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Di scourse Anal ysis Means Doing Analysis: A Critique O Six Analytic Shortcomn ngs
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Department of Social Sciences
Loughbor ough Uni versity
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Lei cestershire, LE11 3TU
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htt p: //ww. | boro. ac. uk/ depart ment s/ ss/ cent r es/ dar gi ndex. ht m

Abstract: A nunber of ways of treating talk and textual data are identified
which fall short of discourse analysis. They are: (1) under-analysis through
sunmary; (2) under-analysis through taking sides; (3) under-analysis through
over-quotation or through isolated quotation; (4) the circular identification of

di scourses and mental constructs; (5) false survey; and (6) anal ysis that
consists in sinply spotting features. W show, by applying each of these to an
extract froma recorded interview, that none of them actually anal yse the data.
We hope that illustrating shortcomings in this way will encourage further

devel opnment of rigorous discourse analysis in social psychol ogy.

Keywor ds: discourse anal ysis, qualitative nmethods, research nethodol ogy

Mul tinmedia: MP3 recording fromwhich exanple transcript is taken

1. Introduction

In the past fifteen years, discourse analysis has had a major inmpact on soci al
psychol ogy, especially in Britain. It has introduced new nethods of research
new ways of conceptualising research questions and new ways understandi ng the
nature of psychology itself. In this tinme it has gone froma nargi na
perspective devel oped by a handful of scholars to an approach that is
represented in wi de range of different enpirical and theoretical journals, seen
in different conference presentations, and devel oped in a grow ng body of PhDs.
For an increasi ng nunber of academ cs discourse analysis is the prine way of
doi ng soci al psychol ogi cal research. W are part of this discursive turn within
soci al psychology, in that we have all approached social psychol ogical issues

t hrough studying the use of |anguage. However, we do not see ourselves as
representing a comon position within this discursive turn.

As the discursive turn has grown, there has been a proliferation of forms of

di scourse anal ysis. The geography of the discourse terrain is conplex, wth

wi dely disparate assunptions bei ng made about fundanental topics such as nethod,

theory, the nature of discourse, the nature of cognition, and the nature of
social structure. W will not be mapping this terrain here (but see, for

exanpl e: Jaworski & Coupl and, 1999; van Dijk, 1996; Wetherell et al., 2001). W
recogni se, of course, that there are very different approaches to discourse

anal ysis in areas of the social sciences and the humanities traditionally at
sonme di stance from social psychol ogy. For exanple, there is a long tradition

ext endi ng back to the work of Walter Kintsch (e.g. Kintsch, 1988) in cognitive
psychol ogy, which explores the cognitive substrate of discourse; equally, there
is atradition in stylistics, dating back at least to the work of Viadimr Propp

(1968), on the narrative structure of accounts. Qur own concern is wth
di scourse analysis as it is practised in the social sciences, in and around the
| andmar ks of social psychol ogy. Even here there is a variety. To give a sense of

that variety, we note that in social psychol ogy sone di scourse work is close to
conversation analysis (for accounts of which, see Hutchby & Woffitt, 1998;
Sacks, 1992), while sone has been influenced by critical discourse analysis
(Faircl ough, 1995) and post-structural and Foucaul di an thinking (Hodge & Kress,
1993) anong ot her schools of thought. In social psychol ogy, analysts have
focussed on the actual conduct of conversational interaction in institutional or

nmundane settings (for reviews and exanples, see, for instance, Antaki, 1994;
Edwards & Potter, 1992; Edwards, 1997, W ddi conbe & Whoffitt, 1995), and on talk

and witten text in the study of ideology and social critique (again, for
reviews and exanples, see Billig, 1992; Burnan & Parker, 1993; Hol|lway, 1989;
Parker, 1992; Wtherell & Potter, 1992).
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DAOL Di scourse Anal ysis Means Doi ng Anal ysi s
There are sonetines tensions between these different ains, and the styles of
wor k associated with them (see, for exanple, N ghtingale & Cronby, 1999, Parker
& Burman (1993) and the extended debate in the pages of Discourse and Society
[Billig, 1999a; Schegl off, 1997; Schegloff, 1998; Schegl off, 1999; Wetherell
1998; Stokoe & Smithson, 2001]). Qur aimhere is not further to rehearse these
debat es and issues, but to highlight some nethodol ogi cal troubles that are
vi si bl e fromwhatever di scourse perspective, within the social sciences, one
adopts. Some of these debates concern the extent to which analysts are justified

in using information fromoutside a particular text in order to anal yse that
text. This is particularly so in the debate between those who advocate a

cl assi cal conversation analytic position and those who believe that discourse
anal ysis needs to be conbined with critical social theory. W do not have a
collective position in these debates. In fact, individually we have taken

di fferent, even opposing, positions within such controversies. By the sane

t oken, our own work enconpasses a variety of ways of doing discourse anal ysis.
Some of our work is directly based upon conversation analysis, sone is addressed

towar ds i deol ogi cal issues and sone conbi nes both these aspects. Watever the
differences in our styles of research and in the theoretical positions that we
have adopted, we are united by a comopn concern. Those using discourse anal ysis
nmust take analysis seriously for there are basic requirenents for analysis,
regardl ess of the particular type of analysis one undertakes. In this paper we
aimto explore these basic requirenments. In so doing, we do not seek to pronote
a particular type of discourse anal ysis.

W are aware that some of what we will be arguing is already famliar in the
broader social science literature on qualitative nmethods in general (e.g. Coffey

& Atkinson, 1996; Gl bert, 1993; Silverman, 1997; Silverman, 2001). W are
concerned with the variable quality of discourse work specifically in our own

di scipline, and hope to contribute to the literature that has already grown up
within it. General overviews can be found in Coyle (1995), GII (1996), Potter &

Wet herell (1987), Potter (1996), Potter (1997), Potter (in press), Wod & Kroger

(2000) and Wof fitt (1993). Billig (1997a) and Potter & Wetherell (1994) work
t hrough the process of analysis with a specific exanple. Potter & Wetherel
(1995) discuss the analysis of broad thenmes and interpretative repertoires drawn

onininterviewtalk. Potter (1998) comnpares grounded theory, ethnography and
di scourse analysis in the analysis of clinical materials. Edwards & Potter
(2001) discuss discursive psychol ogi cal analysis of the role of psychol ogica
talk ininstitutions. Yates, et al., (2001) introduce and conpare a range of

di fferent approaches to anal ysing discourse. Al of these have positive things
to say about doing analysis. But they leave inplicit what is not analysis. That
is what we want to make explicit in this paper.

2. Well- and poorly-founded criticismof analysis
It may be questioned why we feel the need to state what m ght seem obvi ous.
There are basically two reasons. The first is that discourse analysis still can

be m sunderstood by those who have been schooled in quantitative analysis. It

m ght appear to quantitative researchers that 'anything goes' in qualitative
work in general, and discourse analysis in particular. However, that certainly
is not the case, though we believe that the quality of discourse work has been
variable - as variable, of course, as any other kind of work. It is not
surprising that this is so. Al though an increasi ng nunber of researchers are
produci ng di scursive theses, reports and articles, they sonetinmes have to do
this through self-education, possibly in institutional settings characterised by

i nconprehension of, or even direct hostility to, discourse analysis.

The second reason is that work continues to be produced, subnitted to journals
and sonetinmes published that enbodi es basic probl ens. Wien we conpared notes
from our experience of refereeing journal submni ssions across a w de range of

di scourse and social psychology journals we noticed that a particul ar range of
short coni ngs appeared with great regularity.

Under these circunstances, it is inportant to nake a statenment that reiterates
and enphasi ses the analytic basis to discursive studies. Such a statement ni ght
have val ue for those who are learning the trade. In addition, it mght help
prevent researchers from produci ng work that m ght [end credence to the
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guantitative researcher's dismssal that, in discourse analysis, 'anything
goes' .
This basic position is not out of line with those who comment on the study of
di scourse in other disciplines. David Silverman, for exanple, makes simlar
critical points in the conclusion to his recent book on analysing qualitative
data in social sciences in general (Silverman, 2001). In the domain of journa
publishing, Teun van Dijk, in the first editorial of Discourse and Society, the
journal founded to study discourse and its relations to social processes, goes
out of his way to enphasise the need for '"explicit and systematic anal ysis'
based on 'serious nethods and theories' (van Dijk, 1990, p.14). In this
editorial van Dijk made it clear that the journal would only accept papers that
were engaged in sone form of discursive or textual analysis. Over the years, van

Dijk has repeated this requirement in various editorials. He has done so because
many papers subnmitted to the journal have in fact engaged in mnimal analysis of

di scourse, although the authors nmight claimto be doing sone form of 'discourse
anal ysis' (van Dijk, personal conmmunication). One of us is, in fact, a
"co-editor' of Discourse and Society and is aware of such issues. W nention
this nowin order to enphasise that the problens, which we are discussing in
this current paper, are by no nmeans confined to social psychology nor to a
particul ar formof discourse analysis.

What we shall do in this paper, then, is to identify things that night
superficially give the appearance of conducting those kinds of discourse

anal yses that are the province of the social sciences, and that are increasingly

seen in social psychol ogy. W have coll ected together six such non-anal yses: (1)

under - anal ysi s through sunmary; (2) under-anal ysis through taking sides; (3)
under - anal ysi s t hrough over-quotation or through isolated quotation; (4) the
circular identification of discourses and nental constructs; (5) false survey;
and (6) analysis that consists in sinply spotting features. It would be
invidious to single out one or even a small nunber of studies as representing
these problens (although it is not hard to find such studies). Instead we will
sketch out the problems in a nore general way, and illustrate themin relation
to a single piece of data.

3. An extract to work through with exanples of non-analysis

Di scourse anal ysis can be perfornmed on a wide variety of talk and text. For
conveni ence we reproduce an extract froman interview, but we do not nean to
inmply that interviews are specially preferred sources of data. W will reproduce

the extract (on the nature of marriage) here in its entirety, as it will be
drawn on repeatedly in the course of the paper. The data have been transcri bed
usi ng conventions, now common in nuch di scourse anal ysis, devel oped by the
conversation analyst Gail Jefferson (see Hutchby & Whoffitt, 1998, or ten Have
1999 for details; a brief sunmary is provided in an appendi x; a brief summary is

provided in an appendi x; for an online description in greater detail, see
http://wwestaff.|boro. ac. uk/ ~sscal/notation.htm. The extract is part of a set
of Interviews generated in a research project, and witten perm ssion has been
given to use it for research and teachi ng purposes.

Marriage | nterview Extract

This transcript is also available as a PDF file for downl oading or viewing in a
seprate wi ndow. An MP3 encoded recording of this interaction is also avail able
for downl oading or listening to on-1line.

4. Under- Anal ysi s Through Sumary

Qualitative anal yses share sonething inportant with quantitative anal yses in
that they both want to do something with the data. Neither is content nerely to
lay the data out flat. A quantitative researcher who nerely presents the raw
data from subjects in an experiment wthout putting it to sone sort of
statistical testing would hardly be said to have analysed it. So it is with
gqualitative data.

An interview, doctor's consultation or television talk show night be

transcri bed. Even conpl ex transcription notation m ght be enployed, to indicate
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the rise and fall of intonation or pauses and hesitations, as in the data
extract presented above, taken froman interview with a young mal e respondent.
W recognise that what to put in a transcript, and howto notate it, are far
from easy questions, and that in that sense 'theory' cannot be kept out of
transcription. The point is a venerable one in discourse analysis (see, for
exanpl e, Edwards & Lanpert, 1993; Jefferson, 1985; Psathas & Anderson, 1990).
For our purposes here, however, we nean to warn agai nst the notion that
transcription can be a replacenment of, or substitute for, analysis.
Transcription prepares the data for anal ysis. However, it is not analysis in
itself.
Anal ysi s nust nean doing sonething with the data, but not just anything. A
guantitative anal yst who presents a selection of their raw data in sone
graphical form hoping that the reader might see a trend or a pattern, would not

have done anything statistical on their data. A qualitative analyst will be
doing the equivalent if they present their data as a prose sunmary. However,
sunmari sing the thenes of what participants mght say in an interaction
typically does not involve any analysis of the discourse that they are using. A
summary 1s likely to lose the detail and discursive subtlety of the original

The sunmary will be shorter and tidier. It will be phrased in the analyst's
words, not those of the original speakers (or witers). It will lose information

and add none. Under-Analysis through Summary, then, is the first of our list of
things that are not discourse anal ysis.
The failures of summarising can be seen in relation to our interview extract. It

woul d be possible to offer a sunmary of the nain themes that the Respondent
seenms to be saying. One might say: 'the Respondent is expressing a belief in the

desirability of marriage and the necessity to work hard to maintain marriage
rel ati onships; he stresses that in his view the denonstration of commtnment is
i nportant and that divorce has becone too easy'. Such a summary does not provide

anything extra. It is not, for exanple, the identification of a 'discursive
thene' or an 'interpretative repertoire’' (we shall say nore about those bel ow).
In fact, not only does it provide no 'extra value', it provides |ess: nmuch of
the conplexity of the speaker's coments is |lost. For exanple, at a relatively
gross level, such a sunmary does not draw attention to his apparent swtch
around in lines 64 and 74 and foll owi ng, when he appears to concede that

marri age doesn't necessarily mean that one will be together in forty years. A
summary of the switch does not anal yse what effects the switch m ght have and
precisely how it was presented. It msses, for exanple, the rhetorical and

di scursive effects of saying "in sort of (0.7) forty years time" and not just
"forty years' time". At a rather nore fine grain level, such a summary does not
draw attention to the laughter that acconpanies the interviewer's question (line

6) and the trouble shown in the understanding check (line 8) and the various
aspects of 'dispreference’ shown in the start of the participant's response
(l'ines 11-12). Such exanples can be multiplied by as many utterances as there
are in the text.

In general, summarising does not offer an analysis of the discourse that the
speaker was using. The analyst in the sunmary might be drawing attention to
certain thenes, pointing to sone things that the participant(s) said, and not to

other things. However, this pointing out is not discourse analysis. It m ght
prepare the way for analysis, but it does not provide it. It can inpede
analysis, if it distorts the original by presenting the speaker as being nore
consi stent, snoother and briefer than they night have been. And it will distort
if it is freighted with heavy inplication: if the summary attributes beliefs,
policies and so on to the speaker as a short-hand, then it risks changing the
obj ect of analysis even before the analysis starts in earnest.

5. Under - Anal ysi s Through Taki ng Si des

If data analysis requires that the anal yst offers sonething additional beyond
presenting or summarising the data, then this does not nmean that every
additional offering is analysis. It certainly does not nean that every added
el ement of analysis is discourse analysis. In some witing one sees the
additional offering of the analyst's own noral, political or personal stance
towar ds what the quoted speaker or text is saying. This on its own is not
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di scourse anal ysi s.
There is a debate anobngst di scourse anal ysts whet her anal ysts shoul d take
positions with respect to the material that they study. It is not our intention
to enter into that debate. Nor, indeed, do we agree anpongst ourselves on this
i ssue. What we do insist upon, however, is that position-taking - whether
anal ysts align thenselves with, or critically distance thenselves from the
speakers whomthey are studying - is not analysis in itself. Synpathy and
scolding (either explicit or inplicit) are not a substitute for analysis. Wen
the analyst is primarily engaging in positioning thenselves vis-a-vis their
data, then they run the risk of the second form of under-anal ysis:
Under - Anal ysi s t hrough Taki ng Si des.
Sonme anal ysts attach rmuch inportance to showi ng synpathy for, or solidarity
wi th, respondents who have participated in their studies. This is particularly
understandabl e if the analyst is studying the accounts given by people who have
suffered discrimnation in sone way. Analysts night understandably consider it a

theoretical and noral duty to denonstrate synpathy for victins of sexual

viol ent or racist abuse. They might consider their own quoting such victins as
enpowering those victins by giving themvoice. The quotations might be
rhetorically designed to elicit synmpathy in the reader for the quoted victim and

to align the reader against the perpetrators of the abuse. But giving voice or
enpowering the powerl ess through extensive quotation, however desirable it m ght

be inits owm right, is not the sane as anal ysing what is said.

The data presented above do not show an exanple of a powerless, victimsed
speaker. Neverthel ess, an analyst mght wish to take a stance vis-a-vis the

i ssues bei ng di scussed. For instance, the analyst might wish to align with the
sort of position that the speaker is outlining. The anal yst's summari si ng m ght
contain pointed references. It might be said that the speaker 'realises' or
"appreciates' how rel ati onshi ps need hard work. O the anal yst m ght add that
the respondent 'takes seriously' the idea of marital conmitrment and 'sees the
probl ens' of divorce. Such | anguage m ght subtly, or not so subtly, indicate
that the analyst is aligning himself or herself with the position taken by the
respondent. The crucial point is that such alignnent of support on its own does
not constitute analysis of the discourse used by the speaker.

By the sane token, a critical dis-alignnent by the anal yst does not constitute
anal ysis. For instance, an analyst froma radical fem nist perspective night be
critical of the institution of marriage, claimng it to be a patriarcha
institution. The anal yst m ght quote or summari se the respondent in order to

di stance thensel ves fromthe position he seens to be taking. The anal yst m ght
sunmmari se the respondent's coments and add that the respondent 'fails to
understand the patriarchal nature of marriage'. Such an addition does not
constitute a discourse analysis in itself. The steps towards such an anal ysis
m ght be taken if the analyst exanines in detail the rhetorical and discursive
strategies that a speaker mght take in order to counter or avoid themes, such
as gender inequality within nmarriage. The rhetorical nmanoeuvres woul d have to be

examined in relation to the interviewer's questions and this woul d ent ai
situating the locus of analysis within the details of the text. Mich detailed
anal ysis woul d have to be undertaken to substantiate an argunent that the
speaker was avoi di ng some thenes. Such analysis is different nmerely from
criticising the speaker for a |l ack of understanding or for failing to nention
particul ar thenes.

Thus, one can say that under-analysis can occur when the anal yst substitutes
synmpat hy or scol ding for detailed exam nation of what the speakers are saying. A

particul ar danger is that the desire to synpathise or censure, when not allied
to careful analysis, can lead to the sort of sinplification that is the
antithesis of analysis. Speakers often show a conplexity in their utterances.
Certainly, the Respondent in the extract above is not uttering a sinple
statement about marriage. Mreover, it would be distortion to fail to see how
far what the respondent produces in his answers is a joint, co-constructed

i nteractional product. Under-Analysis by Taking Sides can produce a flattening
of the discursive conplexity, as the anal yst selects quotations for the
rhetorical effect of appealing to the readers as co-synpathisers or co-scol ders.

The result is enlistment, not analysis.
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6. Under- Anal ysis Through Over-Quotation or |solated Quotation
There is a particular form of under-analysis that seems, at first sight, to
avoi d the dangers of Under-Analysis by Sunmmary. Under-Anal ysis by Summary fails
to get to grips with the text. As it were, it |leaves the text behind. There is a

reverse fault when the anal yst fai
happen if the analyst is doing litt
sni pped fromthe data. Quotation,

s to get beyond the text or texts. This can
le nore than conpiling a list of quotations

i ke summarising, is not discourse analysis in
itself.

Under - Anal ysi s through Over-Quotation is often revealed by a low ratio of

anal yst's comments to data extracts. If extract after extract is quoted with
only the occasional sentence or paragraph of analyst's coment, then one m ght
suspect this type of under-analysis is happening. In the exanple of the

i nterview about marriage, an anal yst mght think of chopping up the whole
extract into quotable extracts, omtting the interviewer's questions. After
presenting the quotations, the analyst nmight sumuarise the collection of quotes
with a corment such as 'so we can see that the respondent had strong vi ews about

the i nmportance of marriage and cormmitnent'. This would not be analysis. The I|ist
of quotes divorces the utterances fromtheir discursive context, with the result

that it would not be possible to anal yze them as responses to questi ons.
More typically, Under-Analysis through Over-Quotation is liable to occur when
the anal yst is piecing together responses fromdifferent speakers. For instance,

t he anal yst might wish to show that a nunmber of interviewees had responses
rather like the one in our extract. Selective quotation from such respondents

nm ght be given. There can be analytic and theoretical reasons for presenting
profiles based on piecing together such quotations. However, this profiling is
not normally of itself discourse analysis, for again it does not of itself get
down to the business of actually analysing in detail the discourse that is used.

I ndeed, as has been nentioned, the over-quotation nmay inpede certain forns of

di scourse anal ysis by renoving utterances fromtheir discursive context. Two
tell-tale signs of Under-Analysis through Over-Quotati on would be the snal

anmount of analyst's witing in proportion to the |arge amount of quotation, and
the tendency of the witing to refer to the quotations rather than anal yse them
In addition to Under-Analysis by Over-Quotation is the related error of snipping

out a single quote and allowing it to 'stand for itself' as if it required no
further comment. This is Under-Analysis through |Isolated Quotation. An author

m ght feel that their argument can be illuminated by a quote fromtheir
respondent or fromthe textual source they are working on. The quote is not
actual ly anal ysed, but set up as self-evidently consistent with, or even proof
of, the author's argument. For exanple one mght extract lines 86-90 fromthe
material in the interview extract and sinply place it in the text as a

sel f-evi dent specinen (say, a specinen of the discourse of 'nodern tines'). At
best, this may be a rhetorically powerful enbellishnent of an analysis done

el sewhere; but Under-Anal ysis through Isolated Quotation is not itself analysis.
7. The Circular Discovery of (a) Discourses and (b) Mental Constructs

Conpi ling quotations into a profile can be part of a discourse analysis. For

i nstance, an anal yst might be seeking to investigate whether speakers, in

fram ng their individual utterances, are using comonly shared di scursive
resources. Some anal ysts exani ne how particul ar rhetorical and conversationa
devices are used in specific contexts. Sone researchers exani ne how speakers nay

be using shared patterns of understanding or interpretation. There are a variety

of terns to describe the sort of discursive resources that speakers nay share
For instance, Potter and Wetherell (1987) refer to shared '"interpretative
repertoires', Billig et al (1988) and Billig (1991) to 'ideol ogi es' and Parker
(1992) to 'discourses'. Each signals a different set of theoretical and analytic

assunptions. Accordingly, some discourse analysts will consider it a matter of
theoretical and nethodol ogi cal inportance to show how particul ar utterances are
t hensel ves fornmed out of w der, socially shared 'repertoires', 'ideologies',
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"di scourses' etc. The analyst mght present a profile of quotes in order to show

how di fferent speakers nmi ght be drawi ng upon conmon repertoires etc.

In theory, such profiling would seemto fit the requirement of discourse

anal ysis. An analytic extra is being added. The reader is not nerely being

i nformed that the speakers made these utterances, but the additional claimis
made that all these utterances have sonething in common, being manifestations of

a shared pattern of talking. The problem conmes when care is not taken to
substantiate the claim Again, the data cannot be left to 'speak for itself', as

if a series of quotes is sufficient in itself to show the existence of the
repertoire, ideology or discourse. Mreover, the analyst runs the risk of
circularity if the socially shared entities are cited in explanation for the
utterances. This is just the concern expressed by Wddi conbe when she wites:
the analytic rush to identify discourses in order to get on with the nore
serious business of accounting for their political significance may be partly
responsible for the tendency...to inmpute the presence of a discourse to a piece

of text wi thout explaining the basis for specific clainms (Wddi combe, 1995, p
108).

W ddi conbe then goes on to nmake a strong case for her observation by

re-anal ysing another witer's data, and, in being nore explicit in her analysis,

comng to very different concl usions about it.

To return to our interview exanple, quotations could be selected fromthe
speaker's comments about marriage and rel ationships, requiring comitnent.

I ndeed, other speakers m ght be quoted, if the analyst is suggesting that they
are all talking along the sanme lines. On the basis of such quotations, the

anal yst might then claimthat the speakers are using the repertoire, ideology or

di scourse of 'marital comitment'. The anal yst may even claimto have
"di scovered' the repertoire / ideology / discourse on the basis of the interview

mat eri al

If that is all the analyst is doing, then these terns function nmerely as
sunmaries. They add little if anything to the analysis of the utterances, for
they are only handy ways of describing the common features that the analyst is
claimng to summari se. However, if the analyst then noves towards an explanation

of the quoted discourse in terns of these entities, then a step towards
circularity is taken, and we have Under-analysis through GCircul ar D scovery. The

guot es, which provide the justification for claining the existence of a 'marital

conmmi tnent di scourse' (or repertoire, or ideology) are then explained in terns
of this entity. Such circularity would occur if the analyst, having quoted
extracts to claimthe existence of a 'marital conmitment repertoire / ideology /

di scourse', then goes on to inply that the speakers made those particul ar
utterances because they shared this discourse, repertoire or ideology. . This is

the sort of circularity that can be made by anal ysts who are using 'discourses'

rat her psychol ogi cal term nol ogy, as an anal ytic, explanatory term The
psychol ogi cal circularity arises when an analyst clains that tal k shows evidence

for the existence of a particular psychol ogical state or process, such as
"attitude', and then explains the production of that talk in terns of the

exi stence of the attitude. An anal ogous circularity can occur when the anal yst
is working with a nore nacro concept than 'attitude', such as a Foucaul di an
noti on of 'discourses'. The analyst may claimthat the texts that are being
studi ed show evi dence of a particular discourse ie they may say the
writer/speaker is using 'the faithful ness discourse'. It would then be circular
to explain the particular texts on the grounds that they have been produced by
this 'faithful ness discourse' if the texts thenmsel ves were the evidence for the
exi stence of that discourse.

This is not to deny that there can be discursive anal yses of repertoires,
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i deol ogi es or discourses. Such anal yses nust provide sone extra elenments. The
anal yst might, for exanple, want to show how particul ar repertoires, ideol ogies
or discourses are drawn upon to deal with specific features of the
conversational interaction, such as particular noves fromthe interlocutor; or
t hat when speakers use this repertoire in a general way, they will tend to
qualify it by introducing counter-thenes (as the speaker does in |lines 64 and
followi ng). Such an analysis would draw attention back to the details of the
talk, as the analyst seeks to relate specific use of themes to specific
conversational junctures. Mich nore will be required than quotation and
assertions of comonality to sustain such an analysis. The anal yst woul d need to

denmonstrate the conmpnalities in detail.

Al ternatively, the analyst m ght seek evidence that is beyond the specific
conversational extract, to substantiate the claimfor the existence of such
repertoires, ideologies or discourses. The anal yst would need to state sonething

about the nature of these entities. For instance, historical evidence m ght be
cited to show the origins and devel opnent of various cultural patterns of talk.
The particular analysis would aimto show how these wi der patterns of talk are
nmobi | i zed by the speaker in the particular context of the interview or
conversation that 1s being studied. This w der historical perspective, then
woul d | ead back to questions of why particul ar conversati onal nmanoeuvres are
bei ng nade and what speakers are doing by using these conmon patterns of talk at

t hese conversational junctures. Again, the perspective would | ead back to

exam ning the details of interaction. Indeed, it nmust do so, if the dangers of
circularity and mere sunmmarising are to be avoi ded.

In addition to the circularity of identifying discourses there is a parallel
danger of circularly identifying nental constructs. The parallel nove would be
to interpret discourse as the expression of sonme underlying real mof thoughts,

i deas, attitudes or opinions, where the nature of those underlying thoughts and
opinions is given in the talk itself. Discursive psychology, in particular, has
argued agai nst the status of talk as being the expression of inner cognitive

i deas or opinions, and rests upon a particular philosophy of nentality. Sone

di scursive psychol ogi sts stress the phil osophical heritage of Wttgenstein and
Austin (Billig, 1999b, Harré & Gllett, 1994; Edwards, 1997; Potter, 2001) and
sonme Vol osinov (Billig, 1997b) and even classical rhetoric (Billig, 1996).

What ever the phil osophical origins of the stance, the inplication is clear: that

rather than positing nmental entities, we can concentrate upon exam ning the use
of psychol ogi cal | anguage in discourse.
O course, not all discourse anal ysts share discursive psychol ogy's rejection of

underlying nmental schemata. In fact, sonme researchers, nost notably van Dijk
(1998), specifically incorporate cognitive factors within their nodels of

di scourse and ideol ogy. Nevertheless, van Dijk still analyses discourse as

di scourse. He does not see discourse sinply as a neans of discovering cognitive
structures or nental representations, nor does he see the cognitive structures
or mental representations as producing the discourses. So our point here is not
to argue specifically for discursive psychol ogy, even though that is closer to
our own take on the psychol ogi cal nature of discourse. Rather, it is to suggest
t hat whatever kind of discourse analysis is being done, it has to anpunt to much

nore than treating talk and text as the expression of views, thoughts and

opi nions, as standard survey, ethnographic and interview research often does.
The circularity to be avoided, in its nost obvious guise, is that of taking
speakers' uses of psychol ogi cal phrases such as 'l think' or 'l feel', and
treating these as giving direct access to the person's inner thoughts or
feelings. The circularity comes into play when the anal yst cites these inner

t houghts or feelings as reasons why the speaker speaks as they do. The
Respondent in the nmarital commtnent extract constantly uses such psychol ogi ca
phrases: 'l believe' (lines 25-26); 'l think' (lines 51, 55, 63, 72 and 86), 'I
just believe' (line 93) and so on. No discourse analysis of these phrases is
attenpted if the analyst takes themat face value as if they were outer
mani f estations of inner 'belief' or 'thought' processes.

I nst ead, such phrases woul d need to be anal ysed discursively. One mght say that

the interview situation is one in which the respondent knows that they are
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expected to engage in the discursive business of "giving views'. In order to
avoi d appearing dogmatic and to denonstrate recognition that others have
opposi ng opi ni ons, speakers will use such phrases as '| believe', "I think'.

Such an anal ysis of the rhetoric of giving views, then, would | ook to see how

t he speaker nmanages the dil etmas of presenting opinions forcefully but w thout
seeming to be dogmatic. One would note how the speaker backtracks, going from
strong statenents about marital comitnment to giving reasons for divorce if
either 'party are really unhappy' (an analyst mnight ask precisely what the
"really' is acconplishing here); how he gives justifications; how he qualifies
his utterances and so on. One woul d exam ne what the addition of 'I believe', "I

think', or '"that's ny view performin the interaction. One would consult the
rel evant previous research on all these conversational noves and apply the
accunul ated insights to the present data. O we could collect a corpus of
exanpl es of when and how peopl e use such expressions as '| believe', and 'l
think', and exam ne what kinds of work such expressions perform what kinds of
contingenci es they handl e, what kinds of contrasts they occur in, and so on
Once one is doing this, one is doing discourse analysis. By contrast, nerely to
state that the speaker is expressing their beliefs is either to risk
under - anal ysi s through sunmarizing or naking the circul ar discovery of an inner
bel i ef.

8. Under- Anal ysi s through Fal se Survey

There is a danger of extrapolating fromone's data to the world at large. This
error is not unknown in quantitative research, of course. It may be avoi ded by
explicitly survey-oriented studies, but is not uncommon in experinental social
psychol ogy when findings are subtly generalised fromthe sanple of the
experinent (say, a set of North American undergraduates) to the universa
categories they are supposed to represent (wonen, high achievers, people with a
certain attributional style). Discussion sections of experinental papers
sonetimes use such unqualified terms, with the logical inplication that they
enconpass all nenbers of that category.

The sane danger of Fal se Survey lurks for qualitative work that discovers that
certain respondents use certain discourses or ways of speaking. It is fatally
easy to slip into treating one's findings as if they were true of all menbers of

the category in which one has cast one's respondents. For exanple, an anal yst
readi ng our interview extract mght see, in the respondent's way of talking, a
"traditionalist discourse of marriage'. They night then be tenpted to attribute
that discourse to all people in his position ('non-University-educated young
worren', if that was the denographic information supplied along with the
extract). This attribution m ght be done explicitly, but is still nmore likely to

happen unconsciously, in the way the witer uses denobgraphic categories to refer

to the people in their data.

Probably few di scourse analysts want or intend explicitly to be reporting
surveys; but without care, their reports nmay give that inpression. Such a fault
makes the work an easy target for the quantitativel y-m nded, who will properly
see it as failing to supply appropriate evidence for its clains. If a survey is
want ed, survey tools nust be used.

9. Under-Anal ysis through Spotting

I f discourse analysis demands an attention to the details of utterances, this
does not nean that all such attention qualifies as satisfactory di scourse

anal ysis. Anal yses provided by discursive, conversation and critical discourse
anal ysts have, over the past twenty-five years, noticed and | abelled a w de
vari ety of conversational and rhetorical procedures. Anyone engaging in these
sorts of analyses should properly acquaint hinself or herself with such work.
They shoul d be able to recognize these conversational features in data extracts.

The sane is true of rhetorical tropes in printed persuasive materials and so on
However, the recognition of features does not constitute analysis, at |least at a

research level. It nmay be appropriate in training exercises as one seeks to
acquire the skills of analysis. But research does not, and should not, consist
principally of feature-spotting, just as analysing the history and functions of
the railway system cannot be acconplished by train-spotting. Thus there can be
Under - Anal ysi s t hrough Spotting.

The interview extract contains many features known to conversation anal ysts. As
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the interviewer says nmor yeh they provide 'continuers' which acknow edge the
respondent's turns. Thus by saying nm a speaker can concede their turn at
transition-relevant points. Simlarly when the intervi ewer asks a question, they

are naking the first nmove in an adjacency pair that expects an answer. These and
ot her well-known structural features of the talk can be spotted in this extract.
I ndeed, such spotting is possible in virtually any such extract of interactiona
talk, just as the rhetorician will be able to spot fanmliar tropes in a piece of

formal speech- naki ng.

An analysis that consisted primarily of such spotting would not count as
original research. It would be like a training exercise in running a well-known
illusion such as the Miller-Lyer or adnministering a well-established personality

test. Original analysis should seek to show how established di scursive devices
are used, in new sets of material, to manage the speakers' interactiona

busi ness. What is required is to show what the feature does, how it is used,
what it is used to do, howit is handled sequentially and rhetorically, and so
on. To remark: 'that's a 3-part list' for exanple, is to identify a well-know
di scursive feature of talk and text; but the interest is in unpacking it and
show what it's doing in this particular set of materials. Good anal ysis al ways
noves convi ncingly back and forth between the general and the specific.

10. Concl udi ng Comment s

It is worth revisiting the two reasons we had for witing this paper. One is to
hel p t hose who approach DA enthusiastically, but in an environment where there
is |l ess support than there would be for nore traditional nethods of analysis,
and so less opportunity to test and refine nethods anmong synpat hetic col | eagues.

The other is to scotch the sort of errors that give confort to the
traditionally-m nded who accuse DA of 'anything goes'

W hope we have shown the difference between sonething that is discourse

anal ysis - of whatever sort -and sonething that is not. Witers are not doing
analysis if they summarise, if they take sides, if they parade quotes, or if
they sinply spot in their data features of talk or text that are already

wel I -known. Nor are they doing analysis if their discovery of discourses, or
mental constructs, is circular, or If they unconsciously treat their findings as

surveys.

We should be at pains to say that we do not think that identifying these

i nadequaci es tends positively toward any one particular |evel or style of

di scourse anal ysis. What it does is show up how sone ways of witing have the
sheen of analysis without its substance. W have deliberately stopped short of
sayi ng what does count as anal ysis, because of the variety of directions in

whi ch anal ysis can go, and because much nore has been written on this el sewhere.

Perhaps it is safe to say that analysis nmeans a close engagenent with one's text

or transcripts, and the illunmination of their neaning and significance through
i nsightful and technically sophisticated work. In a word, Discourse Analysis
means Doi ng Anal ysi s.
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