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Original scientific work

Olja M. ARSENIJEVIC*
Nenad N, PERIC**

Institut for Serbian Culture Pristina — Leposavic¢

INTERDISCIPLINARYNESS AND DIFFERENT
APPROACHES OF CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS***

Abstract: Critical discourse analysis cannot be defined as one-way, nor as a
specific branch of linguistics that deals with discourse studies. In the paper, the
authors advocate the thesis that critical discourse analysis is not a discipline or a
theory, but that eclecticism is significant for it, as it is characterized by a non-unique
theoretical framework and methodological apparatus. Or, on the other hand, it
can be pursued within or in combination with any approach or sub-discipline of
the humanities or social sciences. The paper presents the approaches of differ-
ent world authors (Vezovnik, Meyer, van Dijk, Wodak, Rasmussen, Ager, etc.) to
critical discourse analysis, and through their analysis it is pointed out that critical
discourse analysis is used by epistemological theories, general social theories,
theories of the middle range and microsociological, social-psychological, discursive
and linguistic theories. Approaches that are critically determined according to the
analyzed texts are grouped under this name. Critical analysis is a key element by
which critical discourse analysis approaches differ from linguistic style analyses,
which do not consider language in relation to society, and therefore do not the-
matize the relationship between language, power and ideology. CDA critically ap-
proaches social problems by using language to expose power relations that are often
hidden, while at the same time trying to reach practically relevant conclusions.

Key words: qualitative methodology, content analysis, standard of objectivity,
standard of subjectivity, latent constructs.

1 BASIC STARTING POINTS

Critical discourse analysis originates from the field of critical linguistics
(CL), but at the same time it is increasingly asserting itself as the successor of
the theory that was known under this name (Wodak 2004). CDA views language
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as a social practice (Fairclough, Wodak, 1997) and attaches key importance to
the context in which certain language use occurs, and is particularly interested
in the relationship between language and power. The term critical discourse
analysis has recently been more specifically used to name that approach of
critical linguists, which takes a longer discursive unit of text as the basic unit
of communication (Wodak 2004).

The roots of CDA go back to the period before the Second World War, that is,
to the critical theory of the Frankfurt School (van Dijk 2001:352). CDA’s current
focus on language and discourse was developed by the so-called critical linguists
who emerged in the late 1970s mainly in Great Britain and Australia. Somewhere
in this period, other sciences also began to develop their branches of criticism,
such as sociolinguistics, psychology and social sciences. Van Dijk attributes the
emphasis on criticality in the mentioned disciplines to a reaction to the dominant
official (often ,non-social” or ,,non-critical“) paradigms of the 1960s and 1970s.

Criticism of CDA therefore derives from the ideas of the Frankfurt School,
especially from the work of Jirgen Habermas (Wodak 2004), but today in a
broader sense it means the discovery of practical connections between social
and political engagement and the sociologically informed composition of so-
ciety (Wodak 2004), as recognized. that in social issues, mutual connections
and chains of cause and effect are often obscured and that it is criticality that
draws our attention to these connections (Wodak 2004). One of the tenets of
CDA is that all discourses are historically conditioned and therefore can only
be fully understood in relation to their context (Meyer 2004).

Thus, the critical component in discourse analysis indicates a distancing
from language-oriented discourse researchers who only analyze the choice
of vocabulary, without placing it in a wider social context and without prob-
lematizing power relations in discourse and analyzing the potential charge of
discourse for social change. Critical linguistics and critical discourse analysis
are mostly interested in the analysis of hidden but also transparent relationships
between structures that express dominance, discrimination, power and control
in language. In short, CDA tries to critically investigate social inequality, how it
is expressed, indicated, constructed, legitimized, etc. in the use of language or
in discourse (Vezovnik 2008; Bulatovi¢, Bulatovi¢, Arsenijevi¢ 2012).

Unlike other paradigms of discourse analysis and textual linguistics, KL and
CDA do not focus only on written or spoken text, but are interested in the wider
process of text creation. A complete critical treatment of a particular discourse
therefore requires theorization and description of both those social processes
and structures that enable the creation of a text, as well as those within which
individuals or groups as socio-historical subjects create meanings in their in-
teraction with texts (Bulatovi¢, Bulatovi¢, Arsenijevi¢ 2010). Accordingly, the
following three concepts are present in all critical analyzes of discourse:

- power,

- history and

- ideologies (Vezovnik 2008; Fairclough 2010; Kress, Leeuwen 1996).



INTERDISCIPLINARYNESS AND DIFFERENT APPROACHES OF CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 321

Unlike some approaches of pragmatics and traditional sociolinguistics, in
which, according to critical linguists, contextual variables are too simply con-
nected to language as an autonomous system (Wodak 2004:3), KL and CDA
try not to make simple deterministic connections between texts and society.
They assume that discourse is constructed according to dominance, that every
discourse is historically created and interpreted - ie. located in time and space,
and that the ideologies of powerful groups justify structures of domination.
Conjunction in Habermas’s sense assumes that every speech situation is dis-
torted by power structures, especially in contrast to his utopia of an ideal speech
situation in which rational discourse becomes possible (Vezovnik 2008). The
complex approach offered by critical discourse analysts enables the analysis of
pressures from above and the possibilities of resistance to the unequal distribution
of power in society, which appear as social conventions. Dominant structures
enforce conventions and naturalize them, that is, in the process of creating
meaning, the effects of power and ideology are blurred and take on stable and
natural forms — those that are self-evident. Rebellion therefore manifests itself
in breaking these conventions and established discursive practices, or in other
words — in creative actions (Kairclough 2010).

2 INTERDISCIPLINARITY AND DIFFERENT APPROACHES
OF CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

2.1 Interdisciplinarity

Critical discourse analysis cannot be defined as just another direction,
school or specific branch of linguistics dealing with discourse studies. Its
aim is to give a different way or a different perspective to the formulation
of theories, analysis and utility of the whole field of linguistics (van Dijk
2001:352). Therefore, with more or less critical perspectives, he intervenes
in very different fields, for example in the field of pragmatics, conversation
analysis, rhetoric, stylistics, sociolinguistics, media analysis, etc. CDA is not
a discipline or a theory, it is characterized by eclecticism, as it is character-
ized by a non-unique theoretical framework and methodological apparatus
(Vezovnik 2008:84). Or, put another way: CDA can be conducted within or in
combination with any approach or sub-discipline of the humanities or social
sciences (van Dijk 2004:96).

In CDA we find epistemological theories, general social theories, middle-
range theories and micro-sociological, social-psychological, discursive and
linguistic theories. Approaches that are critically determined according to the
analyzed texts are roughly grouped under this title. Critical analysis is a key
element in which CDA approaches differ from language-style analyses, which,
unlike CDA, do not treat language in relation to society, and therefore do not
thematize the relationship between language, power and ideology. In short,
CDA critically approaches social problems using language to expose power
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relations that are often hidden (Miljkovi¢, Arsenijevi¢, Trnavac 2018), while at
the same time trying to reach practically relevant conclusions (Meyer 2004:15).

Interdisciplinarity or transdisciplinarity, as Fairclough calls it, is one of
CDA’s research strengths. It aims to explain the subject of study from a very
wide range of perspectives, while at the same time constantly working from
feedback during analysis and data collection (Meyer 2004:16). In addition to
interdisciplinarity, which presupposes the integration of different research ap-
proaches and methods, Fairclough uses the term transdisciplinarity to empha-
size the simultaneous development of all participating sciences. Namely, it is
about the cooperation of different disciplines, in which joint work helps them
in their (individual) development. Disciplines develop through a collaborative
research process, in which each accepts the logic of the other to help advance
its research approach, for example, social theory can be developed with the
help of some insights from linguistics (Fairclough 2005:53). Since the relations
between language and society are so complex and diverse, it is impossible to
explain them with only one linguistic science.

Let’s take for example politics in the narrower sense, or politicians as a
specific but by no means homogeneous group of elites. We can see them as
creators of specific public opinions and interests, as well as seismographs that
reflect, predict and react to possible changes in public opinion and the expres-
sion of changed interests of certain social groups. The relations between the
media, politics and the people are so complex that social scientists have not
until now could get clear answers about who influences whom and in what way
(Wodak 2004:64; Bulatovi¢, Bulatovi¢, Arsenijevi¢ 2011). Therefore, only an
interdisciplinary approach can make these complex connections more trans-
parent. CDA is only one component of the combination of state-of-the-art
approaches in this type of research, as we must not limit ourselves to discursive
practices, but also examine a wider range of material and semiotic practices.
Therefore, research in CDA must be multi-theoretical and multi-method,
critical and self-reflective.

2.2 Different approaches

There are different approaches within CDA, but they mostly have com-
mon theoretical and methodological starting points. They deal with power,
dominance, hegemony, inequality and the discursive processes of their proc-
lamation, concealment, legitimation and reproduction (Vezovnik 2008:84).
Critical discourse analysts rely on Halliday’s systemic functional grammar,
Bernstein’s sociolinguistics, as well as the works of literary critics and social
philosophers such as Pessault, Foucault, Habermas, Bakhtin and Voloshinov
(Wodak 2004). In principle, CDA procedures are defined as a hermeneutic
process, although this characteristic is not always clearly visible due to the
positions some authors have taken in their work (Meyer 2004). If we compare
hermeneutics with the causal explanations of the natural sciences, it can be
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understood as a method that deals with explanations of meaning. However,
we must note that the hermeneutic circle - which implies that the meaning
of a part can only be understood in the context of the whole, which, on the
other hand, is the sum of individual parts - indicates the problematic nature of
hermeneutic interpretation. Therefore, it is absolutely necessary to document
the analysis process itself in detail.

A common characteristic of CDA approaches is, last but not least, that they
do not include the analysis of a large number of linguistic categories, but mostly
choose to study only some linguistic devices, for example agents, metaphors,
sentence processes, sentence inflection (Fairclough 2001, 2004, 2005; van Dijk
2001, 2004, 2005; Meyer 2004; Wodak 2004), which they connect with the wider
social context.

From the point of view of diversity within CDA, the difference between
the approaches of Norman Fairclough and Theun van Dyk is most often high-
lighted, and one of the more important is the approach of Ruth Wodak (Meyer
2004; Wodak 2004). Fairclough defines the relations between language and
society according to Halliday’s systemic functional grammar and sees con-
cepts of discursive orders based on Foucault. Van Dijk and, to a lesser extent,
Vodak also introduce the sociocognitive level, because as a component of text
interpretation they use a social-psychological model of the process of social
cognition, whereby the context is understood as a mental model that serves as
a link between discourse and society (van Dijk 2001, 2004 , 2005; Wodak 2004).
The essence of this approach is to determine how cognitive models influence
the understanding and production of texts, whereby the concept of cognition
serves as a link between discourse structure and social structure..

Vodakova is the originator of the discursive-historical approach and is
mostly linguistically oriented. Unlike the other two, she, together with Martin
Reisigl, is explicitly focused on discourse theory. They understand discourse
as a complex bundle of simultaneous and sequential, interconnected linguistic
actions, which manifest as thematically connected semiotic - spoken or writ-
ten - signs within and through social spheres of action (Reisigl, Wodak 2017).
Very often they appear as texts belonging to certain semiotic types, i.e. genres.
The discursive-historical approach describes and classifies the connections be-
tween acts, genres, discourses and texts. Although this approach is committed
to critical theory, compared to discourse and historical analysis, social theory
does not play a significant role in this, as the context is viewed predominantly
from a historical perspective. The historical dimension of discursive actions is
analyzed or the ways in which certain genres of discourse are subject to tem-
poral changes are studied..

Wodak supports Mouzelis’ conceptual pragmatism because she believes that
social science theory is in crisis and needs a new impetus (Wodak 2015). Therefore,
the researcher should not exhaust himself in theoretical labyrinths, nor should he
try too hard with the applicability of useless grand theories, but should develop
conceptual tools that will be useful for concrete social problems (Wodak 2015).
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The central point of research of the discursive-historical approach is the
political field, where an attempt is made to develop the conceptual framework
of political discourse. Vodak tries to fit linguistic theories into his model of
discourse, using argumentation theory or the topic list. However, it is not
necessary that the concepts arising from the findings of argumentation theory
be in perfect harmony with other research questions. For Vodakov, the most
important thing is a pragmatic approach.

Fairclough, unlike van Dijk, does not place much emphasis on the cognitive
processes that take place in the production and understanding of discourse, but
instead focuses on social conflicts according to the Marxist tradition and tries
to discover their linguistic manifestations in discourses, where he is particularly
interested. for the elements of dominance, difference and resistance. According
to Fairclough, every social practice has its own semiotic element (Fairclough
2001). The process of creation, means of production, social relations, social
identities, cultural values, consciousness and semiotics are dialectically con-
nected elements of social practice, or CDA represents the analysis of dialectical
relations between semiotics and other elements of social practice (Meyer 2004;
van Dijk 2004; Wodak 2015).

This approach oscillates between a focus on structure and a focus on
action, both of which deal with a specific problem, since CDA must pursue
emancipatory goals and face the problems of losers or losers in certain forms
of social life.

Fairclough’s model of analysis represents a fusion of three different theo-
retical traditions:

- linguistic analyses,

- interpretive or microsociological traditions, which observe social practices
as products of social actors, and

- macrosociological traditions of analyzing social practices in relation to
social structures.

At each level, it is a different form of analysis and a different subject of
research. The first level is descriptive and refers to the linguistic analysis of the
text, based on critical linguistics and Halliday’s systemic functional grammar.
Ways of naming, use of metaphors, sentence processes, etc. are analyzed.

At another level, Fairclough’s approach interprets the relationship between
text and interaction. Empirically, it focuses on the analysis of discursive practice
that includes the processes of text production, distribution and consumption.
In addition to the study of the linguistic means used, it is determined which
ideology is expressed by bordering neo-modern discursive elements with ele-
ments of political discourse.

At the highest level, it is an explanation of the relationship between inter-
action and social context. Here, Fairclough deals with social practice, so he is
interested in the study of discourse in relation to ideology, hegemony and power.

Critical discourse analysis is essentially connected with certain concepts
on which Fairclough’s method is based.
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Fairclough starts from the realization that language or semiotics is an
inseparable element of all material social processes. Social life can be seen as
interwoven networks of different types of social practices (economic, politi-
cal, cultural, family, etc.). The reason Fairclough puts the concept of social
practice at the center of social science research lies in the fact that it allows
him to combine the perspective of the social structure of a particular practice
and the social action that this practice achieves - both perspectives are indeed
necessary in social science research and analysis. Thus, by the term social
practice, Fairclough means a relatively stable form of social activity (Fairclough
2004 : 205). Every practice is a practice of production, it is the articulation of
various social elements within a relatively stable configuration of which dis-
course is an integral part. The act of production, means of production, social
relations, social identities, cultural values, consciousness and semiotics are
dialectically intertwined elements of social practice. So these are different
elements, but they are not completely separate, unconnected. They exist in a
way that each internalizes the others, without changing them in any way or
limiting their functioning (Fairclough 2004; 2001). In other words: all social
relations, social identities, cultural values and consciousness are partly semiotic
(Fairclough 2004 : 206).

Discourse as an uncountable noun or semiotics, according to Fairclough,
generally appears in three forms in social practices.

First, it appears as part of the social activity within the practice. For exam-
ple, one part of performing a profession (eg, president of a country) is using
language in a certain way (Fairclough 2004 : 206).

Second, semiotics appears in performances or presentations. Social ac-
tors within any practice during their activity, according to their role, create
presentations about other practices, as well as ,reflexive” presentations of
their own practice. In short, they ,recontextualize” other practices, ie. they
include them in their own (Fairclough 2004 : 206). Presentation can therefore
be defined as a process of social creation of practices, which also includes
feedback on one’s own creation - presentations enter social processes and
practices and change them.

Thirdly, semiotics appears in ways of being, in the creation of identity - for
example, the identity of a political leader, which is partly a discursively created
way of being (Fairclough 2004: 206).

Semiotics as a part of social activity forms genres. Genres are the semiotic
result of the way of acting and creating social life. Examples: everyday conversa-
tion, meetings in various types of organizations, political and other interviews,
etc. Semiotics forms discourses in the representation and self-presentation
of social practices. Discourses are different presentations of social life, in
accordance with assigned roles - differently positioned social actors see and
represent social life in different ways, in different discourses. For example, the
lives of the poor and neglected are represented through different discourses
in the social practices of governance, politics, health and social sciences,
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and through different discourses within each of these practices, depending on
the different roles of social actors. Finally, semiotics as a way of being creates
styles. Fairclough states that one can talk about the styles of businessmen or
political leaders (Fairclough 2004: 207).

Social practices, networked in a specific way, form a social order (Fair-
clough 2001, 2003, 2004). Fairclough calls the discursive or semiotic part of
the social order the discursive order. Discursive order tells us how different
genres, discourses and styles are interconnected, or in other words: discursive
order shows semiotic differences within and between social orders. Different
ways of creating meaning, ie. different discourses, genres and styles, namely,
reveal what kind of relations prevail in a certain society (Fairclough 2004:124).

One aspect worth studying in these relationships is dominance. It turns out
that in a certain discursive order, some ways of creating meaning are dominant,
while others are marginal, opposite or alternative. For the analysis of discursive
orders, the political concept of hegemony can be very useful. The establishment
of semiotic differences in a certain social field can become hegemonic. In other
words, in a certain social order there are discourses that have won a hegemonic
position and become part of common sense. This further means that these
discourses support the supremacy of some people over others. On the other
hand, we must not forget the fact that at the same time hegemony is always, to
a greater or lesser extent, under attack from the struggle for supremacy. There-
fore, the discursive order cannot be seen as a strictly closed and unchanging
system, but as an open system, which always depends on what happens in real
interactions (Fairclough 2004)..

Dialectical connection between discourse and other elements of social
practice

The relationship between discourse and other elements (actions and means
of production, social relations, social identities, cultural values, conscious-
ness) of social practice is dialectical and is internalized in other elements
without changing each other. If we look at the dialectic of discourse from a
historical point of view, that is. from the point of view of the process of social
change, the question arises as to how the processes of internalization take
place (Fairclough 2004).

We will illustrate the answer by explaining the terms ,knowledge economy*
and ,knowledge society”. The mentioned concepts assume that rapid changes
in economic and social processes are directed by knowledge - that is, that these
changes occur due to the production, circulation and realization of knowledge
in economic and social processes. Of course, knowledge (science, technology)
has always played an important role in economic and social change, but, in this
case, the desire is to indicate a dramatic increase in that importance. Indeed,
»knowledge management” essentially also means ,discourse management“:
knowledge is created and circulated as discourses, and the process through
which discourses are realized in economies and societies is precisely the process
of the dialectics of discourses and other elements of social practices.
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Discourses include representations of how things were and are, as well as
imaginations of how things could or should be. Knowledge in the knowledge
economy and knowledge society are in that sense imaginary images, that is,
projections of multiple states of affairs of ,possible worlds“. These imaginary
images can be enacted as real networks of practices, i.e. depicted activities,
subjects and social relations that are real. In this case, it is the materialization
of discourse — economic discourses become materialized, for example, in the
tools of economic production, including hardware and software.

Fairclough also uses the term inculcation in the context of discourse pro-
cessing, namely that discourses as imaginary images can be imposed as new
ways of being, new identities. It is common knowledge that new economies and
social forms depend on new subjects - for example, , Taylorism“ as a system of
production and management depended on changes in the way of being, identity,
workers, etc. The process of ,,changing the subject” can be viewed from the
point of view of the imposition of new discourses. Imposition refers to people
beginning to ,own"“ discourses, positioning themselves within them, in short,
beginning to act, think, speak and see themselves in terms of new discourses.
Imposition is a complex process and, in Fairclough’s view, generally less rigid
than enactment. A step on the road to imposition is the spread of rhetoric, but
we must note that although people can learn new discourses and use them for
certain purposes, they can at the same time consciously maintain a distance
from them.

On the other hand, one of the mysteries of discursive dialectics is the
process in which what started with the conscious introduction and spread of
some new rhetoric, eventually becomes ,inextricably linked“ with the practice
itself - people do not even know when they have become an integral part
of a certain discourse (Okado Gough 2017). In other words: if the workers
heard about flexibility, liberalization and similar terms with the advent of
neoliberalism, they realized only after the shutdown of the factory where they
worked for twenty or more years that they became an indivisible part of the
discourse about new opportunities, challenges, as the neoliberal discourse
calls job loss.

However, the dialectical process does not end with implementation and
imposition. Social life is reflective. This means that people not only act inter-
actively within networks of social practices, but at the same time interpret and
represent to themselves and to each other what they do. These interpretations
and presentations, in turn, shape and transform their actions. People constantly
interpret and represent other people, and various experts and scholars in the
field of social sciences (including discourse researchers) are no exception. All
of these affect how modes of action and interaction, as well as modes of being
(including discursive aspects, genres and styles) are represented in discourses.
For example, the public speaking of experts on climate change significantly
influenced the fact that politicians became aware of this problem and began to
include it in their speeches and agendas. At the same time, this has encouraged
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at least some people to start living in a more environmentally friendly way. And
this additionally contributes to the creation of new imaginary images, which
can then be implemented and imposed. In short, it is a dialectic that involves
movements through different social elements, including shifts between mate-
rial and immaterial, and shifts within semiotics between discourses, genres and
styles (Cap, Okulska 2013).

In modern social science, there is an established belief that social entities
(institutions, organizations, social agents) are constructed through social pro-
cesses. Since people have accepted these processes, it shows the effectiveness
of discourse: social entities are in a sense the effects of discourse. But social
constructivism can prove to be a problematic subject if the relative fragil-
ity and impermanence of economic entities and their resistance to change
are not taken into account. Indeed, even powerful discourses, such as new
governance discourses, can encounter levels of resistance that can prevent
both their application and their imposition. Therefore, Fairclough repeatedly
points out that when using the dialectical theory of discourse in social science
research, it is necessary to take into account the circumstances in which the
actors created the discourse on a case-by-case basis. Indeed, it depends on
these circumstances whether social subjects will resist the new discourses
and, accordingly, what level this resistance will reach.

3 CONCLUSION

Critical discourse analysis has become a well-established social science
discipline in the last twenty years. At the same time, this has led critics to scru-
tinize her research approaches.

Sometimes implicitly, sometimes explicitly, CDA claims that its work has a
demystifying and emancipatory effect (Fairclough 2001, 2004, 2005; Meyer 2004;
Wodak 2015). In doing so, the question arises as to whether scientific effort can
lead to social and political motivation at all. Some authors express doubts about
the credible effectiveness of CDA as a means of social justice (Chilton 2005:21).

For Widdowson, the very concept of critical discourse analysis is contradic-
tory, because it is an ideological interpretation and therefore cannot be called
analysis. The mentioned author is convinced that the CDA is doubly biased:
first it takes the side of some ideological belief, and then it selects for analysis
texts that confirm the favored interpretation. Analysis should involve studying
different interpretations, which is not possible with CDA, because it forms its
own opinion from the very beginning (Widdowson 2004).

I'per ®uao (Philo 2007) yxasyje Ha remarusanujy konrekcta y KAA. KAA
KPUTUKYje Aa ce GOKycupa caMo Ha aHaAM3Y TEKCTa, a 3a00paBma Ha BaXkKHe
yTHLjaje KOje ’heroBa Ipou3BOAbA U TIPUjeM KO IyOAMKe MMajy Ha TeKCT. KAA
IpevyeCcTo aHAAUTUYKY OCTaje Ha HMBOY TEKCTa U He [ToKasyje OAaKAe IOTUYY
IIOjEeAMHAUYHU KOHKYPEHTCKYM AUCKYPCH M KaKO Cy TIOBE3aHY Ca Pa3AUUUTUM
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ApylITBeHUM UHTepecuma. EpjaBer; (2004) uctuue poa KAA cxBaTa Auckypc
IIPBEHCTBEHO KA0 TEKCT U 3aHEMapyje MPOU3BOAY U PeLieNLiyjy OBOT TEKCTA.
13 oBora caeay u Temkoha y Ipero3HaBamy pasAUdUTIX CIIOMALIBYX, TTOCEOHO
MIAEOAOLIKVX (paKTOpa pernpeseHTalje M HEAOCTATaK aHaAM3a Koje 611 mokasaae
KaKo pasAn4yuTa mybAuka rymauu nojeauise Tekcrose (Philo 2007:185).

Although in van Dijk’s approach cognition acts as a link between the struc-
ture of discourse and the structure of society, according to some critics, one of
the most neglected aspects of CDA is precisely the psychological and cognitive
side of receiving and creating discourse. Chilton argues that CDA ignores the
insights of psychology and cognitive science, that it avoids not only generative
linguistics but also cognitive linguistics (Chilton 2005:21). Namely, the afore-
mentioned author believes: if CDA deals with human understanding and knowl-
edge, then it should first of all be interested in what happens in a person’s head.
Language is created and interpreted in the human brain, therefore it cooperates
with other cognitive capacities and motor systems (Chilton 2005:23). So, if the
use of language (discourse) is related to the creation of knowledge about social
objects, identities, processes, etc. then this creation can only take place in the
brains of the participants of the interaction.

Chilton is also critical of CDA from the point of view of social effects.
Namely, he doubts her theoretical contributions to the social sciences, more
precisely to linguistics (2004: 22).

If CDA sets scientific research goals, then - according to the tradition of
Western scientific research - it must necessarily be separated from social and
political goals.

Based on the analyzed scientific texts of CDA critics, we can say that they
criticize the shortcomings, which are mostly recognized by the critical discourse
analysts themselves. The most justified criticism seems to be the biased selec-
tion of material for analysis or its inadequate processing, since the discourses
that CDA members deal with in their work most often confirm the ideological
theses set at the beginning of the research (Fairclough 2001, 2003, 2004, 2005;
van Dijk 2002, 2004, 2005 ; Wodak 2004, 2015).

To some extent, we can agree with the criticisms about theoretical defi-
ciency, but we cannot fully agree with Chilton that CDA completely ignores
the knowledge of cognitive sciences and psychology, since van Dyck’s model of
critical analysis is based on cognition. It could be said that CDA theoretically
sets research approaches decently. A good CDA should include the best works
of different people, famous or not, from different fields, countries, cultures
and lines of research. What is visible later in the research process itself is the
fact that CDA is bad at incorporating theories about the socio-economic and
political conditions in which verbal communication is produced, or in certain
places the practical findings of the analysis lack a decent theoretical treatment.

That CDA sets itself emancipatory goals is part of the essence of its mis-
sion, so we cannot treat it like other traditional social sciences, as Widdowson
does, and accuse it of a lack of scientificity in its research.
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As we have seen in previous chapters, CDA itself recognizes its pragmatic
orientation and the introduction of more modern approaches, i.e. those who
give useful results and can positively contribute to changes in society and do
not imagine that they meet the traditional criteria of scientific research. Es-
sential to researchers using CDA methods is their awareness of the role they
play in society. They are convinced that science and discourse are particularly
indivisible parts of the social structure, because they arise in social interaction
and are therefore sometimes subject to social influences. Rather than denying
these relationships between science and society, CDA researchers seek to study
them, evaluate them, and then use the findings to establish new practices of
scientific study.
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Oma M. APCEHVJEBI'R
Henap H. TTEPU'R

MHTEPAVICUUITAVIHAPHOCT U PASAVMYNTU TTPUCT YIIN
KPUTUMYKO] AHAAN3U AVICKYPCA

Pesume

Kputnuka aHaausa AMcKypca He MOXe ce AebMHUCAaT Kao jeAHOCMEPHA, HUTU
Kao roceOHa rpaHa AVHIBMCTHKE Koja ce 6aBM IpoydyaBameM AMCKYpca. Y paAy ayTopu
3aCTYIajy Te3y AA KpUTMYKA aHAAI3a AUCKYPCa HUje AMCLMIIAVIHA MAY Teoplja, Beh Aa je
3a by 3HaYajHa eKAEKTULIM3AM, jep Ce OAAMKYje HejeAMHCTBEHUM TEOPYjCKUM OKBMPOM
" METOAOAOLIKVMM arapaToM. VIAn, c Apyre cTpaHe, MOXXe Ce IPAaTUTU Y OKBUPY UAU Y
KOMOMHaLMju ca 6MAO KOjUM MPUCTYIIOM VIAY IOAAVCLATIAVMHOM XYMaHUCTUYKMX VAU
APYLITBEHNUX HayKa. Y paAy Cy IpMKa3aHU MPUCTYNU Pa3sAMYUTUX CBETCKUX ayTopa
(BesoBHuK, Mejep, BaH Aajk, Bopak, PacmyceH, Arep 1 Ap.) KpUTUYKOj aHAAU3M AVIC-
KYpCa, a KpO3 BbJUXOBY aHAAN3Y Ce yKa3yje Aa KPUTUYKY aHAAU3Y AUCKYPCa KOPUCTE
eMICTEMOAOILIKE TeOplje, OIIITEr. ADYLITBEHE TEOPMje, TEOPYje CPEAbET AOMETA U
MUKPOCOLMOAOIIKE, COLIMjaAHO-TICXOAOLIKE, AUCKYP3UBHE VI AMUHTBUCTUYKE TEOpje.
IToa 0BMM Ha3MBOM I'PYNMCAHM CY IPUCTYIHU KOjyU ce KpUTUUKK oApebyjy mpema aHa-
AVIBVIPaHMM TeKcToBMMa. KpuTuuka aHaAM3a je KoyUHM eA€MEHT 110 KOMe Ce IPUCTYNU
KPUTUYKOj aHAAM3U AVICKYPCa Pa3AMKY]jy OA @aHaAM3a AMHTBUCTUYKUX CTUAOBA, KOje He
pasMarpajy je3yK y OAHOCY Ha APYLITBO, [1a CAMUM TUM He TEMATU3UPajy oAHOC usMeby
jeauka, Mohu u npeoasoruje. LIAA KpUTUYKM IPUCTYIIA APYLITBEHUM IpobAeMUMa
KopucTehu je3uk Aa pasoTKpuje opAHOCce MOhM KOjU CY YeCTO CKPUBEHU, AOK Y UCTO
BpeMe MOKYIIaBa Aa AODe A0 IIPaKTUYHO pEAEBAaHTHMX 3aKipydaKa.

Kwyune peuu: KBAAUTaTUBHA METOAOAOTY)jA, AaHAAM3A CAAPIKaja, CTAaHAAPA 00jek-
TUBHOCTHU, CTAHAAPA CY0jeKTUBHOCTHU, AQTEHTHU KOHCTPYKTU



