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(14) (expansion of (10)) {Holt:2:15:4-5§}

1 Joyr =eh Well surely she's dever [mentally isn't sjhe
2 les fOh 1 don't
3 know’bout Tthat, | mean vh 1 don’think it's all that
4 difficult really
5 {0.4;
6 Joy: What.
7 (©.5)
8 les:  If you've got- if you got the schooling an’ the
9 backtgrou:nd ih-uh {) ( 3
10 0.9)
11 Gh[ro(h)o perhaps that's what it is | don’t know
12 i )
13 INof: . i
14 H ) 10Oh well I don’t [know though 1 d- 1 should
15 imagine she is clever her children’t clever aren’t they,
16 .hhhh yil know I{mean] i
17 Les: [NQ::: no they're not. Only: one is
i8 outstiandingly clever wuh- an:* the other- .hh an:'°Rebecca
19 didn't get t'coilege,®

After Lesley’s initial disagreement in lines 2-3, and subsequent elabor:
ation (lines 8-9), Joyce pursues her assessment of their friend's likely
cleverness, stating as supporting evidence that ker children are clever (line
15). Without tracing this in detail, it is ressonably clear that neither is
entirely letting go of her position regarding their {riend’s cleverness, and
that they have, in effect, ‘upped the ante’. At this point, in line 17, Lesicy
further pursues and escalates the disagreerent by very strongly no:#.mm::w
Joyce’s claim that the children are smart: the extent to which she has
cescalated the strength of her disagreement is evident in its being strongly
marked - lexically, through the oufright negative tokens, and direct rejec-
tion of Joyce's statement; prosodically, through raised pitch and amplitude.
S it is in this environment, in pursuing her disagreement, and doing so in a
strongly marked form, that Lesley produces her rebuttal of Joyce's claim that
her children are clever. Her rebuttal is designed to cqual the strength of her
(escalated) disagreement. Thus, the completeness and strength of her rejec-
tion {'NO:x1: no they're not.”) is matched by her ¢laim that one of the
children did not even get into college - while the fact that hoth children are
at college (that is, university) would hardly be commensurate with or
support her claim, against Joyce, that they are not clever.

One further example: recall that in {11}, line 3, Sandra claims initially
never to have been to a disco. Looking at the sequence leading up to this
claim, we see that she and Becky are talking about their friends/housemates
going to a local club that night ([15], lines 1-7).

Conversation analysis

S {18) (Expansion of {11) {Drew:SE:1] (‘Silks’ s a local disco club)

1 Bec:  We were all talking about going out - Silks tonight'cause

2 everyone’s got the day off tomorrow?

3 San:  Are you- ¢z my house is all going t Silks tonight?=

4 Bec:  =Really

5 San: Yeah Llimma un Ces um Ge-

6 Bec |Bet it’s gonner be absolutely pa:cked though isn't it
7 San: Yeah andd Ces has been raiiding my warndrabe. So: hhih

8 Bec: j.hhh Are
9 you going.
10 San:  No:,
11 Bec  (Whyn

12 San: 1 don’t know hhh hu hu .hhh I dunno it's not really me
13 Bec:  Mwirh
4 San: } itke it .hh I've pever been o one yet,

in response to her inquiry in lines 8-9, Sandra tells Becky that she is not
soing; and when Becky pursues this with an expression of evident disbelief
(line 11), Sandra explains that it’s not really me — which she sapports by
adding that Ive never been fo one yet (line 14). Thus, her declining to go on
the grounds that it’s not really me is made more credibie by her claiming
never to have been to such a place; of course, this also detaches her reasons
for not going this evening froms anything which might relate to this
particular occasion. In this way, her claim that she has never been to one yet is
fitted to a sequence in which her friend has responded to her dedlining to go
(in line 10) with disbelief: Sandra matches the strength of that disbelief with
an account which seemns incontrovertible, p
What emerges, then, is that these strong, dramatic or perhaps exagger- |
ated claims arise from, or are fitted to, the contingencies of the particular
action sequence in which they are produced. They are constructed to ‘work’
in terms of the ‘requirements’ of the slots in which they are done. The
‘weaker' versions to which they subsequently retreat would not have done
the job in the slot in which they are produced. For instance, in the case with
which we initially began, when she confirms that et a word has been heard
from her ex-husband, Nancy is simuitaneously both agreeing with Emma,
and complaining about him (simuitaneously, because she is joining or
collaborating with Fmma’s impiied complaint about him, on her, Nancy’s,
behalf}, The strong version rof @ word works 1o agreefcomplain; had she
began, in line 38 in extract {8), by reporting that his mother had heard from
him, she would not have been agreeingfcomplaining ~ indeed, she might
have been heard as disaffiliating, or disassociating herself from Emma’s
(sympathetic) implied complaint. Thus, the weakez version which she comes
10 would not have achieved the responsive action which Emma’s prior turn
is built to get, that is, confirmation, agreement and cellaboration in a

—
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complaint about her ex-husband. Hence, the subsequent weaker versions
would not have accomplished, in a coberent fashion, the work of reportin
disagreeing, confinming/agreeing, complaining, giving an account efc, in
the particular positions in which speakers construct those actions. Therefore,
these initial (over-jstrong versions are fitted to the slot in which speakers are
announcing, disagreeing, declining, eic,; here, we can see that the speakers
are dealing, through these claims, with the exigencies which have arisen
the immediate (prior) sequential environments. Speakers produce versions
which are fitted to those sequential moments. When the romént is past, so,
too, is the ‘requirement’ for that strong version: the speaker can put the
record straight and retreat to a ‘weaker’ version {aibeit in a manner which
maintains an essential consistency with the initial ‘false’ ¢laims).

Conclusion

I'have tried here to give an account of the principal stages of analysis in CA
research — the stages which are involved when developing zesearch Aindings
about the ways in which interaction, and particularly verbal interaction, are
organized. Space has not allowed me to say much about the significance of
what we are looking for, or about the theoretical standpoint which this
perspective adopts towards people’s activities in talk - for instance, the
reasons for considering talk as action rather than communication; and our
identifying patterns associated with manifest behaviour, and not inner cog-
nitive states and other states such as intentions, motives, personality, etc.
However, 1 hope that showing how Nancy's apparent inconsistency in extract
(8} is simply one in a recurrent pattern in which speakers initially produce
over-strong versions, in order to fit the contingencies of the particufar
interactional sequences in which they are engaged, heips o illustrate that CA
resists psychological accounts of behavious which turn out to be general
(rather than individual), systematic (and not particularistic) and interactional
(rather than arising from the psyche of one of the participants, as though she
were acting independently of the othes and the interaction between them).
What Nancy does here is what pesple - of whatever psychological disposi-
tions or types ~ do generally, given these interactional circumstances.

Nor have I beer able ¢ give any account of another very important
aspect of CA research, which is to distributionalize phenomena — that is, to
iry to identify where in conversations certain devices or patterns tend 1o
occur. We take the view that everything about conversation {and other
forms of verbal interaction) is thoroughly organized, so that what people
say, and how they say it, is not random or chance {see Chapter 8 in Heritage,
1984, for a beautifully clear account of this fundamental assumption of
CA). An example of research showing that a device in conversation is
systematically distributed is Drew and Holt's account of the way in which
idiems and figures of speech are used to terminate topics of conversations:

Conversation analysis

hence, figures of speech are distributed in an organized f{ashion, occurring
predominantly at points where speakers move from one topic to another
(that is, topic transition} (Drew and Holt, 1998).

I have, though, tried to describe how we cut in to loeoking at data, and
start to make analytic observations about (verbal) conduct. Starting with a
transcript of a recording of natural conversation, we begin by looking at the
activities which participants may be managing through their talk; then, we
examine in as much detaii as possible how their talk is designed or con-
structed, in an effort to map the organized properties through which
participants conduct their affairs in taik-in-interaction. And [ have illustrated
how we develop an analysis of such organized properties (patterns, devices
and practices) by focusing on what at first sight appears to be an incidental
curniosity i the extract with which 1 began - that is, Nancy’s initially con-
firming that no one heard o word (from her ex-husband}, but subsequently
reporting that his mother had heard from him. This was to give you some
feeling for how we can Tnove from making observations about the details of
talk, to developing an analysis of a conversational phenomenon or practice
~ in other words, arriving at findings about stable and systematic patterns in
talk. If only it were as easy as this! | have to admit that the process or steps
from beginning 1o notice things about the detail to be found in talk, to the
end product of a publishable research finding, are not nearly as smooth as
this account might have suggested. For one thing, there is the difficuity of
knowing what kinds of details one might begin noticing, and what to say
about them. The next hurdle is to decide whether what one is focusing on is
actually a phenomenon (that is, a systematically organized pattern or prac-
tice). Afterwards, building a collection of the phenomenon can involve
comparative questions, including what kinds of cases the phenomenon
encompasses and what cases might be used for comparison and contrast ~
all of which are not dissimilar from the decistons which need o be made in
experimental design. This is too brief an account of CA's methodological
approach to do any justice to these compiexities: the only way to find out
maore is to survey the research which has been published (see below), collect
some naturally occurring interactional data relating to seme topic in which
you are interested, and have a go at doing it yourself.
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 Further Reating |

xmq:mmm._.:mm&mm%._»m._man_ m?:o:.._mzquoam&Omacznmm_ muo_m:..
Press. ch, 8. .

This is perhaps the best concise overview of conversation analysis.

Atkinson, .M. and Heritage, |. (eds) (1984) Structures of Social Action:
Studies in Conversation Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press,

The editor's introduction gives an invaluable brief guide.

Sacks, H. (1992) Lectures on Conversation, G. Jefferson {ed.), Vois. 1 and
2. Oxford: Blackwell.

5ee Schegloff's introductions for a definitive account of Sacks’s
work and the development of the feld, and the distinctiveness of
CA's approach,

Sacks’s lectures themselves are an essential resource for anyone
interested in CA’s analytic approach. .

Ten Have, P. (1999} Doing Conversation Analysis: A Practical Guide.
London: Sage.

Hutchby, I and Wooffitt, R. (1998) Conversalion Analysis: Principles,

Practices and Applications. Cambridge, Pality.
These are useful texts on how CA works,

- Drew, P. and Heritage, ). (eds) (3992) Talk al Work. Cambridge:
. Cambridge University Press,

CA is widely applied to forms of talk-in-interaction other than
‘ordinary conversation’ - for instance, to the study of interactions in
such ‘institutional’ settings as courts, classrooms, medica! consulta-
tions, news media, counselling and therapy. This hook gives an
overview and a collection of studies covering a wide range of
settings.

Chapter 8

Discourse analysis

Carla Willig

+In Tecent years, discourse analysis has gained popularity and acceptance as a

Qualitative research method in psychology. As an increasing number of
researchers turn to the analysis of discourse, it is worth exploring what a
discursive analysis can actually deliver and what kinds of research questions
if can, and cannot, address.
In_this_chapter, 1 introduce two <m§onf‘oh‘9mwB.moo:ﬁwmzu:ﬁﬁmm

method: discursive psychology and Foucanldion disconrse apalysis. Even thoughl

these two_approaches. share a_concern.with-the. role. of language in the

constzuction. of social .reality, the two versions_address. different_sorts_o
research. questions. They also identify with different theoretical traditionsi
Bugr (3995} and Parker (1997) provide detailed discussions of the &mmmnzoi
hetween the two versions of discourse analysis. However, some discours

analysts de not welcome such a strong conceptual separation. For nxmﬂm_mu.

Potter and. Wetherell {1995: 81) argue that the distinction between the two

hould not be painted too sharply’ while Wetherell {1998) also
advocates a synthesis of the two versions. This chapter introduces and
describes the twoe approaches to discourse analysis and illustrates each with a
worked example. The two versions of discourse analysis are applied to the
same interview extract in order to highlight similarities and differences
between them. The chapter concludes with a comparison between the twoe
discursive methods.

Psychology's Turn to Language

Psychelogists” turn to Janguage was inspired by theories and research which
had emerged within other disciplines over a period of time. 'rom the 19505
onwards, philosophers, communication theorists, historians and sociologists
became increasingty interested in language as a social performance. The
assumption that language provides a set of unambiguous signs with which to
label internal states and with which to describe external reality began to be
challenged. Instead, language was reconceptualized as productive; that is to
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say, language was seen 1o consiruct versions of social reality, and 8 was secn
10 achieve social objectives. The focus of inquiry shifted [rom individuals
and their intentions to language and its procductive potential. Wittgenstein’s
philosophy, Austin’s speech-act theory and Foucauit's historical studies of
discursive practices are important cxamples of this shift. However, psycho-
logy remained relatively untouched by these intellectual developments
throughout the 1950s and 1960s. Instead, it was concerned with the study of
mental representations and the rules which control cognitive mediation of
various types of input from the environment. In the 1970s, social psycho-
logists began fo challenge psychology's cognitivism (e.g., Gergen, 1973;
1989), and in the 1980s the ‘turn to language’ gained a serious foothold in
psychotogy.

Discursive Psychology

This version of discourse analysis was introduced into social psychology with
the publication of Potter and Wetherell's Discourse and Social Psychology:
Beyond Attitudes and Behaviour in 1987, The label “discursive psychology” was
provided later by Edwards and Potter {1992). Potter and Wethereil's book
presented a wide-ranging critigue of cognitivism, followed by a detailed
anatysis of interview transcripts using a discourse analytic approach. Later
pablications developed the critique of psychology’'s preoccupation with
cognition and its use as an all-purpose explanatory strategy which involved
‘claiming for the cognitive processes of individuals the central role in
shaping perception and action’ (Edwards and Potter, 1992: 13). The critique
of cognitivisn argues that the cognitive approach is based upon a number
of unfounded assumptions about the relationship between language and
representation. These inciude: 1) that talk is a route to cognition, 2) that
cognitions are based on perception, 3) that an objective perception of reality
is theoreticaily possible, 4) that there are consensual objects of thought,
and §) that there are cognitive structures which are relatively enduring.
Each of these assumptions can be challenged from a discursive psychology

| perspective.

K ls @ Route to Caynition

From a cognitive point of view, people’s verbal expression of their beliefs
and attitudes provides information about the cognitions which reside in
their minds. In other words, falk is a roufe to cogrition. As long as 1he
researcher ensures that participants have no reason to lie, their words are

Discourse analysis

taken to constitule true representations of their mental state (such as the

beliefs they subscribe to or the attitudes they hotd). Discourse analysts do |
not share this view of language. They argue that when people state a belief or |

express an opinion, they are taking part in a copversation which has a
purpese and in which all participants have a stake. In other Words, in order
10 make scnse of what people say, we need to take into account the social
context within which they speak. For example, when male participants are
interviewed by a female researcher with the aim of identifying men’s atti-
tudes towards sharing housework, their responses rmay be best understood as
a way of disclaiming undesirable social identities (as ‘sexist slob’, as depend-
ent upon their female partners or as lazy). This is not to say that they are
lying to the researcher about the amount of housework that they do; rather,

it suggests that in their responses, participants oricnt towards a particular

reading of the questions they are being 4iked (Such as a challenge, a riti- |

¢ism or an opportunity to complain), and that the accounts they provide
need to be understood in relation to such 2 reading. As a result, we should

not be surprised to find that people’s expressed attitudes are not necessatily

consistent_across social contexts,

Cognitions Are Based on Perception

Ultimately, cognitivism has to assume that cognitions are based ot perceptions.
Cognitions are mental representations of real objects, events and processes
which occur in the world. Even though cognitions are abstractions, and
therefore often simpiifications and distortions of such external events, they
do constitute attempts to capture reality. Once established, cognitive schem-
ata and representations facilitate perception and interpretation of novel
experiences and observations. By contrast, discourse analysts argue that the
world can be ‘read’ in an unlimited number of ways, and that, far from
giving rise to mentai representations, objects and events are, in fact, con-
structed through language itself. As a resuly,
which should be the focus of study,
created and negotiated. _

because that is where meanings are

¥ Oijective Perception of Reality Is Theoretically Possible

If cognitions are based on perceptions, as proposed by cognitivism, it follows
that an objective perception of reality is theoretically possible. Errors and sim-
plifications in representation are the result of the application of time-saving
heuristics which introduce bias into cognition. Given the right circum-
stances, it showid be possible to eliminate such biases from cognitive pro-
cesses. Again, discourse analysts take issue with this assumption. If language
constructs, rather than represents, sociat reality, it follows that there can be

it is discourse and conversation
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no objective perception of this reatity, Instead, emphasis is placed up
ways. in.which _social 1cted and witl what consequenc

Thare fire Consensual b

Attitudes describe how people feel about objects and events in the sac
world, whereas attribution theory is concerned with how people account for
actions and events. In both cases, researchers assume that the social object ot
event towards which participants have different attitudes and which parti-
cipants attribute to different causes, is itself consensual. That is to say, even
though people hold different attitudes and attributions in relation to same.
thing (for example, European Monetary Union, same-sex marriages or the
break-up of the Soviet Union), that ‘something’ itself is not disputed. In
other words, there are consensual objects of thaught, in relation to which
people form opinions. People agree on what it is they are talking about, hut
they disagree about why it happened (attributions} and whether or not il is
good thing (attitudes). Discourse analysts do not accept that there are such
consensual objects of thought. They arguc that the social objects themselves
are constructed through language and that one person’s version of, say, ‘the
break-up of the Soviet Union’ may be quite different from another person’s.
From this point of view, wi have traditionally been_referred o as ‘attl-

tudes” and ‘atiributions! are, in fact, aspects of the discursive construction of
the_object itself.

There Are Relatively Enduring Cognitive Structures

Finally, cognitivism is based upon the assumption that somewhere inside
the human mind there are cognitive structures which are relatively enduring.
TFeople are said to hold views and have cognitive styles. Cognitive structures
can change, but such change needs to be explained in terms of interven £
variables such as persuasive messages or novei experiences. The assumption
Is that in the rorma) course of events, heliefs, attitudes, attributions and so
forth remain stable and predictable from day to day. Discourse analysts’
conceptualization of language as productive and performative is not com-
patible with such a view. Instead, they argue that people’s accounts, the
views they express and the explanations they provide, depend upon the
discursive context within which they are produced. Thus, what people say
tells us something about what they are_doing with their words Swmn_ag_:vm_
excusing, justifying, persuading, pleading, etc) rather than about (he
cognitive structures these words represent.

Discourse anaiysts’ challenge to cognitivism shows that discourse
analysis is not simply a research method. 1t is a critique of mainstream

- It indicates a method of data analysis which can teli us sor

Discourse analysis

psychology, it provides an allernative way of conceptualizing language, and

ilisc ve construction of social reality. coy '
methodology because it involves a_theoretical way. of understanding. the.

oncerned with psychological phenomena such as memaory, attribution and
fdentity. But, in line with its critique of cognitivism, discursive psychology
conceptualizes these pheromena as discursive actions rather than as cognitiv M
processes.  Psychological activities such as justification, rationalization,
vategorization, attribution, naming and blaming are undérstdod as ways in
which ~pafticipants manage. their interests. They are discursive practices
whicH are uséd by participants within particular contexts in order to achieve
soctal and interpersonal objectives. As a result, psychological concepts such
prejudice, identity, memory or trust become something people do rather
than something people have.
The focus of analysis.in
use discursive resources and with. what effects. In_other words, discursive
psychologists pay attention fo the action orientation of talk, They. are con-
cerned with the ways in which speakers.manage issues. of stake and interest.
They identify discursive strategies such as ‘disclaiming’ or “footing’ and
explore their function in a particular discursive context.
inferviewee rray disclaim a racist social identity by S&ying ‘1 am not racist,
but T think immigration controis should be strengthened’ and then legiti-
mate the statement by referring to a higher authority: ‘I agree with the Prime
Minister's statement that the situation requires urgent action.” Gther dis-
cursive devices used to manage interest and accountability include the use of
metaphors and analogies, direct quotations, extreme case formulations,
graphic descriptions, consensus formulations, stake inoculation and many

’

Yor example, an'!

iscursive_psychology is.on. how participants

H

mare (see Fdwards and Potter, 1992; Potter, 1996, for a detailed discussion of :

such devices). Box 8.1 summarizes discursive psychology’s major concerns,

How To Do Discursive Psychology

ideally, this type of analysis should be used to analyse naturally occurring
text and talk. This is because the research questions addressed by discursive
psychologists are concerned with how people manage accountability and
stake in everyday life, For exampile, tape recordings of naturally occurring
conversations in infermal (for example, friends chatting on the telephone,
families having meals together) and formal (for exampie, medical consul-
tations, radio interviews) ‘real-world’ settings constitute suitable data for
discursive analysis. However, both ethical and practical difficulties in
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Box 8.1 Discursive peychology

apology even though the words ‘1 am sorry” are not actually spoken. We may
feel that a text ‘makes it sound like’ there is a war going on even though the
topic of the wanscribed speech was a forthcoming election. wo.m&m.m a wmﬁ “
before analysing it allows us to become aware of what o text is doing. Cwm.,
purpose of analysis is to identify exactly ow the text manages to accomplish
1his.

= emerged from ethnomethodelogy and conversation analysis
= is concemed with discourse practices

= emphasizes the performative qualities of discourse

+ emphasizes the fluidity and variability of discourse Coding .
Reading and rereading of the transcripts is followed by the mm_mnz.om of
matesial for analysis, or coding. Coding of the transcripts is %sm in the
light of the research question. A relevant sections of text are highlighted,
copied and filed for analysis. At this stage, it is important. to. make. sure
at all 1 hich is potentially relevant. is included. This means that
es E.r.mn: are indirectly or only. vaguely related to the research .
qu

« priorilizes action orientation: and stake

« asks, 'What are participants doing with their talk?’

.oa;mg.na.c.m..p.%bmmaa. Most importantly, use of certain key Euam
a..non.,.mw@::nn_ for seiection of textual material. All implicit constructions
(MacNaghten, 1993) must be included at this stage.

The need for coding before analysis itlustrates that we can never pro-

obtaining such naturally occurring data have led many discourse analysts (o
<arry out semi-structu interviews to generate data for anatysis. In any
case, discourse analysis works with texts, most of which are generated by
transcribing tape recordings of some form of conversation (see Potler and

Wetherell, 1987; O'Connell and Kowal, 1995, for guidance on transcription).
It is important that the transcript contain at least some information about
non-linguistic aspects of the conversation such as delay, hesitation or
emphasis. This is because the way in which something is said can affect its
meaning. Discourse analysis may be described as a way of reading a text. This
reading is informed by a conceptualization of language as performative. This
means that the reader focuses upon the internal organization of ihe dis-
course in order to find out what the discourse is doing, It means moving
beyond an understanding of its content and to trace its action orientation,
Discourse analysis requires us to adopt an orientation to talk and text as
social action, and it is this orientation which directs our analytic work.
Although there is no universally agreed set of methodological procedures,
the following guidetines for the anatysis of discourse can help the analyst get
started {see also Potter and Wetherell, 1987 160-76; Billig, 1997: 54, for
guidance).

Reading

First of all, the researcher needs to take the time to read the transcripts
carefully. Although the researcher will continue to read and reread the
transcripts throughout the pracess of coding and analysis, it is important
that the transcripts are read, at least once, without any atiempt at analysis.
This is because such a reading aliows us to experience as @ reader some of the
discursive effects of the text. For example, a text iy COme across as an

duce a complete discourse analysis of a text. Qur research question .Em:am.mm
a particular aspect of the discourse which we decide to .mx_u_o_..m in detail.
Coding helps us to select relevant sections of the texts s;:n.w 85:5.8 olar
data. There are always many aspects of the discourse which we will H.xx
analyse. This means that the same material can be analysed again, generating
further insights.

Analysis

Discourse analysis proceeds on the basis of the researcher’s interaction with
the text. Potter and Wetherell {1987: 168) recommend that throughout Hw.m
process of analysis the researcher asks, ‘Why am 1 reading this passage in this
way? What features [of the text] produce this reading? >=m:.§m of textual
data is generated by paying close attention to the nosms.:nzsw. and func-
fional dimensions of discourse. In order to facilitate a systematic and sus-
rained exploration of these dimensions, context, variability and construction

of discursive accounts need to be attended to. The researcher looks at how.

the text constructs its objects and subiects, how such constructions vary

across_discursive contexts, and with what consequences. they

deployed. In order to identify diverse constructions of subjects and objects’

in their construction. Potter and Wetherell (1987: 149) refer to such
mu\m.wmam of terms as ‘interpretative repertoires’. Different repertoires are used

in the text, we need o pay attention to terminology, stylistic and grammati-
cal £ es, and preferred metaphors and other figures of speech which may
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to construct different versions of cvents. Yor example, # newspaper article
may refer 1o young offenders a3 "young tearaways’, while defending lawyers
may describe their clients as mo-hope kids'. The former construction
emphasizes the uncontrollability of young offenders and implies the need
for stricter parenting and policing, while the latter draws attention to the
anmet psychological and educational needs of young offenders and high-
Hghts the importance of social and economic deprivation. Different reper
toires can be used by the same speaker in different discursive contexts in
the pursuit of different social objectives. Part of the anaiysis of discourse
is to identify the action erientation of accounts. In arder to do this, the
researcher needs fo pay careful attention (o the discursive contexts within
which such accounts are produced and to trace their consequences for the
participants in a conversation. This can be done satisfactorily only on the
basis of an analysis of both the interviewer's and the intervicwoee's contri-
bution to the conversation, It is important to remember that discourse
analysis requires us to examine language in contoxt.

_“.E.n%f.amaw.m.mcm repertoires are used to construct alternative, and often
contradictory, versions of events. Discourse analysts have identified conflict-
ing repertoires within participants’ tatk about the same topic. For examnpie,
Potter and Wetherell (1995) found that their participants used two different
repertoires in order to talk about Maori culture and its role in the lives of
Maoris in New Zealand ~ ‘culture-as-heritage” and ‘eulture-as-therapy’. Billig
(1997) identifies two alternative, and contrasting, accounts of the meaning
of history in participants’ discussions of the British royal family: ‘history as
national decline’ and "history as national progress’. The presence of teasions
and contradictions among the interpretative repertoires used by speakers
demonstrates that the discursive resources which peopie draw on are inher-
ently dilemmatic {see Billig et al., 1988; Biliig, 1991). This is to say, they
contain contrary themes which can be pitted against each other within
rhetorical contexts. In order to understand why and how speakers are using a
particular theme, we need to look to the rhetorical context within which
they are deploying it. Again, the analytic focus is upon variability across
contexts and the action orientation of talk.

Writing

Writing up discourse analytic researclh is not a process which js separate
from the analysis of the texts. Both Potter and Wetherell (1987) and Billig
{1997) draw attention to the fact that writing a repart is itself a way of
clarifying analysis. The attempt to produce a clear and coherent account af
one’s research in writing allows the researcher to identify inconsistencies
and teasions which, in turn, may lead to new insights. Alternatively, the
researcher may have to return to the data in order to address difficuities and
probiems raised in the process of writing,

Discourse analysis

A Worked Example

The extract in Box 8.2 is taken from the transcript of a semi-structured
interview with a woman who had recently experienced the break-up of an
intimate relationship. The extract represents an exchange between the inter-
viewer {13 and the parlicipant (R} which occurred about halfway through the
hour-long interview.

Discursive Psychology: a Reading

An initial reading of the first half of the extract (lines 1~26} leaves me
feeling weary. The text appears Lo bear testtmony to the speaker’s consider-
able efforts in coming to a decision about how to end her refationship with
her partner. It invokes a decision not taken lightly. The speaker comes across
a5 mature and responsible in her way of dealing with the task of breaking up.
A first reading of the second half of the extract {lines 27-42) evokes a sense
of finality. There appears to be no ambiguity in its message, and its con-
clusion (the end of the relationship) seems inevitable. The purpose of the
analysis is to understand how the text achieves these impressions.

Coding

The material for analysis was selected in the light of the research question,
which was concerned with the ways in which the participant accounted for
the break-up of an intimate relationship. Both parts of the present extract
(lines 1-26 and lines 27-42) represent occasions within the conversation
which provided the participant with an opportanity to elaborate upon the
<ircumnstances surrounding the end of the relationship, This meant that they
constituted suitable data for analysis within this context.

Analysis

Part 1 (fines 1-26). In response to the interviewer's question {1: ‘did you talk
to friends about it?, lines 1-2), Mx@.,.bmnﬁmnmmumuﬁ.cmom an extreme case for-
mulation- (‘all the time’). In.this way, hér dlaim (fo have discussed the
situation with friends) is taken to its extreme in order to provide an effective

Em:m:,:uoamS:Q.ﬂom@3:5"cEB»Saoem_ou.ﬁomwa.:,a.qn_mz.o:.
ship). it is suggested that this decision is based on careful consideration
informed by frequent discussions with friends. Through the use of list-like
sentence constructions and the use of repetition (‘How do 1 do it, how do 1

say it, what do I say’, lines 5-7; and again ‘How is he going to cope, what's

167




168  Qualitative Psychoiogy

Box 8.2 Extract from break-up interview
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. You you start taking responsi

And when you made the decision um when you were actually working
towards finishing # did you tak to friends about it?

Oh of course

Yeah
Alt the time yeah it would always be a case of how do | do it

AR right

How do | say # what do | say | know i've got to do it how do | go about doing
it you Kriow and and just sort of role- -playing it through and and you know just
sort of just preparing myself 1o acluatly say to fim | don't want $o go out with
You anymore because it's 5o hard even though you know it's got 16 be done
Itis just so hard because there’s ail these you know ties and emotional
haggage which is which <cc re nm:@._:m and you you you're worrying about
the other persen and you're thinking you invested you know he's invested
maybe wo years in me

Yes

by going out with me and suddenly m dumping him s_:m_ _m he doesn't find
anycne else (o go out with

Oh right yes

ty for them and for how they'll cope
afterwards you know maybe to the detriment to your own personai sort of
well-being

Hight

And it was a case of how is he going to cope what's geing to happen to him
whal if no one goes out with him what i this and what if that and i's all a
case of ifs anyway and you know as far as 1 was concerned | was | was
more concerned about him and how he wouid be [. . ]

{and a little later in the interview)

[ . -] i you sort of think about it as going on through fime um was there
anything that changed in: the way you behaved towards each other or sex
life or anything like thai? Could you say you know sormething changed or
No # was the way [ saw it was would | wanl to marry him was the sort of um
you know foundation | would use

Right

because | thought OK we've been going out for two nearly two vears if we
were going out for another two years wouid | wart fo marry him and the
2NSwer was no

Right

And even though [ . .} 1 had no intentions of getting married say for ancther
you know four five whatever amount of years it was on that basis | was
using the criferia of my wanting to continue going out with him

Right

because it was a case of where is this refationship going and as far as | was
concerned it had hit the the brick wali and it wasn't going any further

Discourse analysis

going to happen to him, what if no one goes out with him, what if this and
what if that!, lines 23-24), a commitment o thorough and careful con-
sideration of all eventualities ts dermnonstrated. References to ‘role-playing’
(1iHE"8)Y and ‘preparing myself’ (line 9) reinforce this impression by suggest-
ing that such consideration includes the mental anticipation and practical
rehearsal of possible scenarios. Use of terminology such as ‘ties and emo-
tional baggage . . . which you're carrying’ (lines 11-12) and repeated
references to it being ‘so hard” (line 10 and line 11) invoke a sense of
sustained effort and serve to counteract any impression of a decision taken
lightly. Falk of ‘investment’ (line 13) and ‘responsibility’ (line 19) chime
with & constraction of breaking up as serious business. To summarize, part 1
of the extract uses language in such a way as to construct a version of
decision-making which invoives considerable effort and hard work. Such a
construction of decision-making constitutes a warrant for the decision
actually taken (that is, ending the Telationship) because it removes any
semblance of lightness or superficiality from the account.

Part 2 (lines 27—42). The text accomplishes its sense of finality through its
use of terminology and grammatical and stylistic features such as the use of
metaphor. First, the use of the first person in assertions of the speaker’s

A

perspective (‘the way | saw it’, line 30; ‘as far as I was concerned’, lines 41~

42) supports a singular and unambiguous point of view to which the speaker !

has privileged access. The use of a question ("Would 1 want to marry him?’
line 34) that requires a categorical answer (we cannot get ‘a little bit" married
or choose to marry ‘some of the time') also contributes to the finality of the
extract; in the event, the ‘answer was no’ (lines 34-335), and this leaves no
o0m for doubt or negotiation. References to the ‘foundation’ (line 31) and
the ‘basis’ (line 38) of her decision to terminate the refationship invoke a
bottom line beyond which considerations cannot be made. This serves as
a warrant for the finality of the decision. Finally, and most dramatically, the
use of the metaphor in the last sentence (line 42) provides a visual image of
the inevitability of the end of the relationship: ‘it had hit the brick wall and
it wasn’t going any fusther’. By inveking the image of an object hitting a
physical barrier, the speaker underlines the finality of her decision. There is
no rgom for second thoughts or reappraisals because it is simply too late: the
relationship has ‘hit the brick wall” and it cannot continue.

To summarize, part 2 of the extract uses language in such a way as to
construct a version of the participant’'s decision that is characterized by
inevitability and finality. Such a construction of the decision constitutes a
warrant for the decision taken (that is, to end the relationship) because it
does not allow for the possibility of an alternative outcome.

From a-discursive psychology perspective, both parts of the extract |

‘

serve as a warzant for the participant’s decision to terminate her relationship

with hex partner. However, two different constructions of the decision are :

169



170 Qualitative Psychology

¢ produced in the same interview {that is, as invol ng effert and hard work,
" and as final and inevitable, respectively) which demonstrates some of the
" variability that characterizes discourse. A look at preceding sections of {ext
(ot reproduced here} can throw further light on the variable deployment of
discursive  constructions of decision-making within the interview. The
pertion of text which constructs the decision as the product of considerable
effert on the part of the participant is produced in response 10 a question
about the involvement of friends in the decision-making process {lines 20~
22, I: "And when you made the decision um when you were actually working
towards finishing it did you talk to friends about it?'}. This question, in tum,
is preceded by an account of how the participant's friends had ‘taken
a dislike’ to her ex-partner and how they had ‘tatked about him with dis-

.. dain’. As a result, the participant pointed out, ‘everyone was glad when {'d
. :

v finished it with him’. The participant’s construction of her decision as *hard
work’ could be understood, within this context, as a way of disclaiming an
undesirable social identity. In order to counteract the impression that she
was someone who unthinkingly follows her friends’ advice, a construction
of the break-up as involving effort and hard work was produced as a way of
distancing herself from such negative attributions.

w The portion of text which constructs the decision as inevitable and final

" is produced following the participant’s account of how her ex-partner ‘didn’t
think there was a problem that couldn’t be worked out’. The construction of
her decision to end the relationship as unequivocal and inescapable,

; therefore, occurs within a particular rhetorical context. It orients ta, and at

“the same time challenges, an alternative view of how relationship difficultics

ought to be dealt with (such as working to improve the relationship).

The variability in the participant’s account is in line with discursive

i psychology's view of language as constructive and performative.

Writing

Much of the analysis presented above emerged from the process of writing
about my interaction with the interview transcript. Impressions based upon
my initial encounter with the text had t¢ be worked into an account of how
the text achieved its discursive objectives. Having picked out metaphors,
expressions and terms which fed into particular versions of how the
participant’s relationship came to an end, I wrote about the ways in which
the participant’s account produced these versions. As a result, th Pprocess of

analysis.is really a deconstzuction (through the identification of interpresa.

tive repertoires and discursive constructions that make up_the text) followed
by a reconstruction (through writing about and thus re-creating. the con-
structions and functions that characterize the text)_of discourse,.and writing
itsell is an essential part of this process.

live within it. Here, discourses may be defined as
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Foucauldian Discourse Analysis

The Foucauldian version of discourse analysis was introduced inte Anglo- ;
Amezican psychology in the late 1970s. A group of psychelogists who had!
been influenced by post-structuralist ideas, most notably the work of Michel
Foucault, began to explore the relationship between language and subjec-.
livity and its implications for psychological research. The publication of
Henriques et al's Changing the Subject: Psychology, Secial Regulation and
Subjectivity in 1984 provided readers with a clear illustration of how post-
structuralist theory could be applied to psychology. In the book, the authors
critically and reflexively examine psychological theories (such as those of
<hild development, gender differences, or individual differenices) and their
vole in constructing the objects and subjects which they claim to explain.
Foucauldian d scourse analysis is concermed with language and its role,

in_the constitution of social and psychological life. From_z Foucauldian

new, discourses fa ate and limif, enable and constrain what can
said, by whom, where and when (Parker, 1992). Foucauldian discourse

msm_waﬁoagm upon the.availability.of discursive resources within a culture ~
something like a_discursive_economy. = and_its implications_for those who
‘sets of statements that
construct objects and an array of subject positions’ (Parker, 1994: 2435).
These constructions, in turn, make available certain ways of sceing the world,
and certain ways of being in the worid. Discou offer_subject_position,
which, when taken.up, have implications for subjectivity. and experience. Fo
cxample, within a biomedical discourse, those who experience {ll health!:
occupy the subject position of "the patient’, which locates them as thei
passive recipient of expert care within a trajectory of cure. The concept of
positioning has received increasing attention in recent years (Harré and van
Langenhove, 1999).
Foucauldian_discourse _analys _COR |
course jn wider social processes of legitimation and power. $ince discourses
make available ways of secing and ways of being, they are strongly impli-
cated in the exercise of power, Dominant discourses privilege those versions
of social reality which legitimate existing power relations and social
structures. Some discourses are so entrenched that it is very difficult to see
how we may challenge them. They have become ‘common sense’. At the
same time, it is in the nature of {anguage that alternative constructions are
always possible and that counfer-discourses can, and do, emerge. Foucauldian
discourse. analysts.alse take a historical perspective and explore the ways.in
which discourses have changed . 1i d how this may have shaped
historical subjectivities (see also Rose, 99). Finally, the Foucauldian:
version of discourse analysis also pays attention to the relationship between:
discourses and institutions. Here, discourses are not conceptualized simplyi
as ways of speaking or writing. Rather, discourses are bound up with|

is_also concerned with the role of dis-
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Box 8.3 Foucauldian discourse analysis

= was inspired by Foucaul? and post-structuralism

« 15 concerned with discursive resources

+  explores the role of discourse in the censtitution of subjectivity and selfthood
= explores the refationship between discourse and power

+ links discourse wilh institutions and social practices

+ asks, How does discourse construct subjects and objects?

institutional practices ~ that is, with ways of organizing, regulating and
administering soctal life. Thus, while discourses legitimate and reinforce
existing social and institutional structures, these structures, in turn, also
support and validate the discourses. For instance, being positioned as ‘the
patient’” within a biomedical discourse means that one’s body becomes an
object of legitimate interest to doctoss and nurses, that it may be exposed,
touched and invaded in the process of treatment which forms part of the
practice of medicine and its institutions (see also Parker, 1992; 173.

_ The Foucauldian version of discousse analysis is concerned with lan-
‘guage and language use; however, its interest in language takes it beyond the
immediate contexts within which language may be used by speaking
subjects. Thus, unlike discursive psychology which is primarfly concerned
with interpersonal communication, Foucauldian discourse analysis asks
questions about the relationship between discourse and how people think or
feel (subjectivity), what they may do (practices) and the material conditions
within which such experiences may take place. Box 8.3 provides a sumrnary
of the major concerns associated with Foucauldian discourse analysis.

How to Do Foucauldian Discourse Analysis

Foucauidian discourse analysis can be carried out “wherever there is mean-
ing’ {Parker, 1999: 1). This means that we do not necessarily have to analyse
words, While most analysts work with transcripts of speech or written
documents, Foucauldian discourse analysis can be carried X
botic system. Parker recommends that we ‘consider all tissues of meaning as
texts'. This means that ‘speech, writing, non-verbal bekaviour, Braille, Morse
code, semaphore, runes, advertisements, fashion systems, stained glass,

1L Ay sym-
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architecture, tarot cards and bus tickets” aft constitute suitable texts for
analysis (1999: 7).

In Chapter 1 of Discourse Dynaniics. Critical Analysis for Social and
Individual Psychology (1992), Parker identifies 20 steps in the analysis of
discourse dynamics. These 20 steps take the researcher from the selection of a
text for analysis (steps 1 and 2) through the systematic identification of the
subjects and objects constructed in them {steps 3-12) to an examination of
the ways in which the discourse(s} which structures the text reproduces
power relations (steps 13-20). Parker provides us with a detailed and wide-
ranging guide which helps us to distinguish discourses, their relations with
one another, their historical location, and their political and social effects.
Other guides te Foucauldian discourse analysis (e.g., Kendali and Wickham,
1999: 42~6) rely on fewer steps but presuppose a more advanced conceptual
understanding of Foucault’s method. In this section, 1 set out six stages in the
analysis of discourse. These stage
discursive resources used i

_gg the subject positions.they.contain,.and

Siage 1) Discursive Constructions

The first stage of analysis is concerned with the ways in which discursive

ohjects are constructed. Which discursive object we focus on depends on our
research question. For example, if we are interested in how people talk about
‘love’ and with what consequences, our discursive object would be ‘love’.
The first stage of analysis involves the identification of the different ways in
which the discursive object is constructed in the text. It is important that we
do not simply look for key words. Both implicit and explicit references need
to be included. Our search for constructions of the discursive object is
guided by shared meaning rather than lexical comparability. The fact that a
text does not contain a direct reference to the discursive object can tell us a
fot about the way in which the object is constructed. For example, someone
may tzlk about a relative’s terminal illness without directly naming it. Here,
references to ‘it’, ‘this awful thing’ or ‘the condition’ construct the discur-

sive object (that is, terminal illness) as something unspeakabie and perhaps

alsc unknowable.

Stage 2: Discourses

Having identified ail sections of text which contribute to the construction of |

the discursive object, we focus on the differences between constructions.
What appears to be one and the same discursive object can be constructed in
very different ways. The second stage of analysis aims to locate the various
discursive constructions of the object within wider discourses. For example,
within the context of an interview about her experience of her husband’s

the researcher to map. some.of the

)

|
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prostate cancer, & woman may draw on a biomedical discourse when she
talks about the process of diagnosis and treatment, a psychological discourse
wlien she explains why she thinks her hushand developed the illness in the
first place, and & romantic discourse when she describes how she and her
hushand find the strength to fight the itlness fogether, Thus, the hushand’s
itiness is constructed as a biochemical discase process, as the somatic mani-
festation of psychological traits, and as the enemy in a battle between good

i (the loving couple) and evil (separation through death) within the same text.

Stage 3: Action Orientation

The thizd stage of analysis involves a closer examination of the discursive
contexts within which the different constructions of the object are being
deployed. What is gained from constzucting the object i in this particular way

at this particular point, .E_,SS the. SVE.SE& is its.

tions mR 85858 E:: s_:ﬁ a_mnsa:a vénwo_omw 3?3 .6 as the action

' grientation of taik and text. To return to our mxm:::m of a wife tal :m “about

her husband’s cancer, it may be that her use of biomedical discourse allows
her 1o attribute respensibility for diagnosis and treatment to medical pro-
fessionals and to emphasize that her husband is being taken good care of.
Her use of romantic discourse may have been produced in response to a
question about her own role in her husband's recovery after surgery and
may have served to emphasize that she js, in fact, contributing significantly
to his recovery. Finally, psychological discourse may have been used to
account for her husband’s cancer in order to disclaim responsibility for
sharing in a carcinogenic lifestyle (for example, ‘T told him to slow down
and take better care of himself but he wouldn’t listen’). A focus on action
orientation allows us to gain a clearer understanding of what the various
constructions of the discursive object are capable of achieving within the

. fext,

Stage 4: Positionings

Having identified the various constructions of the discursive object within
the text, and having located them within wider discourses, we now take a
closer look at the subject positions which they offer. A subject position within a
discourse identifies ‘a location for persons within the structure of rights and
duties for those who'iise that repertoire’ (Davies and Harré, 1999: 35). In
5 discourses. construct subjccts as wellas, objects, and,. as.aresult,
Bmxn .available positions. within_networks of meaning which_speakers_gan_
take up. (as.well as place others. n). subject positions are different from

hey offer_discursive Jocations from which to speak and acl

\@cmm:o:w about what can be said and done from within different discourses

|

i enced from within various subject positions.

Discourse analysis

rather than prescribing a particular_part to be acted out. In addition, roles
can be played without subjective identification, whereas taking up a subject
position has direct implications for subjectivity (see stage 6 helow).

Stane bt Practice

This stage is concerned with the relationship between discourse and practice.
it requires a systematic exploration of the ways in which discursive con-
structions and the subject positions contained within them open up andfor
close down opportunities for action. By constructing particular versions.of

Em world, ..:a by positionipg.-subjects within_them..in..particular_ways,
hat_can be said.and.done. Furthermore, non-verhal prac-
tices S: and ao form part of discourses. For example, the practice of @

unprotected sex can be bound up with a marital discourse which constracts
marriage and its equivalent, the ‘long-term relationship’, as incompatitle

i

with the use of condoms (Willig, 1995). Thus, certain practices become
_mmm_EmS forms of hehaviour from within particular discourses. Such prac-
tices, i Turn, reproduce the discourses which legitimate them in ¢he first
place. in this way, speaking and aoSm support one another in the construc-
tion of subjects and objects. Stage 5 of the analysis of discourse maps the
possibilities for action contained within the discursive constructions
identified in the text.

Stage 6: Subjectivity

‘The final stage in the analysis explc
and subjectivity. Discourses make ) Ways
and . certain. ways of being. in.the world. _They construct social as well. as
psychological realities. Discursive positioning plays an importanl role in this
process. As Davies and Harré (1999; 35) put it:

the relationship hetween discourse

Once having taken up a pasticular position as one’s own, a persen
inevitably sees the world from the vantage point of that position
and in terms of the parlicular images, metaphors, storylines and
cencepts which are made relevant within the particular discursive

practice in which they are positioned.

This stage in the analysis traces the consequences of taking up various
subject positions for the participants’ subjective experience. Having asked

{Stage 5), we are now concerned with what can be felt, thought and experi- |

seeing the world
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