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1. Introduction
Critical Discourse Analysis (henceforth CDA) todaés described as “an established

paradigm in linguistics” (Wodak/ Meyer 2009: 4).dfwmore, it is said to have “become
one of the most influential and visible branchesddcourse analysis” (Blommaert/
Bulcaen 2000: 447). The pressing need to deal thighshortcomings of CDA is also
grounded in the emergence of a new critical paradltat is stretching over the entire field
of language study. By now CDA is the dominant apploin the study of language in the
media discourse, and due to its appeal to intagdisarity it is spreading to other areas
outside linguistics as well. However, not only ahe adherents of CDA growing in
number, but also its critics. There are severansis of criticism which will not all be
discussed here. Instead, | will focus on the qaastthether CDA meets the standards of
scholarly inquiry and whether it is legitimate talldt an academic theory, discipline or
method. Thereby | will put CDA to the test and sdeether it meets scientific standards.
Therefore it will be necessary to discuss to whettent the approach is open to

falsification, which also leads to questions almrtsistency and systematicity.

| want to make clear that my argument is not thatwork of critical linguistics is useless.
On the contrary, | believe that it can point to solaudable accomplishments. Language
can undoubtedly be used strategically and is thezeinevitably connected to power.
Critical linguistics contributed to more languageaseness through its work, but also
through its practitioners’ commitment in languageaeeness programs. Furthermore, the
work is thought-stimulating about the way languaige used. However, the sole
contribution to the development of more conscioasn#goes not justify an enterprise to
have the status of an academic discipline, theompethod. In order to be considered as
that, certain criteria have to be met. Otherwisedhterprise stays mere political activism
and may, despite its good intentions, eventualgnewing long-term damage to the ‘good
cause’ critical linguists claim to be fighting f@y giving up scholarly principles, they risk
gambling away the authority of science. | cannot &écho Widdowson’s (2004: 163)

concern:

the only reason why anybody should pay any attaribovhat scholars have to
say about such issues is that they are assume/éothe intellectual authority
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to do so, and this authority depends on an adherémche principles of

scholarly enquiry.
Initially, 1 was a bit suspicious of CDA and sontended to test the assumptions that are
made by critical linguists. However, this soon adrout to be a hopeless enterprise, since
its practitioners have set up an approach thanmsune to any kind of criticism. One of my
plans was to consult real informants in order twdfout whether the effects that are
ascribed to particular linguistic features corregpdo the interpretation of the average
reader. But in the course of familiarizing myselthwthe literature on the subject it turned
out that this way of testing, like all other wayst | could think of, was invalidated from
the start, in this case because CDA assumes a atineuimpact of ideological influence.
Hence, an ethnographic account is not regardegassble way of refutation. Many more
of such critique obstructing premises will be preged in this thesis, whereby | will be
concerned with demonstrating how CDA incorporatesumber of theoretical resources
(and its flaws) in order to reach the status ofaaademic discipline, while avoiding the
risk of its theories getting falsified. An importaissue with this regard is the transition
from Ciritical Linguistics (henceforth CL) to CDA, hich is characterized by an
enlargement of the theoretical basis. The queshianl will try to answer in this thesis is
whether these changes and claimed improvemently @adurred, or whether the only
thing that was improved were the tactics of argumisrCDA at its core different to CL, or

are the changes only embellishments?

Here is a brief overview of the structure of thedis. In the beginning the development of
the approach and its distinctiveness in relatiowtteer approaches to discourse analysis
will be covered. Subsequently, | will present thedretical underpinning of my thesis,
which is critical rationalism. Its crux is the peiple of falsification, according to which a
theory or hypothesis is not to be regarded as sfeeff it is not formulated in a way that
allows testing via empirical data. | will also téugpon two major issues that can be found
in nearly all critiques of CDA, namely validity ameliability. Throughout the paper | will
discuss problems that arise with regard to thesedmteria. Then | will present what |
identified as the two major strategies for obsingctcriticism. This happens on the one
hand by the subordination of academic principlesitwally or rather politically motivated
goals and on the other hand by eclecticism on d¢vellof analysis as well as in the

formulation of the theoretical approach. Not omiythe linguistic analysis can the analyst
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pick and choose whatever comes in handy, but hedcathe same when integrating

various theoretical resources.

In section 4. | address the fusion of multiple tle¢ical approaches, where | will show
how elements from the study of literature, socigland linguistics were combined,
followed by an examination of how this affects gwentific value of CDA. Here | will
particularly deal with the adoption of the criticaérspective and Systemic Functional
Linguistics’ legacy of the functional fallacy, theo aspects that cause the most severe
problems for CDA. While the critical element bringsthe danger of placing political
belief over academic principles, the functionaldey is said to lead CDA practitioners to
regard meaning as something that the analyst caémcexfrom the text, rather than
something that is constructed by the reader. Furtbee, | will investigate how these
problems that are posed to reliability are inflleshcby the lack of systematic and
replicable procedures. This abstract discussiohthan be illustrated via the example of
transformations, a central device from the critioaguistics’ toolkit. Subsequently, some
of the major contradictions within critical lingtiss will be presented. There is a
tremendous discrepancy between what CDA practitiopeeach and what they practice.
Another paradox lies in the competences that ssigreesd to the analysts. Additionally, |
will show how this shutting off from critique resedl in CDA becoming itself the very

kind of hegemonic power within the study of disgmithat it claims to oppose.

In section 6. an analysis will be conducted onlibsis of Fairclough’s influential three-
dimensional model for the investigation of disceurshe goal is to show that depending
on the researcher’s pretext, the analysis will dyidifferent results. So here it will be
examined whether the analytic tools are reliable/loether the only thing they can bring to
light is the researcher’s pretext. The analysid &l carried out on press releases, since
they are a form of persuasive communication, aatlithwhy it can be assumed that they
are heavily invested with ideology and it is al$eac what the strategic goal of the issuer
is. The sample consists of a number of press mdediom different sources (i.e.
representing different positions within this conecsy), that were issued in 2010 in
relation to the British Health Act 2009. Therebywlll seek to prove that with the
methodology that is provided by CDA, it is possitdesubstantiate the claim that the press
releases actually convey ideology against themsel#@nally, possible solutions for



-4-

remedying these flaws are assessed, such as thef asgous linguistics or O’Halloran’s
(2003) idealized reader framework.

Just a note on the terminology in this paper: Cd &DA both can be described as
belonging to the category critical linguistics.tis paper | will use ‘Critical Linguistics’

or ‘CL’ (written with capital letters) to refer tthe specific approach that came up in the
1970-ies, whereas ‘critical linguistics’ written thwout capital letters refers to all
approaches that examine style critically. Due t® lileterogeneity of the work within the
frame of CDA, in this thesis CDA stands for thenmiaes that have developed out of
Fairclough’s work, unless marked otherwise. | wolich upon a number of concepts and
approaches in this thesis, but due to the limijgacs | will not have the opportunity to
discuss each one in detail. Rather, the focushgilbn those aspects that are relevant to my

major argumentation.
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2. The critical approaches to style
In the following sections | will give an overview the key tenets of CDA. Therefore it

will be necessary to look at the characteristicésopredecessor CL, since it constitutes the
foundation of CDA. Due to the fact that CL introedcthe critical investigation of style,
many of its key tenets are still central in CDA.nde, | will first look at the characteristics
that it shares with CDA (and that set it off frother forms of discourse analysis) and in
the subsequent section it will be discussed aswofhar CDA is different or at least claims
to be different from CL. This is followed by thesdussion of the most important branches
of CDA.

2.1. Setting the agenda: Critical Linguistics
CL can be traced back to the works of Roger Foatet his associates at the University of

East Anglia in the 1970-ies. Two publications, ngnt@wler et al. (1979) and Kress and
Hodge (1979) have been the basis for almost alliessuwith a CL background and even
the vast majority of CDA'’s textual analyses is lthsa the tools suggested in these two
books. The emergence of CL constituted a break wdHitional forms of discourse
analysis (i.e. not critical), which date back te@ thublication of Harris’s famous article
Discourse analysis 1952. Before CL the area of discourse study avhsguistically and
sociolinguistically dominated ground and CL posigd itself explicitly against these two
areas. CL was distinct in a number of ways. As lEowahd Kress (1979b: 186) state, CL
was innovative in that it rejected

two prevalent and related dualisms in current lisjtitheory [...]. One is the

belief that ‘meaning’ can be separated from ‘stye expression’. [...] The

second [...] is that between ‘linguistics’ and ‘sdmiguistic’ patterning in texts
and utterances.

The latter dualism refers to the separation onguage’s structure and its usage, whereby
especially the standpoint of Noam Chomsky is regctinstead a functional view of
language is taken (ibid.: 187). Three assumptiorarticular are central to CL, which are
supposed to replace these two dualisms: Firstcaordance with Hallidayan mind-set
language is regarded as having multiple functigkssuming a tripartite nature of the
language functions, Critical Linguists differeniabetween the ideational, interpersonal

and textual function (e.g. Fowler and Kress 197B&8). As a consequence, in CL the
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primary focus of attention is the clause, for iinghe clause that all three metafunctions of
language come together. According to O’HallorarD@0L6) CL, as well as CDA, is most
concerned with the ideational function. He exenmdif this with the analysis of
passivizations, where CL does not focus on thetideleof information that the reader
already possesses (which would be the textual ifumcof language), but on the
mystification of agents (ibid.: 18). The second anagssumption of CL is that individuals
decide systematically which language form they weiioose, whereby it makes no
difference whether the choices are made consciausipt. Hence, when people select one
of the possible options, this choice is significdfihally, CL believes “that the meanings
are carried and expressed in the syntactic forrdspancesses, that is, that the analyst can
‘read off meaning from the syntax” (Fowler/ Kre$879b: 197). All of these three claims

are still present in CDA, albeit to a different ext.

These three assumptions are important with regatioet task of critical linguistics, namely
to unveil ideology. Due to sociological influencestical linguistics centers on concepts
such as ‘power’, ‘ideology’ and ‘domination’. Larage use is always embedded in a
socio-political context and each context is loadgith a certain ideology. Ergo, language
is said to reflect this ideology. Even more: idgglas both, constructed and shaped by
language use. Therefore, language is seen as afsteuggle and so linguistic analysis
becomes crucial for bringing about the change CIDA &L practitioners desire. It helps
the dominant group to maintain the existing povedaitions. Consequently, practitioners of
critical linguistic approaches do not regard itsafficient only to describe the discourse,
but they also want to bring about change (Simp€$8816). Therefore, CL, unlike former
approaches, is not limited to descriptive discowasalysis. This is probably the most
distinct feature of CL as compared to former appiea to discourse. Whereas before the
language was only set into relation to social fexc{@.g. in sociolinguistics), CL also set

them into relation to social inequality (Pennycd®e4: 121).

Critical linguists also argue that very often thepewer relations are already
institutionalized in the discourse and thereforeytiremain unquestioned. Fairclough
(2001: 2) illustrates this with the example of ttiector-patient conversation. Nobody
questions that there is a hierarchical situatiowhich the doctor is above the patient,
because the conventions imply that he is in thé&ipasof the powerful, the one who is in

possession of the relevant knowledge. Consequenily,best for the patient’s health to
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accept this imbalance of power. This is what Faugh calls “common-sense’
assumptions” (ibid.), a concept that was also etéimrFowler et al. (1979). According to
critical linguistics such assumptions and convergioan be encoded into linguistic form.
The existence of ideologies is by no means onlytdéithto language, but language is seen
to be extremely important, since it is “the comn&irferm of social behavior” and since it
heavily relies on these common sense assumpti@cigugh 2001: 2). Here Fairclough
echoes Fowler and Kress (1979b: 190), who say ‘thaguage serves to confirm and
consolidate the organizations which shape it”. lLeagg is not only regarded as a means
for communicating, but also as “an instrument ohtonl” (Kress/ Hodge 1979: 6).
Consequently, CL and CD analyses try to bring ¢iitlithe subliminal meaning that is
encoded in the language use rather than focusintp@rcontent, which sets them apart

from other areas of research.

So in CL it is believed that the powerful use laage as a tool for exercising control over
the less powerful. However, the issue of power isnare complex one. In critical
linguistics two kinds of power are distinguishednrely power within discourse and
power outside of it. The latter is said to be reinéd by the former and vice versa i.e.
those groups that are socially more powerful (primadue to socio-political
circumstances) can also control the power relationthe discourse, which then again
serve to consolidate the power relations outsidén@fdiscourse (Fairclough 2001: 46). In
short, it is assumed that there is a very clos@ecion between discourse and society. For
that reason, an understanding of discourse is sage$or the understanding of society
This assumption that the central task of sociarsms is to transform society goes back to
the influence of the critical theory of the Frankf8chool, which inherited this view from
Marxism. For this reason there is such a strongheciion between critical science and

political practice (Maingueneau 2006: 229).

The task that CL sets itself, viz. to make peoplara of the alleged manipulation, can
only be achieved by a wide circulation of the catilinguistic ideas. Consequently, they
do not regard it as sufficient to be limited toglinstics, rather its practitioners want to
make it accessible to non-linguists as well (eawler et al. 1979: 4), which is why the
approach is constructed in a way that also enaelesarchers from other disciplines to
apply it. Due to the emancipatory goal, there amestant appeals to interdisciplinarity,
which can be found throughout CL (e.g. Kress andig¢o1979: 3), but the theoretical



-8-

basis is itself marked by the inclusion of elemédrdm other disciplines such as sociology.
Also there is an expansion of traditional theomdtinguistics, which was criticized for
being limited to syntactic theory. CL particulamhcluded cognitive and social aspects, for
its practitioners (ibid: 13) believe that “a fullanderstanding of social and psychological
reality is the real goal of linguistics”. This fr@work about ideology has a number of
other consequences, for example, that the focukeofesearch rests almost solely on the
text, while processes of production and consumptwe not adequately analyzed.
Additionally, the dominance of the ideology isserésponsible for the choice of the
material that is examined. Since ideology is saidé¢ omnipresent, potentially all kinds of
texts can be subjected to a CL analysis. Yet mesgarch is conducted on media texts,
primarily because they have a large circulationarom that, another characteristic of
the material is that CL-practitioners are “takirgytheir subjects real, socially situated and
usually complete texts” (Fowler/ Kress 1979b: 10&)the analysis of invented text cannot
yield any insight in ideological manipulation.

Halliday’s work was already mentioned, but he gaae to CL than just the assumption
about the multifunctionality of language. His Sysite Functional Linguistics (henceforth
SFL) provided the enterprise with the tools for awering the ideology that was assumed
to be in the text. By picking those elements froRL $hat seemed the most fruitful and
combining them with concepts from other approadsash as transformations), a critical
linguistic toolkit for textual analysis was genet Most prominent for analyzing the
concealment of truth, were the concepts of transifinominalization, and passivization
(O’Halloran 2003: 16). All of these three concegtizyed central in CDA and therefore a
closer discussion will follow in the course of thieesis. The emphasis on these devices is
grounded in the fact that CL sees ideological malaippn as particularly happening by
mystification i.e. the major concern in CL is theegtion whether responsible agents of

actions or responsibility as such are obfuscatetbemphasized.

2.2. Elaboration of the approach: Critical Discourg Analysis
Many weak spots of critical linguistics were pouhteut, but this only meant the end of

CL, not of the critical linguistic project as sudhstead a new approach called CDA has

developed out of the work that was done by Critldaguists, primarily as a result of the



-9-

alleged remedying of CL’'s weaknesses (which willdiscussed in more detail below).
The term CDA was first used in 1985 by Norman Haturgh, the person who is considered
to be the most significant in bringing CDA into begi (e.g. Widdowson 1996: 57).
Particularly two of his publications were respotesitor the development of CDA, namely
Language and Powef1989) andDiscourse and Social Chand&992), whereby in the
latter Fairlcough sets forth an outline of the noeltho which prospective CD analysts can
refer to. The rise of CDA was also fueled by theeegence of the journddiscourse &
Society(which was started by Van Dijk in 1990). AccorditoyFairclough (2001: 5), the
approach was created by taking elements from variaweas of linguistics such as
“sociolinguistics, pragmatics, cognitive psycholpgyand artificial intelligence,
conversation and discourse analysis” and addingite@at perspective. Here it already
becomes evident that the key tenets of CL werentaker (such as the critical way of
looking at society), while at the same time a wrdage of further approaches were
integrated as well. Nowadays CDA is an extremelyytar approach. In his second edition
of Language and PowelFairclough (2001: ix) writes that it has even axged to other
disciplines than linguistics, attracting “consid@einterest”. A possible reason for this
popularity may be “the linguistic turn in philosgpland the social sciences, which has
shaped much twentieth century thought” (Hammer$g97: 237).

The distinctiveness of CDA as compared to CL isl $ailie particularly in the supposed

improvements that were made with regard to CL'dfematic aspects. In CL, Fairclough
(1992: 28) complains, the analysis of discoursalnsost exclusively concerned with the
textual analysis, thus leaving its production anterpretation (in the sense of text
consumption) unconsidered. This weakness of CLahasady been observed by Boyd-
Barnett (1994: 31) when he described the works dwyl& as having “a tendency towards
the classic fallacy of attributing particular ‘réags’ to readers or media ‘effects’, solely
on the basis of textual analysis”. So CD analyktsrcto be different to CL, because they
include a more elaborate investigation of the cantdowever, in reality the context only

serves as a supplement for the textual analysigeBsrding the visual representation of
Fairclough’s three-dimensional model, we can alyeatke that the processes of
consumption and production play a subordinate tolthe text and its linguistic features.

The model will be discussed later, but here impartant to note that the text is still at the

core, while the discursive and the social practioesstitute the outer layers. Elsewhere
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Fairclough (1992: 232) also explicitly admits thhe investigation of text is the most
crucial of the three dimensions.

Process of production

Text Description (text analysis)

_\
Process of interpretation //

Discourse practice

Sociocultural practice /

(Situational; institutional; societal)

> Interpretation (processing analysis)

>Explanarion (social analysis)

Dimensions of discourse Dimensions of discourse analysis

Figure 1: Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of dcourse (taken from: Fairclough
1995b: 98)

Widdowson (2004: 166) draws attention to anotheakmess with this regard: there is no
unified framework for analyzing the context. No iration is given as to which contextual
aspects are relevant to which textual featuresmAtee following account by Fairclough
(1995h: 9) it becomes evident that this major foonsthe textual level has not yet been
overcome: the
principle that textual analysis should be combingth analysis of practices of
production and consumption has not been adequafsyationalized in the
papers collected here.
So, in spite of the constant insistence that theecd is crucial, Fairclough admits that the
tools he provides do not suffice to analyze it. Bus does not seem to bother Fairclough.
Instead, the subsequent analyses (and most ofthiee works that build on Fairclough’s

model) simply include an unsystematic descriptibthe context. Not only do they avoid
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collecting any empirical data about the context,ibumany cases they do not even refer to
research that might help to contextualize the aealydata. So the theoretical framework
seems richer than that of CL, but the failure terafionalize it poses serious dangers to its
validity as an analytic tool. There is another peatbwith the predominance of the analysis
of the textual dimension. Despite its centralitye techniques for the linguistic analysis
have hardly been developed further since they aeigpted from CL, thus leaving the
very core of the method outdated (O’Halloran 2008). Although the linguistic analysis
remained the most crucial dimension, it has nonb®eanded and developed, while a
plethora of theoretical considerations have beergetkinto an extension of the preceding
works of CL. Thus Toolan (1997: 93) comments thgbbd often, an elaborate theoretical
and interpretative superstructure is build uponfthdest of text-linguistic foundations.”
But even though so many theoretical works were @diae¢he transition to CDA, the core
theoretical underpinning was not altered. The megsources that informed CL are still
essential to CDA, which are primarily the critigaérspective, Halliday’'s SFL and the
Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. The only theoretical reseuthat was added in CDA and seems

to be of equal importance, are the works by Foucaul

Another flaw of CL that CDA has overcome accordiag-airclough (1995a: 28), is that
the analysis in CL is limited to clauses. Stricgfyeaking, CL would not even qualify as a
form of discourse analysis, because discourse sisalgccording to CDA standards (e.g.
Stubbs 1983: 2), is used to refer to studying lagguabove the clause or above the
sentence. Thus CDA claims not to deal solely wgblated clauses, but with the
organization of the whole text and other largeguistic units. Fairclough (1992: 29)
believes that ideological significance can alsddusd in other aspects than grammar and

vocabulary, for example in the argumentative oratare structures of a text.

Moreover, CDA dismisses the idea of a monocaus&ceff discourse. Instead it is
viewed as a space of social struggle. Hence, santlcultural change can take place and
this change has to be analyzed as well (Faircld@§?: 29). Again, what CDA says is not
what CDA does. As | will show in the course of tthesis, much of CDA work builds on
the assumption that the readers are absolutelyniesgeand that they have hardly any role

to play in the construction of meaning.
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To put it in a nutshell, the key tenets of CL afeoathe key tenets of CDA. The
groundbreaking innovations are to be found in theergence of CL, not in its
development to CDA. Moreover, the shortcomings bft@at are claimed to have been
remedied are in fact still present. So it is astdaghly doubtable whether CL and CDA
are different to an extent that justifies them éotieated as different approaches, like it is
being done by Fairclough. The argument that theysamilar is substantiated by the fact
that some of the founders of CL nowadays have fiwgulty to consider themselves to be
CD analysts. Hodge and Kress (e.g. 1988), for exanwork within the frame of an
approach that has been labeled ‘social semiotieBich Fairclough and Wodak (1997:
264) regard as an approach to CD¥. a matter of fact, CDA representatives themselves
do not always find it necessary to make a distimchetween CL and CDA. Van Leeuwen
(1996: 38) makes reference to a classic CL artiglérew (1979) as a traditional article of
CDA. Van Dijk (2007: xxiv-xxv) suggests that CLassubdiscipline of CDA:

At the end of the 1970s, another direction of redeamerged in the study of

discourse: Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), ongily introduced in a

seminal book by Roger Fowler, Gunther Kress, Bolld#oand Tony Trew,
Language and ContrdLl979)

Subsequently, the contributions of Fairclough, Wkodad Van Dijk himself are described
as developments of CL. This is an indication thBXAQrepresentatives themselves are in
disagreement about the relation between CL and Gid¥ch can be explained by the fact
that the development of CDA in the last few decadesharacterized by processes of
divergence. Even within CDA it is claimed that #ere significant differences between
certain branches of research, which will be théctopthe next section.

2.3. Branches of CDA
CDA is an extremely heterogeneous approach. YeGDW literature often three major

strands are identified, namely the dialecticaltfefal approach, the socio-cognitive
approach and the discourse-historical approacthisrsection | will present these branches
and their alleged distinctive features, followedabgrief discussion about whether they are
in fact as distinct as it is claimed. Generallye thfferences are said to be present on three
levels. They deviate in the material that is anatyzhe methodology, and in the some of

the theoretical key thinkers.



13-

The first and definitely most influential form oD@ is represented by Norman Fairclough
(e.g. 1989, 1992), who labels the branch the “dtalel-relational approach” (e.g.
Fairclough 2009). It is the strand of CDA which is&he closest connection to CL,
especially because the textual features are stileacenter of the analysis. Consequently,
the SFL of Halliday is essential to Fairclough, vaees it is less significant for Wodak and
Van Dijk. Another central input for Fairclough atee works of Marx (ibid.). “Fairclough
focuses upon social conflict in the Marxian tramhtiand tries to detect its linguistic
manifestation in discourse” (Wodak/ Meyer 2009:. 27is interest lies in the “relationship

between socio-cultural change and discursive cHai@arclough/ Wodak 1997: 264).

The second branch is primarily associated with T&an Dijk, which he himself labels
“sociocognitive’ discourse analysis” (e.g. Van BR009: 64). Like Fairclough, Van Dijk
has a tripartite conception of discourse, but hiskws the investigation of a “discourse-
cognition-society triangle” (ibid.), which meansathapart from the analysis of text and
wider social structures, he also concentrates gniton processes (e.g. Van Dijk 1995a:
30). It is the focus on cognition that he claimskesthe branch different to others. He is
concerned with the “mental representations angtheesses of language users when they
produce and comprehend discourse and participaterbval interaction” (Van Dijk 2009:
64). He also sets himself the task to relate thgnitive analysis to discourse and society,
whereby the issues of inequality in power stay regr{tbid.). Due to the different focus,
Van Dijk also draws on theoretical resources thatrmt common to Fairclough’s version
of CDA, for example on Moscovici. It is also notahihat he pays little attention to
Halliday (Wodak/ Meyer 2009: 20-21), which can bglained by the fact that Van Dijk
puts his focus on lexis and larger textual strieggunstead of carrying out investigations on
the clause level. In short, Van Dijk, like Woda#tkés works about social cognition as the

impetus for his research, rather than linguisteoties such as SFL.

The third major strand of CDA is known as the ‘discse-historical approach’ (e.g.
Wodak 2009) and its most prominent representavieuth Wodak (e.g. 1995, 2009). As
the name suggests, Wodak’s primary object of sardynon-contemporary texts, which is
why the process of contextualization is stressedentban in other CDA research.
According to Wodak (1996: 3) the context and the tee assigned equal weight. So the
methodological focus slightly shifts from the arsadyof the text to the collection and

integration of background knowledge (ibid.: 209etYhere still is no operationalization
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i.e. no method to investigate the context systerabiyi The theoretical underpinning for
the discourse-historical approach is primarily pded by the critical theory and to a lesser

extent also by symbolic interactionalism (WodakAie2009: 20).

There are also differences in the material thessethesearchers investigate: Fairclough is
dealing with topics such as neo-liberalism or gldaéion (e.g. 2000), Van Dijk primarily
focuses on racism and discrimination of minoritiesmass media communication (e.qg.
1980, 1991), and Wodak examines anti-Semitism (#9§0) and sexism (e.g. 1997).
According to Wodak and Meyer (2009: 19-20) the chaf topics makes a difference with
regard to the perspectives of the analyses. Whétaiaslough and to a lesser extent Van
Dijk are concerned with macro topics, Wodak death weso-topics. This has the effect
that the former tend to work deductively and mdrstaactly, whereas the latter’s activities
can be characterized as inductive, which also méwidetailed case studies often serve

as a starting point.

In this thesis for the most part | will be dealwgh Fairclough’s branch of CDA, for two
reasons: first, his approach is the closest taulsigs. Secondly, he can be identified as
CDA'’s “most impressive and influential practitioh€wWiddowson 2004: 90). Since | will
be dealing with press releases in my analysis]lirefier to some of Van Dijk’'s works as
well, because he is the central figure in the gisee when it comes down to the study of
mass media discourse. Nevertheless, | assumehéatriticism | utter may be equally
applied to all strands of CDA. As a matter of fabe disparities between the individual
strands seem to be insignificant, since the prasednd the core assumptions appear to be
the same. Consider, for example, Van Dijk’s argumiat his research is different,
because it takes into account aspects of cogni@oncloser examination it gets clear that
the same is done by other CD analysts as well.h€mtquestions about the connection
between language forms and the way people thinlalagecentral. Therefore the creation
of mental representation through discourse is somgthat all CD analysts try to explore.
Despite the different discourse triangles that dfairgh and Van Dijk provide, the key
components in their research stay the same, sutéxgssocial structures, and cognitive
aspects. The only difference is that Van Dijk stessthe cognitive aspects more often and
is more explicit about them. The work of Wodak ksoanot significantly different from
that of Fairclough. She does shift her attentioayavom the text towards the collection of

data for contextualization, but in the end her pcas are similar to those of Fairclough.
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The contextual data are gathered unsystematicallly serve the same purpose in both
strands, viz. to support the interpretation of thsearcher, which is the crux of a CD
analysis. So the major difference between the tbraaches seems to lie in the material
that they analyze, whereas the procedures of aaaysl the theoretical underpinning are

similar to a large extent. Hence, all strands sh@esame problematic aspects.
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3. Theoretical foundation of the thesis
A large number of problems about CDA have alrea@gnb pointed out since its

emergence. There are three main standpoints fromhwtmese criticisms have been
uttered. First, there is critique from CD analy#ismselves (e.g. Michael Stubbs). The
second sort of criticism comes from the field ofplegd linguistics (e.g. Henry
Widdowson). Finally, some authors observe shortogswwith regard to the philosophical
aspects of CDA (e.g. Martyn Hammersley). | will tbuupon several of them in the course
of my argumentation, but my focus is on CDA’s didi@as regards its scientific value. The
theory that lies behind my entire argument, nanteft CDA is to be dismissed as an
academic discipline, is critical rationalism, whidn the most part was developed by Karl
Popper. At the core of the approach lies the ppiecof falsification. With regard to this
principle theories can never be proven to be alslglirue and therefore they have to be
constantly exposed to refutation efforts (Poppé&21225). Theories are only valid as long
as they are not proven to be wrong and it is exgoketttat the falsification of each theory is
inevitable. So the work of a scientist is seenhas fdroposing of tentative solutions to a
problem. The important thing to note here is tlingt probability of a theory being true
cannot be increased by resisting multiple attenptsalsification (Popper 1987: 106).
Nevertheless, there is scientific progress, becasss theory that is superior to its
predecessor is a bit closer to truth, albeit ipiebably wrong (Chalmers 1999: 157).
Scientific progress can therefore be viewed assgmptotic approximation to truth. It is in
this principle, in the tradition of being skeptictilat Popper sees the only way of attaining
objectivity in science. Hence, objectivity cannetdchieved through objective researchers
— this is unattainable, since it is not possiblgéoceive the world free from subjective
determinants —, but in the mutual critique of diéf® scientists (Popper 1987: 112).
Critical rationalism excludes from science thoserapches that do not meet the
requirement of refutability. There is also a gradof the quality of a theory. A theory is
better the more prone it is to falsification. Thiscourse leads to the situation that more
precise and unambiguous assumptions are prefeoredose that are vague (Chalmers
1999: 44-45).

This implies that each theory and hypothesis ndedse formulated in a way where
refutation is possible, meaning that it is obligedmeet scientific criteria such as a clear
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theoretical basis, methodology and operationaledefinitions. CDA has deficits in all of
these areas. In this sense | will try to show holw &d CDA make unchallengeable
assumptions and are therefore not to be regardsdiexstific approaches. Nevertheless, |
want to stress once more that | believe that alitapproaches to style can be extremely
thought provoking, but it is their claim to be atademic discipline that | refute. Unlike
Feyerabend (e.g. 1987), | am convinced that scibasecertain distinct features that other

‘ideologies’ (as he calls them) do not possess.

One major argument against critical linguisticsl g based on the critique of the critical
perspective. This may seem like a contradictiothaffirst glance, since my thesis is also a
critical account, but “the term critical can denat¢ellectual analysis as distinct from
ideological interpretation” (Widdowson 1995: 159he word critical in CL and CDA
implies, among other things, that there is a stnoigng of science and non-science (in
the case of critical linguistics there is no cldatinction between political conviction and
academic work), something that Popper (1987: 1&ék sas a serious weakness in the
scientific area. He states that there are cleaignsific and clearly non-scientific values.
Even though their mingling is inevitable, it is tthety of a researcher to resist it as much as
possible, something that is clearly not the casesearch from a critical perspective. But
Popper acknowledges that the demand for valuetksearch is in itself a value and
therefore paradoxical. Hence, the most importaimtgths again to make the approach
accessible to criticism in order to enable otherpaint to this mixing of scientific and
non-scientific values (ibid.: 115). On that accothe academic ideal of objectivity, even
though unattainable by a single researcher, caachieved by mutual challenging within

the scientific community.

3.1. The distinction between science and non-scienc
In this section | shall look at what the criticationalists’ views about the specific

characteristics of science are. There are two opgasgewpoints about what is considered
as science and what not, viz. the ‘relationaliststd the ‘rationalists’. Falsificationism
(apart from inductivism) is the most influential prpach within the latter category.
Relationalism on the other hand is constituted loyk& such as those of Thomas Kuhn

(e.g. 1979), who describes the change of resear@digms. Rationalists assume that there
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is an eternal criterion that can be used to astesyalue of a theory and its status as
science. In Popper’'s case the criterion is theifii@tslity of a theory i.e. this is the
yardstick for evaluating all theories in history h@mers 1999: 103). According to
relativistic thought, the evaluation of scientiffeeories is determined by the individual or
the society, whereby the criteria depend on whairtividual and the society decide to be
important (ibid.: 104). Representative of this Ky is Kuhn's (1979: 106) statement that
the highest norm of assessment is the acceptandbebgociety. His works about the
structure of scientific revolutions suggest thaestfic standards vary according to the
prevailing research paradigm. A paradigm is an estjoned general orientation in whose
light research is carried out. Different paradigare incommensurable, meaning that a
person can only work within one paradigm at a tiamel therefore it is impossible to
compare different paradigms in order to determiheckvone is superior (Poser 2004: 150-
151). So scientific standards vary with regardhte paradigm and therefore there are no
eternally fixed requirements which the theorieseneovmeet in order to pass as scientific.
Poser (2004: 144-145) illustrates Kuhn’s work witike different paradigms in the study of
literature. In different periods, different ideats interpretation existed such as the
interpretation on solely text-internal featureg thterpretation on the basis of the author’s
life and so forth. In each of these paradigms thg of interpreting is different, but also
the standards that determine whether somethingast#fic work.

But Kuhn’s conception is problematic. Due to theammensurability idea it becomes
impossible to utter critique about the criteriatthge used to distinguish science from non-
science, from outside the paradigm. So a relatisihapproach does not provide a
theoretical underpinning that can help to evaluae scientific value of CDA and to
compare it to other approaches to discourse amsalyberefore, my thesis is guided by the
distinction proposed by the rationalists, more éyathe question whether something is to
be considered as scientific depends on the pasgitnl refute the claims that are being
made. As | will show, a high falsifiability goesrdhin hand with the systematicity and
preciseness of an approach, which are issues thdl bhe exploring in this thesis. But |
will not limit myself to the investigation of CDAsaa theory. Fairclough (1995b: 1) insists
that besides being a theory, CDA is also a methodrder to assess its value as a method
I will work with the criteria of validity and relaility.
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3.2. Assessing CDA's quality with the criteria of alidity and reliability
First, it needs to be specified what kind of meti2iA is or wants to be with regard to the

classic dichotomy between qualitative and quamtgatresearch. Even though this
distinction is questioned increasingly nowadaysniiHeersley 1992: 159-173; Frih 2001:
67; Mayring 2003: 19), the critical analyses oflestgan be said to be rather leaning
towards the qualitative paradigm, albeit the inseghtendency to use corpus linguistics
strengthens the quantitative dimension. Still, nafghe work is done without the help of
corpora and even if they are used, they play onBupportive role, since the way the
isolated features function with regard to each ottamnot be explained only by counting
their occurrences. This is why the quality of CDike that of all qualitative methods, has
to be evaluated with regard to two major criteiamely ‘validity’ and ‘reliability’. The
former indicates whether the method measures wisaiould, whereas the latter describes
how exact the results of the measurement are (Kutiler 1986: 19). CDA, like its
predecessor CL, has weaknesses in both arease huthanities it is impossible to obtain
absolute validity, but there is a continuum alongoh the validities of different methods
can be compared. Validity is mainly, but not exslak/, a problem due to CDA’s wrong
assumption (although denied in the theoretical udisions) that one is able to read off
meanings from the text itself. As | will discusssiection 4.3.2.3., it is not the interpretation
of the reader that the CD practitioner examines,ratiner his own. Therefore CDA does

not deliver valid data i.e. the analysis does miptghto light what it claims to do.

CDA also fails to meet the standards of reliahility order to achieve a high reliability,
different researchers using the same instrumentidlaorive at the same results. Again the
problem in the humanities is that absolutely hommogis measurements are unattainable,
but the closer the results get, the more relidiéenethod. My quasi-analysis, as well as
various re-readings of texts that CDA practitiongngalyzed, demonstrate that the method
is weak on reliability. If a method can be usedptove two diametrically opposed
assumptions, then it is not reliable and thereftwausefulness as a scientific method is
doubtful. We would also stop using a thermometat trelivers two extremely divergent
results even though the measurement is performethe@rsame person within the same
context. CD analysts admit that the methodology thevide can be used for different

ways of reading, which is eventually the confesglmat CDA is not to be considered as a
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method. However, its representatives know how to the disadvantages into advantages.
In section 3.5. | will show how this weakness isusicated.

3.3. Getting immune to criticism
Now that | have sketched the development of CDA mnadle clear that I will judge the

scientific value of the approach according to fability, validity and reliability, 1 will
suggest that CDA uses two meta-strategies to obsmme of its weaknesses. The first is
the suppression of rationality by charging the asston with emotional elements. CDA
practitioners present science as a battlefieldnaganjustice and oppression. The systems
of morality and science are mixed. This mixing @ problematic per se, but in CDA the
appeal to the moral is put above the rational. 3émnd strategy is to make the approach
insusceptible to falsification attempts, which higved by having a broad theoretical
basis, which enables CD analysts to select themeegits that suit their argumentation. |
will present these two strategies in more detaithi@ subsequent sections, whereby the

latter one will also be given the entire fourthtgetfor the purpose of illustration.

3.3.1. Emancipation: Using the good cause as a dHdiagainst critique
CDA's already described conception of ideology k#al the fostering of the fear about

subconscious manipulation, which is crucial fomging in aspects of emotionality. This
works in two ways. First, spreading fear by theuamgnt of possible subconscious
manipulation and, secondly, by portraying CDA aes sblution to this problem. Regarding
the former, here is what Fairclough (1992: 90) toasay:
It should not be assumed that people are awateedatieological dimensions of
their own practice. ldeologies built into convensomay be more or less

naturalized and automatized, and people may firdifficult to comprehend
that their normal practices could have specifioidgical investments.

So ideologies are transmitted subconsciously inem@ryday practices and they prevent
the individual from emancipation. The only possikibf making people aware of the ways
they are manipulated is by critical linguistic istigations of texts. By proposing CDA as
a tool for uncovering these negative ideologies,@IDA approach automatically becomes
emotionally charged. This is a key characterisficrtical linguistics that Widdowson

(1998: 149) calls “an appeal to moral conscienBg’representing this branch of research
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as something deeply moral, the questions whetlgeattuments are coherent and whether
procedures are valid become obsolete (ibid.). Thexdt is not surprising that CDA is
described as “a movement whose adherents (‘expartsbt) are often less interested in
discovering the truth than in proclaiming it” (Tymtt-Drake 1999: 1088). Widdowson
(1995h: 512) goes even further when he calls fearrcise in persuasion”.

Of course it is tempting to believe that by enggginto critical linguistics one might
contribute to a good cause by showing how inedaalénd discrimination work in order
to improve the situation of the suppressed. Howeater distinction between good and bad
is not as clear as it is presented. Van Dijk’'s canta about the aims of scholarship
illustrate the lack of explicitness. He argues ttla@nge is necessary in the world (Van
Dijk 1993a: 131). Elsewhere (1994: 436), he dessrithanging the world of discourse as
“the ultimate scholarly aim”. However, on both osicas he fails to effectively describe
the direction and the nature of the change he ékisg to achieve. Two problematic
aspects are involved here: first, the less speaifataim, goal or hypothesis, the harder it
can be refuted and therefore the scientific vakm@hses. Secondly, Van Dijk is imposing
his (political) opinion that change is necessany dismisses all research that does not aim
for changing the world (e.g. descriptive linguisjicBy doing so, CDA is occupying the
moral high ground, which for Tyrwhitt-Drake (1998087) is the most worrying element
of the theory. These scholars “set themselves ua kimd of gatekeepers of the truth”
(ibid.: 1088). He supports his argument with a Ro@m point, namely that doubt and
debate are what is needed for human progress:dlzenritical discourse analyst does not
and cannot qualify one individual to say what ighti or wrong more than any other
individual” (ibid.). Critical linguists put their oral standards over the principle of
rationality. One might argue that this does not enakdifference as long as it helps to
improve the world, but the problem is more complean that. By providing a toolkit that
can give scientific support for any preconceiveamnl it also becomes accessible to those
that might misuse it for not so noble causes (Widst;m 1998: 150, 2004: 164). Poole
(2010: 149-151) demonstrated that it is indeed iptesto use CDA to support all sorts of
beliefs i.e. also such beliefs that are opposethtse of CD analysts. Poole critically
examined an article from tHgocialist Workera left-wing newspaper. By employing the
selective linguistic analysis that is the majorltod CDA, he “revealed” a left-wing

ideology.
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Two ways can be observed in which the moral elenseexploited to contribute to CDA'’s
Immunization against critique. The first way isn@rk any criticism about the method as
an attack on the good cause. This is extremely etang, since it creates a totalizing
discourse of itself that does not allow for acadedebates. Immunizing opinions from
critical reflection is in fact a direct attack otientific progress. For that reason the critics
of CDA are constantly forced to legitimize theiitique. The most prominent critic Henry
Widdowson, for instance, does not tire of explagnihat it is not the goals he disagrees
with, but only the method. Here is his stance:

what | want to stress here is that it is not theseaof CDA that | call into

question, for it is one that, as will be evidemnfr my earlier comments, |

wholeheartedly endorse. Where | take issue with CGBAn the mode of

analysis and interpretation it adopts by way of npotng this cause”
(Widdowson 2004: ix).

The second way in which CDA obstructs diversifiegstific discussion becomes evident
in Fairclough’s response to Widdowson's argumerdt teDA is itself ideological.
Fairclough (1996: 53) asserts that Widdowson daesadcial subject as constituted before
the discourse and that he works with the concep @fee society, constituted by free
individuals. Here Fairclough draws up a binary apfion between approaches that believe
that social practices can be used to do ideologvcek and those who do not. As a result,
all opposed approaches are seen as transmittingpglethemselves, since they claim that
social practices do not help to strengthen ideekgHence, CDA constructs a ‘with us’ or
‘against us’ situation, in which a reasonable coesition of the other side’s arguments is
impossible. Note though, that again there is ardEncy between what CD analysts argue
and what their approach in fact implies. Here igdf@augh’s (2003: 15) comment about
critical and non-critical social sciences:

Neither approach is ‘objective’ in a simple seris®h approaches are based in

particular interests and perspectives, but thas da# prevent either of them
being perfectly good social science.

But as | have demonstrated, according to the lofiaritical research this is not the case.
Non-critical sciences are seen as either maniplldtemselves by the ideology — this
would suggest that they cannot see past the idg@nd therefore their work cannot make
a contribution to emancipation — or even worsec@ssciously supporting the existing

power relations.



-23-

Now the question needs to be asked as to whatfiggalhe CD analyst more than any
other reader to be the judge over moral issuescddfse nobody would argue that, for
instance, the fight against racism in the mass anednot laudable, but not all causes are
that clear. Let me illustrate this with Fairclouglstruggle against globalization. A large
number of people do not share his views, but Faugh argues as if it were self evident
that globalization does more harm than good. Thetp@am trying to make is that as soon
as you place moral judgments (no matter how obvitey might be) over academic
principles, you have taken the first step to drgtdown the slippery slope towards science

losing its distinctiveness from other realms suglpalitics.

Finally, | would argue that neglecting scientiftasdards does damage to scientific inquiry
and to its authority. The distinctive charactecisif academic work is that it is bound by
conventions such as replicability, intersubjecyivand the striving for objectivity Science
has a certain authority, because it keeps to thoseiples and if it ceases to do so, it loses
its specific advantage to be able to contributéhéoprogress of the world. Hence, | suggest
that CDA risks gambling away this privileged pasiti If scientific research does not
follow systematic principles, but only interpretsdagives isolated textual examples to
support its view, the question must be asked aghtt makes a CDA reading more valid
than any other. The answer is that preference dhoatl be given to the interpretation of
CD analysts, since they are only pretending toycaut analyses, when in fact they are
doing the same as people in everyday life. Eachsodvill notice certain formal features
once in a while and will have the feeling that tineye a particular effect, but this does not
make us analysts. Scientific inquiry needs to beratterized by systematicity, but as the
subsequent sections will demonstrate, this ismtase in CDA.

3.3.2. The patchwork principle
This section is intended to point to the shortcayairegarding the lack of systematicity. It

serves to develop my main argument in this thesisich will then be illustrated
throughout the entire fourth section. The only ghithat CDA is consistent in is its
inconsistency, for it works with what Widdowson (®@b: 17) calls the “patchwork

principle”. It means that you pick whatever suitsuy argumentation, while disregarding

! Despite the fact that most researchers doubathetlute objectivity can be reached, it still fumgs as a
directive.
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what is inconvenient. Widdowson uses the term wathard to the actual analyses that are
carried out, but | will employ it in a broader senswill demonstrate how the multitude of
theoretical resources is incorporated accordinigprinciple. Whatever is advantageous
is taken over. At the same time other elementsheftheories are either disregarded or
substituted by other theoretical references. Bloemnand Bulcaen (2000: 454) have
already noticed that the theoretical sources ateintegrated systematically: “[o]ne can
also note that the universe of mobilized sourceskad to support the CDA program is

selective”.

I will start by discussing those problematic eletsehat have been derived by CDA from
literary criticism and stylistics. Then the mogrsficant contributions from the very broad
range of sociological approaches will be portrayfllowed by a discussion of the
linguistic resources that are drawn upon. The pynfiacus will be on how the patchwork
principle is used to obstruct attempts of falstica. Finally, | will move to the actual
analysis and show how the contributions from lisgjas are put to expedient use.

A very strong indicator for the lack of systematidis the absence of a rigid theoretical
framework. A number of collections of essays haeerbpublished in order to give

potential students and researchers in the aredeanof what the analyses should look like,
but instead of clear guidance only check-lists@mided (e.g. Fowler and Kress 1979b:
198-213, Fairclough 1992: 225-240; 2001: 92-11®32091-194). But these checklists do
not have to be followed. Rather they are to be s&ea collection of tools from which the

researcher can choose whatever he need in ordprote his interpretation. Here is

Fairclough (1992: 89) telling prospective CD antdythat they are not bound to any ex
ante defined procedures in their analysis:

A rigid opposition between ‘content’ or ‘meaningida‘form’, is misleading

because the meanings of texts are closely inteetivimith the forms of texts,
and formal features of texts at various levels ip@ydeologically invested.

The important thing to notice in this passage ishim last line, where Fairclough implies

that it is not expedient to define a procedure ®fauld be used for each and every
analysis, since there may be, but does not hatse ideological investment at more levels
and the texts also differ as to which degree dqudat level is invested. Instead, it is up to

the CDA practitioner to decide what feature shdaddanalyzed. And it is exactly this lack

of rigid guidelines that may be one of the readonshe attractiveness of the approach.
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4. The groundwork of CDA and its problems

As | will show, CDA works by selecting differentabretical resources and by fusing them
together, but nowhere is it acknowledged that edc¢he contributing theories has its own
shortcomings. Moreover, the impression is convekgiatithere are no difficulties in mixing
the works of so many different scholars such asxiMBoucault or Habermas, and their
application in CDA is not discussed. The best eXangb this is Hallidayan grammar,
which is presented as the major linguistic resqubte there is no discussion about its
problems and its transferability to critical lingtics. Therefore questions such as which
elements of it to apply and which not, are compyetdisregarded. The list of such
seemingly direct and simple incorporations is muahger. Nothing is presented as
problematic “There is no grappling here with irgetual uncertainties, no confrontation of
opposing paradigms” (Widdowson 2004: 168). Thas¢hissues are not broached by CDA
representatives is once more emblematic of thduréato be an academic discipline. It is
the absence of skepticism and self reflection, @male all of openness to testability, that
makes it so problematic. Before | turn to the imdiinal contributions, it is necessary to
discuss another problem that arises from the fusfauch a large number of approaches,

namely the heterogeneity.

4.1. The lack of uniformity
The deficit CDA has concerning systematicity aneiaclprocedures is exacerbated by its

diversity of theoretical influences. The focus be tenterprise is uncertain and Toolan
(1997: 99) says that it has already become metbgaally fragmented. Hence Fowler’'s

(1996: 12) fear that “the compactness of the oalgamalytic methodology will dissipate”,

has come true. What holds CDA together is not #athmethodological framework, but

the critical way of looking at society. In Van Dgk(1993a: 131) words: CDA is “a shared
perspective on doing linguistic, semiotic or disseuanalysis”. Apart from the same
political conviction, all practitioners share thelibf that there is a strong link between
language and power But the missing uniformity is problematic with geed to

Fairclough’s (1995b: 1) claim that CDA is “an artadyframework — a theory and method

% This is by no means something that only lingusstias experienced: there is hardly any acadentit fie
where no critical perspective exists (Hammersle§71237).
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— for studying language in its relation to powed adeology”. If, as Fairclough notes
elsewhere (2003: 210), CDA is able to absorb amutaggiate methods such as corpus
linguistics, then it is at best a collection of hmedologies. CDA works witlanything-goes
guidelines: as long as it helps the purpose, ththodelogy is irrelevant. So it is not
justified to call it a method. But it is not exacth theory either. Faircloughlsanguage
and Power(1989), despite claims to the contrary, did noteley a theory, but was rather
a “corpus of analytic techniques” (Luke 2002: 9Bgnnycook (2001: 25) even speaks of
an “animosity to theory”. Moreover, it has to bepkén mind that retrospectively there
were efforts to make CDA more plausible and moreecent by integrating other works
from the field of discourse analysis (Blommaert éwlcaen 2000: 454). Van Dijk’s
(2007: xxxvii) insistence that CDA *“isot a method but a discipline [his emphasis]’seems
more plausible, since it accounts for the theoattmd methodological heterogeneity. But
regardless of the label, the lack of uniformity s2s problems that Fowler (1996: 6)
foresaw when he uttered his concern about this w@pakin critical linguistics and called
for unification, primarily based on a Hallidayaarfnework. For him the danger was

that ‘critical linguistics’ in the hands of praatihers of diverse intellectual

persuasions will come to mean loosely any poliycakell-intentioned analytic

work on language and ideology, regardless of methecdhnical grasp of
linguistic theory, or historical validity of intergtations.

But the transition to CDA meant an even greatepridigcal heterogeneity, rather than
making the method more compact and more systemiatitead of establishing clear
guidelines and developing a fully-fledged theorypansion has made the approach more
elusive. But Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999: argue explicitly against a stabilization
of CDA, because they fear that this would “comprenihe developing capacity of CDA
to shed light on the dialectic of the semiotic ahd social in a wide variety of social
practices”. Therefore methodological and theoréticamsistency is strictly rejected. But
this contradicts what Fairclough argued with Wotla& years earlier (1997: 259), namely
that in order for CDA to be a scholarly disciplimés necessary that “standards of careful,
rigorous and systematic analysis apply with eqoedd to CDA as to other approaches”.
But are systematic and rigorous standards not tleormdriving forces behind

stabilization?

But the importance of unified and systematic proced is downplayed by CD

representatives. In spite of their repudiation ofetmodological homogenization,
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Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999: 17) do acknowketlgat it would be advantageous for
pedagogy. However, they miss an essential poiahilgy and standardization of method
are not only and advantage for pedagogy, but aecstone of any scientific research, since
it enables other members of the scientific comnyutaitjudge the value of the work that is
being carried out. Without it, there is no empiripeocedure that fulfills the criterion of
accountability (Widdowson 2004: 168).

In the following | will look at theoretical resowes from three areas, namely literary
criticism, sociology and linguistics. Concerning tlatter two the argument will be that the
sociological aspects prevail and make CDA lessroige. But before that, | will consider
CDA'’s connection to the study of literature, whe&xenumber of problems arise in the

absorption of analyzing techniques.

4.2. The roots in the study of literature
Critical linguistics owes much to the study of lgure and even though this might not be

stressed very often by CDA practitioners, there ragny indicators of this connection.
Within the study of literature there are two appioss that had an impact on critical
linguistics, namely traditional literary criticisand stylistics. From both CDA inherited
some problematic elements. As Widdowson (1998: I®erves, critical linguistics is
still reminiscent of their roots in literary critgam. But they hardly ever admit it, nor do
they bother to mention the connection between th&seareas. This is interesting, since
interdisciplinarity is proclaimed to be a majorussin the whole enterprise. However,
CDA is predominantly concerned with references doispolitical research, while the
links to literary criticism (and even linguisticaje constantly ignored (ibid.: 149). This can
be explained by the fact that critical linguistregards a distinction between literary and
non-literary texts as unjustified, since all cigim is seen as linguistic (e.g. Fowler 1986:
10). As a result, for them literary criticism doast exist (Widdowson 2000: 156).
Nevertheless, there are some instances in CL wihereshared past is mentioned quite
explicitely (e.g. Fowler 1996: 4). Fowler actuallyd not see the practices of literary
criticism as much different to those of CL, exctyt the latter was in the possession of a
better toolkit. And they indeed have in common anbhar of characteristics. Both are

convinced that there is an underlying meaning iexd, whereby genre and intertextuality
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are significant. Furthermore, both claim to hawspacial authority in shedding light on the
concealed meaning of a text (Widdowson 2000: Ib5/@@ditional literary critics were often
accused of using strongly evaluative language. higtvidrake (1999: 1084) shows CD
analysts to be doing the same thing in their aealy8ut why is there, despite all these
similarities, such a reluctance to point to thesenections? The reason can be found in a
remark by Fowler et al. (1979: 4), where it is gaaed that the hermeneutic element,
which is predominant in literary criticism, has had impact on the CL movement.
Hermeneutic here indicates that whenever in anaxdtiple understandings are possible,
this equivocation is solved by examining the largguaf a text. Ergo, the analyst is
concerned with the interpretation of the readet,vaithout actually consulting him. The
hermeneutic task is to read meaning from the tegtfiand this is a problem that | will be
discussing throughout this thesis. Engaging in le@entic practices also has the effect that
the researcher’s claim cannot be disproven, sincgay of eliciting data is accepted apart
from the interpretation of the researcher. The leexentic activities are not what CL and
particularly CDA practitioners would want to be essted with, hence the effort to
present their work as analysis. And it is here that can find the reason why such

reluctance exists among critical linguists to t@iout the connection to literary criticism.

However, in literary studies the advent of stytistichanged the research area and this
transformation is also reflected in critical lingtics. Literary criticism was increasingly
regarded as impressionistic and as insufficiertdigrdific. Combining the criticism of texts
with linguistic methodology was an attempt to defia more secure scientific footing for
the examination of literature. This was called listics’. Due to the primacy of the
linguistic elements and the resulting tools forlgsia, some authors regard stylistics as
more objective than traditional literary criticis(8impson 1993: 3). But not everybody
agrees with that definition of stylistics. Widdows(975: 117) does not see stylistics as a
substitute for literary criticism, rather “it carrgpare the way for it to operate more
efficiently”. He defines stylistics as occupying amclined position between literary
criticism and linguistics, it “is an area of mediat between [these] two disciplines” (ibid.:
4). In his view patrticularly learners can profiofin it, because stylistics “provide[s] the

means whereby the learner can relate a pieceeodiit writing with his own experience of

® Note that the use of evaluative language is nbtloerated in literary criticism, but in CDA it &so seen
as a tool for introducing ideologically chargedsquepositions into a text.
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language and so extend that experience” (ibid.).1&udt the definition of stylistics that
critical linguists work with is rather the formdfowler (1986: 3) quotes Halliday (1967),
who regards the application of linguistic models literature as superior to common
literary criticism, because it is more systematiod adoes not allow for citing only
convenient aspects of the text in order to proyeezonceived hypothesis. But regardless
of its scientific appearance, many see stylistissnat more solid or objective than
traditional literary criticism. Here is Fish (19898) assailing a stylistic analysis by
Ohmann (1969):

the enterprise is in trouble, not because it waill, fout because it will, in every
case, succeed [...] his interpretations will be dst@ary and unverifiable as
those of the most impressionistic critics.

As will become clear, this is also the principlatttCDA works with. The allegedly
impressionistic element of literary criticism hagspite constant claims to the contrary,
neither been remedied in stylistics, nor in critioaguistics. The analytic toolkit provides
a systematic terminology, regardless of the faat th the case of Ohmann it is generative
grammar and in the case of CDA it is systemic-fiomal grammar. But despite a
systematic terminology, the analytic procedurd sty be characterized by eclecticism.
Secondly, often assumptions are made about thecteffef particular grammatical
structures or lexis, which per definition cannotdubstantiated by a grammar. There has
been no improvement in this area as compared dditaal literary criticism. But there is
also one troubling aspect in CDA that is solelyarited from stylistics: the absoluteness
with which the claims are made. The central issuthé disguise as solid science, while it
Is not. Fish (1981: 107) accuses stylicians of ¢penmore subjective than their forerunners,
because for “an open impressionism, they substithee covert impressionism of
anchorless statistics and self-referring categgriesich finally results in a “pseudo-
scientific paraphernalia”. Replacing the evaluatiamguage by technical terms and
supporting the interpretations by figures makes rtiethods appear more authoritative,
thereby disguising the fact that the meaning isemshrined in the text.

So CDA and stylistics share a very similar methodgl and also its weaknesses.
Nevertheless, due to the difference in the matéhnia is examined, CDA has to struggle
with further problems that stylistics does not. Toenmon denominator between CDA and

stylistics is the importance of the linguistic arsé¢ when approaching texts i.e. both
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assign importance to the linguistic form and botk aoncerned about the effect a
particular language feature has. The differencthas stylistics is rather associated with
literature, while CL and CDA are concerned with fimtional texts (Leech/ Short 1981
11). Consequently, we need to look at the diffeeebetween literary and non-literary

texts.

So what difference does it make whether literaryan-literary texts are examined? The
answer is context. Non-fictional texts have a ceinteat must not be neglected, whereas
literary texts are designed to be without a speadfintext. This is the reason why it is not
justified to analyze both kinds of texts with there approach (Widdowson 2000a: 167).
Widdowson (2000a: 164) asserts that literary téwage no referential function to reality
and therefore they are not understood in accordéamdbée cooperation principle. It is
irrelevant whether the Gricean maxims are obéybushort: literature is not like other
forms of communication, because it is not charamtdr by processes of meaning
negotiation. A similar distinction between literegltand non-literature is also proposed by
Klein and Martinez (2009: 1), who claim that textg&hin the media discourse have a
referential point in the world we live in, i.e. theefer to people, actions and processes
from a non-fictional reality. It is not the actuadrrespondence to reality that is decisive
here, but the claim to be referring to a non-ficibworld (ibid.: 5). The distinctive
element is that “we could, if we chose, check ughmnaccuracy of the information we are
given” (Widdowson 2000a: 160).

The question whether a text is bound to a contegignificant. First and foremost it makes
a difference in the reading process, because ‘totify texts as literary is to adopt a
certain attitude and a certain way of reading théitl.: 157). Widdowson’s (2004: chap.
5) notion of ‘pretext’ enables us to distinguistedary from non-literary texts. How we
approach a text depends on how we position oursétve and also what we expect to find
in it. This means that the process of meaning geioer is influenced by our experiences,
as well as by our goals with which we approachxa tewe, for example, recognize a text
as a poem, our focal point will be on the languagegreas when reading a referential text
we shift the attention to forms “to the extent thiay are referentially effective” (ibid.:

161). So the nature of a text determines the pretkte reader. While stylistics has an

* For a closer discussion of Grice’s cooperativegiple see Grice (1975).
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aesthetic pretext, critical linguistics starts fim a political pretext and this makes the
latter a more problematic enterprise than the forrie have an aesthetic pretext means
that you look particularly for effects that the uddanguage has on you. This is a form of
interpretation, but it is interpretation that isrided after reading a text. If you have a
political pretext, you assign a certain politicedrsce to the writer (and therefore the text)
already before the reading. The examination ofldhguage is then fitted to support your
belief. In stylistics an a priori interpretationast of the question, because the text does not
refer to the real world i.e. it is contextless. Tdiference can be illustrated on one such
contextual factor, viz. the author. The author difexary work cannot be held accountable
for what he writes, whereas in referential textscha, because here “[aJuthors assume
first-person responsibility” (Widdowson 2000: 168)similar point is made by Klein and
Martinez (2009: 3) when they argue that in norrditg texts the author is also the narrator,
while in literature the narrator is invented by #@nghor. If, as in Edgar Allan PoeThe
tell-tale heart the narrator tells us lies, Poe cannot be accakelstorting the truth. On
the other hand, if a newspaper article misrepresantevent, the responsible journalist is
liable and in the worst case can face legal coressmps. In other words, in a literary text
assumptions about the ideological position of thihar are irrelevant, since he is not the
narrator. It may as well be, for example, thatdhéhor creates a narrator, whose political
conviction the author condemns. In critical lindigis presupposition of the author are of
importance. To put it in a nutshell, stylisticiamse the pseudo-scientific method to give
weight to the effect that the text has on them,levlritical linguists use the same
techniques for supporting an interpretation that/thrrived at even before they looked at
the text. Both are problematic, but in the lattase; the linguistic reading is subordinated
to a political reading. As a result, admitting paity does not pose a problem to

stylisticians (e.g. Toolan 1990: 11), but it doestitical linguists.

But let me briefly turn again to text consumptidash (2004: 217) addressed another
crucial issue about literary criticism, which agslieven more to the analysis of non-
fictional texts. Different readers have differenterpretive strategies and therefore each of
us reads a text that he has generated with hisiierpretation strategies. These strategies
can not only differ from person to person, but stimes the same individual chooses
different strategies. This makes it possible thatsame person can read the same text in

different ways and notice different things depegdim what he is looking for. Ergo, the
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analyst and the average reader will with the utrposbability make different sense of the
same material. The concept of the interpretativatesjies resembles that of the pretext.
The difference is simply that the former are a ltesiithe pretext i.e. the pretext denotes
the position of the analyst, which is responsilbe $electing particular interpretative
strategies. This is one of the problematic aspibetshave been taken over from stylistics
to the critical analyses of style, where the dieaae, | would argue, is even greater due to
the political motivation and the self-imposed tagkchanging the world. However, it has
to be mentioned that multiple people may also &t identically or nearly-identically

if the same interpretative strategies are usedeftne Fish (ibid: 219) develops the notion
of the “interpretative communities”, which are gpsuof individuals sharing the same
interpretive strategies. With reference to thisaagpt, the practitioners of CL and CDA can
be said to belong to similar interpretative comntiesi The problem with their work is that
they do not account for the existence of multipleipretative strategies, but impose their
own and disguise them as those of the averagersadee following quote by Flowerdew
(1999: 1094), a CD analyst, illustrates my poifp]lausibility is also enhanced in CDA if
similar pragmatic phenomena have previously beemtified by other researchers.”
According to him, the plausibility of CDA researtitreases if it is consistent with former
work in the field, but the only thing that this pes is a consensus within one interpretative
community. The leap to the untrained reader okaigenot made. Instead of trying to seek
consensus with the ‘real’ consumers of a text, gphemise that they are blind to the

exertion of ideology prevents taking their intetpteve strategies from being considered.

4.3. The contribution of sociological resources
But the roots in literary criticism are not the ywbntributors to the predominance of the

interpretative element in critical linguistics. the following | will focus on two things:
first, | will demonstrate that in CDA sociologicalements have gained the upper hand
over linguistic elements. Some authors (e.g. SaetaB009, Blommaert/ Bulcaen 2000),
mainly non-linguists, consider the approach to bk ®o focused on the language.
However, it will become clear that it is rather theciological perspective that prevails.
The second thing that | will argue is that it isetty this sociological influence that played

a major role in moving CDA away from academic stadd. Toolan (1997: 88) also
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observes that the elements that CDA added totigeiBtic basis are more problematic. He
says
that many of the more interesting (robust, falbi#d descriptive claims and
distinctions used by CDA come directly from the dmter disciplines of

linguistics and discourse analysis, and that tedsments added by CDA in its
own right tend to be unfalsifiable and impressitais

Most of these elements that CDA is said to haveddudle taken over from sociology. This
is not problematic because the sociological elemargé unscientific per se, but because
they have been torn out of their genuine theorewrevironment, which is a central

weakness of the patchwork principle. One such $agical influence can be encountered

in the very conception of discourse, which willdiscussed in the subsequent section.

4.3.1. Adding a sociological conception of discowas
Since 1952 discourse has been a well studied phemamin linguistics. The emergence of

critical linguistics represented a break with tfagitional way of studying discourse. Some
of the distinct features of critical linguistics i@abeen discussed already (such as the
political engagement or the inclusion of the comnioecbetween language and power), but
there is another significant difference that habdaclarified, namely the very conception
of discourse. Discourse, Fairclough (2001: 20) esgus not the same as text. The
language material is only called discourse whers itombined with the processes of
production and consumption. In this respect thegesa the term corresponds to that in
linguistics. However, there is yet another conaapitf the word, one that is very much
influenced by the social sciences. In the lattesseediscourse’ is used as a count noun to
denote “particular ways of representing part of therld” (Fairclough 2003: 26). A
commonly referred example in Fairclough’s work fdiscourse in that sense is the
neoliberal discourse. O’ Halloran (2003: 12) ddsesithe distinction between Discourse
(1) and (2) in the following way:

Discourse (1) refers to the coherent understanthegreader makes from a

text. [...] ‘Foucauldian discourse’, or discourse, (@fers instead to the way in

which knowledge is organised, talked about anddaeipon in different
institutions.

Whereas discourse in the first sense correspondiketaliscourse practice (i.e. the text
combined with the processes of production and aapsion), discourse (2) corresponds to
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the sociocultural practice (i.e. the wider conteybjd.). Discourse (1) and discourse (2)
are seen as being mutually constitutive. So theemiiaistitutionalized practices determine
the form of the individual text, as well as its guation and consumption practices. On the
other hand the transmission of ideology througltalisse (1) is important to keep up the
power relations that exist within discourse (2)i(€laugh 1992: 65)Here Fairclough

echoes the argument of Fowler et al. (1979: 1), wigue that “language usage is not
merely an effect or reflex of social organizatiordarocess, it is part of social process

[their italics]”.

This multiple notions were subject to critique. @furse it is legitimate to have more than
one meaning attached to a term, but the probletimaisFairclough, as well as most other
CD analysts, often does not make clear which dissobe is dealing with. As a matter of
fact, he seems not to be able to make up his mhidhndefinition of discourse to choose.
O’Dwyer (2007: 374) observes that it is a commoar@menon that CD analysts are torn
apart between the conception of discourse providedultural theory and by linguistics.
But it is hard to reconcile the traditional applilguistics view with the critical view.
Pennycook (1994: 54) even argues that they aremnmnsurable. What seems to be
evident is that each analysis gives preferenc&&ood these conceptions and this is exactly
the contentious issue. The criticism that CDA hagate is that it is too focused on the
social and institutional determination of discoursieus not adequately analyzing its
pragmatic realization. Here is CDA’s argument aghithe pragmatic treatment of
discourse: in pragmatics discourse is not seeraamdy the ability to constitute contexts
and subjects. These are established outside dse@nd before it, while CDA wants to
investigate how their construction in discourseetalplace (Fairclough 1996: 54).
However, this is a too simplified depiction of pnaatics that Fairclough makes. The social
perspective is not left out, but social elements @ily seen as one factor among many,
therefore denying the reduction of individuals tboas of their social roles. Important for
this discussion is the following distinction propdsby Widdowson (1996: 58), which
bears strong resemblance to the one discussed.abhsv®iscourse 1” Widdowson sees
the discourse process in the definition of pragosatand the label “Discourse 2” is given
to the sum of the discourses within which an indliigl has been socialized. CDA’s major
problem is that it deals with Discourse 2 exclusivendividuals are regarded as

completely controlled by the social circumstancHsereby Widdowson (ibid.) does not
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argue against “the existence of discourses in tbac&ult sense”, however “these
discourses are abstract constructs. They can anbchvated through discourse as | have
defined it, as the pragmatic process of meaningtiegn (i.e. Discourse 1)” (ibid.).
Keeping Fairclough’s three-dimensional model in anih can be asserted that CDA makes
a leap from the textual level to the sociocultymalctice, while disregarding the discourse

practice.

This terminological confusion has the effect of ingkthe assertions less concrete. Poole
(2010: 141) draws our attention to the fact thamany cases CD analysts do not make
explicitly clear with which definition of discourshey work. They simply take it for
granted, which in the end makes their work hardasrtderstand. A similar point is made
by Hammersley (1997: 245), who observes that CDkedaover concepts such as
‘oppression’, ‘equality’ and ‘emancipation’, withbaven mentioning that none of them is
as straightforward it might seem at the first glariBut for the sake of protecting the
method, words and concepts are not only redefihatialso newly invented. New word
creations are used to cover shortcomings of thenodetA perfect example thereof is
Fairclough’s use of the term ‘meaning’, which helpBA to bypass dealing with the
guestion how the semantic and the pragmatic sidéhiofs relate to each other. As
Widdowson (1995b: 514-515) points out, this didimt has kept linguists occupied for
very long, but Fairclough just does away with it lsing the term ‘meaning’ to refer to
both, the meaning potentials of a form and thei@aer meaning that is realized in the act
of reader interpretation. What is needed, but vidzétclough does not provide, is a theory
that indicates the pragmatic conditions under wiaiclkader decides to realize a particular

meaning rather than another.

4.3.2. The primacy of sociological work
Fairclough (1992: 4) describes his approach aseidktheory of discourse”, because he

combines views of discourse from social sciences$ larguistics. This combination is
nothing new and the social aspects of language bese included in linguistic inquiry for
a long time, for instance in subdisciplines sucts@dolinguistics. But critical linguistics
has distanced itself from sociolinguistics since bleginning. In Fowler et al. (1979: 2) it is

criticized for the acceptance of social structaed also for conveying the impression that
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it is impossible to change them. Santander (2009:196) sums up the major difference
as follows: while the starting point in sociolingtics is the social aspect of language,
CDA is concerned with language because it is ameht of the social. In other words,
CDA is only interested in language, for it is s@snan opportunity to explain (and change)
the social. The fact that Fairclough favors theidogical side of CDA becomes clear
while reading hidDiscourse and social chand&992), where he combines the sociological
and linguistic views of discourse. As Widdowsonq98B: 510) notes, there is a special
chapter about Foucault, while there is no such rsxte reference to a linguist.
Fairclough’s rather dismissive attitude towards maaeam linguistics is also apparent
when he says that it is “an asocial way of studyiamiguage, which has nothing to say
about relationships between language and powerigemlogy” (Fairclough 2001: 6).
There is no comparable comment about social th&wmgr in mind that the branch of CDA
that Fairclough advocates is the one which is #i#l closest to linguistics. In the other
branches language plays an even minor role. Heaalefinition of CDA provided by Van
Dijk (2001: 352), where it becomes clear that laaggitakes an undoubtedly subordinate
position:

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is a type of disgse analytical research

that primarily studies the way social power abuk®Eminance, and inequality

are enacted, reproduced, and resisted by textadiathtthe social and political
context.

So the text is only important as a site of strugglbile the use and abuse of power is
central. The primary interest lies in power andoldgy, which simply happen to be
constructed in language. This intrusion of the alostiences is often equated with political
motivation and biased research. But we have to keepind that as Widdowson (1995a:
159) notes, social theory and political commitmarg not the same thing, albeit they are
easily confused. The question of commitment ralias to be discussed in connection to

the critical perspective which is also taken ovent sociology.

4.3.3. The critical perspective
As the names suggest, CL and CDA belong to thetimadof the critical social sciences,

which have developed mainly on the basis of Marx{sien Dijk 1993b: 251). Fairclough

(2003: 15) describes them as “social science wisichotivated by the aim of providing a
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scientific basis for a critical questioning of saciife in moral and political terms”. The
enterprise is thereby fueled by a political motitje]ritical social research designs and
changes its research programme to try to respotidetgreat issues and problems of the
day” (Fairclough 2003: 203). What these issuesm@ntlems are is left to the judgment of
the critical analyst. For Fairclough the great gotasts of today’s world are new
capitalism, globalization and neo-liberalism. Siteeis convinced that they damage the
human condition, Fairclough sees it as his tasthtnge these ‘problems’ and to develop
alternatives (ibid.). Other researchers in thalfighve a different focus. Van Dijk’s work,

for example, is for the most part concerned withsra in the mass media.

From these goals it is already evident that thentéritical’ signals another kind of
criticism than that which is required by conventibscience. What critical science and
critical rationalism have in common is that bothrstheir work by the perception of a
problem.There is, however, a difference between the notibproblem in the sense of
these two. Popper (ibid.: 105) views the problema asntradiction between what we know
and what we experience. In critical research on dtter hand, the tensions are not
understood to be between the observed and the knowtrrather between the observed
and the desired. CDA does not limit itself to theleenging of other research, but also
extends to criticizing the social phenomena thatthe object of study (Hammersley 1997:
240). As a critical social science, CDA has a d¢ledefined way of achieving the desired
change: making people conscious about how the @idanguage helps one group to
dominate another, because it is only when this @onosness is achieved, that
emancipation becomes possible in a next step (Bagh 2001: 1). Critical science,
according to Fairclough (ibid.: 193), is particlyameeded in our times, because in modern
societies domination works “through ‘consent’ ratltean ‘coercion’, through ideology,
and through language”. But these claims that ardenadbout the connection of language
and ideology necessarily lead to contradictions araiblems. If we believe Trew (1979:
95), there is no use of language without ideoldgioglication. Under the premise of the
all-pervasiveness of ideology every feature cami it an ideological load and as a
result there is no possibility of knowing which fieiees to concentrate on in the analysis
(Widdowson 2004: 166). Besides the obvious proldéfeasibility — not every feature can
be analyzed and especially not its relation to ywéher feature — the question of how to

decide which linguistic realizations are considei@te more significant than others poses
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an unsolvable problem. There is yet another coittiad within this framework about
ideology. If there is no neutral language use,ardy texts such as newspaper articles are
ideologically invested, but also the linguistic Bsas, including critical analyses.
Consequently, ideology can never be discoveredowiticonveying another ideology
(Widdowson 1998: 148). CDA has reacted to thequréi that was made against CL with
regard to the ideology issue. The quite radicaltiprsof Trew has been replaced by more
cautious descriptions of the language-ideologytiada Here is Fairclough (1992: 91):
“[b]Jut all discourse is not thereby irredeemablgatbgical.” In his view ideology only
exists due to societal inequalities. He then goetoamake a utopian point by saying that
humans have the capability of leaving behind smsetlominated by ideology, thereby
rejecting Althusser’s view that there is no socithout ideology. This is utopian, since
domination can only be replaced by domination, thig is something | want to keep
beyond the scope of the present discussion. Inste&l interesting to observe how
Fairclough uses the second of the two major stiedetp promote the critical linguistics

project, namely the inconsistency in the applicatbtheory.

The above described properties are not unique ta@lL CDA. Within many fields of

language study such as pragmatics, linguistic aptiiogy and sociolinguistics, work is
being done increasingly from a critical perspectifds the focus on the relationship of
social structure and language that they all haveommon. That is why Blommaert and
Bulcaen (2000: 456) talk about the rise of a “neitical paradigm” in linguistics. There

are three features that are characteristic of wotfin this paradigm: the centrality of the
ideology issue, the attention that is given to poexed inequality, and the validation by
social theory (ibid.: 456- 460).

This partiality and desire for change that arisé aluthis critical perspective lead to a
serious objection against CDA: it is doubtful wretran approach that has a declared
political agenda can be considered as part of ac@mdeebate. Fairclough (1992: 9)
defends the fact that his research is critical tayirsy that there are hidden causes and
connections which need to be brought to light. Fiitganbeginnings CL was a political
project, a project with a clear agenda. Faircloyd®89: 5) does not see this as
problematic, because in his view CD analysts B#lle to provide evidence for the claims
they make. Even though all researchers are hunmahara not indifferent about the object

they are researching, according to Hammersley (1289) there is one crucial difference
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to CL and CDA practitioners: critical scientistsvg@ipreference to their beliefs over the
data. As a result, research becomes only a seobvainé political agenda. But there is even
a more serious problem with this regard: “[ijndetbe, argument of CDA is that research is
defective, methodologically as well as politicalifyit does not fulfill this function. This is

a much more controversial claim” (ibid.). What Haersley touches upon here is the
absolutist claim that CDA makes. The claim thatecbye research is impossible without
social research enables those working in the atiticadition not only to defend their
enterprise, but also to discredit non-critical dahship. Neutrality is regarded as
impossible, thus a non-critical approach is seerleading to a reinforcement of the
dominant ideology (Hammersley 1997: 238-239). Tasspbility that non-critical research
could deliver more valuable results is excludednftbe start. This is a serious deficit with
regard to the principle of falsification, since psactitioners do not try to falsify their
theories, but rather their quest lies in verifioatiDefenders of CDA and CL could object
that within the frame of critical rationalism a atey biased research is legitimate, because
in the multiplicity of positions that exist withitihe scientific discourse the best one will
survive. After all Popper himself was keen on suppg his falsification principle. But
this argumentation would not hold, since this comtipa of ideas only works if the
theories are open to falsification. If they are, rast it is the case in critical linguistics, then
there are no rules of how to tell which of the cetnpg theories are closer to reality. If we
follow Hammersley (1997: 241-242), then the majamtpem of this absolutism lies in the
orthodox Marxist view of a telos being designedoirtistory, thus making ideology
critique necessary. But this is a totalizing thearyd representatives of the Frankfurt
School rejected Marx’s radical position. Nevertlsslethey did not propose “an effective
alternative philosophical basis for ‘critical’ reseh” (ibid.), which in the end poses an
essential problem for CDA. But like many other pevhatic aspects, this is ignored by
CDA.

The debate that lies beneath the discussions atrdidal and partial research is the
philosophical conflict between realism and congiwism. Since | will not be able to

resolve the question whether it is possible tovarat an objective representation of the
world or not, the next few paragraphs should ittt how CDA fails to take a clear stand
in this debate. Due to their critical background,ahd CDA are necessarily constructivist.

They deny that the world can be represented fdiyh&und that science can be objective.
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This is, for instance, evident in the rejection mdsitivistic methodology or by the
insistence on the researcher’s partiality. Fairglo1996: 52) echoes this constructivist
argument to justify his own bias, when Widdowsonfoonts him with the issue:
What Widdowson is offering here is a version of thessic liberal distinction
between ideology and science (or theory): on the d&and, ideology,

commitment, prejudice and partiality (CDA); and the other hand, science
and impatrtiality (e.g. Widdowson).

But it is exactly the other way round. Widdowsorg(e1996: 68) does acknowledge that
his assumptions are partial and that differenteesadan arrive at different interpretations.
But scholarly inquiry needs to meet certain stadslahat distinguish it from everyday
experience. Fairclough’s argument seems to besthae it is impossible to represent the
world faithfully, nothing speaks against abandonmeglicable procedures or rigorous

application of theory and method.

Even though Fairclough defends his position so nagsly, a closer examination of his
work lays bares some quite realistic ideas andtipissic working routines. This is how
Patterson (1997: 425) describes the proceduresifiystic research: it “claims to read the
truth of the object off the surface of the datahisTis exactly what is being done in CDA,
regardless of the claim to do otherwise. | will adarstrate this in section 4.4.4.2., which is
entirely dedicated to this issue. Another indicatad CDA'’s closeness to realism can be
found in the belief that some language featuresda@ogically more heavily charged than
others. A very illustrative example of this realidta is the way critical linguists deal with
transformations. Unlike Chomsky, they do not asstima¢ all sentences have undergone
transformation processes. Some have been changkdrantherefore less close to the
representation of the world. This suggests thatagetinguistic forms are closer to reality
than others. For instance, the representationmbeess as a noun is believed to be less

natural than when it is represented as a verb.

But there are further problems caused by the atiperspective. It is the primacy of the
political opinion that is responsible for a numladérerroneous claims that are made. In
some cases it could be argued that these are sitaplyed by the lack of expertise in a
certain area. Van Dijk (1995b: 38), for examplellscahe Austrian newspaper
Kronenzeitunga broadsheet, although it is the prototype ofldotd. Other researchers

have observed such erroneous claims as well. SEentd8009: 190) draws attention to
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Van Dijk saying that headlines summarize a newspagele. This is often the case, but
by far not always. Santander’s argument is that soistakes happen, because the focus is
still on the text and the context is not studieceatensively as it should. We could argue
that these mistakes are rooted in the lack of fication or the lack of attention that is
given to the investigation of context, but at somegeasions it seems that the judgment is
simply clouded by the political stance of the astalyHow else could Van Dijk’s (1995b:
42) assertion be explained, that the vast majarfitynedia have a right-wing orientation.
This is one of the most debated topics within mesdiadies, but Van Dijk presents his
opinion as being a fact. Like in the textual angly€DA practitioners simply impose their
interpretation of things, without bothering to slypgvidence. Poole (2010: 139-140)
shows Fairclough to be equally partial when it cent®wn to ‘new capitalism’. His
argumentation is one-sided, even though theresisareh suggesting that there are in fact
quite positive effects of the phenomenon Fairclodgbpises so much. However, this does
not fit into Fairclough’s argumentation and is #fere ignored. Again, CDA works with a
black and white portioning of the world. Therefamnvergent evidence is presented, while

divergent is disregarded,

There is yet another crucial problem, one that Wethin the very concept of critical
research. According to the critical view, people dorced into submission by the
subliminal transmission of ideology and only théical researcher is in the position to
make people aware of that manipulation. But igitrue, as CD representatives claim, that
nothing can be constituted outside discourse, “tiem [do] we put the critical into critical
discourse studies from a position ‘within discolrg®’'Regan 2006: 233)? In other
words: what enables the CD analyst to see pastliiged ideological indoctrination?

4.3.3.1. Problems dating back to the beginning
In the last section | dealt with the critical pexspive, a cornerstone of CDA. Now | will

look at where the critical perspective came froegduse even in the beginning a number
of approaches were integrated that are resporfsiblome problematic aspects. In a very
influential essay Hammersley (1997) detects somaknesses that the critical analyses of
style carry with them since their foundation. Thare multiple philosophical bases of

CDA, each bringing in new flaws to the approactth8ligh this is not directly connected
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to the analytical practices, it is necessary tav@ra these roots, since they determine the
attitude towards the empirical inquiry. As the mgmbbable foundations of CDA
Hammersley lists Marxism, decisionism and univesalgmatics (the latter two go back
to Habermas). Marxist influences entered CDA mathipugh the Frankfurt School and
its critical theory. The acceptance of Marxism ggnn a number of problems, which are
discussed in the course of this paper. Howevehigtpoint | would like to draw attention
to the major flaw that is inherited from criticdleory. The assumption of the Marxist
meta-narrative is not falsifiable. It is not opeam Eriticism, since it is not specified what
kind of evidence can be brought up against it. r8ifie standards such as the requirement
to make predictions about the future are rejected.( 241). Therefore my claim that
critical linguistics is to be dismissed as an acaidediscipline can, inter alia, be traced

back to the inclusion of Marxist elements.

But there are indications that the Frankfurt theisryiot the sole philosophical basis for
CDA, which is why Hammersley (1997: 242) identifitise decisionism of Jirgen
Habermas as another major philosophical sourceGb&# draws upon. Unlike Marxism,
“decisionism denies that values are open to rakisgfication” (ibid.). The closeness to
the ideas of decisionism can be seen in the fadt DA practitioners make explicitly
clear what their agenda is and they also acknowlddgt their tools could be used for an
analysis with another political motive in the baakend, for instance, to protect the
powerful (Flowerdew 1999: 1093) or by advocateshef political right (Fairclough 1996:
52). The incorporation of elements of decisionisnadvantageous in multiple ways. First,
it helps to invalidate the works that showed tha@thwdifferent pretexts it is possible to
arrive at different conclusions (e.g. Widdowson @9P20ole 2010, and my analysis as
well). By building on this decisionist assumptiothese quasi CD analyses are not
perceived as being falsifications. The other adagatis derived from making the value
commitment explicit, which is depicted as a reaBanthe superiority over non-critical
science. While Kress (1990: 85) argues that cfitlcaguistics is one step ahead of
conventional research due to the conscious refiectif the researcher’'s background,
Fairclough goes even further. He believes CDA tarfmee honest than those approaches

that claim to be neutral while they are h@onsider the following quote:

® This argument is very prominent in the whole catimovement. See Hammersley (1997: 239) for aclos
discussion.



-43-

But illusions about the neutrality of academic egsh should surely have been
shattered by now [...] The issue is not whether usities will privilege links
to particular other parts of society, but whichkinthey will privilege. But
privileging links does not mean ‘abandoning acadestandards’ (Fairclough
2001: 216).

The question is just which academic standards lBaigb is talking about here, because
CDA does not meet criteria such as replicabilitypaodcedures or openness to falsification.
Again we are not dealing with academic argumentatiut a rhetorical strategy. CDA
tries to impose its moral standards by making &indison between honest and dishonest
science. All researchers are forced to take sidighey do not, their work is said to be
deceitful. If they do, CDA again is in a convenig@auisition since it has already occupied
moral high ground by claiming to protect the powssl and the discriminated. By pushing
forward this dichotomy attention is shifted awagnr one of the major problems that CDA
faces, one that Hammersley (1997: 240) observeghile [...] other kinds of research
also sometimes draw normative conclusions, in #s® ©f critical inquiry evaluation is an
integral part of the analytic process”. It may baaalistic to expect the researcher to
completely leave out his personal background, betet is still a difference whether his
work as a researcher is influenced by the perdmagdground or whether its only function

is to deliver scientific ‘evidence’ to support it.

There is yet a third possible cornerstone that Harslay (ibid.: 243-244) detects, namely
the ‘universal pragmatics’, which was also devetbsy Habermas. A central element
CDA took over from Habermas was that not labor,darhmunication is seen as the most
fundamental element for human co-ordination. Rgltdecisions should be made on the
basis of agreement, which can happen only if tieeen ‘ideal speech situation’, meaning
that neither of the communicating parties is peiged over the others (ibid.). This is one of
the theoretical resources that has enabled CDAmtya Marxist mind-set to the study of
language. Moreover, CDA has inherited Habermaspiato conviction that is evident
when they talk about the possibility of an ideoldgge discourse. Hence, the belief that
there is an ideal speech situation that is not dated by power relations helps to resolve
some of the contradictions that have already bemtussed with regard to the
omnipresence of ideology (even though Habermascegiitself leads to a circular

argument).
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This discussion shows that the philosophical fotinda of CDA are characteristic of the
entire approach: different elements from differbrgoretical bases are adopted as they fit
the purpose. Two problems arise by this kind ofrighpicking practice: first, CDA work
gets less prone to falsification and, secondly,enoh these foundations is without its
problems and many of these are taken over intwa&riinguistics. But the critical element
as such has negative effects on CDA. In the tweegient sections | will point out two of
these, namely the oversimplification of power fielas and the substitution of analysis

with interpretation.

4.3.3.2. The oversimplification of power relations.
Often in CDA matters are depicted as straightfodaamnd unproblematic. Clear black and

white oppositions are established, thus leading ot@rsimplifications, particularly
concerning the issue of power. Pennycook (1994:.dé&5¢cts the reductive aspect in the
focus on class issues. According to him the infagenf Marxism is responsible for this
simplistic view of power relations, because seatiginequalities through the looking-
glass of class and socio-economic situation does awcount for things such as

discrimination based on characteristics such as rac

Probably more important are the problems that awben we consider the dualistic
situation between dominant and dominated. Hammerg§l®97: 245) identifies the
problem that by taking over “macro-sociologicaldhein which there are only two parties
— the oppressors and the oppressed — and only elaionship between them:
domination”. But language is used to cooperate, ondy to dominate. Moreover, the
alleged oppressed does not have to play accordinfget rules of the alleged oppressor.
Widdowson (1995a: 169) argues that one possibsoreéor diverging discourses is that
some readers “simply refuse to converge, insisthenprimacy of their own ideological
position, and so derive from the text the discowkeh fits their preconceived ideological
commitment”. What Widdowson is talking about atstipioint is the option a reader or
listener or viewer has to violate the principlecofoperation. The human component in the

process of reception is completely left out in CDA.

But there are further fundamental problems. Ifsseaecher wants to measure manipulation,

he would have to know in all situations who the r@sgor is and who is being oppressed
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(Tyrwhitt-Drake 1999: 1083). Besides the fact tag is often a question of degree, it also
has to be noted that sometimes a text has moretwaparties acting upon it. The genre
that | will examine in my analysis, namely presgeases, illustrates this aspect very well.
There are three parties that are affected by thid &f text. First, there is the sender of the
message which is a company, organization or irigtitu Then there are the journalists,
who have the power of deciding whether they wik dise text, how they will use it and
also how they will modify it. The third involved pg is constituted by the media
consumers, who read the texts that have been drdsteboth, journalists and public
relation experts. In this case it is naive to tabout an oppressor and an oppressed.
Although journalists have control over what VankD{R006: 362) calls “scarce social
resources” i.e. they are in the position to decidiech news will enter the media and in
which form, media producers are not automaticadlly most powerful group within this
triangle of the issuer, the journalist and the ezaxf the article. The media need this input
as much as the public relation sections need th&gation in the newspapers. Hence the
conceptions of struggle and domination do not adedy describe the relation between the
press and public relation sections. It is more@eoation from which both (or in this case
all three) sides profit. The same is true for afids of human communication. It is not

solely a tool for domination.

Moreover, CDA forgets that even the media consurhak® a certain influence on what
the text will look like. The audience is more thast an atomized mass of individuals,
who consume everything that is given to them. Toiatpl am trying to make here is that
journalists are also influenced by their audieridee writing style, for example, is tailored
to the need of the consumers. There is a reasonouhnyalistic stylebooks warn you about
things such as technical vocabulary, too long awddomplex sentences, and so forth.
Media recipients can stop reading a particular peywsr. The image CDA has of the
average media consumer is one that reflects théatad stimulus-response paradigm.
Nowadays media studies assign a much more actleetoothe consumers. The idea of
omnipotent media has been abandoned since the i@94@nd the recipient has
increasingly received attention (for a more dethitiscussion see Bonfadelli 2004).
Hence, when CDA representatives like Van Dijk (20862) assert that “journalists [are]
manipulating the recipients of media discoursebetomes clear that the approach has

failed to integrate recent research in the fieldmadia studies. Even though Van Dijk
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(ibid.) does acknowledge that those who he claomset the oppressed can manipulate the
oppressors, he denies them any kind of power. ddsteanipulation is said to be possible
“not because of their position of power, but a®@nf of opposition or dissent”. But as |
have demonstrated, media audiences are in factrfdvand their power is considered
every time a journalist writes a text. Following tiworks of Franck (e.g. 1998), they are in
possession of the limited resource ‘attention’ @ndé the consumers themselves who
decide which media and which texts are going teiwectheir attention. After all, it is the
audience that finances most of the media entepasel their power is increasing with
each new competitor that enters the media markainMar point is made by Sleurs and
Jacobs (2005: 1254), when they assert that “inahe it is the general public, the
newspaper readers and the TV spectators, who denidiee acceptability of a particular
item and in the end may resist this control-takinffhe more rivals a media enterprise has,
the more it has to take care of the needs of isdoooers. It is a common pattern in the
work of CDA to disregardéhconvenient empirical evidence. In studying thegiaage there

is a reluctance to integrate results from areal asaognitive linguistics and here the very

basic findings about the reception of media tertscampletely ignored.

4.3.3.3. Analysis or interpretation
Critical research is fueled by political motivati@amd its goal is to change society by

delivering scientific evidence for manipulation. ide it would be counterproductive to
obtain results that are not in accordance withr tb@nvictions. Therefore it is expedient to
work mainly by deploying practices of interpretatiowhich cannot yield contradicting
results), while pretending to be carrying out aalgsis. In this section | will argue that the
‘A’ in CDA, which stands for analysis, should bepleced with an ‘I’ for interpretation.
This argument was already introduced by other rebees such as Jones (2007: 364), who
says that “[i]n reality, the ‘method of analysisi question is simply a way of cloaking
particular interpretative preferences”. But theaamn that CDA is not analysis was already
expressed before. Widdowson (1995a: 159) pointh@éoimportance of keeping analysis
and interpretation apart, because even thoughseareh is a hundred percent object, there
is a vital difference between these two:
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interpretation is a matter of converging on a patéir meaning as having some
kind of privileged validity. The point about analyss that it seeks to reveal

those factors which lead to a divergence of possibleanings, each

conditionally valid. (ibid.)

This means that the analysts should be self-cons@nd accept their own partiality, as
well as the possible falsity of their assumptiomberefore the name CDA is in itself
contradictory (ibid.). I know of no Critical Lingsii or CD analyst who actually rejected his
assumption after performing the “analysilsi.other research it is common practice that the
hypotheses are rejected if the empirical inquirgsinot yield the expected results. Not so
in critical linguistics, where the procedures allgau to search as long as is necessary to

find affirmative data.

Consequently, the best thing the academic can ¢ pait forward the multiple possible
ways of reading without depicting one as more atroe justified by textual evidence than
the other. But this is not the case with critigaglistics. Widdowson (2000b: 22) observes
that CDA texts imply that their interpretation ieetone which is supported by the ‘textual
facts’. The authority is also suggested by a bithadretical basis. | believe that this high
degree of abstraction and complexity helps to déstala special authority of CDA
interpretations over others. The high density chtecal terms does indeed convey the
impression of authority and so helps to cover ihagality it is interpretation that is hiding
under the name of analysis. Tyrwhitt-Drake (199883) sums up the problem in this way:
For some writers, the temptation to work backwdrdsn their conclusion,

seeking the evidence that makes it inevitable,erathan forward to it, from
objectively examined data, is one they find thenesslnable to resist.

Tyrwhitt-Drake (ibid.) then goes on to describe #pproach of CDA as “anti-empirical”

and “anti-rational”. In a reply to his article, Merdew (1999: 1091) accuses Tyrwhitt-
Drake of working with positivistic criteria. Thid)e argues, is not appropriate, since
“[p]Jragmatics, which underpins all discourse analysritical or otherwise), unless it is a
dull formalism, is concerned with implicature, fiatts”. However, this is not an argument
that can defend CDA against the criticism with relgip its openly confessed bias. Just
because there is more than one truth, it does m@nnthat clear and intersubjectively

testable analyses ought to be omitted in favonafrgressionistic description.

Accusing others of working with positivistic criterseems to be a common strategy

among CD analysts. Fairclough (2001: 6) rejectaudeeof methods comparable to those in
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natural sciences. This, he claims, can only delresults about the ‘what’ questions. The
‘why’ and the ‘how’ are disregarded. CD analysts ldive a point in arguing that it is
necessary to examine questions such as how idedoggnsmitted, but the problem is
that it is not investigated whether there is idgalal manipulation at all. Rather CD
analysts assume something (for example that tHeornof a newspaper wants to convey
racist ideology) and then they try to prove it ®aching for supportive textual features.
Let me illustrate this with a passage in which élawgh (2003: 202) talks about the
guiding questions in CDA: “how do existing socistgrovide people with the possibilities
and resources for rich and fulfilling lives, how tire other hand do they deny people these
possibilities and resources?” So here Fairclougbsdmwt ask whether these possibilities
and resources are denied (nor does he provide @@y evidence for this claim), but
immediately jumps to the ‘how’-question. So if tbenclusion is already reached before
the actual collection of empirical data and thestjoa whether it is true or not is not even
asked, it is clear that this initial assumption reanbe refuted. Therefore it is indeed a
method that “works backwards” by taking its con@us as the starting point. Here is a
argument in defense of the a priori assumptiongergby Flowerdew (1999: 1093): the
researcher knows the ideological stance of a cep@ison, institution etc. because he was
exposed to its discourse on a macro level (i.esidetof the text). However, | do not see
how this argument can help. On the contrary: Floeer claims that it suffices to get an
impression by superficial examination of the maeneel and then to try to prove it with
evidence from the micro level i.e. the text. Thieams that rigorous analysis is
subordinated to unsystematic and unscientific olagiem. It also implies that the ‘what’
guestion should be answered by an unsystematitgiwetievaluation and that the ‘*how’
needs to be explained by closer analysis. Butishifogical, since the ‘how’ question is a
subordinate one i.e. it is useless if the premisgvgs to be wrong that a text is
representing a certain ideological position. Askitayv manipulation works is absurd if it
turns out that there is no manipulation. But thebpegm about the plausibility of the data
goes on. According to Flowerdew (1999: 1094) thkerditure review is a vital element in
increasing plausibility. This is, no doubt, true fl areas of research, but the problem
with CDA is that the former studies are also flawleg preconceived interpretation.
Consequently, you end up legitimizing wrong assuomgt by pointing to other wrong

assumptions.
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So what should a text-based discourse analysislikeR Keeping in mind Widdowson'’s
claim that analysis is characterized by divergermenumber of different plausible
interpretations would need to be described, backipgeach one of them by linguistic
evidence. Moreover, analysis would explain the wawysvhich different discourses are
generated from one text. The opposite is done bA.(ib alternatives are offered. As a
matter of fact, the impression is conveyed thatpgitogposed reading is the only one that is
supported by the textual analysis (Widdowson 1998if). However, this is not the
definition of analysis that Fairclough wants to waxrith, or rather a definition he can work
with: “CDA cannot be analysis on this definitioredause this happens not to be what
CDA does” (Fairclough 1996: 51). Of course CDA aaindo this, but that is exactly the
point. Like all critical research, CDA tries to pnote its own readings. Fairclough (ibid.:
51-52) therefore proposes another definition oalgsis’:

It is more normal [note the evaluative language]d&dine as analysis any

reasonably systematic application of reasonably-eedined procedures to a
reasonably well-defined body of data. On that c@ZiDA is analysis.

Where in CDA, one might ask, can we find a ‘systeerapplication’ of procedures of any
kind? As has been and will be demonstrated in tiesis, the work of CD analysts
resembles an exercise in cherry-picking. Already ititroduction to one of the “well-
defined procedures” makes it clear that systenraBearch is unnecessary in CDA: “the
procedure should not be treated as holy writ s & guide and not a blueprint” (Fairclough
2001: 92). Fairclough then goes on to declare thamy of the proposed features will
probably be irrelevant and that it is up to thelgstawhich he wants to include and to
what extent (ibid.). But even after the practitiorfeas selected a certain feature to
investigate, the procedure is often unsystematereHs one example that Widdowson
(1996: 65) draws our attention to: In the analgdia pregnancy booklet Fairclough (1992:
173) highlights terminology that he considers td'd®adently closer to the lifeworld than
equivalent ones iThe Baby Bodk such asmake sureor going wrong This is not done
consistently. Words fronmhe Baby Boolsuch ascheck-up which are clearly not part of
medico-scientific ethos, are not considered by diaigh (Widdowson 1996: 65). Here
eclecticism takes effect even in the selection @fuorences within one feature. Yet the
definition creates even more problems. Besidedatiethat Fairclough believes he knows
best what is to be considered as ‘normal’, wh@idecide what ‘reasonably well-defined’

procedures and bodies of data are? Fairclough wotespecify them. So the definition is
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left to the analyst. However, there is one requeetfor CD analysts: transparency. In
order for the data to be plausible, the researnbeds to make transparent things such as
context, data collection and data selection (Floer 1999: 1094). But as Widdowson
(1996) has demonstrated, these issues are oftéectemtjin CDA. In a critical discussion
of Fairclough’s (1992: Chap. 6) investigation afttetaken from of a pregnancy booklet,
Widdowson (1996: 62) notes that the first text yoa fragment. Three extracts are
examined and it is not explained why exactly theads are taken, while others are left

out.

Elements that could indicate divergence are ign@med in some cases convergence is
enhanced by giving preference to subjective bebets linguistic evidence. The following
example will illustrate this point. Fairclough (12%) analyzes a news report on TV, which
is about poor people living in the Philippines. ldigument is that passivity is assigned to
the poor and this time it is not only at the lewélsyntax, but also on the level of
semantics. Fairclough (ibid.: 113) claims that b tlescriptiorpoor people flock the city
even though the passive is not used, the semas#oriation of the worflock depicts the
poor people as passive, because it is a term shasually used to refer to sheep. Apart
from the unexplained switch that Fairclough makesnf syntax to lexis (Widdowson
2000b: 17), his statement turns out to contradiguiistic evidence. Widdowson (ibid.: 18)
consulted the British National Corpus and lookedhat collocational co-occurrences of
these two words. The result was that there wasemergl connection betwedlock and
sheep or any other notion of passivity (this analys/ Fairclough is also discussed in
O’Halloran 2003: 69-70). And such intuitive and ubstantiated interpretations are
common practice in CDA. Poole (2010) did a similaing. In analyzing a BBC report
about Libya, Fairclough (2003: 53) claimed that thtierasehand over something or
someoneds used to denote that the person acts under sluBgsconsulting the British
National Corpus Poole (2010: 144) exposed thisitimeucommentary to be wrong. And
even though we have to be careful when labelingabsertions as ‘wrong’ — since people
might indeed associate the expression with foritestHl is backed up by third person data,
whereas in Fairclough’s CDA we only have a firstso@ impression. So in order to prove
that hand overevokes the associations Fairclough believes, hnogtaphic approach
would be necessary. Summing up, we could say tbe (S neither analysis in the sense
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of Widdowson (i.e. encouraging divergence), nortie sense of Fairclough (i.e. a
systematic application of procedures).

4.4. The contribution of linguistic resources
This collage-like process of building CDA is nahited to the sociological influences. The

approaches that are included from the field of lemug study are also only partially
integrated. The linguistic crux is Halliday's sysie-functional grammar, but in some
instances CL and CDA are closer to formalism theay tmight want to acknowledge. But
before | turn to the debate about formalist anccfimnmalist influence on CDA, | will look

at the implications of another central idea fronmgliistics, one that also fuels
functionalism, viz. linguistic relativism, for thi@corporation of this theoretical resource

leads to fundamental underlying problems with rddarfalsification.

4.4.1. Linguistic relativity: The irrefutable premise
Linguistic relativism or the so-called Sapir-Whdrypothesis is a major premise of both

CL and CDA, without which critical linguistics walihot be possible. Being on the nexus
of linguistics and philosophy, this is an idea, efthassumes that different languages set
forth different categories and consequently infeeeour way of thinking. This again has

an effect on the way people act (Yule 1985: 21i8Nds named after two researchers with

an anthropological background, namely Benjamin \Wéerf and Edward Sapir.

That the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis plays a major inleritical linguistics is evident from
the frequent references to the work of Whorf (Egwler 1991: 30). Yet there is a slight
modification of the hypothesis in the critical apaches to style: whereas Sapir and Whorf
were concerned about different languages, critioglists argue that different varieties of
the same language can have a similar effect (Baigtl 1992: 26). Here it has to be
pointed out that the linguistic relativity prinogpis not one unified approach. As Lakoff
(1987: 304) stresses, there is not one form olisty relativism, but hundreds of them.
Nevertheless, two main positions can be identiflremhmely its weak form and its radical
form, the latter also being known as linguistic edetinism. Linguistic determinism
assumes that the structure of a language haslatatabsolute influence on thought, thus
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making the speaker unable to perceive anythingdhahot be expressed in his language
(Penn 1972: 28-32).

Devastating evidence against linguistic determin{@my. Rosch 1973, Berlin and Kay
1969, Malotki 1983) has practically extinguisheé txtreme form of the hypothesis, but
the weak version has still survived and it has tbome of its battlegrounds in critical
linguistics. Nevertheless, some early writings in €ven suggest closeness to the extreme
form of the hypothesis (see Widdowson 1998: 139an article called ‘Whorf’s children’,
Stubbs (1997: 210) draws an interesting paralleivéen Whorf and CDA. If really the
deterministic view is taken, then both entanglertbelves in contradictions by their own
work. While Whorf was arguing that, for exampleg thgrammar of Hopi determines the
speakers’ world-view, he was explaining this waoridw in English. The same is true for
Wodak (e.g. Wodak/ De Cillia/ Reisigl 1999) where skses translated texts or concepts
for her CD analysis (ibid.).

The extreme view was untenable and critical lingesstherefore turned to the weak form,
thereby making it almost impossible to falsify thisasic assumption, namely that different
ways of encoding experience into language has sffeet on our way of thinking and our
perception of the world. Again | have to refer titical rationalism in whose light the
weak form of linguistic relativism would not be ald hypothesis due to the lacking
possibility of falsification. And this is anothexason for the huge success CL and CDA are
having. By telling people that they might be thectvins of manipulation and
subconsciously forced into submission, criticagjlirstics appeals to their fear, and since it
cannot be proven wrong, suspicion will not ef@d. disprove this assumption becomes
even harder when Fairclough (2003: 8) assertstéds “also have longer-term causal
effects”. Due to the infinite number of possibldemnvening variables that could have
triggered a long term change, this claim is notnofmescientific testing. People’s ways of
thinking are constantly modified by various facto&® the major problem is, as Stubbs
(1997: 208) detects, that CDA does not really ajpmnalize the question of how language
use influences human thought. Which mechanismgesgonsible for shaping habitual

thought and how often does a language form havieetoepeated in order to have an

® The discussion about the various forms of the rSafhiorf hypothesis is even more complex, sincs itot
clear how radical Whorf was himself. For a moreadet! discussion about the topic see Allan (200@) a
Robins (1976).
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influence? These and other questions are not eddressed. Instead, the relation between
thought and language is left unspecified. Additlgnathere is reluctance in CDA to
include the results of work about the relation kedw language and cognition (ibid.: 211).
This would be crucial, because it would prevent Ciiboin falling into circularity. It is not
possible to see what effects a language featuremdke cognition of a person by only
analyzing the language (ibid.: 208). Therefore CidAot only reluctant to include data
about the reception process in its empirical ingsjrbut also in the theoretical parts. The
analyst’s perception of the effects of certain lirsgjc features stays central and this issue

leads us to the next input from linguistics.

4.4.2. The undesired closeness to Chomsky’s formst
CDA representatives claim to build primarily on kdy's work (e.g. Fairclough 2001:

11), which belongs to the functional approachesatguage. Widdowson (1998: 138)
argues that even though formalism and functionabsentwo opposing approaches, CDA
also bears some resemblance to the formalism ezt by Noam Chomsky. Concepts
such as transitivity are taken up, yet criticaplirstics is not fusing the formalist and the
functionalist approach. Rather formalist ideasmessed into a functional form. Chomsky
saw every sentence as having undergone a trangfomyocesses. Critical linguists do
not share this view. Here one kind of sentencéanged into another in order to achieve a
goal, thus implying that there is a neutral anddfaee innocent version of each sentence
(ibid.: 140). Two problems are caused by this appadion of Chomsky’s concept. First,
the neutrality causes a contradiction to the ofteclared belief that there is no value-free
language use (e.g. Trew 1979: 95). Secondly, waaddknow how to tell apart a neutral
from a transformed sentence (Widdowson 1998: 1Wijh regard to falsifiability the
second problem is even more serious. Again, theeehs a matter of convenience. If there
are no clear guidelines and no clear definitiomss iimpossible to find contradicting

evidence.

Widdowson (1996: 58) demonstrated yet other aspettDA that remind us of
formalism. It reduces individuals to their sociadles, but to deal with them as
“representatives of such tokens of the type, igléal in stereotypical constructs, well

defined social categories” (ibid.). This bearsrargj resemblance to the ideal speaker and
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listener conception of formal linguists. Moreoviirey resemble formalists in that they use
themselves as informants (Widdowson 2000b: 19)mibsts claimed to be competent
members of their own speech community and theretmpable of providing valid
language data, thus eliminating the need to elsgtond- or third person data. Similarly,
critical linguists regard themselves as represemtataders of the analyzed texts. Ergo,
they argue to be able to make sense of a texeindy an average reader does, but also to
have the privileged position of the analyst. Th&r leads to some contradictions, but this

will be discussed in more detail in the sectiorowatthe analyst’'s omniscience in CDA.

4.4.3. The core contributor: SFL
In CDA, the tools for textual analysis have bedwtaover from its predecessor CL, which

has derived them from SFL, as developed by Michidliday (e.g. 1978, 1985). Fowler
(1996: 5) states that his work “provides the thgoaé underpinning for critical
linguistics”. Nevertheless, Fairclough (2003: Gesses that between CDA and SFL there
are differences in the perspective and that theitual relation can best be described as a
“transdisciplinary dialogue”, which again is an icetor that critical linguistics works
according to the patchwork principle. Halliday'stenxsive work has not been entirely
integrated into the critical linguistics toolkitrfeextual analysis. In the canonical work of
Fowler et al. (1979: 8) it is claimed that it suéfs to select only a few concepts such as
transitivity, but we do not get an explanation vdgytain concepts are chosen, while others
are not. It seems that those are selected that oohendy. Widdowson (1998: 137) puts it

the following way:

This would suggest that analysis is not the systiemapplication of a
theoretical model, but a rather less rigorous dmerain effect, a kind otd
hoc bricolage which takes from theory whatever conaspnes usefully to
hand.

The range from which the analyst can select is edg@d by taking over tools from other
approaches such as the cooperative principle, fypdheory, schema theory and so forth.
As | already mentioned, even formalist conceptd timeir way into critical linguistics as

long as they can be transformed to fit the purg@éedowson 2004: 97).

One of the innovative elements functional approache language have is a very
pronounced social perspective (Halliday 1994: ¥)wé take Saussure’s ‘langue’ and
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‘parole’ distinction, the innovation of functionsitn is that it does not only account for the
abstract ‘langue’. It was not psychology that wasrsas determining the system of a
language, but rather social interaction. Moreoftgrctionalism starts off from the premise
that semantic meaning and grammar are not two entignt systems (Halliday 1994: xix).
For structuralists the signs were defined as ayifrwhich means that there is no rational
reason for the combination of a signifier to a #igd. “As against this, critical approaches
to discourse analysis make the assumption thas sagm socially motivated” (Fairclough
1992: 74-75). But Fairclough misunderstands Sae&sdistinction. He never argued that
the use of a sign is marked by arbitrariness, dmdyrelation of the sign’s shape to the
concept it refers to (Widdowson 1995b: 514). B tlmportant thing for my discussion
here is the basic assumption in SFL that langualfids multiple functions. In CDA texts
are therefore seen as “simultaneously represeméality, enacting social relations, and
establishing identities” (Fairclough 1992: 9), likeis being done in the ‘ideational’,
‘interpersonal’ and ‘textual’ functions that aresdebed by Halliday. The ideational
function has the purpose of representing entitiethe world, such as events, people or
objects. The interpersonal function serves fordbeaker to convey his attitude to what is
expressed in the ideational function. Both of thesero-functions then are combined in
the textual function, which as Halliday (1994: xsiays “breathes relevance into the other
two”. Thus, without a realization as text, thetfingso metafunctions are insignificant. Each
of these metafunctions is realized in differentngmaatical organizing principles. The
ideational function corresponds to the systemaniditivity. This includes transformations,
which belong to the most prominent tools that hbeen adopted from Halliday's SFL.
According to Halliday (1985: 101) the “goings-ore &orted out in the semantic system of
the language and expressed through the grammaheofclause”. The interpersonal
metafunction is expressed by the mood system, whietextual function centers on
thematization i.e. on the split of the clause itite functional components ‘theme’ and
‘rheme’. All three of these functions are realizeithin the clause. Hence SFL'’s focus on
the clause (Fairclough 1992: 76).

Fairclough (1992) builds his model on this tri-g@arsemantic structure of language, but he
adds some modifications to the model proposed diyddg. Discourse has three forms of
“constructive effect” the first is the constructiof the social identity of oneself, the

second constructs the way people relate sociallgach other and the third concerns
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constructing “systems of knowledge and belief” (Elaugh 1992: 64). Halliday’s, as well
as Fairclough’s model incorporate the ideationalcfion. However, the interpersonal
function is split by Fairclough into two, namelyetlinterpersonal function and identity
function. Therefore Fairclough’s scheme missedaktual function. He does not regard it
as a constitutive function of discourse, but rathersomething that can be added to his
three functions (ibid.: 65). Why Fairclough condut¢hese modifications and to what
consequence this leads is not specified (Widdovi28®4: 90), but it is symptomatic of the

inability to apply a concept consistently.

In the following | will not present the toolkit fdhe linguistic analysis that is derived from
SFL, for such discussions exist in abundance. &dstd will concentrate on the
shortcomings that result from the incorporatiorSéil.. Subsequently, in order to illustrate
the deficit in systematicity concerning textual lgse | will discuss one tool that was
taken over from Transformational Grammar and pksa& functional form in more

detail, namely transformations,.

4.4.4. SFL generated problems
Taking SFL as the linguistic base causes a numberoblems for CDA. A major issue is

shared with stylistics: Fish (1981: 59-64) has made of the most prominent points
against SFL methodology of text analysis in stsstwhile commenting on Halliday's
famous essay, where he interprets William Goldinge Inheritors(1971), a work that
has brought systemic-functional grammar into diiglés Fish accuses Halliday’'s methods
of something that Simpson (1993: 111) later labéleterpretative positivism”. Fish
(1981: 103) argues that Halliday only makes usdéingfuistic description to support his
already existing beliefs. Via interpretation he hiisady made up his mind before actually
collecting the data. Therefore the SFL-based telysis is not used to generate new
knowledge, but only as a tool that serves to careviass many people as possible that the
analyst’s preconceived interpretation is right. @son (ibid.: 114) argues that the same
“interpretative leaps” can be found when criticablysts are dealing with non-fictional
texts. In this case the linguistic analysis doessawve to discover new things, but only
functions as a support to what the analyst alrdsdigves. Thus the linguistic analysis is

degraded to a tool that is used in addition toptbiical reading of a text (ibid.). Hence,
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the only thing that is revealed by the analysisagsually the intention of the analyst
(Widdowson 1995a: 169). Sharrock and Anderson (198%) cut right to the heart of the
matter by claiming that the procedure “is to looktihe wrong place for something, then
complain that they can’t find it, and suggest tlhas being concealed from them”. So the

problem that in CDA interpretation is disguisedhaslysis reflects the problems of SFL.

To build on SFL brings the advantage that it becopussible to talk about language on a
generalized level, but in the end the question nesnahether SFL can contribute to the
procedure to yield new insights. The answer amotmnés objection that Fish (1981: 101)
has made about its value for stylistics. The textken apart, the constituents are labeled
and in the end they are put together as they wel@d the analysis. “The procedure is a
complicated one, and it requires a great many éipes but the critic who performs them
has finally done nothing at all” (ibid.). Hallidayagrammar cannot tell us about the
meaning that a reader will generate from a syrdastructure or a lexical choice.
Categories and terms such as ‘transitive verbsninalization’ or ‘passivization’ have no
connection to “anything outside their circle excbgtan arbitrary act of assertion” (ibid.:
100). This does not mean that SFL is useless pgusethat it is a grammar, and it is not
the task of a grammar to make statements abouprdagmatic realization (O’Halloran
2003: 260). Yet CDA practitioners act as if theyroh bear this in mind.

4.4.4.1. The functional fallacy
The term “functional fallacy” was coined byiddowson (1998: 139; 2004: 96) and

denotes the wrong idea that there is a direct angls link between semantic meanings of
linguistic form and their pragmatic significancen their analyses CDA practitioners
proceed as if the discourse is in the text, buy tfueget that discourse is always the
“function of the relationship between text, contexid pretext” (Widdowson 2004: 166).
Critical linguistics has inherited this fallacy moSFL. Halliday (1994: xv) explains that
the analysis he proposes is to be carried out om levels, namely the level of
‘understanding’ and the level of ‘evaluation’. Cemaing the first Halliday (ibid.) writes
the following: “the linguistic analysis enables aweshow how, and why, the text means
what it does”. This is a classic example of thectional fallacy, because in this passage it

is implied that meaning is inherent in the texelitsTherefore it becomes unnecessary to
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consult informants to see which discourses arigeesgrammatical analysis can deliver
that information. In the defense of Halliday it asbe said that the level of evaluation,
which he regards as the higher level of analysenotes the step of setting the text in
relation to the context, which corresponds to Rairgh's discursive practice. At this

second stage we could say that Halliday talks abactual discourse, not text.

Nevertheless, Widdowson (2004: 19) regards thikadamy as problematic due to the
isolation of the linguistic code from the context the first level of analysis. In everyday

processing people do not segregate these two wasggnang meaning to a text.

This fallacy is a very serious flaw of critical appches to style, because it cannot even be
remedied by the inclusion of more quantitative w@tubbs (e.g. 1994, 1996) is one of the
few critical linguists that work with corpora arttetefore it seems he could claim a higher
reliability for his findings. However, due to theoplematic of the functional fallacy, the
validity of the enterprise is highly questionabfdl that one can do with a corpus is to
investigate how often a certain grammatical feabgeurs within a text. On the one hand
this kind of work helps to reduce the amount ofteatiness, but on the other it creates two
new or partly new problems. First, it excludes lihguistic co-text, which is the feature’s
context within the text. In other words, a corpuagalgsis can only measure the frequency
of a form. The problem is to set the forms in nielatto the other forms and explain how
they co-operate. A corpus can do this, but onlyaip certain point. The second problem
of corpus linguistics in CDA (and in general) alss to deal with isolation, but this time
the textual level is isolated from its context, mieg the extra-textual surrounding
(Widdowson 2004: 120). It is a shortcoming thabalates back to SFL and that has never
been overcome, namely that the focus still restherclause. This can be explained by the
fact that the clause is the place where these thetafunctions of language appear in
combination (Fairclough 1992: 76).

However, these shortcomings of SFL do not meandigdus linguistics cannot be used as
an aid for analyzing discourse. It is in fact nseeg to relate the ascribed pragmatic
meaning to the inscribed semantic meaning. As bas bemonstrated, meaning cannot be
read off from the textual features. Hence the dgoresthould concern the realization of
potential. Widdowson (2004: 97) sees it the follogvivay:

One might approach this question by the thorough systematic application
of the S/F model to the analysis of texts, seekmmghow how semantically
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inscribed meanings get realized — extended, maljifreullified even — in
pragmatic ascriptions.
In this passage Widdowson points to a major proble@DA that | have touched upon a
few times in this thesis, namely the extreme selggtof critical linguistics. This does not

only apply to the application of SFL.

With regard to the functional fallacy CDA again daeot fail to understand this difference
in theory, only in practice. Its practitioners aware of the fact that meaning is not
intrinsic in the linguistic form. Here is a passageavhich Fairclough (1992: 28) criticizes
the predecessor CL:
But texts may be open to different interpretatidepending on the context of
the interpreter, which means that social meanimgsluding ideologies) of
discourse cannot simply be read off from the teitheut considering patterns

and variations in the social distribution, consumptand interaction of the
text.

Nevertheless, what CDA practitioners claim to bexg@and what they are actually doing,
are often two different things. Widdowson’s (19@8ifique on an analysis performed by
Fairclough (1992) is a helpful exemplification bfg discrepancy: in Fairclough’s analysis
of extracts fromrhe Baby Boolknd The Pregnancy Boofmedical texts that are aimed at
future mothers), Widdowson (1996: 62) notes, thl onethod of arriving at discourse
significance is by Fairclough’s interpretation ofiet textual features. Neither the
production, nor the consumption processes are dered, which could, for example, have
been done by contacting the authors and readers giegnant women). Instead, the
analysts seems to believe that he knows best hewetliders make sense of the booklet.
With regard to such analytic procedures Boyd-Ba(94: 31) talks about the “classical
fallacy”, which means that readings are attributedhe readers without consulting them.
In the example offhe Baby Boolknd The Pregnancy Bookhe absurdity of the claim is
extremely evident. In a newspaper article the cleonbe a representative reader could
somehow be justified, albeit this would also besbjems. In the case of the pre-natal
booklets, however, we can be absolutely certain Haarclough is not a representative
reader. But sometimes even in the theoretical dsons CD analysts imply that pragmatic
meaning is located within the text. In his arguraéinh Flowerdew (1999: 1090-1093)
admits that texts are open to multiple readingsthed he continues his argumentation as
if the opposite was true. Later (ibid.: 1094) hantans that “[i]f one is to accept multiple
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readings, that is not to say that one should acoepssign equal value to them all”. This
statement implies that although different readiags possible, some are more ‘right’ than

others.

Hammersley (1997: 245) delivers a sound explanationthis inability to remedy the
functional fallacy: “[o]verambition also encouragé® presentation of what can only be
speculations as if they were well-grounded know&dbie argues further that the pressure
that is put on the researchers becomes institlizmta It is not enough to describe
discourse, but to produce findings that can helpnprove social reality. As a result,
scientists often are forced to an over-interprematof the material (ibid.). Critical
linguistics always regards the ‘micro’ structurede connected to ‘macro’ structures. As a
result, it does not suffice for them to look at tlamguage for the language’s sake
(Fairclough 2001: 9). The analyzed textual featumbgays have to be related to the
societal level and if they are not, the researatoissidered to be irrelevant. Consequently,
CDA practitioners often find themselves in the neéaverinterpreting their data. In this

interpretation process one essential party is tbegothe reader.

4.4.4.2. The neglected reader
The critical linguist considers himself to be theert and therefore he can detect the

hidden meaning of the text. This implies that idggl is in the text and hence the role of
the reader in meaning construction is denied. Bying solely on first person intuition
with regard to what effect linguistic forms havepecomes unnecessary to consult other
people. This of course makes the risk of falsifmat/anish, since you cannot prove wrong
the subjective feeling of the analyst if the apploaloes not allow for ethnographic
evidence. Another explanation for this reluctarcgrant the people such a significant role
in meaning-making could be found in a reason thstt FL981: 105) gives for stylistics: it
Is “the fear of being left alone with the self-reneg and unquantifiable power of human
signifying”. But these are problems that other sresuch as those about language
cognition, have to deal with as well. The integratiof their results could help, but as
O’Halloran (2003: 2) points out, the concepts abitngt cognition and interpretation of
readers in critical linguistics have not been depetl since the 1970-ies i.e. since the

foundations of CL. Hence, CDA is not as differemQL as CDA practitioners present it to
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be, at least not from the linguistic perspectivesiglit was given to interdisciplinary work
(primarily from sociocultural studies), which read in giving more attention to the
explanation phase than the interpretation phaséedd of being concerned about the way
readers make sense of a text, they simply assyraetiaular way of text consumption and
focus more on the connection between the interfioatand the wider social and cultural
context (ibid.). But CDA practitioners forget thalifferent people derive different
discourses from a text, because not everybody shaee same reality. To speak with
Widdowson (1995a: 169): “[w]hat is actually revehlés the particular discourse
perspective of the interpreter”. This is a problesimce the analysts are often not even
members of the discourse communities that a p#atitext is aimed at (Widdowson 1996:

62), as we have seen in the example of Fairclougédysis pre-natal booklets.

I will now present another example that illustratesv CD analysts mask their own
reading as the reading of the average reader. Fleme (1997) analyzed a televised
meeting where the people of Hong Kong had the dhasfcasking questions of the
governor Chris Patten. In a later article (199%9wdrdew tried to explain and defend the
procedures of CDA. One of his arguments was th#ePRaidiculed Deng Xiaoping, the
former Chinese leader, by referring to him as @tairman of the All-China Bridge
Federation After admitting that the implicature he descriliesnot that clear in this
context, Flowerdew (1999: 1092) says the following:

Based on my extensive study of Patten’s use ofuagg and its political

context, it seems to me that this was a way of Igitaliculing Deng and

perhaps suggesting that he was no longer relevaat r@presentative of the
Chinese government.

Even though Flowerdew acknowledges that his ingtgbion is the result of “extensive
study”, it does not occur to him that the averagsver of this televised meeting does not
have this background knowledge and the averageevig\werception of Patten’s statement
is different than the one of the critical discouasmlyst. Even if Flowerdew is right about
Patten’s intention to ridicule Deng, this does nwan that it has such an effect on the
recipients. It is as Widdowson (1995a: 164) sayddt a writer meanBy a text is not the
same as what a text meatosa reader [his emphasis]”. Discourse is a form ekmng
negotiation (Widdowson 1995a: 164; 2004: 8), andrdfore it is insufficient if the

communicator intends something, but the receivesdmwt cooperate.
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Here is another example of CDA’s analyst-centerssingairclough (1992: 85) claims that
intertextuality has an impact on the interpretatidra text. He then goes on to claim that
this intertextuality is not only about the textattttonstitute the analyzed text, but also
those texts that each individual interpreter brit@y$he reading process. That is of course
true, but it only demonstrates that it cannot suaeed that the readers will read the text
the same way as the critical analyst, because Hamkground knowledge is completely
different. Yet, there are hardly any attempts Wy &halysts to examine this background,
but rather it is simply assigned to them by thelymtaAnd often the background is not
even assigned to them, but the background of tag/stnis taken instead, as was the case

in Flowerdew’s analysis.

As should be clear by now, a reader can have difteways of reading a text. Here it has
to be added that even a lay-reader can be a trit@er, so the question is what
distinguishes a suspicious reader from the tra@&danalyst, who claims to have the
authority of science on his side. According to dlblan (2003: 34), the difference should
be systematicity. | would add a second distincte&ture, namely the limitation to those
statements that are testable. Of course, systatyatiod testability are interrelated,
because a systematic procedure is more rigoroughrendssumptions that are made are
therefore more prone to testing. But, as has beemodstrated here, the procedure is not
systematic at all and therefore shuts itself ashircritique, thus confirming Widdowson’s
claim that we are not dealing with analysis, buthwinterpretation, since what the
linguistic expert does is by no means differenwvt@t the non-trained reader does when he

takes a suspicious stance towards a text.

4.4.4.3. Selectivity in the analysis: The exampld tansformations
So far | have been trying to demonstrate that tiaetges of CDA can be compared to a

patchwork in which you chose whatever comes in fabdt this inevitably leads to a
number of other problems besides the impossitlitialsification. In the course of section
3. | tried to illustrate how this works on the lewd theory. By establishing a broad
theoretical basis and picking out those elemerdsdhe convenient to the argumentation,
an impressionistic, but influential approach cobé&lgenerated. Now | will show how the

same is done on the level of the linguistic analy#i closer look at transformations will
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serve to exemplify how this cherry-picking procéssctions on the level of application,
but before a short remark needs to made abouttépebefore the analysis, namely the

choice of the material.

In the analysis the eclecticism begins with theiahof the texts to be analyzed. There are
no clear guidelines as to how you get to your samjdt alone procedures such as
randomized sampling. Thus, only texts are seleoteavhich the methodology might be
used effectively. Moreover, only some discourseesypre chosen, namely those that CD
analysts want to be critical of, such as those aawa with neo-liberalism or
globalization. Therefore CDA is not truly criticahecause this would presuppose the
examination of all kinds of texts, including, fotample, socialist texts (Poole 2010: 152).

Transformations are a major point of focus in thécal approaches to style. As already
noted in section 4.3.3., the concept is taken &een Chomsky, but then it was modified.
Critical linguists see them as “operations on b&sims, deleting, substituting, combining
or reordering a syntagm or its elements” (Kressdd#o 1979: 9). Their function is
described as “distortioand mystification, through the characteristic disjtion between
surface form and implicit meaningemphasis in the original]” (ibid: 35). The two
transformation types that critical linguists devoteost of their attention to are
‘passivization’ and ‘nominalization’. The former ares the generation of a new syntactic
structure by using the passive voice. But passiséily also occur more perfidiously, as in
so called passive adjectivédobile in capital is mobileis said to be a deceitful version of
companies and governments are moving capitalrthermore, passivity may also be
encoded in passive verbs likan be madéFairclough 2003: 13). Nominalizations on the
other hand describe the process of reducing ameeadfause to a verb, followed by a
transformation into a noun (Fowler/ Kress 1979g. Bairclough labels nominalizations
“metaphorical” representations. The counterpart “@amgruent” or “non-metaphorical”
representations (ibid.: 143). So the expressgi@structionis a grammatical metaphor for
the non-metaphorical representatipeople destroy thingsTransformations are regarded

with skepticism since they are seen as tools &rgmitting ideology.

One such ideologically invested consequence of, lp@tksivization and nominalization, is

that distancing occurs. But there is a problenhigtgoint, namely that critical linguists fail

" Note that the terms ‘metaphor’ and ‘congruencypliyrthat a language form can be closer to redliant
another.
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to differentiate between the distancing effect ba tdeational and on the interpersonal
level. Interpersonal distance indicates how cldse reader is to the author. Hence, this
includes things such as formality and intimacy. Tdeational distance, on the other hand,
stands for the relationship between the event dwed réader’'s perception of it. The
problematic issue is that these two kinds of digtagndo not have to occur every time. If
the agent, for example, is absent in the textpbesent in the discourse of the reader, then

transformations do not automatically trigger ideaéil distancing.

The probably best studied consequence of transfansais agent deletion. Passivization,
as well as nominalization, provides the author wita opportunity of talking or writing
about a process without naming the responsibleyenti at least placing it in a less
prominent position. One well-known example is Tre\{1979) analysis of an article about
the police shooting rioting blacks ithe TimesHe illustrates the effect of the passive with
two newspaper headlines about the same event, n&iawing blacks shot dead by police
as ANC leaders meendPolice shoot 11 dead in Salisbury rid¢lis argument is that by
using the passive, the agent is obfuscated initsiesikample. Ergo, the second depiction is
said to show more sympathy with the black riot@emntthe first one. Nominalizations are
used to make processes appear as if they wereesntitus leaving the agent unsaid. If an
author uses the expressidoe to the change in distributiabh is not mentioned who is
changing it. This nominalization can be said toed@n more than just to disguise the
agent. In this example the change in the worlce@iated as a thing happening all by itself.
Consequently, the agent is not only obfuscatedjthsitsuggested that there is no agent at
all (Fairclough 2003: 12-13).

The problematic thing with agent deletion, like lwihe most part of CDA research, is to
know in which cases it is used strategically andvimch cases the author was simply
trying to avoid the violation of the Gricean maxaiquantity. In many cases it is absurd to
talk about the obfuscation of the agent, namelymibhean be inferred from the context or
the linguistic co-text. But critical linguists hawn explanation for that as well. In the
above mentioned analysis, Trew (1979: 98-99) argini@seven though the agent can be
inferred, this forced inference leads to an aliematof the agent and the process.
Moreover, he makes a claim that can be found inhmamating of critical linguistics,

namely that if the agent is not mentioned and &aeler has to find it out by processes of

inference, then this is regarded as a weaker fdrmeorepresentation of an action or event.
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In this case the agency is considered to be baakgex. Nevertheless, this assumed effect
seems to be a matter of convenience. Considerolteving analysis, where Fairclough
(2001: 44-45) comments on a newspaper article destcribes the wife of an army-

member:

Notice that at no point here (or in the rest of Hrécle) is Jenny Keeble
explicitly saidto be a ‘good wife’, or an admirable person; thecpss depends
entirely on an ‘ideal reader’s’ capacityitder that from the list of attributes —
she expresses confidence in her husband’s profedsiabilities, she is
concerned for his safety, she ‘prays’ he has ‘deneugh’, she tries to
‘maintain an air of normality for the children’sk&a. [his emphasis]

Here Fairclough’s argumentation is the completeosfip of Trew's. Precisely because
certain things are unsaid, they are claimed tadbelogically significant. The stereotypes
are only enforced, because of the inference waak leeds to be done by the reader. The
effects of inference processes he depicts in tagsgge are antithetical to those that are

usually assumed when the use of the passive isized.

Additionally, nominalizations have the effect offi@tion and therefore can act as an
agent themselves (Fowler 1991: 80). This meansthigatransformation does not occur in
the terms of grammatical categories exclusivelyrécess can thus not only be moved to
the position of a noun, but it can also becomeatient of another process. But at this point
Billig (2008: 787-788) stresses another weaknessicaming the analysis of
nominalizations: no clear definition is providedaticould serve as a basis for a proper
analysis. According to him, there are five differéamds of nominalizations: linguistic,
etymological, psychological, between-text and wittéxt nominalizations (ibid.). Neither
in CL, nor in CDA a clear distinction is made betnethese five types. For everybody
engaging in conducting a CD analysis this bringsngphodological questions such as how
to treat etymological nominalizations. These armimalizations that came into existence
when a verb has been turned into a noun a long éigte and nowadays is already “a
standard lexical item in the language” (ibid.: 788)it still a noteworthy transformation,
or can it be disregarded? In other words: whabrsmered to be a nominalization depends
solely on the analyst. Consequently, the analyst d@ose those instances that fit his
pretext and disregard those that do not. This pasether threat to the reliability of a CD
analysis, because due to the absence of cleaitaefsand rigorous procedures, different
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researchers will arrive at different results andsehwill reveal more about their pretext

than they do about the examined text.

Nominalizations are yet said to have another eftiezt should be under scrutiny. Turning
processes into nouns grants the author the pagsitiilomitting modality. Therefore it is
not necessary to chose, for example, betw&enay beor should be The same is true for
tense. The distinction betwegras destroyeds destroyecandwill be destroyedecomes
obsolete (Fairclough 2003: 143). The problem issamore to determine whether it is used
strategically or not, because in many nominalizetithese things are clear to the reader.
Consider this sentenc®estruction of small businesses will be the coneege of this
piece of legislationit could hardly be claimed that here the tendeeisg obfuscated. In
other cases modality does not become clear froncdkext, but from the context. In this
case it is extremely difficult to determine whetltas used for reasons of mystification or

not.

It is hardly imaginable to use language without aoyninalization or passivization. Even
critical linguists do so in their works. Considéetfollowing passage where Fowler and
Kress (1979b: 207) talk about the effects of noimations: “It attenuates any feeling of
activity in the language. [...] It makes for ‘impenstity’ in style; this is an effect of the
deletions of participants [...]"” They use the nomiration feeling which could be
replaced bysomebody feels activity in the language the actor is left unspecified at this
point. The same is true fodeletion which again leaves out who is deleting the
participants. Of course this is only one illustratiexample, but it is in no way an
exception. Billig (2008: 788-789) shows a pattdfie. demonstrates how critical linguists
from Fowler to Fairclough make use of a numberahmalizations in the very same act
of criticizing them as being a tool for the transsmn of ideology. Here is Fairclough
(1992: 27): “nominalization is the conversion o€lause into a nhominal or noun”. If we
take the stance of a CD analyst we might ask whydesconversiorand notis converted
Note also that the term nominalization is itselfided from a transformation process
(Billig 2008: 790). The same kind of contradictioocurs when Fairclough (1992: 27) says
about passivization that “it may be associated wd#éologically significant features of
texts such as the systematic mystification of agéernde himself does away with the agent
when he uses the passive fornitimay be associatedVho is the agent in this case? Is it
CD analysts? Or Fairclough? And does Fairclougtelzay ideological reasons to hide the
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agent? Is he trying to obfuscate his hegemonic pawthe field, since it is him assuming
what effects passivization has? Of course thesaiasabstantiated claims that only can
arise due to the existence of a certain pretextamednot encoded in the text, but it is

exactly such questions and such speculationsdleaefich CD analysis.

Now the question arises as to what consequencesea|y hypocritical passages have for
the arguments of CDA. Here is a possible argumiemtahat Billig (2008: 796) sketches:
critical linguists claim that nominalizations mygtiand misrepresent reality. But since
they also use this device, their claim is invatgklf. Eventually, Billig informs us that he
does not support this line of argumentation antheeido I. Instead | suggest two things.
First, CDA practitioners need to become more sdlekive. They need to acknowledge
that there is no neutral language, which of coyrsges a massive problem, since they
believe that there are more and less ideologiadigrged language forms. Even though
CD analysts claim that they can see past ideoltgy, need to acknowledge that they are
themselves influenced by other conventions (suclthase of academic writing, which
simply presupposes a large number of transformstiorhe second thing that needs to be
done is what | am arguing throughout this entiregpanamely that it is necessary to
clarify and standardize the procedures of analgsid to provide definitions that help
researchers. It is not sufficient to define nomgalons only as “turning verbs into nouns”
(Hodge/ Fowler 1979: 14). This is not a definiti@searchers can work with. They need to
operationalize the term, so that replicable prooeslwf analysis become possible. The
problems that were discussed in this section armapsymatic for the entire critical
linguistics movement. It is exactly this non-exstisystematicity and rigor that makes the
patchwork principle possible in the first place.
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5. Further contradictions within the approach
Due to the limited space, in section 4. | discussely the most significant theoretical

contributions to CDA. There are many more theoaied approaches that could have been
listed. Despite the inclusion of so many approacdhissalso revealing to pose the question
which kind of (linguistic) research was ignored ®A. Hardly any reference is made to
achievements by American linguistics, linguistichmopology or any critical engagement
in other areas of linguistics such as sociolingessbr language in general (Blommaert/
Bulcaen 2000: 456). It is not surprising that wbidkm these areas did not find its way into
CDA. Fairclough (2001: 6) himself berates linguidbranches such as sociolinguistics as
being too positivistic. This is one of the indicatdhat rigorous and systematic approaches
tend to be disregarded in CDA. It is illustrativietioe rejection of systematicity. But with

such working procedures the entanglement in cortiads is inevitable.

The major contradiction that CDA has to struggléhws between what its practitioners
preach and what they practice. Frequently one thenguggested in the theoretical
discussion, while something else is done in thauacapplication of the suggested
procedures. The most striking example of this pheswn is the significance that is
assigned to the textual dimension, in spite of tomstant claim that practices of
consumption and production need to be examinede#is @DA representatives do not tire
of stressing that meaning cannot be read off frextstand yet it is exactly what they are
doing, as was, for instance, shown by Widdowsor®§1%2). This shortcoming is even
acknowledged by some CD analysts themselves, su@tubbs (1997: 208), who admits
that CDA does not manage to provide what it promi3éis discrepancy has already been
illustrated throughout this thesis, the probablysmmetriking example therefore being
Fairclough’s (1992) analysis of an extract frarhe Baby BookSince this aspect has
already been discussed, | will turn to two otherdamental discrepancies in the following.

The first concerns the position of the analyst, gredsecond the position of CDA.

5.1. The omniscient analyst
Fairclough (1996: 49-50) differentiates between kiads of interpretation. First, there is

the interpretation process that occurs when anageereader derives meaning from a text

(written, as well as spoken), which is labeledéehpretation-1'. The analyst is considered
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to be involved into this process as well. However,also has exclusive access to another
form of interpretation, viz. ‘Interpreation-2’ (wth can also be referred to as
‘explanation’). Interpretation-2 is concerned whbw interpretation-1 relates to textual
features. CDA favors interpretation-2 due to itsu® on the issue of ideology. But the
problematic assumption is that CD analysts reghemnselves as having access to both
interpretation processes. It is contradictory, beeayou can either be an informant and
know what effect this has, but not seeing the iogichl implications, or you can detect the
ideology, in which case you cannot know what thedeg’s interpretation process looks
like. Therefore it is not possible to make intetption-1 and interpretation-2 at the same
time (Widdowson 1996: 60). What Fairclough doesead is to disguise his interpretation-
1 as interpretation-2. But apparently the analgst do more than that. Not only does he
slide into the role of the reader, but also inte tble of the text producer (ibid.: 63). This,
however, is an impossible task, since the anatpsisiselves are embedded in a discourse
that is socially determined. Hence the best theyaféer is an interpretation grounded in
their views.This leads us to the paradox situation that the @D#erprise only works by
denying its cardinal convictions, since the analydid not grow up in a contextless
vacuum i.e. they were influenced by their surrongdias well (Widdowson 1998: 148).
Of course, there would be the possibility of cotinglthe readers themselves, but this is
not done by CD analysts since ideological consaeen to work subliminally and across
long time spans. Since it is impossible to know tvbethe assumed textual bias is indeed
realized in the discourse of an individual, O’Hadlo (2003: 20) proposes that CDA should
rather be called ctitical text analysi§ and since it is not discourse but text that is
examined, the analysis takes rather place on tred td description than on the level of
interpretation. And indeed the distinction betwéext and discourse does not seem to be
that important in CDA. This is evident in the falsat some CD analysts tend to mix text
and discourse not only in their analyses. Stubbs, ekample, uses the two terms
interchangeably, even in the titles of his bookss H983 book is labele®iscourse
analysis while his 1996 book is calleBext and corpus analysialthough he is apparently
dealing with the same thing (Widdowson 2004: 5).
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5.2. Hegemony: The result of immunization
The fact that in the last section, as in the réghe paper, a relatively small number of

critics of CDA were cited indicates that CDA hasdaminant status within the
interdisciplinary study of discourse. So it candsserted that they are in the position that
they criticize: hegemony. This can be explainedh®yfact that the discourse of CDA is
also not free from ideology. As Simpson (1993: 1a&ls it, “writing aboutideology does
not automatically mean releafem ideology [his italics]”. However, this seems to de
problem that CD analysts are aware of. They explistate what their political motivation
is. Fairclough (2001: 4), for example, describeadalf “as a socialist with a generally low
opinion of the social relationships in [his] sogieind a commitment to the emancipation
of the people who are oppressed by them”. Beingewéthe paradox that you have to
criticize language use via language yourself isagelly a positive thing, but this does not
make the problem vanish, especially not if therpretation is then presented under the
label ‘analysis’. As O’Regan (2006: 233) puts ifs]elf-reflexivity works only if it
includes the admission at the start that one’sattliperspective precludes the possibility
of making judgments of truth”. But in order to aeve this, the method has to meet certain
criteria that will make your assumptions testaliherwise, it implies that it makes

judgments of truth.

As | have mentioned earlier, in CDA there is a hugeictance against those who are
supposedly in power. They are always regarded asipmlative and even amoral.
Tyrwhitt-Drake (1999: 1084) asks the question whetkhis also applies to critical
linguists, since they too have a leading role witthie discourse in their field. The same
argument is also put forward by Widdowson (1996:), 5When he asserts that
“paradoxically, it [CDA] exerts just the kind ofstiursive domination which it seeks to
expose in other uses of language”. As he notesvbtse (2004: 173), it is the absence of a
methodology that paves the way for this hegemorocgsses. If students cannot resort to
a replicable form of analysis, then they are ndy amcapable of carrying out their own
analyses, but they are also incapable of assesdiegdy existing work. In short, if
scholarly work is not open for criticism, becauseloes not have clear principles with
which it works (or should work), divergence of dpims becomes impossible. As | have
been arguing, they do so by including elements fobfferent resources and combining

them to a theory or method (or both) that is impmesto falsify. But it is also the
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normativity of CDA that enables it to exercise tkiad of control. As O’Regan (2006:
232) notices, by normative evaluation “you leavergelf vulnerable to the accusation that
what you really desire is the colonization of trusgelf”. Consequently, all other positions
can be right or wrong, with the own perspectivesisgr as the yardstick. O’Regan (ibid.)
goes on: “[t]he will to truth is thus a colonizidgscourse, it colonises the discursive terrain
according to its own perception of truth, basedt & on the apparent obviousness of its
own moral correctness”. That is also the reason wHyecomes possible for CDA to

defend itself by interpreting any attack on therapph as an attack on the cause.

CDA representatives deny that their approach hashexl a hegemonic status. Flowerdew
(1999: 1093-1094) argues that the best proof agdiesclaim of hegemonic control is that
authors such as Widdowson or Tyrwhitt-Drake areliphing works that challenge this
approach. But this is rather a weak argument, secawcontradicts CDA’s assumption of
struggle over hegemonic control. The existence edistance does not automatically
indicate that there is no hegemony. This situat®feopardizing scientific progress. If
there are no competing approaches, or if these etngpapproaches are insignificant, the

principle of mutual skepticism fails.
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6. Results determined by the pretext: The case ofgss releases
In this part | will present a case study that | dlaindertaken to demonstrate that with

CDA-methodology a scientist can prove any precometespeculation that fits his personal
pretext. According to Fairclough (1992: 232), wheru are doing a CD analysis, “[t]he
main way of justifying an interpretation is througgxt analysis, by showing that your
interpretation is compatible with the featurestwé text”. With regard to this, | will show

that the analyst is not reading meaning ‘off’ attdut reading meaning ‘into’ the text.

Hence, it becomes possible to interpret the texdnn desired way. The analysis of text
then only serves to prove what the researcherJasi¢o know even before the actual
analysis. In order to demonstrate this, | will toyshow that it is even possible to prove
what is obviously wrong, namely that a press r&l@asnore supporting of the opponent in
a controversy than of the issuer itself. This meidwas for the sake of illustration | will

adopt a pretext that is unusual.

First of all, 1 will briefly discuss why press ralges are the ideal subject of study in this
undertaking. Mass media discourse is an area ki@dthas ever since attracted critical
linguists. Apart from the huge audience they findparticularly interesting because
compared to face to face communication, media sischV, newspapers or radio display
“hiddenrelations of power [emphasis in the original]” il€lough 2001: 41) i.e. is not
always clear who is enacting the power relationd laow it is being enacted. The entire
media discourse has an important distinguishingacheristic as compared to face-to-face
situations, namely that there is a spatial or tewmdpor spatio-temporal distance between
text production and text-consumption (Santande©2@91). Press releases continue to be
an essential component in the news-making prodesgpite the changed working routines
of journalists and despite the rise of the interfdeicobs/ Sleurs 2005: 1253). There are
many different terms for press releases, such r@sspstatement’ or ‘news release’. They

have come to mean approximately the same, | waltbem interchangeably.

The primary reason why press releases where chegleat they can be assumed to have a
clear and strong ideological bias. “It should nettbo difficult to show that advertising is
in broad terms more heavily invested than the mlaysciences”, says Fairclough (1992:
91). This implies that certain text genres are mum@ne to be carrying ideology than
others. In the press release genre overt praiditiggocompany or organization has to be
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avoided and yet it is crucial for those texts topleesuasive and to position their company
or organization or their opponents in a certain waynce press releases, like
advertisements, belong to the category of persaasdmmunication. Consequently, the
persuasive element has to be more subtle i.edémagy of a certain company must be
encoded on the linguistic level. Since critical mg@zhes to style believe that ideology can
be coded into the linguistic form, press releagsesaagenre that can be assumed to have
plenty of ideology and it is also clear which pisit they represent. That is why I,
additionally to the genre, chose press releasestabdopic with two clearly opposing
sides. The sample texts are about tobacco compaaadsng a judicial review about a
governmental ban on the display of tobacco produrcshops. On one side there is the
British Government, who wants to push through aeiaf legislation and is supported by a
number of allies such as health organizations,amthe other hand there is the alliance of
those who do not want to see the ban implementad. [&tter group includes tobacco

companies, retailers and so forth.

6.1. Analysis based on Fairclough’s three dimensiahmodel
As far as the methodology is concerned, | am s@rtiut with Fairclough’s prominent

three-dimensional model (e.g. 1992: 62-96, 200)° 2there he identifies three foci of
analysis. Therefore the traditional text analysisat has been taken over from Critical
Linguistics) is supplemented by an examinatiorhef discursive practice and discourse as
social practice. A closer description of these lewall follow below. On the basis of this
model three stages of CDA are developed. The $itagje is the “description” of text,
followed by the “interpretation” of the relationphof the text to interaction (which is
discourse practice). Finally, the relationship oferaction and context (which is the

sociocultural practice) is worked out by “explapati (Fairclough 2001: 21-22).

The steps of the procedure are not as clear ctiteasubsequent sections and the graphic
three-dimensional model might suggest. Here isckaigh’s (1992: 231) description of
the procedure:

Notice that it involves a progression from intetpt®n to description and back

to interpretation: from interpretation of the discee practice (processes of text
production and consumption), to description of teet, to interpretation of

8 See also section 2.2. of this thesis for a gragéjiiction of the model
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both of these in the light of the social practicewhich the discourse is
embedded.

Nevertheless, | start out with the tripartitiondiiferent sections and each of these will

focus on the respective dimension of discourse. eéeh of the three sections will also

refer to the level's relationship to the other twlonensions. There is however one
difference to real CDA analyses based on the faat this is a quasi-analysis, hamely on

the level of the sociocultural practice. At thigge it is usually claimed that there is a

dominant ideology, which is responsible for thet teaing manipulative. Since | read press

releases from two opposing sides of a controvegainat their grain, | would have to

claim at the same time that a pro-smoking and atitsamoking ideology are in a

hegemonic position, which is impossible. So ituperfluous to look at the sociocultural

context and therefore | will limit this sectionaadescription of that stage.

There is no fixed order in which the three dimensibave to be examined, as long as in
the end they “are shown to be mutually explanatddghks 1999: 49). | have decided to
begin with the social practices, since in the takanalysis | will refer to the production,

reception and distribution of press releases. Hénsenecessary to introduce the major

concepts first.

6.1.1. The analysis of the discourse practice
There are three main questions that need to bel ash@ut the discourse questions (e.g.

Fairclough 1992: 71):
» What is the context of production?
» How is the text consumed?
» How is the text distributed?

With the texts of this case study it is not possitd reconstruct the answers to these
guestions for each text individually, but here ikes sense to look at these issues with
regard to the genre of press releases, since dénergeneral characteristics that are relevant
to all of the releases. The subsequent sectiontapmguction is primarily built on
considerations about public relations professidnedscern to imitate the journalistic
writing style, whereas the section about the recepof press releases will mainly be

concerned with the multiple readership of pressasss.
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6.1.1.1. The production of press releases
In the media discourse the issue of productionfienomore complex than it seems.

Authorship, even though it may be explicitly indied, is not always that clear. Fairclough
(1992: 78) illustrates this with the journalisticitmg process, an illustration that may be
applied to press releases as well. He takes ovdfm@n’s distinction between the
“animator”, the “author” and the “principal”. Thenianator is the person making the marks
on the paper or pressing the keys of a compute.alithor is the one who is in charge of
the wording. The principal is the actor whose posiis represented in a text. Frequently,
in media discourse these three positions mightappty to one single person; sometimes
the principal is not even part of the medium. le ttase of press releases it is easier to
determine the principal, since this text type doeshave objectivity or balanced reporting
as the primary goal. But the animators and authogseven less straightforward than in
newspaper articles. Sleurs and Jacobs (2005) ctewac detailed investigation of the
production process of press releases from an ethpbg perspective and gave a valuable
insight into the process of press release produckeen though this was not a quantitative
analysis, it is a perfect illustration of how compland multi-layered the writing process is.
In one case they analyzed, a draft of a pressseltat should be issued by a bank was
modified by a person from the Young Customer Donsiwho is not a public relations
professional and not even remotely connected tqtidic relations activities i.e. during
its internal circulation the press release gets the hands of a huge number of people
(ibid.: 1259). In another example (ibid.: 1264-1P@Be researchers traced an unusual
occurrence of the pronoun ‘you’ in a press reldgaséds genesis, which uncovered the
complexity of the production of such a text. Traclmack numerous e-mail exchanges and
conversations (internal as well as external), dapee clear that considerations about news-
values and business-partners were further majooradetermining the composition of the
press release. Further considerations that influgthe production of a press release
include the objective appearance of a media reldasss releases are essential for the
journalistic work. As Walters and Walters (1996716bserve, journalists depend on them
because of the limited resources and time consstaut due to their partial nature, press
releases are treated with a certain amount of skept by the journalists. To speak with
Bell (1991: 58), they are “openly despised but igaysed”. And the writers of press
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releases are aware of this distrust themselveghaikithe reason why they try making an
objective impression (Van Slyke 1986: 26-27).

However, the major factor guiding the writing presds the so called ‘preformulation’

(e.g. Jacobs 1999a, 1999h.). While news releases giren attention in mass media and
communication studies for a long time (e.g. BelP1p the linguistic level remained

largely unstudied until the advent of the preforatian idea (Sleurs/ Jacobs 2005: 1253). It
was only after Jacobs started using corpus linigusethodology on this text genre and
started to talk about public relations experts atnily journalistic writing style that

linguistics took notice of this genre. The concsgatrts from the observation that the only
reason for the issuing of press releases is the tiogt they will be used in newspaper
articles and the less modifications are performgdhe journalists, the better (Jacobs
1999a: xi). According to this concept, there arpetsal metapragmatic features of the
language of press releases”, such as pseudo-aqunsaidf the issuer itself or third person
self reference (ibid.: 29-30). Further elementgliide the use of powerful, newspaper-like
headlines, followed by a comprehensive ‘lead’ peaply” (Sleurs/ Jacobs 2005: 1254).
The aim thereby is to push the own story into tleevs without being quoted (Jacobs
1999a: 307), thus making it a hybrid genre in tease of Fairclough (see below). The
resulting advantages are free publicity and the flaat media consumers encounter the
company’s material with less distrust than wherdirgga an advertisement (that they also
recognize as such). Jacobs (1999b: 233) identifies reasons for the effectiveness of
preformulation, a “double preformulating role” as talls it. First, journalists do not have
to lose time if the releases are already tailoethé formal requirements. Secondly, the

release is given a more objective appearance.

According to preformulation, the goal of the issuef a press release is not only to enter
the media discourse, but also that their messagesratold by them [journalists] as
accurately as possible — preferably even verbatim their own news reporting” (ibid.:
219). One central problem is to transform the fostson identity of the issuer into that of
a presumably third party. This happens by repladirgj person pronouns with third
person pronouns (ibid.: 220), by using passivesh@minalizations and finally by a
completely different organization of the release.&ample for the latter would be that a
company praises its new products instead of strgghe company’s centrality within this

process (ibid.: 223). The authors eschew deixisalge they refer to a context and due to
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the fact that press releases are part of a geraim cle. they will be converted into a
newspaper text, the context is condemned to chaRgess releases are therefore
constructed more detached from context than otimelskof texts. They have a tendency to

be deictically neutral concerning person, but &éils@ and place (Jacobs 1999h: 228-229).

As | already said, the advent of the preformulatide@a had a significant impact on the
linguistic study of this text genre. But nowadayacabs’ concept is increasingly
questioned, and many, including Jacobs himselfuiSland Jacobs 2005: 1259), point to
the limitations of the concept. In a study of preskeases in the biotechnology sector
McLaren and Gurau (2005) found out that the mowectire in some instances deviates
from that of news reports, thus showing that prefdation is not the only concern of the
press release writers. Pander (2008: 111) is anathiéic of the absoluteness of the
preformulation concept. According to him, presseaske writers do mimic journalistic
style, but not at all costs. The goal to see thease published verbatim is subordinated to
things such as the acceptance by internal staketsolof the company or organization.
Sleurs and Jacobs (2005: 1256) came to a comparab&dusion, namely that through the
complexity of the production process and the mlitify of involved interests,

preformulation is not the only, but still the cefrconcern of PR specialists.

But there are yet other constraints to preformatatirhe public relations professionals are
not always in the situation to be able to mimicrj@listic writing style, even though they
know that journalists will rephrase certain elemnsefithing such as hedges (elements that
guard the communicator from definite statements) @oblematic. According to Pander
(2008: 95) hedges have a negative effect on thdalelgty of a text, while at the same time
they are needed to preserve objectivity. This mossible explanation for what McLaren
(2008: 644) found out about hedging, namely thastnod the hedges occur in the main
section. This is the place where the major statésrame made, since the lead is a summary
of the release and the end only provides the aadievnth background information and
details. Therefore public relations professionatsl themselves in the situation that they
have to use hedges, albeit they might be awarethlegtwill probably be deleted by the
journalists. Another such conflict between the @ncfor preformulation and other
considerations is related to transformations. Ja¢b899b: 233) argues that passivizations
and nominalizations make the press release loole mbjective. According to Sleurs and

Jacobs (2005: 1258), they are used in press rsleas®rder to “avoid an explicit
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attribution of success” i.e. to make the text soles$ promotional. But often readability
problems are rooted in the high formality of thgiseer (Pander 2008: 108). So the desire
to seem objective and competent conflicts withistigl concerns. But despite the fact that
this concept has been questioned, it still consirtoebe central in the majority of linguistic

inquiries in this area (e.g. Lassen 2006, Caten&z@(8).

6.1.1.2. The consumption of press releases
The issue of text consumption in press releasestitess complex than that of production.

The writers of press releases need to address wdiereces, which is why two different
reception processes of press releases exist. Mg nedease is directly read by journalists
and indirectly by the average newspaper readetselfollowing, | will primarily focus on
the former reception process, because news relassdsst of all a matter of negotiation
between public relations departments and joursabsid as studies have found out, the
need to exert influence on the journalist excebdsieed to exert influence on the average
reader (e.g. Pander 2008: 110).

The special reception situation also has an imperctthe press release as a genre.
Fairclough (2003: 70-71) argues that it is usualdbne a genre with regard to its purpose,
but it is possible that genres have multiple puegos which there is a clear hierarchy
among them. This is particularly important for greeleases, since their primary goal
cannot be achieved without the secondary. The pyimmto present the company or
organization in a good light to the consumers oflimeproducts, yet this can only be
achieved by influencing the people working in thedma. This is because they fulfill the
function of a gatekeeper i.e. they are in the pwsito decide which news are taken over
into the media coverage (the idea of the gatekegpes back to White 1950). Therefore,
media releases have to appeal to the journalistsrdier to reach their ultimate goal,
namely to address the public audience. The probtethat the ways of reaching both
audiences have to be reconciled. Speaking witrcléaigh (1992: 207), the press release
could be labeled a “hybrid genre”, since it comBiedements of a number of genres, for
example the informative value of a news report dhd persuasive intent of an
advertisement. Due to the preformulation princiglee structure, style etc. need to be

taken over from a newspaper article, “with the tinpiupromotional discourse being mainly
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limited to lexical and stylistic choices” (Catenac2008: 5). Particularly interesting is that
“the same feature can carry an informative AND potonal intent simultaneously”
(Catenaccio 2008: 27). Additionally, the neutraneénts are also to be seen as strategic
tools, for they also serve a promotional purposenely that the press release (or at least
its topic) finds the way into the media coveraded(). Yet this hybridity does not cause
heterogeneity. McLaren and Gurau (2005: 26) comgheoconclusion that it is “a highly
conventionalized and indeed static genre”. Thisveationalized nature of press releases is
crucial to their reception, since journalists ha@egtain expectations towards a text from

this genre.

Lately much research has been done with regarchediher press releases make their way
into the news coverage or which lexical or gramosdtelements are modified by the
journalists (e.g. Lenaerts 2002, Pander 2008, 8aR6868). Focusing on the journalistic
work, Bell already in 1991 (70-74) described thnegjor modification operations that are
performed by journalists in order to approximate gress release to the ideal they work
towards: first, the deletion of information. Secyndhe changing of words or expressions,
and lastly a restructuring of the syntax. This kofdresearch provides us with a good
insight about how journalists perceive press r@gashereby they primarily try to switch
to the perspective of the readers of the newsp@pérV viewers etc.) and they anticipate
how the readers might consume this text.

But what are the issues that journalists are coecemost about? Jansen (2008: 117) sums
them up the following way: “Besides satisfying twmprehensibility norm, the text has to
satisfy norms such as interesting content, corstide and objective presentation”. Here it
already becomes clear that the readability andgssability are central issues. This was,
for instance, demonstrated by Pander (2008: 92§ fekind out that the length of the
sentences in press releases is reduced in the repwsts. Moreover, he (ibid.: 107)
discovered that journalists tend to rearrange seatein order to arrive at a syntactically
less complex sentence. This happens on the oneldyasylitting a long sentence into two,
but also “merging two clauses or sentences intonoag produce a shorter and more direct
version” (ibid.). Jansen (2008: 140) discoveredt tie simplification of the syntactic
structure of the text also happens by using reéstei@ppositions instead of non-restrictive
appositions.
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On a more general level Pander (2008: 93) idestifigo major editing practices by
journalists, viz. neutralizations and readabilignisformations. The latter are divided into
deletions, substitutions and additions. It is ies#ing to note that deletions tend to occur on
the micro-level and not on the clausal level. Ensentences, however, are the unit that is
most prone to shortening (ibid.: 97). Sometimespreleases are also rewritten, which not
only contracts the sentences, but also enhancas rdalability (ibid.: 98). There are
significantly less additions than substitutions ateletions (ibid.: 100), which also
underlines that comprehensibility ranks high amgngnalistic concerns. Jansen (2008:
135) also shows that journalists are concerned métltrality in their editing process. They
filter almost all elements with promotional contemtit on the whole press releases tend to
be written neutrally anyway: of 237 examined appmss only 10 carried promotional
content (and of these 10 only one made it intoninspaper). But apart from neutrality
and readability concerns, journalists are alsofahte ensure that their readers understand
the reported events on a content level. Frequegpositions are inserted that serve to
provide background knowledge that the journalisisiters to be relevant for his readers
(ibid.: 132).

6.1.1.3. The distribution of press releases
There are just a few things left to say about tbsueé of distribution. Here is what

Fairclough (1992: 79) has to say about the distiobuof texts in general: “Some texts
have a simple distribution — a casual conversdigangs only to the immediate context of
situation in which it occurs — whereas others havwwmplex distribution”. Press releases
undoubtedly belong to the latter group, but thastribution situation is even more
complex than that of articles in the press. Thisplexity is on the one hand created by the
already discussed situation of the multiple audesnbut on the other hand also by the new
possibility to make press releases available on ithiernet in their original form.
Organizations and companies now have the possgilafiimaking accessible the texts in
their unaltered form to everybody, thereby sidgsitgpthe journalists. Lassen (2006: 508)
speaks of “unprecedented freedom” for press releagers, because the opinion of the
journalist becomes irrelevant. But it has to bedsHiat this does not meant that
preformulation has become irrelevant. Many joustaliincreasingly use the internet to
search stories and thereby directly access the redeasses on the homepages. So this new
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way of distribution is also connected to new fumes. On the internet they are, for
instance, increasingly used as a direct marketiabfor investors.

6.1.2. The analysis of the text
As | mentioned at the very beginning of sectionFairclough (1992: 232) sees the textual

analysis as the most crucial element in justifyomg’s interpretation. This is also why the

textual examination is the crux of this analysis.

Fairclough (1992: 75) splits text analysis intorfalifferent sections, namely vocabulary,
grammar, cohesion, and text structure. My exanovnatakes all of these levels into
account, but the major focus lies, like in mostlgses conducted within the frame of
CDA, on grammar. There is yet another reason whydbus is on grammar, viz. the issue
of preformulation. As Sleurs and Jacobs (2005: )2&%ert, its importance seems to
depend on the level of the features. In the casexad preformulation ranks higher than in
the case of grammar. Ergo, it can be assumedftidegalogy is encoded to influence the
media consumers subliminally, then it is primardg the level of grammar; lexis and
content are only of secondary importance. Fairdiod@92: 75) distinguishes three further
sections for the analysis: “force”, “coherence” dimtertextuality”, but as Widdowson
(1995b: 511) points out, it is not clear in whicHation the first group is to the second.
Intertextuality plays a crucial role in the genré mess releases. First of all, their
paramount goal is to be intertextuality integraiaetb the reporting. Secondly, they
themselves build on other texts. Sleurs and Ja@®@5: 1259-1263) demonstrated how
other texts such as newsletters can have a signifimpact on the form of a press release.
These three aspects will of course also be touaped in the subsequent analysis. For the
textual analysis it is important to bear in minattidlue to the roots in SFL, CDA starts
from the assumption that each time the author d®@&®m multiple possible options of
textual representation a significant decision isdenaTherefore, the central question is
whether the content could have been expressedetitfg and what effect this would have
had (Fairclough 2001: 92).
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6.1.2.1. The sample

The sample is made up of four press releases dbheutame topic, namely the British
Health Act 2009 and its banning of the displayaifacco products. The anti-ban alliance,
lead by the major three tobacco companies on thestBrmarket, British American
Tobacco (henceforth BAT), the Imperial Tobacco @r®LC (henceforth ITG) and Japan
Tobacco announced to seek a judicial review ofpfiesages in question. | examined the
contributions of the two opposing sides. Two predésases were issued by two of the three
big tobacco companies, viz. BAT and ITG, who are dniving force behind the demand
for a judicial review. The other two press releagsexe issued by the anti-smoking
organization Action on Smoking and Health (hend&foASH). | chose this sample
because the agendas of both sides are clear anari@bviously opposed to each other.
Press releases provide the company with a posgibflinfluencing the public discourse in
a desired way. Therefore it is expected that tke gesitions itself accordingly. Hence, |
will try to show that with CDA'’s tools | can argtieat on the linguistic level the side of the
adversary is taken. Apart from these two opposiitess there are also important
stakeholders that cannot be assigned to one of gidss easily. Here | am referring to the
consumers of tobacco products and the retailersaritbe expected that the tobacco-ban
alliance, as well as the anti-tobacco ban allianitetry to present themselves as allies to
those two stakeholder groups.

6.1.2.2. Press release 1
Let us start with the news release issued by BAIQ w its press release also grants some

space to its smaller co-plaintiffs Portland Food &vine, who probably cannot afford such

a public relations undertaking on their own.
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News Release

Judicial review sought on tobacco display ban

26 April 2010

British American Tobacco said today its UK subsidiary, two retailers and a German cigarette
manufactarer are seeking a judicial review of the Government’s ban on the display of tobacco products
in shops.

The Health Act 2002 requires cigarettes, cigars, pipe and roll-your-own tobacco to be hidden from wview in
England, Wales and Northem Ireland from October 2011 in large retailers and October 2013 in smaller
outlets.

Michelle Healy, General Manager, Bntish Amenican Tobacco UK Limited, said: “The display ban will
damage both competition and the livelihoods of tens of thousands of small businesses by imposing high
compliance costs on them. Drving the legal trade from public view will also play mto the hands of illegal
traders.

“These unwelcome effects are imjustified as thete is no credible evidence that it will reduce smoking rates in
the UE."

Brtish American Tobacco believes the display ban will prevent manufacturers from communicating to
consumers the most basic product information and is anti-competitive under EU law as it will be impossible to
tell consumers about new products available for sale.

Many newsagents and convenience stores have protested strongly against the ban. They are womied about loss
of trade to supermarkets - which smokers may perceive as stocking more brands - or to counterfeit and
smmggled cigarettes in a flourishing black market.

They are also concemed about costly shop peint-of-sale refits and the impact on efficient customer service
and security.

Brtish American Tobacco’s co-plamtiffs are Portland Food and Wine, owner of six London convenience
stores, Harendra Bhatt who owns one store in North London and German cigarette maker Tobacco
Management & Consulting Company which had to abandon plans to enter the UK market i light of the new
regulations.

Hemang Patel of Portfland Food and Wine said: “We are responsible retailers and we do not sell to minors.

Why are we the ones being punished like this simply for selling a legal product? The display ban regulations
are complex, will be difficult to comply with and our efficient customer service will suffer”™

Leadmg bamster Lord Pannick QC has been instmucted to represent Botish Amencan Tobacco and the co-
plamtiffs in their application.

Enguiries

British American Tobacco Press Office

David Betteridge / Kate Matmmeola / Catherine Armstrong
+44 (0) 20 7845 2888 (24 hours)

Investor Relations
Falph Edmondson / Maya Farhat
+44 (0) 20 7845 1180 / 1519

Figure 2: Press Release’l

° This release is available on BAT’s homepage:
http://www.bat.com/group/sites/lUK__3MNFEN.nsf/vwiealVebLive/DO84VC7B?0opendocument&SKN=1
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The question of power

Usually press releases are used to present thaipagian as powerful and influential, but
the opposite is true for the release in questia@relhe tobacco display ban is the one who
is represented as mighty and dynamic. Not onliéskian often the agent of a process, but
for the most part it is also in the most prominpasition in the clause. This prominent
placing adds importance to the new regulationsyVelting are the verbs that are used in
connection with the ban. They do not imply staéilational processes that simply describe
what the ban is, but the ban is involved in matgniacesses. ltequires it is imposing it
forces companieso complyand it also has the potential of making huge congsa
abandontheir plans of entering the UK market. The barsasd to be able tprevent

manufacturers from something and it is describeldbagng a damaging potential.

Notice also the linedMany newsagents and convenience stores have modtestongly
against the banProtesters are usually in the position of the grd®gs. This depiction of
the anti-ban alliance as weak plays down the aqtoaler relations. There is a strong
alliance against the Health Act 2009, including amber of multinational tobacco
companies (BAT, ITG, Japan Tobacco Internationabacco Management & Consulting
Company), retailers and even political parties tike Tories. The support of the Tories is
not even mentioned in the press release, whereHseiDaily TelegrapH, for example, it

is. So the company in this case is not solely atntiercy of the state, but the impression is
conveyed that this is the case. This is countermiiek for BAT, because if the opposition
to the ban is perceived as insignificant and omiying from powerless actors, it will be
experienced as an unimportant controversy by thders and the public attention for the
controversy will diminish. Another indicator thaints at the distortion of the power
relations is the omitting of the boilerplate, onketlee most typical moves in the press
release genre. This is usually the last paragrapéravthe basic facts of a company or
organization are given and credentials are estasliqc.f. Catenaccio 2008: 24). The
boilerplate particularly enjoys great popularity arg huge companies, since they can
present themselves as powerful. Interestingly, radribe four analyzed press releases has

a boilerplate. In the case of example 3 and 4léss surprising, since they are issued by a

9 This article is available under:
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/newsbysectoafiahdconsumer/7635736/T ories-back-cigarette-
companies-effort-to-turn-over-ban-on-display-ofdobo-products.html
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rather insignificant organization, but in the caske BAT and ITG leaving out the

boilerplate can only be a disadvantage.

The company on the other hand is portrayed asy@adsor the most part it is involved in
relational processes, which simply denote a ralatb being. This applies to the co-
plaintiffs and smokers as well, which is especiaiydent in the statement by Hemang
Patel in the penultimate paragraph, where he oedgibes what his company is and what
it is not doing. At best, members of the anti-ban alliance r@presented as sensers in
mental processes, thus evaluating things that oHwors do, but staying passive
themselves. Probably the most striking examplehed tan be found in the very last
paragraph. Here BAT is performing an action — itdefending itself against the
government regulations by hiring leading barrigterd Pannick - but this is depicted by
using the passivlas been instructeceven though barristers are usually not instructed
directly by the clients, the company certainly fetiuge influence on this and thus this

instance of agent deletion only has the effectepiicting the company as less active.

However, there are two instances in the text whikeeeanti-ban alliance is involved in
material processes. The first is the title andstieond is the lead, where the wosdgking

(in the lead) andought(in the title) are used. But in the headline therd is deleted. So
here again BAT and its allies are the driving fdoedind a real action, but they are hidden.
Of course it is BAT and the ban opponents that dbekjudicial review, but this is
obfuscated. As far as the lead is concerned we &iaeetive sentence, but it is packed into
a verbalization process. This has the effect thatenemphasis is put on the process of

saying than on the fact that BAT and its alliesseking the judicial review.

Favorable depiction of the opponent

A look at the transformation processes also paimtsthe direction that the press release is
not as opposed to the government as might be eegbactthe light of the circumstances.
Consider the passage where the fear of illegalymisds expresse(l...] or to counterfeit
and smuggled cigarettes in a flourishing black nearknstead the author could, for
instance, writecigarettes are smuggled, which is worrying smahwanience stored his
alternative construction would put more emphasishennuisance, which would stress the
government’s bad management of the tobacco sédtersame is true for the formulation
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in a flourishing black marketThis can be seen as hiding a process. If theoauth the
other hand used the constructithre black market is flourishinghis would have given

more prominence and immediacy to the claim.

Reducing identification

Generally, you search for pronouns suclwasndyou in vein. However, in the quote by
Hemang Patel in the penultimate paragraph, an sixeesise of the *
term used by Fairclough 2001: 106 and Fowler/KE¥89b: 201-202) can be observed.

The exclusive ‘we’ is a ‘we’ that does not inclutthe addressee(s), but rather refers to the

exclusivewe’ (a

company and its employees only. Now the questia tbabe asked, what effects this
extreme amount of auto-references within only a feves has. As opposed to the
‘inclusive we’, the ‘exclusive we’ reduces the pabldity of the readers’ identification with
the entrepreneurs. This would be different if thetesnent looked like thisResponsible
retailers, who are not selling to minors, are purad simply for selling a legal product
With this formulation readers could more easilycpldhemselves in the position of the
retailers. It is also telling that their problente atressed more than those of the smokers.
In the last sentence of the paragraph the smokerperipherally touched upon wur
efficient customer service will suffdf the focus was instead on the customers (like i
smokers will have to deal with a worse customevisey, this would probably have lead to

a higher emotional involvement of the readers wigosanokers.

Evaluation over argumentation

Content wise the text is full with arguments aghitie ban, but with regard to their
placement these arguments are rather hidden. Hue isf subordination is especially
interesting here. In complex sentences the ratiamgiments against the ban are always
placed in the subordinate clause, whereas the cugpeate clause gives the evaluative
comments about the ban. Consider the following gtesaThe display ban will damage
both competition and the livelihoods of tens olugands of small businesses by imposing
high compliance costs on thend: These unwelcome effects are unjustified as there is

no credible evidence that it will reduce smokingesain the UKBoth of these examples



-87-

have the real argument in the subordinate claesarmore weight is given to what BAT

believes than to the actual arguments.

That the arguments are backgrounded can also veoson the macro-structure of the
text. The larger-scale structure is partly unugaala press release. The headline and the
lead are, as expected, about the event which centhe real news value, namely that a
judicial review is being requested. The first pasgdp, however, is atypical. It provides
background information on the Health Act 2009. Widgard to the inverted pyramid
writing style one would rather expect this to behe last paragraph, because it is the end
where details are usually provided. That indeedgbaapd in the newspapers. They did not
place the description as prominently as the prelemse (compare, for instance, the article
in The Sunday Tim&Sor the already mentioned article Tine Daily TelegraphiCompare
also the following press release, where the fiemtagraph bears resemblance to a lead
paragraph in a newspaper and where it is the Esigpaph that does not carry any new
information, but simply provides background knovgedn the development over the last

few months.

But to return to example 1, the shift of the paaagrto such a prominent position could
also be interpreted as rather negative for prorgdtie rejection of the ban. The arguments
against the new regulations (such as damage td smsihesses, the flourishing black-
market etc.) are placed less prominently. Thisr@blematic with regard to newspaper
reading habits. Each paragraph is less likely toeagel than the preceding. Therefore - if
the article looked like this press release - magypte would not even get to the arguments

against the ban.

6.1.2.3. Press release 2
The second example is another press release obacdo company, this time by the

Imperial Tobacco Group (ITG). It was issued on shene date as the one by BAT i.e. on
the 28" of April. Due to the fact that it deals with thanse issue, the content is quite

similar to BAT’s news release.

1 The article is available under:
http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/gtidu sectors/consumer_goods/article7108934.ece
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26 April 2010
Imperial Tobacco Group PLC seeks judicial review of tobacco product display ban
Imperial Tobacco Group PLC announces today that it is seeking a judicial review of the relevant sections of

the Health Act 2009 and proposed regulations which seek to ban the display of tobacco products in retail
outlets from October 2011.

Gareth Dawis, Chief Executive, said: "Banming the display of tobacco products is a further example of the
Government's unreascnable and disproportionate approach to regulating tobacco.

"There is no credible evidence to support the idea that children start smoking or that adult smokers continue to
smoke as a result of the display of tobacco products.

"If this misguided legislation is implemented it will simply firel the growth in the illicit trade of tobacco and
create a huge cost burden for retailers who are already under considerable pressure as a result of the diffieult
economic climate. "

In February 2010 Impenial Tobacco announced that its cigarette vending machine subsidiary Sinclair Collis

was seeking a judicial review of the relevant sections of the Health Act 2009 which seek to ban sales of
tobacco from vending machines from Oectober 2011

Enguiries:

Alex Parsons (Head of Corporate Commmumications)
Telephone: +44 (0) 1179 337 241

Simon Evans (Group Press Officer)
Telephomne: +44 (0) 1179 337 375

Figure 3: Press Release'2

Doing away with responsibility

The content is not the only similarity to BAT'’s eelse, but there are also resemblances as
far as the language forms are concerned. For exarh@ lawmakers are also spared from
an unfavorable depiction, primarily by the userahsformations. In many cases where the
government is the agent in processes that areizetl, it is not present, at least not
explicitly. An example therefore is the followingagsivization: If this misguided
legislation is implemented, it will [...Here the use of the passive voice enables t@@aut

to omit the implementer of the legislation. Of ceeithe reader can arrive at the conclusion

2 This release is available on ITG's homepage:
http://www.imperial-tobacco.com/index.asp?page=78&sid=1173
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that only the government can be meant at this pouit by the loss of the agent in this
construction the link between the government and frocess (and its negative
consequences) gets looser. This example is by nansnean isolated case. The
nominalizationproposed regulationfias a similar effect. But whereas in these cdses t
transformations are used for agent obfuscation,estransformations have additional
consequences. The phrastailers, who are already under considerable puessas a
result of the difficult economic stabgings in a new dimension. In this dependant @daus
we find an attribution structure with a subjectivyeomplement order. Instead, this could
have been rewritten as an action with a subjedi-ebject structure. It is in fact
ideologically significant that we do not get to kMnavho is putting this considerable
pressure on the retailers. Indeed the sentenceogpéslling us that the pressure is a result
of the economic climate, but the economic climatan inanimate entity, which is created
by somebody and this somebody is PLC’s opponeatgtivernment, which is in charge of
regulating the economy. So why is it protected? &ul said, this transformation is even
more complex than the former ones. The differercether nominalizations such as
proposed regulationss that we know that there has to be an agent prepares and
regulates something. This is not clear in the cditbe retailers being under pressure. The
same problem can be foundgrmowth in the illicit trade where the growing illicit trade is
depicted as something that exists without an etiay is responsible for it, when in fact it
is a result of political decisions that have beedein the past. So the really problematic
issue is not that the agent is not named, butthieaproblems are presented via a relational
process i.e. as processes that come into existgntteemselves. To sum up, the sparing of
the government contradicts all expectations, sitlde is the chance to present the

government as incapable of regulating the tobaectos.

As far as the rather negative stance towards thieban alliance is concerned, there is
another resemblance to the preceding release, pdahatlthe tobacco company is hardly
ever the agent in material processes. Interestingbes of the tokeseekare used five
times, three times to describe the actions of thiekan alliance, and twice they are used to
specify the proposed regulations. In the casesriefeto the anti-ban alliance, it is simply
used to depict the aspirations of ITG, but neitli&s, nor its representatives are actually
carrying out a concrete action. In this news redeld$s is for the most part involved in

verbalization processes, whereas the governmest begulates and implements.
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6.1.2.4. Press release 3
Now CDA representatives could come up with the argt that there is an anti-smoking
ideology in our society and therefore also the leyg of the press release writers of the
tobacco companies is subliminally influenced bySt now two press releases will be
examined that were issued by a clearly opposinggutisn, whereby | will try to prove an

opposing ideology as well.

Tobacco companies use bully-boy tactics to challenge display ban

Monday 26 April 2010

Feacting to the news that Brtain’s three largest cigarette companies have announced their intention to
challenge the ban on tobacco product display in shops in England, Wales and Northemn Ireland. ASH said their
action smacked of desperation and was typical of the mdnstry’s bully-boy tacties. [1] ASH strongly refirtes the
claims by the mdustry that the Point of Sale regulations will be meffective and will adversely affect retailers’
profits.

Martin Dockrell, ASH’s Director of Research and Policy said:

“It is for Parliament to make British law, not tobacco industry lawyers. Tobacco displays are now the most
visible forms of promotion and evidence shows that such displays have a direct impact on young people’s

smoking. [2]

Furthermore evidence from Ireland shows that the cost of mmplementing the display ban 1s extremely low —
Just 300 Euros per shop [3], while retailers report that it is easy to enforce and has had very little impact
overall on trade.” [4]

The industry elaims to be acting in the interests of retailers yet this legal challenge is unlikely to make any
difference to retailers’ profits but, memss:ﬁﬂ,muldhmkﬂlmmhmm children into a hifetime addichion
to tobaceo, resulting in needless premature dea

ENDS

Notes and links:

Motes:

[1] The tobacco advertising andpmmutiou {display) (England) regulations 2010 were laid before Parliament

on 2nd March 2010. See: http-/fwww opsi gov.uk/zi/si201 0uksi 20100445 en 1
[2] ASH Brefing: Tobacco displays at the point of sale. Qifp:/'wan ) =

[3] A simular ban came in to effect in May 2000. In most cases (around 20%%) there were special dispensers
owned by the tobacco manufacturers and the industry paid to make them compliant. According to a survey by
the Association of Convenience Stores those stores that did have to pay paid an average of £300 each The
ACS study observed no sudden drop in sales

[4] Feetail Express. 20/4/2010

Figure 4: Press Release'3

13 This press release is available on ASH’s homepage:
http://www.ash.org.uk/media-room/press-releasds#itoo-companies-use-bully-boy-tactics-to-challenge-
display-ban
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The lack of certainty about the negative effects asmoking

One would expect one of the major arguments of ghess release to be that smoking is
harmful to its consumers’ health, but a look atri@od system reveals that ASH does not
push this argument. Regarding modality the lasagraph is particularly striking. It is full

of uncertainty. The writers of the press releagpi@rthat the bars unlikely to make any
difference to retailer’'s profitsand that itcould hook thousands more children into a
lifetime addiction of tobaccarhecould and theis unlikely toare both very strong hedges
and can easily be replaced byvdl. One could argue that tle®uld serves to take into
account the possibility that the legal challengd fail, but this is already done by the
insertion of the phrasé successfulThe confusion gets even worse when we notice that
except these two, there are hardly any instancieedding in the rest of the text, including
the statements of the tobacco industry. Those esepted without modality as the
claims by the industry that the Point of Sales fagons will be ineffective and will
adversely affect retailers’ profitsThere is yet one hedge about the statementseof th
tobacco companies, but this is a hedge that hamgative effects on the tobacco industry
as such. In ASH’s release it says that tbenpanies have announced their intention to
challenge the banThis is noteworthy since the tobacco companiem#ielves were much
more direct (ITG and BAT said that they weseeking a judicial revielv The release
refers to the intentions of the anti-ban allianbet they have already challenged the
regulations. So why is ASH more concerned to kéepdhance of a pullback than the

companies themselves?

But let us return to the hedges in the last paggrat this point their use is more than
unusual. As Fairclough (2001: 106) notes, for thestpart newspapers tend to leave out
modality, for example by using the non-modal présemse, but also perfect forms.
Nevertheless, modality is used in press releasas,obly when it is of strategic
importance, which is not the case in this case. dhdéd and theunlikely do not solely
conflict with an advantageous formulation, but algeth the already discussed
preformulation ideal. One possible argument is that hedges in this press release are
simply used to convey the impression of neutrahityrder to enhance the probability of
the news release being taken over into the medrarage. However, at this point the
hedging is unnecessary, since the paragraph wilbaacopied verbatim anyway and the

authors of the press release seem to be awareabfishwell. First of all, it is the last
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paragraph and that is why it can be assumed thahances of entering the news coverage
are much lower than those of the preceding passaj@®over,needlesss used in the
same paragraph, which is an evaluating expresgiah usually is not found in news
reports. Also the sentence is too long (it contdiB@svords) and too complex to meet the
requirements of preformulation. The only way ithvihd its way into the media coverage
IS as a quotation by the company, since, as Pa(@(#8: 103) showed, journalists
frequently introduce the company as the sourcdatémments they do not want to be held
accountable for. If the last paragraph is takenr sagbatim and assigned to ASH, it is
inconveniently formulated, because it is not takinglear stance against the ban. Instead,
only the possibility of negative effects is strekdaut this is in strong contrast to the claim
that they are making on the level of content, ngrtiedt there is evidence for the influence
the displays have on the smoking of young peopleticd also the illogicality that
uncertainty is expressed about whether the tobdispday leads to addiction or not, but no
modality is used when premature death is repredexs@ consequence thereof.

Apart from being uncertain about the effects of kimg, ASH is also being vague. Here is
an exampledisplays have a direct impact on young people’sksmgo This is a prime
example for how nominalization enables the authtmrsleave tense and modality
unspecified. This compressed version does not raaiestatement about how certain the
impact is and in what way it will come. It is alsaspecified whether the young people
already smoke and will continue, or whether thepldig of tobacco products will cause
them to commence. This is a quite inconvenient tbation for ASH, since in the very
same sentence it is claimed that there is evidémcéhe negative effects. Therefore it
would be more natural to depict the process byingiyoung people will start to smake

followed by a more detailed description based amdkidence.

Unexpected presuppositions

Another surprise apart from modality can be detbeteh regard to the common sense
assumptions that the text builds on. Note the pegpey ‘it’ in It is for Parliament to make
British law, not tobacco industry lawyershe thematic position is occupied iy which
pushes the rest of the sentence into the rhem&gosthis representation is a restructured
version ofParliament is to make British law, not tobacco istty lawyers This choice is



-93-

significant with respect to the given-new principgach author knows about the readers’
expectation that first given information is presehtand only after that new information is
conveyed. The former does not have to be giveharntdxt, but the author can also assume
that his readers already share certain knowledgeresuppositions with him. Speaking
with Fairclough (e.g. 1992: 193), we could asskat the theme is indicative about the
common sense assumptions of the author, becausmnveee what the writer takes for
granted. To return to the example mentioned abiovthe alternative versioparliament
would be presented as given information. So why tle the authors of the press release
choose to restructure the sentence by using thesiapclause structure? The only
explanation is that they do not take it as a comserse assumption that the parliament is

in charge of legislation, but that this is someghiinat has to be pointed out extra.

The inconvenient structuring of information

The text is not a defense of the ban, but a depicif ASH’s reaction. The anti-smoking
organization positions itself as a solely reactagty. This is evident from the thematic
structure. Already the headline commences Withacco companied his theme does not
only set the topic for the sentence, but the enawxt. The first sentence also serves to
position ASH accordingly. Not only that the firstomd, viz. Reacting already sets the
agenda, it is also of relevance that the actionth@ftobacco industry are described first.
The dependant clause is pulled out from behindhabthe independent clause is shifted
backwards, thus delaying the mentioning of ASHHe third line. The same structure
occurs in the last sentence, where first the clamhe opposing side are presented and
only afterwards we get to know about the views 8HA

The industry claims to be acting in the interestsregailers yet this legal

challenge is unlikely to make any difference toaiets’ profits but, if

successful, could hook thousands more children anidetime addiction to
tobacco, resulting in needless premature death.

But this complex-compound sentence is also integstith regard to how information is
structured. After these two independent clauseguataposed, the sentence then goes on
to present the negative consequences that ASH. fdatable here is the ellipsis of the
agent that hooks children into addiction. It needbe recalled from the very beginning of

the second independent clause. This is an advaniagg/ntactic structure for the tobacco
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industry, because the causal connection betweeleglaé challenge and the addiction gets
weaker if those two elements are not in each-athenmediate co-textual environment.
The argument is then modified by a dependant cl#aeinforms us about the possible
death of thousands of children. This is definitélg most powerful argument that ASH
brings up in this release, but it is only packetbima dependent clause. Thus more
prominence is given to refuting the claim that iteta are damaged than the risk of
premature death. As a matter of fact, the arguithentthousands of children could die gets
the worst placement in the entire text, because moved to the very last clause of the
press release. Notice that even the danger of @midis more prominently placed than the

danger of premature death, which could have ebsiyn switched.

But it seems to be a pattern in this news reldaathe strong points are banned from the
prominent places in the sentence. Notice the coatidin in the second sentence in the
statement of Martin Dockrell. It commences with kground information and it is only

afterwards that the real argument is put forwaamaly that displays have an influence on

young people. The more persuasive way would haga teestart with the latter clause.

An uncommon bully boy

But that reactionary view of ASH is not only presen the level of grammar, but also by
the metaphor that underlies the text, namely thattbbacco companies are bully boys.
The centrality of this metaphor becomes clear gy ftct that it is used in the headline,
which already channels the reader's perceptionhef rest of the text into a certain
direction. This is indicative of the larger metapho this text, viz. that the tobacco
industry and ASH are in a battle against each th&he act of seeking a judicial review
is referred to as kegal challengealso a term associated with a battle. SimildaHg,phrase
smacked of desperatidimks the dispute over the tobacco ban to the epnof a fight.
Even though this is a commonly used phrase andsbif does not carry any associations
to smackin the sense gbunchor hit, in the context of the underlying metaphor thedeza
immediately associates it with the meaning. Soetlaee a number of lexis and expressions

that are not unusual by themselves, but due taedgheeptual metaphor that is pushed from

“Here | refer to the definition of metaphor by Lékand Johnson (1980), who suggest that metaphanme
to reason about one conceptual domain in the sEre®ther.
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the very beginning of the text, multiple meaningg gctivated, which then lead to the
perception of the dispute as a battle. On the @jl@hce it seems that it is convenient for
ASH that the tobacco industry is thought abouthia terms of a bully boy, since people
usually associate them with trouble. But the paliain in this text is not so
straightforward. In the headline the tobacco indust said to be usingully-boy tactics
which is quite an unusual usage of the term. Th&sBrNational Corpus lists only 15
occurrences dbully boy(note that the version with the hyphen did notdyany result). Of
these 15 occurrences, eight are written with chpetéers i.e. they refer to names, thus
only seven relevant occurrences remain. In theusdsplly boyis never used as a modifier
as in the headline of the news release. Moreowenone of the corpus examples is the
term linked to any kind of strategic thinking astive headline, where it precedestics

So apart from the negative associations, also éeuf positive associations such as that
of reason and rationality are triggered. But let Iniefly return to the use afmacked of
desperation because here the bad association is also pupargpective. Although both
semantic associations are recalled, there is aatrsyntactic difference between the two
usages of the term. There is no agency or volitloamacked of desperatioit simply
denotes a state of being, not an activity thatostrolled by an actor. Also there is no
change that is triggered in another entity. Sadbacco companies on a syntactic level are
not presented as inflicting damage to anybody.ehust the terndesperaterather evokes
pity and compassion. Consequently, the apparemtigrnivenient metaphor for the tobacco

industry eventually turns out not to be that unfatde.

6.1.2.5. Press release 4
Unlike the examples 1-3, this press release wasssoed on the 2Bof April, but about

approximately a month later, namely on thé 21 May and it does not directly deal with
the announced challenge of the tobacco display bainhas a slightly different topic. It
presents a survey that ASH commissioned in ordegaoge the control the tobacco
industry has over the retailers. | chose this sddaecause it is also, although indirectly,
connected to the display ban and the clear oppashietween the tobacco industry and

anti-smoking organization is present as well.
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Shop survey reveals tight control of tobacco product display by UK tobacco companies
Friday 21 May 2010

A survey of over 100 small shops in England has revealed that tobacco companies have almost total control
over the way tobacco 15 displayed and marketed Nearly eight out of ten (79%2) of retailers who had a tobaceo
imndustry fimded gantry were forced to comply with certain conditions relatimg to the size and type of display,
and positioning of key brands.

The survey, commissioned by ASH, was conducted to gauge the extent to which the tobacco companies
control the display of tobaceo products m Bntish shops in advance of the legislation that will ban point of sale
displays from 2011. [2] The majonty of the current pantries were eye-catching, typically with colowurful lit top
panels and hightmg of the products, while seme had illumminated strips down the side. Some displays included
tobacco-branded paraphernalia such as clocks.

Although the majority of small retailers had gantries provided by the tobacco Industry, some expressed
concern about the conditions imposed on them by the ndustry, particularly the need to stock more products
than they would otherwise choose to do. According to one retailer, the industry rep’s insistence that he kept
hus display fully stocked meant that he had “£3,000 of dead cash™.

The survey of 113 shops located in London and Nothngham found that around a third of independent retailers
reported receiving an mcentive from the tobacco company reps for selling their products. These ranged from
small mifts such as pens, free packs of cigarettes and offers on products to larger schemes such as competitions
with prizes including a complete shop re-fit.

Petailer John MeClurey commented: “We are always under pressure from the industry reps to broaden our
range of stock and try out new products. This means we're often required to stock products that we wouldn't
otherwise choose to hold. It's the industry rather than our customers who determine what's on sale.™

Martin Dockrell, ASH's Director of Research and Policy said: “The extensive involvement of the mdustry in
providing and momitorimg retail displays underlines the importance of implementing policies to end this form
of promotion.

Dr Anna Gilmore, researcher at the University of Bath said- "This study reveals the stranglehold that tobacco
compamies have over the retail environment. Fetailers are not only told what tobacco products to stock but are
also subjected to tests and ncentive schemes to boost company sales. Many of the practices revealed
contravene a 2003 EU Council Recommendation and underline the need for greater restrictions on industry

marketing practices.” [3] [4]
ENDS

Notes and links:

[1] Bocke, C. et al. Tobacco point of sale (PoS) displays m England- a snapshot survey of current practices.
Tobacco Centrol 2010; doi: 10.1136/tc.2009.034447

[2] The tobacco point of sale display ban enacted as part of the Health Act 2009, will enter into force in
October 2011 for large shops (eg supermarkets) and in October 2013 for small shops

[3] For example, according to a report in the trade jounal, Talking Fetail this week, a “Marlboro mystery
shopper will be looking to see whether retailers are up to speed on this latest brand development from
Marlboro™. The mmspector will check whether retailers are aware of the new pack design for the Marlbore Gold
brand. Retailers passing the mystery shopper test will win an instant pnze. (Talking Fetail 18 May 2010)
[4] Council Recommendation (2003/34/EC) recommended member states adopt various tobacco control
mezsures including those to prohibit “the use and commumication of sales promotion, such as a discount, a
free gift. a premium or an opporfunity to participate in a promotional contest or game.™

Figure 5: Press Release'2

5 This press release is available on ASH’s homepage:
http://www.ash.org.uk/media-room/press-releasespisfurvey-reveals-tight-control-of-tobacco-product-
display-by-uk-tobacco-companies
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Hesitation to name the adversary

In this news release there would have been a nuofbmsportunities to criticize the anti-
tobacco alliance more directly, but they remainedsed. Note especially the paragraph
where the retailer is quoted. Generally his talk hgical features of informal language
such as the use of contractions likevouldn’t or what's and by lexical choices such tag

out andchooseinstead otestandselect But at times his language seems quite formal, for
example when he sayge’re often required to stock produci@espite the contraction, the
passive voice turns this part of the sentenceamather formal unit. Obviously the passive
does not fit at this point. It is improbable thhetretailer used exactly the same words.
Instead, it can be assumed that the press reledtsgsware responsible for the particular
wording. So the question might be asked as to Wwhy inserted a passive construction and
deleted the agent. After all it is the tobacco cames that require. So why are they not
mentioned explicitly? And when they are mentionghgy are distanced from a negative
depiction as in the following examplesome expressed conceatout the conditions
imposed on them by the industiere the semantic structure stays intact sineagent is
present, but the syntax is reshuffled. This mehasthe ideational meaning has not been
changed, but the syntactic rearrangement leads twodification of the interpersonal

meaning by distancing.

Distancing from retailers and consumers

The text on the whole seems very distant, whichlmrexplained by the high density of
passivizations and nominalizations, but particylalustrative of this is the quote by
Martin Dockrell, which makes excessive use of thigel transformation device. Within
one sentence we encounter six nominalizations, ddowhich are connected to the actions
of the tobacco industry, but there is no agent ifigation here. It is clear that the tobacco
industry is the one who provides, monitors, and fsoth. Yet there are two
disadvantageous effects that result for ASH. Ftrst, text gets more difficult to process,
and secondly, the events are distanced from thaeresVhereas the former alienates the
press release from the ideal of preformulation,|étier has direct negative consequences
on the effect the text has on the reader. But nitstas also suggested between ASH and

the retailers. The statement by Martin Dockrellinsstriking contrast to the preceding
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passage. Whereas the retailer's speech includekersaof informal language, ASH’s
research director seems extraordinarily formal wuthe huge amount of nominalizations.
This extreme divergence leaves the reader with tdalbut whether ASH and the retailers

are really on the same side of the controversy@id & claiming on the level of content.

Moreover, the retailers are sometimes dissolvechominalizations as irthe cost of
implementing the display ban is extremely.IGe difference in the naming conventions
in this press release is also very telling aboetréhationship between these two groups. As
far as the retailer is concerned, the details sortlaime are given before it. The sentence
starts: Retailer John McClurey commentetihe subsequent two statements (by ASH’s
research director and a researcher from the Uniyen$ Bath) are introduced with the
name, while the descriptive elements are includgedn apposition after it. This conveys
the impression that John McClurey is only relevaatause he is a retailer, while the other
two are presented as relevant per se. The expdamnatiy they are relevant is moved after
their name, which then rather serves as complementdéormation, whereas in the
position before the name it already primes the eedd a certain classification of the

upcoming name.

Distance is also created in the very last sentdiere the authors of the press release write
about theneed for greater restrictions on industry marketipgactices Of all these
nominalizations, the most interesting at this pagheed since the readers are not told
who needs those regulations. If we reason abouieitcould assume that it is the retailers
and probably even the consumers that are in neetheofgovernment regulating the
practices of the tobacco industry. But why are they mentioned explicitly? Instead, it
seems as if the regulations were needed just bed¢hag do not meet the standards of an
EU Council Recommendation, since this is the arquirtieat occurs immediately in the co-

textual environment.

But the link to the customers is not stressed eifhieat the press release is not consumer-
oriented becomes clear in the passive adjectigaiiries were eye-catchinghe gantries
catch the eye of the consumers, but this is nottioreed here. On the level of content it
seems that ASH wants to protect the consumer, hytisvhe then dissolved in this passive
adjective? Neither is the consumer stressed inother press release by ASH i.e. in
example 3. At one point it is argued that tobadsplays have a direct impact on young
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people’s smokingin this exampleyoung people’only serves as a modifier. Thus, even
though it seems to be a central argument that teplay ban serves to protect the

(potential) customers, they are for the most paseat from ASH’s news releases.

Suggesting cooperation between retailers and theldacco industry

In the news release the control of the tobacco eomes over retailers is presented as a
natural state. In the very first sentence we fihe following formulation:tobacco
companies have almost total control over the wénatoo is displayed and marketélhe
statement would have quite a different effect gatd that companiedmost totally control
the display i.e. if this were presented as an aatowhich the tobacco companies are the
agent, they would have been depicted in a moretivegiéght. But also in the rest of the
text the relation between the tobacco companiestandetailers is not depicted as one of
domination. In fact, the underlying ideological @sption seems to be that it is one of
cooperation, with some exceptions every once aed. thhis is the central sentence about

their relation:

Although the majority of small retailers had gagdriprovided by the tobacco
industry, some expressed concern about the consitioposed on them by the
industry, particularly the need to stock more paduthan they would
otherwise choose to do.

The use of the logical connecthoughis revealing at this point, because it indicabes t
something unexpected occurred. In this case thensrof ASH’s press release assume that
the relation between retailers and the tobaccosimgus unproblematic. After all, the
tobacco reps provide the retailers with gantries.tl& assumption is conveyed that in
general it can be expected that the element oh@astip prevails between the industry and
the retailers. Read against this background, ilnsei@significant that individual retailers

are concerned about the tobacco industry’s comditio

Hiding behind the survey

In this news release ASH is pushed into the backgtdy the survey it commissioned, but
why is the shop survey always the actor, when atityeit is ASH that reveals something?
In fact, this is only made clear in the appositainthe second paragraph. That ASH is
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hiding behind the shop survey it commissioned|risaaly evident in the headline, where it
is the shop survey that reveals tight control.Udolg the headline, the shop survey occurs
five times in the text, of which in four it functis as the subject and it is the theme in all
instances. Three times it occurs in the combinatith different types of the tokerveal
Another time the survey is said to hafeaind that. The fifth time we encounter it in a
passive constructionThe survey, commissioned by ASH, was conductedugegthe
extent [...].This use is quite interesting. The passive is@ain media discourse, since it
makes the processing of a text more difficult. kbragly it serves to delete the agent,
which is not the case here. Instead, the agerddkau into a weak partial apposition with
a verbal constituent, which is the only time itedplicitly mentioned that the survey was
initiated by ASH. The major function of appositioissto support the reader, for example
by giving him background knowledge, reminding hirh things that he might have
forgotten or by dissolving ambiguity. Ergo, thisnist the location where one would expect
to find important information. But it is indeed impant to know who commissioned the
survey. It also has to be added, that even thouyggssive structure is used here, the survey

is, like in all other occurrences, in the themeitoms.

Of course it could be argued that the survey isl tigsdbackground ASH in order to give a
more neutral appearance to the press release, lbak at the macro-structure shows that
neutral appearance does not seem to be the majoermroof this press release’s authors.
Some elements of the press release are fixed, &y wan be moved around. With regard
to news texts White (1996, 1997 gtd. in Catena@€i08: 18) speaks of a “nucleus” that
has a fixed position and “satellites” that serventodify it, which are not in a fixed order.
This means that the authors for a large part ceange the paragraphs according to their
view of what is important and what is not. Bearingnind the journalistic habit of starting
with the shortening of articles and press rele&s®sa the end, it is revealing to see how
these satellites are arranged and which of themivedhe most prominent positioning.
Again the authors of the release do not seem teube about the road they should be
taking. If one argues that they substitute theémicty with the survey in order to suggest
more neutrality, then it does not make sense thatstatement by ASH’s director of
research and policy is placed before that of thérakresearcher from the University of
Bath.
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6.1.3. The analysis of the sociocultural practice
The third step in Fairclough’s three dimensionaldelas to look at the underlying social

practices, which means to take into account thestoque of how far situational,
institutional and social practices have an impatttlee transmission of ideology with
regard to the text. In this dimension of discou@&BA draws much on the works of
Althusser and Gramsci (e.g. Fairclough 1992: 86j,9nce | have already discussed the
issue of ideology at length, I will now limit my stiussion to a brief description of its

influence on the discourse practice.

Fairclough and Wodak (1997: 276) argue that “uttees are only meaningful if we
consider their use in a specific situation, if wedarstand the underlying conventions and
rules, if we recognize the embedding in a certailtuce and ideology.” Hence, the fact
that press releases are written in a way that iestéhe journalistic style, may also be a
result of institutionalized practice. As a mattdrfact, this is the most powerful way
ideologies can exert influence on people: “[tlheeakbgies embedded in discursive
practices are most effective when they become al#ad, and achieve the status of
‘common sense” (Fairclough 1992: 87). So if a pragelease writer obeys to the
preformulation principle because it has become commense to him, this can be
interpreted as him being constrained unconscioushtyl therefore conveying and
reinforcing the dominant ideology. Fairclough (ibif0) says that how people produce and
consume texts is determined by so called “availatenbers’ resources”. These exercise
double confinement on the processes of productimh @nsumption. First of all, the
members’ resources are “internalized social strestunorms and conventions, including
orders of discourse, and conventions for the prioluicdistribution and consumption of
texts” (ibid.). They are the result of former sdgaactices. The second constraint results
from the particular kind of the social practice.eTiway in which members’ resources are
included (and also which of them are included) deseupon the very nature of the social
practice (ibid.). Therefore people will includefdifent member’s resources when reading a

press release than reading a newspaper article a\aertisement.

This step is only concerned with “explanation” @€mugh 2001: 91) i.e. it does solely
serve to explain the results of the examinationthefformer two discourse levels. In this

analysis | will omit the linking of the socioculalrpractices to ideology, since | have read



-102-

press releases from both sides of the controveganst their grain. So it is impossible to
claim that both sides have a hegemonic position emavey ideology through the

sociocultural practices.

6.2. Possible ways of improving the method and thevaluation thereof
Here | want to present briefly some possible wayeaw CDA's reliability and validity

could be enhanced. In particular | want to lookhat inclusion of corpus linguistics and

also the so called idealized reader framework a&sldped by O’Halloran (2003).

Combining different methods is seen as amelioratimegreliability of one’s results. The
combination of CDA with corpus linguistic methods particularly popular (e.g. Baker
2006, Partington/ Morley/ Haarman 2004, Morley/ Bgy2009). The first and probably
most significant contributions to this fusion of &and corpus linguistics came from
Michael Stubbs (e.g. 1994, 1996), who tried to ®ynEDA’s weaknesses by supplying
corpus based quantitative data. It is undenial@dedbrpus linguistics puts each analysis on
a more secure footing not least due to the siats glample. As Baker (2006: 12) notes, in
corpus linguistics also the data selection is nmabgective than if only a few texts are
analyzed. So this helps CDA to move away from imsgi@istic and unsystematic

description of textual features.

It is also important to note that consonant rediutisy different methods do not mean an
increase in validity, only reliability (Marchi/ T&yr 2009: 6). Thus, it may be that a
method can be used by different researchers teeaatithe same results, but the instrument
might not be measuring what it is supposed to nrea@n this problem see below). But
the reliability may also be lower than assumed. ddaand Taylor (2009) conducted a
revealing quasi-experiment in which they tested thaetwo researchers will arrive at the
same results by working with a combination of CD#&daorpus linguistics. They started
out with the same corpus, the same software andaime research question, namely: how
do journalists talk about themselves in the meBiath had a similar academic background
and during the research phase they even shareaditbeture on the subject, but they did
not discuss the literature, nor their progress 9200. Particularly striking was that they
came to diametrically opposed results about thetnbasic question as to whether

journalist tend to talk about themselves or whethar “By looking at slightly different
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things we started with different initial findingshweh partially implemented different paths
and different interpretations” (ibid.: 9). There ieeconvergent findings as well (ibid.:12),
but the dissonant findings were not insignificathoing Farmer et al. (2006), Marchi and
Taylor (2009: 18) conclude that methodological rigalation can help, but it cannot
remedy the underlying weaknesses, such as thosieeatheoretical underpinning. As |
have shown in the course of this paper, there isnited theoretical framework. So while
it is beyond doubt that corpus linguistics can helpmprove CDA, it cannot remedy the

weaknesses of the theoretical underpinning.

There are also some problematic aspects that aeetlgli taken over from corpus
linguistics. | already addressed some of them, aglhe detachment from co-text and
context. There are yet other limitations that heovée kept in mind, for example that not
everything can be investigated via a corpus, bily molated features, which after all are
selected by the analyst. Moreover, as Widdowso®{BO 14) points out, in such an
analysis priority is given to those forms that ¢teneasily measured via the computer and
also there are distinctions that the computer camrake, thus flawing the analysis. What

do we make, for example, of the past participle?

Although by now such a methodological triangulatwas proposed by a number of CD
analysts, there still seems to be a reluctanceakkernse of these new possibilities, perhaps
because it would complicate fighting for the goalise. Here is one of Fairclough’s
(2003: 6) arguments against it:

The sort of detailed text analysis | introduce i®@an of ‘qualitative’ social

analysis. It is rather ‘labour-intensive’ and cae productively applied to
samples of research material rather than largeesatfitext.

| am by no means arguing that corpus linguistica s®lution to all linguistic problems or
that it can deliver objective dafabut as we have seen with tieck example (see section
4.3.3.3.), in some cases it would be better to bagkthe claims that are made by
quantitative evidence. As a matter of fact, Fairglo himself makes use of corpora every
once in a while (e.g. Fairclough 2000), but only,seems, when it fits into his
argumentation. There is no way around the inclusiboorpus linguistics in some kind,

and there is nothing wrong with it, as long as lthetations are kept in mind. Referring

'8 For a closer analysis of the shortcomings of celimguistics see Widdowson (2000a) and Hunston
(2002).
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again to Fairclough’s three dimensional model stdurse, it can be asserted that corpus
linguistics deals with the textual dimension, buinwcot alone provide sufficient

information on the discourse practice and sociattice

The belief that corpus linguistics is the answealteshortcomings of critical linguistics is
still the legacy of the functional fallacy i.e. thelief that pragmatic significance can be
read off from textual features, a weakness thétalilinguistics has to struggle with since
its very beginning. Consequently, computationadlgeived data cannot be the only tool in
discourse analysis. Consulting a corpus can ineréas sample and also bring in more
systematicity, but the problem is still that a tettanalysis cannot tell us what effect a
certain feature has. Jones (2007: 364) draws upt@resting analogy to CDA:
It would be a similar situation if | decided to gelthe ideological worthiness
of politicians by the clothes they wear. If | edisi ideological correlations
between clothing and ideological orientation (anéwd up corresponding
‘checklist’ for the uninitiated to use) this doest mean that | have invented a
new social science method — ‘critical fashion asialy- but that | have made a
deliberate decision to give automatic priority aighificance to certain, very

particular, phenomena in my political assessmentsffect thereby tying my
interpretative hands behind my back.

Here Jones puts his finger on a very weak spotih Giamely the deliberate assigning of
significance to particular features and consul@ngorpus cannot remedy this weakness.
To speak with Widdowson (2000b: 16): “It is onenthito say that syntactic patterns
semantically encode reality, but quite a differdnhg to say, as Stubbs does, that their
pragmatic use does the same” (ibid.: 16). Theretwoepossible options of solving this
problem: either CD analysts account for multiplsgible interpretations, or they put more
emphasis on the processes of consumption and grodudhe latter could, for instance,
be done by supplementing the textual analysis etiimographic research. With regard to
the study of press releases the work by Sleurslaodbs (2005) is an example of how this
could be done. Of course such a procedure is phphelvorkable for each analysis, but
regarding consumption there is also another wasotee this problem, namely the ideal
reader framework that was developed by O’Hallor@908)’. He approaches the
interpretation process (and thereby he focusesagpilynon inference generation) of hard
news texts from a cognitive perspective, wherebyakes into account the work in the

area of cognition since the 1980-ies. By fusinglemce from psycholinguistics, cognitive

" See pages 189-191 for a list of the basic proeggsinciples that O’Halloran works with.
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linguistics and connectionism, he creates his idedlreader framework which enables the
analysts to make assumptions about the interpoetatiocess based on empirical evidence.
Working with this framework reduces the probabilidfy over-interpretation and offers a
more systematic procedure (ibid.: 3-4). This is teosay that this framework is to be seen
as a replacement for SFL, but it can be used camgieary, for SFL is focused on the
level of text description and O’Halloran’s model thve interpretation stage i.e. the two are

concerned with two different dimensions of disceurs
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7. Conclusion
In this thesis | set out to answer the questiontidreCDA, which has probably become

the most influential approach in the study of digse, fulfills the basic standards of
academic inquiry. Its proponents see it as a dtieriheory and method, but as the
discussion showed, it is neither of them. In tightiof critical rationalism CDA is not a

proper theory, for it can hardly deliver predicsatat are in accordance to the principle of
falsification. With this respect the most troublirsgue is that CDA has set up effective
strategies with which criticism is being obstructéithis works on the one hand by
charging the discussion emotionally and on therdblgeeclecticism. The latter is present in
the analysis itself, but also in the fusion of eiffint theoretical resources. After tearing
individual elements out of their genuine theordticantext, they are combined via a
patchwork principle into a theory that is not praoeritique. Additionally, CDA primarily

adapted those elements that are hardly accessibleesting and refutation, while

disregarding those that were seen as too positivist

As far as the claim to be a scientific method iscgned, we need to return to two issues
that | have addressed at the beginning of this ipayaenely validity and reliability. In the
argumentative part of the thesis it was claimed @RA fails to meet the standards of
validity, which can primarily be explained by thenttional fallacy. The name CDA
implies the examination of discourse, but in mdsthe cases it is in fact textual analysis
that is being conducted. As a matter of fact, thly discourse that is investigated is the
discourse of the researcher himself, not that efaverage reader. In my analysis of press
releases | went at great lengths to demonstratetibamethod is weak on both, validity
and reliability. Only because the method has hugfcits in these two areas, it was
possible for me to adopt a completely unusual gtegted thereby to prove that even texts
with a clear agenda such as press releases traiggoibgy against their issuer. Another
thing my analysis showed is that it is problematidissect the text from its context. By
doing so, the researcher will never be able tonstract the discourse of the average
reader, because this way of meaning generationmuiesorrespond to that of an everyday
consumer of the text. Usually readers do not fesamine the textual features and
afterwards connect it to the contextual factorse Theception process is much more
complex und unsystematic. Context, for examplesaaly channels our perception of the

text into a certain direction. In the case of mylgsis this means that the reader has
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certain expectations to the genre of press rele&@mss of these expectations is that press
releases are written in a way that positively dispis issuers. This dissection from context
enabled me to subject the texts to a pervert wagading by taking the stance of a non-
cooperative reader. This position is taken in e@Bhanalysis. When Fairclough (1992),
for example, reads pre-natal medical texts in otdenvestigate domination rather than to
obtain information about pregnancy, he is alsopsfig into the role of a non-cooperative
reader. But this is not the way these texts aréd byanon CD-analysts. A pregnant woman
will not read the text the same way as the analgst neither will the readers of the press
releases | analyzed. The sole fact that with CDA&thodology | was able to subject the
press releases to a way of reading that fittegotbtext | adopted shows that the discourse
that is suggested in a CD analysis is only one gmmany and does not have to have to
correspond to that of the lay-reader. Ergo, meartagnot be read off from textual
features. Therefore the most problematic step iICRx analysis is the drawing of
conclusions about the actual effect of a languagéufe by means of interpretation. This
stage will always be problematic and that is whg ¢hiticism uttered in this thesis applies
to all branches of CDA, despite the fact that lued on Fairclough’s works. No matter
how much resources are invested into a detailedegbralization of the material, the
element of interpretation does not vanish. But #iement of interpretation is not
something that automatically invalidates an acadesnterprise. However, it is crucial to
bear in mind that there are multiple possible disses. | cannot assert that my suggested
reading of the press releases is enshrined in éke itself. For me the use of a
nominalization or passivization may be troublingy fthe agent is not named. For
somebody else this may not be the case, becausagém might be present in his
discourse without the explicit mentioning in th&tteSo if generalizations are made with
this regard, they should be supported by empireatience from language cognition

studies and not solely by the interpretation of analyst.

These deficits about validity are also negativdfgaing CDA'’s reliability. If the results
are determined by the researcher’s pretext andydhe text itself, then the text is not
used to obtain new information, but only as a mednkbustration i.e. analyses of different
researchers will lead to different results sinceytlre not investigating the same things.
This divergence in results is enhanced by the tHckystematic and rigorous guidelines.

Take, for instance, my investigation of the fouegs releases. Given the same texts and the



-108-

same toolkit for analysis, another researcher cabithin results that are diametrically
opposed to mine. In the course of my analysis hieeol to a number of textual features and
| suggested that these have negative effects oddpietion of the press releases’ issuers.
It is out of question that these grammatical andchd features are in the text, but the
problem is that in the course of selecting thesgufes | was not bound to any ex ante
defined procedures, which means that it was paséiolme to describe those features that
supported my preconceived interpretation and it &8ss possible to set those into relation
to any other feature | believed to be significaddnsequently, the other researcher could
focus on different aspects, which then would lead tifferent outcome. Hence, if CDA is
a method as some claim (e.g. Fairclough 1995bthEx it is an extremely unreliable

method.

But despite the failure to deliver valid and releabesults, the most dangerous element of
CDA is the disguise of interpretation as analysiombination with the immunization
against critique. It is not sufficient to legitineizcientific inquiry as such only by referring
to the researcher’s expertise in a certain areause CDA representatives are right in one
thing: no scientist can approach a subject witlamyt background knowledge and opinion,
especially when the areas of inquiry are as emaliphoaded as those investigated by
CDA (e.g. language, politics). There are divergeoints of view and in order to have
reasonable discussions that can lead to sciemibgress, it is important to open one’s

arguments up for criticism.

Of course CDA'’s proponents might argue that therad need to engage in this kind of
scientific discussion, since the goal justifies theans, but history has taught us that
science can easily be misused if the ideal of dbjecis disregarded. Prominent examples
include things such as race theory in the pre W&¥dl, which paved the way for terrible
events. At this point Silverman (2001: 221) seesagor flaw of critical science:
To assume that emancipation is the goal of reseanfiates yet again ‘fact’
and ‘value’. How research is used is a value-lagh@fitical question. To my
mind, the first goal of scientific research is dalknowledge. To claim

otherwise is to make an alliance with an awful dypahat includes ‘Aryan
science’ under the Nazis, and ‘socialist scienoglanr Stalin.

At the same time it is naive to believe that reseens will be critical towards their own
work (not even Popper, the godfather of falsificaism, was willing to question his own

theories). Each scientist has his own pretext aatives, which are hard to reconcile with
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balanced research. Doubt and mistrust are majastiteents of the academic world, but
CDA is rendering them impossible. Skepticism aniticcsm are often only fostered in
those directions that suit the critical enterpri§kis is achieved by blurring the borders
between different systems such as politics, mgraiid science. But science is science
because it has rules that other systems do not Ravieg up these rules means giving up
the privileged position of scientific researchisltnot per se wrong to include political or
moral considerations into the academic work, buenvthese aspects gain the upper hand
and research is degraded to a tool for politicéivesmn it is indeed troubling. In the end |
briefly presented two ways that | find the mostmpiging of improving CDA as a method.
However, they can only be effective if changesraesle within the theoretical basis. It is
only then that other methods such as corpus litigaisan realize their whole potential
within CDA.
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9. Appendix

Abstract (English)
This thesis is an exploration of the scientificuabf Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA).

CDA'’s interdisciplinary popularity is continuousggrowing and it is symptomatic for the
rise of the critical paradigm in linguistics, thogking it necessary to ask whether CDA
fulfills the criteria to be regarded as a scieatifineory and method. Following critical
rationalism the major criterion for the assessnwénts value as a theory is the degree of
its falsifiability. CDA'’s value as a method, on tbther hand, is determined by the criteria
of validity and reliability. The paper is composafdan argumentative and an analytic part.
The former primarily depicts the two strategieshwithich critique is obstructed in CDA.
First, the emancipatory goal is used to backgrouationality. Secondly, multiple
theoretical resources are fused, whereby eacheof ik torn out of its original theoretical
environment. It is discussed how - fueled by acaaitperspective - isolated elements from
sociology, the study of literature and linguistie @ombined via a patchwork principle to
make CDA immune to criticism. The argumentativet @dso addresses the weaknesses
concerning validity, which are largely a resulttioé belief that pragmatic meaning can be
read off from textual features. In the analytic tpavhich consists of a case study of
different press releases, it is shown that CDA dlae to struggle with low reliability.
Starting out with Fairclough’s three dimensional dabfor analyzing discourse, press
releases in a controversy are read against thaimn.dt is shown that they convey ideology
against the issuer, thereby demonstrating thatsitpossible to substantiate any
preconceived interpretation by using the tools @BBXA provides. The results of a CD
analysis are not as dependant on the text, asatieegn the researcher’s pretext. Meanings
are read into the text, not off it and this is whyfact it is interpretation and not analysis
that is taking place under the label CDA. Evengyalome possibilities of remedying
CDA’s weaknesses such as the inclusion of corpuguistics are briefly presented and

evaluated.
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Abstract (German)
Diese Arbeit ist eine Untersuchung des wissensatta#h Wertes der Critical Discourse

Analysis (CDA). Die CDA erfreut sich steigenderertisziplinare Popularitat und ist
symptomatisch fur den Aufstieg des kritischen Pigrads in der Linguistik, weshalb es
notwendig wird zu fragen ob die CDA die Kriteriemer wissenschaftliche Theorie und
Methode erfillt. In Anlehnung an den kritischen iBaalismus gilt in dieser Arbeit der
Grad der Widerlegbarkeit als Hauptkriterium zur Beilung der Brauchbarkeit als
Theorie. CDAs Wert als Methode wird anhand der é€i#in Validitdt und Reliabilitat
gemessen. Die Arbeit besteht aus einem argumesmatmd einem analytischen Teil.
Ersterer beschreibt zwei Strategien mit denen IKugrhindert wird. Als erste Strategie
gilt der Gebrauch des emanzipatorischen Ziels werRditionalitat dem moralischen Appel
unterzuordnen. Zweitens werden verschiedene thecdnet Ressourcen fusioniert, wobei
diese aus ihrem urspringlichen Kontext herausgarisgerden. Es wird gezeigt wie -
angetrieben durch die kritische Perspektive - éstdi Elemente aus der Soziologie, der
Literaturwissenschaft und der Linguistik mittelsnes Patchwork Prinzips kombiniert
werden um die CDA gegen Kritik zu immunisieren. angumentativen Teil werden auch
die Schwachen beziglich der Validitadt angesproclden,grof3tenteils auf der Annahme
basieren, dass pragmatische Bedeutung von texilistegkmalen abgelesen werden kann.
Im analytischen Teil, einem Fallbeispiel bei demrschiedene Presseaussendungen
untersucht werden, wird gezeigt, dass die CDA dbefizite im Bereich der Reliabilitat
aufweist. Ausgehend von Faircloughs dreidimensemalModell zur Diskursanalyse
werden Presseaussendungen zu einer offentlicheatieepegen den Strich gelesen. Es
wird argumentiert, dass die Pressetexte Ideologigey ihren Auftraggeber transportieren,
wobei bewiesen wird, dass es mit den Werkzeugen GI2A mdglich ist jegliche
vorgefasste Interpretation mit textlichen Merkmalem untermauern. Daher sind die
Resultate einer CD Analyse nicht so sehr abhangig ¥ext, sondern vielmehr von der
Position und Intention des Forschers. Bedeutund imiden Text hineingelesen, nicht vom
Text abgelesen und daher ist es de facto Intetpetand nicht Analyse die unter der
Bezeichnung CDA stattfindet. Zuletzt werden Mitfmisentiert und evaluiert die zur
Beseitigung der Schwéachen der CDA genutzt werdeméw, wie etwa die Einbeziehung

der Korpuslinguistik.
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