CHAPTER

2  Discourse and
Discourse Analysis

7 Definitions of discourse

The diagram in Figure 1.1 set out in general terms how discourse and genre,
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as the main focus of this book, fit with other areas of linguistic study such
as sociolinguistics, pragmatics, psycholinguistics and grammar. This chap-
ter can now discuss the central terms, starting with ‘discourse’ itself, and
then ‘text’ and ‘intertextuality’. It will also set out a working definition of
discourse.

A good starting point is the definition of discourse analysis offered by
Stubbs (1993). He starts by noting that definitions of discourse are varied and
contentious, and then identifies three key elements of the area of study as he

sees it. These features of discourse have been questioned in recent years to
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wo.Em extent, but they are nonetheless useful starting points for discussion. It
Is important to bear in mind from the outset that Stubbs was describing them
rather than endorsing them completely.

: One of Emmm key elements of discourse, in Stubbs’ characterisation, is its
.oQa on ﬁ%x&%ﬁhmﬁ__iwbmﬁmm@ rather than invented language. A
second element is that discourse focuses on units of language ‘above the level

of the sentence’, by which is meant units of language which are larger in size

w:a scope than a sentence. A third is the focus on language in context, which
#szam that discourse is not to be seen as a set om..:s,wmazn tokens ‘sﬁm mean-
ing 5. themselves, like invented mEBEmmnE examples out of context, since
ﬁmwn_:m is to some extent governed by the contexts in which texts occur,
T'he views about discourse which Stubbs was outlining arose in the 19705
and 1980s,.and need to be understood in their historical context. It is signifi-
cant _:..,__ cach ol the defining features which Stubbs identilies scems to have
been a reaction to the kind of theoretical linguistics which was dominan!

al that time, usually associated with nskyan
2] ]
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linguistics (see, lor example, Chomsky, 1965) typically contravened all the
three precepts clelincated above — broadly speaking it did not use authentic
language but invenfed sentences to illustrate grammar points, it took no inter-
ost in the contex! ol an utterance, and it worked exclusively on the grammar
of sentences and clauses, and had no interest in larger texts.

Given that Chomskyan linguistics was a powerful academic force for many
years, it is perhipis no surprise that those engaged in the emerging study of
discourse in the 1970s and 1980s should define their discipline against that
prevailing set ol Ideas, to mark out their territory and to show in which ways
their endeavou! was distinctive. However, defining one area of study by con-
trasting it with another does not mean that the resulting definition is neces-
sarily complete o1 appropriate, or that it will stand the test of time. For this
reason, and alsti 111 the light of advances in our understanding of discourse,
each of the elciients of the definition of discourse and discourse analysis
which Stubbs s¢l il have come to be reconsidered in the intervening years,
especially now (hil discourse analysis is no longer under pressure to react to
the dominance 0l ¢ homskyan linguistics.

This chapter will examine the three features identified by Stubbs as a starling

point and will proceed by accepting two of them, revising the third and iden-
tifying three fuillicr areas where that view of discourse and how to approach n
has been ameni il anid supplemented in recent thinking. The aim is to elabo-
rate and explain, through the six features which will result from the discus-
sion, a more salislaclary wor ing definition of discourse and discourse analysis
which can serve 1u the basis for our discussion in the rest of the book.

‘s, the two which are still broadly retained
¢ are the a,wméécu.fw the subject matter of

Of Stubbs’ thiee delining le
in current viev . ol the disciy

discourse anali I typleally consists of authentic texts, by which are meant
texts which are 10! nvented by the analyst but are naturally occurring, and
secondly that (e Loty are Lo be studied and understood with reference to

context. The firet 0l these 1 relatively uncontroversial (although as Chapman
(2006) argues, o1 not-authentic texts have their place in linguistic study).
However, the 1o ol context, the second of Stubbs’ features, needs closer

examination.

!

Context)in tho study of discourse

Ihe importanee ol kg account of context can be illustrated by the example
ol the Barbecis
Clear that the

S sty understanding of 1w lexis and other features

of 1y Tunction o
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Fowever, this argualily depends an o rather stinplistic view of context, assum-
Bat e an abjective, unchanging dimension of the text which all readers

Ol thal shg wonld be able (o access tnan identical way.,
0 has been suggestod, most polntedly by Blommaer (2005), that the con-
cept ol context” has at times been treated too uncritically in the analysis
ol discourse, Blommacrt accuses some analysts, for example in the Critical

the theoretical centrality
le, but in practice of treating ‘context [as] often a
mere background to rather orthodox (linguistic or interactional) discourse
analysis’ (Blommaert, 2005:53). The point of this critique is that not only
should we include in our analyses s all aspects of context, so far as we can see
them, including ‘everything in the material, mental, personal, interactional,
chE institutional, cultural and historical situation in which the utterance
Sqmm Emmm (Gee, 2005:54), but that our approach to the analysis of discourse

should Eno%on;m these contextual elements far more systematically than it
did previously.

Discowse Analysts (CDA) tradition, of recognis
ol the concept in princi

One step towards this is to see context in terms of the concept of contextu-
&H..,Emcz AOEEUQN. 1982; 1992) which

comprises all mn:S:mm by participants which make relevant, maintain,
_Tevise, cancel .. .any aspect of context which, in turn, is responsible moH
Em interpretation of an utterance in its particular locus of occurrence.
?ytmr 1992:4, in Blommaert, 2005:41)

To put it another way, ‘context is not an external set of circumstances but a
selection of them internally represented in the mind’ (Widdowson, 2007:20).
For this reason, the relevant context in a piece of discourse might include
factors which are not even physically present at all — say in the case of a let-
ter which mentions something known to the writer and recipient but which
neither can actually see. However, it perhaps goes without saying that

[a]lthough there can be no appeal to a common situation, however,
there must be an appeal to a common context of shared knowledge

or otherwise no communication can take place at all. (Widdowson,
2007:21, emphasis added)

How, then, can context be ‘retrieved’ by the discourse analyst if it is in the
minds of the users? In conversational discourse, instances ol hesitation or
other linguistic and non-linguistic features could potentially be interpreted
as clues to the response of the interactants (o aspects ol the context, and
can therefore potentially provide clues about aspects of the context which
are o relevance o them, For example, in o selting where there 1s a [POWe
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differential between speakers it might be possible to identify elements of that
power differential, as perceived by participants, in their actual linguistic and
other choices.

However, the situation is more problematic with written discourse. In the
case of the Barbecue Sign, for instance, the analyst would appear to have
recourse only to the text itself. One answer is that even in this case the text
does offer certain clues which allow deductions about the context — the
use of imperatives for example carries implications about power relations.
These could be complemented by research, perhaps ethnographic, into the
responses of those in the community and the ways in which they construct
the socio-political and other contextual factors affecting their interpretation.
However, the issue is not a straightforward one.

Further discussion and examples of how context can be taken into account
in the analytical process will be considered in Chapter 5, and also in several of
the analyses of texts in the second half of the book. In addition, Chapter 10
discusses a discourse analysis project which uses ethnography to attempt to
take account of context in the analytical process, which will serve as an illus-
tration of how it can perhaps be done in practice.

Beyond the mm:nmln,m‘ﬂ

The third plank of Stubbs’ characterisation of discourse, that it concerns texts
‘beyond the sentence level’, is still mentioned in recent discussions, for exam-
ple by Paltridge (2006:2): ‘Discourse analysis focuses on knowledge about
language beyond the word, clause, phrase and sentence’ (Paltridge 2006:2).
Thornbury even uses it in the title of his book about discourse analysis for
teachers: Beyond the Sentence: Introducing Discourse Analysis. However, it has
heen pointed out (for example by Widdowson, 1995; 2004; and Cameron,
2001) that there are many examples of discourse which are authentic, and
lound in real contexts, but which cannot convincingly be described as being
‘heyond the level of the sentence’. Widdowson gives numerous examples,
such as a sign on a door which reads LADIES, and a sign consisting of the
[ctter P to indicate a place to park (Widdowson, 1995; see also 2004). Here is
a siilar example (IMustration 2.1). What can we make of the picture? Where
might we encounter it? Is it a sentence?

[his photograph was taken in an airport — but is it a sentence or ‘beyond
o osentence’? Clearly it is neither, as it consists of no more than a question
mintle aned the letter ‘i, but the key point is that it is nonetheless perfectly
le ;___.,:_::.,_ no matter how brief, When | saw it I understood al

campielens
artee Lt Howas o sign indicating an alrport information desk, a fact which

wis clear toome because of my previous experfence of such shgns, s location,
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lllustration 2.1 Information sign

and my HquH knowledge of airports, all of which led me to understand that
the letter ‘i’ indicated information of some sort.

The important point here is that such a sign is no less an example of dis-
course than a longer text, and we use the same processes to understand it, It
therefore seems irrational for discourse analysts to exclude such short texts
from their field of study simply for the apparently arbitrary reason that they
are not ‘beyond the sentence’. If we seek to understand discourse in the real
world such arbitrary exclusions seem pointless. It is true that discourse ana-
lysts tend to prefer to study longer texts and to look at the relations between
the parts of those texts, the ways they link .,ﬁommﬁwm_ and so o:,:w:ﬁ E_J
exclude shorter texts? In addition, Widdowson (2004) points out a further
problem with the word ‘sentence’ in such classical definitions, because when
we speak we do not always make use of complete sentences. For these and
other reasons the definition of discourse in this book will dispense with any
reference to sentences, or even clauses, or of discourse restricting itself to any
domain .3565% them. That element of the definition described by Stubbs
would seem, in the light of examples such as the one above, to be untenable
and unhelpful. The definition of discourse study characterised by Stubbs can
therefore be amended to say instead that discourse studies can include texts
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of any size, written or spoken, so long as they are authentic and considered

in roﬁ@.ﬂ;

"What is a text?

[t can be accepted, then, that discourse concerns itself with authentic texts,
by which is meant texts which are not constructed artificially. Secondly, dis-
course relates to texts in context, broadly conceived, for reasons noted above.
Stubbs’ third point is now revised to say that the study of discourse concerns
(tself with texts of any size, written or spoken. But at this point it is impor-
tant to ask: what is meant by texts exactly? As Widdowson (2004) points
oul, many writers on discourse seem to use the terms ‘text’ and ‘discourse’
(nterchangeably, and this can be confusing, so it will be useful at this point
(o [ry to distinguish them more clearly.

In the first place, of course, the word ‘text’ is meant - as in other books in
[his series (see Jeffries, 2006:2) — to cover both spoken and written language.
lHowever, can we distinguish between language which constitutes a text and
[anguage which does not? For instance, we might ask whether this list of
words is ‘a text’ or not:

hank great age installation total amazing whiteboard classics

In some extreme circumstances (in modem poetry, for example) we might
find language similar to this which someone might call a ‘text’, but usually
wi would not do so. (In fact it is a list of scattered words I happen to see when
[ look around the room as I type.) We might say in a commonsense way that
it 15 nol a text because it is ‘not meaningful’, but linguists have attempted
vither more formal definitions of what distinguishes a text from a non-text.
(i 0 famous carly account in the 1970s Halliday and Hasan proposed that
what distinguishes a text from a non-text could be called ‘texture’, and they
cxplained this as follows:

A text has texture, and this is what distinguishes it from something that
[ ot a text, It derives this texture from the fact that it functions as a
Uity with respect to its environment. (Halliday and Hasan, 1976:2)

s ay seem cather clreular at first sight, but it helps us to understand why
e steing of random words listed above could not typically be called a ‘text’,
i any way ‘function as a unity’, Halliday and Hasan went
resull of cohesive ties within the text

L puise 0t doe

G o e that “texture’ bs largely thi
whiteh Tk the parts together, Again this appears convincing because my
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random string ol words does not have any ties of this sort, including any
grammatical ties or relationships between the words. In short, Halliday and
Hasan offer a useful starting point: texts are distinguished from non-texts
because they seem to function as a unity, and also because they seem to have
‘cohesive ties” of various kinds serving to link the parts together (in ways
discussed further by Jeffries, 2006:183-7)

However, when we look more closely at this, it becomes rather problematic.
[n the short texts we mentioned above, namely the P on a sign for parking, or
the ?i on a sign for an information desk, it is difficult to see anything in those
texts themselves which is ‘cohesive’. It is true that each of them ‘functions
as a unity with respect to its environment’ as Halliday and Hasan put it, but
this is not owing to anything exactly ‘cohesive’ within the texts themselves,
so much as to the prior knowledge which we ourselves supply. For this reason
it is difficult to offer a definition of text which relies on an idea of ‘texture” if
that in turn relies on some ‘cohesion’ which may not be at all evident. Indeed
Halliday himself later revised his definition of a text, making it far broader:

We can define text, in the simplest way perhaps, by saying that it is
language that is functional. By functional, we simply mean language
that is doing some job in some context. (Halliday, 1989:10)

This is broader and more inclusive, and would now embrace the basic sign at
the airport which we saw above, but it may at the same time be too general
for our purposes. For example if function were the only criterion, how could
we distinguish a ‘text’ from a ‘genre’ since both are ‘functional’? Something
more than this is needed in order to make such distinctions clear.

This book will therefore adopt a broad definition of ‘text’ as being, as Halliday

Aokl

says, an instance of ‘language that is doing some job in some context’, to include

both wiitten and spoken language. A text in this definition could be * any tissue
ow?mmbﬁm which is symbolically significant for a reader’ (Parker and the Bolton
Discourse Network, 1999:4), perhaps even to include ‘objects like trainers, or
events like football matches, or other things like food, or walking styles’ (Rapley,
2007:133). However, unlike those authors who use the word ‘text’ very broadly
to encompass also non-linguistic creations, [ will use the word ‘text’ in this book

to refer only to those artefacts which include a language element.

Genres are not texts

Furthermore, fexts in this book will refer to actual instances of language, This
(sslon procecds, since they will e distinguished

s way frome genres, I the detinition (o be elaborted below, genres will

will be Tmportant as the d
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be viewed as ‘prototypes’ which we draw on as language users while we cre-

ate or interpret actual texts. As such, mm:ﬂmw will be understood as me.m:

e

,rczmccgm m:d:ﬁ to mn:oBmm frames and scripts, also to be discussed below.

_mﬁm, w.% contrast, are defined as the actual manifestations of language in the
world; 58.\ QEE on our Bm:x: ideas of genres, but may differ from those
genres in various creative ways, or may mix gentes creatively for particular .
[unctional and communicative purposes.

+ Intertextuality

To summarise: the definition of discourse to be followed here subscribes to
the standard view, expressed by Stubbs, that discourse deals with authentic
language (not invented), with language in context (not decontextualised),
and that discourse includes texts of all kinds and all sizes, texts being actual
instances of language, written or spoken. The fourth dimension, to be con-
sidered next, relates to intertextuality, and can be explained through the fol-
lowing example, this time taken from a political speech.

Barack Obama, when he was fighting for the Democrat nomination for US
President in 2008, had just been defeated in one of the primary elections when
he delivered an inspirational speech to rally his supporters. Here is a small part
of the speech (which will be analysed in greater detail in Chapter 9):

It was the call of workers who organized, women who reached for the
ballot, a president who chose the moon as our new frontier, and a king
who took us to the mountaintop and pointed the way to the promised
land: Yes, we can, to justice and equality.

\s has already been noted, when attempting to understand this or any other
discourse it is important from the outset to take account of the context in
which it is encountered and produced, and this will be part of the fuller anal-
ysis of Obama’s speech in Chapter 9. Here, however, it is sulficient to note
{hat Obama had just lost a crucial vote and was aiming to rally his dejected
supporters, and he did so by including several echoes of other events, refer-
ences to other people and allusions to other texts.

iy serves as ancillustration, then, of the fourth feature of discoutse which
Jddler important, and which was not part of Stubbs’ classic account of
the delindng fc es of discourse, namely the fact that texts do not occur in
alation rom each other, When Obama mentions ‘a president ‘who chose
ly to President |

(e o s our new frontier’, he is referring specifi
Fennedy, and in particualar to his 1961 speech when Kennedy memorably sel
ding a man on the moorn and returning him safely to the carth

Ll of I
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Furthermore, Obama's naming of ‘4 king’ who ‘took us to the mountaintop
and potnted the way o the promised land' is a deliberate reference to Martin
Lather King and his 1968 speech, o speech which itself in turn used and bor-

that without knowledge of other relevant texts, the listener would miss the
full impact o Obama’s message, This relationship between one text and
c::__,,. is part of what is usually called _.,::f_.;,_:._::__\___ (see, for example, Allen,
2000). This aspect, which will be discussed more fully in Chapter 9, has long
been recognised as important in discourse, but is usually treated as an inter-
esting aside. To my mind, however, intertextuality is of such importance
in the understanding of how texts work and are interpreted that it will be
included in the main definition of discourse in this book as the fourth defin-
ing feature along with the other defining characteristics already cited.

It might be thought that intertextuality simply means textual references
from one text to another, as for example when Obama in his speech refers
to Martin Luther King's speech, and King in his speech referred to the Bible.
Indeed some writers do present intertextuality in this rather restricted sense,
as in this account:

Emmﬂmmmam: y involves both the intrusion (or adoption by the speaker/
m:.%oa of aspects of previous texts into a new text either through cita-
tion, attribution or reference, and also the hybridization of one genre

or text type with another. (Bloor and Bloor, 2007:51-2)

Here, Bloor and Bloor present intertextuality as having essentially ;:20
aspects, the first of which we can call the referencing aspect in which one Text
cites or refers to another (which is perhaps the type we have seen in Obama’s
speech) and the second being the Senre-mixing aspect, or the way in which
one genre or text type ‘hybridizes’ or mixes and merges with another (Fair-
clough, 2003:34). These are certainly important aspects of intertextuality, and
will be considered further in later chapters, but in my view this represents
a rather limited perspective on intertextuality because it focuses attention
exclusively on the product or the artefact which is the text itself, and tends
to ignore the process. It is crucial, T suggest, to realise that intertextuality is
something even more fundamental to text production and comprehension
than this characterisation implies.

Intertextuality in the ‘Squirrel’ text

Fhis can be tHusteated with reference to some of the texts examined in Thap

1o/ varnl libimss

lar. l.nartleulavlv ibha Seulrrall fase e Tarm bave namans e sl s a. o
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in their squirrel game are, firstly, the fact that they were copying their whole

game from a text they knew (a story book about an elephant), and secondly,

the fact that the concept of second wives, which entered in an important
way into their writing of the text, was directly drawn from stories they know
about wicked stepmothers. (Neither of the girls had a wicked stepmother
themselves, incidentally).

This is therefore an example of the way in which behaviour, and also texts
and text creation, derive from and in other important ways relate to a vari-
ety of texts intertextually in an interwoven net of allusions. The girls in their
same were drawing on a range of ¢ of intertextual links w‘dommso:ﬂ the process of
text construction. Intertextuality here was far more than the type of simple
referencing which Bloor and Bloor mentioned, but was instead at the heart
of the process. Indeed it arguably played even more of a role, since besides
lhe allusions to actual stories they knew, the girls were also drawing on their
intertextual knowledge of wider conventional genres as a whole, namely their
knowledge of the letter genre, and their knowledge of the birthday card genre,
(o produce a sort of hybrid which is not quite a letter and not quite a card. As
readers, we too needed to follow similar processes in order to comprehend the
text. Intertextuality, in other words, came into the creation and interpretation
of the text in a number of fundamental ways and from a number of sources.

In the light of this example intertextuality can therefore be seen to be not
only an intrinsic feature of texts themselves _uwﬁ a crucial and integral part of
the process of a text’s, creation, and also the process s of its interpretation. With-
out the girls’ knowledge of those other genres and particular texts they could
nol have created that letter; without our knowledge of those same other texts,
or at least of some of them, we could not as readers have understood it.

This demonstrates the fact that infertextual knowledge, far more than sim-
ply a matter of identifying references in a text, or noticing genre-mixing,
Is closely related to our genre knowledge and therefore enters into the whole
process of text creation and of text comprehension in fundamental ways. For
this reason intertextuality will be treated here as a fundamental part of the

revised definition of discourse; our fourth defining feature.

The relation between language and the world:
discourse and social constructionism

Ihe second feature of Stubbs’ original description of discourse has already
Deen discussed and accepted; namely that context is an important aspect
ol )y @ and of how we understand it However, it is useful to expand

29



30

DISCOURSE AND GENRI

leature of discourse, namely the way in which discourse operates in part to
construct viewpoints and ideologies,

Clearly the world has an impact on the language we use and choose. An ele-
mentary example is that when we write about a woman as opposed to a man
we must in many languages choose a feminine pronoun instead of a mascu-
line one (in English ‘she’ instead of ‘he’). Real world gender therefore impacts
in an obvious way on the language we use. At a more complex level we can
lind within the ‘Squirrel’ text several elements which reflect the real world
of its production. For example the graphical aspects of the writing, as well as
the spelling and some of the punctuation, reflect the fact that it is written
by a child. Similarly, whenever we read or listen to language, we can see ele-
ments reflected from the world outside the text. So language use is obviously

affected by aspects of the world around us, and reflects that world.

How language affects the world:
social constructionism

However, this does not mean that language is merely a passive mirror reflect-
ing the world around us. The relationship cuts both ways, because language
both reflects the world and affects it. In fact it is fundamental to discourse
w:m:\ﬂm that we see language from a broadly constructionist perspective (Rap-
ley, 2007). Social constructionism is in essence a philosophical approach
which considers that the world around us, particularly the social world, is
not merely given to us fully formed, but is in some sense ‘constructed’ by
us. This broad world view was in part spearheaded by the publication in
1966 of Berger and Luckmann’s The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise
in the Sociology of Knowledge. That treatise argued that our sense of reality is
not simply ‘there’, but is to some extent constructed and learned socially as
we grow up.

Discourse analysis takes this a step further by assuming that language plays
a crucial part in that process of constructing reality. When we hear an adult

" telling a child that ‘schooldays are the best days of your life’, this is not simply

a statement of fact. It is part of a particular construction of schooling projected
by adult discourse, probably to make the child go to school and study harder.
Fundamental to the study of discourse, therefore, is the sense that H..:o world

around us is constructed by the discourse we use: discourse analysts implicitly

assume a constructionist position from the start, “Ihe hasic premise for the
discourse :.::Jﬁ. is that the “social” world does not exisf | wdently of
our constructions of it” (Wood and Kroger, 20000 167) We cin Hustrate this
constructive dimer

on thi

W some shorl examples. The (i exemplifies
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the way in which discourse can construct our sense of place, and the second
shows how discourse can construct a person and gender.

Constructing places

The first example of discourse construction, then, comes from a tourist
website promoting sights in Sydney, Australia. Its intention is clearly to per-
suade us to visit the places in question. Here is one part of the text of that

webpage.

Skywalk Sydney Tower for an exhilarating 60 minute outdoor experience! Feel
perfectly safe, vet perfectly exhilarated, taking in views 260 &&w& above the
harbour city. Dare to step out over the edge and face Sydney :W_Am w.am:& before,
feel the high-altitude breeze and touch the clouds! Skywalk will ~.§$.E¢. send
vou over the edge! Suspended from Sydney Tower’s limits, you will get sensa-
.___.,:__:: 360-degree views of Sydney from 260metres above street level! (http://

www.redballoon.com.au)

l'very text, even a small one like this, can be seen in terms of how it con-
,_____m_z the world around us. In this case, how did the text construct the m%.m-
ey Skywalk? The photograph which accompanied the original text Eﬂ\ma its
[rart, _.__.f_ it viewed the skywalk from high above, capturing both the distance
o the ground and the apparently slender support holding up the @.5&@5..:
lo pive a sense of danger and excitement. This is reinforced by the linguistic
clements, for example the imperative verb ‘dare’ and the many mx.QmBm-
lion marks in the text, the focus on the height and the panorama with the
repeated figure ‘260, the frequent use of words like ‘sensational’, touch the
I" ‘exhilarating’. In summary, the text aims to construct Sm. mw%Sﬁ_w
as thrilling and adventurous, fulfilling the first part of any advertisement’s
function, namely to attract the reader. Other elements of the webpage text,
such as the booking and transport information, then enable tourists to Hmmn,r
the location straightforwardly, thereby fulfilling the second part of the text’s
function, namely to give enough information so that the consumer can actu-

ally ‘buy the product’ in practice.

Constructing gender

A sccond example of how discourse can constract our viewpoint relates to
i g U b ]
pender T September 2007, Hareiel Tarman was an important Labour Party

31



e ____ _..__ Vi L] I i} _ 1
_—_ —___ ) | _
I ____.A__._

I 7
on by a signilicani naliomal T

is how o
ne ne .
national newspaper chose to Flowever, (his

sent ey

Long-1 y i

m:mﬂ.ﬁ wwmma lov .Q% Harriet Harman stomped ar
o ¥ demanding pay increases for wome ..

but an end to the ‘equality gap’ w i
September 2007, p. 24)

nd town yesterday
1¢ public seclor _\
ith men’ aries . g

en’s salaries. (Daily Mail, 22

Instead
D o o H
f presenting her as significant and serious

h .
ave done, the newspaper (w -minded, as they could

hich s
,M Aosento preseit Her oy \_ozm-_mmmm%womm_:a opposing political party) has
¢em to be a . nd ‘ Cﬂﬁ._—%\ At fir
com . irst glanc ; :
the mewspapet succs :maﬁ A magwam;w e
it another way, i eeds in drawing attention away from her i 4ppearance
heg I, M % ﬂu:mn.:mm_:,m her in terms of a female b Ma ideas. To put
, and t ; ody, 4 -
child ‘stomping....an m:_ Hwﬁ in the text constructing her as a w@mﬁcsaﬁsm
sidelining and _u.m.?.zw i %U ﬁ:.m writer succeeds in distra S m:mmHmEmE&
Otypical views of the <Mw mw.ammm. What is more, it reinforces mxmwﬁﬁ:mﬁﬁowa
more. This shows ho ﬁMm of women as being largely decststion o mEm Stere-
i W e n:Omnm . 7 ‘e, and nothin
of which v S we make in 1 g
erb to choo : anguage, of what to foc
Qmwn_.wwmﬁm someone m:mm for anl action, .of which adjective to nvo focus.on,
world. Discourse mws 58:5:2 for readers important impressi vase whicn
; ety ould not be se sions about the
'8 facts, bu _—_ en merely as a neutral vehi
, but as a constructionist device, playing its .ﬁm:_ wmgﬁo for convey-
art in constructing the

Wworld around us.”

Jmonm OH f(m:, WHH@ m:uodl.: 118. _“ th _Um 11nin f _.._ tica ove @nw%
A .

ﬂUm count
1y of Oceania is ;
the novel ) at war with Eurasia. [1 , ;
allegian ) . However, duri
g mn m#nm.m suddenly switch without explanation ng the course of
Winston, the Em,EmMM‘ the former ally, with Eurasia now a M.Ma M_:m enemy
’ aracter of th . end and all
and has 1, ; e novel, finds this b
0 rush to the Ministry of Truth where ae” oﬂﬁ at a demonstration,
WOLKS.

H,_(,A Wo .EMSE that the demonstration w
: LMMMMHMMHHMF though the time was
2 .
Sl ﬁwmowmwwmmnw\bsaﬁw .:wm done likewise. The orders alre:
gk mil. mMP HmnmPsm them to their posts sum_”m whmwmu\
S _M war with Eastasia: Oceania :mm always M,m .
. noEEQEW = nm_u-m. part of the political literature of five v ‘mw
N o oMﬁm. Reports and records of all kinds :w mﬂw;
S e s, films, sound-tracks, photographs - mz‘r als
e m%mma. Although no directive was ev. il
at the chiefs of the Department intended %HMM

as over he went straight to the
now nearly twenty-three hours.

er issued, it
within one

C YWILLL LitloLueiaas)

sence to the war with lurasia, or the a
48] 19811 ch., 17)

week no rel
xistence anywhere. (Orwell, [1

should remain in e

In Orwell’s depiction, the government had deliberately over marny years
constructed, through extensive propaganda texts and images, a negative
impression of Furasia and a positive one of Fastasia, and this manipula-
tion of the discourse through large-scale propaganda had apparently been
ive. Now that the situation had changed, the entire discourse

largely effect
ad to be changed to create a new impression and wash away

apparatus also h
the old one.

Of course, not all t
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in particular has argued), Many of the language cholces we make will O
strict someone or something to advantage or disadvantage, since - 1o borrow
from the title of Dwight Bolinger’s (1980) book — |
weapon’. This means that even in relatively uncontroversial areas of dis-
course study, there will probably be socio-political implications of one sort or
another. For this reason ﬁ:m..woao-ﬁo:.anm‘_\_&ﬁm:ﬁos of discourse is included
‘as the sixth part of my definition. ..r

anguage 1s truly a ‘loaded
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*_ .- A working definition of discourse

The field of discourse analysis can, in Summary, be seen in terms of six defin-

ing features. To start with it considers its material or data to be:

1. Texts which are authentic;
2. Texts of any size, spoken or writter.

In addition discourse analysis as I define it takes it as essential that the texts
which form its subject matter be analysed in the following terms:

3. Texts are to be studied in terms of the contexts in which they are found,
broadly conceived, as an essential dimension in their interpretation,

4. Texts are to be studied not in isolation, but i

relations with other texts,

Texts are to be analysed with reference to t

which underpin them.

6. Texts are to be analysed w
and consequences.

1 terms of their intertextual

wn

he ideologies and viewpoints

ith reference to their socio-political implications

Summary

This chapter used as its starting point an established definition of discourse,
which was then discussed, modified, revised and augmented in the light of
more recent thinking so as to offer a working idea of the scope of the disci-
pline. The result was the six defining features of discourse set out above

Two of these defining features were retained from the standard view,
namely that discourse concerns authentic texts, considered in their contexts,
Where my definition of discourse began to depart from th
in the third defining feature, which discarded
cerned with language ‘above or beyond the

at older view was
any sense that discourse is con-
level of the sentence’, 1 his was
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define genre and discourse modes, to which the nex




