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CHAPTER ONE
1. Introduction 

In the field of critical discourse analysis (henceforth CDA), language is regarded as a form of ideology and linguistic activity. Traditionally, linguists study language from academic or theoretical description aspect, whereas critical linguists research from a different perspective in order to reveal the relationship between language, power and ideology. Any representation of an event in a news text implies representation of an ideological standpoint (Fowler, 1991:66).  
        Ideology and attitudes in discourse can be detected by the different ways whereby subjects and participants are shaped by the texts (Hall, 1997: 45). Van Dijk (1998: 21) explains that the ideologies and opinions in newspapers are social, institutional or political.
     CDA goes beyond linguistic analysis to project socio-political messages inherent in linguistic expressions and its consequences on the hearer. The present study is hoped to encourage future researchers in this field and provide more insight into the way discourse sustains the connections between language and ideology. This study could also be of value to the readers and researchers who are interested in CDA, since it could illustrate almost a new approach of analysis and for postgraduate students who study linguistics and its sub-branches to reach the ultimate goal of improving their critical thinking skills in political analysts, and the average recipients.
1. 1.  Critical Discourse Analysis
            Critical discourse analysis henceforth (CDA) is a type of discourse analytical research which studies the way social power abuse, dominance, and inequality in the political and social context (Van Dijk, 1985: 352). McKenna, (2004: 21 ) says that CDA is a critical device, as its names suggests, and it is a method of analyzing the text whether written or spoken. Fairclough (1993: 135) defines CDA as:

“Relationships of causality and determination between (a) discursive practices, events and texts, and (b) wider social and cultural structures, relations and processes; to investigate how such practices, events and texts arise out of and are ideologically shaped by relations of power and struggles over power; and to explore how the opacity of these relationships between discourse and society is itself a factor securing power and hegemony.”
 Fairclough and Wodak (1997, 271-80) put the main tenets of CDA in  the following points:

1. CDA addresses social problems.
2. Power relations are discursive.
3. Discourse constitutes society and culture.
4. Discourse does ideological work.
5. Discourse does historical points.
6. Discourse mediates text and society. 

7. Discourse analysis is interpretative and explanatory.
8. Discourse does social actions.

It means that, CDA has to bridge the gap between micro and macro approaches to language.  Language use, discourse, verbal interaction, and communication go to the micro level. While power, dominance, and inequality  go to a macro level (Alexander et al. 1987; Knorr-Cetina and Cicourel 1981).  

       Van Dijk (1985: 354) lists several ways for analyzing  and bridging these levels (micro and macro levels), and then to arrive at a critical analysis:

1-  Members–groups: When  language users engage in discourse as members of numerous social groups, organizations, or institutions; and conversely, groups thus may act by their members.

2-  Actions–process: The  acts of individuals  are parts of group actions and social processes, such as legislation, news making, or the reproduction of racism.

3- Context–social structure: Situations of discursive interaction are similarly part of social structure; for example, a press conference may be a typical practice of organizations and media institutions. 

4-  Personal and social cognition: Language users as social actors have both personal and social cognition: personal memories, knowledge and opinions, as well as those shared with members of the group or culture as a whole. Both types of cognition influence interaction and discourse of individual members, whereas shared "social representations" govern the collective actions of a group.
1.1.1   Evolution of CDA
         The work of Fowler et al. (1979) is considered as the starting point of Critical Linguistics (CL). CL is the most influential linguistically oriented critical approaches to discourse analysis. ‘Critical linguistics simply means an enquiry into the relations between signs, meanings and the social and historical conditions which govern the semiotic structure of discourse, using a particular kind of linguistic analysis’ Fowler (1991: 90). 

         Some of the views of CDA can be found in the critical theory of the Frankfurt School (Agger 1992; Rasmussen 1996). The emphasis of CDA on language and discourse was initiated with the Critical Linguistics which began at the end of the 1970s (Mey, 1985).  CDA has also counterparts in critical developments in psychology, sociolinguistics, and the social sciences (Wodak 1996). What differentiates social theory from CDA is that social theorists concentrate on the social sides of the text and do not pay attention to the linguistic devices, while CD analysts bring together social theory and textual analysis as well. Rogers (2004: 6) points out that CDA takes its starting-point from social theory. Hence, it starts with the assumption that "language use is always social and that discourse.

 both reflects and constructs the social world."
          O'Halloran (2000:13) states that CL has adapted CDA through focusing  indications of ideological meaning of discourse. He affirms that CDA and CL agree in exposing ideologies. (Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000: 454; Teo, 2000: 25) point out that CDA uses some analytical components which are following to systemic-functional analyses  namely, modality and  transitivity. 
1.1. 2   What is the ‘Critical’ Part of CDA?

              The term  “critical” in CDA is an attempt to describe, and explain the relationship between the form and function of language. The form of language includes grammar, morphology, semantics, syntax, and pragmatics. The function of language includes how people use language in different situations. Critical discourse analysts believe there is a relationship between the form and function of language. That is to say, the goal of  the  critical discourse analyst is studying the relationships between language form and language function and then explaining why and how certain patterns are privileged over others.  Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999: 150) agree with such idea of the relationships between form and function of language when they say “our view is that the links between particular discourses and social positions, and therefore the ideological effects of discourse, are established and negotiated in the process of articulation within a practice.”

           Another interpretation of the “critical” side in CDA is that it is often related with studying power relations. This concept of critical is rooted in the Frankfurt school of critical theory (Adorno, 1973; Adorno and Horkeimer, 1972; Habermas, 1976). 

           Another interpretation of “critical” side in CDA  is that, CDA explicitly addresses social problems and seeks to solve social problems through the analysis and accompanying social and political action. In other words, the analyst’s goal  in this interpretation of “critical” is explicitly concerned with locating social problems and analyzing how discourse works to construct such issues. In this interpretation , the analysts believe that analyzing texts for power is not enough to disrupt such discursive powers, but the analyst must work from the analysis of texts to the social and political contexts in which the texts emerge. 
1.1.3   What is the “Discourse” Part of CDA?
           Discourse has been defined in a wide number of ways, for example,  Stubbs (1983: 1) defines discourse as “language above the sentence or above the clause”. Brown and Yule (1983: 1) state, ‘the analysis of discourse is, necessarily, the analysis of language in use. As such, it cannot be restricted to the description of linguistic forms independent of the purposes or functions which these forms are designed to serve human affairs’. Fairclough (1992: 28 ) says that, “Discourse is, for me, more than just language use: it is language use, whether speech or writing, seen as a type of social practice.”  The assumption of discourse analysts starts with  that language use is always social and that analyses of language occur above or behind the sentence or the clause within  CDA framework (Jaworski and Coupland, 1999). 
             Gee (1996: 114) affirms that discourse is not simply a pattern of social interactions, but is connected to identity and the distribution of social goods. He proposes a lot of theoretical views about discourse some of them are : Discourses are inherently ideological, in addition to that he says that discourses are resistant to internal criticism and self-scrutiny because uttering viewpoints that seriously undermine them defines one as being outside of them. After that, he says any discourse concerns itself with certain objects and puts forward values at the expense of others. 
1.1.4   What is the “Analysis” Part of CDA?

          CDA usually turns around analytic procedures. The analytic procedures of CDA  normally depend on what definitions of critical and discourse the analyst has adopted. There are approaches more textually oriented to discourse analysis. Some are more focused on the context of discourse rather than the text. Other approaches are interested in the historical emergence of the discourse. Other approaches pay equal attention to language and social theory. One example of  analytical procedures for CDA is Gee’s (1999) analytic procedure. This procedure includes a set of connection-building activities that includes describing, interpreting, and explaining the relationship between language and cultural models, situated identities, and situated meanings. 

CHAPTER TWO
2.   Defining Ideology 

         Van Dijk (2006a: 125) defines ideology as a complicated term with different meanings depending on the context in which it is used. It can be an insult for someone if he/she is called ideological. That is why Van Dijk (Ibid) says that “ we need to be careful to specify what we mean by the term.” Ideology is related to concepts as worldview, belief system and values, but it is broader than those terms. Ideology refers to the belief held about the world. Van Dijk (1998: 69) states that the values and beliefs of groups and their relationships with other groups. This means that, ideologies are formed as a group schema which mirror  fundamental cultural, economic, political, and social, benefits of the group. Van Dijk (1995, 248) points out that  ideologies are evaluative; when he says ‘they provide the basis for judgments about what is good or bad, right or wrong, and thus also provide basic guidelines for social perception and interaction’.
      Ideologies are systems that are at the basis of the socio-political cognitions of groups (Lau and Sears, 1986; Rosenberg, 1988). Therefore, ideologies organize social group attitudes consisting of schematically organized general opinions about relevant social issues, such as abortion, nuclear energy or affirmative action. As a result, these belief systems are socially shared by the members of a collectivity of social actors. (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993).  In other words, “ ideologies are not personal beliefs, but beliefs shared by groups, such as grammars, socioculturally shared knowledge, group attitudes or norms and values”. (Scarbrough, 1990) assumes that ideologies form the basis of the belief systems or social representations of specific groups.  

           Ideologies are more axiomatic than any kind of socially shared beliefs, but  other socially shared beliefs are always governed or organized by ideologies. For example, a racist ideology may control attitudes about immigration, and  a feminist ideology may control attitudes about abortion. Van Dijk(2006b: 122)  says that ideologies are gradually acquired and may change through a life period. “One does not become a pacifist, feminist, racist or socialist overnight, nor does one change one's basic ideological outlook in a few days.”

Van Dijk, (1998) points out that ideology needs “ a multidisciplinary approach ”. The  points below summarize this approach:
1- The original view of ideology as a “science of ideas”, which is proposed by Destutt de Tracy in the years after the French Revolution to refer to a new science of ideas, an idea-logy, which would be grounded of all other sciences ( McLellan, 1986: 6).  
2- Traditional approaches to ideologies to some extent ignored the discursive and cognitive properties of ideology.

3- This approach of  ideology presents  theory of ideology as a social beliefs or a theory of the functions of ideology in society. 

4- Such a theory should not define ideologies from  negative side only, because ideologies as socially shared by groups are not only used to domination, but also to support resistance such as  socialist and  feminist. Ideology can be good or bad, it depends on the consequences of the social practices based on it. Therefore, both racism and antiracism are ideologies, and so are sexism and feminism.
5- Ideologies are not like any type of social beliefs, but as an  axiomatic beliefs underlying the social representations shared by a group.
6- Ideologies may be seen as the (positive) self-image of a group. Characteristic of such ideological structures is the polarization between (positive) Us (the in-group), and (negative) Them (the out-group). 

7- Ideologies control more specific socially shared attitudes of group  for example, a racist ideology may control racist attitudes about immigration, integration, legislation.

8- The ideologically biased mental models are the basis of ideological discourse, and all levels of discourse may influence whether in its sounds or visuals, its syntax, topics, meanings, speech acts, style, rhetoric and interactional strategies.

9- Emphasizing the positive acts of the in-group and the negative acts of the out-group. This combination of general discursive strategies is called ‘Ideological Square.’
10 - Discourse usually does not express ideologies directly, but via specific group attitudes about social issues and personal opinions about specific events, and under the influence of the communicative situation as subjectively defined by the speakers or writers, by their personal context models. Such context models may be modified  in underlying ideological beliefs. This explains why ideologies are not always detectable in specific situations (Van Dijk, 2006a, 2006b).

2. 1  The Organization of Ideologies

          Bechtel and Graham (1999: 71) assume that ideologies just like other mental representations and they are  somehow structured. For example, some ideological beliefs or systems are more important than others, therefore, suggesting a hierarchical organization of ideologies because of the importance of the ideologies.

       Contemporary cognitive science provides numerous formats for the

structure of social representation, for example the structure of the  knowledge. So, scripts, associative networks, frames and scenarios have been proposed organize nature of belief systems ( Schank and Abelson, 1977: 127). Van Dijk (1998: 4) affirms that
 “ideologies often appear in polarized thought, opinions, action or discourse. This suggests that somewhere in the representation of ideology. Theoretical strategies for the elaboration of formats for the structure of ideologies should be based on both cognitive and social arguments”.
So, ideologies are a form of self-schema of groups, that is to say, a representation of themselves as a group, particularly in relation to other groups. The  properties below have relevance to the theory of ideology and “social groupness”:

1. Who are we? Refers to Membership. For example, gender or ethnicity.   
2. What do we do? Refers Actions
3. Why do we do this? Refers Aims
4. What is good or bad ? Refers Norms and Values
5. What is our role in the society? Refers Position
6. What is ours ? Refers Resources
2. 2   Ideology as Social Cognition

           Social cognition is defined as the system of mental representations and processes of group members (Fiske and Taylor, 1991; Resnick, et al., 1991). Ideologies are mental representations as the case for forms of social cognition such as knowledge, opinions, attitudes, norms, and values this is from one hand. But  ideologies unlike personal opinions on the other hand, and they are essentially shared by social collectivities ideologies  are a form of widespread ideas shared among society (Fraser and Gaskell, 1990:73). Ideologies according to Van Dijk (1998: 14) as is the case for languages, they may be learned and used by individuals as group members in their everyday practices and then they (ideologies) bridge the gap between social structure and individual agency. This means that  ideologies can be (slowly) changed and adapted to new social and political situations. Ideologies are part of a very complex network of mental representations stored in the long term memory or the semantic memory.

2. 3 Ideological Discourse Structures

          Ideologies are usually produced and reproduced by talk or text by ideological discourse, such as party programs, parliamentary debates, news reports and editorials, textbooks, Bibles, pamphlets, or scientific articles, as well as everyday conversations (Van Dijk, 1998:121).

          Ideological discourse is not shaped arbitrarily, but some discourse structures are more typical or efficient than others. Therefore, the  polarized nature of ideological discourse is one of the most typical properties of ideological discourse. That is to say, a polarization between (positive) Us and (negative) Them. These pronouns are the prototypical grammatical markers of underlying ideologies. (Van Dijk, 2005:95).

        This polarization may affect structures at all levels of discourse and its communicative contexts, such as:

• Who has the floor in a debate or conversation

• Who has active or passive access to public discourse

• Overall discourse topics

• Descriptions of people and their actions and properties

• Lexical items 

• Metaphors

• Implications and presuppositions

• Arguments
• Narrative structures

• Rhetorical operations (figures), such as hyperboles and euphemisms

• Images and photos
2. 4   Discourse Analysis as Ideological Analysis

       Ideologies may be expressed indirectly in written or spoken texts. In both cases, that is to say whether written or spoken, discourse structures are relevant  to ideological meanings by some effective  expressions or persuasive communication. For example, headlines in newspapers, taken as prominent expressions of the overall meaning of a newspaper  article without going deeper in the content of the body of a  text to express or convey ideological text (Essed, 1991: 23). 

           The  discourse structures of ideological meanings depend on the properties of discourse in the expressions or communications that express  signal opinion, interests and other interests of groups. This is specifically  when events may be  interpreted or evaluated in different interpretations. The ideologies structures indicate that such actions are often acted in the way of  “us versus them” distinction, where someone  of a particular group tends to mention himself or his group in positive vocabularies, and others in negative ones. This means that, a property of discourse that expresses, establishes, confirms or emphasizes a self-interested group opinion, perspective or position, especially in a broader socio-political context of social struggle, is a candidate for special attention in such an ideological analysis (ibid: 25).

2.5   The Ideational Function of Language 

        The ideational function is the first function of language according  Halliday. According to (Halliday 1973: 332) this function “ the speaker or writer embodies in language his experience of the phenomena of the real world; and this includes his experience of the internal world of his own consciousness: his reactions, cognitions, and perceptions, and also his linguistic acts of speaking and understanding”. That is to say, this function is to convey new information, to communicate a content that is unknown to the hearer. The ideational function mainly consists of transitivity and voice. “This function not only specifies the available options in meaning but also determines the nature of their structural realizations” (Hu Zhuanglin, 1990: 312). For Example:

(1)  Ali flies a kite 

This example can be analyzed according to (SFG) as: Ali is the actor, and the process is Material  and a kite is the Goal. There are  six processes of transitivity, these processes are: material, mental, relational, behavioral, verbal process and existential processes. 
1- Material processes are those of doing something.  Action verbs are the tools of the material  processes. For example, (eat, go, give) are verbs of material process. An example of material process is:

(2) Marry is eating a banana.   

2- Mental process is the first process of transitivity, it  expresses  mental phenomena  such as perception, reaction and cognition. (know, believe, convince) are example of cognition verbs. (see, look) are examples of perception verbs. (like, please) are example of reaction verbs. 

3- Relational processes are classified into two types: Attributive and Identifying. The attributive expresses what attributes a certain object has, or what type it belongs to. The identifying process refers to the equal properties of two things. For example:

(3) Sara is a girl; The girl is Sara. 
4- Verbal processes are used when of the information exchanged between the two parties. The following verbs are used as examples for verbal process (boast, say, tell, describe, praise talk, etc.)
5- Physiological and psychological behavior often indicate for Behavioral processes  for example,( breathing, coughing, smiling, laughing, crying, staring, and dreaming, etc.). These verbs are examples of behavioral process. This kind of processes that is to say, the behavioral process is different from material process in the case that material process that has only one participant. In addition to that  the physiological or psychological activities play a central role in determining behavioral process. (Hu Zhuanglin, 1990: 314)

6- Existential processes means that when something happens or exists or. For Example:

(4) There is a student in the class.

CHAPTER THREE 

APPROACHES TO CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

3.1 Major Approaches to CDA

There are many approaches to CDA that view discourse as a main source of producing and reproducing ideologies among social classes, and issues of inequality are practiced through language (Baker and Ellece, 2011:26). Wodak and Meyer (2009: 20) clarify the  reasons behind  the diversity of CDA approaches: 
“ In any case, related to the object of investigation, it remains a fact that CDA follows a different and critical approach to problems, since it endeavors to make explicit power relations that are frequently obfuscated and hidden, and then to derive results which are also of practical relevance.”
         CDA includes several different approaches.  But, the ones that belong to Norman Fairclough, Teun Van Dijk, Ruth Wodak, and van Leeuwen have the most fame. "While we do not claim that these are the only approaches to CDA, we do argue that they are the best established." (Waugh et al., 2015: 75).
3.1. 1   Norman Fairclough's Approach to CDA

         Fairclough’s approach to CDA is one of the most dominant approaches for analyzing discourse in the 1980s. Fairclough's method is based on the way people produce and interpret language is eventually affected and controlled by power. In other words, the production of language is affected by interpretation  language because of the experiences of people in the world, then  the social organizations play a vital role in the experiences. In order to analyze texts, one must analyze "the relationship between texts, processes, and their social conditions that is to say, the situational context and institutional and social structures".  This view of discourse is built on Fairclough's three-dimensional model (Fairclough 1989: 25).

         The three-dimensional model of Fairclough is sociologically based, this model  can be viewed  in the levels of analysis that directly involve societal structures, as Fairclough (1995: 74) says:

“I see discourse as a complex of three elements: social practice, discoursal practice (text production, distribution and consumption), and text, and the analysis of a specific discourse calls for analysis in each of these three dimensions and their interrelations. The hypothesis is that significant connections exist between features of texts, ways in which texts are put together and interpreted, and the nature of the social practice.”

        The model of CDA by Fairclough puts discourse into three  aspects: the first aspect is the physical text whether the text is spoken or written, the second one is the discourse practice, and finally the social practice as third aspect. Furthermore, Fairclough says that the analyzing of these three levels or aspects one can affect the other within a certain discourse. Therefore, Fairclough’s model is a complex model for analyzing language use and discourse.

       The first level according to Fairclough consists of the text itself. This level focuses on the grammatical choices such as modality and transitivity and the lexical choices of the writer. The lexical choices of the writer include metaphors and synonyms(Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000: 448). The discourse practice level involves the analysis of the composition of the text (i.e. production, distribution and consumption of the text; Fairclough 1995: 74). The second level includes considering a group of similar texts as a point of comparison. Coherence and speech acts are good examples at the second  level because they make connection between  text and context (Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000: 449). Social practices is the third and last level of analysis according to Fairclough, and it is constrained  on the societal level structures which affect the discourse practice (ibid.: 449).  Fairclough makes a revised version of his previous model in a book entitled Discourse and Social Change in 1995, as it is shown below: 
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Figure (2): Fairclough’s Dimensions of Discourse Analysis

    Fairclough’s (1995: 97) three dimensional model of discourse analysis consists of:

“linguistic description of the language text, interpretation of the relationship between (productive and interpretative) discursive processes and text, and explanation of the relationship between discursive processes and social processes. A special feature of this approach is that the link between socio-cultural practice and text is mediated by discourse practice.” 

        Fairclough (1995: 34) summarizes the following principles for a critical analysis of the news discourse:

(a) Analysis of discourse should pay a special attention to the social, cultural, and political changes in news discourse practices.

(b) Language and texture should be included in the analysis of media texts.

(c) Power and ideology should  be included in  in the discourse analysis.

(d) In the analysis of media text, both linguistic analysis and inter-textual analysis should be involved.  

 (e) In the linguistic analysis, all aspects of language and macrostructure should be involved.  

(f) Media texts should be considered in a dialectical relationship with society and culture

Concerning ideology, Fairclough pays more attention to language and ideology and he focuses on the relationship between language and ideology. He says that language is a material of ideology and ideology is invested by language in order to show the relationship between them. Fairclough (1995:73) summarizes his idea concerning the relationship between language and ideology when he says:

“The Saussurean conception of language use or parole sees it in individualistic and asocial terms. In using the term 'discourse' I am claiming language use to be imbricated in social relations and processes which systematically determine variations in its properties, including the linguistic forms which appear in texts. One aspect of this  imbrication in the social which is inherent to the notion of discourse is that language is a material form of ideology, and language is invested by ideology.” 

          Fairclough  sees discourse consists of three elements: social practice, discoursal practice and  text. The  analysis of any certain piece of   discourse demands the analysis of those  elements and their relationships. Ideology enters this picture first in the ideological investment of  elements which are drawn upon in producing or interpreting a text,  and the ways they are articulated together in orders of discourse and  second in the ways in which these elements are articulated together  and orders of discourse rearticulated in discoursal events. In the former connection, it should be noted that the richness  of the ideological elements which go into producing and interpreting a text may be sparsely represented in the text. 

       An essential question about ideology in language is that what features or  levels of language and discourse may be invested by ideology. A  popular answer  to this question is that it is 'meanings', that is to say content of the language rather than the form of the language. This means that “meanings”  are ideological , and  this often means mainly lexical meanings. Lexical meanings are  important in an ideological texts. For instance, coherent  interpretations of texts are arrived at by interpreters on the basis of  cues in the text, and resources (including internalized ideological structures) which they bring to text interpretation. Coherence  is a key factor in the ideological constitution and reconstitution of  subjects in discourse, (ibid: 74)

        Fairclough, (1989: 78) says that all linguistic usage involves ideological positions, and studies how language represents the world from different points of view. According to Fairclogh’s model, it is important for those who involved in CDA to link the language, ideas, and their relationship to societal interactions.

           Concerning social aspect of language, Fairclough writes about the social theories supporting critical discourse analysis and modifies his sociocultural analysis in his an effective work of critical discourse analysis: The critical study of language in 1995. Fairclough claims that language is in connection with the social realities and brings about social change. He argues that government involves the manipulation and use of language in significant means, more importantly, ideology, discourse should be related to society according to this model. Halliday’s systemic-function grammar (FFG) is the linguistic orientation of this model. Chuliaraki and Fairclough (1999: 6) look at CDA as an approach that brings linguistics and social sciences within a theoretical and analytical framework, and they see SFG has a special place in the analytical approach. 

3.1.2   Van Dijk’s Approach to CDA 

          Van Dijk (1998: 97) calls for a multidisciplinary approach in his multidisciplinary CDA that incorporates all original critical works from different disciplines. He thinks that  CDA is a critical perspective, which focuses on social problems of discourse in reproduction of power abuse and domination. Therefore,  according to Van Dijk CDA  assumes explicit “solidarity with the oppressed”. The  model of Van Dijk is called the “socio-cognitive approach”. He sees cognition as an interface between social practice and discourse. He makes the form of a triangle for his approach and he calls it as “the discourse-cognition-society triangle”. This triangle is shown below: 
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Figure (3): Van Dijk’s Discourse-Cognition-Society Triangle

             This  triangle connects society, discourse and social cognition in the framework of a critical discourse analysis (Van Dijk, 1993: 168). Thus, ideologies are both cognitive and social in the sight of Van Dijk. 

       Fiske and Taylor, (1991:13); Resnick, et al.(1991:17) define social cognition as 

“The system of mental representations and processes of group members. Part of the system is the sociocultural knowledge shared by the members of a specific group, society or culture. This combined presence of personal and social information in mental models allows us not only to explain the well-known missing link between the individual  and the social, between the micro and the macro analysis of society, but also to make explicit the relations between general group ideologies and actual text and talk.” 

        Van Dijk (1993: 174) states the following, highly simplified elements in the relations between ideologies and discourse at various levels of analysis. 

1- Social Analysis: This level of analysis contains the following elements : Overall societal structures, ( parliamentary democracy and capitalism), institutional or organizational structures ( racist political parties ),  group relations, ( discrimination, racism and sexism),  group structures ( identity, tasks, goals, norms, position and resources).
2- Cognitive Analysis: this level of analysis can be classified into two main classifications. The first one is social cognition and the second is the personal cognition. The social cognition contains the following element: Sociocultural values (intelligence, honesty, solidarity and equality), Ideologies (racist, sexist, and  feminist), systems of attitudes (affirmative action, multiculturalism), sociocultural knowledge( about society, groups, language). While the second classification that is to say the Personal cognition contains the following elements: personal ideologies, personal values, personal knowledge, and personal attitudes.

3- Discourse analysis: this level of analysis has the following elements:

a) Lexicon: 

         In an ideological expression and persuasion, lexicalization is the most important strategy. People have several choices of words in describing the same social  relations, groups, and  persons. The choices of words  depending on some characteristics like: discourse genre, mood, opinion, formality, familiarity, group membership, dominance relations, language variants, norms and values. “Many of these contexts are ideologically based” (Van Dijk, 1993: 192).

b) Syntax: 

  The implications of ideologies in syntactic sentence structures refer to in the literature are familiar. For instance, word order as well as transactional structures of sentences may code for underlying semantic agency (Fowler et al., 1979; Kress and Hodge, 1993). The  connection between syntactic structures and ideologies the one between sentence complexity and social position of speakers. Elite speakers restrict comprehensibility of their discourses in this way and control access to public discourse for example in the  political and media text and talk. (Halliday, 1987; Fisher and Todd, 1986). 

          The most important thing in the diagram above ( Figure (3) )  is that the characteristic of Van Dijk’s  work that he promotes is the analysis of the structures to something more than the analysis of structures of texts that is the analysis of the grammatical components of the text only, but in addition to that he deals with the production and reception process of the news. Van Dijk says that discourse is not simply an isolated textual or dialogic structure, but  it has a social context as well.

Reception process indicates that the way that news is comprehended and understood by the addressee. Therefore, Van Dijk frames  three levels of analysis, structure, production and reception and comprehension and Van Dijk ( 1998: 97) tries to make these  three levels together and to make a criteria for analyzing texts. These relationships according to him take place in two levels of Macro structure and Micro structure levels of analysis. Micro level covers language, discourse, verbal interaction and so on. The  macro level on other hand deals  with power relation, such as inequality and dominance. 

                Van Dijk’s  socio-cognitive model is based on the assumption that cognition mediates between society and discourse. According to him,  long and short term memories as well as certain mental models shape our perception and comprehension of discursive practices. Van Dijk argues that the semantic macro structure (global meaning) and semantic micro structure (local meanings) are mentally organized by language users in his socio-cognitive approach. The global meanings are mentally organized in the form of topic, headlines, summaries, abstract and thematic sentences. Local meanings on other hand refer to the meaning of words viz the structures of propositions, coherence and other relations between propositions. They also refer to indirect or implicit meaning such as presuppositions, allusions, vagueness and implicature. These meanings are more related  the language users of a text more than to the text itself.

             Van Dijk (1998, 267) makes a strategy of ideological square which connects the underlying social beliefs to their expression in discourse. In other words, it is a form of positive self-presentation and negative other presentation. This ideological square also characterizes the way people describe themselves and others. This strategy enables a more subtle ideological analysis that also applies to others structures in the expression of ideology. The following points and table (2) below according to Van Dijk (1998) are of most ideological discourse:

1. Express/emphasize information that is ‘positive’ about us.

2. Express/emphasize information that is ‘negative’ about them.

3. Suppress/de-emphasize information that is ‘positive’ about them.

4. Suppress/de-emphasize information that is ‘negative’ about us.

Table (2): Ideological Descriptions of In-Groups and Out-Groups Based on Van Dijk 
	How to describe/attribute positively to the actions of :
	How to describe/attribute negatively to the actions of:

	In-group
	Out-group
	In-group
	Out-group

	Emphasis
	De-emphasis
	De-emphasis
	Emphasis

	Assertion
	Denial
	Denial
	Assertion

	Hyperbole
	Understatement
	Understatement
	Hyperbole

	Topicalization

-sentential (micro)

-textual (macro)


	De-topicalization
	De-topicalization
	Topicalization

-sentential (micro)

-textual (macro)



	High, prominent position


	Low, non-prominent position
	Low, non-prominent position
	High, prominent position



	Headlining, summarizing
	Marginalization
	Marginalization
	Headlining, summarizing

	Detailed description
	Vague, overall description
	Vague, overall description
	Detailed description

	Attribution to personality
	Attribution to context
	Attribution to context
	Attribution to personality

	Explicit
	Implicit
	Implicit
	Explicit

	Direct


	Indirect
	Indirect
	Direct



	Narrative illustration
	No storytelling
	No storytelling
	Narrative illustration

	Argumentative support
	No argumentative support
	No argumentative support
	Argumentative support

	Impression management
	No impression management
	No impression management
	Impression management


3.1.3  Wodak’s Approach to CDA 

             Wodak’s major contribution to CDA is the importance of a historical perspective to the analysis of discourse whether it is spoken or written.  She called this approach as “discourse historical approach”  (Wodak and Meyer, 2001: 63), and argumentation theory. Wodak’s approach to CDA   which is the discourse historical approach (henceforth DHA) is interdisciplinary and analyses changes in discursive practices throughout the time and in various genres (Wodak, 2001: 187). The term of historical,  indicates a diachronic relationship between the text and other information in the background of the text. This way of reconstructing history and its presentation within the text takes place in different domains of life and in various ranges of genres (Pollak and Wodak, 2008). Wodak applies her approach of CDA mostly to political discourse. This approach  emphasizes on the historic (diachronic) aspect of the discourse and makes her method different from other approaches  to CDA especially from Van Dijk’s approach.  She says that this approach involves at least three sides:

 (1) Discourse always includes power and ideologies. According to her no discourse or social interaction can be found without power and ideologies. 

(2) Discourse is always historical, it means that discourse is connected with other communicative events, which are happening, or already they have happened.

 (3 ) Depending on the background knowledge and information and the position of individuals, different interpretations of the same communicative event is possible. 

      Wodak’s approach  focuses on the study of racism in the media and other public places (Wodak and Busch, 2004: 111). Wodak’s discourse-historical approach advocated by the Vienna School in critical discourse analysis. This school has focused on the impact of historical socio-political contextual factors since the 1980s. Wodak (2001, 187) states:

“In investigating historical, organizational and political topics and texts, the discourse-historical approach attempts to integrate much available knowledge about the historical sources and the background of the social and political fields in which discursive "events" are embedded. Further, it analyzes the historical dimension of discursive actions by exploring the ways in which particular genres of discourse are subject to diachronic change. Lastly, and most importantly, this is not only viewed as ’information’: at this point we integrate social theories to be able to explain the so-called context.”

       Wodak (2005, 125)  proposes the following steps for developing her approach and this is where she gets to the heart of the discourse problems:

1- Clarifying the basic theoretical assumptions regarding text, discourse, language, action, and social structures. This point formulates the framework for developing tools, for founding categories and for analytical operations. This step is very important  for linguistics to arrive at mutual understanding.
2- Developing conceptual tools capable of connecting the level of text or discourse analysis with sociological structures.

3- After clarifying the theoretical assumptions and identifying the conceptual tools the third basic step consists in defining categories of analytical concepts to denote the content of specific phenomena.

3.1.4  Van Leeuwen’s Approach to CDA 

         Van Leeuwen begins his first work into the field of CDA  in (1993) when he writes  his Ph.D. dissertation.  Then,  he has modified his model in (1996) describing it as "The Representation of Social Actors". After that, Van Leeuwen develops his model in a book entitled 'Discourse and Practice: New Tools for Critical Discourse Analysis' in (2008). Van Leeuwen’s approach to CDA can be defined as the way of how social actors described sociologically and critically before studying how they are aware linguistically (Van Leeuwen, 2008: 23). In other words, Van Leeuwen goes behind grammatical processes focusing on socio-semantic issues that deal with the semantic features of discourse such as 'Exclusion' and ‘Inclusion’ for representing social practices (Rycker, 2014:49). 
        Therefore, the SAA (Social Actor Approach) depends on the sociological categories more than linguistic categories (as passive sentence) (Waugh et al., 2015:84). An actor is represented as a particular individual or as a kind of a person that located in a discourse (van Leeuwen, 2008:6). Van Leeuwen uses the terms ‘Exclusion’ and ‘Inclusion’ referring to social actor. That is to say, social actors can be excluded or included depending on the purpose and ideology of the writer (Baker and Ellece, 2011:133). 

A) Exclusion involves the act of deleting actors with some linguistic tools. There are two categories of exclusion namely,  suppression and backgrounding. Suppression category focuses on the excluding both the social actors and their actions leaving no reference anywhere in a text. While the second category which is backgrounding category, deals with  social actors leave a trace in a text.
B) The second term which is used by Van Leeuwen (2008) is the inclusion. Inclusion means that social actors are mentioned clearly in a text and they are put in the center of attention .Van Leeuwen (2008) classifies inclusion into different kinds:
1- Generalization and Specification: generalization occurs when the social actors are considered as groups or classes, while specification takes place when social actors are considered as specific and identifiable individuals (Van Leeuwen 2008:35-38).
2- Association: It refers to exemplification of groups made by participants or groups of participants, like politicians or ethnic minorities without stating them in the text (Caliendo and Magistro, 2009:182).
3- Indetermination: It means that  when the participants are described as unspecified or anonymous entities in the text (Van Leeuwen, 2008:40).
4- Assimilation: It can be divided into two types: aggregation and collectivization. The  former quantifies groups of participants treating them as statistics;  and the later is represented by the first or third-person plural and collective words like, 'the community' ', this nation' and so on (Van Leeuwen, 1996: 49).
5- Identification and Functionalization: Identification occurs when participants are represented in terms of what they are, rather in terms of what they do. While functionalization means  when social actors are portrayed dependent on their function instead of their person's features such as an occupation or a role. (van Leeuwen 2008: 42-43).
6- Activation and Passivation: activation occurs when social actor is presented as the performer of action. While passivation takes place when the social actor is the recipient action (ibid: 32- 3). 

Table (3): A Summary of The Major Approaches in CDA

	The Name of Approaches
	The Pioneer(s)
	Brief Description
	Applied Topics And Domains of Analysis

	Dialectical-Relational
	Fairclough

(1989,1995)
	Fairclough's main concern is upon social conflict in the Marxian tradition and tries to distinguish its linguistic manifestations in discourses, in particular elements of power, dominance, difference and resistance and how they are related to “unequal capacity to control how texts are produced, distributed and consumed in particular sociocultural contexts” (Fairclough,1995a:1)
	*The discourse of economics

*Advertisements and promotional culture

*Media languages

*Education

*Religions

	Socio-cognitive
	Van Dijk

(1998)
	This approach is developed by Van Dijk (2001,2002) which makes explicit the link between discourse, cognition and based on context. He (2001a: 118) defines his approach as a ‘permanent bottom-up and top-down linkage of discourse and interaction with social structures’
	Political discourse

*Ideologies 

*Media languages

	Discourse-Historical
	Wodak (2001)
	According to Reisigl and Wodak (2001: 35) ‟The discourse-historical approach attempts to integrate much available knowledge about the historical sources and the background of the social and political fields in which discursive ‟events” are embedded”
	*Political discourse

*Institutional discourse
*Ideologies (racism)
*Gender: (especially how the women are represented in the media!)
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