
therefore a text or part of a text which deals with a certain theme, for
example, foreigners/foreigners’ affairs (in the broadest sense). Con-
versely, this means that discourse fragments combine to constitute
discourse strands.

Entanglements of discourse strands It has to be considered, then, that a text
can make references to various discourse strands and in fact usually
does, in other words: in a text various discourse fragments can be con-
tained; these emerge in general in an entangled form. Such a discursive
entanglement (of strands) exists when a text clearly addresses various
themes, but also when a main theme is addressed in which, however,
references to other themes are made. Such is the case with a commentary
which deals with two themes that have, or appear to have, nothing to do
with one another. In this case there are two different discourse fragments
which are, however, entangled with one another. On the other hand,
though, a thematically uniform text (= discourse fragment) can make
more or less loose references to other themes and tie the treated theme
to one or several others at the same time. This is, for instance, the case
when in a text on the theme of immigration reference is made to the
economic discourse strand or a discourse on women, and so on. Thus a
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corresponding commentary could, for example, conclude: ‘and integra-
tion costs money, by the way’ or, ‘one also has to consider that with
people from that country, patriarchy plays a completely different role
than with us’. In these instances one can speak of discursive knots, the
discourse strands forming loose knots. Such ‘occasional knots” as
opposed to constantly entangled strands can therefore be seen as a lesser
form of entanglement.

Discursive events and discursive context All events have discursive roots; in
other words, they can be traced back to discursive constellations whose
materializations they represent. However, only those events can be seen
as discursive events which are especially emphasized politically, that is
as a general rule by the media, and as such events they influence the
direction and quality of the discourse strand to which they belong to a
greater or lesser extent. To give an example, the grave consequences of
the nuclear MCA (maximum credible accident) in Harrisburg can be
compared with those in Chernobyl. Whereas, however, the former was
kept secret by the media for years, the latter was made into a media-
discursive mega event which had an impact on politics in the entire
world. Whether an event, for instance an anticipated serious accident in
the chemical industry, becomes a discursive event or not, depends on the
respective political power constellation and developments. Discourse
analysis can establish whether such anticipated events will become dis-
cursive events or not. If they do, they influence the further discourse
considerably: Chernobyl contributed to a changing nuclear policy in
Germany, which — albeit hesitantly — might lead to its refusal to use
nuclear power. An opposing environmental (‘green’) discourse which
had been developing for some time, would hardly have been capable of
achieving this goal. It can at the same time be observed that a discursive
event, such as the one just described, can have an impact on the entire
discourse on new technologies by re-directing attention, for instance, to
the necessity of developing new energy sources.

To quote another example, the electoral success of the FPO (Freedom
Party of Austria) in 1999 met with considerable media coverage. As a
result, and with the FPO (and indirectly Jérg Haider) becoming part
of the government, the situation triggered a far greater worldwide
response, thus becoming a discursive mega event, which for months kept
the European and US press in suspense. Here again an impact on other
discourses could be observed: on discourses of the extreme right wing in
other European and non-European countries.

The identification of discursive events can also be important for the
analysis of discourse strands, because sketching them marks out the
contours of the discursive context to which a current discourse strand
relates. In this way the analysis of a synchronic cut through a discourse
strand can, for example, find its historic roots by referring this synchronic
cut back to a chronology of the discursive events that thematically belong
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to the discourse strand at stake. Such historic references are particularly
helpful to the analysis and interpretation of current cuts through dis-
course strands.'*

Discourse planes The respective discourse strands operate on various
discursive planes (science(s), politics, media, education, everyday life,
business life, administration, and so on). Such discourse planes could
also be called the societal locations from which ‘speaking” happens. It
can also be observed that these discursive planes impact on one another,
relate to one another, use each other and so on. In this way, for example,
discourse fragments from the special discourse of science or from
political discourse can be included on the media plane. Furthermore, we
can also observe that the media can include everyday discourse, package
it, focus it, and also, particularly, in the mass-circulation yellow press a la
Bild (Germany) or Kronenzeitung (Austria) sensationalize and ‘doll it
up’ in a populist form. In this way, incidentally, the media regulate
everyday thinking and exercise considerable influence on what is con-
ductible and conducted politics. Consider, for example, the image of Jorg
Haider, which, without the kind of media reporting that normalizes
right-wing populism, would hardly have come about.

We also have to pay attention to the fact that the individual discourse
planes are so tightly interwoven that, for example, even media that are
renowned for having a leading role take over information and contents
of any kind that have already been carried in other media. This adds to
the justification of referring to the media discourse, which as a whole, but
specifically concerning the dominant media in society, can essentially be
regarded as uniform. It does not, however, rule out the possibility that
various discourse positions can achieve different degrees of impact, from
strong to weak.

Discourse position The category of discourse position, referring to a
specific ideological location of a person or a medium, proves to be very
helpful. Margret Jager defines the category of discourse position as
follows:

With discourse position I understand the [ideological, S.]J.] location from which
the participation in the discourse and assessment of it for individuals and/or
groups and institutions result. It produces and reproduces the special dis-
cursive entanglements, which feed on the hitherto experienced and current life
situation of those involved in the discourse. Thus, the discourse position is the
result of the involvement in, of being ‘knitted into’, various discourses to
which the individual has been subjected and which it has processed into a
certain ideological position during the course of its life. (M. Jager, 1996: 47)

What applies to the subject correspondingly applies to the media and
indeed to entire discourse strands. They, too, form certain discourse
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positions, which shape overall reporting with varying degrees of strin-
gency. Attention has to be paid to the fact that:

groups and individuals can assess this discourse system in a variety of ways.
For instance, the hegemonial discourse can occupy the symbol of an aeroplane
in a positive way, whereas the anti-hegemonial discourse rejects aeroplanes
and idealizes trees, bicycles, etc. What is important in this respect is, however,
that deviating discourse positions relate to the same discursive basic structure
(Link, 1986). (Jager, 1996: 47)

Such discourse positions can basically only be revealed as the result of
discourse analyses. It can be observed, however, that they belong to the
general knowledge of a population in a rough form. The self-descriptions
of newspapers, for example, as ‘independent” or ‘non-partisan’ should
always be regarded with distrust. At the same time, it should be indi-
cated that discourse positions within a dominant or hegemonial dis-
course are rather homogeneous, which can in turn be regarded as the
effect of the respective hegemonial discourse. Within the paramount
discourse there can of course be various positions which, however, can
agree in principle about not putting in doubt the ruling economic system.
Discourse positions which deviate can frequently be allocated to more or
less stringent opposing discourses. This does not rule out the fact that
opposing discursive and fundamentally oppositional discourse elements
can be subversively introduced into the hegemonial discourse. An
example of this would be the popular figure of speech ‘time is money’,
which might well be understood by some people as a criticism of
capitalism.

The overall societal discourse in its entanglement and complexity In a given
society discourse strands form the overall societal discourse in a state of
complex entanglement. In this respect it has to be considered that ‘given
societies’ are never (entirely) homogeneous; therefore under certain
circumstances one has to operate with social sub-groups of a society. In
the Federal Republic of Germany, however, there has evidently been a
strong ideological homogenization of the overall societal discourse,
subsequent to the political turnabout in 1989, which will not be easy to
break down (see Teubert, 1997, 1999). Attention should also be paid to
the fact that the overall discourse of a society is a partial discourse of a
(naturally heterogeneous) global discourse or, in other words, of the
worldwide discourse which — very cautiously put — has at the same time
been homogenized (in the Western world) since 1989 and is tending to be
re-polarized (from ‘the West versus the East’ to ‘the West versus the
Orient, Islam’).

No doubt, the overall societal discourse presents a particularly
entwined and interdependently deeply rooted net. Discourse analysis
has the aim of untangling this net and proceeds as a rule by first working
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out the individual discourse on individual discourse planes. An example
of this would be: the media—immigration discourse (strand). Such an
analysis would be joined by others, such as the analysis of the political
discourse strand on immigration, of the everyday discourse on immi-
gration, and so on.

Subsequent to such analyses, as a general rule the question can be
asked how the discursive planes of the entire discourse strand concerned
relate to one another. In this context the question would have to be
answered, if and how the political discourse strand dovetails with that of
the media and the everyday discourse strand, how and whether that
of the media ‘influences’ that of the everyday discourse strand and thus
‘eats into it’ as it were, and so on.

History, present and future of discourse strands In addition, discourse/
discourse strands have a history, a present and a future. Thus, it would
be necessary to analyse longer timeframes of discursive processes in
order to reveal their strength, the density of the entanglement of the
respective discourse strands with others, changes, fracture, drying-up
and re-emergence. In other words, it would be (in accordance with
Foucault) necessary to carry out an ‘archaeology of knowledge’ or as he
later said ‘a genealogy’. This would be the basis for a discursive prog-
nostic concept, possibly taking the form of unfolding scenarios, which
would, however, also have to take into account the various discursive
events (events given great media coverage) that can be anticipated in
future.

Such a project would of course be enormous and could only be
approached in the form of a large number of single projects. Yet such
single projects are very useful because they allow very reliable state-
ments to be made on certain discursive areas. Such statements can, for
instance, be the basis from which to change the ‘knowledge’ of and the
attitude towards foreigners and thus in turn have an impact on the
further course that the discourse strand takes.

On the question of the completeness of discourse analyses

With the question of how complete discourse analyses are, we are asking
how representative, reliable and generally valid they are. The analysis is
complete when it reveals no further contents and formally new findings.
On the whole, this completeness is achieved — much to the irritation of
primarily quantitative empirical social scientists who as a rule work with
massive amounts of material — surprisingly quickly, because discourse
analysis deals with the respective fields of what can be said. The
arguments and contents which can be read or heard on the theme of
immigration at a certain societal location at a certain time are aston-
ishingly limited (and, in fact, mostly in the ambiguous sense of this
word). Quantitative aspects do, however, also play a certain role: the
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frequency with which particular arguments emerge can be recorded. In
this way the statements on a certain theme can be registered, which, for
example, have a slogan character whose dissemination always goes hand
in hand with the fact that it addresses whole lists of judgements and
prejudices. The quantitative aspect of discourse analysis is accordingly
always of less relevance to the significance of discourse analysis than the
qualitative. These statements apply especially to making a synchronic
cut through the discourse strand. Historically oriented analyses can
proceed by conducting several synchronic cuts through a discourse
strand — based on discursive events, for example — and subsequently
comparing them with each other. Such analyses provide information on
changes to, and continuities of, discourse processes through time.

Little toolbox for conducting discourse analyses

In a brief summary I would now like to introduce our ‘toolbox” to be used
when conducting discourse analyses, though these cannot be explained
in detail here (see S. Jager, 1999).1°

In the following the practical approach to the discourse-analytical
discussion of empirical (text) material will be addressed. In order to
conduct a complete investigation additional steps have to be taken.
These entail first and foremost a justification of the project and what is to
be investigated, accompanied by an explanation of the theoretical
approach and method (‘theoretical part’), which is necessary and useful
to understand and follow the analysis.

Selection of the ‘object’ to be investigated, justification of the method and
research-pragmatic suggestions to avoid short cuts and simplifications

The first thing the researcher must do is to locate precisely his/her
investigation (the object to be investigated). There are several possible
traps one can run into here. For example, if the issue at stake is how
racism is disseminated in the media or in everyday life, one should not
take the term racism as a kind of magnifying glass and with it launch a
search for the expression of this ideology. Instead, one should endeavour
to determine the location at which such ideologies are expressed. Such a
location is the discourse on immigrants, refugees, asylum, and so on. This
discourse (strand) provides the material which has to be investigated.
Mostly one has to concentrate (initially) on one discourse plane, for
instance, the media. In some cases, however, several planes can also be
investigated at the same time or, in addition, several sectors of the plane,
for example, women’s magazines, news programmes on television.
Frequently one will only be able to investigate a partial sector of the
discourse plane, for example, printed media, popular media (pop songs).
Why the investigation is dedicated to this sector has to be explained
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precisely: for example, because it promises to demonstrate in a special
way, how a theme is disseminated to the masses, or because this sector
has not previously been investigated (in which case, of course, other
sectors which have already been investigated should also be dealt with).

A ‘synchronic’ cut through the discourse strand which, insofar as it
has become ‘what it is’, is at the same time diachronic-historic, can look
different according to the theme and the discourse plane. In the case of
printed media and the way they deal with the theme biopolitics con-
sistently a whole year could be examined but seldom in very great detail.
This is because even by thorough reading of the newspapers concerned,
the range of the discourse strand at issue might only be qualitatively
completely covered over a longer period of time. In contrast to this the
presentation of women in pop songs can (probably) be achieved using a
few examples, because we can expect to find extremely exemplary
densities. (But this must be proved!)

It is important to identify the sub-themes of the discourse strand in the
respective sector of the discourse plane and to allocate them (approxi-
mately) to the superior themes, which in their entirety constitute the
discourse strand of the newspaper and/or of the sector concerned on the
discourse planes.

The interplay of several discursive planes in regulating (mass) con-
sciousness is particularly exciting but extremely labour intensive. Here
one has to search for well-justified examples from the various discourse
planes and exemplify their interplay. The problem is compounded when
the interplay (the entanglements of various discourse strands) also has to
be investigated.

Method

A possible method for a (simple) discourse analysis (following the
introduction and justification of the theme (discourse strand)) is as
follows:

1 brief characterization (of the sector), of the discourse plane, for
example printed media, women’s magazines, pop songs, videos;

2 establishing and processing the material base or archive (see analysis
guideline for processing material below);

3 structure analysis: evaluating the material processed with regard to
the discourse strand to be analysed;

4 fine analysis of one or several articles (discourse fragments) which are
as typical as possible of the sector, for instance, and also of the
discourse position of the newspaper; this article (discourse fragment)
has of course to be allocated to a superior theme;

5 this is followed by an overall analysis in the sector concerned, for
example, in the newspaper concerned; this means that all the
essential results that have hitherto been gained are reflected upon
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and added to an overall statement on the discourse strand in the
newspaper or sector concerned; the question hovering over this
concluding part could for instance be, ‘what contribution is made by
the newspaper concerned towards (the acceptance of) biopolitics in
the Federal Republic of Germany at the present time and what future
development can be expected?’

This is not necessarily a table of contents which has to be adhered to
slavishly. Variations are in fact possible. One should, however, pay
attention to the fact, that we are dealing with the discourse analysis of
the discourse strand at issue, of the sector concerned, on a discourse
plane, for example of the newspaper in question.

Processing the material

Preliminary remarks The following provides a kind of analytical guideline
for processing the material. It is geared to the special problems involved
in media analysis. Processing the material is both at the base and at the
heart of the subsequent discourse analysis. It should be conducted with
extreme care and (in the case of larger projects and several collaborators)
it has to be conducted in the same sequence by all those involved
without proceeding schematically. This is because the synoptic analysis
(comparative concluding analysis) that follows the individual investiga-
tions of a respective newspaper or magazine in a certain year, relies on
the capacity to line up the results systematically alongside each other.
While processing the material, ideas and interpretation approaches can
or should be incorporated whenever one has such ideas. Such inter-
pretative passages should, however, be especially marked, for instance
by underlining or the use of italic script.

The following list provides an overview of the analytical steps to be
undertaken and the instrumentarium (toolbox) to be used.

Analytical guidelines for processing material  The following list incorporates a
suggestion for the analytical procedure:

1 Processing material for the structure analysis, e.g. of the entire
selected discourse strand of a newspaper/magazine
1.1 General characterization of the newspaper: political localization,
readership, circulation, etc.
1.2 Overview of (e.g.) the medium in question reviewing an entire year of
the selected theme
1.2.1 List of the articles covered which are relevant to the theme
with corresponding particulars of the bibliographic data:
abbreviated note form on the theme; particulars of the
kind of journalistic text, possible peculiarities; particulars
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of the section in which the article appears in the case of
weekly newspapers/magazines, etc.

Summary of the theme addressed/covered by the
newspaper/magazine; qualitative evaluation; striking
absence of certain themes which had been addressed in
other years of publication investigated; presentation,
timing and frequency of certain themes with a view to
possible discursive events

Allocation of single themes to thematic areas (concerning
the biopolitical discourse strand, for instance, to the
following sub-themes: ‘illness/health’, ‘birth/life’,
‘death/dying’, ‘diet’, ‘economy’, ‘bio-ethics/concept of
what is human’ and to possible discourse strand
entanglements (for instance: ‘economy’, ‘fascism’,
‘ethics/morals’, etc.)

1.3 Summary of 1.1 and 1.2: determination of the discourse position of the

newspaper/magazine with regard to the theme in question

2 Processing the material for the sample fine analysis of discourse
fragments of an article or a series of articles and so on, which is/are
as typical as possible of the discourse position of the newspaper
2.1 Institutional framework: ‘context’

2.2

23

2.1.1
2.1.2

213
214

Justification of the selection of the (typical) article(s)
Author (function and significance for the newspaper,
special areas of coverage, etc.)

Cause of the article

In which section of the newspaper/magazine does the
article appear?

Text ‘surface’

221
222
223
224

Graphic layout, including pictures and graphs
Headlines, headings, subheadings

Structure of the article in units of meaning

Themes addressed by the article (discourse fragments)
(other themes touched upon, overlapping)

Rhetorical means

2.3.1

232
233
234

235
2.3.6
2.3.7
2.3.8

Kind and form of argumentation, argumentation
strategies

Logic and composition

Implications and insinuations

Collective symbolism or ‘figurativeness’, symbolism,
metaphorism, etc.,, in language and graphic contexts
(statistics, photographs, pictures, caricatures, etc.)
Idioms, sayings, clichés

Vocabulary and style

Players (persons, pronominal structure)

References: to (the) science(s), particulars of the sources
of knowledge and so on
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2.4 Ideological statements based on contents
2.4.1 What notion of, for instance, the human being, underlies
the article/does the article convey?
242 What kind of understanding of, for instance, society,
underlies the article/does the article convey?
2.4.3 What kind of understanding of, for instance, technology
underlies the article/does the article convey?
2.44 What is the future perspective which the article sets out?
2.5 Other striking issues
2.6 Summary: localization of the article in the discourse strand (see 1.3
above); the ‘arqument’, the major statement of the entire article; its
general ‘message’
2.7 Concluding interpretation of the entire discourse strand investigated
with reference to the processed material used (structure and fine
analysis/analyses)

After repeated treatment of the processed material, justification of
connections between the various planes on which material has been
processed, additions to interpretative approaches, rejection of too weakly
justified interpretative approaches, and so on, a complete package of
processed material with as few gaps as possible is now provided. With
this the foundation has been laid for conducting an overall analysis of the
discourse strand in question. As far as the aesthetic aspect of the analysis is
concerned, rules cannot and should not be prescribed. What the final
result looks like depends on the quality of the ‘writing style’, the target
group, the place of publication, and so on. The most important thing is that
the presented argumentation is stringent, rich in material and convincing.

When dealing with several text corpora (for example, several news-
papers, films, and so on), an additional comparative (synoptic) analysis
follows, especially when striving for statements about complete dis-
cursive planes.

Initial considerations on the analysis of dispositives

Discourses are not phenomena which exist independently; they form the
elements — and are the prerequisite — of the existence of so-called
dispositives. A dispositive is the constantly evolving context of items of
knowledge which are contained in speaking/thinking - acting -
materialization. To visualize the concept of the dispositive in the form of
a figure, imagine a triangle, or rather a circle rotating in history with
three central ‘transit points or transit stations’. These are:

1 discursive practices in which primarily knowledge is transported;

2 actions as non-discursive practices, in which, however, knowledge is
transported, which are preceded by knowledge and/or constantly
accompanied by knowledge;
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3 manifestations/materializations which represent materializations of
discursive practices through non-discursive practices, whereby the
existence of manifestations (‘objects’) only survives through dis-
cursive and non-discursive practices.

The dispositive has a certain consistency. But it is also always subject to
historical change. In addition, the constant impact of other dispositives
has to be heeded.

In order to establish the (respective) current state of such a dispositive
one can analyse this ‘triangle’, or this circle rotating in history com-
prising three ‘transit stations” (discourse, action, manifestations/
materializations), using a synchronic cut.

The dispositives circulate with one another and penetrate each other.
A certain concrete discursive practice is, as a rule, of significance to
several dispositives. An example would be discourse on traffic. This
entangles itself with the economy, with illness, health, and so on. Per-
haps it is precisely such entanglements which glue society together and
convey its context. The ‘triangle’ — or the circle rotating in history —
represents a rough analytical simplification of the term dispositive and is
therefore only appropriate as a basic thought pattern, as a strongly
simplified model, which one can conceive of as shown in Figure 3.1:

Dispositives

Non-discursive practices

Materializations

FIGURE 3.1 Dispositives
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Dispositive analysis whose object of investigation is the evolving
context of knowledge, action and manifestations, therefore has to cover
the following steps:

1 reconstruction of knowledge in the discursive practices (as illustrated
above, whereby such an analysis forms the foundation for the further
analytical steps of a dispositive analysis by directing attention to the
following aspects of the dispositive to be investigated, for example, to
‘blank areas’ in the discourse, important manifestations which belong
to it, and so on);

2 reconstruction of knowledge which underlies the non-discursive
practices;

3 reconstruction of the non-discursive practices which have led to the
manifestations/materializations and the knowledge contained
therein.

The reconstruction of knowledge, which in fact always results in texts,
also always covers the form in which knowledge emerges, that is how it
presents itself, whether this knowledge comes to light openly, whether it
disguises itself — in the shape of implications — how it is packaged
argumentatively, and so on. At this point one should recall yet again that
the term knowledge is used here in a very broad sense and must
therefore in no way be regarded as being equal to ‘recognition’, and that
it also covers feelings, affects and so on; in other words, all aspects of the
human consciousness.

While the analysis of the discursive components of the dispositive has
already been discussed at length, several questions still have to be asked:

1 How can the knowledge that underlies and accompanies the actions
and/or non-discursive practices be reconstructed?

2 How can we get at the manifestations/materializations for the
analysis of dispositives and how can we process them, so that we can
establish the knowledge that underlies them?

Knowledge in actions

Actions can be observed and described. The point is how to reconstruct
the knowledge that conditions and accompanies them. To take a simple
example, a person is being observed walking along the street and
looking for a baker’s shop in which he/she buys a loaf of bread. I now
have to find out what this person knows and wants. He/she knows that
he/she has to go to a certain place to be able to buy bread. He/she
knows that he/she has to dress in a certain way (put on shoes, and so
on). He/she knows that he/she has to cross a street, and that in so doing
he/she has to take care with the traffic and respect the highway code.
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Furthermore, he/she knows that a baker’s shop is situated at a certain
place in a street, which he/she has to keep a look out for. He/she knows
that he/she can get bread there and that he/she has to have money
ready to pay for it. In fact, there is a large quantity of knowledge that
underlies such a simple action as buying bread, the complexity of which
I would merely like to hint at here.

This was a very simple example. A more complex one would be: I
observe a person who has dug a hole at the edge of a street and is
working away at a large pipe in this hole. That is all I observe! A
precondition of the fact that the knowledge connected with this action
can be reconstructed is that I — in a similar way to the buying bread
example, but at a much more sophisticated level — have knowledge at my
disposal that assists me to understand what this person is doing on the
basis of his/her knowledge. I am lacking — at least in part — this
knowledge, so that if I want to understand what this person is doing, I
can address him/her and ask him/her, what and why he/she is doing
what he/she is doing. He/she might well reply: ‘I am mending a burst
pipe.” Equipped with this knowledge, I understand a lot better what the
person is doing. I could be content with this, but decide to ask further,
‘But why are you doing it?” He/she might answer, “To mend the burst
pipe.” He/she might add, ‘It is my job!” and even add, ‘I have to earn
money somehow!” and so on. The knowledge hidden in this activity is in
fact quite complex; basically it can be traced back and extended to include
the question as to the necessity or economic practice of dependent wage
labour.

A far more complex action, where underlying knowledge is a lot
harder to reconstruct, would be, for instance, observing a person who
goes to a bank to sign a cheque. What is visible to me is exceptionally
little; a precondition of interpreting it is a huge amount of knowledge
with the help of which I can understand what this person is doing and/
or can reconstruct the ‘hidden” knowledge in his/her action.

Knowledge in manifestations/materializations

I observe an object, a house, a church, a bicycle. In contrast to the
preceding examples, I cannot ask any of these objects for their knowl-
edge. They do not have a meaning to themselves and are also incapable
of giving me any information. Therefore I must, to begin with, rely on
my own knowledge in order to be able to reconstruct the knowledge and
action that were the preconditions for the production of these objects.
Not only that, but it has to be determined whether the object is a church,
a stable, a museum or a public convenience is hardly, if at all, the kind of
information which it actively provides me with. I have to extend my
knowledge, analyse, ask experts and users, consult statistics, maps,
books, and so on. Only then can I establish the knowledge that has
flowed into the object in question.
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One has to ask, of course, how to proceed with very complex dis-
positives (as dispositive packages), for example, the war in Kosovo,
especially since access to it was very difficult. To what extent can one
rely on existing discursivization, that is statistics, photographs, reports,
media commentaries, and the like? How can the discourse positions
which flow into them be recognized — by comparison with others? Here
we have an additional problem, that of mental or objective discursiviza-
tion, which still does not exist if one personally questions the mani-
festations as to the knowledge which has flowed into them.

Here, again, we are not dealing with the establishment of ‘truths’ but
with allocations that have a certain validity, yet which are always
interwoven with interests. Thus, our view must always be directed
towards these interests as well, including our own.

Special problems emerge here, such as the fact that one does not only
establish neutral knowledge, but that interpretations already flow into it
and, moreover, knowledge is forgotten and re-interpretations and the
veiling of knowledge take place.

A general rule applies here: in no way can I rely on my own
knowledge to reconstruct the knowledge that preconditions an object.

In addition, the knowledge which originally ‘flowed into” an object
through an allocated meaning is not, or at least no longer completely,
identical with the object in the present time. The object may, in the course
of its history, have been allocated another meaning which is different
from the meaning that was originally allocated to it. ‘Legends’ might
have been formed and re-adjustments may have emerged. Consider, for
instance, the current use of a church as a museum or a stable for horses
or the contradictory testimonies of a witness to a traffic accident.

There is a further problem: where there is knowledge, there is power.
Where materializations exist, power and knowledge have been at work
and continue to be so, since otherwise the materializations lose their
meaning and rot. Power as such is not visible. Can it be made visible —
perhaps in an indirect way or in the form of effects? All knowledge is, of
course, linked to power. In all knowledge which prevails, power pre-
vails. It is generated by power and exercises power. Thus, where there is
knowledge, there is power. Where knowledge is weakened, power can
be weakened.

If we consider the dispositive as the concrete context in which the
three knowledge aspects work in connection with one another, a form of
analysis is possible, which is, however, very complex. Michel Foucault’s
book Surveiller et punir (supervise and punish) (Foucault, 1989) rep-
resents such a dispositive analysis. And also Victor Klemperer’s diaries
can be read as a dispositive analysis (Klemperer, 1995). Neither of them
have provided an explicit method, but have applied it implicitly -
Foucault says ‘experimentally’ — by analysing the discourses, assembling
knowledge, consulting statistics, critically deconstructing them, drawing
conclusions from them, adding opinions to them and so on. Thus, the



DISCOURSE AND KNOWLEDGE 61

considerations presented here cannot present us with a recipe, let alone a
method, which can be schematically applied. They do, however, trigger
ideas as to how we can approach analytically the complex context
of discourse, action and the resulting — developing or established —
materializations and/or manifestations. At the heart of these endeavours
is the discourse analysis that can also be related to texts and can be
gained through the reconstruction of knowledge in non-discursive
practices and materializations. An explicit method for this has yet to be —
and will only be — developed in connection with concrete research
projects. This would also contribute to bridging the existing gap between
discourse analysis and empirical social research.

Notes

1 Sources are given in the language the author consulted, both in the text and
the bibliography. Titles of the sources provided in the text and footnotes of
the author’s original manuscript have been translated into English — using
the titles of corresponding English-language publications if available — and
have been added in parentheses.

2 For the difference between this and other discourse-theoretical approaches,
see S. Jager, 1996b.

3 A detailed presentation (with examples of applications) is contained in my

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), which appeared in 1999 in a revised and

extended edition (S. Jager, 1999). The CDA provides the foundation for

numerous projects, which have been conducted at the Duisburg Institute for

Linguistics and Social Research (Duisburger Institut fiir Sprach- und

Sozialforschung (DISS)); see, for example, M. Jager, 1996; Cleve, 1997;

M. Jager et al., 1997; Jager et al., 1998; M. Jager et al., 1998, etc.

For an introduction see Link, 1982.

5 ‘The term “power” is used which covers many individual, definable and
defined mechanisms which appear capable of inducing behaviour or
discourses’ (Foucault, 1992: 32).

6 Especially Link, 1982; Drews et al., 1985; Link and Link-Heer, 1990; Becker et
al., 1997.

7 See also Link, 1995, who underlines the formative constitutive force of dis-
courses and understands discourse (as Foucault) as ‘a material production
instrument with which in a regulated way (social) objects (as for example
“madness”, “sex”, “normality” etc.) and also the subjectivities corresponding
to them are produced’ (ibid.: 744).

8 See below for more on the problem of how complete and generalizable the
statements of discourse analyses are.

9 Leontjev’s reference to Marx soon becomes clear if we recall Marx’s first
thesis on Feuerbach, in which he demands: ‘that the object, the reality, the
sensory nature is (not only) to be dealt with in the frame of the object or the
ideology; but as human sensory activity, practice, subjectively” (Marx and Engels,
1969 MEW 3: 5).
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Jurt refers to Castoriadis for whom ‘the societal things . . . are only what they
are due to meanings’ (Jurt, 1999: 11).

Foucault speaks in the L’archéologie du savoir (archaeology of knowledge) of
relations which are not present in the object. In my opinion these are the
discourses which at the same time keep the object alive from outside through
the meaningful reference of people to them (Foucault, 1988: 68).

A strictly linguistic toolbox or instrumentarium means in this context
grammatical and stylistic details that can be important to the analysis but are
not absolutely necessary.

The problem of the complete treatment of a discourse strand hinted at here I
will discuss below. This is of particular importance because the expressive-
ness and general validity of a discourse analysis is at stake.

Such an experiment is provided by Caborn, 1999.

We use such short texts when conducting projects as a kind of assistance or
guide for first treatments of the given material. They serve as memory aids
(or checklists).
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Defining the approach

Theoretical background’

Struggles and contradictions characterize our modern world and
Western societies. Nowhere is homogeneity to be found. On the con-
trary, ideological dilemmas (Billig, 1991), fragmentation (Hall, 1996) and
multiple identities seem to be the answers to the challenges of global-
ization and neo-liberalist economies and ideologies (Muntigl et al., 2000).
These tendencies are accompanied by a rise in nationalism and
xenophobia, particularly from right-wing populist movements. Complex
phenomena are seen as needing easy answers.

The complexities of modern societies in our fast changing world,
where space and time seem to collapse (Harvey, 1996), can only be
grasped by a model of multicausal, mutual influences between different
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groups of persons within a specific society and relationships between
different societies. The great challenge, nowadays, is to explain the
contradictions and tensions which occur between nation states and
supranational entities on many levels (economies, science, technologies,
communication, and so on). Causal models do not fit this complexity. I
prefer to speak about a ‘symptomatology’, about relating and explaining
the relationships between various ‘symptoms” which we can study, in a
more hermeneutic and interpretative way (see Wodak, 2000a). Moreover,
I endorse a more pragmatically oriented theoretical approach, like the
one developed by Nikos Mouzelis (1995). In his recent book Sociological
Theory: What Went Wrong? (1995), Mouzelis introduces the idea of
‘conceptual pragmatism’ as a possible way out of the theory crisis in the
social sciences. According to Mouzelis, social theory ‘has as its major task
to clarify conceptual tools and to construct new ones by following criteria
of utility rather than truth’ (1995: 9). Such a pragmatic approach to
theory would not seek to provide a catalogue of context-less propositions
and generalizations, but rather to relate questions of theory formation
and conceptualization closely to the specific problems that are to be
investigated. In this sense, the first question we have to address as
researchers is not, ‘Do we need a grand theory?” but rather, "What
conceptual tools are relevant for this or that problem and for this and
that context?” Although the former question might invite exciting specu-
lations, it moves away from problem oriented science.

Let us turn to the field of politics (in the narrow sense). If we take
politicians, for example, as specific and not at all homogeneous groups of
elites, then they are best seen both as shapers of specific public opinions
and interests and as seismographs, that reflect and react to the atmo-
spheric anticipation of changes in public opinion and to the articulation
of changing interests of specific social groups and affected parties.? The
relationships between media, politics (all genres) and ‘people” are very
complex. Up to now, we have not been able to provide clear answers
about who influences who and how these influences are directed. Only
interdisciplinary research will be able to make such complex relation-
ships more transparent. Simple conspiracy theories do not seem valid in
our global societies. In research of this kind, discourse analysis, and
specifically critical discourse analysis (CDA), is only one component of
the multiple approaches needed. Not only discursive practices are to be
focused on, but also a wide range of material and semiotic practices.
Thus, research in CDA must be multitheoretical and multimethodical,
critical and self-reflective.

The discourse—-historical approach, committed to CDA, adheres to the
socio-philosophical orientation of critical theory.®> As such, it follows a
complex concept of social critique which embraces at least three inter-
connected aspects, two of which are primarily related to the dimension
of cognition and one to the dimension of action (see Reisigl and Wodak,
2001 for an extended discussion):



THE DISCOURSE - HISTORICAL APPROACH 65

1 ‘Text or discourse immanent critique’ aims at discovering
inconsistencies, (self-)contradictions, paradoxes and dilemmas in
the text-internal or discourse-internal structures.

2 In contrast to the ‘immanent critique’, the ‘socio-diagnostic critique’ is
concerned with the demystifying exposure of the — manifest or latent
— possibly persuasive or ‘manipulative’ character of discursive prac-
tices. With socio-diagnostic critique, the analyst exceeds the purely
textual or discourse internal sphere. She or he makes use of her or his
background and contextual knowledge and embeds the commu-
nicative or interactional structures of a discursive event in a wider
frame of social and political relations, processes and circumstances.
At this point, we are obliged to apply social theories to interpret the
discursive events (see below, theory of context).

3 Prognostic critique contributes to the transformation and improve-
ment of communication (for example, within public institutions by
elaborating proposals and guidelines for reducing language barriers
in hospitals, schools, courtrooms, public offices, and media reporting
institutions (see Wodak, 1996a) as well as guidelines for avoiding
sexist language use (Kargl et al., 1997)).

To summarize, and in contrast to some views on CDA, CDA is not
concerned with evaluating what is ‘right” or ‘wrong’. CDA - in my view
— should try to make choices at each point in the research itself, and
should make these choices transparent. It should also justify theoretically
why certain interpretations of discursive events seem more valid than
others.

One methodical way for critical discourse analysts to minimize the risk
of being biased is to follow the principle of triangulation. Thus, one of the
most salient distinguishing features of the discourse-historical approach
is its endeavour to work with different approaches, multimethodically
and on the basis of a variety of empirical data as well as background
information (see for example Wodak et al., 1998 and Wodak et al., 1999).

In investigating historical, organizational and political topics and texts,
the discourse-historical approach attempts to integrate a large quantity of
available knowledge about the historical sources and the background of
the social and political fields in which discursive ‘events’ are embedded.
Further, it analyses the historical dimension of discursive actions by
exploring the ways in which particular genres of discourse are subject to
diachronic change (Wodak et al., 1990; Wodak et al., 1994). Lastly, and
most importantly, this is not only viewed as ‘information’: at this point we
integrate social theories to be able to explain the so-called context.

The notion of ‘discourse’

In accordance with other approaches devoted to CDA, as has already been
implied, the discourse-historical approach perceives both written and
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spoken language as a form of social practice (Fairclough and Wodak,
1997). A discourse is a way of signifying a particular domain of social
practice from a particular perspective (Fairclough, 1995: 14). We assume a
dialectical relationship between particular discursive practices and the
specific fields of action (including situations, institutional frames and
social structures), in which they are embedded. On the one hand, the
situational, institutional and social settings shape and affect discourses,
and on the other, dis