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Bernard McKenna

CRITICAL DISCOURSE STUDIES:
WHERE TO FROM HERE?

This paper surveys eritical discourse studies 1w the present and claims that, v avoid
lapsing inta comforiable orthodoxy in its mature phase, CDS needs to reawsert ity trans-
Jormative radical teleolagy. The initial pare of the paper reassers the need for a stroug
social theory given the marerialiv and context-bound naturc of discourse in daily
activity, From thiy basis, the paper then characterizes the “new times™ in which con-
temparary discourse occurs, and brigﬂy surveys those issues typically analyzed. numely
palitical economy, race und gender, and critical literacy. By considering people’s
ardinary lives, the paper then suggests that subject and agency, aud calculative technol-
ogies of management deserve, and new modualities need, more revearch. Transdisciplinar-
ity Is enmurogcd, [mrlit‘ufﬂrly with social p.s}'cho[u‘(iy and critical managemeni stufies.

Keoywords  critical discourse; Marxism; poststructuralism; postmodernism;
materialism; historicity; constructionism; social psychology; subject; interdis-
cursivily; Foucault; intcrl.lim.:iplinar)r

In his famous “Letter to Arnold Ruge,” published in the Rheiniche Zritung
in 1844, Karl Marx pronounced himsclf in lavor of a “ruthless critique af
cverything existing.” [t seems Lo me that this program is timelier than ever.
W thos revurn to the primary historical mission of ¢ritical thought, which is
to serve ax a solvent of doxa, to perpetually question the obviousness and the
very frames ol civic debate 5o as Lo give owrselves a chance o think the
world, rather than being thought by it, to take apart and understand its
mechanisms, and thus o reappropriate it inteHectually and materially.

Loic Wacquant (2001)

Now that critical discourse studies (CDS) has reached the mature stage ol incor-
poration into intellectual discourse, has it weakened the capacity to challenge ancl
confront incquality? Billig (2002) has asked this question of critical discourse analysis
(CDA), in particular, wondering whether it may be developing into the very
institutionalized academic enterprise that it set out 1o challenge. ‘This paper asks
whether and how the foundational principles of critical studies  democracy,
equality, firness, and justice — can be re-allimed in practice, 1 firstly smmmarize
the principles ol CI8; then, 1 survey the most prominent issucs of critical
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analysis, and suggest [uture arcas of research. Then I consider promising arcas ol
interdisciplinarity.

Theorctical and mcthodological framework

Theoretical ji‘am(:work

Critical discourse studics cmerped largely (rom the Frankfurt and neo-Marxian
traclition  (Marx, Gramsci, Althusser), anthropological linguistics (for example,
Gumperz, Gal, and Silverstein), critical discourse anal)ﬂiis (for cxample, van Dijk and
Fairclough), literacy studies (for example, Cole, Wertsch and Gee), gender studies
(for example, Cameron and Tannen), and Foucault. CDS does not attach itsell 1 a
particular social theory, but to “a field of critical rescarch” (Chouliaraki & Fairclough,
1999, p. 75). Fundamentally, a critical discourse approach is characterized by its
consideration of the rc‘:lalimlship Lstween language and socicty in order to understand
“the relations between discourse, power, dominance, fand] social inequality” (van
Dijk, 1993, p. 249). Thus, the vector of CDS is formed by the intersection of
language, discourse, and social structure. Following are cight characteristics that
broadly define €CDS.

[. Teleolugy. CLIS has a teleological commitment w justice, democracy, cquality,
and fairness: itshould take “an explicit sociopolitical stance ™ (van Dijk, 1993, p. 252),
distinguishing it from conversation analysis, which focuses “on language and comrnuni-
cation in real-life situations, and the goal is to analyse, undemtamd or sulve problems
relating to practical action in real-life contexts” (Gunnarsson, 1997, p. 235).l Its
commitment is evident in the analysis of “opaque as well as transparent structural
relationships of dominance, discrimination, power and control as manilested in
language™ (Wadak, 1997), CDS provides “the basis for political action 1o bring
about radical and emancipatory social change” using approaches that, above all,
“unity theory and practice™ (Hammersley, 1997, p. 238). Thus, although Foucaultian
approaches to analysis may be critical in anaiyzing power, there is no commitment
to social change. By contrast, nco-Marxists have contributed the major conceptaal
foundations o CDS, notably the "twin aspirations of emancipation and exposure”
(Billig & Simons, 1994, p.1); in fact, Fairclough and Wadak (1997) claim that linguis-
tic critical analysis originated in Western Marxivm, Alternatively, the Habermasian
project of revivifying the life workl through the structural transformation of the
public sphere (Habermas, 1989) is intrinsically liberal (Poster, 1995) rather than
liberatory. A more socially translormative teleology is proposed by Wadlsk (1996),
who argues that critical discourse approaches address social problems by revealing
how discourse does idt‘-.olngig:a} work, anel “provide]s] instruments for a less author.
itarian disgourse ... [that] may ... lead to emancipation™ (Wadak, 1996, i 37).
Such a view coincides with MoulTe's (1993, p. 54) definition ol politics as an “cnsemble
of practices, discourse, and institulions that scek to cstablish a certain order and
organize human existence in conditions that are always potentially conflictual ™,

2. Theory of discourse. 'The predominant Marxian and neo-Marxian critical discourse
approaches (incorporating the Frankfurt School, Gramsci, and Althusser) were
ruptureed by the Foucaultian revolution and, contemporaneawsly, feminist theory
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(posteolonial theary appears Lo have had litte impact on C198).2 Critical theory appears
now 1o be creling its ambivalence about power that came about hecause of the Foucaul-
tian attack on stiucturalism and what is l‘th‘h’l.tnl.iﬂ”y tha: distraction of cxlr(:.rn{:ly relati-
vist postmodernism, which Rillig and Simons (1994, p. 9) conclude is “definitionally
incoherent and even contradictory.” It is now clear that Foucaultian poststructuralism
and nen-Marxian t.heory can co-exist and draw useful ly lrom cach other. As a result,
texts are analyzed within a discursive [ramework, distinguishing critical discourse anal-
ysis from mere text analysis. Intertextuality reveals how texts draw upon, incorporate,
recontextualize, and dialogue with other texts as well ax those that are felt vut. Inter-
discursivity is particnlarly useful in understanding how textual instantiations draw upon
“the socially available repertotres™ (Vairclough, 2003) of discourses within arders of
discourse. As Lemke (1995, p. 10) points out, each community “has its own system
of intertextuality: its own set of important and valued texts, its own preferred dis-
courses, and particularly its own habits ol deciding which texts should be read in
the context of which others, and why, and how.” This is the dialogic nature of
texts drawn from consonant discourses explained above:, and which is known ax hetero-
glossia, defined in Bakhtinian terms by Lemke (1995) as “the diversity of social langua-
ges ... [that] are systematically related o one another” (p. 38), through which it
consteucts its “helicls, opinions and values” (p. 24; of. Bannet, 1989, p. 164; Foucault,
1972, p. 191). On the other hand, Scollon (2001, p. 16) uses the term “nexus ol prag-
lice” Lo duescribe the action of focusing on “the multiple and various linkagex among
practices”; he uses it to clistinguish this term rom "c:ﬂmmunity ol practive”™, which
focuses on “individual persons as a group which is lurmed within a bounded cntity
of membership, of inclusion and exclusion,”

3. Materialim. A materialist conception ol discourse underlies most critical
discourse studies to the extent that social context relates to textual production,
Fairclough, for example, asserts that that language and context are: “imbricated” in
social relations (1995a, p. 73; Gee, 1999), a notion that drawy upen Marxian theory,
Bakhtinian language theory, and Foucaultian discourse theorics. This is consistent
also with Volosinav's (1994) conclusion thal verbal communication can be understood
only through its interaction with concrete situations. In ather words, language aceuires
life and cvolves “in concrete verbal communication, and not in the abstract linguistic
system of language forms, nor in the individual psyche of speakers™ (1994, p. 59).
More recently, Scollon (1998, p, ) theorizes his concept of mediated action on the
assumption that “mediated discourse is chained or linked mediated actions within
communitics ol practice”. loucault’s theory of discourse is also materialist, given
his assertion that a statement occurs in an "emmciative (icld in which it has a place
andd a status, which arranges lor its possible relations with the past, and which opens
up for its possible future” (Foocault, 1972, p. 99). It is a set of social practices, “a
group of rules that are immanent in a practice, and defme it in its specificity”
(p- 46). This has hecome virtually axiomatic for critical discourse theory.

The crucial clement of discourse that separates it from a simple speech act, or
communicative event, says van Dijk (1997h, p. 2), is that these acls or events
happen “as part ol more complex social events,” fn other words, discourse as
social action occurs “within a framework of understanding, communication and
interaction which is in turn part of broader sociocultural structures and processes”
(1997b, p. 21; see also Waoclak, 1996).
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4. Histaricity . The histt)t‘ic:it}’ of discourse is a NECLssary concept because it
provides for the spatio-temporality of any textual production and accommaodates
the diaghronicity ol discourse. Foucault’s discourse theory states that knowledge
is “empirically grounded in historical conditions” (Bannet, 1989, p. 159). Similarly,
from a neo-Marxian perspective, heteroglossia is diachronie, as language “at any
given moment ol its historical existence. . .represents the co-vxistence of socio-
ideological contradictions between the present and the past, between differing
epochs of the past, between dillerent socio-ideological groups in the present”
(Gardingr, 1992, p. 291).

Rescarch in which the historical natore of discourse is inportant includes van
Leeuwen and Wodak (1999), whose discoursc-historical methodology explores
how certain types and genres of discourse are subject to diachronic change. Adapting
Foucault (1972), Fairclough (1992) uses the concept of field to track the diachronic
shifts in the “objective” world from text to tuxt by looking at the “truth™ attributed
to texts over time. Texts are classificd as belonging to a hield of presence, concomi-
tance, and memory (McKenna, 1999, extensively develops the notion as an analytical
t]g:vicc),

5. Constructionism and constructivism. Epistemological analysis by social psycholo-
gists adopting Gergen's social constructionism al Witigenstein's “meaning is
use” maxim has stt‘nngiy inflluenced discourse theory, although as Terwee (1995,
p. 193) points out, both were ofien misunderstood or misapplied to draw the con-
clusion “that we are free to construct any meaning we like.” Although it could be
generally said that CDS adopts a social constructionist account of socictal epistem-
ology and ontology, the theoretical foundations of comstrugtionism® are not well ela-
borated or contested (Stubbs, 1996). Such theorizing tends to be assumed rather than
asserted. For example, Gew (1999, p, 82) states that there is “a reciprocity between
language and ‘reality”: language simultancously reflects reality (‘the way things are’)
and construgts (vonstrues) it to be a certain way. " Thus, Ianguage is hoth constituting
and constitutive ([airclough, 1989; Thompsen, 1984).% Allicd w this is Bourdicu’s
constructivist structuralism in which field explaing how “a particular distribution of
capital. . .endows that field with its own specific practical logic™ (Chouliaraki & Fair-
clough, 1999, p, 101). He replaces static structuralism with the notion of “spaces of
struggle in the course of which they can be restructured, and the boundaries which
separate them {rom other fields redefined, .‘ill‘t".ngl}'u'.m_:d or weakened” (p. 101). This
is what Laclau and Moulle (1985) dexcrile as articulation. Because it also incorpor-
ates the corparecal [eatures of personal habitus, this type of theorization also acknowl-
edges the signilicance of a rellexively constructed subject, with a degree of agency,
negotiating their own social trajectory. However, not all critical theorists would
necessarily embrace Bourdieu, not least Hasan (1999) who trenchantly criticizes
Bourdieu’s view of language in sovial analysis laid out in The Production and Repraduc-
tion of {egitimate Language (1992). kasan argues that Bourdieu “fails w present a con-
vincing model ol the relations of language and socicty” (p. 29). Her strongest
concern is the “distinction hetween a representational and a constructivist view of
language. .. The difference is the measure of the power of language as a means of
structuring the perception which social agents have of the social world™ (p. 53y.°

6. Theories of subject. Because the concept ol subject incorporates issues of agency
and constructedness, it is a crucial aspeet of eritical discourse studies, Foucaull's
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break with Marxist structuralism led to the understanding that there is an external
and an imernal form of subjectivity (Dreylus & Rabinow, 1982, p. 212), and that
power is a political technology geared to producing productive and subjective
hodics (Bannet, 1989). Thus, power is exercised within discourses in the ways in
which they constitute and govern individual subjects,

The indebtedness to Althusser is rarcly acknowledged, although he provided two
important insightﬁ: the mate:riality of idenlngy and the notion of inu:r[m]lal_iun. That
is, it’]f‘.(}]ng)' has a material existence: an i:lculngy “always cxists in an apparatus, and
its practive, or practices” (Althusser, 1971, p. 166). These practices are “gaverned
by the rituals in which these practices are inseribed, within the material existence of
an ideological apparatus™ (p. 168). Also, Althusser arpuerd that ideology “functions”
in such a way that it “recruits” subjects by imterpellation or “hailing” (p. 174). Lvi-
dence of the continuing usclulness of this notion is Enstad’s (1998) analysis, which
uses Althusser’s concept of interpellation to show how ladyhood is enacted as a cul-
tural practice.

7. J’dcolaely. For Althussser, individuals became agents of idcolugy through the
construgtion of their subjectivity. Thus social practice manifests discursively
cunstructed ideology. Neo-Marxists asscrt that, by infusing thought and practice,
dominating ideclogics maintain vested interests (¢f. Horkheimer and Adorno),
Yet, as Fairclough and Graham (2002) point out, Marx’s original notion of ideology
(Marx, 1846/I972) is not the eviscerated reductionist theory adopted by some
enthusiastic: neo-Marxists: for, in The German Idevology, Marx asscrts that societies
reproduce themselves “materially, socially, relationally, consciously, economically,
and linguistically” (p. 201).

Foucault’s theorization of power and discourse assumes “an open, mobile,
and dynamic ‘field” of interrelations in which power is everywhere and comes
from everywhere” (Bannet, 1989, p, 168) 10 avoid the “deterministic cliches™ of
Althussee prechuling the more structural concept of ideology (Merquior, 1985,
p. 34). Hence Foucault warned that the notion of ideology “cannot be used
without circumspection” (1980, p. 118; for more on this see Pennycook, 1994).
It is the f:’lCilitY of taken ~f0|’—g!‘ﬂntﬂd “eommon-sense” thal pruvi:lr._ts it!(‘.o'ugy with
its strongest idc*.nf()gical elfeet, This is Dest delinged by Bourdicu as doxa (Bourdicu
& Fagleton, 1992) or the “spontancous belicl or opinion [that] ... would seem
unquestionable and natural” (p. 112) or “things people accept without knowing”
(p. 114). Applied o contemporary times, it is gencrally dominatesd by neo-liberal
assumptions and the rampant commadilication of all things, or as Wacquant
(2001, p. 4) states: “the crushiog of everything by the Moloch of the market, starting
with the crushing ol thought and eall the forms of culworal expression,” Where this
produces and legitimates unequal persomal capital, symbolic violence occurs
{(Bourdieu & I-’.aglemn, 1992). As Everctt (2002) suins upr “Symbolic violenee iy
implacably exertel through the order of things, through the logic of practice,
through complicity and interior defeat, suggesting that the symbolically dominated
conspire and commit dsolated treasons  againgt  themselves™  (pp.  66-67).
However, doxa infuse not only the cconomic domain, but social life in general.
To paraphrase, an ideology is a concept that is “suffused with the political and
moral issues pervading™ in a ficld, and which is “subject w0 the interests of their
hearees' social position” (Irvine & Gal, 2000, p. 35).
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8. Power. The tension between Foucaultian and neo-Marxist approachcs 10
disgourse is especially important in relation to power. Foucault's discourse theories
have to be negotiated in critiesl discourse theory, but his failure to theorize
effectively about power limits the value of his work.® That is, his ambiguity about
the institutional sources ol discursive power, while rejecting the structuralist
notions (state apparatus and ideological state apparatuses), has cansed inertia in
critical lhinking for some time, Critical discourse thcory has adopl{:d three uselul
Foucaultian notions. The capacity of discourse to produce positive and negative
outcomes (Luke, 2002) is one. The concept that power is acted out in the
“capil]aries" based on Foucanlt's umlersl.anding that pawer relations “are rooted
in the system ol social notworks™ (Foucault, 1982, p. 224) is also useful, and not
antithetical o more structuralist accounts. The third significant concept that
Foucault contributed, although already articulated in speech act theory (Austin,
1962; Searle, 1969; Wittgenstein, 1963) and in pragioatics (Mey, 1985), is the
understanding that speaking subjects cannot enter the order of discourse if they do
nol meel certain requirements or i they are not qualified (Foucault, 1981).
Various knowledges and disciplines intrinsic to social institutions amd practices
prohibit, limit, valorize, and exclude various utterances, This ability 1o prohibit,
ta limit, and to fix implit‘.:-i a link between discourse amed power (Foucault, 1981),
and butween power and krlt)wlc(]gc (Foucault, 1986).

Neo-Marxian approaches oflen incorporate these Foucaultian concepts. For
exaraple, Wodak (1996) identilics the importance of discipline in producing con-
lorming pecople, or “docile bodies™ (p. 26). Essentially there are three important
theoretical adaptations for discourse theory, apart Irom, but relatel to, the issue
of power: archacology, gencalogy, amd the peesonal construction ol subjeetivity
(ethics), Examples of this incorporation ol Foucaultian theory into critical discourse
studivs can be readily seen. For example, van Dijk (1997a, p. 23) adopts a Foucaultian
approach to discourse and power by saying that “Instead of straightforward top-down
cocrcion or persuasion, we find various patterns of sharing, ncpotiating, colluding
with, and hence dividing power among powerful groups,” Casey (2000, p. 63) argucs
that alienation and the loss of buman agency *is now normalized in postmodern con-
ditions,” amnd seeks out a new cthic of “creative, generative emancipation.” Mumby
and Stohl (1991, p. 316) assert that “power is conceived not as simple coercion, but
rather as the process through which consensual social relations arc articulated within
the context of certain meaning systems,” In other words, material and discursive
relations of pawer ¢an no Jonger be reductively theorized, but at the same time,
critical theory restates the significance ol the structural foundations of power that
Foucault scemed never to have accounted for effectively,

Summing up discourse in critical discourse Lhcory

Critical discourse theories assome that discourses establish relations amony people
and provide people with a range of utterance possibilitics within various discursive
sites. [lach discursive formation (such as science, law, medicing, engineering) puts
limits on the epistemic, subjective, and ethical bases within which a range of possible
statemoents is possibla, This is the constractedness of discourse. Furthermore, every
stalement takes place within a history of statements (Bakhtin, 1986), and indeed can
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make sense only in that history, That is: a discourse has a history; is a product ol
a community; has boundaries that determine what can be said; has characteristic
ways of saying things; sometimey gety conventionalized into genres; and often uses
specialized texis and prammar (Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Martin, 1993; Martin,
1992). A phenomonologically objective world of reality is created through
discourse. In this way communities develop and advance their activities; maintain
commonality; and distinguish their boundaries of knowledge and/or faith. ‘This
objective world, or cpisteme, provides the practices, systems, knowledge, and
rationality of a discourse community. The epistemic boundaries of powerful dis-
COUTSes providu Brm institutional bases, In Rakhtin's (1986, p. 133) words, they
have “sacrosanct, impenctrable boundarics”™ . Nevertheless, discourse is diachronous
because it changes over time. Monologic discourses, where social relations are
exclusionary, experience little change. However, where discourse is dialogic, the
discourse evolves as it rgrslmmis 10 (:xg;hangcs in the order of discourse, By contrast,
dialectical discourses are contlictual as oppositional  cpistemes or  ideologies
compcte. Lssentially CDS investigates how discourse constructs and maintaing the
relations of power in society. It also has a political eleology 10 reduce incquality,
particularly by affecting the nature of discourse, its participants, and the material
corlitions of existenee, and so is normative {Luke, 2002; Luke & [-'rcclmdy, 1997).

Methodologies

Various methodolagies are used in CDS, making analysis “more akin to political,
epistemic stances: prim:ip]c:d r:‘-.acliug positions and praclices {or the critical analysis
of the place amlt force of language, discourse, text, and image” (Luke, 2002, p. 97).
Luke implics that CDA deals not only with language and non language text, but
is also implicitly socivlogical in analysis, as it questions the ontological, epistemo-
logical, and axiological aspects of discourse. Luke also implies that CIDA s inter-
dismplmar_y {Chiapello & Faire lough 2002). A use rul suImnmary of :m..ihudoluygal
approaches used in CDA is provided by Meyer (2001), 7 Martin- Rasjo (2001) collapses
the current intendisciplinarity to three trends: ethnomethodological conversation
analysis; sociolinguistic cthnography and interactional sociolinguistics; and discursive
social psychology and critical discourse analysis. Sociolinguistic, cthnographic and
ethnomethodological appraaches are discussed throughout this paper, and a call is
made for greater links with discursive social psychology (sce the section on interdis-
ciplinarity below). Blommacert and Bulcaen (2000) assert that the methodological
weaknesses of CDA would be remedied if it were situated within a wider panorama
of common concerns, questions, and approaches,

A dominant method employed s linguistic analysis: in lact, ethnographically
oricnted text analyses frequently use !Lxlco-syntac_tlc analyses (Gal, 1989). Hallidayan
linguistics, or systemic functional linguistics (SFL, ), is widely used, Although the SFI.
sociolinguistic madel (Halliday, 1978; Martin, 1992) claims that writing is "socially
embedded” and "socially constructive” (Martin, 1992, p. 56), there is nothing intrin-
sically critical about it as a tool of social analysis. However, bevause the lexico-
grammar realizes and redounds with the contextual varables as it cunﬁgurcs
meaning in text (Marting 1992), its capacity flor textually revealing the relations of
power within the social context is self-evident.
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The major methodological criticisms of CDS are the text-context link and the
selection and size of a linguistic corpus. The claim that lanpuage realizes the social
context has heen strs‘mgly (‘.ha"uugud hy Widdowson (1997, 1998), who argues that,
while grammatical deseription, including SEL, can be used as a descriptive toal,
does not provide explanatory adequacy (1997). Similarly, Blommacrt and Bulcaen
(2000) regard the treatment of context in CDA as its biggest methodological challenge.
Stubbs (1996) argues that CDA analysts “take too much for granted in the way of
method and of context” {p- 102): ir l:mguagr. ix .\m.lcﬁl){ constitwtive, how do the
micro-macro links among language, ideology, relations of power, and cognition actu-
ally wark? Critical discourse studics negotiate the extra-discursive domain through the
concept of context, which was initially defined through faivly structuralist sociological
notions such as class in particular (Bernstein, 1971, 1973), gender (for good overviews
(’:th’:hdt‘:t' discourse studies see Buchols, 2003; McElhinny, 2003; Wodak, 1997¢), and
ul.hnicil.y/rat.:ism (for example, van Dijk, Ting-Toomcy, Smitherman, & Troutman,
1997, van Lecuwen & Wodak, 1999). The influence of poststructuralism and cultural
studies has certainly helped to develop more sophisticated analyses by forcing more
complex sociocultural analysis dealing with discursive diachronicity and heterogolssia,
subjectivity, and mivro-level relations of power,

This muthodological link to the extra-discursive domain is important, say
lairclough, Jessop, and Sayer (2001)_ Scollon’s (2001) notion of mediated discourse
assumes that “social action and discourse are inextricably linked” (p. 1) such that
there is an "unresolvable dialectic between action and the material means which
mediate all social action” (p. 3),

The other concern that Stubbs (1996) raises is whether the selection of text is
representative, Widdowson (1998) is far more scornful. Criticizing Fowler's
delence ol small corpus linguistic analysis, Widdawson says such an approach is “a
kind ol ad hoc bricol&ge which takes from ll’n—mry whatever CONCEL Lomes us::fu”y
to hand” (p. 137).

Gex (1999) states ihat CPA can assert its validity by responding to lour elements
related to the categories of discourse he devises. These four clements are con-
vergence, agreement, coverage, and linguistic detail. By convergence, Gee means
that the more the answers to questions about the c:atizgnries ol discourse cunveTye
to provide compatible and convinuing answers, the more valid is the analysis.
Agregmont fnlers that the more convincing analysis will rely on native speakers of
the discourse. Coverage is achieved the more it can be applied to related sorts of
data. Finally, linguistic details should tie the text tightly to the details of linguistic
structure. By this set of eriteria it could be arpued that the Tundamentals ol CDA are
sound for language-hased text, The strongest foundation of CDA is its materialist
cangeption of language (Cheuliaraki & Faire tough, 1999; Foucault, 1972; Volosinav,
1986), which lairclough uselully characterizes as language “imbricated” in everyday
practice (1995h, p. 73).

Where to from here?

Although aow an established intellectual tradition, if CDS is to maintain its critical
edge, then it needs to consider which ivsues are fundamental to the translormative
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politics to which it adheres. Ol course, this review has already been occurring,
For example, Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999) sce the major luture themes as
hyl)ri(lily, gl&':l)i\lilalir)n, i(Elf?ll‘.“.y, ruﬂt‘:xivit)f aned eommaodification, rlfealing with
such issucs as the growth of burcaucratic and technocratic language; hegemonic
globalization; and the technologization of discourse. From a broader perspective,
however, critical discourse theorists will he (:rml'njml.ing the context ol “new
times,” predominantly characterized by nco-liberal hegemony, hypercapitalism,
and technologies and technocratic control.

Neo-liberal hcgcmnn)l

The neo-liberal hegemony in Western culture is very close to absolute (Brenner &
Theodore, 2002; Tickell & Clark, 2001): even terrorism events can be marketized
{Courson & Turnham, 2003). It inluses discourses and social practices at all levels of
public and social organization, no matter how inappropriate, operating within the
discursive constraints set by organizations such as the International Monetary Fund
antd the World Bank (Jussap, 2000; Swyngadouw, 2000).

I-I)rpermp:‘ru“sm

Graham's (2000, 2002) characterization of hypercapitalism is a usclul starting point.
One: characteristic is the operationalization and inculcation of knowledges as social
practices, Another characteristic is that surplus value is inereasingly being built on
“seli-valorizing things™ or l')hcnumcm_ﬂugig:a! capital, what Bauman (1998, po )
relers to as the “the illusion of wealth.” Other important {eatures of hypercapitalism
are its technocratic hegemony (see below) and its operation as a knowledge cconomy
(hypermediated compilation, storage and application of data; increasingly techno-
logized modalities of social interaction; the dominance of the culture indusery,
with its attendant simulacra, over traditional in(iuslri(:s),

Technologies and rechnocratic control

The impact of teehnologies on daily life and work (see sections on modalities and
also wurkiﬂacc, l)cluw) and lechnocratic control raise questions rvbanlinb the
relationships between new  technologics and work vrganization; the extent (o
which organizational change is technologically determined; the new forms of
collaboration that develop around these new technologies and forms of work
organization (such ay outsourcing, downsizing, “fexible” wark arrangements); the
role ol discourse in creating new ontulogies and axiologies surrounding the
new organizational and management patterns; and the global/local impacts of
technologies in a “lree-trade” world.

The technocracy vould be seen as the “watalysts of the Thind Industrial
Revolution and the ones responsible for keeping the high-tech economy running”
(Rifkin, 1996, p. 175). Discursively it presents itsell as “above the fray,” supplying
disinterested  “Mcts” that must be taken imlo account in })(_)]ic)’ formulation
{Lemke, 1995, p. 70}, which is disingenuous because it depoliticizes political ques-
tioms, primarily of distribution (Bewes, 1997). Its main discursive marker is to
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*ventrilogquate” scientilic discourse (Femke, 1995, p. 77), reinforcing its claims to
objectivity and action based on reason and fact; but these are “parodies of the worst
of the scientific dialects” (Saul, 1997, p. 49). It is an undemocratic discourse, a
closed discourse that treats opposition as incorrect propaganda (Marcuse, 1968).
I'rom a llabermasian perspective (Habermas, 1987), the “system world™ of system.-
atized technocratic rationality colonizes the life-world by imposing technogcratic
understanding and imperatives on practice. The cllect of technocracy is to entrench
clags-based incquality by recommending and implementing social policies based on
neo- classical economics and neo-liberal individualist assumptions that infuse con-
temporary technocratic discourse (Gf, MeKenna & Graham, 2000),

The issucs

In thix section, hricdly survey the major issues of critical discourse studics - racism,
pedagogy, and gender — while acknowledging that it omits the work of critical
linguistic anthropologists such as Susan Gal, Michael Silverstein, Bambi SchiciTelin,
and Paul Kroskrity. Although this paradigm provides one of the headwaters of
DS, their work tends 1o be asociated with linguistics rather than critical discourse,
Nevertheless, enormous synergics and insights will be gained by closer collaboration
anel incorporation,

Racism

yiseourses of race, (*.lhnit:ity, arel nationalisrm have been analyzed for quite some
time, These were originally based on the notions of cultural differences (for
cxample Gudykunst, 19215 Hofstede, 1984) and [ace (for example, Ting Toomey,
1988), often within a business communication context, and were largely bereft of
concerns about power and racism. However, this has changed, For examgple, van
Dijk et al. (1997) look at intercultoral communication from the perspective of
face negotiation l.hunry Based on Ting-Toumey’s (1988) theory of facework.

The rise ol Buropean racism has been critically documented (van Lecuwen, 1996;
van Lecuwen & Wodak, 1999). Important in these analyses is how national identity is
constructed through narratives of the past “in schoolbooks, ilms and documentation,
in exhibitions, in political speeches, in a multitude of visual symbols” (Wodak, 2003,
p. 1), Another effective methed shows how political rhetorie strategically construets
categorics, such as indigenes and larmers, with associated political and economic
entitlements (LeCouteur, Rapley, & Augoustinas, 2001). This is not unlike Wetherell
and Potter's (1992) definition ol racist discourse as that which categorizes, allocates
and discriminates to sustain anl legitimate a dominant group.

chagogr

Critical discourse studics of pedagogy have led to critical literacy being one of the lfew
social policies actually implemented. Critical literacy asks “what kinds of literate
practives, fur whom, litted foe what kinds of social and cconomice formations should
be constructed and sanctioned through teaching™ (Luke & Freebody, 1997, p. 2)?
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A significant contribution 1o critical approaches to language in education was pro-
vided by Bernstein (1971, 1973). As well as characterizing class traits (for example,
working class children do not defer gratification), his empirical language rescarch
led him to conclude that language *codes” structurally order belicls and relationships,
and that this occurs at the level of family class. Although wrongly autributed to him,
the deficit. model of wducation in which students would acquire more puw&rlul
discourses to replace their restricted code was criticized by such lelt-liberals as Laboy
(1972) and some critical theorists who urged resistance, rather than acquiescence, 1o
dominant discourses. For example, Lee (1997) questions whether the genre approach
to writing and systemic functional grammar is “theorctically and politically naive”
{p. 416) because it is “a de {acto endorsement of the official discourses of schooling,
a reification. . .genres of writing™ (p. 417). Lemke (2003b), by contrast, sees advanced
literacy a8 “a social process of enculturation into the values and practices of some
specialist community”, From a postcolonial perspective, Faraclas (1997, p. 155)
asserts that the “products ol the Papua New Guinea education system are designed
to promote and perpetuate Cargo development in the country” (Schieflelin, 2000 is
typical ol social anthropological rescarch on indigenous Jiteracy), Faraclas claims
that eritical [it(:rat:y will allow  colonized l)c()[)lc 1o understand bow  dominant
discourses “hold sway over people’s minds wherever these discourses are not con-
sciously and vigorously challenged and deconstructed™ (p. 162).

Clearly, Bernstein had alerted educationists to the significance of dominant and
marginalized discourses, and their effect on reproducing class inequality. However,
there is litle agreemant on how that might be countered, lnil.ia”y, 1hix concern with
class and wdocatioml oulcomes occurred at about the same time as both liberal,
child-centred education with strong tendencies to individualism and choice (cf.
Rogers, 1969), and dramatic workforce changes (Gee, Hull, & Lankshear, 1996).
In a scnse, nco-liberal pedagogy now uses the discourse of personal choice and
freedom to obscure the structural inequalities of edoeation (Chouliaraki, 1998),
and to make a spec:inus link between cducation and the pu.‘isihility of Tull-timc
work, Although Bernstein (1990) is partly correct in identifying “choice” as but
*a thin cover for the old stratilication ol schools and curricula™ (p. 63), the more
important issuc is, as Apple (2001) states, for critical discourse theorists to under-
stand how the discourse of education has been commodified (“client,” “product™)
and used as to create the new self-reliant citizen of the enterprise culture. Further-
more, discourses of education are used to construct “globalization as an inexorable
foree of change to which nations and individuals must be prepared to adapt™ while
obfuscating the realities of the capitalist system (Mulderrig, 2003), As a result,
the possibility ol an epalitarian aducation-- *a consciows collective attempt to name
the workl differently, to positively refuse to accept dominant meanings, and to posi-
tively assert the possibility that it could be dilferent” (Apple, 1996, p. 21) s
largely negated.

lncreasingly, literacy means a capability with multimedia geares, particularly in
science (Jewity, Kress, Ogborn, & Charalampos, 2001). Luke and Elkins (2000) see
literacy as being “about complex ecological and social relations between adolescents
and their symbaol-, ]anguagn-, and discourse-rich enviconments” (p. 397). Aduolescent
literacies need to “provide critical engagements with globalized Hows ol infor-
mation, image, text, and discourse™ (Luke, 2003, p. 20), The calls for new literacies
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to engage multimodalitios have been promoted for quite some time by Kress and
van Lecuwen (sce, for example, Kress & van Lecuwen, 19925 the definition of [it-
eracy incorporating multimodality was {ormally altirmed by the New London
Group, 1996, 2000). To date, however, empirical research into multimodality is
fairly inconclusive. Clearly, our cultural expression and modes of social interaction
are multisemiotic and multimodal to the extent there is a definable form of a new
hyperlinked, interactive, and mullimediz cyberculuee, Literacy, then, needs o
meet these new conditions by helping not just students, bul more marginal
groups, to attain competencies in these practices in contexts that are governed by
rules and conventions, However, two impulses need to be restrained: the tendency
to uneritical technophilia and the belief that computer-maodiated education is necess-
arily eflicacious (McKenna, 2002).

Gender issues

Because trying to limit gender analysis to that in the critical discourse domain is
virtually impossible, this briel survey must be necessarily limited. Generally, critical
discourse studies have tended to incorporate gender issues into wider considerations
ol power, Two criticisms of gc-.nc]c:r studies relevant o a CDY approach arve: its
considerable emphasis “oo white, middle-class heterosexuals speaking Faglish in
Woestern socictics” (West, Lazar, & Krmarae, 1997, p. 120), and the nesd to
re lormulate their critique in the light of post-feminist studics, particularly in literary
stuclies, so that women are understood as agentive beings capable of resistant readings
(Mills, 1995, 1998). Language and discourse changes in the third wave of feminism raise
new argas of interest in gl,‘.lu'(,‘.I'—Urit?l"llt,‘:l] critival discourse sindies, ac:c.r:r(ling 10
Cameron (2003) becawse not only has gender-inclusive fanguage now been institutio-
nalized, but also a new form ol feminine discourse in the new globalized services
sector has been commodified. That is, masculinized public discourse bas now been
replaced by a Princess Diana speech style that connotes “sincerity and emotional
openness” (Cameron, 2003, p. 196).

From the purspeetives of pn]ilica} eeonomy and organization studies, the most
signilicant rescarch  oricntations are  the  instrumentalization ol the  acsthatic
(Gagliardi, 1996; Hancuck & Tyler, 2000), and the embodiment of the leminine in
organizational logic (Grosz, 1994). Whether the partial feminization of organizations
has been pu[itig:a”y |ilu‘.r¢lt,)r}' is (|uc5t.irm('.(| h}r Gherardi (2003) who asks whether
this ix just “anather i(,lg'.(_)it_:gical duvice o co-op while women lly means ol
‘organizational seduction'” (p. 220). Theorctically, Gherardi (1994) and Calas and
Smircich (1996, 1997, 1999) argue, feminist theorists may “have been tourists in
the Tand of postmadernism and may not wish to settle theve permanently” (Calas &
Smircich, 1999, p. 665). Instead, there appears o he a deconstruclionist tern that
has shifted “ateention from the subject ‘“woman' .., to the relationship between dis-
courses and institutional forms which create lorms of power backed by knowledge
chaims" (Gherardi, 2003, p. 226). This has led 10 studics of the discumsive links
between men and managerialism and organizational sexuality. lor example, Brewis
and Sinclair (2000) consider the way that women's bodies “might be understood as
(;mnp!ig:alw{ sites which lu_awcrl‘ul disgourses inform, allect and construct in various
ways” (p. 211). Yet, [or all this, overt commodification of women's bodies still




'006-08-04 15:37 >> 61 7 33653482 P 14/32

WHFRF TO FROM HERE? 21

wccurs. lancock and Tyler's (2000) study of {emale airline flight attendants reveals
how the instrumentalization of the sexualized feminine acsthetic provides a sophisti-
catend vicarious sexial attention for male aivline passengers sy an essential marketing
tool. This required the attendants to perform as “acsthetic artelacts,” and that they
interpellate “essentialized understanding of their embodied capacity for aesthetic
communication ax a natural outcome of their lemining gun(]cr“ (l), 1 lS),

Ordinary lives: identity and the worker-subject

Critical discourse is ultimately concerned with improving the lives o ordinary
people by making transparent the relationships of power that ppress and diminish.
Given the neo-liberal ascendancy, the consumer identity culture, new modalities,
and brutal economic displacements (Benner, 2002, provides details of thix even
among high-skill Silicon Valley IT workers), the issues of identity, agency, social
lragmentation, and the workplace must be an important locus ol study.

Worker idcmix)f and subjeczivig/

Political {reedom implics agency to control the circumstances of our lives and to
reflexively form our subjectivity. Perhaps the most pervasive of these subject roles
in hypercapitalism is that of worker-consumer, Simple structuralist accounts of
the worker in terms of class il w i:h:.nl,il‘y the contradictions of the worker con-
strucd as a consumer, Responding to capitalism’s growth imperative (Jameson,
1991), where consumption is presented as an act of choice (Rose, 1992), workers
shed their class role and become actors maximizing quality of life through choosing
goods and services that determine a lifestyle and cultural signification (Bourdien,
1984; DuGay, 19964,b; Featherstone, 1991), ]

The majior I){a]il,ig_:a' ilnp]ica{,iun of this is that the *tndividwalistic sell-ethic is
likely to undermine the psychological valiancy of the relational “other directed,’
moral fabric” that is implied in active citizenship (Heelas, 1991, p. 85; DuGay,
1996a). Consequently class identity as a worker, atd solidarity in collective organ-
trations such as unions are wup]a]antw] l)y the self-orientation of t;mwumlllinn

More broadly, the issue ol social lragmt_ntatlon s a 'ugmllunt political issuc at
the macro level (sacicty and politics) and at the micro level (individuals, relationships,
families). The two factors that maost contribute to this phenomenon arve globalization
at the macro Jevel and im:ruaﬁing “choice™ at the micro Icw.:i, T}n: inluimiﬁcr* SpCe-
time distantiation ol globalization disembels “social relations from particular places
and contexts” and “de-traditionalizes” socicties {Giddens, 1994, p. 80). However,
Giddens' rather phlegmatic conelusion that social life is enhanced through greater
reflexivily needs seruting, At the micro level, Beck (1992; Beck & Beck-Gernsheim,
2002} identitics how mutating choice, particularly in life paths and individualist ethics,
bave produced a dilemima of “individualization™. Social fabric is lost as a result,
deferring often o “ihie efficacy of expert systems” (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999,
p. 81). It is appropriate, then, that CDS rescarch, as Luke (2002) asserts, contend
with blended and hybrid forms of representation and idemtity, and new spatial and
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temporal relations generated by the technologically enhanced Nlows of heslics, capital,
and discourse that characterize cconomic and cultaral globalization.

The place of work

Surprisingly, the workplace as a site of stuely has been mativated more by manage-
ment and organizational scholars adopting critical methods than by critical discourse
scholars chousing this as a site, This process began as an “interpretive turn” from the
1980s considering how “meaning systems are manifested in discursive practices”
(Mumby & Stohl, 1991, p. 315). Initially, organizational narrative, metaphar, and
myth were examined, For example, using the Barthesian notion of mylhs,

Mumby’s (1988) study of organizational culture incorporated symbolic analysis ol

myths, stories, and legends using ethrographic techniques. Out of these methods,
disconrse came to be seen as “the primary vehicle through which social relations
are produced and reproduced”, and ideology as “grounded materially in cay-
to-day discursive processes” (p. 316). Thus, the organization was viewed as “a
site of ﬁta“ugglc between numerous competing grt'aul‘)s” {(Dectz & Mumby, 1990,
p. 29), and discourse scen as “both medium and product of the power relations™
(p. 41). Concurrent with the earlicr interpretive studics, Alvesson (1985) and a
more anthropologically-oviented Deetz (1982) were driving management and
orpanization studies to the critical (see ledema & Wodak's 1999 overview ol the
dLVL.IUprm,nL of ()I’Ldl'lll"l.l!ﬂlld.l studie \)

Critical management theorists are not dupest by this hl)nmrmn spin on poqt-
modern perspectives that describes the postmodern organization as having “
centrally organized system of authority”™ (Crook, Pakulski, & Waters, 1992,
p. 187) or as a boundary-less organization undermining burcaucratic hicrarchy
(Mead & Mead, 1992), As Dale and Burrell (2000) point out, notwithstanding
Foucault, power does centralize in definable clusters (around capital and gendcr
in particular). The new age organization “ofien. . alisguises a widening of the
boundaries of the organization, again in space and time, through homework or the
expectations ol professionals and managers to deal with ‘work’ issues whenever

and wherever” {pp. 27 28). A critical focus on how the discursive distribution ol

power normalizes particular subject positions, regulates space and time, and surveils
to ensure conformity will continue to provide insight inte contermnporary relations
of power.

Caleulative technolagies

Organizations have been “transformed into aggregations of accountable spaces”
(Rose, 1999, p.152), obliterating well-established and [unctioning burcaucratic
and proflessional norms, Fthical considerations are no longer used to authorize
action, but rather to measure “service” and “output” delivery (Rose, 1999b,
p. 151) according o a strategic plan. Processes are rendered calculable through a
process of inscription, which translates “the world into materfal traces: written
reports, drawings, maps, charts aml pre-emineatly numbers” (Rase, 1999, p. 6).
These caleulative technologies dominate the discourses of enterprises, burcaucracies,
hospitals, cducational  institutions, and the like, h)’ requiving participants to
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“work out ‘where they are’, caleulate themselves in relation Lo ‘where they shoukl
be” and devise ways of getting from one state to the other” (Rose & Miller, 1992,

p- 187).

Subjecr

This corporate culturatism, Willmott (1993) says, systematizes and legitimizes
modes of control “that purposefully seek to shape and regulate the practical ¢on-
sciousncss and, arguably, the unconscious strivings of employees™ (p. 524), The
culiural smmgth of an l'll‘galli'&l\ilji’l i% signiﬁml ’ﬂ)( the (lt.‘gl'(‘(.‘ to which “the
content ol employees” purposivencss faligns) with the normative framework laid
down by the cultural engineers of the corporation” (p. 523) Through a process
of “technocratic inlormalism™ employees are Jured inte “a complex process of
‘social engineering’ ” through training, planning, and learning programs, and the
using of various human resource management tnchmquo'«; It is no longer just the
labour output that is to be regulated, because an “army of experts of the soul”
(Miller & O'Leary, 1994, p. 106) operates on the (:(')I'rllrl{;l.{: subject, |Jlurring the
private and workplace boundaries. Thraugh auditing practices (Dean, 1996),
workers reshape their c:ondm:!. 10 L:unl‘nrm fo urganizationa[ norms. In this way,
“partners” and “stakcholders™ become “enwrapped in webs of knowledge and
circuits of communication through which their actions can be shaped and steered
amd by means of which they can steer themselves” (Rose, 1999, p. 147; sve also
Miller & OLeary, 1994). Given that subjectivity, or identity, “is constracted
through its enmeshment in social and communicative practices” (Mumby & Stohl,
1991, p. 316), the workplace strongly inlluences the construction of the subject.
As vorporate culture now “secks to control the hearts as well as the minds of the
ermployees™ (Hassard, lolliday, & Willmott, 2000, p. 6), the subject increasingly
becomes inlused with the logic, the episteme, and the ethic of corporations, This
corporate culture, therelore, extends the entreprencurial disposition to the
worker, and translers organizational purpose o the imdividual, By linking the
individual worker 16 the enterprise, the interests of capitalism are better served
hecause workers align personal goals with ideals of individualism, rather than
with those of group solidarity as worker (Miller & Rose, 1995), Maintaining class
solidarity, of course, would be highly improbable within this culture,

Carporeaht)' and habitus

The concept of hodi]y inscription is also part of the Bourdicuan project (Coupland &
Gwyn 2003; Hassard et al. » 2000). Fundamental to this rescarch is the concept of
halritus, which is describied as involving mental and corporeal schemata; it is fluid in
the sensce that it r(_prescnts a relatively fixed personal identity and 5 more variahle
occupational identity (RBourdien & Wacquant, 1992), Habitus might also be defined
as thu semmi-cotscious dispositions that people develop as they interact socially and
materially within their environment, particularly as part of their social fickl (Rourdicu,
2000y, prt!disposing people to particular discourses and styles (Bourdieu, 1991).

The time s l‘iglll‘, it waukl appear, lor a revitalized sociolc)gy (Casey, 2002)
that acknowlcclgcs the role of the bod)’ in evaiuating the f‘mlml[,i'dl {or change.
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Conceptually, the theoretical and methodological resources are there, For example,
Bourdieu’s habitus and the Foucaultian subject are compatible (Everett, 2002) and
immensely valuable concepts. More recently, Ron Scollon (2001) states that his
conceptual framuework of mediated discourse action (MDA) incorporates habitus
in tracking the onlogenesis of mediated action assuming that discourse and action
are inextricably linked: in fact, Suzanne Scollon (2002) amserts that MDA dilfers
from CDA in the (]ngrcu 1y which the former focuses on action.

The concept of habitus has at least two possible applications within critical dis-
course studies. First, as Casey (2000) suggests, is a sociology that incorporateys the
b()(]y a4 a gite within which discourse is materialized and embuodied. Second,
related 160 this, particularly in the organizational structures of society, is how the
body is physically incorporated through daily practice and through texts into the
“new rationalities and technologles for the government of conduct” (Rose, 1996,
p- 312). IT Rose is correct in claiming that this aspect of modernity “destroyed
the fixed social and cultural lormations of community and kinship, which had
defined the identily of subjects from outside™ (p. 301), then the social, political,
and cultural implications are profound indeed.

Critical management and organization studies have been growing signilicantly
outside the realm of critical discourse studies, as 1 have outlined it,q yet there
could be considerable scope for callaboration with uatapped discipline arcas. Fruitful
arcas of rescarch include the construction of the worker-subject, and the ideological
function of new management (cf. Chiapello & Fairclough, 2002). Mumby and Clair
(1997) suggest that critical studies of organtzational discourse are duveloping in
two related directions: those concerned with understanding and critiquing the
relationships among discourse, ileology and power (such as Helmer, 1993), and
critical feminist studies (such as Gherardi, 1994, Martin, 1990).

Modalities

Kress (2000) argues that, increasingly, contemporary texts cannot be thought of only
as linguistic artefacts, because various other modalities are also preseat in the text,
Lxtensions of the notion of text have bheen (lt‘:ve_:lulu:(] (sce van Lecuwen, 1998; 1999
for applications to music); however agreement about what constitutes text is evasive.
Noevertheless, uselul works are available. Kress, Leite Gareda, and van Leeuwen {1997}
assert that the concept ol multimodality opens up “a vast new field of research” dealing
with the “cognitive, cultural and political potentials of dilferent mades” (p. 286),
However, these writees seem to im]_:ly that social semiolics may not be a C()mp].etel)(
satisfactory framework for doing this. Nevertheless, Martin (1999, 2002) has been
developing multimodal eritical analyses using an SFL framewaork. Although the descrip-
tive and analytical tools for dealing with non-varbal texts are being developed, the
methodological robustaess and validity still needs considerable work.

Potential inlcrdisciplinarity

The: preliminary overview of theory and methodology, above, establishes the wide
£
range of disciplines from which critical discourse studies draws, One area, organiz.
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ational studies, has adopted as one analytical device, literary and anthropological
techniques ol deconstructive, symbol, am! parrative amalysis (Grant & Oswick,
1996; D. Morgan, 1996; G. Morgan, 1980). Two major influences are the
literary-philosaphical work of Ricoeur (1977) and the linguistic philosophical
work of Lakolland fohnson (1980) dealing with metaphors. A network of jmetaphors,
Ricoeur says, produces an array of “intersignifications.” Lakolt and Johnson state
that, because metaphors repulate our thinking by structuring our understanding,
they strongly determine the way that we apprehend our life, Mumby (1988) secs
organizational culture as crucial to creating “shared meaning” and  “scnse
making” (c[. Wodak, 1996). Elsewhere Wadak ({997D) states that power is a struc-
Lura| phumrm,nun *cons, ll.ulul ‘uu' e [)rm]mn] l]\ruugh 1.ht' struglure (,:f urgmu-
ational u}ml)ohkrﬂ, []u\rlu,,u!arfyl veein the estahlishment of the \ym'mi\ {pp:
336-337).

Although deconstructive techniques in organizational theory lack the complexity
of literary theory, they have been uselul in directing attention o the absences of
marginality; for cxample, Mumby and Stohl (1991, p. 330) look lor the *‘significd
abscnce’ as a site of organizational struggle”. In this way, marginalized and disem-
powered discourses are prised out and the reasons for their absence examined for
why the text is “forbidden to say certain things™ (Fagleton, 1976, pp. 34 35). Analyz-
ing nrgaﬂizal.i:'nml narreative and 5lm‘y!.(1"ing ;mn]ysi.-; acours in literatore and anthro-
pology, especially in organizational studies (Beech, 20005 Roje, 1994; Royce, 1996;
Vaara, 2002).

Social psychelogy

Social psychology is a significant scadbed of irﬂ.urtlisgriplinar}' rescarch with critical
discourse studies, Although much sacial ]:syt:}mlugy i dleseriptive rather than
normative, the linkages with critical discourse studics are quite strong, as evidenced
by the pioncering work of van Dijk and Wodak. More recently Augoustinos, a social
psychologist, has considered Australian racism using various methodologies: infor-
mation processing theory (Augoustines & Innes, 1997); discursive psychology and
a blend of c.l.El;mrm,:t.hm]nlngy atel CA {[:Couteur ot al,, 2001); andd another using
the CDA ol Faicclough, Wodak, and van Dijk with rhetoric and social psychology
(Augoustinos, LeCouteur, & Soyland, 2002).

The social psychalogical concapts of schema, cognition, and social identity share
similar cemcepts with critical discourse theary, A common rost i the: Turian-
Vygotskyan understanding. that: “One must seck the origing ol conscious activity
and ‘categorical” behavior not in the recesses of the huntan brain or in the depths
of the spirit; but in the external conditions of life” (quoted in Wertsch, 1998, p. 8).

Tiv pemice, Vygt&b-ky (1973) claims that soe li\t trte i Lion \Iml:u thi: mm:[m o+
sciousness of cach person. There is a dialectical unity of the biological and the cubaral:
that iy, the cognitive and language develnpnwnt of humany involves the “interaction
Betweon chm;gmg solah enditions and:the Imﬂngu al - substeataof bebaviour®
(p. $27). These strong foundations would secin ta negate Stubbs™ (1996) criticism
that the link of language and thought in CDS - schemata being identified linguistically
through cohesion in Hallidayan linguisties Iy vague. Also, this form of reansdisei-
plimarity can serve only 1o enhance the validity ol the kmé,ma,,t thought-social link.
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As Kashima (2000) points out, the concept of culture as a process of production and
reproduction of meanings in actors’ conerete practives within particular spatio-
temporal contexts is shared by: psychologists such as Cole (1996), Lave and Wenger
(1991}, and Wertsch (1998, 2002); contemporary Marxist theories (Fairclough &
Graham, 2002); and “neo-Guoertzian, approaches” (such as Atkinson, 1992).

Schema and cognition

Se:hieima T.huor‘y is well established o psy(,:hc‘;]ngilznl literature (Rartlewt, 1932; Fiske &
Tayluor, 1991, Rumclliart, 1980; Schank & Abelson, 1977), Schema can be delined as
organized knowledge structures (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) that provide useful shortcuts
for explaining observed outcomes (Rhee & Cappella, 1997). More simply, Cohen,
Kiss and le Voi (1993 e-.xplain schemmas ay ¢ par:kum ol information storsd in memory
representing general knowledge about objects, situations, events, or actions™ {p. 28).
Empirical studies using schema theory that socially constructs our ontological reality
include: interpreting intercultural dillerences (Nishida et al., 1998); understanding
young people’s cultural models of romance and love (Bachen & Ilourz, 1996); and
studying the impact of dometic violence on police oflicers” schernata (Robinson,
2000). These real-world issues involve relations of power among and between social
groups; they are bound within such discursive lormations as race and cthnicity,
romance, and gender-based violenee; and they have significant ideological implications.
This intersection of the social with the individual (or subject) links the psychology
of mental schema and diseursively constructed sehoma. Indeed, Moscovici (Maoscovici
& Markova, 1998) is parh(ularly alert to the social context in which individual
suhemata are th'vt‘lupt‘d " This se nsitivity is evident in Morgan and Schwalbe’s (1990)
research showing that schemata are modified acconling to the individual's ongoing
social experience. Such interdisciplinarity is also evident in Dooley and Levinson’s
(2001) analyzing discourse, which asserts that “mental representations are not limited
to understanding discourse, but are basic 1ools of human cognition” (p. 50).

Potential inu:rf}isciplinary (l(:w.‘.’ul)mcnl,s include the link between schema,
organizational tacit knowledge, and the schematic organization of collective
memory. Perhaps the best definition of tacit knowledge is provided by Nonaka
and Takeuchi's (1995) cognitive tactic knawledge model, which consists of “sche-
mata, mental models, beliefs, and perceptions that are so ingrained that we take
them for granted™ (p. 8). The implicalions of this in analyzing the ontological and
epistemological questions about tacit knowledge in knowledge management are
quite prolound, according to Rooney and Schneider (2002).

Mare gc:m'.ral]y, (:ngnil.i()n van be understood u.t.'ing # sovial semiotic appruach [
discourse (Lemke, 2003a). Drawing on systems theory (Prigogine & Stengers, 1997),
Lemke asserts that people play their parts in micro-ecologies, and are dependent to a
l‘n‘gt (!tgt't‘(’ em what the utht-r parts o w us, and us 10 them, but [al\u] on what
these daings mean lor s, " Thruug’h participation we change our “identity-
in-practice.” We do this by moving lrom discourse to discourse, “from one activity
to another, and ay participants in one community of practice or another,” while at
the same time construcling continuitics for cursclves across these contexts.
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Schema and collective memaory

The puint at which the social schemata intersect with the personal, particularly the
(lr.:grt:!: ol agency thal individuals have in shnping their own schema, is a signilicant
issue. In Wertsch's (2002) analysis of this issue, he acknowludges “the processes of
contestation and negotiation that characterize collective memory™ (p. 35), therchy
implying the relations of power that ¢ critical discourse approach must incorporate.
A useful line of analysis that this approach delivers is narrative, for underlying
nareative are “the particular cultural, historical, and institutiona) settings in which
we live” (p. 57). Narrative methodologics have already been used extensively in
organizational communication studies to examine the collective memaory of organiz-
ations (see, [or example, Boje, 1994; Crarniawska-Joerges, 1997; Mumby, 1987),

Conclusion

Il critical discourse studies is o remain truc 1o its stated aim ol dealing with real world
issues of injustice, suﬂ'ev.ring, and i't'lt?t,ll]a\lit.y then it must not do se from the sale vyrie of
increasingly abstract theory, Bourdicu emphasized “local interactions as sites of
struggle ol competing and contradictory representations with a potential o change
dominant classifications™ (quoted in Chouliaraki & Fairelough, 1999, p. 105). And
this is where we must doggedly operate il we are 1o rexpond to Wodak’s (1996) ques-
tion of whether it is 1);‘)3&5')];2 1o realive the vmancipatory claitos we make. Theorctical
contestation is vital o the imellectual vigour ol any discipline, cspecially one such
as eritical disgourse studics thal has so many tributarics. It is probably best that
cmpirical rescarch be the most common site within which theory and method are
contested, for two reasons. First, critical studies must avowedly deal with the lived
experiences ol our times, reporting on andl interpreting various  sites ol a
complex arrangement of m‘:(:ira-pniili(:a] and cultural coosysterns, Seeomd, given that
linguistics, sociology, political cconomy, history, anthropology, and psychology --
the tributaries — cach has its own methodological and epistemological concerns, it
is hardly likely that CDS can provide other than broad methodolagical stipulations,

Notes

1 Typically these included studics of legislative language and law (such as Bhatia,
1987; Candlin, Bhatia, & Jensen, 2002) and legal texts (such as Gunnarsson,
1984), and English in academic settings (FAS) (Swales, 1990), which were
largely descriptive and “1o bnd more adequate writing strategics and o reform
language™ (Gunnarsson, 1997, p. 290).

2 Gal (1989, p. 3448) points out that dissatisfaction with “the abstraction and deter-
minism of Froneh structurs! Marxism™ also stimulated an interest in culture from
anthropologists intercsted in political cconomy.

3 Tuse the term constructionism to refer to social psychological (Gergen, 1994; Harrd,
1986), anthropological (Deetz, 1994), and sociological (Berger & Luckmann, [966)
accounts of soctal reality. Constructivism, which I do not deal with here, [ take to
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mean a3 the way that individuals’ mental categories provide the means for inter-
preting the world (Dclia, 1987).

4 lairclough and Graham (2002} later claboarate this constitutive notion: *The consti-
tutive work of discourse is not viewed idealistically as ideas being realized io material
reality: the value relation as an ‘abstraction” is alrcady matcrlal  language is the
‘matter’ which the mind is “hurdened with,” as the German Ideology put it — and
the ‘abstraction’ is ‘objectified” as a ‘symbol,” itself a synthesis of idea and matter.”

5 N should be puinted out that Fellowing a rejoinder by Collins (1999) he acknow-
ledges Bourdicu’s weak view of language, but says that [lasan was attacking a
fairly dated cssay from the 1970s. Furthcrmore, he found it curious that Fasan
had failed to mention the Jink between habitus aned capital that Bourdicu draws,

6 I do not go so far as Camille Paglia, who regards Foucault’s theory of power as
“foggy and paranaid™ (see hltp:]/www.ncolihcrnlismo.com/i‘oucault.htm)

7 However, conversation analysis (CA) has had a dilficult time assimilating into
CDA. In an ¢xchange of articles Schlegoff (1997), regavded ay the founder of CA,
Wetherell (1998), and Billig (1999), Schlegoll argues that CA and CDA are com-
patible provided they stick to the rules, as it were (see Moy, 2001). However, the
rules themselves are rather contested. CA| says Suhlegalt (1997), means that. the
text is analyzed using the tools of analysis that exclude contextual factors and
the refations of power, letting the text “speak for itsell.” Wetherell (1998)
rejects this, saying that the narrow focus of CA attention itsclt imposes “one
narrow understanding of participants” orientations and relevance on the field as 3
whole” (pp. 404-405). Similarly, Billig (1999} questions the notion of letting
the facts speak for themselves because the “response should not be to seck o
discard all sociological assumptions, as if a pure crapiricism were possiblc”
{p- 556). Nonetheless, CA has been used by ledema (1999), armlysing scientibic-
technical discourses 1o show how conversational participants in a technical
situation use structured exchange to recontextualize the meaning of the pheno-
menon befure them, From g eritical feminist perspective, Stokoe and Smithson
(2001, p. 237) assert that "CA's analytic aims are compatible with thuse of
teminist researchers whose goals include focusing on the subjective cxperience
of their participants™ (sec also Kitzinger, 2000; Kitzinger & Frith, 1999).

8 For more on the incorporation of SEL into the methodology of CDA sce Wodak
(20013,

9 The lteralure, of course, is large, However, recent significant writings (such as
Alvesson & Willmow, 1992; Chan & Garrick, 2002; Collinson, 1994; u Cay,
Salaman, & Rcees, 1996; Garsten & Grey, 1997, Knights & Morgan, 1991
Muorgan & Stundy, 2000; Townley, 1993; Yeohowds & Weits, 2000) provide a
small representation of the possible lines of inquiry.

10 There are, of course, limitations oo the collaboration, In particular, Moscovic
tends to see conflict in interpersonal and group terms (Galam & Muoscovict,
19943, rather than as resulting from imbalances of power.

11 This eeological metaphor of discourse rexonates with Grogory Bateson (1972),
Scollon (20013 also speaks of “the ceological unit of analysis® ay one of his
theoretical principles of mediated discourse analysis,
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