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DISCOURSE, POVER AXD IDEOLOGY:
SOXE EXPLORATIOXS I1IX CRITICAL
| DISCOURSE AXALYSIS

ABSTRACT

This thesis consists of an inquiry into the articulation between

language, ideology, and power, which is approached from two different
angles. Firstly, it deals with theories of ideology as representation,
and secondly, investigates the effect of 1ideology and power on
structures of discursive interaction. |

Thompson (1984) has argued for the necessity of accounting for the
relationship between meaning and power in the study of ideology, a
relationship which does not seem to be adequately addressed by theories
of representation on the one hand, or by theories of social interacticn,
on the other. The central objective of this research 1s then to
identify possible areas of interface between the linguistic domains of
semantics and pragmatics, and the social domains of background beliefs
and institutional interaction, and to investigate how this interface
may, 1in practice, construct and organise ideological meanings 1n
discourse.

Through a series of case studies, examples of naturally-occurring
discourse are analyeed in order to examine specific ways in which
meaning works to sustain asymmetrical relations of power, and it 1is
argued that this relationship between meaning and power cannot be fully

accounted for without integrating pragmatic theories of language in

use into the analysis of social discourse.
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P A R T O N E
IDEOLOGY AS REPRESENTATION
CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION

1.0 General Background to the Research
The research undertaken in this thesis stems originally from an
interest in the relationship between language and ideology, a belief in

the validity of techniques of discourse analysis in an examination of

that relationship, and from a sense that existing accounts still leave
scope for further investigation into the articulation between the
linguistic domains of semantics and pragmatice, and the social domains
of cultural knowledge and power structures.

York in the field of ideological and social aspects of language has
tended to concentrate on either ideology as representation, or on
etructures of social interaction: on the one band, neglecting social
relations to focus on analyses of semantic content and sense relations
which are often decontextualieed; on the other bhand, investigating
discourse as seocial interaction at the expense o0f attending to

utterance content and meaning. Theories of ideology as representation

do not account for social relations and contexts in which discourses
are produced and meanings negotiated, whereas practices of discourse
analysis often concentrate solely on discursive structure and
interpersonal interaction at the expense of attending to the function

of reprecentational aspects of the discourse.
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Il The Rﬁle of Discourse Analysis in the Study of Ideology
. The principal focus of the research has been. largely oriented by
Thompson (1984), and his call for an enquir); into the relationship
between meaning and power:

"Ideology must be ‘conoeptualised [...] witl:;in the framework

of a general social theory, one which explores the relation

between action and structure and gives a central role to
the concept of power. To study ideology, within such a

framework, 1s to study the ways 1in which meaning
(signification) serves to sustain relations of domination.”

(1984: 146)

Thonpson maintains that the role of discourse analysis is fundamental

in the study of the relationship between ideology and language, but

that current work in the field, while often extremely insightful, bas
not yet provided a systematic description of the ways in which
meanings are produced within a social framework of relations of power
and domination.

Commenting on three wmain areas of discourse analysis, the work of
Sinclair and  Coulthard (19706) on  exchange  &tructurese, the
conversational analyses of Sacks, Schegloff, Jefferson (1972, 1978,
1979 etc.) and the analysis of grammatical structure and ideological
representation in work by Fowler, Hodge, Kress and Trew (1979 etc.),
Thompson clainms that an adequate way of dealing with the relationship
between discourse and power has not yet emerged from these studles.

The primary concern of Sinclair and Coulthard was to investigate
exchange structures in discourse, but in so doing, issues of discursive
content and non-linguistic organisation were often left to one side.
Thonpeson suggests that in order to approach the issue of discursive

content, 1t 1s necessary to take the role of background knowledge and

topical colerence into account, while non-linguistic notions of power
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and control of the discourse need to be integrated more systematically
into the description (p: 107).

The conversation analysts have been concerned with the sequential
organisation of discourse, describing the mechanisms of orderly turn-

taking interaction between participants engaged in the activity of talk.

This interaction however also lacks an attention to social context,

iy

since:

"which interpretation is to count, and which participant is

to succeed in bholding or usurping the right to speak
depends on who the participants are and bhow much power

they respectively have in the situation concerned.”
(1984: 118)

In particular, trouble spots and repairs in the organisation of turn-
taking, places where the interaction is problematic in some way (cf.
Sacke et al, 1977) have to be recognised as such by participants, and
this recognition depends to a large extent on relations of power and
status, a social dimension where "the coastruction of meaning
intersects with asynmetrical relations of power, which is the domain of

ideology.® (1984: 118).
Finally, in his discussion of the work of Fowler et al, Thompson states

that while their 1linguistic analysis 1s highly developed in their

studies of the link between grammatical structures and the social
world, the social theory and notions of agency, domination and control

remain imprecise and unrefined. (1884: 126).
Despite the criticisms, Thompson nevertheless emphasises the importance

of the contribution of discourse analysis, together with a social
analysis of actions and 1institutions, to an overall interpretative

procedure which he proposes as a framework for the study of

ideology.¢??
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I2 Developing the Role of Discourse Analysis

- In taking up Thompson's argument for approaching the study of ideology
in terms of the relationship between discourse and power, I suggest
~ that 1in previous accounts of language and ideology, the notion of
language as action has not been sufﬁc:lently developed In much recent
work, it is the concept of ideo;o;y rae representation that has been the

central focus of investigation, with a consequent foregrounding of the

syntactic and eemantic levels of language<2?, I therefore propose that

if we are to account for discnurse/power relations, it is within the
dperation of language in action that these will be displayed and thus
specifically analysable. Since the principal theories which account for
language as action are within the field of pragmatics, I suggest that
there is scope for a discourse analysis which draws on the pragmatic
level of language, a theoretical resource hitherto under-exploited in
gstudies of language and ideology.<®?

1.2.1 Creating Space for Pragmatic Theory

Pragmatics has been described as essentially a "theory of action", in

o far as language systems regulate interaction between participants
in discourse, and that the categories and rules of this interaction are

shaped and developed under the influence of structures of interaction

in society, (cf. van Dijk, 1977: 167).

There seems then to be space for developing the role of pragmatic
theory, (alongside semantic and syntactic descriptions) in an account
of the operation of ideology in language in two crucial, but distinct,
areas. The first, still in the domain of Ideology as representation, is

in the investigation of how background knowledge may function to

produce meanings which are ideologically motivated. The second is in

- 10 -
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the ﬁomain of discursive interaction, and consists of an attempt to
integrate the notion of power, so far generally: left to one side, into
the analysis of talk. '

1.2.2 Representation and Background Knmlgdge

In many of the accounts of ideology as represen_tation“_’, the syntactic

L
ﬂ - % - A 4
’ ' ;rrl ¢ i"‘- “ b #t ) . { "

or semantic structures of language are analysed without attending to

the external features of contextualisation of discourse, i.e. features
gsuch as the context of production, co-text, social relations between

discourse producers and processors, and the structures of background
knowledge that are mobilised {n discourse through processes of
inferencing. Kress has pointed out that as a result, critical
linguistic theory tends to view processes from the point of view of the
discourse producer at the expense of the discourse consunmer, thus
naturalising the view that meanings are produced and Imposed: “"Ve
occupy social positions which already structure our access to texts,
and structure our participation in them" (1985: 65). The participation
of consumers of discourse in the construction of meanings, in terms of
the background assumptions they bring to interpretation of texts, may

well be an area in which pragmatic theory, the theory of the

relationship between language and its users‘®> could provide sone
useful concepts for the analysis of meaning in context, and for the
‘eiven’, taken-for-granted aspects of commonsense  background
assumptions that are mobilised in processes of interpretation.

1.2.3 Discursive Interaction and Control

If the relationship between discourse and power is to be investigated

further, then one of the primary sites in which language will be

subject to the operations of power 18 in talk, and particularly talk

- 11 -
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which takes place within an institutional framework, with unequal
status or hierarchical structures overtly or covertly displayed between
participants. It 'may be I:;ossible ‘to account for the mechaniems of
control in discourse by examining what sort of actions in the speech
event can be tékﬁ;en by Bpeciﬁc participants, and the ways in which
discursive interaction is 1itself constitutive of asymmetrical power
relations. In_ order to do this, I suggest that it i1s necessary to draw

on techniques of conversational analysis, but to consider the aspects

of power and control which may be operating internally within the
discourse, rather than regarding them as external, socially determined,

non-linguistic features.

1.3 Definition of Terms: Ideology — Discourse - Power

In this section a brief descri;ition is given of the‘key concepis arocund
which the research has been based, in order to establish a general
background for the subsequent analyses of specific data.

The relationship between the concepts of ideology, discourse and power
has been explored in the pioneering work of Volosinov, who claimed that
"without e€igns, there is no ideology." (1929, tr. 1973: 11). In his

discussion of the ‘multi-accentuality’ of the ideological sign, he states
that "The word i{s a two-sided act. It is determined equally by whose
word it is and for whom it is meant® (p. 86), and that consequently
there is always scope for struggle over the meaning of signs and
synbols.

The work of Barthes (1957) on 'myth', and how the ruling ideas of a
social formation (the bourgeoisie) come to be seen as universal, aleo

enphasised a split in the reference of a sign, where discourse carries

- 12 =
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out its ideological function by implicitly referring to one thing while
explicitly referring to another. In his commentary on the image of a
black soldier maising the French military salute, Barthes 111ustratés the
way in which a ‘'sign' on one level, becomes the ‘signifier’' on the
second level of myth, where the meap:lng of the image carries an
* ideclogicalﬁ Qéss;ge relating 'l:.o 'l;he n:ture of French colonial;l.sm, the
black soldier™ loyally saluting the French flag, showing solidarity to

‘the French Empire, (1957: 201).

I13.1 Defining Ideology

The term ‘'idéologle' was first used, with negative connotations, in
France at the beginning of the 19th century, when the ‘i1déologues’ were
blamed by Napoleon for the failure of the French economy. The negative
connotations were  preserved by Marx and Engels in ‘'Dle deutsche
Idenlogle’ (18465, and contemporary usage tends also to preserve this
cense, in that it is often used to refer to the thought of 'the other’,

and that to characterise something as ideological is inbherently to

criticise 1t.<=’

The classic marxist use of the term I1deology refers to a "knowledge of
soclety” which "represent{s] as natural those social arrangements that
are in fact historically contingent®, or more simply, “the prevailing

ways of making sense that are established throughout (bourgeois)

soclety”, (O'Sullivan et al, 1983: 108).

The marxist view of the concept has been summarised as follows:

"Ideology is the means by which ruling economic classes
generalise and extend their supremacy across the whole
range of social activity, and naturalise it in the process,
c0 that their rule is accepted as natural and inevitable,
and therefore legitimate and binding.*

(0'Sullivan et al, 1983: 109).

- 13 -
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Marx exempted the science of historical materialiem itself from the
ideological process, stating that not all knowledge is ideological,
only social knowledge, and claimed that marxist theory should provide
access to non-ideological knowledge of natural and historical laws.
However, the term is also used in its negative, restricted sense, by the
theorists of the ‘end of ideology' debate¢”? to refer to political belief
systens which advocate radical social change, thus to Marxism itself.
Villiams comments on these negative aspects of 'I':he term, saying that it
acquired "a sense of abstract, impractical or fanatical theory” and that
it is often used "in conservative criticism of social policy .... derived
from social theory in a conscious way.” (1976: 154)

The use of the term in come areas of sociology has moved away from the
notion of 'false conscicusness' and closer to Althusser's definition of
ideology as ‘'systems of representation - composed of concepts, ideas,
nmyths or images - in which people live their imaginary relations to

the real conditions of existence', (cf. Thompson, 1986: 24):

"I would want to insist that the concept "ideology" should
be thought of as referring to aspects of symbol systems (or

systems of representation) and not to a type of symbol
system (contrasted with science or valid knowledge).”

(Thompson 1986: 50).

Althusser (1971) reworked the marxist concept of ideology into a theory
of the role of the state, and its operation as part of the process of

reproduction through ideological state apparatuses. ISA's are social

institutions which reproduce ideology on behalf of the state, (as
opposed to repressive state apparatuses, i.e. penal system, army, police
etc.), while appearing to be relatively autonomous from the dominant

class, representing class interests as neutral and natural<®>,

- 14 ~-
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Alth;.xsser's theory of ideology and the interpellation of individuals as
subjects hinges on the premiss that ideology operates as a discourse,
constructing subject positions for people within society in such a way
that it becomes impossible  for individuals to see themselves outside

the social role imposed on- them, thereby ensuring the maintenance of

the rules of the established order, and the submission of the

subordinate classes to it.

The concept of ideology operating as a discourse has given rise to what
has been called the "social cement theories®<®?: ideclogy is embedded in
material social practices in such a way that discourses “reproduceld]
social relations involving submission to a superior social force"
(Thompson, 1986: 72), in the Althusserian sense, by interpellating
individuals as subjects. However, as Thompson has pointed out:

"The concep-t of ‘interpellation of subjects' bhas rather

mechanical implications, suggesting that people
automatically recognise themselves 1in terms of the

categories by which they are ‘'hailed’', and it neglects the
processes by which people ‘negotiate’ their own identitles
and the variety of ways in which they are motivated to act

in accordance with them,*¢'©°
(Thompson 1986: 25).

The Gramscian notions of negotiation, contestation and struggle have

been drawn upon in less mechanistic ways than the Althusserian
‘dominant ideclogy' theory, by allowing for the interplay of different
ideologies in society, but resulting in a consensus of shared values
and norms, which creates social stability. Gramsci's concept of
hegemony: “spontaneous consent given by the great masses of the
population to the general direction imposed on social life by the
dominant fundamental group” (1977: 12), offers a useful contrast to

Althusserian notions of interpellation and submission, in so far as it

- 15 =
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allows for a negotiation of social relations. Rather than social roles
being imposed by thg dominant ideology of the ruling class, soclety is

made up of various conflicting ideologies, in constant struggle for
dominance, but that dominance 1is gained by consent as much as by
subordination. The social inétitutions 'which produce meanings, and
influence ways of making sense of the world, do so in a way which
renders them ‘'natural' or ‘neutral': "Hegemony naturalises what 1is

historically a class ideology, and renders it into the form of common

sense (0'Sullivan et .al, 1983: 103),
Gramsci describes ‘common sense' as "the folklore of philosophy®, or:
"The conception of the world which is uncritically absorbed

by the various social and cultural environments in which
the moral individuality of the average man is developed.”

(1977: 419)

It is this concept of common sense which 1is central to a pragmatic
account of the relatﬁionehip between ideology and discourse, insofar as
we can characterise sets of assumptions from background knowledge

which are mobilised in the production and interpretation of discourse

as being ideologically motivated, i.e. as forming part of ‘common sense':
"the incoherent set of generally held assumptions and beliefs common to

any given society" (1977: 323).

The definition of ideology as natural or generally applicable knowledge,
whose social origins are “suppressed, ex-nominated or deemed
irrelevant" (0'Sullivan et al, 1983: 107) contrasts to a certain extent
with the concept of ideology as a ‘practice': “the practice of
reproducing social relations of inequality within the sphere of
SIGNIFICATION and DISCOURSE", and it 1is here that the articulation

between ideology and discourse comes into play.
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1.3.2 Defining Discourse

Discourse can be generally described here as language that is produced
in its social context, that is to say as naturally occurring instances
of expression, whether these take the form of conversation or of

written texts. 1 have drawn on two different traditions of discourse

analysis in this research, the mainly Anglo-saxon approach to discourse
and conversation analysis, and the work of the French theorists
Foucault and Pécheux.

I3.2.1 Discourse as Interaction

The term discourse as it has been understood in studies of discourse
analysis (cf. Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Coulthard, 1977; Coulthard &
Montgomery, 1981; Stubbs, 1983) essentially refers to this aspect of
language; 1i.e. languagg in use, as opposed to the system of language in
terms of grammatical structure, but has tended to apply specifically

to spoken language rather than written.

Sinclair and Coulthard, (1975), for instance, aimed to study “the
organisation of linguistic units above the rank of the clause®, and by

working on an analysis of classroom interaction, they attempted to

describe the structure of spoken discourse, and develop a model for the

way in which "language functions such as statement, question and
command are realised through grammatical structure and positions in
the discourse." (1975: 8).

For the conversation analysts (cf. Sacks et al, 1978), it was not the
linguistic structure of discourse that was the focus of investigation,
but the organisation of discursive interaction as a social process
between participants according to specific rules of turn-taking. They

are concerned primarily with talk, in the beginning naturally occurring
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conversation, and subsequently institutional talk (cf. Atkinson & Drew,
1979; Drew, 1984).

132.2 Discourse as a ‘Practice’

- Both the above approaches addressed discourse as essentially spoken
interaction, whereas at the opposite end of the pole of studies in
discourse, is the work of the French discourse theorists Foucault and
Pécheux, who ‘are concerned with the mare general social and historical
function of discourses rather than with the analysis of specific
" instances of naturally occurring spoken discourse.

For Foucault, discourse 1is made up of sets of statements which are
organised into discursive formations, and a discursive formation will
consist of "a limited number of statements for which a group of
conditions of existence can be defined.” (1974: 117). These conditions
of existence are described as discursive practica%””, which regularise
the coherence of specific bodies of statements: “Regularity in the

Foucauldian sense attempts to account for the ways in which statements

are conbined and co-exist in determinate historical conditions"” (Veedon

et al, 1980: 210).
Foucault however tends to avoid addressing the issue of ideology and

its effects by stating that it is through discourse that “effects of
truth® are created, (rather than through ideological processes):

"Each society has its regime of truth, its ‘general politics’
of truth; that is, the types of discourses which it accepts
and makes function as true; the mechanisms and instances
which enable one to distinguish true and false statements;
the means by which each is sanctioned,.... the status of
those who are charged with saying what counts as true."
(Foucault, 1975: 131)

His prime concern is with institutional discourees, and what it is

possible to say at any given historical moment, rather than what is
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actually said. As a result, the term discourse is often invoked in his
wfrﬂ:ings without any direct relation to language' usage, apart from one
or two isolated examples. A further problem is that his theory of
discursive practices and formations does not . leave space  for the

cetting up of conflicting discourses, (cf. McDonnel, 1986).

A concerted attempt to relate discourse and ideological effects directly
to the processes of language 1s however made by Pécheux who 1s
directly concerned with the way in which clausal structures inter-

relate with ‘pre-constructed’ elements of interdi;mume. the ‘complex
whole! of discursive formations. For Pécheux, discourse is a material
force, setting up already available subject positions through this ‘pre-
constructed' knowledge, which is represented discursively in specific
linguistic forms. He takes the two types of relative clause as an
example of this, arguing that "the distinction between relative clauses
can only be understood in terms of discursive rather than grammatical

function,” (¢f. MacCabe, 1079: 298). This claim will be discusesed in

more detail in Case Study Two.

The notion of discourse as an active force in social relations, as a

'practice'; has been taken up by Coward and Ellis, who see language as

having a material existence, “in that it is constituted in several
institutions (speech, gesture, writing) whose importance and f{forms
differ from seociety to society: and that 1its role 1ie determining,
playing a part, [...] in the social process, in social contradiction.s".
(1977: 80),<'=?,

In the present study I have tended to adopt the latter sense of the
term, i{.e. discourse as a form of social 'practice’, rather than seeing

it eimply as interaction. This is escentially because the notion of
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discursive practices enables me to relate specific analyses of talk and
text to more general claims about institutional contexts, and about the
way ideological effecfs seem to be produced. It also allows me to make
a distinction, towards the end.of the thesis, (cf. Case Study Six),

between discursive practices, on the one bhand, and interactional

procedures, on the other, when exploring possible relationships between

e

power and language.

1.3.3 Defining Pawer

Power has been broadly defined as "the sources, means and relations of
dominance, control and subordination®, (O'Sullivan et al, 1983: 177).
However, its exact characterisation and measurement remains complex
and sometimes controversial. Lukes (1986) states that there is a gap
between the concept of power and its operational definition, and that
the different systems of quantifying power do not correlate, often
because they are based on different aspects of power relations.c'®?

In thoce studies of discourse which use the term, the concept 1is

understood as "the control by one social agent of the bebhaviour of

others" (Kress and Hodge, 1988: 39). However, the relationship between
power and ideology remains problematic, since the notion of power

working as the overt, one-dimensional control of one agent by another
seems insufficient to account for its relationship to language, to the
ideological process of ‘naturalisation’, and the effect of power
relations on the production of meaning.

Lukes (1975) proposes an alternative, three-dimensional model for
conceptualising power which arises from “shaping perceptions,
cognitions and preferences in such a way that they (i.e. social agents)

accept their role in the existing order of things, either because they
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can see or imagine no alternative to 1it, or because they see it as
natural and unchangeable, or because they value it as divinely ordained
or beneficial” (quoted in Hall, 1982: 65). This ‘ideological' concept of
power would therefore include 'shaping' reality, "the power to eignify
events in a particular way®, (Hall, 1982: 69), and so has a direct
relation to <the way 1in which meaning 1s produced through
representatio;. which Hall defines as "the active labour of making
things mean®, (1982: 64).

The relationship between 'power and discourse has also been discussed
by Foucault, who again argues that it is not possible to see power as a

purely one-dimensional concept:

"One should not assume a massive and primal condition of
donmination, with ‘dominators* on the one side and
‘dominated’ on the other, but rather a multiform production

of relatione of domination.”
(19075: 142)

Hie view 1is that the subject positions eet up in discouree, (which
include positions of power) are general functions that can be occupled
by any individual taking up the role of different subjects in different

cseries of statements, and that the exercise of power is therefore not

dependent on particular 1individuals occupying particular subject

positions: “Individuals are the vehicles of power, not its points of
application* (Gordon, 1980: 234). Power is an essentially productive
force which operates internally within specific discursive practices:

"What makes power hold good, what makes 1t accepted, is
sinply the fact that it doesn't only weigh on us as a force
that says no, but that it traverses and produces things, it
induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse. It
needs to be considered as a productive network which rums
through the whole social body, much more than as a negative
instance whose function is repression.”

(Gordon, 1980: 119)
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For the purposes of this study, power will be considered as an active
conponent of social interaction insofar as it determines relations ot
status between participants, and institutionally-conferred positions ot
authority; it can be related ‘ideologically’ to discourse through the
process of legitimation: “"those processes whereby the possession and
exercise of power and authority are mobilised and constructed as
'right' or ‘just' guaranteed by its own ‘'moral' superiority and ‘taken
for granted' inevitability.” (OQ'Sullivan et al, 1983: 177). This
legitimation concerns socially insitutionalised restrictions on who nay
speak, how much may be said, what may be talked abaut, whose
assertions count as valid, etc. (¢r. Therborn 1Yb0), and iorms part O1
the hegemanic consensus when it is naturalised as part Of commonsense
knowledge of what is ‘right' and 'just’.

1.3.4 Discourse and Ideological Effects

One way in which discourse may function to maintain dominant
ideologies seems not just on the representational level, but also on the
interactional level, where interpersonal reiations 01 power are
conducted through discourse, through the activity or talk itsell.

it nas been seen that while the representation o events and actions
may bte socially and culturally determined, tenalng towaras aocminant
representations at any given time in any particular culture, these

representations can be challenged and re-worked to pravide alternative

methods of representing within the same society.

Attempts have Dpeen made to separate ideological language and non-
ideoiogical language into categories such as 'beliet' versus ‘'knowledge’.

‘ideology’ versus ‘science”'®’, but these categories are not as easiiy
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distinguishable as may first be thought. A Foucauldian definition of
‘science’, for instance, is a set of statements that. can be considered

as true at any historical point in time, (and thus are ‘ideological’):

"Savoir' is not knowledge in the eense of a bunch of solid
propositions, but (....] more like a postulated set of rules

that determine what kinds of sentences are going to count
as true or false in some domain ......... Discourse is then to

be analysed not in terms of who says what but in terms of
the conditions under which those sentences will have a

definite truth value, and hence are capable of being uttered.
Such conditions will lie in the ‘depth' knowledge of the

time."”
(Hacking, 1086: 30).

It seems more feasible to assume {rom the outsét that all language can
produce ideclogical meanings, depending on its social context of use,
and that it is statements and utterances which produce ideologically
motivated meanings, rather than sentences, in so far as these meanings
create ideological effects.

However, the kind of ideological effects produced in discourse remain
very much open to debate. Theories of ideological subjectivity (cf.
Althuseer, 1971), which state that language produces 1ideological
effects on subjects by the process of interpellation, or the calling
into position of subjects for whom that position then appears to be the

only ‘natural' one, have been the subject of research in work on

television viewers and the construction of audience subject positions in
BBC'S NATIONVIDE news programme, (cf. Morley, 1980), where it was found
that consumers of discourse do not always take up the subject positions
constructed for them by that discourse.

Although Pécheux (1975: 158) distinguiches between three types of
subject, the Identifying subject, the counter-identifying subject, and

the dis-identifying subject, and describes how discourse may ecet up
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subject positions, he does not make it clear whether the process of
dis-identification can be actively undertaken discursively, or whether
it 1s 'simply a question of intellectual manoeuvring. But if, as Pécheux
claims, discourse 1is the 'site and means' of domination (see 11.3.2.2
below), then 1t would eeem necessary to examine not only the
ideational, conceptual features of discourse in terms of systems of
representation: but also 1its interactive organisation and {ts
relationship to asymmetrical social structures of power.

However, even if we adopt Foucault's basic notion of power as being
actively produced in discourse, we still lack an adequate description of
how this process occurs. It therefore seems necessary to investigate
those aspects of discourse, the actual discursive mechanisms, which
are directly implicated in the production and reproduction of power, in
nuch greater detail than has so far been the case. It also seems
necessary to base this investigation on an analysis of naturally-
occuring data and the processes of interaction, by loocking more closely
at the structures of control which operate in talk, and particularly

that talk which takes place in insgstitutionalised contexts, since it is

here that the effects of power and status on talk will be most in

evidence.

The second half of this thesis will therefore be concerned with an
examination of <the organisation and management of discursive
interaction in order to define more clearly the relationship between
discourse and power. In particular, I examine the ways in which the
activity of talk itself sets up interactive positions for participants
to speak from, positions which do not give equal rights of access to

the available discursive space, and which restrict the type of actioms
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that can be carried out by the participants who occupy them, since this
feature of talk seems to be a crucial one in ‘establishing and

maintaining control d:lscursively in the context of interaction between

participants of unequal power and status.

I4 The XNethod of Analysis

The thesis takes the form of a series of case studies. In the first
three studies, theories of ideoclogy as represen:tation are examined in
relation to naturally occurring discourse, in order to explore the
possibilities of accounting for ideological meaning not just through the
work of representation on a semantic or syntactic level, but through
the pragmatic level of inferencing processes which depend on
commonsense assumptions from background knowledge in the production
and interpretatidn of discourse. Theories of language processing, for
instance frame-system theory (Minsky, 1975, 1977), and of metaphoric
structuring (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), have been particularly useful in
constructing an account of the role of these commonsense assumptions
at work in discourse.

In the second three studies, a different aspect of pragmatic theory,

concerning the structure of conversation, forms the basis for an
analysis of the possible function and effects of power relations in
discourse. Levinson states that pragmatic phenomena are "centrally
organised around usage in conversation® which is "the prototypical kind
of language usage", (1983: 284). If power is considered to be a
productive element in discourse, structuring the interaction in specific
ways, then it seems essential to integrate such a consideration into an

analysis of the discourse produced in insitutional contexts, in order to
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identify some possible effects of power and status on the organisation
of the talk. Some of the.findings of conversation analysis, i.e. the
invéstigation of the organiéation and management of talk, are therefore
drawn  upon 1in an examination of <three specific 1instances of
institutional discourse where the soclal relationships of power and

status between participants are either asymmetrical, or problematic in

some respect.

1.5 The Data

The analyses undertaken in this research required two main categories
of data: the first category had to include discourse which exhibited
specific aspects of ideological representation, and the second category
had to consist of 1institutional interaction, particularly where
asymmetrical power relations were in evidence. Most of the data are
taken from media sources, for two main reasons. The first, practical,
reason was for facility of access to recordings, and ease of
transcription of media discourse rather than other forms of
institutional interaction. The second, more theoretical, reason is that
media texts not only provide prime sitee for the circulation of
commonsense background assumptions from shared cultural bases, but
also examples of ritual (institutionalised) discourses in certain
programmes, within the media (such as television interviews) or with
participating media users, (such as the phone-in), in which shared

cultural knowledge of interactive strategies can be observed, (cf. van

Dijk, 1985),

- 26 -



Chapter I - Introduction

1.5.1 Case Studies in Representation

The data selected for the first three case studies into theories of
ideology as representation were all taken from the same discursive
domain; that of defence discourse. Defence discourse, particularly at
the time of the 1987 General Election in Britain, ‘was the site of
conflict between two opposing defence policies; the pro-nuciear policy
of the Conservative party and the majority of the Alliance party, and
the Labour party policy for unilateral nuclear disarmament. Data taken
from a variety of different sources, from the party manifestoes to
press reports and radio broadcasts, containing discussions of the
defence issues which were at stake in the election campaign, form the
basis for an examination of theories of representation in discouree, in
relation to the pro- and anti- nuclear positions taken up by the main
political parties at that time, and the ways in which these
representations articulated with commonsense structures of background
knowledge to produce ideological meanings.<'®?

15.2 Case Studies in Control
For the eecond set of case studies, the same homogeneity of discursive
domain for the data was not considered a necessary criterion, given

that the focus of investigation in these three studies was not systems
of representation, but the strategies of control mnanifested in
discursive interaction. The requirement blhere was for a corpus of
institutional talk, in order to examine how asymmetrical relations of
power and status affect the interactive process in terms of management
and control of the discourse. In the first study, the data consists of
a radio 'phone-in' programme, where a selection of young listeners from

England and Vales were invited to question Margaret Thatcher on issues
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directly relating to young people in the 1987 election. In the second
study, the data is taken from three television political interviews
(concerning questions of defence) again from the pre-election period in

1087. The third, and final, case study involves an analysis of a police

interview with a woman making a complaint of rape.<'€?

It is moreover in this final case study that an attempt is made to

bring together the discrete aspects of representation and of control
discussed in the preceding analyses, in order to investigate the
possibility of a more integrated account of the relationship between
discourse and power; an account which attends not only to processes of

representation, but also to their possible points of interface and

articulation with processes of control.
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEV OF THEORIES OF IDEOLOGY AS REPRESEETATION

I11.0 The Field of Critical Linguistics

In this chapter I propose, firstly, to give a general background to the
field of Critical Linguistics, which can be broadly defined as the
investigation of the relationship between language and ideology, and
secondly, to introduce three specific accounts of the ideological
function of language which will form the starting point for a more
detailed discussion of the relationship between the different levels of
linguistic structure (semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic) and
ideological representation, in the case studies which follow in Chapters
III, IV and V.

The early studies in the field of critical linguistics originate in the
work of Fawler et al (1979) at the University of East Anglia, and are
baced on the concept that grammar is an ideological instrument for the
categorisation and classification of ‘the world’. The advantages and
chortcomings of this body of work are discussed in paragraphs II.1 and

11.2 below.

The theories which are of specific concern to the present account of
ideological representation and language, and which form the basis from
which I develop the argument that a pragmatic component is essential
in any analysis of the relationship between language and {deology, are
drawn from a wider source. They include, with regard to the syntactic
and semantic levels of language respectively, Pécheux's theory of
ideology and the ‘preconstructed’ nature of discourse (1975), and

Chilton's research into ideoclogy and the dorain of defence, (1885).
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This work is introduced briefly in paragraphs 11.3 - I1.5 below, and the
key aspects for the purposes of this study are subsequently developed
in greater detail within the case studies.

Throughout this discussion of some of the main claims of critical
linguistics, it 1s argued that ideology operates in discourse on a
pragmatic level, i.e. on the level of ‘language in use', and not just on
the syntactic;éemantic level of representation that has tended to take
a central role in much of previous research into the relationship
between language and ideology.

Since Thompson's claim that an adequate account of the way in which
meaning is mobilised for the maintenance of relations of donmination
must necessarily involve an account of language in the social world, it
ceems that greater attention is required to the articulation between
language and its contexts of use. Although pragmatic theory has in the
past been seen as too ‘individualistic’ to be of use in a critical
analysis of language and ideology, (cf. Fairclough, 1989), insofar as it
conceptualises epeech acts as 1individual setrategies and goals,
"understates the extent to which people are caught up in, constrained
by, [...] social conventions, and gives the inmplausible inmpression that
conventionalised ways of speaking or writing are ‘reinvented' on each
occasion of their use" (Fairclough, 1989: 9), it has nevertheless been
pointed out that it is not possible to recover all mneaning from
syntactic and semantic levels of language alone; "we recover form, force
and sense jointly, and in no way recover force and sensae from form."
(Pateman, 1983: 200).

It can be argued, therefore, that there has to be a place for pragmatic

theory in critical discourse analysis in order to account for the role
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of the contextual production of ideological meanings, and in the final
section II.5 of this chapter, :I sketch out some of the theories of
pragmatic inferencing processeé which seem to form the most useful
framework for developing an account of setructure of conmonsense
backgrou;nd kn‘owledge and assﬁmpticms which are mobilised 1in the
processing of: discourse. 1 also discuss here some recent work by
Garton, Montgomery and Tolson (1989), on the ideological function of
scripts in media discourse, which bas begun to address the issue of

how background knowledge may be at work in ideoclogical representation.

I1.1 Origins: The Determinist/Relativist Hypotbesis

Much of the current work in critical linguistics acknowledges a debt to
the theories of Sapir and Vhorf, since the notion that language
represents reality in specifically determinate ways was first expressed
by Vhorf in his theory of linguistic determinism. The 'Sapir/Vhor{
hypothesis’ states that language affects thought by tbe ways in which
it classifies reality, (although it has been difficult to substantiate
this claim with regard to meaningful, cognitive unite, e.g. matching

grammatical form classes to conceptual correlates<'?).

"We cut nature up, organise 1t into concepts, and ascribe
significances as we do, largely because we are parties to an
agreement to organise it in this way - an agreement that
holds throughout our speech community and is codified in
the patterns of our language.” (Vhor{, in Carrol (ed), 1056).
Sapir and Vhorf{ found that there were cases of differences in lexical
items between languages‘¢®’: The strong versions of the theory, that of
linguistic determinism, (i.e. tbat thought is determined by langusge),

and of linguistic relativism, (i.e. that no two linguistic systems bhave

the same way of categorising the world), has now largely been
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disproved, following research into linguistic universals, (e.g.
conceptual systems of height, distance: and time), and - conceptual
transfers between languages<?®?, and also due to the fact that those
concepts which have specific 1linguistic representation in some
languages and not others, can &6till be successfully translated.
However, a weaker version of the hypothesis, the basic notion that
language can have an effect on the way we perceive 'reality’', by the way
different aspects of 1t are represented, 1is B'till central to many
theories which aim to characterise the relationship between language

and ideology.

"We see and hear and otherwise experience very largely as
we do because the language habits of our community
predispose certain choices of interpretation.”

(Sapir, in Mandelbaum (ed), 1949).

It is this weak version of the hypothesis, that language 'predizposes’
us to interpret and represent experience in a selective way, in other
words that language has the capacity to 'mediate' between its users and
reality through the way 1t serves to organise, select and represent
experiences of the world, which remains of primary concern to theories

of the relationship between ideology and language.

"Language plays an active and crucial - if qualified - role
in ehaping (though not completely deternmining) the
procesces of representation, by ‘pointing us towards
different types of observation' and ‘predisposing certain
choices of interpretation'.” (Nontgomery, 1986¢: 175).
These celections in the way we reprecent and interpret experiences of
events in the world are to a large extent the product of ideologies; out
of various possibilities, one particular representation is selected, and

becomes ‘naturalised’, subsequently appearing to be tke only possible

reprecentation for that particular context. To give a brief example of
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this kind of selection in representation, one need only look at the
kind of vocabulary used to talk about the increasingly sophisticated

range of nuclear weapons that developed during the 1970's and early

'80's: 'bomb' has in general been replaced by ‘missile' in the nuclear

context, which evokes fewer connotations of an explosion and its

effects, but the term has been retained to describe the activity of
terrorism or ~ violent demonstrations: ‘car-bombs’, ‘letter-bonbds’,
‘petrol-bombs’' etc. A further example is the ty].)e of terminology used
by defence planners; in the United States the expression ‘radiation
enhancement weapon' was used to refer to the controversial neutron bomb
designed to kill people and spare buildings. Nash (1980) argues that
the use of terms such as these results in trivialising the destructive
effects of these weapons, making it easier for those employed in their
development to feel detached from the real nature of their work. A
further effect of representing weapons {n this way is to reduce the
impact on the public of the reality of their destructive capability.

The way 4in which language works to naturalise selections in

representation, so that they appear not as selections at all, but as the
only way of looking at and talking about a particular subject, bas

formed the basis of enquiry in the field of critical linguistics.

11.2 Theories of Representation: The Role of Syntax

In an extensive body of work collected in two volumes and various
articles, (see Fowler, Hodge, Kress & Trew, 1979, Kress & Hodge, 1079,
etc.), Fowler et al, originally working together at the University of
Fast Anglia, have investigated the relationship between language and

ideology by developing a theory of ideological ‘transformations’ via
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which they aim to ‘denaturalise’ the way the linguistic system (or
grammar) determines or ‘mystifies’¢4? processes of perception and

understanding. Their aim is to use linguistic analysis critically, "not
only as a means of revealing ideological processes in the production of

discourse, but also in pointing towards the questions that need to be

acsked" (Trew, 1979: 116). These questions have formed the basis of

their project for critical linguistics, and are directly concerned with

social relations and processes:

*Language, typically, is immersed in the ongoing life of a
soclety, as the practical consciousness of that society.
This consciousness 1s inevitably a partial and false
consciousness. Ve can call it ideology, defining ‘ideology’
as a systematic body of ideas, organised from a particular

point of view.”
(Kress & Hodge, 1979: 6).

In this investigation of social relations, and tbhe linguistic processes
in which they are inscribed, one of the most productive influences has
been the work of Halliday on functional grammar <(cf. Halliday 1971,
1978, 1985). His elaboration of three levels of language function:

ideational, interpersonal and textual, has widely informed the work of

critical 1linguists, providing them with an analytic model that a
transformational model of language (Chomsky, 1957) was less able to do,

concentrating as it did on the division of language into competence and

performance, and prioritising the former:

"The Chomskyan theory tells us that (...) words can only
appear as the realisation of lexical items, a consequence of
lexicalisation. Re~lexicalisation bhas no place in this
theory's conception o0f language. On tbhis ‘Chomskyan’
approach, then, choice of words is always just insertion of
words, and never rewording, transformation {s always
production of sentences, and never transforming senternces,
and discourse is a set of single, unconnected gentences.”

(Trew, 1979: 113)
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A functional approach, on the other hand, has provided a theoretical
framework according to which language can be analysed as text, or
discourse, rather than a set of possible sentences. Halliday's view of
'text' 1s al]: encompassing: any spgech act, speech event, topic unit,
exchange, episode or narrative etc. comes into this category, spoken or
written. Although he 1s not directly concerned with the issuve of an
ideological function of language, he nevertheless sees society as being

crucial to linguistic systems of meaning:

"The social structure is not Jjust an ornamental background
to linguistic interaction, [....]J, it 1s an essential element
in the evolution of semantic systems and eemantic

processes.”
(1978: 114.)

Halliday's focus on ideational and interpersonal levels of linguistic
codes has enabled critical discourse analysts to identify corresponding
levels of ideological functions of language: systems of representation
(including selections 1in vocabulary etc.) on the ideational level, and
structures of power relatione (pronoun systems, selections of deixis
etc.) on the interpersonal level, which underlie "the way utterance (or
text) renders the world of objects, persons, events and processes on
the one hand, and the way in which that same utterance sets itself into
relation with a recipient (reader, viewer or hearer) on the other",
(Hartley and Montgomery, 1985: 233).

11.2.1 Representation and Transformation

Taking Halliday's functional description of language as their linguistic

basis , Kress and Hodge propose a set of models which represent the

inter~-relationships between objects and events in English:
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An example of a transactive, actional, sentence would be:

The player kicked the ball.

and a non-transactive, actional sentence:

The player runs.

These are distinguished from relational models, which involve a
relation between two entities, equative sentences establishing a
relationship between two noun phrases, eg.:

The coack 1s an ex-football player.
and attributive sentences establishing relationships between noune and
'‘qualities’, eg:

His footwork 1s superb.

In English, certain transformations, as well as operations of modality,
can be performed on this basic model, and every utterance has to be
classified 1in some way. A non-transactive model allows for

indeterminacy in the way events are represented, whereas a transactive

model expresces more explicit causal relations, e.g.:

The player kicked the ball. (transactive)
The ball moved. (non-traneactive)
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Their main claim 1is that both in processes of classification, and {n
transformational operations on an utterance or a text, a particular
perception of réality governs the surface form that the utterance will
take, and that surface form is the direct result of the application of

the particular ‘'ideclogy' of the speaker or writer.

There are several problems with this claim, some of which are recurring
ones 1in many* of the theories relating to ideology and language.
Firstly, it is too reductive: if language structures express or encode
one world view or ideology, then it would be impossible to accou'nt for
the conflicting ideologies that exist and find expression within those
came structures. Moreaover, a systematic comparison of discourse from a
range of different 1ideological sources would be necessary to
substantiate fully a claim of this sort. In claiming that linguistic
form encodes one ideology, or ‘'world view', presupposing a direct
correspondence between those ‘world views' and grammatical structures,
i.e. that "by attending to linguistic processes one can discern [....] the
underlying social reality" (Thompson, 1984: 124), Fowler et al are
discounting the social nature of discourse, and the complexity of social

relations which may underlie any one text in terms of who produces it,

how it is interpreted, and by whom.

Any number of conflicting ideologies may be at work in a text at any
time, particularly when 1its intended recipients are made up of
disparate social groups. The syntax/ideology correlate is unable to
account for any levels of meaning that fall outside its scope, and in

particular pragmatic meaning which involves contextual features and

inferencing in the process of interpretation.
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In a more recent paper, Kress comments that the task of a text
producer 1is “to attempt' to comstruct a text in which discrepancies,
contradictions, disjunctions are bridged, covered over, eliminated"
(1985: 77), and that such a construction 1is not always possible to
achieve. This position marks a change from the view that the
linguistic processes of a text will constitute one representation of
social reality: and a preliminary step towards rectifying the failure of
previous work to account for the interplay of d;.ﬁerent discourses, the
negotiation of meanings, and for the way in which power relations
within the discursive event affect those meanings. One of the main
causes of that failure has been the preoccupation with syntax at the
expense of contextual and pragmatic levels of discourse analysis.

A further problem with the actional/relational language model 1is that
while basing their approach in functional linguistic theory, Fowler et
al borrow the concept of ‘transformation' from generative grammar, with
the result that come of the issues at stake in their arguments becone
blurred. Chonsky's ‘deep-to-curface structure' inplies a basic model
upon which certain operations, or ‘transformations’ can take place. The

notion of 1ideological transformations therefore tends to imply that

there 1is a ‘btasic, non-ideological =nmodel wunderlying the various
classified and transformed surface structure, which contradicts the

claim that “there are no ‘raw’, uninterpreted, theory-free facts.” (Trew,

1979: 9%5).

Pateman (1983) criticises the concept of ideological transformation as
it emerges in the work of Fowler et al, by arguing that the forrmalisn
they use for their transformations is not grammatical, in the

Chonskyan sense of deep to surface structure, but only ‘an unrestricted
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rewriting system', and he comments that "the pragmatic, extra-linguistic
apparatus we require to understand utterances cannot be taken as an
index of anything essentially unsatisfactory about the language 1in
which those utterances are produced” (1983= 194)._ For example, in a
passive sentence with agent deletion, which would be characterised as
less informative, hence more ‘'mystificatory’, the agent can be recovered
in interpretation by drawing upon knowledge of the world, the context
of utterance, and other non-linguistic processes'. On the other hand, as
Pateman again bas pointed out, uttérances which contain more
information than is required can also be misleading in certain contexts
if they violate Grice's maxim of quantity (cf. Pateman, 1983: 180).

I11.2.2 Problems with the Transformational Xodel

One application of the ‘'transformational model’ is an analysis by Kress
& Trew (1978) of a letter sent by British leyland to workers which was
published in the SUNDAY TINES BUSINESS NEVS (20.03.78). The ST
claimed that the letter failed ‘to get its message across’ due to a low
score on the 'Clarity Index' (an American-devised system of evaluating
the clarity of a text by counting the number of words of more than two
syllables and the number of long sentences it contains‘®’). Kress and
Trew argued that by using an objective, linguistic analysis, they could
demonstrate that the ideologies enbedded in the letters were ones
familiar to academic industrial relations theory. They rewrote the
original BL letter with the same 'clarity index' as the ST version,

while also writing back in the ideology that they claimed had been
written out by the ST, thereby effecting an Jdeological transformation

of discourse (1978: 758).
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In order to do this, they compared the linguistic changes that had
taken place in the ST rewriting, e.g.:

nominalisation / denominalisation
his recent visits > D.V. has Just visited

The results of their ‘analysis showed, they maintain, that, for instance,
in denominalisation, D.V. (Derek Vhittaker, a BL director) beconmes ‘an
agent who affects objects’, with more power to act and affect others:
This and other ‘transformations’ are found to be consistent in their
ideological effects. D.V. changes his role from ‘communicator’ with the
employees to one which 1s more physical and forceful, and it is
suggested that "there could here be the beginning of a switch from a
view of management as primarily a job of communication, to management
as primarily bargaining and negotiation; a switch from a ‘unitary
ideology' of industrial relations to ‘pluralist ideology'<€>* (1978: 763).
There are however several problems with this. Firstly, Kress and Trew
ctate that the “the original extremely complex sentence structures do
represent a complex web of interrelationships in the participation and
conmunication system in the company®” (p: 768), but it eeems unlikely
that this system, (or Jideology) can be derived directly from the
cyntactic structures of the letter alone. If this was the cace, then it
should be possible to derive that same systen consistently from the
eyntax of all BL management’s textual output, and there egeems to be no
proof that thie was the case. Secondly, by taking the ‘Clarity Index'
reasonably eeriously, they seen to put to one eide the fact that short

centences and one-syllable words can often be indicative of a lesas

'‘polite’ register in English. Conpere, for example, the two utterances

(a) and (b) below:
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a) Can I see you now?
b) I was wondering 1f it would be possible to see you

Just now?

(a) could be described as more direct and abrasive in tone than (b),
where the occurrence of a 'hec}ged performative' (cf. Leech, 1983: 140)
results in a longer, more ‘polite' form of the same request.

In attributing the ‘abrasive tone' of the ST version of BL's letter omly
to the kind of transformations described above, Kress and Trew fail to
take other levels of linguistic function, such né register, into account.
Thompson has criticised this preoccupation with syntax at the expense
of contextual features of discourse as the main weakness in their
account, eaying that it is too simplistic to claim, that ‘ideoclogy’ can
be ‘read off' from the syntactic structure of a particular pilece of
discource (1985: 125), without attending to the pragmatic level of that
discourse. Indeed, research into the role of semantic and pragmatic
factors in producing ‘well-formed' sentences bas ehown that often
cemantic and pragmatic information is equally important as syntax in
determining whether an utterance is grammatically ‘well-formed'<?*, and

that meaning is not Jjust a matter of syntax, but of many other factors

too:
“Meaning (....] is not a fixed and {nvariant given, but a
fluctuating phenomenon which 1s deternined as much by the
contextual conditions of its production and reception as by
the syntactic features of its construction.”
Thompson, 1984: 125).

I1.2.3 Linitations of a Syntactic Account of XNeaning

Despite these criticisms, it must be acknowledged that the work of

Fowler, Kress, Hodge and Trew has made an inportant and substantial
contribution to establishing the field of critical linguistics, and

provides important insighte into bow come grammatical forms may be
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particularly susceptible to ideological mystification in certain
contexts, in particular structures which express transitivity.
Nevertheless, there s underlying the ‘demystificatory’ project of
critical linguisticse a requirement for a theory-free metalanguage in
which to discuss 't;:bjectively' the relationship between ideology and
language - difficult to achieve 1f we must operate within a theory of
reality governed by English syntax.

Vhat Fowler et al do not seem to take into account in their theory is
the way in which 1ideologically motivated representations in language
are often imposed upon language users by cultural and social discursive
environments rather than by constraints of the granmar. Instead, they
see syntax as a reflection of social realities, with the implication
that 'deep structure' forms represent an unmitigated, 'true' reality. As
Pateman has pointed out, the grammar is not ‘at fault' in giving rise to
ideological representations, a claim which has been particularly
relevant to the feminist debates about language, where the theory that
the patriarchal eyntax and semantics of English prevent women {rom
expressing themselves fully and effectively within {t, thus contributing
to the maintenance of a dominant patriarchal ideology, has been

vigorously contested<®’,

An alternative approach to the role of syntax in the production of
ideological meaning can be found in the work of Michel Pécheux (1975,
trans., 1982), whose theory of transverse discource deals with the
linguistic processes involved in the embedding of relative clauses into
main clauses to produce ‘preconstructed' propositione i{n discouree.

This theory and some of its implications are discusced in the following

cection.
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11.3 Theories of Social Discourse
1f ideological meaning is to‘'be seen as produced not by the systen, or
structure, of language, but rather through the system in operatio;m
withiq its social context, then 1t 1is discauz_‘se rather than granmar
which becomes central to an understanding of how language functions in
terms of soclal discursive practices. Discourse has been defined as
“lJanguage as social practice determined by eocial structures”
(Fairclough, 1989: 17), and it 1is through th;se discursive practices
that meanings may come to be established and enforced.
I1.3.1 Foucault and Discursive Practices
The term discursive practice was first used by Foucault to describe the
soclally~-determined nature of what he terms the ‘enunciative function’,
and taken up by Pécheux 1in his account o0f bhow discourses from
differing social domains intersect to produce areas o0f transverse
discourse. Hawever, a Foucauldian view of discourese is primarily linked
to social institutions; discourse is what can be written or considered
as true at any given moment in history:

“Discourse is ([...] to be analysed not{ in terne 0! who says

what but in terms ot the conditions unaer whica those

sentences will have a deiinite truth value, and pence are

capable of being utterred.”
(Hacking, 1986: 30)

It is then wkat can be sald that constitutes discursive practice at a
given time, but 1t is difficult to evaluate exactiy what constitutes a
‘definite truth value' at any given time. MNoreover, Foucault aoes not
define discursive practices linguistically, except in isolated instances
such as nis discussion o ‘soverelgn torture' (¢r. roucault, L¥75) o,

Pécheus, on the other hand, attempts to link this notion of discursive

practices to specilic ailscursive processes, and situatee the problem o1
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ideological meaning 1n specific {features of language rather than
" defining it in terms of social institutional practices.
11.3.2 Pécheux: A Theary of ‘Transverse Discourse’
Drawing on the Althusserian. theories of interpellation and ISA's,

Pecheux attempts to 1link the concept of discursive practices to a
linguistic base, which he terms a ‘'discursive process', in order to
develop a th;ory of the articulation between different domains of
discourse and language. |

Pécheux's philosophical position is firmly rooted in materialism and
his arguments are based on the premise that all discourse and meaning
céme about as the result of 1deological struggle. Post-Narx,
materialist social philosophy bolds that it i{s the interaction produced
by the relations people enter into with others, most fundamentally
while engaged in the process of making what they need to subsist, that
forme human nature, rather than, as in an idealist philosophy, that it
is schaped by <come common system of moral and social wvalues
(cf. Williams, 1976). As the primary means of social interaction {s via
the medium of discource, a materialist theory of meaning holds that

*meanings are to be found only in the concrete forms of differing

eocial and institutional practices: there can bPe no meaning {n
'language’ (McDonnell, 1986: 12). In other words, out of a range of
possibilities of meanings, it is the social and institutional source of
a particular discourse which will pin down and ‘fix’' a particular
meaning within that discourse. However, the claim that there is no
meaning in language could also be criticised as positing social
relations as being somehow prior to language, and tbus precluding any

possibility of working to change discursive practices. '©’
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In order to examine the relationship between language and social
formations, Pécheux retraces the relationship between' language and
thought, and examines the linguistic mechanisms of determination and
explication which have formed the backdrop for philosophical reflection

on the nature of thought. These mechanisms belong to what he

describes as the "zone of articulation between 1linguistics and the
historical the_bry of 1deological and scientific processes® (LSI: 58),
and play a crucial role in determining the ideological function of
discourse. It i1s this theory of discursive proceseses, {.e. how
syntagmatic relations within utterances are constructed, "the system of
relationships of substitution, paraphrases, synonymies etc., which
operate between linguistic elements -~ ‘signiffers' - in a given
discursive formation" (LSI: 112), which have been of particular interest
to some discourse analysts, <(cf. Achard 1086¢''> Torode, 1086).
Pécheux refers to this syntagmatic chain of relations between words as
intradiscourse, or "the operation of discouree with respect to itself”
(LSI: 116). However, along this axis of intradiscourse, another form of

discourse can be interposed: discourge from other discursive formations
which exist elsewhere, or pre-exist, the current discursive process, and

this Pécheux terme Iinterdiscourse. The point of intersection, the

dependence o0f 1intradiscourse on interdiscouree, is referred to as

transverse discourse.

This intersection of interdiscourse and intradiscourse can be shown

diagramatically as follows:
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However, although the general concepts of intra- and inter-discursive
relations are frequently referred to in discussions of language and
ideology, the actual mechanisms of Pécheux's theory of transveree

discourse are mnot often examined in depth. In the following

paragraphs, I attempt to set out bhis theory more clearly.

11.3.2.1 Ideology and the Relative Clause: Preconstructeds and lLateral
Reminders

Pécheux's main focus in exploring the articulation between
interdiscourse and intradiscourse is the role of relative clauses in
discursive processes. Dealing first with determinative relatives, he
examines the notion of the preconstructed, or the enbedding of a
determinative relative clause 1in an utterance. He descridbes the
‘preconstructed' elements of discourse as "the always-already there of

ideological interpellation that supplies-imposzes reality and its
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'‘meaning’ in the form of universality® (LSI: 115). To 1llustrate this
notion, Pécheux uses an example from: Frege¢'2>;

He who first discovered the elliptical arbit of the planets died
in misery

in which the determining relative clause asserts a ‘proposition that
pre-exists what 1s constructed and asserted by the utterance as a
whole, and as a result seems not just to add further information about
the referent of the in the main clause, but actually determines who
that referent is. In this way, Pécheux clains, a preconstructed element

from interdiscourse, 1i.e.:

Someone discovered the elliptical orbit of the planets

is an assertion from scientific-historical ‘reality' which becomes
‘{nscribed in a subject's discourse' - in this instance a biographical

assertion.

If preconstructed elements from the interdiscursive realm are built
into discourse through the mechanisms of determination, then lateral
reminders of something which is already kaown from elsewhere, or what
Pécheux refers to as “the return of the known {in thought" (LSI: 73)

intervene in the discursive process througk mechanisms of explication,

and produce a sustaining effect in discursive processes. Giving the

example:

Napoleon, who recognised the danger to bis right flank, hinself
led bhis guards against the enemy position

Pécheux argues that the explicative clause here posits not Just an
additional informative assertion about Napoleon, but a causal
relationship between the two, and this be calle a ‘sustaining effect' of

something (a proposition or assertion, a ‘property') which is ‘already

known'. In other words,
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Napoleon himself led his guards against the eneny

because

Napoleon recognised the danger to his right flank.
The ‘'already known' in this case constitutes knowledge about Napoleon,
Generals, and relationships between the two in the case of dangerous
battlei‘;leld situations.- | As Pécheux suggests, I think rightly, the
‘already known' establishes a form of complicity between speaker and
addressee that {e important to an understanding of ideological
processes at work: "This complicity presupposes an identification with
the speaker, in other words, the possibility of thinking what he'is
thinking in his place™ (ASI: 76).
I11.3.2.2 Meaning, Ideology and the Subject
The meaning that is produced by the juxtaposition of these two clauses,
and the ‘'necessary interpretation' of a causal relationship between
them, depends on the 'subject' recognising the position of the ‘'speaker’,
or ‘producer’, of the discourse as one he/she is or could be in.
Pécheux calls this position ‘the universal eubject of idcology’', an
identification process through which the ‘hearer'/’processor' of a
discourse believes that:

“If 1 were where you/be/x are/is, I would see and think what
you/he/x see(s) and think(e)” (LSI: 87).

He argues that this identification comes about as a result of movement
from ‘situational properties’ to ‘permanent properties’:
"A gradual elimination of the eituational leads steadily from the

concrete individual subject ‘in situ' linked to his percepts and
notions, to a universal subject situated everywhere and nowhere

and thinking in concepts.” (LSI: 86)
It is this recognition by subjects of ‘evident truths' ac ‘permanent

properties’ which recults in an identification with what is termed the

‘universal subject:
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Everybody knows that X

> It is true/clear that X.<'3>

The basis of the' vay tﬁé subject 1s positioned within this discursive
process is founded in the work of Althusser, and kis oft-quoted
e;'l:ai‘:e-ment that ‘'ideology interpellates 1nciividuala as subjects'’ ;1971:
162-3), "by signifyiné to him what he is and concealing from him that
subjection” (Pé&cheux 1975: 91). Althusser's theory states that
ideologies are not made up of 1deas, but of practices, (including
discursive practices), and that these practices are inscribed 1in
Ideological State Apparatuses. Pécheux stresses however that the ISA's
are not the expression of the domination of the ruling ideology, but
form "the site and means of the realisation of that domination.” (1975:
98). In other words, the area of struggle between contradictory and
competing ideological formations.

Ideological formations are made up of ‘subjective, evident truths' (1975:
104>, which are produced within what Pécheux terms discursive
farmations, determining ‘what can and should be eaid', and implementing
the ideological process of interpellation-identification., They are are
constituted 1linguistically by specific discursive processes - “the
system of relationships of substitution, paraphrase, synonymies etc.,
which operate between 1linguistic elements in a given discursive
formation.* (LSI: 112). Subjects nay react in different ways to the
interpellation-identification process; they are either ‘good gsubjects’,
identifying themselves with the speaking subject of i{deology and thus
becoming ‘subjected' to the dominant ideology and its operation, or 'bad

gubjects’, counter-identifying with it and resisting the dominant

ideclogical and discursive formations, or they dis-identify with {t,
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(1.e. refuse the notion that a subject can be constructed at all), while
remaining within the ISA's to construct conflicting discourses through .
political struggle.

Here it is important to note Pécheux's clarification of ISA's being not
the expression, but the site and means of donmination, and as such, a
site of conflict and struggle. However, one of the major problems with
Pécheux's theory of subjectivity is that he does not make it clear how
the process of dis-identification actually occurs. 1f, as he suggests,
all subjects are ‘interpellated’' by 1ideoclogy at work in discursive
formations, then how is it possible to escape the interpellation ‘net'?
And if this happens, then subjects become independent, autonomous and
self-regulating, and are not interpellated by ideology at all. Again,
if there are conflicting ideologies at work in any given discursive
formation, Pécheux is not clear on how conflict, or negotiation between
conflicting ideologies, is manifested in discursive practices.

11.3.2.3 Problems and Applications: Accounting for Context

Apart from the inherent philosophical opacity of Pécheux's writing, one
of the main problems with his approach is that although his theory of

what constitutes a discursive process is clearly staked out, he does

not clearly define what a discursive formatfon actually is, nor how it
might relate to an ideological formation (e.g. Althusser’s ideological
state apparatus) apart from saying that one 1s ‘Imbdricated’, or layered,
on to the other. Neither does be give examples of where one discursive
formation might end and another begin, or what happens when discurgive
formations are in conflict. A discursive formation 16 described ag
“that which in a given ideological formation (....) determines what can

and should be said, (articulated in the form of a speech, a cermon, a
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pamphlet, a report, a programme, etc.)®, (LSI: 111). However, this
determining principle and iis relationship to a corresponding
ideological for:mation remains a vague ‘nction despite 1its crucial status
in his argument.

A further problem is that although Pécheux spells out very clearly in
theory how reiative clauses are.linguistic mechaniesms which may create
ideological effects, he pays no attention to the effects of
contextualisation 1in examples he uses, 1.e. .to actual discursive
practices. Vorking from what he calls a ‘logico-linguistic point’,
Pécheux argues that as an articulation between two propositions in a
centence, the causal relationship between a main proposition and an
explicative relative can be clearly illustrated. But when one looks for
contextualised examples of explicative and determinative relative
clauses, it transpires that they do not occur particularly frequently
compared to other defining and explicative structures such as
prepositional and adjectival phrases which act as modiffers, or

appositional phrases.

Montgomery (1989) suggests that these may have a similar function to
full relative clauses in producing discursive effects, and that there
are other grammatical structures which may equally produce
ideologically motivated discursive effects, such as processes of
nominalisation discusced by Fowler et al¢'4?, which Pécheux does not
address in his account of the relationship between discourse and
ideology.

Above all Pécheux is mostly concerned with the syntactic and semantic
level of discourse, i.e. the eentential relations of discursive

processes, and these need to be eituated In specific discursive
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practices<'®?, another term which he briefly mentions but does not
really defin:e nrf d;evelop in any detail. If the term discursive éract.ice
is to be understood as text or utlerance, then the questions of where,
when, by whom and to whom texts and utterances are produced must be

considered 1f we are to account <for the ideological function of

discourse.

~ranl

Despite these reservations, Pécheux's analysis of discursive processes,
the articulation between main and relative clauses, and his theory of
transverse discourse, are all interesting developments in a description
of the relationship between language and 1ideology, and will be
considered in more detail when related to naturally occurring data in
Chapter IV, where the way in which ‘'preconstructeds' and ‘lateral
reminders' may operate in practice 1is examined in more detail. It is
also useful to ‘bear in mind that the concept of a universal subjfect

position, the ‘everybody knows that...' perhaps finds a parallel in the

notion of commonsense background assumptions inplicit in ideological

discourse, and which play an important part {n producing contextual

inferences.

11.4 Representation as a Prnduct of Discourse

The 1deolngical meanings produced by what Pécheux terms ‘the
preconstructed’, and by what we can here generally term cozzonsense
background assumptions, have been exanined on a semantic, rather than
a clausal basis, by Chilton (1985), who describes the function of the
verb deter in the specific discursive donain of defence. Thig account

of the way in which the meaning of a term can be affected by tke

discureive domain in which it i1s uced, exanining the basis of the
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concept of deterrence, and its relationship to other concepts in the
culture, represents a significant step towards a consideration of what
are essentially contextualised, pragmatic levels of wmeaning 1in
discourse.

11.4.1 Changes in Semantic Neaning

In a detailed account of the semantics of the verdb deter, Chilton
claims that there have been certain broad and subtle changes in the
semantic tendencies of the verb deter, whose a'djectival and noninal
forms deterrent and deterrence have taken on an increased informational
load and become particularised to a specific discursive domain, i.e.
that of strategic nuclear defence, beconming "objects and practices
discussed and defined by experts® (p. 116). As a consequence, “the
semantics of this and other terms needs to be thought of as a product,

not as naturally given in a neutral language independently of social,
cultural and political forces.” (p. 116).
Through an unravelling of the semantice of deter, Chilton's aim is to
elucidate "the role of language in the conceptualising of the domain of
strategy" (p: 104). He first examines the lexical field of the verb
deter, and characterises it as belonging to a eet of verbs which
express obligation of some sort, where "obligation is the counterpart
of necessity" (p. 105). He groups these verbs as follows:

stop, prevent, restraln, hinder, discourage, dissuade,

forbid, prohibit
cause, make, have (someone do something), force, compel

let, allow, permit.

Furtber, he suggests that deter is an implicit negative of verbs such
as coerce and force, and that it is conceptually complex in &0 far ac

it expresces linguistically encoded notions of causation which are not
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philosophic or scientific in origin, but rather psychological and

cultural¢ie?,
Chilton then locks at sentences in which deter can occur, e.g.
Nuclear arms deter Kussia
and concludes that deter requires the hearer/receiver to focus on the
caused event, Kussia Is deterred, without needing to specify the causing

event, which in this case is taken to be NATO's deployment of nuclear

arns.

He also states that deter expresses a stf'ong causal relation between

events, which renders the following sentence anomalous:

(?) Alf deterred Bert, but Bert (still) struck hin,
This sets it apart from oather verbs in the lexical field which are

similar to, but not synonymous with, deter, such as dissuvade or

prevent<!”?,

He states that the causing event expressed by deter implies some use of
force on behalf of the agent, i.e. a warning or threat of eomething

unpleasant, in contrast to dissvade, where the agent canm use argument

or promise as the causing event, comparing:

Alf dissvaded Bert from attacking Carl by:

1. arguing with Ahim

i1. promising to pay hlm off
111. warning bim of the consequences
iv. (?)threatening to beat him up

and

Alf deterred Bert from attacking Carl by:

1. (7) arguing with Ahixm

11. (?) promising to pay bin off
11{. warning him of the consequences
iv. threatening to beat bim up
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and comments thal when an instrument for deter is not explicitly given,
a’ nuclear instrument is likely to be inferred "if and only if the cold-
war frame is triggered" (p: 109).

He also describes how verbs in the field also specify "what is induced
and the kind of agent being induced", and claims that there are certain
rationality requirements on the part of the induced agent for a verb
like dissuaée, which do not hold for deter. The whole lexical field
deals primarily with the causation of mental_ etates, i.e. the concept
that causing fear in X results in their not doing Y, and with the
conceptualisation of control of others, and Chilton points out that
"such conceptualisations need bave no relationship to enmpirical
reality”, (p: 110).

I1.4.2 Ideology, Frames and Metaphors

Moving from what is an essentially semantic analysis of the meaning of
deter, Chilton turns to the discursive use of the word in its various
forms, and introduces the theory of metaphoric frames to support bis
argument, suggesting that language works to maintain certain social and

political institutions by acting as a trigger for certain conceptual

frames. A frame is a structure for representing knowledge in
artificial intelligence research (cf. Minsky, 1975, 1977), and will be
discussed more fully in II.5 below. Chilton's use of frame systen
theory in his account of metaphoric transferal is one of the most
interesting points raised by his enquiry with regard to the ideological
function of discourse, as it is a move away from purely semantic and

eyntactic considerations of meaning and towards an attention to

contexts of usage and inferencing syestems.
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Chilton describes how the term deter bas become increasingly
specialised, partélcula:rlrjr in the adjectival and nominal forms, by giving
examples of anomalous sentences progressing from tkte verb deter to
deterrent and deterrence, (p: 112). He concludes that there are
preferred readings for deterrent, in other words, that in processing
this term, one contextual frame will be selected because it 1s mnmore
prominent than a range of other possible contexfual frames. Deterrent
ics most prominently linked to criminological and cold-war frames, and
deterrence is most likely to trigger a cold-war contextual frame.

The final part of his account of deter and discourse deals with the
relation of the concept of deterrence to other concepts in the culture,
in particular those related to the educational and criminological
frames. Chilton argues that the way we understand concepts of cold
war deterrence are ine;{tricably linked to other concepts in the culture,
particularly to do with education and discipline, and that this process
is metaphorical.  Metaphor has been defined as “understanding and

experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another® (Lakoff & Johnson,

1980: 5), and Chilton examines how certain metaphore, such as the
representation of the USSR as the bully in the school playground, tend
to get promoted to "standard meanings" in discourse - but exactly how
this may happen bhas not yet been the subject of any detailed

investigation.

Chilton suggests that such an investigation would require an "inquiry

into the role of media and education and other conmunicative networke*
(p: 116), an inquiry that also seems crucial to an investigation into
the way the concept of deterrence is structured, but Chilton takes it

no further here. He does however give an example of how a metaphor
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may be transferred between frames: in this instance from an ‘education’
frame, to a ‘criminological’ frame and then to a frame for representing-
international strategy, hence the currency of metaphors such as ti1e
”policins role® of the United States”, and the Soviet Union being "an
aggressive child in need of discipline® (p: 117). This transfer maps
the teacher/pupil relationship of the ‘education' frame onto the
international relationship of the super powers, reproducing the sanme
structures in the new frame, with the particip;ant roles, and notion of
who may be the legitimate agents for actions, transferred to the new
situation. This results in the United States being understood as the
watchful, disciplining teacher and the USSR as the disruptive,
uncooperative pupil 1in the world ‘classroom’, thus creating a new
metaphor based on familiar, ‘known', concepts.

By his engagement with frame system theory in relation to discouree, in
an attempt to characterise the forms of knowledge that are drawn upon
when conceptualising and representing aspects of {nternational
relations, Chilton has widened the linguistic 1level of enquiry to

include pragmatic theory. Much of his discuesion of the discursive

practices which involve concepts of deterrence appears to centre on the
contextualised use of the term, and the background assumptions and
inferencing processes which are triggered by 1ts occurrence 1{n
discource. This move away from syntactic and semantic considerations
of the way in which language works to sustain certain ideological
rositions seems to be a crucial one, ard one which leads inevitably
from theoretical discussions of ideological meaning in decontextualiced

data, such as Pécheux's account of transverce discourse i{n relative
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clauses, to an attention to the pragmatics of discourse, including
necessarily an examination of contextualised, naturally-occuring data.
I1.4.3 Inferencing Processes and the Speech Event

One study in which one aspect of these pragmatic features has been
addressed is Richardson (1985), who accounts for particular differences
in political speeches against the peace movement in Britain by
specifying the addressees of the speeches, a heterogeneous national
audience, both physically present and potentially distant (if the speech
is televised), and the contextual features 0f the ‘speech’ event: the
post-Falkland, pre-election period of 1983.

From her analysis of three speeches, by MNargaret Thatcher, Nichael
Heseltine and John Nott, Richardson argues that from utterance meaning,
and from the presuppositions and implicatures that are produced by the
discourse, when Grices's co-operative principle is applied to the

comnmunicative event it is possible to identify the type of audience to

whom these speeches are addressed, and the ascumptions the speakers
have about what the audience knows. This audience falls into three
basic categories of the ‘'like-minded’, tke ‘vulnerable' and the
'‘dissenters’. The views of the 'dissenters' have to be presented as
upreasonable and untenable, but without giving offence to the
'wwulnerable' audience (those who bave not yet made up their minds), and
confirm in their rightmindedness those who hold tbe same opinion as
the speaker. This is achieved in political speeches by taking account
of these heterogeneous addressees of statements, and so structuring the
rhetoric that a variety of implicatures or perlocutionary effects can

be produced, depending on which group of addressces the audience

belongs to. Richardson concentrates her discuscion on two aspects of
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rhetorical structure: the rhetorical question and the denial. For
- example, in asking a rhetorical question relating to the morality of
letting Hitler “take control of the most terrible weapons which man has
ever made" Margaret Thatcher 1s {forcing the bhearer to look for an
implicature, thus {framing "the KNazi Germany analogy with a direct
address to unilateralists® (1985: 31), and representing the
unilateralist p;sition as morally untenable.

Similarly, denials allow for opponents’ prnpositio.ns to be admitted into
the debate, but on the level of implicature. For {nstance, in the

following statement:

It cannot be sensible for the Vest to disarm and abandon
this most terrible weapon to a nation whkose phflosophy and
whose actions show their total disregard for freedom and

Justice.
(1985: 32)

one implicature 1is that somebody holds the proposition that 1t can be
censible for the West to disarm - in this case, the audience is left to
make the inference that it is the unilateralists, without thie being
explicit in the text. The 'seriousness' of a denial, and whetbher it

is well-judged, 111 judged, or ironic, will differ for audiences with

different levels of cultural knowledge and informedness, and in each
case will give rise to a series of different implicatures.

Richardson found that MNargaret Thatcher's speech was {dentified as
addressing the broadest audience, trying for "different pay-offs with
different parts of that audience” (p: 44), while Heseltine's addressed a
€lightly less heterogeneous audience, and HNott was making the ‘moral
case' for Trident, thus assunming his audience to be largely ‘don't

knows' and not addressing the ‘like-minded