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11 Critical Discourse Analysis and
(U.S.) Communication Scholarship
Recovering Old Connections,
Envisioning New Ones

Karen Tracy, Susana MartInez-Guillem,
Jessica S. Robles, and Kimberly E. C’asteline

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is committed to showing how talk and texts
serve the interests of those with power in a society. From its initially Europeanlinguistic roots, CDA has become an influential international, interdisciplinarytradition. This chapter sketches CDA’s background including its theoretical rootsand key scholars. Six areas in current research are illustrated, along with a sam
pling of CDA work around the world. The focal criticisms that hase been directed
at CDA scholarship are described. In closing, we suggest CDA’s potential in fiveareas of Communication (rhetoric, critical/cultural studies, mass communication.organizational communication, and language and social interaction) and providean appendix of CDA vocabulary.

1. It examines the “role of discourse in the (reproduction and challenge of
dominance” (van Dijk. 1993. p. 249).

2. It’s about “demystifying ideologies and power through the systematic
investigation of semiotic data (written, spoken or visual)” (Wodak &

Meyer. 2009, p. 3).
3. It is a “resource for people who are struggling against domination and

oppression in its linguistic forms” (Fairciough. 1995a. p.1).

CDA—or discourse analysis with a critical thrust, as we prefer to character
ize the approach for reasons that will become apparent—is a well-established
interdisciplinary research tradition. In just 20 years, whether one treats the
appearance of Fairclough’s (1989) Language and Power or the launching of
Discourse & Society (D&S) in 1990 as the starting point. CDA has become
enormously influential. There are journals devoted to or highly welcom
ing of critical discourse studies (Critical Discourse Studies, Discourse &
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Communication, Discourse & Society. Journal of Multicultural Discourses,

The Journal of Language and Politics, Visual Semiotics), as well as an
increasing number of texts that offer guidance about CDA (e.g., Blommaert,

2005: Bloor & Bloor. 2007: Chouliaraki & Fairclough. 1999: Gee, 1999, 2006;
van Leeuwen. 2008). At the level of individual scholars, a perusal of journals

reveals that CDA is increasingly a term authors use to describe their expertise.

Our aim in this chapter is to provide a thick, textured description-critique

of CDA from the point of view of Communication scholars.1 To accomplish
our goals. we weave together writings about CDA. research examples, and the
results of a content analysis we carried out on the last 10 years (286 articles) of
D&S,2 the most visible CDA journal. CDA is a vast area in linguistics, as evi

denced by Toolan’s (2002) four-volume handbook (see van Noppen, 2004, for a
review). Our review focuses on critical discourse research that is most strongly

linked to the field of Communication. Thus, in addition to studies from D&S,

the examples of CDA studies come from the 130 article-set we identified using

“critical discourse” as a keyword or as subject term in the database Comm uni

cation and Mass Media Complete.3
Our chapter unfolds in the following manner: in the first section we pro

vide background on CDA; its birth, key commitments, and current profile, its

theoretical roots, and its current relationship to the field of Communication.

In the second section we review the work of three key scholars, describe CDA

studies in six key topical areas, and give a sense of the reach of CDA research

both topically and geographically. In the third section we explore criticisms

of CDA. including explication of several lively debates in journal colloquies.

Finally, we suggest why scholarship in five areas of the Communication field

would be strengthened if each gave serious attention to CDA work. As CDA

is steeped in linguistic concepts that will be unfamiliar to some readers, the

chapter concludes with an appendix that defines the most important terms.

Background on Critical Discourse Analysis

Its Birth, Key Commitments, and Current Profile

CDA. comments Norman Fairclough (1996). “developed in a particular loca

tion within a particular political situation—out of a tendency of the political

left and within the new social movements (feminism, ecology, etc.) toward

cultural and ideological forms of political struggle from the 1960s onward”

(p. 52). A symposium among a small group of linguists (Wodak, Fairciough,

van Dijk. Kress. and van Leeuwen). occurring in 1991 in Amsterdam. is often

credited as the moment CDA crystallized into an intellectual approach bigger

than any particular individual (Wodak & Meyer. 2009), although critically-

inflected analyses of talk and text had been around for a while. In 1979 Kress

and Hodge published the first edition of Language as Ideology in which they

called upon linguists to recognize how language is an instrument of social

control. Critical linguistics, the name they gave to their approach. melded

I
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socialist political commitments with the language theory of systemic func
tional linguistics (Halliday, 1994).

From a Communication point of view, critical linguistics functioned to lead
linguistics toward beliefs about language that have long been part of our field.
such as seeing language “as an instrument of control as well as communi
cation” (Hodge & Kress. 1993. p. 6). But what critical linguistics added to
the Communication commonplace was a set of linguistic tools that enhanced
noticing of interesting features of talk and text. Linguistic ideas such as
modality, passive verb forms, nominalization, and intertextuality (see appen
dix) identified concrete language practices to examine . Additionally, critical
linguistics’ assumption that texts always have ideational, interpersonal, and
textual functions resonated well with the Communication commonplace that
all messages had both content and relational levels (Watzlawick, Beavin, &
Jackson, 1967). In the second edition of Language as Ideology, Hodge and
Kress (1993) treated CDA as a better, more interdisciplinary and inviting label
for their research approach.

Critical analyses of discourse appeared in several influential books (e.g.. an
Dijk, 1984; Wodak, 1989) and in a variety of journals in the 1980s, but until
D&S began in 1990, there was no outlet that treated CDA studies as central to
its scholarly mission. D&S did, and continues to do so. The 2009 D&S mission
statement says that it “studies society through discourse and discourse through
an analysis of its socio-political and cultural functions and implications The
discourse that D&S refers to involves concrete manifestations of talk of all
types and written or multimodal texts, The journal overview goes on to say
that D&S “is a critical journal. It favours contributions that pay attention to
the detailed analysis of social and political relations of power. dominance and
inequality, and to the role of discourse in their legitimation and reproduction
in society.”4Although D&S favors critical discourse studies, it does not offer
sharp definitional boundaries. In addition to studies that strongly and oertly
position an author with the politically disenfranchised against the powerful.
there are many studies in which authors adopt what we would describe as “soft
critical” or a critically-inflected stance. By virtue of the social-political topic
insestigated. an author reveals subtle sympathies toward the less poserfui. hut,
at the same time, his or her central claim is only slightly political.

CDA initially developed in Europe among scholars who uerc linguists, a
fact reflected in today’s scholarly progeny. Although CDA scholarship is car
ried out around the world and across disciplines, its center remains linguistic
and European. Table 11.1 shows the disciplines and regions of authors result
ing from an examination of D&S articles, 2000—2009.

CDA is often referred to as a “method,” but it is better conceived as a the
ory/method (Chouliaraki & Fairclough. 1999), an umbrella label for a loose
federation of discourse approaches that share a progressivist political com
mitment and some theoretical roots. In 2004, in the opening editorial of the
journal Critical Di3 course Studies, the editors argued for “studies” as a more
accurate description to capture this loose federation character, rather than
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Table ii.] Disciplines and Regions of Authors for 286 D&S Articles, 2000—2009

Academic Depa rtrnents

Linguistics/Languages 39.2%

Communication/JournalismlMedia Studies 11 .9%
Psychology 9.8%
Sociology 7.0%
Political Science or Anthropology or Busmess/Marketing 6.6%
Hybrid Departments 25.5%

Region of the World

Europe. UK 27.6%
Europe. Continental
North America 26.2%
Asia 9.1%
Australia/New Zealand 8.4%
Central/South America 3.5%
Other Regions (e.g.. Russia) 2.8%
Multiple Regions (for co-authored works) 3.8%

“analysis.” which suggests CDA involves a particular method (Fairciough,
Graham. Lemke. & Wodak. 2004. p. 3).

Critical discourse analysis, similar to other critical approaches in com
munication, has an interest in exposing how inequalities are naturalized. Van
Dijk (1986) suggested that any scholarly tradition that appended “critical” to
its name was committing itself to asking “further questions. such as those
of responsibility, interests, and ideology. Instead of focusing on purely aca
demic or theoretical problems, it starts from prevailing social problems, and
thereby chooses the perspective of those who suffer most, and critically analy
Ses those in power” (p. 4). This is centrally true of the diverse types of critical
approaches in communication. But, in contrast to other kinds of critical studies
in Communication—for example, critical race studies (Flores, 2009), critical
rhetoric (McKerrow, 2009), critical ethnography (Vannini, 2009), or critical
organizational communication (Ganesh. 2009)—critical discourse analysis
has a relatively inductive, empirical thrust. Communication scholars who
define themselves as critical, in fact, might see CDA studies as theoretically
light, i.e., not sufficiently engaging with critical theory ideas before moving to
analysis of texts.

What distinguishes CDA from other critical approaches is its attention to
the analysis of text. CDA studies analyze the content and design of written
texts or oral exchanges, drawing on language. interaction, and semiotic con
cepts, all the while attending to the context in which a discourse was produced.
Analysis of text is the hallmark of critical discourse analysis. In our content
analysis of 10 years of D&S. the vast majority (95.5%) of studies included tex
tual excerpts and analysis/commentary.

A CDA study may analyze oral or written texts, research interviews, or
multimo texts such as web pages (see Table 11.2), but written texts such as
newspap or institutional documents are most common. This text preference
is not surprising given the political, language-oriented focus of CDA: 47% of
the articles in D&S analyzed written texts. Although language features are
the main foci in CDA. the study of multimodal or visual texts is an important
area of interest (e.g.. Kress. 2006: Kress. Leite-Garcia. & van Leeuwen, 1997:
Kress & van Leeuwen. 2001). Hodge and Kress (1988) labeled their approach
to multimodal communication “social semiotics’ to distinguish it from struc
tural approaches that assumed signs had fixed meanings, and from other CDA
approaches that were less attentive to visual aspects of texts.

CDA is relatively inductive compared to other kinds of critical approaches,
but it is relatively deductive when compared to its neighboring discourse
approaches such as conversation analysis (Drew, 2005), ethnography of com
munication (Philipsen & Coutu, 2005) or action-implicative discourse analy
sis (Tracy, 2005). CDA anchors its analyses in the ideas of critical theorists
shaped by Marxism such as Aithusser. Habermas and Gramsci. and a variety
of social theorists including Foucault, Bourdieu. Giddens, and Bakhtin (see
“Theoretical Roots” section), even though any particular study may not explic
itly acknowledge these intellectual precursors. Hammersley (1997) noted that
“the term ‘critical’ began life as a euphemism” (p. 244). Because Marxism
was a taboo word, particularly in the American context. “critical” came into
fashion as the preferred description for approaches growing out of Marxism.

The families of approaches that inhabit CDA quarters differ from each other
in significant ways. but they also possess commonalities. CDA approaches
tend to share: (a) a focus on social problems: (b) a weighing in politically on
the side of the underdog or for progressive interests; (c) a close textual exami
nation of how linguistic and semiotic practices contribute to problems: (d) an
assumption that power relations are (partly) discursive, with discourse both
shaping and being shaped by situations, institutions, and social structures: and
(e) a belief that discourse is always doing ideological work, i.e.. advancing and
naturalizing the interests of dominant groups (Wodak & Fairclough, 1997).

There are scholars who analyze discourse to develop critical claims, but
who do not label their work as CDA. U.S.-based anthropological linguists and
sociolinguists studying law and society. such as Philips (1998). Mertz (1998.
2007), Bucholtz (2009) and Berk-Seligson (2009) would fall into this category.

Table 11.2 Kinds of Discourse Analyzed for 286 D&S Articles. 2000—2009
D6course Type Percent

Written Texts 46.9%
Oral and Naturally-Occurring (Interactive or Monologic) 30.1 %
Research Interviews 9.4%
Other (Combinations. Multimodal or Visual Foci) or N/A 13.6%
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In addition, numerous critically-oriented researchers have paid close atten
tion to language and attended to how news items were structured in such a
way to produce the appearance of objectivity while obscuring the subjectjv

choices made when constructing the text. One of the earliest such scholars
was French semiologist Roland Barthes (1957), followed by other semiologists
(Fiske, 1988, 1996; Fiske & Hartley, 1978; Hartley, 1982, 1992, 1996), and cuL
tural studies scholars (Hall, 1972; Hall, Critcher, Jefferson, Clarke, & Roberts,
1978). Although none of these scholars label themselves as critical discourse
analysts, they all perform discourse analysis with a critical thrust.

Theoretical Roots

As noted previously, compared to other discourse analytic approaches, CDA
emphasizes the importance of theoretical assumptions for building relevant
analyses. Thus, rather than starting with the text as the main source of knowl
edge/claims. CDA scholars tend to reflect on the abstract concepts and frame
works that guide their inquiries before they turn to examining particular
examples. CDA scholars see their deductive methodology as allowing them to
be explicit about their own positioning while at the same time maintaining sci
entific rigor, something that, according to them, inductively-oriented discourse
analysts fail to do. As Fairclough (2009) explains, “it is important not only to
acknowledge [our perceptions on social matters] rather than affecting a spuri
ous neutrality about social issues, but also to be open with one’s readers about
where one stands” (p. 4). From this perspective, “the scientific investigation
of social matters is perfectly compatible with committed and ‘opinionated’
investigators.. .and being committed does not excuse [scholars] from arguing
rationally or producing evidence for [their] statements” (p. 4). Beginning with
theoretical background on societal processes, according to CDA scholars, also
enables an analyst to build better connections between discourse’s microstruc
tures and the macrostructures of social institutions and society.

One maxim, with which all CDA scholars would agree, is that language
is a social practice (Wodak & Meyer. 2001). This view can be traced back to
the writings of Vygotsky (1986), Volosinov (1973), Vico (1948), and Williams
(1977). Although this approach to language seems commonsensical today, it
was developed to overcome the conceptualization of language as a mere reflec
tion of an external, objective reality. For CDA scholars, language is mostly
conceptualized as “practical material activity,” which is both produced by and
generative of reality (Williams, 1977, p. 38). Language, in other words, is both
constituted and constitutive.

The endorsement of a constitutive view of language is closely tied to treat
ing people’s experiences as ideological, recognizing that discourses are pro
duced, used, and understood for particular purposes. Ideology, as Huspek
(1993) describes it, drawing particularly on Pierre Bourdieu (1984), “inscribes
itself in and through discourse, taking the form of privileged words and mean
ings that, disguised as basic semantic constituents of a natural language, legiti

mize the conditions of their use, and so reproduce the relations of power that
are at their basis” (p. 1).

This emphasis on the ideological bases of our experience is often explored
in CDA through Gramsci’s (1971) conception of hegemonic processes.
Gramsci developed the concept of hegemony to account for the reality of West
ern Europe in the 1920s and 1930s, where, in spite of the unequal distribution
of resources, the working class-led revolution predicted by orthodox Marxism
had not occurred. According to Gramsci, the reasons for this were found in the
ways in which modern states ruled, not through direct coercion, but by win
ning the proletariats’ consent. This was done through a series of ideological
processes which resulted in the promotion and acceptance of a set of values.
a “common sense” which, although supported by most, reflected the interests
of only a few. In the realm of CDA, “hegemony” and “common sense” are
typically used as more general analytic terms to explain the pervasiveness of
inequality by looking at how they make ideological processes more effective.
As explained by Fairclough (2009), “ideology is the most effective when its
workings are less visible. If one becomes aware that a particular aspect of
common sense is sustaining power inequalities at one’s own expense, it ceases
to be common sense, and may cease to have the capacity to sustain power
inequalities” (p. 71).

Another conceptual framework from which to approach power dynamics,
this time without emphasizing relations of domination, is the one provided
by Michel Foucault (1972), especially through his notions of discourse and
orders of discourse. Discourse, according to Foucault, represents a framework
to historicize powerful claims of truth of normalized knowledge; about human
nature, the sense of teleological history, or the more specific domain of the
various scientific disciplines. Discourses are systems of possibility that consti
tute subjects by setting the limits within which those subjects can both think
and act (Philp, 1985). “Orders of discourse” refers to increasingly abstracted
levels of discourse and social practice. The first and most concrete level is
what Fairclough (1992) calls the text. Texts are the focal pieces of talk (e.g., job
interviews) or written documents (letters of recommendation) that are being
analyzed. Specific texts, then, are part of a larger discursive practice (e.g.. pro
fessional hiring activities) that include other texts and rules of interpretation.
Discursive practices, in turn, are part of even larger discourses, for instance,
the discourse of capitalism in 21st-century Western societies. Gee (1999) offers
a simpler version of Foucault’s idea, dividing discourses into only two types.
There are little-d discourses, what Fairclough called texts, and there are big-D
discourses. Big-D discourses refer to sets of beliefs and societal practices that
go beyond any individual text; they are the networks of beliefs that organize a
domain of life such as medicine, government, law, or family.

The localized understanding of power present in hegemonic-oriented
accounts contrasts with the emphasis on the diffused nature of power relations in
studies influenced by the “poststructuralist turn.” This theoretical issue has also
been taken up by CDA scholars. As Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999) argue,



Table 11.3 Identity and Context Foci for 286 D&S Articles, 2000—2009
Type ofIdentj

Race/Ethnicity,rNatiOnality
28.7%Gender
13.3%Sexual Orientation
3.1%Social Class

11.5%No explicit identity focus 4!J9%
Jnstitutjonal Contexts ofDiscourse

Education (K-12, Universities, Training) 46.9%Media/political
35.7%Corporate
9.4%

Health-Related
6.6%Other
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The Handbook of Language and Social Interaction (Fitch & Sanders, 2005)has not a single chapter on CDA and barely mentions it as a discourse tradition.5 But in the last few years there have been changes. The Encyclopedia ofCommunicatiot? Theory included a short entry on CDA (Cramer, 2009) andthe Language and Social Interaction Division at ICA now explicitly lists critical discourse analysis as within the division’s purview.

CDA Scholars and Topics

Critical discourse scholars adopt politically evaluative stances; they also selectfor study sites in which issues of injustice seem an obvious focus (Meyer,2001). Thus, CDA researchers privilege interaction and texts in institutionalsites over those in interpersonal contexts, and they give explicit attention tocategories of people who are devalued by the larger society. These foci areevident in the work of the three influential CDA scholars and in the researchtopics that are currently lively. In our D&S analysis, 59% of studies examinedone or another marginalized identity category, with race/ethnicity/nationalitybeing the most common, and gender second (see Table 11.3). In terms of theinstitutional contexts that CDA scholars studied, educational and media/political contexts were the most common.

Three Influential CDA Scholars

Analysis of talk or text that shows how power is naturalized, invisibly supporting the interests of dominant groups, is one way to define CDA. But as with“conversation analysis”_which initially referred to any languagefocusdanalysis of conversational exchanges (e.g., Craig & Tracy, 1983) but later cameto be restricted to analyses informed by Emanuel Schegloff and Harvey Sacks(for overviews, see Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; ten Have,l999)—_CDA has
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We agree with the post-structuralist view that all social practice is embed

ded in networks of power relations, and potentially subordinates the social
subjects that engage in it, even those with ‘internal’ power. At the same
time, we believe that the view of modern power as invisible, self-regulat
ing and inevitable subjecting ... needs to be complemented with a view of
power as domination [thatj establishes causal links between institutional
social practices and the positions of subjects in the wider social field. (p.
24)

Thus, and in spite of the influences of Foucaldian notions of discourse,
CDA has adamantly resisted the post-structuralist turn so enthusiastically
embraced by many of the other intellectual projects influenced by critical
theory. Instead, CDA scholars have, for the most part, remained faithful to a
realist approach that emphasizes the interrelationship of discourse and orders
of discourse with social structures and a material world. Under this view, the
world and discourses are dialectically related, and “the impact of discursive
practice depends upon how it interacts with the preconstituted reality” (Fair-
dough, 1992, p. 60). Thus, the theoretical core of CDA continues to rely on
notions of material outcomes that may change the current social order in which
particular groups systematically benefit from the exploitation of others.

The (U. S.) Communication Field and CDA

Until recently CDA as a clearly identified tradition has been largely invis
ible in U.S. departments of Communication. Reasons for this can be tied to
the particular ways in which specialization areas have been defined and have
evolved. Critical/cultural studies, as this expertise area tends to be labeled,
is lively in both the International Communication Association (ICA) and the
National Communication Association (NCA). In both critical/cultural stud
ies and CDA, key critical theorists (e.g., Antonio Gramsci, Jurgen Habermas)
and cultural studies scholars (e.g., Raymond Williams, Stuart Hall) are identi
fied as heritage influences, but in critical/cultural studies, there is usually little
attention to interaction and language when looking at texts. An exception to
this generalization is the work of Michael Huspek, who has advocated for a
critical ethnography of communication (Huspek, 1989/90), written about key
critical theorists (e.g., Huspek, 1993, 1997), and analy7ed resistance discourse
in working class communities (Huspek & Kendall, 1991). Yet, if Ono’s (2009)
review of critical/cultural studies is treated as a barometer of recent work in
the area, it is significant that discourse ideas are noticeably absent. There is
not a single citation to any of the language and discourse concepts that inform
CDA scholarship.

On the other side of the aisle—Communication scholars who study lan
guage, interaction and texts—there has been equally profound inattention to
critical theory ideas. Language and Social Interaction (LSI) scholars, as this
specialization area is called at both ICA and NCA, have largely ignored CDA.

Other 2.4%

1.4%
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also come to be strongly linked to the analytic approaches of a small set of
scholars. Norman Fairclough. Teun ‘an Dijk, and Ruth Wodak being the most
prominent. In our analysis of D&S, 66% of the articles cited one or more of
these three scholars. Thus, although critical and critically-inflected analyses
of discourse do not necessarily cite their critical theory grandparents. they do
cite CDA’s immediate parents. Each of these scholars in the parental genera
tion has crafted a relatively distinct way of doing critical discourse analysis.

Of these three leading5colar. Fairciough (1995a) has written most exten
sively about CDA as an enterprise, including its theoretical grounding (e.g.,
Fairclough, 1992) and its method. which draws heavily on Foucauldian notions
of discourse and on Raymond Williams’s (1977) dialectic understanding of
power relations (e.g., Fairciough, 2003, 2004). He has also addressed how
to integrate theory and method in order to promote social change (e.g.. Fair-
dough. 2006). When critiques are leveled at CDA, it is Fairciough’s work that
is the most frequent target (e.g., ORegan. 2006; Toolan, 1997: Widdowson,
1998).

The discourse part of Fairclough’s CDA has been strongly influenced by
systemic functional linguistics, the linguistic approach (see Eggins, 1994.
for an overview) that gives particular attention to how syntactic features of
language. such as nominalizatiOfl, modality, and passive verb form (see the
appendix for definitions) hide agency and normalize the actions of the pow
erful. Fairciough’s work in the 1990s included research on media (e.g.. Fair
dough, 1995b), norms and culture (e.g., Fairclough, 1992), and marketing and
institutions (e.g., Fairclough. 1993). Fairclough’s particular brand of CDA
emphasizes transdisciplinarity, dialectics, semiotics, and interdiscursivity. For
instance, Fairciough (2002) has focused on the role of discourse in contempo
rary social changes. especially globalization. neo-liberalisrn. new capitalism,
and the knowledge economy.

In contrast to Fairclough, van Dijk’s (2008a. 2009) approach to CDA is
strongly cognitive. Before he turned to critical discourse analysis. van Dijk
published influential work with Walter Kintsch on discourse comprehension
(van Dijk & Kintsch. 1983). Van Dijk’s cognitive science commitments set his
work apart from other CDA scholars. as well as many other discourse analysts.
Van Dijk 2008a) has criticized systemic functional linguistics., Fairciough’s
language theory grounding. for its inadequate analysis of context and for its
anti-mentalist leanings. In addition to Fairclough, discourse analysts such as
Antaki (2006), Kitzinger (2006), and Maynard (2006) also regard cognition as
an explanatory’ concept to be asoided. In contrast, van Dijk (see also Chilton,
2004, Wodak, 2006) argues that an understanding of discourse must attend to
cognition: It is through mental models of everyday discourse such as conver
sation. ne s reports. and textbook that we acquire our knowledge of the world.
our socially-shared attitudes and finally our ideologies and fundamental norms
or values (van Dijk. 2001. p. 114).

Van Dijk has applied his framework to the study of ethnic prejudice in
everyday’ talk and elite discourse. His books, Prejudice in Discourse (1984)

and Communicating Racism (1987), paved the way for a series of studies
related to the ways in which (White) speakers reproduce racism in ordinaryconversation. For example, in his discussion of stories about immigrants in the
Netherlands and the United States (van Dijk, 1993), he shows how storytelling
is controlled by mental categories such as the group membership of the story
teller, and thus how narratives about other ethnic groups typically serve thepurpose of highlighting an Us versus The,n dichotomy.

Finally, Wodak has developed another approach within CDA, which she
labels the “discourse-historical approach” (Reisigl & Wodak. 2001). Thisapproach integrates “all available information on the historical background
and the original sources in which discursive ‘events’ are embedded” by explor
ing how particular genres of discourse change over time (Wodak, 2002. p.149). Similar to Fairclough, Wodak has been extensively involved in definingCDA as an approach to discourse (Wodak & Chilton. 2007; Wodak & Meyer,
2009; Weiss & Wodak, 2007). But, in addition to systemic functional linguistics. which Fairclough privileges, Wodak’s critical analyses are more likely toalso make use of ideas from linguistic pragmatics, argumentation theory, ethnography, rhetoric, and corpus linguistics (Baker et al.. 2008: Wodak. 2007).For instance, in her book Disorders of Discourse Wodak (1996) emphasized the necessity of examining text and context equally. Her studies in the1996 collection show how discursive practices such as doctor-patient communication, school committee meetings, or watching the news are usually“disordered,” in the sense that the unproblematic routine expected by the participants is often broken in different ways. These “disordered discourses” arenot accidental, but they “serve certain functions of exclusion, power, justification or legitimation” (Wodak, 2002, p. 170). The main consequence of thesedisordered processes is that patients, parents, or less educated audiences aresystematically, through specific discursive moves, left outside of the differentpower structures, with no possibility of intervening in them except to reinforcethe unequal dynamics.

Wodak has also investigated how national identities and collective memories are discursively constructed (e.g., Wodak & Kovacs, 2004: Wodak &Richardson. 2009): the ways in which racist discourse operates in elite andeveryday contexts (e.g., Reisigl & Wodak, 2001): and the dynamics of inclusion and exclusion in the discourse of immigration in Austria and in the rest ofEurope e.g., Delanty, Jones, & Wodak, 2008).
It is not simply the trajectories of these scholars that are of interest, butthe directions in which others, especially in Communication, have taken theirideas. Fairclough has influenced critical organizational communication studies (Deetz, Heath & MacDonald. 2007; Mumby & Clair, 1997). Putnam andCooren (2004), for instance, draw on Fairclough’s definition of discursiveevents as social practice and his notion that textuality in multiple forms produces and reproduces organizational life. Van Dijk’s claim that being seen asa “racist” must be accounted for in making comments potentially seeable asracist has been applied to other sorts of pejorative language. including a study
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of homophobic comments by teens that has been analyzed by Thurlow (2001)
In his article on CDA and metaphor, Hart (2008) cites the discourse-historical
perspective as an important influence on his thinking and media scholars in
Communication that study immigration and race (e.g., Graham, Keenan &
Dowd, 2004) also build upon Wodak’s work.

As these examples show, the works of Fairciough, van Dijk, and Wodak
have stimulated critical analyses of discourse. In order to provide a sense of the
breadth of current CDA scholarship, we next review studies in six key areas,
many influenced by these scholars.

Ethnic Prejudice

A significant number of critical approaches to discourse address questions of
racism and ethnic prejudice. Following the influential work by van Dijk (1984,
1987), authors from different fields have offered insights into the structure,
functions, and implicit ideologies of racist discourses and their implications
for contemporary societies. Some of these analyses have focused on the com
munication of racism in (new) media outlets (Erjavec, 2001; Harding, 2006;
Teo, 2000) whereas others concentrate on how ethnic prejudice is reproduced
in political settings (Blackledge, 2006; LeCoteur, Rapley, & Augoustinos,
2001). There is also a consistent body of studies that deals with discrimina
tory processes in organizations (Campbell & Roberts, 2007; Tannock, 1999;
Tilbury & Colic-Peisker, 2006) and more recently a great deal of attention has
been addressed toward the role that schools play in the dissemination of ste
reotypes and ethnocentrism, for example through the content and form of text
books (Augoustinos, Tuffin, & Every, 2005; Bonilla-Silva & Forman, 2000;
Eriksson & Aronsson, 2005: Kalmus, 2003). In the realm of everyday interac
tion, different studies have analyzed discursive moves used to avoid potential
negative judgments or the functions of disclaimers when engaging in explicitly
prejudiced talk (Billig, 1985; Kleiner, 1998; Tileaga, 2005; Wetherell & Potter,
1993).

In media studies, most CDA analyses attempt to show how the representa
tion of minorities in mediated discourse reinforces negative stereotypes and
fosters inequalities among groups. Simmons and Lecoteur (2008), for exam
ple, compare the ways in which two different “riots”—one involving indige
nous community members, and the other non-indigenous ones—were covered
by Australian media. Their analysis concentrates on discourses around “the
possibility of change” in order to show how, in the case of the indigenous riot,
change was not presented as a possible outcome, whereas the reports on the
non-indigenous riot did present “change” as an achievable goal.

In political communication, most efforts have been directed to looking at
how the rhetoric used by institutions and its representatives may contribute
to hegemonic processes in the construction of racial and ethnic categories.
In relation to this, authors are increasingly focusing on the challenges that
the “new racism” with its subtle but pervasive strategies, posits for the con-

struction of an effective anti-racist discourse. Every and Augoustinos (2007)
discuss the ways in which parliamentary speeches of Australian politicians
who oppose allegedly racist asylum-seeking laws engage in a “socially deli
cate conversational act.” This practice involves the careful management of the
tension between avoiding direct accusations of racism while at the same time
defending the interests of marginalized groups.

CDA scholars have predominantly analy7ed how media talk implicitly
supports racism, but there is a modest counter-voice exploring how speakers
challenge racist discourse. For example, Del Teso-Craviotto (2008) explores
how Argentinean immigrants to Spain participated in an Internet discussion
that challenged, as well as supported, “xeno-racism,” a particularly prominent
form of discrimination on the rise in Europe based on wealth rather than biol
ogy or appearance.

Immigrants and Nation-Building

Another topic of interest for critically-oriented discourse scholars is immi
gration, a phenomenon usually seen as linked to dynamics of inclusion and
exclusion. Consequently, the concepts of nation and citizenship are often dis
cussed together with those of immigration and immigrants. For instance, Erja
vec (2009) shows how discursive moves in media outlets define citizenship in
ways that exclude undesirable bodies. Analyses of immigration have exposed
the systematic incorporation of ethnic or cultural elements in mediated discus
sions of this issue (Adeyanju & Neverson, 2007); the pervasiveness of preju
dice and negative stereotypes about immigrants in the media (KhosraviNik,
2009; Santa Ana, 1999); and the non-neutrality of sites, such as immigration
policies (Gales, 2009; Garcia Agustin, 2008; Schmidt, 2002) and political dis
course (Charteris-Black, 2006; Lario Bastida, 2008; Mehan, 1997).

With regards to nation-building and representation, CDA scholars have con
centrated on the following questions: How are national identities constructed
and legitimized through discursive practices? For what purposes are particular
national identities invoked? Most of these studies have explored elite sites such
as political speeches (e.g., Lazar & Lazar, 2008; Ruiseco & Slunecko, 2006),
parliamentary debates (Fuchsel & Martin Rojo, 2003; Kosic & Triandafylli
dou, 2004), and the mass media (Higgins, 2004), although some of Wodak’s
sork (e.g., de Cillia, Reisigi, & Wodak, 1999) explored the ways in which
national identities are challenged or created in everyday interaction.

Recently, the discursive treatment of asylum seekers has been a topic of
special interest. Goodman and Speer (2007), for example, explore membership
categorization terms in talk about asylum seekers through an examination of
media texts belonging to the public domain. In these texts, they “examine how
members of the asylum debate use the term ‘asylum seeker’, how different
categories of asylum seeker are formulated, reformulated, and used, and how
members use, contrast, and combine categories to construct asylum seekers as
more or less deserving of support, sympathy, or punitive measures” (p. 168).
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These authors analyze newspaper articles, pamphlets, and a range of televised
political shows to display how participants in the “asylum seeker debate” sys
tematically rely on category distinctions that form the basis for their different
arguments. Asylum seekers are discursively distinguished from or confiated
with “refugees,” “illegal immigrants,” or “economic migrants” depending on
the position that speakers take in the controversy. These discursive practices
they argue, concentrate society’s attention on whether asylum seekers are legit
imate subjects, thus diverting attention from other debates such as a discussion
of how these people can receive help.

Gender

There are many analyses of discourse and gender that are critical or critically
inflected. The Handbook of Language and Gender (Holmes & Meyerhoff,
2003), to cite just one anthology, includes chapters on identity and representa
tions (Weatherall & Gallois, 2003), sexual assault adjudication (Ehrlich, 2003),
language ideologies (Cameron, 2003), and women’s self-reference (Wagner &
Wodak, 2006). Gender as it plays itself out in politics, media, and market
ing is important (e.g., Bergvall & Remlinger, 1996; Caldas-Coulthard & van
Leeuwen, 2002; Fairhurst, 1993; Kuo, 2003; Lazar, 2000; Shaw, 2000), as is
identification of the subtle ways women are treated differently than men.

Trix and Psenka (2003), in a cleverly titled article called “Exploring the
Color of Glass,” examined 312 recommendation letters for faculty positions in
schools of medicine for male and female applicants. Combining some simple
quantitative counts with analyses of different sections of the letters, the authors
show that letters written for women not only are generally shorter but use
gender terms more often (lady vs. man), use more linguistic tokens that raise
doubt (e.g., hedges, instances of faint praise), and praise women using a large
number of grindstone adjectives such as “hardworking,” “conscientious,” or
“dependable.”

One visible CDA scholar studying gender and discourse is Deborah Cam
eron (1998, 2006). Cameron has been an outspoken critic of Tannen’s (1990)
much popularized “two cultures” view of gender that treats men and women
as having misunderstandings because they come from different cultures. Take
a dinner table conversation where the husband says to his wife, “Is there any
ketchup, Vera?” Although this utterance is stated as a question rather than an
order, most observers will hear it as a directing the wife to go get the ketchup.
If the same utterance had been said by a child, however, it is likely to be heard
as a request for information warranting a response such as “Yes, it’s on the
bottom shelf of the cupboard.” Men and women, Cameron (1998) argues, do
not differ in their ability to speak (or interpret) directly or indirectly. Rather,
they differ in their assumptions about how gender should affect interacting
parties: “As long as the right contextual conditions apply, there will be no
ambiguity about what the [indirecti strategy means, because participants take
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for granted one person’s entitlement to request an item and the other’s respon
5jbility to provide it” (p. 449). In work situations, if men do not understand
women giving orders indirectly—the style women are expected to exhibit
more—it is because men do not believe women should be in positions supe
rior to them.

A critically-inflected study is illustrated in Stokoe and Smithson’s (2002)
analysis of how gender categories enter talk. Gender, they note, may be explic
itly oriented to in talk. In explicit orientations someone may self-initiate repair
to find a more gender-neutral word. This occurs in cases in which the “generic
female parent” is used in talk about parenting, i.e., always pairing “child”
uith “mother,” defaulting to the “she” pronoun when talking about parenting
or childcare, or even using “mother” to stand in for “parent.” But at times a
speaker will self-repair and add “father” or “parent.” Gender may also be ori
ented to in subtle ways. For example, in recounting a workplace experience, a
woman said, “I think the best thing is to, is to reduce the hierarchy so that your
boss is not, some guy that you don’t, you hate talking to, but someone you,
Some, just another guy who you work with” (Stokoe & Smithson, 2002, p. 232,
simplified transcript). In this example, “guy” functions in a similar way to the
generic male pronoun. And just as the generic “he” was once (and often still is)
treated as a genderless stand-in for “he or she,” “guys” is currently often taken
as a gender-neutral group term that can relate to males and females.

A growing area in CDA is feminist critical discourse analysis. The latter,
represented in work by Lazar (e.g., 2000, 2005), analyzes discourse as produc
ing and perpetuating sexism and gender inequality. Lazar (2007) articulates
five principles of a feminist critical discourse analysis: (a) feminist analytical
activism—the purpose of critique is to create social transformation; (b) gender
as ideological structure—ideologies about male-female differences structure
the division of labor and simple mapping of biology and gender; (c) complexity
of gender and power relations—interpretations of inequality are complicated
and contingent, and need to be studied in subtle as well as blatant manifesta
tions; d) discourse in the (de)construction of gender—discourse and social
practice reciprocally shape one another in creating and questioning gendered
identities; and (e) critical reflexivity as praxis—being reflective about practice
is necessary among institutional participants as well as feminists.

Gender studies also intersect with sexuality, and the ways in which sexu
ality and gender are caught up in the performance of identity. Kitzinger, for
example, has explored how speakers enact themselves as heterosexuals (2005a,
2005b). Fine (2003) looked at sex education in a middle school and how the
teacher moves the conversation away from talk of desire, and toward talk
about disease and pregnancy prevention. Thorne and Coupland (1998) focus on
how same-sex dating advertisements market sex and self-gendered identities.
By analyzing the specific wording people use in commodifying their sexual
selves, people creatively use the constraints of the genre to articulate idealistic
identities.
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News Discourse

As one of the most prominent forms of discourse in the public sphere, news
journalism is a frequent object of analysis for critically-oriented discourse
scholars and has been explored from several angles. In addition to the analy
sis of specific topics in the news such as ethnic prejudice and immigration
(see sections above) scholars have studied the processes and products of news
media (Bell 1991. 1997. 2003): the social effects of newspaper discourse
(Locke, 2004, Matheson, 2005); as well as how the vocabulary of news reflects
ruling class ideology (Chibnall. 1977: Ericson, Baranek. & Chan, 1987) such
as through representations of gender (Bradhy. Gabe. & Bury, 1995).

Journalistic ‘voice has been used by many researchers to investigate news
discourse (ledema, Feez, & White. 1994; Martin & White, 2005: White, 2004,
2006). The most common news voice is the “reporter voice,” which limits
how explicitly authors convey their personal judgments. In essence, journalists
advocate a particular value while backgrounding through a variety of discourse
practices that the value is their personal stance. This process is demonstrated
in a study by Caffarel and Rechniewski (2008) that compared three French
news stories from Libération, Le Figaro, and Le Monde on the 2004 American
handover of power to the interim Iraqi government. Thompson and White’s
(2008) Conununicatin Conflict, in which the Caffarel and Rechniewski study
appears, offers cases of media coverage of politically sensitive issues around
the world. By analyzing lexicogrammatical choices. evaluative positioning,
ideological stances, textual organization. semantics. and journalistic voice, the
media analyses show how the news texts advantage the views of those who
are socially dominant, In the book Analysing Newspapers: An Approach from
Critical Discourse Analysis, Richardson (2007) offers a useful introduction
for how to begin doing such an analysis.

Attending to the visual aspects of media is equally of concern. Chouliaraki
(2006) for instance, has carried out extensive work on how media visually rep
resent war, including how visual scenes are paired with spoken narration and
other language forms to frame suffering. The eents of 9/Il and the subsequent
“war on terror” have been one important arena for study (Chouliaraki, 2004,
2005: Hodges & Nilep. 2007). hut other scenes of conflict have also garnered
attention. In a recent article. Chouliaraki (2009) compares how BBC World
and Arab media display the ongoing fighting in Gaza. Western suffering, she
argues. is privileged over non-Western. In BBC coverage the war is displayed
“through an imagery of panorama phantasmagoria and a language devoid of
human agency [it is] cinematic spectacle to be appreciated rather than a
humanitarian catastrophe to be denounced” (p. 222). Rather than reporting
“people” being killed, it is the “city” or the “compound” that suffers damage.
In becoming spectacle, war becomes invisible as “a political fact that requires
a response” (p. 223).
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Educatiol?

In a review of CDA in education, Rogers, Malancharuvi-Berkes. Mosley. Hui.
and O’Garro (2005) describe CDA’s aim as being to “disrupt discourse, chal
lenge restrictive pedagogies, challenge passive acceptance of the status quo,
and reveal how texts operate in the construction of social practices” (p. 376). In
our analysis of D&S. studies in education accounted for more than 45% of the
context foci, with a major site for study being classrooms of all levels. Chouli
araki (1998), for instance, examined the teacher’s use of modality (e.g. “think,
“could.” “might”) in a classroom committed to a child-centered, progressive
philosophy. The teacher’s talk. Chouliaraki shows, worked in a subtle way
to privilege ritual knowledge over substantive, ideational knowledge, thereby
creating students oriented to jobs of lower status, i.e.. secretarial roles, rather
than those requiring creativity and autonomy.

In a study of college classrooms following the September 11 attacks, Hafen
(2009) considered the complexities and implications of classroom positionings
that orient to freedom, patriotism, and democracy as the uncontested status
quo. She found a strong link between freedom, patriotism, and militarism in
students’ talk. These concepts slid into one another, as in the example, “I’m
a soldier’s man. I will work under the flag, fight under the flag. and I will die
under the flag if necessary.” Hafen explained that this jump from patriotism
to nationalism and then to militarism is a “well lubricated skid” (p. 70), often
exemplified in discourse about patriotism. At the same time, challenges to the
dominant meaning of patriotism occurred when students used terms such as
“blind,” “uncritical,” or “belligerent patriotism.”

Educational discourse outside of classrooms has also been a focus of atten
tion. Pitt (2002) examined how programs of family literacy preparing women
to mother taught them to unquestioningly accept the role of learner and define
self as always ready to drop other activities to assist their child’s cognitive
development. This training discourse, Pitt shows, reveals contradictions in the
vision of motherhood, all the while supporting the society’s capitalist ideology.
Another example outside the classroom is Mehan’s (2001) study of a school’s
educational team meeting in which a child is transformed from “normal” to
“learning disabled” by virtue of the institutional weight given to the psycholo
gist’s voice over that of the teacher and parents. Other studies show how text
books maintain dominant ideologies (Prins & Toso, 2008).

Healthcare Exchanges

CDA studies in health contexts run the gamut of methodological approaches
from the most discourse-focused to those that look broadly at societal dis
courses (Agar, 1985). The situations analyzed also differ—from doctor-patient
interviews (e.g., Binbin, 1999; Menz & Al-Roubaie, 2008), to drug testing
meetings (e.g., Jenkings & Barber, 2006). to therapy sessions (see Bartesaghi,
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2009 below) to considering how “medical discourse” is ideologically dissemi
nated in texts (MacDonald. 2002).

We have made a distinction between critical discourse studies and criti
cal/v-inflected discourse studies. To give that distinction greater clarity, we
look at two studies analyzing healthcare exchanges that also illustrate a way to
draw on conversation analytic transcription practices in the service of show
ing how institutional exchanges construct what is true from rhetoric “develop
ing rituals which both create and legitimate the practices of the profession
and the institution” (Sarangi & Roberts. 1999, p. 16) The two studies differ
in how explicitly they represent the actions of the institution and its agents as
problematic.

The explicitly critical study by Bartesaghi (2009) analyzes on-site therapy
sessions in a family clinic in conjunction with the clinic’s manual instructing
therapists how to proceed, and the Beck Depression Inventory, a measurement
tool used regularly in the clinic. Therapy, Bartesaghi argues, draws on every
day conversational practices to pursue institutional aims in less than trans
parent ways that delegitirnize family members’ framings of their experiences.
Consider one exchange between a therapist and a mother about her adolescent
son, the identified patient (Bartesaghi, 2009, p. 164).

7’ Hmm. How do you know that there’s something going on with him?
How can you tell?
I just think there’s something going on, he’s acting different.
What do you mean, different?
Withdrawn from things.
Has he always been withdrawn from things?
No.
It seems like a couple of years ago when you first came here in ‘93 he
was sort of sad and withdrawn. ((shows manila folder)) Here’s his record.

Bartesaghi offers a line-by-line explication of the discursive features to show
how the therapist’s questioning constructs the mother as a poor institutional
interviewee and incompetent. Her study concludes: “Psychotherapy’s ques
tioning practices exemplify asymmetric and forceful use of the resources of
the question-answer pair ... [Tjhese resources are embedded in a covert logic
of institutional authority that presupposes that clients are mysterious and unre
liable” (p. 167).

Whereas Bartesaghi is straightforwardly critical of how the institutionally
powerful enacted their definition of the situation. its clients, and their prob
lems, Schubert. Hanson, Dyer, and Rapley’s (2009) analysis of interviews with
men who were receiving treatment at a detox center is implicitly challenging,
a study we treat as critical/v-inflected. In this Australian detox center. all of
the interviewed patients had received psychiatric diagnoses of ADHD (atten
tion-deficit/hyperactivity disorder) after entering treatment for amphetamine
dependence. The diagnosis and treatment of ADHD is a contested issue within

the medical community. with the most common treatment being the use of
dexamPhetamine, what could be labeled as a “therapeutic” kind of amphet
amine. In beginning their article, the authors provide background and diag
nosis frequency. noting how Australia, which prescribes the drug four times
more than other countries internationally, is second only to the United States,
which prescribes the drug seven times more than the international average.

The focus of Schubert and colleagues’ (2009) study is on the membership-
term strategies the four patients use to steer away from the morally problematic
identity of being an “illicit drug user” and toward the more reasonable identity
of “ADHD patient.” Their study’s main purpose is to make visible how, in
a situation where another meaning is pressing at the door, patients work to
frame their actions in a positive light. At the same time, albeit implicitly, their
analysis makes available a critique of the larger therapeutic-medical discourse
that normalizes drug-taking and, hence, pharmaceutical companies’ selling of
drugs as the preferred answer to life’s troubles.

Other Directions

This review and illustration of critical and critically-inflected discourse analy
ses in six areas by no means exhausts the topics, nor identifies the majority of
studies within each area. As we noted. CDA as a research arena is attentive
to social problems. As new problems arise or take their place on the world
stage. CDA scholars begin to give them attention. Scol Ion (2005), for instance.
developed a new type of CDA. what he called “nexus analysis,” to examine an
interconnected set of food issues in the world from consumption practices. to
industrialized production systems. to global climate change and public health.

In the last five years. studies of environmental discourses have also grown
(Alexander, 2009). Vannini and McCright (2007) have analyzed how reporting
on the weather channel supports a dominant discourse of leisure, consumption,
and capital accumulation: Carvaiho (2005) has explored how climate change
has been represented in prominent British newspapers; and Stamou and Para
skevopoulos (2008) have critiqued how ecotourism guidebooks conceal a con
sumerist essence within a superficial green wrapping.

Jan Blommaert (2005), scholar of African linguistics and popular culture,
points out that most CDA research analyze data originating in present day
European contexts, a fact that was corroborated in our D&S content analysis
which showed that non-Western contexts comprised only l57c of the sample.
But while this is true, social and political events in different countries often
become the focus of a CDA study. To give examples. CDA studies in non-West
ern contexts have included: (a) an analysis of fifth-grade literacy discussions
to show teachers’ inattention to gay-lesbian themes in Brazil (Moita-Lopes.
2006): (b) an evaluation of the ideology of teachers’ talk in Hong Kong English
language classes (He, 2006); (c) an across-time analysis of New Year’s day
editorials in the Chinese The Peoples Daily (Huang & Chen, 2009): (d) an
analysis of quotation patterns in ideologically opposing newspapers in Taiwan
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(Kuo, 2007): (e) showing how national identity is constructed in the presiden
tial speech of Alvaro Uribe Velez in Colombia in 2002 (Ruiseco & Slunecko
2006): (f) looking at uses of invective in speeches of leading political party
leaders in Ghana (Agyekum, 2004): (g) an evaluation of four major Japanese
newspapers editorials following the September 11. 2001. attacks on the United
States (Saft & Ohara, 2006); (h) showing how in Korea the United States is
constructed as common cultural enemy in the controversy about the movie,
007 Die Another Day (Lee, 2007); (i) researching power issues in the frag
mented Arabic-English speech used by wealthier classes with their domestic
servants in Lebanon (Haraty, Oueini, & Bahous, 2007); (j) an examination
of discussions on an Al Jazeera religious talk show in Qatar about the hijab
(head covering worn by Muslim women; Dabbous-Sensenig, 2006): (k) a study
probing how the mass media propagate neoliberal policies in post-apartheid
South Africa (Kariithi & Kareithi. 2007): (1) an examination in Venezuela of
the issue management strategies of a corporation in the Las Cristinas mine
(Brooks & Waymer. 2009): and (m) an analysis of the ideological position
ing in columns from the journalist. Tafataona Mahoso in Zimbabwe (Maidza,
2008).

Criticisms of CDA

Over the more than 20 years that CDA has existed as a visible method, theory,
and approach, it has not only amassed a broad array of practitioners, but has
also generated a goodly number of critics. The interdisciplinary nature of CDA
leaves it vulnerable to critiques from researchers who make use of the method!
theory in disparate ways, as well as from scholars who critique CDA through
the lens of the discipline or subdiscipline from which they come, including the
different approaches within CDA. Critics of CDA (and more often than not,
of Norman Fairciough’s particular approach) have advanced five main claims.

It Pays Insufficient Attention to Particulars of Talk

A first issue for which CDA has been criticized, originating primarily with
conversation analytic scholars, is that CDA studies pay insufficient attention
to the particulars of talk. This criticism, as well as counters to it, has been
played out in several journal debates. A key focus of the debates has concerned
the extent to which CDA claims are adequately grounded in details of talk.
Conversation analysis (CA) is strongly associated with Sacks, Schegloff, and
Jefferson (see Schegloff, 2007). Core assumptions associated with conversa
tion analysis include: (a) claims must be made on the basis of what matters to
and is oriented to participants: (b) claims must be grounded in empirical data
and proven through rigorous analysis on a case-by-case basis: (c) context must
be relevantly oriented to based on adjacent utterances: and (d) interaction is
orderly and serves to accomplish and promote conversational aims developed
through talking.

V
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The transcripts that are the starting point for analysis in CA are detailed,
capturing not only what people say. but also how people say things. including
vocal stress, pauses. overlapping talk, repair, intonation, and rate of speech. all
of which are represented with particular symbols and notations see Atkinson
& Heritage. 1999). CA’s use of detailed transcripts flows from its commitment
to minimize the role of a priori theory in interpretation. Because one never
knows in advance what features of talk could be attended to by participants. it
is important to capture as many specifics as possible. CA and other discourse
analysts have criticized CDA analyses which they claim make inferential
leaps to inequality and marginalization without grounding them sufficiently
in the analysis of talk. This criticism has been the source of heated debates
between Schegloff (1997, 1998, l999a, l999b) and critical discursive psycholo
gists (Billig. l999a: Wetherell, 1998). and has engendered further commentary
(Mey, 2001).

In the debate, Schegloff (1997) criticized CDA for not attending to the par
ticulars of the talk, which he argued needed to be understood in their own right
before connecting them with political claims In the apparent multiplicity,
and continuing multiplication of perspectives.” Schegloff comments, “truth
seems to disappear in a hail of mirrors” (p. 166). In her rejoinder. Wetherell
(1998) accepts some of Schegloff’s criticisms—recognizing that critical dis
course studies sometimes do not engage adequately with the exigencies of talk.
However, she counters, the problem with conversation analysts is that “they
rarely raise their eyes from the next turn in the conversation, and further, this
is not an entire conversation or sizeable slice of social life but usually a tiny
fragment” (p. 402).

In the next round of the debate, Billig (l999a,h) weighed in to accuse con
versation analysis of possessing a contestable view of the world that assumed
cooperation and harmony and to oppose Schegloff’s claim that CDA sees ide
ology where it is a minor or nonexistent force. CA’s view, argues Billig, is not
neutral, as CA frames itself, but is but one view, and a contestable one at that.

An opening remark in Schegloff’s initial essay provides a nuanced sense of
CA’s central criticism of CDA:

I understand that critical discourse analysts have a different project. and
are addressed to different issues, and not to the local co-constructions of
interaction. If, however, they mean the issues of power, domination, and
the like to connect up with discursive materials, it should be a serious
rendering of the material. And for conversation, and talk-in-interaction
more generally, that means it should at least be compatible with what was
demonstrably relevant to the parties—not necessarily their sequentially
directed preoccupations, but, whatever it was, demonstrably relevant to
them as embodied in their conduct. Otherwise the critical analysis will
not “bind” to the data and risks ending up merely ideological. (Schegloff,
1997. p. 183)
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ft s Not Attentive to the (Correct) Linguistic Principles

A second kind of criticism. originating with linguists, is that CDA is inattentive

to one or another important linguistic principle or theory. although which

linguistic principle is forwarded varies widely. Among linguists. Widdowson

(1995. 1998) is one of CDA’s most outspoken critics. He argues that CDA

is not rigorous or sufficiently scientific. He describes CDA methods and

procedures of analysis as being akin to ideological literary criticism or literary

hermeneutics. and is particularly critical of how scholars apply systemic

functional linguistics in CDA. According to Widdowson, the grammar is

applied piecemeal in order to forward a particular reading of the text, and he

accuses CDA of not providing adequate proof for the ideological effects that

are claimed.
Coming from an opposite stance is O’Regan (2006), a CDA scholar himself,

who criticizes (Fairclough’s version of) CDA as being inappropriately reliant

on systemic functional linguistics. In essence, there is a dispute within CDA as

to how ethnographic its discourse analyses should be. For O’Regan. systemic

functional linguistics is an overly structural approach to language study, one

that is inattentive to context in its analytic apparatus. If one wants to take

the critical grounding of CDA seriously O’Regan argues. then CDA needs

systematic ways to analyze context as well as texts’ grammatical features.

Likewise. Wodak’s (1996) discourse-historical approach is an implicit criticism

that Fairclough’s approach is over-reliant on systemic functional linguistics

and inattentive to contextual specifics. What CDA needs, argues Sarangi and

Roberts (1999), is “a ‘thick description’ [thatj reaches down to the level of fine

grained linguistic analysis and up and out to broader ethnographic descriptions

and wider political and ideological accounts” (p. 1).

Besides CDA being seen as either too reliant or not reliant enough on

systemic functional linguistics, it has been criticized for inadequately

attending to other linguistic traditions including text linguistics (Toolan.

1997). cognitive linguistics (Chilton. 2005). and corpus linguistics (Stubbs.

1996). In our analysis of D&S. 22.V%- of studies combined quantitative indices

with discursive explication. So, although CDA studies might benefit from

using corpus analyses more often. as Jger (2001> argues should happen. CDA

already uses quantitatise methods more than most other discourse approaches

do.

Its Academic Discourse is at Odds with What It Espouses

As an academic enterprise. CDA could be described as turning language

back on itself to examine the practices of the ruling elites. One unexamined

elite, Bar-Lev (2007) notes, is the community of academic researchers doing

CDA. Employing a CDA-type analysis of tso journal articles, one critiquing

a speech of then-president Bush and the other analyzing Bush’s response to

the September II. 2001 attacks. Bar-Lev shows that the authors engage in the
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same linguistic practices they accuse Bush of using. As he comments, “Where

jt is at least possible to argue that demonization and self-righteousness are
legitimate as rhetorical tools for leaders, surely they do not belong in academic
research?” (p. 183).

Billig (2003) has been an outspoken critic from within the field and has
asked whether labeling critical work with acronyms like CDA might exclude
outsiders and undermine the intentions of the research. He also examines ways
that critical discourse is written and concludes that the use of nominalization
and passivization are inappropriate by virtue of the fact that they instantiate
the linguistic processes of ideology they intend to expose (Billig, 2008a). “All
discourse analysts,” notes Billig, “face a paradoxical situation: We investigate
language, yet at the same time we use language in order to make our investiga
tions” (p. 783).

The issue of CDA’s use of nominalization became the focus of a colloquy
between Billig and other CDA scholars. Billig is distorting the treatment of
nominalizations. argued Martin (2008): knowledge, which means discipline-
specific terms, is dependent on nominalizations. but those kinds of nominal
ization are different from using them to convey evaluation, which is a goal in
political discourse. Fairclough (2008> and van Dijk (2008b) likewise defended
CDA’s use of nominalization in its own discourse. Nominalizations. they both
argued. are necessary in some contexts and problematic in others. But, coun
tered Billig (2008b), as an academic area criticizing language use in the world,
CDA has a particular responsibility to be self-reflective and careful in its own
language practices.

It Does Not Deliver on Its Commitments to Materiality and Agency

“Checklists of linguistic features are not,.. going to provide us with a reliable
method of doing political analysis of texts” (Jones, 2007. p. 362): the condi
tions under which people are not free cannot “be elucidated by purely linguis
tic or discourse-analytical means” (Chilton. 2004. p. 45): so argue two scholars
committed to critical analyses of discourse who feel that CDA (and especially
Fairclough) have given inadequate attention to how the material world shapes
and constrains discourse meanings. CDA does acknowledge the role of the
material world, but for some critics the acknowledgment is not much more
than lip service. The fact that social movement scholars have made no use
of CDA, for instance, points to a noticeable absence of attention to CDA in a

tradition where we might expect to see it.6 Collins and Jones (2006) state the
concern this way:

The whole CDA enterprise remains problematic. It claims that commu
nication practices play a crucial role in processes of social and political
context, yet. at the same time, it eschews the kind of engagement with
“history and context” which might allow that claim to be demonstrated.

(p. 52)
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We would note that while Collins and Jones’ (2006) criticism seems
reasonable if Fairciough’s work is its focus. it seems less applicable if Wodak’s
work is the target. This underscores one issue in just about all criticisms of
CDA: because CDA is such a vast and diffuse enterprise, there are few things
that are categorically true of all threads of its work.

If there is a single leaning that is applicable to most threads of CDA, it
would seem to be that CDA privileges structural tbrces over agency. How to
understand the relationship between social structure and individual agency is a
truly thorny issue, and it is not our intention to enter this debate very far. Suffice
it to say that theorists (and academic fields) tend to privilege the intentions!
agency of actors OR the constraining forces of social structures, even if they
explicitly recognize that both are at work. Critical discourse analyses, as our
review has illustrated, typically foreground the constraining power of social
structures. CDA sees people as caught in a web of conventions that bind them,
including linguistic and social-structural ones.

CDA’s focus on global and macro-structures can strip people of their ability
to act while distorting how meaning-making works. Cobb (1994) notes that
“Intentions are central to our understanding of the relation between power and
discourse, not because intentions reveal (or mask) person’s moves to dominate.
but because intentions construct legitimacy or delegitimacy and all their
corollary consequences” (p. 133). Thus, in seeking to show how inequality
is naturalized and how discourse is doing ideological work, CDA scholars,
critics contend, too rigidly fix the social world and inadequately recognize
the ways people maneuver, playing little-d and Big-D discourses against each
other to (sometimes) change oppressive conditions.

It Assumes a Western World View in Its Analyses

In the Journal of Multicultural Discourses. Shi-xu (2009). the first Chinese
scholar to edit an international journal in the social sciences,7 describes the
state of scholarship in language, discourse, and communication” in this way:

Trends of research topics and questions are not culturally independent, or
intellectually neutral, but reflect particular cultural, social, professional
conditions, needs, and interests.... Objects of research often come from
Anglo-American or some European cultures and realities, or, otherwise,
the types of research question and so principles of research interest usually
emanate from the Western Cosmopolitan institutions. (p. 239)

Blommaert (2005, see also Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000). who identifies with
the central commitments of CDA, amplifies this criticism further. CDA, he
argues, while giving lip service to cultural differences, treats the institutions
and societies it criticizes as if the first world’s way of organizing applied to
all countries. This is not the case, he notes. as the majority of the world lives
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more like villagers in Tanzania than like inhabitants in Manchester. England,
fairclough and Wodak’s current home.

What those in the Western (or global North) often fail to recognize is that

contexts come in different sizes. In addition to the local (country-specific con

text) there is also a translocal context. Societies around the world have dif

ferent statuses. power. and amounts of prestige in the international arena. An

upshot of this is that the same language or interaction feature, depending on

the context of the speaker. may inscribe powerlessness or cue prestige. Thus,

the speaking of English by an African in Africa will be a marker of pres

tige whereas the same speech will be stigmatized in London and heard as a

nonstandard dialect. If voice is “the capacity to accomplish desired functions

though language” (Blommaert, 2005, p. 68), then a particularly important part

of the ability is the potential for a speaker’s style to be semioticaily mobile,

where such capacity for such mobility is “very often associated with the most
prestigious linguistic resources ‘world languages’ such as English. literacy.

and more recently multimodal internet communication” (p. 69).
We agree with Blommaert and Shi-xu’s criticism that CDA scholarship

assumes a Western society orientation, taking cosmopolitan institutions as its
benchmark. We saw evidence of this orientation as we performed our content
analysis. Most scholars using data from Western locations assume a neutral
(unnamed) orientation whereas non-Western data are identified as such. At the
same time, we see it as important to note that CDA scholarship is more con
cerned about, and doing a better job at, remedying its first world tilt than most
other discourse or communication traditions.

Summary

CDA includes many different threads. At its broadest we would define it as
scholarship that grounds itself in ideas from critical and social theory in order
to investigate contextually-grounded questions about the harmful exercise of
power and domination. CDA combines a progressivist political commitment
with analysis of talk, written documents, or multimodal texts, and it uses a
variety of concepts from language. discourse, conversation, interaction, semi
otics, and rhetoric to make visible how the analyzed texts sustain (and occa
sionally overturn) problematic. unequal relationships.

Taken as a whole, we view the criticisms of CDA as signs that critical dis
course analysis is alive and vibrant. Whatever its short-failings, the fact that
scholars both inside and outside of CDA feel compelled to critique it, rather
than ignore it, is a clear sign of its importance and relevance within the acad
emy. Critical discourse analysis recognizes its responsibility to be self reflec
tive, thereby positioning itself as a tradition that can grow and continue to
benefit from critique. As two of its key scholars comment, CDA

needs to be reflexive and self-critical about its own institutional position
and all that goes with it: how it conducts i-esearch. how it envisages the
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objectives and outcome of research, what relationships researchers have to
the people whose social lives they are analyzing, even what sort of language
books and papers are written in. (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999, p. 9)

In the final section we turn our attention to the Communication field as it is
structured in the United States, considering what CDA can offer to each of five
main areas of research.

CDA’s Potential in Five Areas of Communication Scholarship

Critical discourse analysis has much to offer Communication scholars. In this
section we suggest what it can offer to five areas that are usually demarcated
from each other in U.S. Communication departments: (a) rhetoric, (b) critical/
cultural studies, (c mass communication, (d) organizational communication,
and (e) language and social interaction.

Rhetoric

Of all the areas of Communication, CDA would seem to link most straightfor..
wardly to rhetorical studies. Both are centrally interested in political/mediated
events, both do close textual analyses, and both eschew neutrality as a desir
able stance for authors. However, the two traditions have had little to do with
each other. In a recent study seeking to bridge the two, Kaufer and Hariman
(2008) commented: “The traditions of European critical discourse analysis
(CDA) and American rhetorical criticism grew up independently, and judging
from the paucity of cross-citation practices, have remained non-interactive”
(pp. 475—476). This mutual inattention is particularly striking because both
rhetoricians—especially those that adhere to a “critical rhetoric” project—and
critical discourse analysts draw on similar social and critical theorists.

We see the cause of this inattention as related to the larger intellectual cat
egories to which each tradition orients. CDA sees itself as a social science;
rhetoric regards itself as a humanistic enterprise. To be sure, CDA scholarship
has expanded beyond linguistics, but CDA research is anchored in a social
science notion of scholarship. and a sharply drawn one at that. For this reason,
it is possible to criticize CDA scholars by describing their work as just like
“literary analysis” (Widdowson, 1995). Rhetoricians, in contrast, comfortably
accept that they are critics and that their unique sensibilities will shape what
they notice and argue. From a rhetorical vantage point, CDA’s attention to its
“rigorousness” seems a strange preoccupation.

In terms of developing rhetorical ideas that resonate with discourse-inter
ested, social science communities and with rhetorical humanistic studies, no
person has been more influential than social psychologist Michael Billig. Bil
hg (1987; Billig et al., 1988) has developed a rhetorical approach to thinking
and arguing that he has used as the cornerstone for exploring critical discourse
issues such as banal nationalism (Billig, 1995) or racist jokes of the Ku Klux
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Klan (Bilhig, 2001). A recent volume (Johnstone & Eisenhart, 2008) by 12
U.S. rhetoricians suggests that this type of bridge-crossing is becoming more
frequent. The authors in Johnstone and Eisenhart’s volume show how their
rhetorical analyses can be made more persuasive when they draw on linguis
tic features to back up their claims, and many rhetorical scholars develop the
kinds of insights about power and discourse that are consistent with CDA’s
political views.

If one defines rhetoric as a set of ideas rather than as an academic com
munity, CDA and rhetoric have been linked since CDA came into existence.
In many non-U.S. departments, rhetoric and argumentation are specialty
areas within linguistics, and as the appendix of discourse terms shows, CDA
scholars regularly use rhetorical tropes such as metaphor, personification, and
synecdoche in analyzing texts. Other contributions CDA can make to rhetori
cal studies is to help it develop a more international, less U.S.-centric stance,
and furnish it with language-interaction concepts that can enhance analyses.
Rhetoric, in turn, might show CDA how to inhabit its critical-political stance-
taking role in a more comfortable manner.

Critical/Cultural Studies

Even though critical/cultural communication scholarship is best described
as both an interdisciplinary and a transdisciplinary project (Ono, 2009), one
could argue that both the questions asked by critical/cultural scholars and the
ways of addressing them are very much linked to a rhetorical approach to
Communication. This translates into a primary concern for examining public
discourses in terms of the ways in which they relate to different audiences.
To this, critical/cultural studies have added an emphasis on how the status
quo is reproduced and/or resisted in the different realms of the public sphere,
although still the specifics of exactly how linguistic devices can be related to
reifying processes are not a priority in the different analyses.

Critical/cultural approaches have produced valuable insights about the
necessity to incorporate all kinds of cultural practices into communicatively
oriented analyses. Yet this work is too often accompanied by an assumption
of the primary role of discourses in constructing reality—and the people in
it—at the expense of the material world with which these discourses interact.
For this reason, attending to the epistemological orientation and methodologi
cal tools that CDA offers could be fruitful at two levels: first, CDA would help
to create space for a type of critical/cultural scholarship that not only engages
in a critique of the social order, but which grounds this critique in systematic,
close textual analysis. Second, because CDA gives attention to the tightly con
nected relationship between discourse and material conditions—although as
noted, not all critics see it as sufficient—it could assist critical/cultural studies
in bridging the gap between political/economic and cultural analyses, a project
that has been identified as crucial for the next generation of critical/cultural
communication scholarship (see Ono, 2009).
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Mass communication

Scholars of mass communication have a plethora of choices for approach

ing their objects of study and CDA offers one highly salient option in and of

itself or in conjunction with other approaches. Although some media scholars

might frame CDA as attending to linguistic minutiae, the kind of careful and

detailed analysis that CDA promotes would be useful for mass communica

tion scholars being able to form a deeper understanding of how mediated

communication functions, Concepts like conversationalization, marketiza

tion. nominalization. and synthetic personalization, among others (see appen

dix), can shed light on the micro-level practices enacted by media producers

to craft their messages.
Second, CDA’s critical approach to mass communication can be an effec

tive tool for highlighting the ideological construction of power relations.

representations. and social identities. Ideological processes are always com

plex, often nuanced, and sometimes even contradictory, as media audience

reception studies have shown. However, those complexities do not negate the

necessit of critical analysis. Media. everyone agrees. do affect society. As

media discourses continue to saturate everyday life in late-modern society, it

is more important than ever to examine the ideological meanings of the texts

that surround us. In essence, CDA brings to the study of mass communication

a method for understanding the connection between hoii media communi

cate on the micro-level and what media communicate on the macro-level, an

important connection to which more media scholars should attend.

Organizational Communication

Within organizational communication, the North American name for an

organizational studies specialization (Bargiela-Chiappini, 2008), critical

approaches are a well-established tradition (e.g.. Deet7. 1982: Mumby & Stohl,

1991). By and large, however, scholars in this tradition have not been interested

in close analysis of talk or texts. Outside the United States, analyses of text and

talk have been a research focus for some time among organizational scholars

who are linguists (e.g.. Bargiela-Chiappini & Harris. 1997: Firth. 1994): until

recently. though. there have been few critical analyses of talk or text. This divi

sion of emphasis has begun to change.

Critical organizational communication scholars have begun to argue for

the importance of discourse—meaning both talk/text and larger belief sys

tems. such as “globalization” (Fairhurst & Putnam, 2004: Putnam & Fairhurst.

2001)—and organizational scholars around the world are arguing for the value

of critical analyses in organizational studies (Ainsworth & Hardy, 2004,

McKenna. 2004). In a 25-year. 112-article analysis focused on the term “orga

nizational discourse” across multiple organizational studies journals, Jian,

Schmisseur. and Fairhurst (2008) found both meanings of discourse to be
alive and well. In a response to the analysis, however, Taylor (2008) counter-
argued that the majority of studies were focusing on Big-D discourse. Most
of the organizational studies, Taylor claimed, were exploring discourses in
society. but they were not attending to the particulars of language and social
interaction.

Organizational communication has a rich critical tradition and it knows
how to study Big-D discourse. It could, however, do a better job building con
nections to discourse particulars and interactional processes. CDA offers a
way for critical organizational communication scholars to deepen their under
standing of how the macro-discourses of inequality that pervade organiza
tional life are reflected in and accomplished through concrete conversations
and texts.

Language and Social Interaction

Language and social interaction (LSI) is an area of Communication in which
scholars interested in discourse (language. text, talk, interaction) explore
issues in a diversity of communication contexts. LST is steeped in a vari
ety of language-related traditions, including conversation analysis, sociolin
guistics, linguistic pragmatics, philosophy of language, and ethnography of
speaking, although, interestingly, not systemic functional linguistics. While
LSI is the name for a distinctively Communication specialization, of all
areas, LSI is the most similar to the European linguistics communities from
which most CDA scholars come and to whom they target their arguments.
Outside the United States, in fact, most LSI communication scholars have
been trained in departments of linguistics or language studies rather than in
Communication,

In LSI, critical discourse analysis is a i’ecognized approach to the study of
language and social life (Tracy. 2008). At the same time, it is an approach that
is on the margins of the area. We mentioned that one criticism of CDA is that
it does not pay sufficient attention to the details of talk. This criticism could be
turned on its head and directed back at much LSI work. LSI work, which has
been especially influenced by conversation analysis. could be accused of giv
ing too much attention to details of talk, and doing so at the expense of speak
ing to larger issues, including normative issues of how persons ought to act or
how institutions ought to be structured. Critical discourse studies offer LSI
researchers exemplars of how to give serious attention to language and inter
action and institutionalized issues of conflict, justice, democracy. or decision
making. Linking interactional moments to social issues and problems is a key
part of the CDA project. CDA can help LSI bring its discursive commitments
into serious conversation with social critics.

I

I

I
I

I



Collocation The existence of a sequence of
words that co-occur more
often than would be expected
by chance, e.g., disease terms
(plague, epidemic, disease)
that occur near the word
“immigrant.”

Conversation- The use of informal speech
alization patterns—back and forth

turns—in a genre normally
characterized by formal speech
patterns and practices.

Dialogism The theory that texts (and
utterances) can only be
understood as a part of a
greater whole, that none derive
meaning unitarily (Bakhtin,
1981).

A classificatory device used to
designate conventionalized
characteristics. The use of
language associated with a
particular social activity
(Swales, 1990), e.g., meeting
minutes, citizen speeches at
school board meetings, and
college lectures.

Interdiscursivity The presence of diverse
discourses or genres within a
text (Fairclough, 1995 a).

0rpm (2005) uses collocation
to analyze words semantically
related to corruption and
discovers significant ideological
differences in the use of words
referring to activities within
Britain versus those outside of
Britain.

Patrona (2006) investigates
conversationalization on Greek
television discussion programs
and finds that presenters do not
sustain neutral stances.

Pietikäinen and Dufva (2006)
use dialogism to examine the
construction of ethnic identity
through the interplay of
individual and social
discourses.

Thurlow and Aiello (2007)
analyze airline tailfin designs as
a visual genre and find that they
service national identity
concerns while also appealing
to the international market.

Using 60 adversarial political
interviews broadcast in the
United Kingdom, Hyatt (2005)
shows how interdiscursisity is
central to the construction of
political discourse. One of his
examples is the combining of
education and economics
discourses in a speech by Tony
Blair.

V

Membership
Categorization
Terms

Definition and Illustration

When one speaker intrudes
into another’s understood talk
turn, most often, but not
necessarily, through overlap.

Terms for referring to persons
that categorize them, and in so
doing convey evaluation
(Schegloff, 2007) e.g., calling
an 18-year-old who is stealing
“a boy” or “a man,” a
“shoplifter,” or a “thief.”

Discourse about discourse
(Craig, 2008). The collection
of textual features that
organize a writer’s or speaker’s
stance towards the content and
the addressee.

A figure of speech in which
one entity is represented as
being another; Pervasive in
language, thought, and action
(Lakoff & Johnson, 2003),
e.g., argument is war or time is
money.

A figure of speech in which an
attribute is used to refer to the
whole, e.g., using the word
“Washington” to refer to the
U.S. government or “the
crown” in reference to royalty.

Words and phrases to soften
requests and orders or make
assertions less direct, e.g., “if
it’s not too much trouble” can
serve as a mitigation marker in
front of “could you wash the
dishes.”

Recent Applicaton

Menz and Al-Roubaie (2008)
perform quantitative analysis of
doctor-patient interruptions and
found differences based on
gender and status.

Li (2009) shows how
newspapers in the United States
and China draw on intertextual
resources to construct national
identities in their reporting on
U.S-China relations.

Mallinson and Brewster (2009)
investigate restaurant server
categorizations of patrons and
the resulting production of
“racetalk” and “regiontalk” in
server discourse.

MartInez-Guillem (2009)
analyzes how speakers in the
European Parliament engaging
in argumentative
communication invoke
knowledge about ongoing
interactions and past and future
communicative events using
meta-discourse.

Ferrari (2007) presents a
metaphor-based analysis of the
persuasion strategies used by
George W. Bush in post-9/l 1
speeches.

Meadows (2005) analyzes
metonymical references to
conceptualizations of us/them
in Bush administration
statements about the Iraq
conflict.

Kendall (2004) examines
mitigation practices at a radio
network and shows how they
function to create gendered
identities.
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Appendix 11. A Critical Discourse Vocabulary

The CDA lexis consists of elements that draw on its critical theory/social theory roots
(e.g., hegemony. orders of discourse) and from its language and discourse traditions,
including corpus linguistics, sociolinguistics, systemic functional linguistics,
discourse analysis, rhetoric, conversation analysis, discursive psychology, and social
semiotics. Below is an alphabetical list of the more commonly used language-
discourse terms in CDA research.

Term

Interruption
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Term Definition and Illu,stration Recent Applicaton

Intertextuality The presence of elements of
other texts within a text either
directly (such as reported
speech) or indirectly (such as
irony).

Genre

Metadiscourse

Metaphor

Metonymy

Mitigation
Markers

(continued
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Definition and Illustration

The degree of surety about an
event, action. or situation
(Palmer. 2001). The phrases
“it might be a dog.” “it must
be a dog,” and “it is a dog”
represent varying degrees of
modality.

The use of an adjective,
adverb, or verb as the head of
a noun phrase or the process of
producing a noun from another
part of speech. For example,
the verb evaluate can be used
in the phrase “we will evaluate
the data” or nominalized in the
phrase “an evaluation will
occur:’

Passivization The process of transforming
the subject of a sentence from
an active agent to an object.
For example, the sentence,
“John moved the table” is
constructed such that John is
the subject and performer of
the actions whereas the
sentence, “The table was
moved by John” is constructed
such that John is an object.

Personification The process of attributing
human qualities to non-living
entities, e.g., “the state is
proud of her heroes.”

Recontextual- The process of transferring an
i7ation element of a text—e.g., an

argument, a quote—to a new
context in order to give it new
meaning. For example, using
Hamlet’s “To Be or Not To
Be” speech within the context
of a debate about the existence
of Israel.

One person’s words as quoted
or paraphrased by another
person. e.g.. “I was talking to
Jim and he went, ‘I won’t do
it.’”

Recent Applicaton

Lillian (2008) investigates types
of modality used in two
conservative non-fiction texts
by Canadian authors and finds
that one constitutes persuasion
and the other constitutes
manipulation.

Bonnin (2009) analyzes the
meanings, uses, and effects of
the norninalized entity
“reconciliation” in the context
of religion and politics in
Argentina.

OteIza and Pinto (2008) show
how passivization and other
techniques are used to highlight
some actors and processes
while silencing others in
Chilean and Spanish history
textbook discussions of
dictatorships and subsequent
transitions to democracy.

Rojo (1995) analyzes the
personification of the first Gulf
War conflict in terms of good
and evil.

Hodges (2008) examines
George W. Bush administration
officials’ and White House
journalists’ recontextualization
of words spoken by General
Peter Pace in order to contest
each others’ claims to the truth
in regards to Iranian
involvement in Iraq.

Stokoe and Edwards (2007)
examine the formulation of talk
about ethnicity and race through
reported speech in U.K.
neighborhood disputes.

Term Definition and I/lustration

ch Act The social function performed
by an utterance. A question
could be a compliment, a
reprimand, a request for
information.

Synecdoche A figure of speech in which a
part refers to the whole (e.g.,
workmen as “hired hands”).

The process of treating mass
or impersonal audiences as
individuals (Fairclough,
l995a>. e.g.. fast food
restaurants wishing customers
to “have a nice day.”

Recent Applicaton

Jiang (2006) analyzes the types
of speech acts enacted during
press conferences on the North
Korea nuclear crisis and found
that the frequency and
distribution of requests and
refusals occurred in conjunction
with ideological and cultural
indicators.

Adams, Towns, and Gaey
(1995) analyze synecdoche and
other devices in male discourses
about ‘,iolence towards women
that allow them to justify
positions of dominance.

Grabowski (2007) identifies
how financial institutions create
relationships with readers,
viess ers, and the en ironment
through synthetic
personalization.

Appendix]). A Continued

Term

Modality

Nonsinalization

Synthetic
Personalization

Reported
Speech

Notes

I. When we are referring to the field of Communication, we capitalize the “C” and
leave unsaid the modifier. “U.S.” In the United States, Communication as a field
is sharply distinguished from linguistics, business, psychology, etc. Our com

ments need to be read as focused on the United States.

2. We coded 60 articles of the 286 articles to cheek reliability. Disagreements were
resolsed through discussion. In some eases the source of the disagreement raised

a an interesting interpretation issue. Department affiliation was coded only for the

first author and reliability was 85%. Disagreements revolved around whether a

department should be classified as communication or a hybrid program. Many

non-U.S. program names included communication as part ofa larger department

name. In resolving disagreements ‘xc included these programs in the communi

cation field category. There was 92% agreement for discourse kind, and context

was 77%. Coding reliabilit\ for identity was 80%, and disagreements related to

tv,o issues of conceptual interest. The United States and the U.K. tended to not

mark their nationality in keywords but other countries did. Much of the research

in non-U.S. and non-U.K. countries was no more identity-focused than that in

the U.S. or U.K. The other area of disagreement concerned the “other” sersus

“non-identity” categories: we coded studies that labeled categories—refugees,

alcoholics, politicians—as other.

j 3. We searched Communication and Mass Media Complete for the same 10-year

period that we did for Discourse & Society. Discourse & Society is one of the

journals included in the database so there was overlap, although it was mod

est. communication and Mass Media Complete includes full coverage of 380
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journals and selected coverage of 200 others. Of note, very few of the communi.
cation journals sponsored by the International Communication Association, the
National Communication Association, or regional U.S. communication journal5
had critical discourse articles. Most of the articles appeared in multidisciplinary
journals with links to language study, linguistics, or culture.

4. Quoted from the back jacket of D&S of the May, 2009, Volume 20.
5. Although the handbook does not foreground CDA, its key authors are cited.
6. Our thanks to an anonymous reviewer for this observation.
7. See http://www.h-net.org/announce/show.cgi?ID=145338.
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12 Commentary
Discourse, Context, and
Interdisciplinarity

Ruth Wodak

University of Lancaster

1. Dimensions of Comparison

T
he three contributions I was asked to discuss cover relevant social phe
nomena from very different perspectives: on the one hand, language
attitudes consciously and subconsciously co determine our perceptions

of others in all possible contexts; on the other, the expression of emotions.
such as love, governs in manifold ways our interpersonal relationships. our
behaviors, and our activities. And third, critical problem-oriented qualita
tive research, as illustrated by many approaches in Critical Discourse Analy
sis (CDA), offers an entry point to investigate salient factors co-determining
our daily lives. Thus, the three chapters in this section differ significantly in
that one chapter reviews research on a specific phenomenon (love), the sec
ond chapter reviews research on an important factor which accompanies all
communication (language attitudes), whereas the third contribution discusses
a particular school in the domain of Discourse Studies (Critical Discourse
Analysis), which could be employed and applied to study both love or attitudes
towards language use. Hence, the three chapters have to be regarded as belong
ing to different dimensions of scholarly work: oriented towards specific social
phenomena (as objects of investigation) in contrast to theoretical and method
ological approaches which could be used to study such phenomena.

In all three chapters. however, it becomes obvious, that—although the theo
retical and methodological approaches differ significantly (see below)—the
context of an utterance (such as social, cultural, historical, genre-specific.
language-specific, peer-group specific, organizational, gender-specific, class-
specific, and so forth) has a major impact on both decisions on how to study
a phenomenon as well as on the enactment and realisation of attitudes, dis
courses, and emotions, it is thus not surprising that the chapters all foreground
contextual factors and attempt to integrate them into existing (or new) research
models.

In my necessarily brief considerations, I will thus focus on the salience
of theorizing and operationalizing context in communication studies. Such a
focus entails, I claim, both interdisciplinary research and the study of authen
tic, nattiral occurring communication, be it written, oral, or visual. Studying


