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Chaprter 1

An Introduction to Critical
Discourse Analysis in Education

Rebecea Rogers
Washingion Uniiversity in St Lowis

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) holds much promise tor educational re-
search. Rescarchers using CDA can describe, interpret, and explain the re-
lationships wmong Llnguage and important educational issies. One such is-
sue 15 the current relationship among the cconomy, national policics, and
educational pracices. In what Gee and the New Literacy Scholars refer to
as fast capitatism, the top—down model of business (and classroom) leader-
ship has been abandoned lor a “community of practice” model (e.g.,
Wenger, 1998; Wenger, MeDermott, & Snyder, 2002) characterized by flat-
tencd hicrarchies, the construction and distribution of knowledge, joint
problem solving, and flexible and creative workers. Many new literacy class-
rooms [it this description. There is also @ hack-to-the-basics backlash at na-
tional and state levels—to return o an cducational system reminiscent of
factory models of ccducation, Gee (2001) pointed oul the contradictions
cmbedded in such policies, especially when the world of work is moving
the opposite direction.

CDA is anply prepared to handle such contradictions as they emerge
and demonstrate how they are enacted and transtormed through linguistic
practices in ways ol interacting, representing, and being. Locating such re-
lationships are at the heart of 1 CDA agenda, bur are often difficult (o pin-
point. To understand the power—knowledge relationships operating in a
committee on special education meelng or in a second-grade classroom,
analysts need to understand the relationship between language form and
function, the history of the practices that construct present-day practices,
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and how social roles are acquired and transformed. Fach of (hese are
threads that run through this book.

THE MULTIPLE MEANINGS OF CRITICAL DISCOURSE
ANALYSIS

What is critical about CDAZ Is all analysis of discourse, assuming that lan-
guage is social and political, a CDA? Is there a specific sequence of method-
ological steps that qualifies an analysis as CDA? What aspects of language
arc important 1o analvze in condacting CDA? What is the difference be-
rveen cda and CDA? How do we assess the validity and trustworthiness of
such researchr '

CDA s both a theory and a method. Rescarchers who are interested in
the relationship between language and society use CDA o help them de-
seribe. Interpret, and explain such relationships. CDA s different [rom
other discourse analysis methods because it ineludes not only a description
and interpretution of discourse in context, bat also offers un explanation of
why and how discourses work, CDA is a domain of critical applied hnguis-
rics (e.g., Fowler, lodge, Kress, & Trew, 1979 Kress & FHodge, 1979; Parker
& the Bolton Discourse Group, 1999; Pecheux, 1970; Pennveook, 2001:
Willig, 1999). There are many different approaches o CDA, including
French discourse analvsis (e, Foucault, 1972; Pecheux, 1975, social
semiotics (Todge & Kress, 1988), soclocognitive studies (van Dijk, 1993,
and the discourse historical method (Wodak, 1996, 1999}, Tach of these
perspectives on GDA can be applied to issues in education,

Fairclough and Wodak (1997) offered eight [oundational principles of
CDA. These principles are a useful starting poini for researchers interested
in conducting CDA. These are:

CDA addresses social problems

Power relations are discursive

Discourse constitutes socicty and culture

Discomrse does ideological work

biscourse is historical

A sociocognitive approach is necded to understand how relations be-
rween texts and society are mediated

Discourse analysis is interprerive and explanatory and uses a svstemaltic
methodology

» CDA is a socially committed scientific paradigm
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Over the past two decades, much research has been conducted using
these principles (see Rogers et al. [in progress] for a litcrature review),
CDA is beginning Lo take hold in educational rescarch in North America
{sce Siegel & Fernandez [2000] for an overview ol antcal approaches). Ed-
ucational tescarchers are interested in how texts are put together {e.g.
ploome & Carter, 2001; Lemke, 1992; Pevion-Young, 2001}, srudies of pol-
iy (Collins, 2001; Corson, 2000; Woodside-liron, 2002, in press), and inter-
sctions in dlassrooms and schools (Bloome & Fean-Robertson, 1993; Kiuma-
ravadivelu, 1999; Moje, 1997; Rogers, 2003). All of these studies are linked
in their inquiry into the relationship between language and social conligu-
rartons of education. Although there is no formula for conducting CDA, re-
searchers who use CDA are concerned with a eritical theory of the social
world, the relatonship of language and cliscourse in the construction and
representation ol this social world, and a methodology that allows them to
describe, interpret, and explain such relatonships. As outlined in the nexr
section, appreaches 10 CDA may vary at the “critical,” “discourse,” or “analy-
sis” sectdons ol the method, bur must include all three pars o be comsic-
ered a CDA.L

What Is the “Critical” Part ol CDA?

The term entical in CDA is olten associated with studving power relations,
This concept of critical is rooted in the Franklurt school of eritical theory
{Adorno, 1073; Adorno & Horkeimer, 1972; Habermas, 1976). Critical re-
scarch and theoy is a rejection of naturalism (that social practices, labels,
and programs represent reality), rationality (the assumption that truth is a
resule of science and logic), neutrality {the assumption that truth docs not
reflectany particular interests), and individualism. Critical research rejects
the overdercrministic view of social theory espoused by Marxists and in-
steacl argues for a dialectic between individual agency and structural deter-
minist. As with all research, the intentions of critical discourse analysts are
not nentral, Corsen (2000) wrote that his aim is (o, “explore hidden power
relations between a piece ol discourse and wider social and caltural forma-
tions™ and have an interest in “uncoverimg inequalily, powey relationships,
injustices, discrimination, bias, ete” (p. 45). Corson raised an important
point concerning the nature of critical diseourse work. The intentions of
the analyst always guide the theory and method of CDA. Within this frame-
work of “critical,” the analyst’s intention is to uncover power relationships
and demonstrate inequitics embedded in socicty. In this framework, the an-
alyst may belicve thar the uncovering of power relationships in their analy-
sis may lead to disrupting the power relations in the social contexts in which
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they study. They do not, owever, include such political and social disrup-
lioﬁ in their analysis.

Another interpretation of the “criticai” in CDA is an attempt 1o de-
scrihe, interpret, and explain the relationship hetween the form and (une-
tion of Ianguage. The [orm t)flanguage, as expanded on in a later secudon,
consists of grammar, morphology, semantics, syntax, and pragmatics, The
function ol Tangnage includes how people use language in diflerend sita-
Lions 1o achieve an ontcome. Critical discourse analysrs believe there is a
relationship hetveen the form and funcion of language. Furiher, they
startwith the assurnption that certain networks ol fTorm—function relation-
ships are valued in society more thun otliers. For exampie, the informal
genre ol storyrelling combined with (the ancedotal information a parent
shiares about their child as a reader at howme carries Less social value within
the context of a Commirtee on Special Education (CSE) meeling than the
formal genre of presenting test scores. A evitical discourse analyst’s goal is
ta study the relationships hetween language form and [unction and cx-
plain why and hiow certain patterns are privileged over others, In the sense
that all systems of meaning are linked 10 socially delined practices 1hat
carry more or less privilege and value in society, such exploration is also
an exploration into power and languuge, As Chouliaraki and Fairclough
(1999) stated, “our view is that the links between particular discourses and
social positions, and therefore the ideological elfects of discourse, are cs-
tablished and negotiated in the process of articulation within a practice”
(p. 160), The implication, in this perspective of “eritical,” is that although
idcology mevitably exists, it is explicitly studied. T this perspective, e in-
rention of the analystis 1o explore the networks of discourse patterns that
comprise social situations,

Anotherinterpretation of “critical” is that CDA explicirly addresses sociul
probieins and secks o solve social prohlems throagh the analysis and ac-
companving social and political action. The intention of the analyst in this
view of “cridcal” is explicitly oviented toward locarin g sociil problems and
analyzing how discourse operales o construct and is historically con-
structed by such ssues. I chis perspective, analysts believe thal analyzing
texts tor power is not enough to disrupt such discursive powers. Instead the
analyst must work [rom the analysis of texis w the social and political con-
texis in which the texts emerge. This is an explicily action-oriented stunce
and 15 most ollen relerred to as o form of eritical language awarencss.

What Is the “Discourse” Part of CDA?
Analysts of language have defined disconrse in a broad numnber of WAYS,

Stubbs {1983} defined it as, “language above the senlence or ahove the
clause” (p. 1). Brown and Yule (1983) wrote, “the analysis of discourse is,
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necessarily, the analysis of language in wse. As such, it cannot be 1"csr1‘i.‘c[cd
1o the deseription of lingnistic forms independent of rhe‘[\)urp()se&: or flel.C-
pons which these forms are designed 10 serve human 'fxﬂnirs” (p. 1) }*;u%'—
clough (19924) wrote, "Discourse is, for me, more th;m_]usr.lg-mg"uag(: e it
is language use, whether speech or writing, seen us a type ol social practice

(p- 28)7 . o

Discourse within a CDA Framework traces ils linguistic genealogy te criti-
cal linguistics and systemic funcdonal lingiusucs (Fowler et al,, 197%; Kress
& Hodge, 1970}, Within a lunctional approach to language (an area 1 ad-
dress In depth later), linguists helieve that language responds ta the ‘funcf
tons of language use and has different work (or lunctions) to perlorm.
Within this discipline, discourse is a system ol meanings or "svstematically
orgnni?c(l sel of stutements which give expression to the meanings and val-
wes of an instmdon™ (Kress, 1985, . G).

Within a CDA framework, analysts of discourse start with the assumption
that language use is always social and that analyses of language occur 'dh()\tf‘
the unit of a sentence or clause (e.g., [uworski & Coupland, 1999). In this
view, discotrse both reflects and constructs the social wourld and is referred
(o as constiturive, dialectical, and dialogic. Discourse is never just a product,
hut a sl of consumptive, productive, distributive, and reprocuctive proc-
esses Lhat is in relation 1o the social world,

Gee (1996) made a distinction bewween hitde “d” and "D discourse, Ti-
tle *“d” relers to language bits or the grammar of wliat is saicl, “D”iscourse re-
[ers 1o the ways ol represenung, believing, valuing, and purlicip;u.‘ing with
the language hits. Big Discourse includes language bits, but it also mclud(.-.s
the identities and meanings that go along with such ways ol speaking. This
distinciion helps us see that the form of language cannor exist indepeundent
of the function of language and the intention of speakers. Turther, Gee
{chap. 2, this volume} asserts that Discourse is not merely a patiern of.suc%;ll
interactions, but 18 connected to identity and the disimbution of social
goods, Gee (1996) settorth a number ol theoretical propositions about Dis-

COUTRES!

1. Discourses are inherently ideological. . .. They crucially involve a set
of values und viewpoints about the relationships between people and the
distribution ol sacial goods, at the very least, abour who is an sider and
who is not, otten who is “normal” and who is not, and often, too, many
other things as well,

2. Discourses are resistant to internal crificism and sellscrutiny because
ultering viewpoints that seriously undermine them defines one ;l.s‘b.cing'
outside of them. The Discourse defines what counts as acceptable criticism.

Kee K, Sawyer (2002) Lor an analysis of 1he concept of discemrse within Foucault’s wriling,
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3. Discourse-delined positions [rom which to speak and behave are not,
however, just detined internally to 1 Discourse, bul also as standpoints
takern up by the Discourse in ils relation to other, ultimately opposing, Dis-
COLTSES,

4, Any Discourse concerns isell with certain objects and puts {forward
cerlain concepts, viewpoints, and values at the expense ol others. In doing
s0, i marginalizes viewpoints and values central (o other Discourses. In fact,
a Discourse can call [or une to accept values in conflict with other Dis-
courses of which one is also a4 member.

5. Discourses are mtimalely related to the distiibution of social power
and hierarchical structure in sociery, which is why they are always anel every-
where ideological. Control over certain Discourses can Tead to the acquisi-
tion ol social goeds (money, power, status) i a sociery, These Discourses
empower tose groups that have the Teast conflicts with their other Dis-
courses when they use them. Let us call Discourses that lead to social goods
in a society dowmand Discourses, and let us refer to those groups that have
the Tewest conllicts when using them as deminant groufis.

Critical discourse analvsts treat Ianguage diflerentdy than linguists, socio-
linguists, or conversalion analysis, Discourse within a CDA Tramework is not
a reflection of social contexts, but constructs and is constracted by conftexis.
Discourses are always socially, politically, racially, aud economically loaded.

What Is the “Analysis” Part of CDA?

Although there are many principles about discourse that unite the research
ol CDA, there is also dissension within the community of CDA. Oltentunes
this dissension revolves around analytic procedures® The analvtic proce-
dures depend on what definitions of ortical and discowrse the analyst has
takerr up as well as his o1 her intentions for conducting the anulysis, There
arc more and less extually oriented approaches (o disconrse analysis, Some
methods are less inguistically focused and more focnsed on the context in
which the discourse arises, Other methods are interested i the historical
cmergence ol a set of concepts or policies. Olher methods pav equal alten-
ion 1o language and social theory. Fairclough (1992a) referred 1o this
method as a rexrually oriented approach o discourse analysis. The chapters
in this book engage in textually oriented approaches to discourse analysis.
Two of the most common sets of methodologies used by edueational re-
searchers are those of Gee (1899} and Fairclough (19922, 1992h, 1995). As

2ee also Titscher, Mever, Worlak, and Vener (2000} for an overview of CDA procedures
and iechniguces,

1. (’jRITICAL NSCOURSE, ANALYSIS [N EDUCATION 7
I denwonstrate in chapter 10, although there 1s A gr‘cat deal of synergy
among the [rameworks, there are Lll:\‘() places ol CO-HQ_K[' -
Fairclough’s (1992, 1995) analytic p1‘()c§dures include a l.hree—t}ere(
model that includes descriplion, interpretano_n, a_nd f‘xplananon of discur-
give refalions and soctal practices at the ]0(5;11, msulutmn;?l, and S()Llelél .dnr—
ﬁmins of analysis. The local domain may include a .p:\mcnlar ,te?(F (c:g., }
newspaper, political speech, or sch‘onl h();u:rl meeting), Th_c 1{15[1['11[1('”1?1‘
domai 1s the next level of abstraction :u?(l includes -[}.‘IC’ SOC_JE‘l}- 111_st1r11r,{()115
(hat enable and constrain the local (1071}3111 (e.g., ]‘)ol‘mml affiliation Oi.tlhc
newspaper company, schools), The societal (l()ﬂ‘l:llﬂ. 1s the next lcw:l of 1b
srraction and includes the policies and mc‘[u—nnrralwmf that shape c‘lll(lv 11 c
shaped by he institutional and local dom:nnﬁ. F;u‘_h of [l{(:f:(: d(nr}aln%;}:}zn
an ongoing dialogue with cach other. (:}l()llh;]r{.ll'\l and l*;u‘rclr)u‘gh {1¢ J)‘
developed this analytic scheme even ['\lr[her‘ hg‘f incorporating t‘lCIt[1Lj];l[h of
systemic functional linguistcs into the analytic [rame\.vork. They referred Lo
venre. discourse, and style as the threc propertics of hmgt{ugo thar are op-
:l‘aling‘ withinn and among the local, institutional, and _socmuﬂ domains. A
critical discourse analyst nsing this set of procedures wﬂl4((_)11[111u;111}_-' mOve
belween a micro- and macroanalysis of texts. This recursive nu‘)\‘-’cmﬁnl be-
tween linguistic and social analysis is what makes CDA a systematic method,
vather than a haphazard analysis of discourse and power. . o

Gee’s (1999) analytic procedures include a scl of ccmn(:cl_mn-bmldmg
activities that includes desceribing, interpreung, and explaining 1.11.(‘, refa-
tionship between language bits (small “d”) and cul[lu‘a_l m()d_cl.‘s", suualvf:q
identitics. and situated meanings (g “D7Y. The conmectionbuilding activi-
ties includes six that allow the analyst 1o constrict meaning from i n(.‘[w.()rk
of discourse patterns. The tasks include: semiotic bui.ldi.ng, wor]‘d. bm]dipg,
acrivity building, socioculturally sitnated identity l‘)Lul‘dmg, I)t)lll.‘lC'c'll build-
ing, and connecion building. Gee provided a uselul list of questons 1o ask
of cach task. The questions consist of VATIOUS aspects of. gram}nm‘. F(n' ex-
anmple. within “semiotic building,” Gee asked t.,hc queston: \’VII-EI[.SllL{H f)-'s-
tets ave relevanl {and irrelevant) in the situation? In world building, Gee
poscd the question: What are the situaled mcaniqgs ol some of [1.1(_‘ W(_J}‘dS
and phrases that secm important in the siwation? .(see chap. 11 for a full
discussion of Gee's methodology in relation to Fairclough’s).

The CDA, then, 15 an analysis of not only what is said, but what is left
put—naol only what is present in the text, but what is absent, In this sense,
CDA does not read pD]il,-l(‘ﬂ] and soctal ideologies onto texts: Rather, the
task of the analyst is to figure out all of the possible configurations b(?llﬁ'(f(‘ﬂ
texts, ways of representng, and ways ot being, and o look for ;-m(.l discover
the relationships berween Lexts and ways of beirlg and why certain people
take up certain positions vis-i-vis situated nses of lzmguage.. .

There are no [ormulas for conducting CDA, Deciding which ser of ana-
Iytic procedures to use depends on the practical research situation you are
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in, the texts you are studying, and your research questions. Fach of the au-
thors in this volume has chosen a different entry point for lis or her analy-
sis. What is nccessary is attention to crifical social theories and linguistic
analysis of texts. What is important is that all three components of CDA
(crir}(‘;ll, discourse, and analysis) are embedded within a methodology. In
IAhis hook, each ol the authors attends (o these components of CDA. We
have also targeted three issues that we helieve are mmportant for CDA in cd-
ucational rescarch, The {irst is attention to the relatiouship between lan-
guage lorm and lainguage function. The second is attention Lo the relation.
ship betweern discourse and contexts. The third is attention to what insights
CDA provides us about learning. The [ollowi ng introduces some ol the -
portant concepls that appear in cach of the cliapters,

THE MAKING OF MEANTING: FORM AND FUNCTION

Systemic lunctional linguistics is the linguistic backhone of CDA {Halliday,
1994; Halliday & Hasan, 1984). Sysremic-functional linguistics (SFL) is a
theory of language that Focuses on the [unction of language. Although SFI1
accounts Tor the syntaciic sorucnure of Language, it places the function of
language as central (wliat 1zmg‘uugt= does, and bow it doces i), in preference
o more structural approaches, which place the elements of language and
their combinations as cenral. SFL stares an social context and looks at how
lannguage both acts on and is constrained by this social conrext.

Purt simply, there are hard and soft strnctures to language. Hard strue-
rures uiclude aspeets ol the linguistic systern such as adjectives, nouns, and
verbs. Soltstructures include the function of lunguage. They are referred to
as soft siructures because of the level of abstraction. The goul of an emnpiri-
cally based CDA is 1o describe, interprer, and explain the refationship be-
tween the hard and solt stnictuces of language.® [alliday (1975) wrote,

The viewpoint we are taking [with regard fo language | is a fund tional one. We
shall relate the meaning, in e, (o linguistic limetion, 1o the Mimctions that
language is made toserve in (he ife of the growing chilel. . 1his gives us some
msight ineo why the adult language has evolved in the way it has. . we can see
the adult linguistic study is strueimred in a way which reflects very closely its
funciional origins. (p. 8)

One of the nnderlying assumptions of SFL is that the objeat of language
study should be a whole text, not a decontexiualized sentence or uttcrance.
SFL is commitred 10 a view of language (hat focuses on meaning and the
choices people make when making mucaning. Unlike structural aspects of

e Lynnand Cleary (1993) and Goatly (20003 lor an introduction 10 linguistic concepts,

1. CRITICAL NISCOLRSE ANALYSIS IN FDUCATION q
Janguage systeins (e.g., g(‘nerurive{ maodels of grumma}'), Ll_wr(: ar'(" no_s}mrp
diSEjIlCﬁUnS between the svstern (form) anc the nse ol language (1111‘1‘(,-[]011).-
This means thar the analyst can look to speech (discourse) as an aritact of
(he relationship belween language anfl structure. - ‘ .

The assumption that language and literacy pr_u.ctlcci "}r(‘ socially situated
and have underlying sysieins ol 11?6',‘1_ning und'crhm an SEL :113‘11_1"0271.(?1‘{‘10-.12111-
guage. According o Halliday (1978), there 1» a (1(ff’.p organizing ptmgph:'
(iu the grATIINALS ol human language that qlslmgl-ushes hclmjvn the [unc-
(ions available in language, Halliclay stated, "lher_‘c 1% ;_1 ﬂysu'm;mcq correspon-
dence hetween the semiotic structure of the sitvation l[y‘pc (h(‘%‘d, m?‘(‘lc,
tennort and the functional organization of the senantic system” {(p. 32).
Within SFL, language is encoded in particular gc:m'v:% ((L{ }-)(‘:(‘tl‘}'._ sermon,
informal talk among [Hends, political speech). This is relerred o as the
morde of Tanguage and is a primarily texiual function. Every utrerance also
enacts certain social relationships. This is the tenorol the utterance, ;1‘n (1‘1116
function is primarily interpersomnal. Last, cvery ntterance 0}').(:1".1&"5. u:"lrl_un a
larger framework of what is possible given culiural (‘()l-lsﬂ'll-.l]‘!-f%. [?]IS is re-
ferred Lo as the field ol Tanguage. and tie primary function is 1(10;‘1tmnul. In
ather words, every ulterance is macde up of three ditferent fi]l](i[l()lls—te\—
rual, interpersoual, and ideational. There are parallels among f-‘o]—“], m(_)de.
tenor, and leld and genve, discourse, and sivle within €A (this relation-
ship appears in chaps. 3, 6, and 11, this volume). ‘ _

Another distinguishing feature of SI'L is the conscious or unconscious
choice of meaning, A set ol options such as singular/plural, past/present/
{uture tense, and ;-)osili\-'&,-"negativc polarity is available to every spv;lkc-r and
is called a system—thus the name systemac fingreistics. When language is de-
scribed rhis'\«:ay, cvery choice made also signifies cholces nat made. 1t would
he naive to think that aJl people have equal access 1o oplions \‘vhcn sp(.'ak—
ing. Indeed Fairclough (chap. 10, this volume) Lll:f_{lllCS that social pr;%(;llces
control the selection of certain structural possibilities and the exclusion of
others. o , -

Despite the centrality of SFL in discourse stuclies in general and CDA in
particular, educational researchers in the American umrmq have 1.)9('11 re-
luctant ro take up the work ol SFL (Christic, 2002; Cope & K;Llil]l’rll:‘), 2000,
Goully, 2000; Schleppegrell, 2001}, Gee (chap. 2. this volume) points u.ut
that American linguists have a historical link to a Chomskian model Ofln?—
guistics, This is & problem hecause antononous models of syntax assocl-
ared with Chomskian models of linguistics privilege language study as
autonomous and disassociated parts—antithetical to the theoretical as-
sumptions about discourse to which many analysts prescribe (see also
Gee, chap. 2, this volume). In this volume, we argue [ha'L anallysts should
explicitly attend 1o theorics of language and the reladonship between
form aud [unction.
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CONTEXT AND DISCOURSE

CDA starts with the assumption tha language use is always inevi tahbly corn-
structing and constructed by social, cultural, political, and coconomic con-
texts. Fairclough (1995} oulined three coutexts that are mimportant for
CDA: local, institutional, and societal. These contexes are especially rele-
vant o educational researchers studying the interactions hetween teachers
and students, carriculum documents, institutional tmectings, state think
tanks charged 10 address current cducational issues, and so on.

We may also think abont the CDha making up acontext. For example, in
ananalwsis ol conversation between a teacher and student, we may analyze
the way inwhich the teacher and student are in[m‘;u'ring {genre. mode)

the relationship benwveen then {lenor), and the way they call on lurger dis-
courses of achieverment ificld). This analysis of the way in which discourses
are linked together is a context, Wi I important to remember is tlar v
ery conrext has a history of discourse links and pracuces thatare chained ro-
gether in particular WILYS.

The relatienship between conlexe andl discourse has a long and tumuli-
ous l]ismry in linguistic analysis (for a cirren discussion, see Blommaer,
2001; Heller, 2001; Slem hrouck, 2001), For conversation analysis, context is
defined in erms of the immediate *here and now” ol co-participants in a di-
alogue. Accordingly, the most important context for participants as well ag
analysts is the linguistic one (t.e.. what has been said immediately prior o
an utterunce). In conversiation analysis, the immecjare phvsical contex(is of
cqual importance o the reconstruction ol the meaning of 4 given uiter-
ance. Yel Linell (1998) argued thai, for methodological reasons artuculated
most clearly in Schegeloft (1991, larger sociocultural contests have gener-
ally been ignored 1n conversation analysis (CA). As a resull, CA does not
pay close attention 1o the social and political contexrs in which the cveryday
inferactions it chooses for analysis (ake place, Ethnograpliies of speaking
(Briggs, 1996), interactional sociolinguistics {Gumperz, L9E2Y, forms of djs-
course analysts (Linell, 1998; Rommetviet & Blakar, 1979; Scollon, 200) ), as
well as CDA (Fairclough, 1995 Gee, 1999) have used CA methods. Indeed
to carry ont CDA L (e analyst st alrend o traditional conversation analy-
sis. These analyses have exrended the account of what constinures mean ing-
ful contextual resources (Linell, 1998) o include some of (Ie culturally,
hislorically, and insl.imli(mzlﬂy sitnaled affordances and coustraints on ways
of speaking rthat shape speakers meaning-making activi ty {sce Jaworski &
Coupland [1999] for an overvicw ol approaches), CDA, in contrast, -
though making social and political analyses and claims, has often heen
critiqued for decontextualizing the discourse analyses, erring by cither at-
tending o social theory or detailed linguistic analyses (Widdowsaon, 19983
Blommacre (2001) stated,

1.

. ar 11
CRITICAL INISCOURSE ANALYSIS IN EDUCATION

One of the mast important methodological pmhl(-nm' m (lis,f:mn'.sc ‘a]\l‘dl'\’SlS‘ |’r]1
. al is the Craming ol discourse in particular selections of COI"M(‘XI,\, III(:"I-(
e ()i‘\\"lli(‘h is es[‘?ﬂ)lishe(l by the researcher but is not macde into an 013_]('(,[
::)I"ﬂi?;i*stig:lricm ... this problem is especially _prrssir'u_;' in th‘ cascioft(,l_:;?;
1er rhé social situatedness of discourse data is (‘,I'-lli’l:l] and \«—hﬁr(‘. (.(m ﬂi ‘
W:‘?zylnctlken to include bread systematic and instinuional observations, {(p. 5)
often L }

i contex anguage in use. As

CDA insists on an analysis of context (o undcerstand lm._Jl': it in e, A

sec (chap. 2, this volume) states, an issue for the analvse s clctmmqunh
e or what he vefers to as the frame problern. Obwi-

ich context 1o inctude m.
which conte (o s the 1 roblen i

ly a CDA cannot atrend 1o alt contexts al the same time, What is iimpo
ously a C.LJAC

H T i ©oTaT e | Ja1 ~ o=
t to remnember is that there is attlention paid to the ways in which tlu1 l]
rAn K : . . v o th s i 1 | "
‘11 institutional, and societal domains construct and are constructec | ;
seou ‘ ertime. Such contexes must be
W 8 x1s change over time, Such contex :

discourses and how these contexis change o Juck contexts must be
linked o 1he questions that are asked anc the assertions that can ade
i1 ) L

from the danalysis,

CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS TN EDUCATIONAL
SETTINGS

i tairs i ; inter ing social, cul-
The current state of educational aftairs s aresult of interlocking social, ¢
tural, economic, and epistemological lacrors. As Young (1990) wrote,

1515 1 -5 ‘ I of
the modern cducational crisis is a product of the one-sided (lt"\ el(:pmel[))]

i ALON: g “hnman aflais aned rutional problem
our capacity for rational management ,”[ human Lairs roral problen
solving. The institution of mass schoeling can be either a souree c( c)q)l'
| ‘- i icle [c ‘hanges in learn level we require, (p. 23
lem or a possible vehicle lor the changes In Jearn leve ] P

The crisis is an educational one because power{ul grmllps S(‘(‘krt()rlrl.‘?f‘ (‘(Il-l(‘,]é;i
tional means to hring abour whar they sce JlIS 1‘6'5({]11110:)5 Lo L.U;].Lm ler:m
lems. Forschooling to continue to be edncational, it must solve the mo
cAlion ‘oblem. . .
ed':;\(.]‘;l(l‘,u()::ililll‘ri)l;:lors Lo this volume deline edieation 'él.-“ n (‘]?ldmg Illffﬁrﬂ]'ill_
and formal learming opportunities for preservice zmc} inservice lvc*aclhf*rls 10111
clementary and adult siadents. Tearning opportunities occur in the o‘u
communili}-', within the school |)1.1il(lin.g (e.g., IT-l _duss_m())m; :]ls “91111 ?:]?1((::
ing rooms), and are shaped by the national p.ollmea. One 1)‘ the (JL' ! .'lre’{m
Ce}ns in educaton is the diserepancy in adnt‘vemcuE l_)l(.‘l\-&'(?(?]\ mfu.rlls : L\ §
and working class and minority (‘hildre:_m Th‘e No (-‘luld L;ft Bcincr;g 1;1;
rhetorically argues for the importance ot reading p()hr.es an .pra,c ices na
are scten ti"ric, reliable, and replicable so that cvery ‘(ihll‘d has“[b( Yr)ppollm‘?
nity to learn how (o read. As researchers interested in discourse, we und
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stand that opportunity ts a cullural model that can take on dillerent mean-

ings depending on the speaker’s intenton. When we talk aboul matters of’

achievement, within the national rhetoric of achicvement, we olten meas-
ure achicvement as an in-the-head phenomenon rather than a setl of prac-
tices that are socially and culurally siruated. Further, achievement is often
measured in werns ol a set of outcomes (e.g., proficicney in math problems,
an increase in reading levels).

The methodologies that are espoused as valuable are increasingly posi-
tivistie, relinble, and replicable. Only mcthodologies that are rational and
replicable are given credence, Such a narrow methodology can only examine
learning (and other educational issues) [rom one point ol view.

In educational serrings, langnage is the primary mediational rool
through which learning occurs, Sociocultuval learning theorists have nol
attended 1o matters ot inequity and privilege, nor bhave critical discourse
theorists attended w matters of learning. In this volume, we argue that CDA
contrtbutes 1o an understanding ol learning in two primary wavs. Fivst, ana-
Ivzing chiscourse from a critical perspectve allows one to understand the

processes of tearning in more complex ways, Indeed the close analysis of

the networking of Tanguage allows the analyst insight into aspects of Tearn-
ing that other theories and methods inight have missed. Second, in the proc-
ess o conducting CDAL rescarchers” and participants’ learning is shaped
{also an aspeet of reflexivity addressed in chap. 117,

Biscourse theories have not Instorically attended—or been applicd—o
matters ol learning. Gee (1992, 1094, 1906, 1097, 1908, 2000) is an exeep-
tion. Gee (2000) wrole, “knowing is a matter of heing able (o participate
centvally in practice and learning is a matter of changing patterns of pariici-
pation {with concomitant changes in identty)” (p. 181}, Aller Tomasello
(1999}, Gee defined his approach to learning as patieru recognition.! As
Gee points out, one can only generate paradoxes or problems about learn-
ing with regard o specific perspectives on what learning is, and the prob-
lems and paradoxes shife with diflerent perspectives,

I'his is where Gee's (1996) theory of learning and acquisition adds 1o a
discussion of shifting identities across conexts. Gee distinguished hetween
learning and zoquisinen. He delined fearning as:

A process that involves conscious knowledge gained through teaching
trhiough not necessarily from someone officially designated as a teacher) o

Tichael Tomascllois a cognilive psychiologist who asser s that learning is a form of pattein
recognition. ITe suggests that linguistic competence and performance is one examnple of learm-
ing haw 1o negoliate pattern recogrition. From a cognitive psychology pevspective, Tomasello
argues lor the cultural and social origins of language acquisidon. His work Iy important o
eritical discourse theory and Iearning because it provides a starting point (o1 theorirsing aboul
Lthe way in which negative or sell-deleating “cultural models” are acquired as individuals inter-
act with the social world.
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through certain life experiences that (rigger conscious reflection. This teach-
ing or refllection involves explanaion and analysis, that is, breaking down the
thing fo be learmed inw its analytic parts. It inherently involves attaining,
along wirh the matrer being tanglhit, some degree of metarknowledge abou
the matter. {p. 138)

He delined acquisition us:

A process of acquiring something {nsuully subconsciously) by exposure 1o
modcls, a process ol trial and exror, and practice within social groups, without
formal teaching. Tt happens in natural setdngs which are meaningful and
functional in the sense that sequirers know thar they need o acquire the
thing they ave exposed 1o inorder to funciion and they I fact wani 1o so fune-
tion. This is how people come o control their frst langouage. (p. 138)

According to Gee, learning occurs within secondary institutions (e.g.,
schools and businesses). Acquisition occurs within primary discourses (c.g.,
home, commuanity, church in some communities), Other research (Rogers,
2004} has pointed out that the boundavies berween learning and acquisi-
o ure not so clearlv defined, Indeed negative ideologies are acquired on
a routine basis in schools. Tearning tvolves chunges in participation and
the subsequent shilts Io idendn. Such changes construct and are con-
structee by social change or social ransformation. Wenger, McDermott,
and Smvder (2002) wroie, "the knowledge of exparts is an accumulation of
cxperience—a kind of ‘residue’ of their actions, thinking, and conversa-
tons—that remaing a dynanie part of their ongoing experience” (p. 9),
Lave (1996) argued that learning may be traced through changing partici-
pation and the relared changes in identty in social practices. In this view,
learning is related 1o sociad mansfonmalion.

Learning as social rransformation is important o realizing a vision of

democratic education, Svstems ol cducaton—including schiool svstems and
higher education—are not the only vehiicles for which such learning can be
realized. However, schools are highly organized institutiions through which
critique ol socicty can be coupled with hope and possibility of constructing
more socil just spaces. GDA holds much promise for educational re-
search—as we see i cach of the chapters in this volume—Dbecause it starts
with the contradictions or what Fairclough (1995) referred to as cruees,

CRITIQUES OF CDA

CDA could not he considered a critical methodology ilit did not attend ta
critiques of theory and method, A number of positien papers and reviews
(Bloome, 1997; Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Janks, 1997; Wodak, 1999}, theo-
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retical papers (Blommaert, 2001; TTammerscly, 1997; Kress, 1993}, and cti-
riques and responses o critques {Tlowerdew, 1999; Pennyeook, 20015 Price,
1998; Toolan, 1997; Tyrwhitt-Drake, 199%%; Verschueren, 2007; Widdowson,
1998) have been wiiten concerning the theoretical and methodological ba-
sis of CDA. CDA is ofien critiqued around the [ollowing dimensions {(e.g.,
Tyrwhite-Drake, 1999 Widdowson, 1998}, First, political and social ideologics
are projecred onto the data rather than being revealed through the data.
This means that anulysts begin their analysis knowing what they are going to
“lind” betore they begin, and their analysis simply cantirms what they sus-
pected. A second critique is that there is an unequal balance herveen social

theory and linguistic method. Depending on the h;u'kgrmmd and training of

the analwst {e.g., cither as a Chomskian linguist or an ethnographer), the
analsis may more strongly attend 1o descriptions of language or the context
in which the laiguage use unfolds. A third critique is that many discourse
analvses arc extracted irom social contexts, This is the case in many cdiscourse
analyses conducted on political specches, government documents, and news-
paper reports (.., written documents). A Towrth eritique is thar the methoed-
ology is not systematic or rigorous. In this volume, the authors add two addi-
tional critigues of CDA. One is that. CDA has not been applied to or attended
o matlers of learning—an issue addressed in e previous section. The see-
ond eritique is thal there has been little atrentdon paid 1o the nonlingistic
aspects of discourse such as activity and emotion. This absence is ironic given
that emotions are the stronghold of ideology.

Although there are conllicting opinions on the extent w which the lin-
guistic analysis should and can be “systematic” (Bucholtz, 20015 Flowerdew,
1999; Peunyeook, 2001; Price, 1998; Widdowson, 1998), what researchers
engaging with CDA seanl (o avoid is whar Widdowson {1998) referred to as
an analysis that is, “a record of whatever partial interpretation suits your
own agenda” {p. 119). Fowler (1996) agreed thal critical linguistics might
represent theoretical positons rather than empirical insights, He wiote,

the nriginnl linguistic model, forall s loosc ends, at least possessed « certain
theoretical and methodological compactness, a1 think icis important now
1o consolidute and develop this (essentially Tallidayian] model. I 1his is not
done, the danger is that "critical linguistics™ in the hanels of practitioners ol
diverse intellectual pevsiasions will come to mean loosely any politically well-
intentioned analylic work on language and ideology, regardless of methad,
technical grasp of linguistic theory or historical validity ol interpretations.
(p. 6)

When crifical is interpreted as the disruption of power relations rather
than as the systemnatic investigation of the relationships ainong genres, dis-
course, and style, anrl how some meanings arc privileged over others, such
critiques may be warranfed. Indced Widdowson (1998} pointed out, “it all

PETTr
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discourse s ideological then ideological significance can never he discov-
ered, [or 10 is always a function of a parricular ideological pardality” (p.
149y, What Widdowson lett out is that it is the task of the analvst 1o study
how discourse practices construct (and are constructed by) social practireﬁ.
Tdeology 1s not a static set of relations,

[n this book, the authors argue that this is not an inherent tlaw in the
method and theory, but the way in which the rescarch has been taken up.
Indeed exitical can also mean a sel of chowes within a linguistic system cthar
has vast meaning-making potemntial. The sense that some choices are seen as
more valuable o privileged leads to an analysis of power and language. In
this book, we take this charge seriously and set out o explore the relation-
ship hetween discourse practices, rather thum assume power is embedded in
language. While notdenying the exposure ol inequity as an important goal.
it should not be seen as the social scientific goal of critical discouarse analy-
sis. Pennveook (2000) wrote,

il'we Take power as alreacly sociologically defined and we see our task as nsing
linguistic analysis of texts 1o show how (hal power is used, our task is never
one ol exploration. only ol vevelation, 115 on the other hand, we are prepared
Lo see power as that which is to be eaplained, then owr analvses of discourse
aim io explore hoy power may operate, rather than (o demaonstrate ils exis-
tence. (p. 93 italics added)

To be w crideal sociul scientiflic merhod, CDA needs o rellexively demon-
strate the changing relationship berween social theory aned linguisue strue-
tures and how this Ot into evolving soctal and hngustic theories and meth-
odologies.
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