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3 Critical discourse analysis and 
analysis of argwnentation 

In this chapter we present an approach to critical discourse analysis (CDA) and discuss its 
relationship to critical social science and the forms of critique associated with it, and then dis­
cuss how the analysis and evaluation of arguments as we have presented it in Chapter 2 can 
increase the capacity of CDA to pursue its aim of extending critique to discourse. \Ve shall 
do this by returning to an earlier analysis of part of a speech by Tony Blair (Fairclough 
2000a), showing how the analysis is strengthened if we build it around the practical argu­
ment which Blair is advancing, asking what aspects of the earlier analysis need to be retained 
and how they can be connected to the analysis of practical argumentation. \'\' e shall discuss 
in more general terms how analysis of practical argumentation fits in with and contributes to 
normative and explanatory critique, and we will look at other concepts that CDA works with 
(imaginaries, political legitimacy, power) from the viewpoint of a theory of argument. 

CDA began to develop as a separate field of teaching and research in the 1970s and 
1980s (Fowler et al. 1979, Fairclough 1989). It subsumes a number of versions and 
approaches which differ in sometimes major ways (see for example Fairclough and \Vodak 
1997; Wodak and Meyer 2009; van Dijk 1997a on these differences). The account ofCDA 
which we shall present here does not attempt to cover these differences; it is based upon a 
particular approach to CDA (Fairclough I 989, I 992, I 995, 2000a, 2003, 2006, 20 IO; 
Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999) and especially the more recent versions of this approach. 

CDA has sought to extend the critical tradition in social science to include discourse. 
'Discourse' is basically social use of language, language in social contexts, although those 
who use the term tend to be committed to certain more specific claims about the social use 
of language, e.g. the claim that discourse contributes to the 'construction' of social reality. 
But there are various understandings of discourse, and ours is built into the particular ver­
sion of CDA which we present below. CDA has aimed both to change linguistics and other 
areas oflanguagc study by introducing critical perspectives on language, drawn from critical 
theory in the social sciences, which were previously absent, and to contribute to critical social 
analysis a focus on discourse which had previously been lacking or underdeveloped. This 
includes a better understanding of relations between discourse and other clements of social 
life, including social relations (and relations of power), ideologies, social institutions and orga­
nizations, and social identities, and better ways of analysing and researching these relations. 

Critical social science 

Critical social science differs from other forms of social science in that it aims not only to 
describe societies and the systems (e.g. political systems), institutions and organizations which 
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are a part of them but also to evaluate them in terms of ideas of what societies should be like 
('the good society') if they arc to cultivate the well-being of their members rather than under­
mine it. Evaluation is linked to a concern to understand possibilities for, as well as obstacles 
to, changing societies to make them better in such respects. 

Critical social science tends to be open to the idea that discourse is part of its concerns 
and ought to be given more detailed and systematic treatment than it generally has, because 
it has long recognized the importance of ideas and concepts in social life, which are mani­
fested in discourse (Fairclough and Graham 2002). Social reality is 'conceptually mediated' 
(Marsden 1999): in addition to social events, social behaviour, social practices, there are 
always ideas, concepts, representations and indeed theories of them, which are, on the one 
hand, produced in social life and effects of social life and, on the other hand, have effects on 
social life, both helping to keep existing forms in existence and helping to change them. So 
ideas need to be socially explained and social life needs to be explained in part ideationally, 
in terms of the effects of ideas. And since ideas (concepts, representations, theories) are 
manifested in particular types and forms of discourse (and different ideas of, say, justice 
are manifested in different discourses), this claim can be extended to discourse: the types 
and forms of discourse which exist need to be socially explained and social life needs to be 
explained in part in terms of the effects of discourse. 

Critical social analysis includes critique of particular areas or aspects of social life. Various 
forms of critique are generally distinguished and these differ in different approaches to criti­
cal social analysis. \Ve shall focus upon two fundamental characteristics of critical social anal­
ysis - it is nomzatiue, i.e. it evaluates social beliefa and practices as true or false, beneficial or 
harmful, etc., and it is explanatory - and we will distinguish normative critique and explana­
tory critique. Normative critique evaluates social realities against the standard of values taken 
as necessary to a 'good society', which raises the question of what a good society is. One 
answer is that a good society is one which serves and facilitates human 'well-being'. There 
are various views of what constitutes well-being; one which has recently been influential 
defines it in terms of a range of human 'capabilities' - a range of distinctively human abilities 
that 'exert a moral claim that they should be developed' (Nussbaum 2000: 83). Explanatory 
critique seeks to explain why social realities are as they are, and how they are sustained or 
changed. Both types of critique arc necessary in critical social research, which starts from 
judgements that the society or aspect of social life in focus is significantly but avoidably 
damaging to human well-being in particular respects. But while normative critique is directly 
concerned with such judgements in evaluating behaviour, actions and social practices as 
being, for example, just or unjust, fair or exploitative, racist or non-racist, sexist or non-sexist, 
and beliefs as being true or false, explanatory critique seeks to explain, for example, why and 
how existing social realities endure despite their damaging effects. Explanatory critique seeks 
understanding of what makes a given social order work, which is clearly necessary if it is to 
be changed to enhance human well-being: another aim of critical social science is to identify 
what might facilitate such change as well as obstruct it. Sec Sayer (20 l l) for an account of 
critique and well-being (including the 'capabilities' approach) along these lines. 

Both forms of critique extend to discourse, though differently. Normative critique includes 
critique of unequal relations of power and forms of domination which arc damaging to well­
being and which may be manifest in discourse, e.g. in manipulative discourse when it is an 
integral part of some form of domination. Explanatory critique includes both explanations of 
particular types and forms of discourse as effects of social causes and explanations of social 
phenomena such as the establishment, maintenance or change of a social order as partly 
effects of discourse. An example will make the character of explanatory critique clearer. 
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It is widely recognized that neo-liberalism was established and accepted through a suc­
cessful strategy centred initially in universities and think-tanks to change capitalism in a lib­
eral direction, which became a real possibility in the crisis of the 1970s. This strategy 
included a neo-liberal discourse which has been crucial in the establishment of neo-liberal 
economies and their endurance despite a series of crises (see for instance Bourdieu and 
Wacquant 2001 ). Explanatory critique would seek social explanations of how and why this 
discourse emerged as part of this strategy and how and why it was relatively successful, and 
also explanations of the transformations of international capitalism since the 1970s, which 
include neo-liberal discourse as a causal factor. Part of the concern is with ideologies: with 
ideas, beliefa and concerns manifest in discourses, as well as enactments of such discourses in 
practices and genres and inculcations of them in identities and styles (for these terms, see 
below), which contribute to establishing, sustaining and reproducing social orders and rela­
tions of power. In ideology critique, critical social science seeks causal explanations of the 
normalization, naturalization and institutionalization, as well as pervasiveness and endur­
ance ¼':ithin populations, of particular beliefs and concerns. It seeks to explain them in terms 
of material and social relations in particular forms of social life, with such questions as: \Vhy 
do these particular beliefs and concerns endure? \Vhy do they have powerful resonance for 
many people? Why are they so little challenged? What effects do they have on continuities 
and changes in social life? This is ideology in its critical sense, tied particularly to the ques­
tion of how social orders which are significantly detrimental to human well-being can never­
theless endure. It is to be distinguished from ideology in a descriptive sense (Fairclough 
2010: 23-83), the understanding of the different positions of political parties and groups, or 
the different outlooks of individuals or social groups, as so many 'ideologies', a sense which 
we shall not use in this book. 

CDA cannot in itself carry out normative or explanatory critique, but can contribute a 
focus on discourse and on relations between discourse and other social elements to interdis­
ciplinary critique. And in bringing CDA and argumentation theory and analysis together we 
are seeking to draw the latter into such interdisciplinary collaboration. How then do the two 
forms of critique relate to analysis and evaluation of argumentation? The latter amounts nei­
ther to normative nor to explanatory social critique, but it offers a particularly effective way 
of helping CDA to systematically extend these focuses of critique into analysis of texts. It 
poses critical questions which lead into and contribute to analysis of relations of power and 
domination manifested in particular bodies of texts, it shows how particular beliefs and con­
cerns shape practical reasoning and, contingently, decisions and actions on matters of social 
and political importance, and it poses critical questions about how contexts of action, values 
and goals are represented in the premises of arguments which can feed into critique of 
ideology. 

Critical social science seeks to give an account of the causes of social change. It treats rea­
sons for action as one type of cause. Reasons for action are premises of practical arguments. 
They are part of the causal powers (Fairclough et al. 2004) of people as social agents (i.e. 
their powers to bring about change). But in addition to agentive causes of social change, 
there are structural causes and CDA is committed to the aim which characterizes critical 
social science more generally, of trying to clarify how agentive and structural causes relate to 
each other, i.e. to clarify the dialectic of structure and agency (Giddens 1984, 1987). For 
CDA in particular, this aim includes for instance trying to clarify the relationship between 
the causal effects of 'orders of discourse' (structures of a particular sort, which we will say 
more about below, see Fairclough 1992, 2003) and of the agency of people as social actors 
and producers of texts. For instance, in the case of practical reasoning, we have identified 
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beliefs, desires and values as premises in practical reasoning, but an adequate account of the 
causes of social change would need to also ask why particular sets of beliefs, desires and val­
ues appear in particular instances of practical reasoning, how for instance they may arise 
from particular groups or classes of people being positioned in particular social- -material 
relations. This moves us from the agency of people involved in practical reasoning towards 
structural factors and causes. Among people's reasons for action are reasons that express 
various external (structural, institutional) constraints on what they can do (we have discussed 
this in Chapter 2). They have duties, obligations, commitments, for instance obligations to 
abide by rules and laws and to respect the rights of other people. Analysis of practical rea­
soning offers the advantage of showing how the power of social and institutional structures 
manifests itself in the reasons for action that people recognize. In our view, structures constrain 
(or enable) agency by providing people with reasons for action. 

The analysis and evaluation of practical reasoning will not tell us e\·erything about social 
change; it will not tell us for instance whether action based on this reasoning will be effec­
tive in achieving social change, or what other facts about the world will make it succeed or 
fail to do so. But it can make a substantive contribution to both normative and explanatory 
critique (in ways which we explain further on in thi5 chapter). It can, for instance, offer a 
principled way of criticizing powerful arguments that are not easily challenged, arguments 
that draw on dominant discourses and ideologies at the expense of an impartial consider­
ation of other interests and perspectives, as being unreasonable, or as being grounded in 
unreasonable and rationally indefensible values and goals. It can thereby oiler a principled 
way of evaluating normative claims and decisions made on the basis of deliberative prac­
tices which may not come up to the standards of rationally persuasive argumentation and 
thus fall short of an ideal of communicative rationality. This represents a substantive 
enhancement of the capacity of CDA to undertake critical analysis of texts in politics and 
other social fields. 

Critical discourse analysis 

\Ve said above that 'discourse' is basically social use of language in social contexts. But the 
term is commonly used with different senses, even within our particular approach to CDA. 
It commonly means (a) signification as an element of the social process; (b) the language 
associated with a particular social field or practice (e.g. 'political discourse'); (c) a way of con­
struing aspects of the world associated with a particular social perspective (e.g. a 'nco-liberal 
discourse of globalization'). These different senses are often confused, so it is helpful to use a 
different term at least for (a). The term 'semiosis' can be used for this most abstract and 
general sense (Fairclough et al. 2004) and this has the further advantage of suggesting that 
discourse analysis is concerned with various 'semiotic modalities' of which language is only 
one (others are visual images and 'body language'). 

Semiosis is a social element, a part or an aspect of social life, which is dialectical£y related to 
others (Fairclough 2001, 20 I 0). Relations between elements of social life are dialectical in the 
sense of that, although they are different elements which social analysts would generally find 
it necessary to differentiate, they are not fully separate from each other. It is easiest to see this 
in cases of social change such as the transformation of capitalism into neo-liberal capitalism 
which we referred to above: neo-liberal economies appeared first as neo-liberal ideas and a 
neo-liberal discourse, which were then (because of the existence of favourable circumstances 
and conditions) successfully turned into new economic realities, neo-libcral economies. 
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It would be quite misleading to say that all the systems and practices and activities which 
constitute neo-liberal economies are just ideas or just a discourse, because they clearly have a 
partly material character. But on the other hand there is a sense in which they are partly 
ideas and discourse: their material features are ideas and discourse 'made real', and we can 
say that they incorporate, or in Harvey's (1996) terminology, 'internalize' neo-liberal ideas 
and discourse. CDA is not just concerned with the semiotic element of neo-liberal econo­
mies, it is concerned with working in an interdisciplinary way (for instance with economists 
and political economists) to identify and understand the relations between semiotic and mate­
rial elements. The nature of such relations can vary between institutions and organizations 
and in different places, and can change over time; it needs to be established through analysis. 
In the case of political responses to the crisis, although our focus in this book is on analysis of 
argumentation, from a CDA perspective this would be just one part of interdisciplinary 
research into relations between: public debate; political decisions (policies, strategies); actions 
in response to the crisis; economic and broader social outcomes. Such research would centre 
upon the relations between the semiotic (discourse in the most general sense) and the mate­
rial. (Note that the term 'dialectical' is predominantly used in this book in the way which we 
explained in Chapter 2, for one of three major aspects of argument, logical, rhetorical and 
dialectical, and refers to argumentation and its evaluation as an essentially dialogical process. 
It is important not to confuse these two senses of the term.) 

Social life can be conceptualized and analyzed as the interplay between three levels of 
social reality: social structures, practices and events (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999). Social 
events are concrete individual instances of things happening, people behaving in certain 
ways, people acting (including acting by means of language). Social structures are the most 
abstract of the three, they are structures, systems and mechanism which social scientists pos­
tulate as causal forces in terms of which events and practices can be explained. Capitalism, 
for example, is a social structure (or rather an interconnected set of structures). The relation­
ship between social structure and social events is not seen in this account as a direct one but 
as mediated by social practices, which are relatively stable and durable (but more open to 
change than structures) ways of acting, ways of representing and ways of being associated 
with particular identities. One example is practices of public political discussion and debate 
in which people debate responses to the crisis. So we can say that structures directly shape 
practices, and practices directly shape events, but structures do not directly shape events. 
However, the relations between them are more complex: practices shape but do not deter­
mine events, and changes in the character of events can cumulatively lead to changes in 
practices, which can lead to changes in structures. 

Structures, practices and events all have a partly semiotic character. Events in their semio­
tic aspect are texts, including spoken as well as written texts, electronic texts, and 'multi­
modal' texts which combine language, image, music, body language, etc. In the case of prac­
tices, ways of acting include genres-, ways of representing include discourses; and ways of being 
include sfyles. Genre, discourse and style are semiotic categories. In distinguishing semiotic 
aspects of ways of acting, representing and being in these terms we are seeking to identify 
ways which have a measure of stability over time. Genres are semiotic ways of acting and 
interacting such as news or job interviews, reports or editorials in newspapers, or advertise­
ments on TV or the internet. Part of doing a job or running a country is interacting semioti­
cally or communicatively in certain ways, and such activities have distinctive sets of genres 
associated with them. Discourses arc ways of representing aspects of the world which can 
generally be identified with different positions or perspectives of different groups of social 
actors (e.g. different political parties). Styles arc ways of being, social identities, in their 
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semiotic aspect - for instance, being a successful manager is partly a matter of de\·eloping the 

right style. . . 
Social fields, institutions and organizations are constituted by multiple social practices 

held together as networks, and the semiotic dimt'nsion of sue~ a network is a_n _ order ef dis­
course, which is a configuration of different genres, different chscourses and d1f!erent sty~es 
(Fairclough 2000a). So politics, for example, is a social field constituted by a network_ of _social 
practices including those associated with activities within political par~ics, the f~ncnonmg. of 
parliaments, elections and public spheres in which politician~ commumcate _and mteract with 
citizens. Semiotically, this network of practices includes vanous genres whKh,. we are ar?u­
ing, are primarily though not exclusively forms of argumentation and es_pec1ally pra:t_ical 
argumentation, such as parliamentary debate, political interviews on radio and _t:lev1s10n, 
and political speeches. It also includes different styles, for instance the styles of polrtical_ lead­
ers as oppost'd to the styles of citizens who contribute to public debate, though these will not 

be given much attention in the book. . . 
The social field of politics also includes discourses which represent m varymg wa'.s the 

many areas and aspects of social life which are focuses of political th_ought,_ d~bate, deh~~ra­
tion and action, corresponding to different positions and perspectives w1th1~ the political 
field. For example, there are different political discourses about the economic ~ystem a~~ 
economic and business activity, about the provision of social welfare and protect10n for citi­
zens, and about international politics and development aid. Sometimes these discourses _can 
be broadly identified with the political right versus the political left - fo~ exam~le we rr:1ght 
identify a group of liberal economic discourses which is broadly a~sociate? with the nght, 
and socialist (including Marxist) economic discourses broadly assoc1_a~e? with the left - but 
often the positions are more complicated, especially now that the d1v1s10n betwee~ left and 
right is not as clear-cut as it once was. In terms of our concerns in this book, ~~e- 1m~ortant 
difference between arQ'Uments is in premises which represent aspects of the cns1s m different 

b · f . f t 1 ways; the lines of action that people argue m favour o or _agamst a:: o co_urs~- s rong_ Y 
dependent upon the premises they argue from. If we arc to discern politically s1~ 1~1cant ~if­
fercnces in political argumentation over responses to the crisis, we need to be sens1~ve to s'.g­
nificant recurrent differences in how the crisis is represented, which arc associated with 
different discourses. Indeed one output of the analysis might be conclusions about what are 
the politically significant discourses drawn upon in representing_ the crisis; the_se would ~o 
doubt include significant families of economic discourses - (neo-)lrberal, ~eynesran, Ma_rxist, 
etc. In part, the analyst is recognizing discourses which are alread~ fa~1har ~nd established 
in the political field, but the identification of which discourses are s1gn1hcant m debates over 

political responses to the crisis is a result of the analysis. . . . . 
Discourses which originate in a particular social field or mst1tut1on (e.g. nco-hberal e:o­

nomic discourse, which originated within academic economic theory) m~~ be re_contextualzzed 
in others (e.g. in business, the political field or the educational fiel?), ~r ongmate m ~ne place 
or one country and be recontextualizcd in others. Recontextuahzat10n can somet~cs be a 
sort of 'colonization' of one field or institution by another (that would be a way of mterpret­
ing the recontextualization of nco-liberal economic ?iscourse in, the for~er_ so;ia\ist countri~s 
of eastern Europe after l 989), but it can_ also sometunes_ be an appropnatro~- of an exte~n~:­
discourse which may be incorporated mto the strategies pursued by particular group~ . 
social agents within the rccontextualizing field (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999). Often 1: 15 

both, a; it arguably was with neo-liberal discourse in Easter~ Europe (letcu 2006a, 2006c). 
Arguments which are widely drawn upon are elements of discourses, and they too c~n be 
recontextualized. An argument can be understood as a process, when the focus rs on 
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someone advancing a particular argument on a particular occasion, but also as a product: in 
the process of argumentation, over time, certain arguments come to be recurrent and come 
to achieve the relative durability and stability we associate with practices and discourses. 
They can be drawn upon by arguers and they can be recontextualized. 

Discourses may, under certain conditions, be operationalized or 'put into operation', put 
into practice: they may be enacted as new ways of acting and interacting, they may be incul­
cated as new ways of being (new identities), and they may be physically materialized, e.g. as 
new ways of organizing space, for example in architecture. Enactment and inculcation may 
themselves take semiotic forms: a new management discourse (e.g. the discourse of'new pub­
lic management' which has invaded public sector fields like education and health) may be 
enacted as management procedures which include new genres of interaction between man­
agers and workers, or it may be inculcated as identities which scmiotically include the styles 
of the new type of public managers. \V c should emphasize that these processes of operatio­
nalization are not inevitable, they are contingent possibilities which depend upon a range of 
factors and conditions, both material and semiotic (Fairclough et al. 2004). \\'ith respect to 
our concern with practical argumentation in political responses to the crisis, we would be 
particularly concerned with the question of which proposed lines of action in arguments are 
enacted. Practical arguments make judgements about what the best line of action should be, 
and these can be the basis for decisions, and decisions can be implemented in actions. But 
not all judgements lead to decisions and actions, and whether they do or not depends upon 
various conditions, such as the relative power of different social agents or agencies, as well 
arguers' ability to mobilize support. 

Operationalization of discourses may in certain cases be a form of action based upon 
decisions which in turn are based in practical reasoning. It is possible for individuals to con­
clude that they should start acting in new ways or change their identities in certain ways, on 
the basis of beliefs about what the state of the world is and goals of achieving different states 
of affairs, and to decide to do so and actually do so. But such processes do not always have a 
purely individual character. In many cases, organizations of various sorts come to such con­
clusions about changes in ways of acting and identities which, for instance, their employees 
should undergo (e.g. shop assistants should ask customers 'How has your day been so far?'). 
This connects practical reasoning with the 'technologization of discourse' discussed in 
Fairclough ( 1992): seeking to bring about changes in discourse as part of an attempt to 
engineer social, cultural or institutional change, applying what Rose and Miller ( 1989) call 
'technologies of government' to discourse. 

As we said earlier, CDA works through interdisciplinary cooperation with other areas of 
critical social science, and the version of CDA we are using has been used in collaboration 
with various areas and theories (e.g. politics, management, education studies, media studies, 
cultural studies; and theories of the political field, power, ideology, hegemony, public space, 
citizenship, instrumental and communicative rationality, capitalism, 'new sociology of capit­
alism, organizational change, Marxism, critical realism, etc. - see Fairclough 20 IO for a 
range of these), which have more recently included 'cultural political economy' (CPE,Jessop 
2004, 2008; Jessop and Sum 2001 ). CPE claims that economic and political systems, institu­
tions, relations, practices, etc. are socially constructed and that there is a cultural dimension 
to their social construction which is interpreted in terms of discourse. CPE works with a dis­
tinction between structures and strategies, and strategies are seen as coming to the forefront 
in times of crisis, when existing structures appear not to work adequately, and the different 
strategics of social agents to transform existing structures in particular directions suddenly 
proliferate. Strategies have a semiotic dimension: they include 'imaginaries' for future states 
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of affairs which social agents seek to bring into being, for instance economic imaginaries for 
ways of operating economically which are diflerent from what exists, and these imaginaries 
are discourses of a particular sort. Certain imaginaries, certain discourses, will be, in CDA 
terms, operationalized, put into operation, made material and real, whereas most will not. 
So apart from the variation and proliferation of strategies and discourses (including imagin­
aries), a major focus is upon selection and retention, i.e. how some are chosen over others, 
implemented and institutionalized. CPE has worked especially with the version of CDA that 
we use, which provides it with the means of handling semiotic issues, whereas CPE offers 
CDA a way of contextualizing discourse analysis within a version of political economy which 
handles material and institutional dimensions of political economy as well as the semiotic 
dimension. \Ve believe that argumentation analysis can make a significant contribution to 
CPE, by providing a systematic and coherent way of opcrationalizing the CPE categories of 
structure and imaginary in analysis of texts (we discuss this in the section on imaginaries 
below). 

Let us now move towards the question of how the analysis and evaluation of argumenta­
tion can help CDA to improve the way in which it pursues its aim to extend critique to 
discourse, by discussing textual analysis within CDA. 

Developing CDA's framework for textual analysis. 
An argumentative perspective on discourses as 
'ways of representing reality' 

The main publication on textual analysis within the version of CDA we arc working with is 
Fairclough (2003) (see also Fairclough 2004). Textual analysis in CDA comprises (a) interdis­
cursivc analysis, and (b) language analysis. Fairclough (2003) is organized around the distinc­
tion between genres, discourses and styles: each has a section of the book devoted to it, and 
various aspects of analysis of (lexical, grammatical and semantic) features of language are 
assigned to each section depending on whether they are most relevant to analysis of genres 
or discourses or styles. Each chapter applies the analytical categories which it deals with to 
material which bears upon a number of current research themes in the social sciences. 

Interdiscursive analysis of a text identifies the genres, discourses and styles that arc drawn 
upon, and mixtures of different genres or different discourses or diflcrent styles that it con­
tains, including mixtures that are novel. An example of such a combination in the case of 
genres would be the various forms of interview (including political interview) on television, 
which tend to produce many combinations, some novel and some not, of features of inter­
view genres with features of conversational genres. An example of such a combination in the 
case of discourses is the political discourse of Thatcherism which is analysed in Fairclough 
(1989/2001) as a 'hybrid' discourse combining elements from other political discourses; the 
same is true of the political discourse of 'New Labour' in Britain (Fairclough 2000a). This 
approach rests upon the claims that: texts arc shaped but not determined by existing orders 
of discourse in which genres, discourses and styles are articulated together in relatively estab­
lished and conventional ways; social agents in producing texts may combine genres and/ or 
discourses and/ or styles in unconventional ways; and such innovative combinations can be 
semiotic aspects of social changes taking place in behaviour and action, which may ultimately 
be established as changes in social practices and in orders of discourse. 

The section on genres in Fairclough (2003) includes a short discussion of arguments with 
some analysis using Toulmin's (1958) categories of Grounds, Warrant, Backing, Claim, 
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which is clearly insufficient in the light of the claims we are making in this book. Here we 
claim that argumentation, and practical argumentation in particular, is the primary activity 
that is going on in political discourse, and analysis of argumentation can make a major con­
tribution to strengthening textual analysis in CDA. We shall illustrate this contribution by 
returning to an analysis of part of a speech by Tony Blair which was published in a book on 
the political discourse of New Labour in Britain (Fairclough 2000a), a book which works 
with a framework of analysis similar to that in Fairclough (2003). We will provide an analysis 
of the argument developed in Blair's speech and focus on the critical evaluation of the argu­
ment, by addressing the question of representation. A considerable amount of research done in 
CDA involves analysis of representations of social action, actors or various other aspects of 
the world (analysis of discourses) without however connecting these representations to agents' action via 
agents' practical reasoning. \!\,' e want to indicate (here and throughout the book) how representa­
tions enter as premises in arguments and how arguments based on such representations can 
be critically evaluated. 

Let us first discuss the CDA approach to representation from the point of view of argu­
mentation theory. Here is an extract from a speech which Blair made to the Confederation 
of British Industry in 1998, which is analysed in Fairclough (2000a: 25 -29): 

We all know this is a world of dramatic change. In technology; in trade; in media and 
communications; in the new global economy refashioning our industries and capital 
markets. In society; in family structure; in communities; in lifestyles. 

Add to this change that sweeps the world, the changes that Britain itself has seen in 
the 20th century - the end of Empire, the toil of two world wars, the reshaping of our 
business and employment with the decline of traditional industries - and it is easv to see 
why national renewal is so important. Talk of modern Britain is not about dis~wning 
our past. \ 11/ e are proud of our history. This is simply a recognition of the challenge the 
modern world poses. 

The choice is: to let change overwhelm us, to resist it or equip ourselves to survive 
and prosper in it. The first leads to a fragmented society. The second is pointless and 
futile, trying to keep the clock from turning. The only way is surely to analyse the chal­
lenge of change and to meet it. \Yhen I talk of a third way - between the old-style inter­
vention of the old-left and the laissez-faire of the new right - I do not mean a soggy 
compromise in the middle. I mean avowing there is a role for Government, for team 
work and partnership. But it must be a role for today's world. Not about picking win­
ners, state subsidies, heavy regulation; but about education, infrastructure, promoting 
investment, helping small business and entrepreneurs and fairness. To make Britain 
more competitive, better at generating wealth, but to do it on a basis that serves the 
needs of the whole nation -- one nation. This is a policy that is unashamedly long­
termist. 

The analysis of the extract in Fairclough (2000a) focuses on a number of aspects which 
are important from a critical point of view. All of the issues discussed are to do with how 
aspects of reality are represented and how representations draw on the discourse of the 
Third \Nay'. There is no discussion of genre because the book is organized in a way which 
separates analysis of discourses from analysis of genres, and the extract is not discussed as 
argumentation. Yet this is a clear example of practical argumentation and the analysis would 
be more complete and more coherent if analysis of representations were incorporated within 
analysis of practical argumentation. This is because wqys of representing the world enter as premises 
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into reasoning about what we should do. Unless we look at arguments, and not just at isolated 
representations, there is no way of understanding how our beliefs feed into what we do. 

The analysis in Fairclough (2000a) focuses on the representation of 'change', more pre­
cisely on the representation of the world as involving change. ~1ainly, the focus is on 'change' 
as a nominalization, hence on a representation of change as an objective phenomenon that 
exists in the world, as a fact ('this is a world of dramatic change'). 'Change' is metaphorically 
represented as a force of nature, like a tidal wave which 'sweeps the world' and can 'over­
whelm' us. Its nature is similar to that of time: trying to prevent it is like 'trying to keep the 
clock from turning'. 'Change' appears as the subject of sentences ('this change that sweeps 
the word'), as an entity with causal powers (it can 'overwhelm us'), or as an object (something 
we can seek to 'resist'). But it is not explicitly associated with any human agency: there are 
no claims in which 'change' is a verb with a human agent as its subject, (e.g. 'Bankers with 
the support of governments have changed our capital markets'). Apparently, 'change' just 
happens, it is a fact of life. In addition to 'change', 'the new global economy' is also repre­
sented as an existing factual entity which appears as the subjects of sentences (the new global 

economy is 'refashioning our industries and capital markets'). 
The approach we advocate in this book would focus on the argument for action that is 

being made, starting from a description of the context of action and a desirable goal, 
informed by values. The text illustrates a form of deliberation, an agent reasoning practi­
cally, apparently weighing options before arriving at the right course of action. This monolo­
gical deliberative process is similar to deliberation in a multi-agent context. \Vhen we 
deliberate alone we are supposed, ideally, to think of the strongest objections to a proposal 
for action, in the same way in which several agents, supporting different proposals, would 

argue against each other. 
As we explain in Chapter 6, deliberation is a genre, an argumentative dialogue type 

which starts from an open question - what should I (u:e) do? - and then proposes various 
courses of action, on the basis of an analysis of circumstances and of the goals that agents 
want to achieve. Each possible course of action is discussed primarily in terms of its conse­
quences for the achievement of the goal or other goals that the agents would not (or should 
not) want to compromise. Evaluation may involve different perspectives, and these may not 
always be easy to weigh against one another. Courses of action can also be discussed in 
terms of whether they are easily achievable or indeed possible from the present circum­
stances, what constraints on action there are (is there some reason that cannot be overrid­
den?), but the question of possible negative consequences is paramount, because discovery 
of probable negative consequences may lead agents to reject a tentative proposal. 

In terms of the structure of practical argumentation which we proposed in Chapter 2, the 
first two paragraphs, describing the context of action according to Blair, would be assigned 
to the circumstantial premises. The main premises that describe the circumstances of action 
assert that that the world has been changing, Britain has been changing, and change poses a 
challenge. The claim is in the third paragraph and is signalled by the paragraph opening, 
The choice is' and the list of possible courses of action, namely, 'to let change overwhelm 
us' (i.e. inaction, doing nothing), 'to resist it' or 'to equip ourselves to survive and prosper'. 
Blair gives reasons for rejecting the first two options, by pointing to the undesirable conse­
quences of the first and by negatively evaluating the second: 'The first leads to a fragmented 
society'; the second is 'pointless and futile', it is like 'trying to keep the clock from turnin~.' 
The only option that stands up to critical examination is the third: to 'equip' ourselves m 
view of achieving our goals, also expressed as 'the only way is surely to analyse the challenge 
of change and ~eet it'. The goals that this third option makes possible are 'to survive and 
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prosper'; later on re-expressed as 'making Britain more compet1tn·e, better at generating 
wealth' (goal premise). The goal is said to be a long-term one ('unashamedly long-termist') 
and based on a concern for 'serving the needs of the whole nation -- one nation' (this is the 
main value premise allegedly informing the goal and therefore the action; 'fairness' is also 
mentioned as a value later on). The proposed action (as means), i.e. 'analysing the challenge 
of change and meeting it', will therefore take us from the existing state of affairs (as problem 
or 'challenge') to a state of affairs in which we survive and prosper, generate wealth and 
serve the needs of the whole nation. The claim is initially very general and vague ('analyse 
the challenge of change and meet it'), but Blair goes on to formulate it in more specific 
terms: the action he advocates is in fact 'a third way - between the old-style intervention of 
the old left and the laissez-faire of the new right'. \Vhat this involves, he goes on to explain, 
is not a 'soggy compromise' but a new role for government: a government that promotes 
education, infrastructure, investment, helps small business and entrepreneurs and ensures 
fairness. The goal premise is also expressed as pursuing 'national renewal' and trying to cre­
ate 'a modern Britain' in paragraph 2. An apparently open choice amongst different actions 
turns out to be an advocacy of the Third Way as policy (the word 'policy' is used in the last 
sentence). 

A succinct reconstruction of the argument would have to include circumstantial premises, 
goal premises, value premises and a claim for action. Ifwe look at the speech as deliberation, 
we would have to indicate what alternative proposals have been considered and why they 
have been rejected. These elements can be systematized as follows: 

Claim (solution) 

Circumstantial premises 
(problems) 

Goal premises 

Value premises 

}vfeans -goal premise 

Alternative options 

Addressin,g alternative o/Jtions 

\\'e should 'analyse the challenge of change and meet it'; 'equip 
ourselws'; adopt the 'policy' of the 'third way'. 
'This is a world of dramatic change', of 'change that sweeps the world'; 
there is a 'challenge [of change]' that the 'modern 1,rnrld poses' (these 
premises arc supported by examples of change in different areas). 
Britain has seen a lot of changes in the 20th century (supported by 
cxamples). 
Change is a challenge that the modern world poses. 
Our goals are 'national renewal', a 'modern Britain'. 
Our goals arc to 'survive and prosper'; 'make Britain more competitive, 
better at generating wealth'. 
We must achieve our goals 'on a basis that serves the needs of the 
whole nation-· one nation'. [National unity and a concern for people's 
needs are relevant values.] 
A concern for prosperity and survival [implicit in the goals of action] 
Fairness l underlies the role of government according to the proposed 
policy] 
'The only way' of meeting goals starting from current circumstances is 
by 'analysing the challenge of change and meeting it', i.e. by adopting 
the 'third way.' [Ifwc adopt the Third Way we will meet our goals/ 
solve the problcm.J 
The other two options are 'to let change overwhelm us' and 'to resist 
(change)'. 
Alternatives can be rejected on account of negative consequences (a 
'fragmented society') or as unreasonable or even irrational ('futile', 
'pointless', like 'trying to keep thr clock from turning'), i.e. by 
arguments from negative consequences and argumentation by analogy. 
[Just as it is futile and pointless to try to keep the clock from turning, so 
is it futile and pointless to try to resist change.] ' 
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CLAIM: We should analyse the challenge of change and 
meet it/ equip ourselves/ adopt the policy of the third way. 

i 
[ 

I I 
GOAL: Our goal is to CIRCUMSTANCES: MEANS-GOAL: 

survive and prosper, make [empirical] This is a world The only way 

Britain more competitive, of dramatic change; change [of meeting 

better at generating wealth. is sweeping the world; goals] is 

change is a challenge posed analysing and 

by the modern world; meeting the 

i [social, institutional] challenge of 

(implicit commitments to change. 

VALUES: an actual ensuring fairness, 

concern for the needs of prosperity, serving the 

the whole nation, for interests of the whole 

prosperity, fairness ... nation, on behalf of 
government). 

Figure 3.1 Blair's argument for accepting 'the challenge of change·. 

The Means -Goal premise expresses a particularly strong relation here: 'if and only if wc 
adopt the means, can we reach the goals'. It not only says that the advocated means is neces­
sary and sufficient in view of the goal, but also that there is no alternative, that this solution 
is the only one that will deliver the goals. \Ve explain how such a relationship differs from 
merely saying 'ifwe adopt the means, we will reach our goals' in our analysis in Chapter 4. 

We can represent the practical argument succinctly as in Figure 3.1. The practical argu­
ment is therefore saying that, in the arguer's view, given what the circumstances are and 
given what our goals are, underlain by our concerns or values, the proposed action or policy 
is necessary and sufficient to address the circumstances and meet our goals. However, merely 
reconstructing the argument, while essential, is not enough. Identifying premises and claim 
correctly gives us a snapshot of the structure of the text, as a prerequisite for evaluation, but 
does not do justice to the argumentative process, to the way it unfolds sequentially, as a process 
of reasoning, of deliberation. Practical reasoning involves here considering three possibilities 
for action, i.e. deliberation over possible several courses of action. As we said in Chapter 2, 
deliberation minimally involves considering what reasons would support not doing the action 
(i.e. a counter-claim), but may also involve other alternatives (doing something else, not just 
refraining from action). Deliberation can be seen as a procedure for arriving at a common 
course of action by examining various proposals for action in light of reasons for and against 
each proposal. Deliberation is a normative model, a genre, and to evaluate an actual argu­
mentation against such a model docs not claim of course that particular arguments are good 

instances of deliberation. 
As we shall sec in Chapter 6, deliberation usually starts with an open practical question (What 

should we do?), which is left implicit in Blair's speech. The next stage involves a critical 
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examination of the context of action (in business practice, this can take the form of and analysis 
of 'strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats', 'feasibility' analyses, etc.). In Blair's 
speech, this assessment of the context of action takes up the first two paragraphs (the world is 
swept by change, change is a challenge, etc.). Then, a range of options is proposed by the parti­
cipants, or (when deliberation does not involve several agents, as here) by the arguer. Blair 
mentions three such possible choices. The next stages (considering or commenting on proposals 
and revising them) involve a critical discussion of these options, with participants pointing out 
desirable and undesirable consequences, and constraints on action (what is or is not possible, 
a1lowed, required), and may lead to participants revising their proposals or even their goals. 
Blair gives reasons against the first and second options, and ad,·ocates rejecting them in 
favour of the third option. Choosing the third proposal is advocated (recommended) at the next 
stage. Deliberation involves therefore choosing among proposals or options, in response to an 
open question, in a particular context of action, after careful and thorough examination of 
each proposal. A more accurate representation of the argument, including these alternatives 
and the way in which Blair deals with them, is therefore as in Figure 3.2. 

On the surface, Blair's speech can therefore be reconstructed as a report of previous delib­
eration (where implicit proponents of alternative views are not co-present but their views are 
addressed, evaluated and rejected). Blair attempts to both justify his proposal in terms of how 
successfully it will deal with present chalJenges and enable Britain to achieve desirable goals, 

and also to show that alternative proposals wi11 not lead to those goals (will have negative 
consequences that will defeat the goals) or are in other ways are unreasonable, hence unac­
ceptable. vVould we want to say that, on the basis of these formal features, this text is a good 
example of deliberation? If not, why not? As we have seen, deliberation involves the critical 
examination of options in the light of criticism. It also involves an analysis of the circum­
stances and may involve a critical discussion of goals and values as well. Deliberation is typi­
calJy about means, with goals and other premises taken for granted, but if discussion reveals 
disagreement about goals, agents can decide to deliberate on the goals of action before delib­
erating about means. The test is whether the proposals being advanced, and the reasons that 
support them, can withstand systematic critical examination in view of the normative goal of 
the practice. In argumentation, the goal is to arrive at a reasonable choice 'on the merits', 
and thus resolve disagreement on a reasonable basis. How is Blair representing the alterna­
tive proposals and on what grounds is he rejecting them? How is he defining the context of 
action and the goals? Would these representations be found rationally acceptable? Has his 
own proposal, the one that has been adopted, emerged from a process of critical examination 
in light of its probable consequences? 

Many people would probably agree that it is highly implausible that Blair has chosen the 
third option on the basis of a genuine analysis of the situation and an assessment of several 
alternatives. Rather, he wants to legitimize a particular policy, and he therefore represents 
the existing state of affairs, the goals and the alternative arguments in a way which is rhetori­
cally designed to support his preferred conclusion. Consequently, he is not deliberating here 
in any real sense, weighing several options and choosing one after careful consideration of 
consequences and means-goal relations. Nor is he reporting a process of deliberation he has 
previously been involved in. These, however, are psychological claims that can at best be 
indirectly supported by evidence. What we need is an analytical framework that alJows us to 
evaluate Blair's speech as a practical argument starting from the properties of the text as 
such. A dialectical theory of argument is capable of doing just that. 

Once we look at the practical argumentation developed in this speech as an instance of 
(or report ol) deliberation, we come to realize that the normative structure of the practice, 
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of the genre itself, requires the presence of certain structural features. Are these features 
present in this particular deliberation or not? As we have said, the structure of deliberation 
requires the arguer to address alternative options, alternative claims for action. In practical 
conductive argumentation, as we said in Chapter 2, agents weigh different goals, different 
means of achieving them, different consequences and values, supporting a proposal for 
action but also its opposite or alternative proposals, and arrive at a practical judgement on 
balance. In multi-agent deliberative dialogue, these alternatives or counter-arguments are 
actually put forward by other participants. In a monological text like this one, the alterna­
tives are represented by the arguer, as the standpoints of other participants that he has to 
address in order to show that his conclusion stiUfollows, after these other arguments have been 
dealt with. 

How are these alternative choices represented? The first choice is described as one in 
which we 'let change overwhelm' us, i.e. we do nothing and passively concede defeat. The 
second one involves 'resisting' change, but is 'pointless and futile', it is like 'trying to keep 
the clock from turning'. The third one involves adaptation and leads to success: 'equip our­
selves to survive and prosper'. Given the way Blair represents these alternatives, the 'choice' 
is really no choice at all. It is obvious that the only reasonable choice is the third one: 'the 
only way is to analyse the challenge of change and meet it'. But the reason why the claim 
seems to follow so inevitably from the premises is that the premises have been formulated in 
such a way as to make the conclusion inevitable. 

What is wrong with Blair's alleged weighing of options now becomes clear: all the options 
arefimnulated in wqys which favour his own conclusion. This would not happen in real face-to-face 
dialogue: the other participants would formulate their arguments in ways that would favour 
their own conclusions, or at least would not prevent their own conclusions from follavving from 
their premises. The structure of deliberation provides for the presence of alternative argu­
ments and counter-arguments formulated in terms that advance the rhetorical goals of the 
participants who advocate them. This may include evaluative terms, metaphors, persuasive 
definitions (which we explain below), amounting to different ways of representing the context 
of action, the goals or other reasons. Such counter-arguments and alternative arguments, 
with their associated claims and premises fo1mulated in terms that actualry lead to those claims, are 
absent in this text. Blair is not addressing real alternatives, real options, but his own repre­
sentations of those alleged alternatives. Consequently, there is no actual deliberation, no 
actual weighing of alternative options in this text, although there appears to be. Actual delib­
eration is avoided by representing alternatives in rhetorically convenient ways (in pragma­
dialcctical terms, we can say that the argument attempts to be rhetorically effoctive at the 
expense of being dialectically adequate). Another significant dialectical failure is the absence 
from Blair's argument of any indication that his own proposal has been critically examined. 
The way in which the preferred option is formulated does not allow us to suspect any possi­
ble negative effects or costs. The argument is thus heavily biased in favour of a foregone 
conclusion and is a good illustration of typical (and fairly vacuous) New Labour 'spin'. 

Representations of the world as persuasive definitions 

Let us say a few words about the use of value-laden terms and so-called 'persuasive' (biased) 
definitions in arguments. Premises containing persuasive definitions ('taxation is theft') arc 
extremely important in argumentation. This is because they direct arguers towards certain 
conclusions and not others. The same is true for emotive terms. In normal circumstances, it 
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would be strange to say: '.Jerry is a coward, and is therefore to be admired.' The definition of 
'coward', as well as the emotional connotation of the word, contain a negative evaluation 
that normally suggests a conclusion that is the opposite of the one above. Persuasive defini­
tions arc essential in allowing arguers to pursue their rhetorical goals. They are almost always 
re-definitions of terms that already have a definition and arc deployed to serve the interest of 
the definer. They are what Skinner (2002) calls 'rhetorical re-descriptions' of reality. 

The key to the dialectical approach to persuasive definitions, according to \\'alton 
(2007a), lies in understanding them as arguments, with a burden of proof attached. They are in 
fact claims that are open to challenge by the other party, who is expected and should have 
the opportunity to ask critical questions. They cannot be assumed to be shared, unproble­
matic commitments at the beginning of argumentation. A reasonable discussion cannot 
proceed from a definition of 'abortion as murder' or of 'capitalism as an unjust system of gov­
ernment that allows the greedy rich to exploit the working poor', but needs to defend these 
definitions first. If no attempt to critically question and thus test the acceptability of these 
definitions is made by the participants, if such definitions arc put forward or accepted as the 
one and only possible way of understanding the matters in question, as uncontroversial truth 
(for instance as definitions which are not normally open to objections, such as lexical, theoreti­
cal or stipulative definitions), then the dialogue in question holds the potential for deception 
and manipulation. 1 

The same observation applies to the use of so-called emotive or loaded terms in an argu­
ment, i.e. terms that have a positive or negative emotional connotation as part of their lexi­
cal, dictionary meaning ('terrorist' vs. 'freedom-fighter'). \\1alton cites Bertrand Russell's 
example: 'I am firm, you are obstinate, he is a pig-headed fool' (Walton 2006: 220). The use 
of such terms is generally condemned as putting a spin on the argument but, since persua­
sion is a legitimate function of argumentation, a critical perspective on such choices needs to 
distinguish between those cases in which loaded terms are used legitimately to defend a par­
ticular standpoint, when it is clear that there is also a contrary standpoint in play, and both 
arc open to critical questioning, and those cases in which loaded terms and definitions are 
used deceptively, as if no other possible viewpoint is possible, as if they were neutral, fact­
stating propositions beyond any conceivable doubt.2 

We have insisted on the question of definitions and evaluative terms from an argumenta­
tion theory perspective for the obvious reason that it relates to the CDA view of discourses as 
ways of representing reality. Premises describing the context or the goals of action are funda­
mental to practical reasoning, and different people will describe the context and the goal in 
different ways, depending on how adequate and extensive their knowledge of the facts is, but 
also depending on their evaluative (including ideological) orientation towards this context 
and their particular interest in changing it. In assessing the circumstances of action, some­
thing may be a 'fact' for someone but not for someone else. The most difficult part of figuring 
out what to do is often getting to understand the circumstances of action, as a prerequisite to 
imagining a future state of affairs or a solution, and agents may disagree on the right action 
partly because they define the context of action in radically different ways and imagine goals 
in radically different ways, in relation to different and often incompatible values or concerns. 

An alternative way of talking about the same difficulty we noted above is in terms of 
'framing' the context of action. This 'framing' is often done in terms that serve arguers' 
rhetorical interests. People's claims for action follow from their own descriptions of the con­
text and may not follow from the ways in which their opponents define the situation. Re­
describing or re-framing reality in a rhetorically convenient way is part of a strategy of 
action. Such situations arc frequently discussed in cognitive semantics in the terms originally 
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proposed by Lakoff and Johnson (1980, 1981) and Lakoff (2002, 2004). Cognitive linguists 
insist that metaphors or frames determine how people see or conceive reality, therefore - in our 
terms -- how they conceptualize their goals, their circumstances and consequently, how they 
act. Analysis of metaphors or frames, we suggest, can be integrated into a theory of practical 
reasoning, as a special case of practical reasoning in which the premises (or the claim) involw 
a (metaphorical) definition. (We will return to this discussion briefly in Chapter 4.) The 
advantage of looking at these phenomena in terms of a theory of practical reasoning is that 
of seeing how re-framing or re-describing the situation functions within people's plan of 
action, how it gives people reasons for action and fits within a particular action strategy. 

Several representations of the context of action, but also of other parts of the argument in 
Blair's speech, lend themselves to a discussion in the terms we have sketched above. 
Definitions, we said, should be seen as incurring a burden of proo( as requiring the arguer to 
justify the particular equivalence being proposed, in all those cases when the definition is not 
obviously uncontroversial. v\'hat justification is provided for viewing the second alternative, 
'resisting change', as 'pointless' and 'futile', similar to 'trying to keep the clock from turning'? 
vVhy should we accept these evaluative terms and this metaphorical definition? Arc they 
beyond dispute? Similarly, why should we accept the definition of the circumstances of action 
in terms of a process of 'change sweeping the world', i.e. as an objective, natural, agcntless, 
inevitable phenomenon, or the definition of change as a 'challenge'? No burden of proof is 
assumed for these persuasive definitions and evaluative terms, which nevertheless clearly 
steer the argument in a particular direction and support a particular conclusion. If change 
was represented as a 'danger' or a 'threat', then maybe we could convincingly argue that we 
must resist change, but not if change is a 'challenge': if change is indeed a challenge, then this 
entail, opportunities that must be taken advantage of If trying to resist it is like trying to stop 
time, then again, only the conclusion that we must accept change seems rational. Similarly, 
who could question the goals of action, if the goals are formulated in terms of a wealthier 
Britain? l\1oreover, we arc told, these equivalences arc something that we all recognize ('this 
is simply a recognition of the challenge [ of change l ... '); 'we all know' this is what the world 
is like. Eventually, the argument's conclusion (the third option) will thus follow naturally from 
these persuasive, rhetorically motivated representations (of'changc' as a positive 'challenge', 
of alternative options as unreasonable, of goals as wholly uncontroversial and beneficial). It 
may, however, not have followed from representations formulated in other terms, by other 
agents, but whatever representations those agents might have used in their arguments, we 
cannot find out from Blair's speech, although the speech allegedly represents those other 
agents' views. 

Instead of questioning representations in isolation, what we suggest therefore is question­
ing representations as parts of premises of arguments. The same observations apply to all 
types of premises in practical arguments and to the claim itself, so we will focus on the cir­
cumstantial premise for the sake of simplicity. Does a particular representation of the 
circumstantial premise withstand critical questioning? Is it for instance rationally acceptable 
that Britain's 'industries and capital markets' are indeed being 'refashioned' by a type of 
agentless, objective process of change, beyond human control, analogous to natural phe­
nomena (e.g. a tidal wave)? One might want to question this and suggest that, rather, the 
changes that have 'refashioned' Britain's financial industry and 'reshaped our business and 
employment' were a matter of deliberate policy, not agentless processes of change, and have 
turned out to be a major cause of the current crisis. What is the role of human agency in 
these processes of change? If some of these changes (e.g. the deregulation of capital markets) 
have been caused by the decisions and actions of political leaders, governments and 
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businesses, arc those agents not responsible for making further decisions and developing fur­
ther policies which can reverse some of these changes or produce different effects? Can 
Blair's representation of the circumstances be sufficient to support his argument for action 
given that he says nothing about the causes of the key changes in trade and capital markets 
and about their possible impact, i.e. offers no explanation and no justification for them? 

To conclude, it is clear that the extract from Blair's speech is an instance of practical 
argumentation. In not treating it as such, the analysis in Fairclough (2000a) missed what is 
primary in political discourse: addressing the question of what to do in response to proble­
matic events and circumstances, given certain goals and values. Because, in that analysis, 
representations of social reality are not seen in their immediate connection to what agents 
are trying to achieve and to the actions they are advocating as means towards their goals, cri­
tique ofrejmsentations appears isolated and disconnected Ji-om critique of action. Moreover, orders of dis­
course (as structures) are not seen in their proper relation to agency, because this fundamental 
insight is absent: that discourses provide agents with premises (i.e. beliefs about the circum­
stances of action, instrumental beliefs, values and goals) for justifying, criticizing and, on this 
basis, deciding on action, i.e. discourses provide reasonsjor action. 

Normative critique in CDA. An argumentative perspective 
on manipulation 

Let us now move to a more general assessment of how argumentation analysis and evalua­
tion fit into the two forms of critique, normative and explanatory social critique, as they 
appear in CDA, and what precisely they add to such critique. Two focuses for CDA in the 
critique of discourse have been manipulation and ideology. vVe see the former as an issue 
for normative critique and the latter as an issue for explanatory critique. In this section and 
the next we discuss these in turn. 

l'vianipulation can be seen as an issue in evaluation of arguments. In the Blair extract we 
have re-analyzed in this chapter, one of the reasons why the representation of the context of 
action is not rationally acceptable is that Blair fails to differentiate between changes which 
are established facts (e.g. the end of the British Empire) and changes which are a matter of 
decision and open to further decision and revision (e.g. changes in the rules of international 
trade and in the regulation of capital markets). We might take this as a deliberate deceptive 
intention, but how can we assert with any confidence that, in conflating two types of changes 
and thus making them appear equally objective and inevitable, Blair is trying to 'manipulate' 
the audience? Maybe he is not aware of what he is doing, maybe he is making an 'honest 
mistake'? 

Van Eemeren (2005: xii) argues that 'manipulation in discourse boils down to intention­
ally deceiving one's addressees by persuading them of something that is foremost in one's 
own interest through the covert use of communicative devices that are not in agreement with 
generally acknowledged critical standards of reasonableness' and we agree with him that 
manipulation is 'always intentional and always covert' and that the arguer is violating the 
sincerity (responsibility) condition of the speech act of argumentation: a proposition is pre­
sented as an acceptable justification of a claim while the arguer does not really believe that it 
constitutes an acceptable justification. Yet, how do we know whether Blair intended to deceive 
or not? How do we know whether he is being insincere? In order to give a conclusive answer 
we would need to have access to Blair's psychological motives, and we do not. 
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One form of manipulation is rationalization, a deceptive argument addressed by Audi 
(2006) from an epistemological perspective. His discussion is compatible both with the 
pragma-dialectical speech act approach (referred to above), which points to the sinceriry or 
respomibili!J condition of speech acts as a constitutive rule, as well as with Habermas 's (1984) 
view of sincerity as a presupposition of rational discourse. Audi shows on what grounds we 
may characterize an instance of practical reasoning as a rationalization and why such an 
argument fails to meet normative criteria for good argumentation. In a rationalization, the 
reasons that are ostensibly offered in support of a claim are not the reasons that support the 
claim from the viewpoint of the arguer; the arguer believes the claim for other reasons. 
Rationalizations can be fairly good arguments when considered from an outside, third­
person perspective and without any knowledge of the wider context of argumentation and 
debate. This is why they can be persuasive and achieve their deceptive intent. Often, the 
claim can be validly inferred from the premises and, if the premises are acceptable, the argu­
ment will be sound. The problem is epistemic: from the viewpoint of the arguer, the stated 
premises do not support the claim. The arguer knows that his commitment to the claim is 
based on other reasons, on covert reasons. For him, the claim is not inferable from the pre­
mises, although it might seem to be inferable for an audience. Let us note that not only 
arguments but also explanations can be rationalizations, as when a false, insincere reason (in 
the sense of cause) is provided to explain an action ('I a\·oided paying tax because the gov­
ernment wastes people's taxes anyway'). In this book we are only dealing with rationaliza­
tions that are arguments. 1 

A good example of rationalization was the justification of the Iraq war of 2003 on the 
ground~ of an allegedly well-documented belief that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction 
(\\1vIDs), that it posed a threat to the world through its connections to global terrorism, as 
well as on the basis of an alleged desire to bring democracy and freedom to the Iraqi people 
by freeing them from an oppressive dictatorship. These reasons were put forward by the 
Blair and Bush administrations as good reasons, sufficient to make the case for war. Thev 
were often asserted together in multiple argumentation, i.e. each reason was deemed to b~ 
in itself sufficient to justify the claim for action. Opponents of the war denied that these were 
real reasons or real concerns (and in the case of Wl\,1D s, they also denied that this particular 
premise was true or sufficiently supported by evidence). They argued that the real reasons 
for going to war were different and had to do with American geostrategic interests and with 
the UK's commitment to support those interests; briefly, that the public argument was a 
rationalization, put forward with the intention to deceive and manipulate the public. 

In his evidence to the Chilcot Inquiry on Britain's role in the Iraq war, injanuary 2010, 
Blair defended himself by claiming that the reasons he gave for going to war were real rea­
sons and that there was sufficient evidence at the time for believing them. He said that, on 
the basis of the intelligence then available, it was 'beyond doubt' that Iraq was continuing to 
develop its weapons capability. The intelligence reports he had acted upon were 'absolutely 
strong enough', 'extensive, detailed and authoritative'. This amounts to saying that the argu­
ment, while not being sound, as it later on turned out, was nevertheless rationally persuasive 
for Blair at the time when it was made, given all the evidence available. 

This lint' of defence has been strongly challenged. One of the members of the public at 
the Inquiry said in an interview: 

I, like millions of other Britons at the time, suspected Blair was vvrong about the threat 
that Saddam posed. I don't say that now with the luxury of hindsight. All that is differ­
ent now is that history has proved us right. It is incredible that Tony Blair ... refuses to 
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accept any possibility that he could have been wrong. He seems to refuse to accept any 
other interpretation of the intelligence at the time. At one point he was asked about the 
phrase "beyond doubt". Mr Blair said that he believed the intelligence beyond doubt. 
But one of the members of the panel shot back "beyond your doubt but was it beyond 
anyone's doubt?" There was audible applause from the public at this point.4 

This particular comment highlights an important problem for the evaluation of argu­
ments: an argument can be rationally persuasive for a person even if it is unsound, if the per­
son has good reasons to accept the claim. If, on the basis of reports which I have every 
reason to consider reliable, I draw a conclusion which seems justified but is in fact (as it later 
turns out) false, I can only be accused of making an honest mistake. This is in fact how Blair 
has tried to defend himself, and the question 'was it beyond anyone's doubt?' aims to chal­
lenge precisely the legitimacy of this line of defence. In other words, Blair cannot reasonably 
use the excuse of an honest mistake, as plenty of doubt was voiced at the time by MPs and the 
media, as well as by the weapons inspectors and other authorities, as to whether Iraq actu­
ally had any WMDs. There was no reliable evidence at his disposal that could make the 
argument rationally persuasive for him, either in 2003 or later. 

In defending himself along the lines of human fallibility, Blair has tried to persuade his 
critics that he was not being insincere in his argument for war. He was not manipulating 
public opinion, he genuinely believed that the premises were true, that Iraq possessed 
WMDs and had links with Al-Qaeda. The argument, in other words, was not a rationaliza­
tion. As we have said, the judgement that an argument is a rationalization or that it attempts 
to manipulate depends upon being able to plausibly claim an intention to deceive, which is 
not possible simply on the basis of argument analysis. This intention cannot be simply read 
off an argument and, however strongly we may feel that this is what is going on, judgements 
of this sort can only be made tentatively. However, they can acquire some confirmation by 
comparison w;th other evidence. For example, the arguer may give different reasons for the 
same claim in private from the ones he has given in an official capacity in public, the sort of 
discrepancy often revealed by \'\'ikileaks. Or a comparison of arguments in various contexts 
might indicate a broad strategy or plan of action which the reasons given for the claim do 
not seem to fit in with. Audiences may draw on their knowledge of the world to assess 
whether the reasons offered are likely to be sincere or not. For instance, given the 'special' 
Bush--Blair relationship, Blair's declared commitment to support Bush, or given America's 
known interests in the _:\,fiddle East, is it really plausible that these were not reasons for 
action, but that a concern for the Iraqi people was? Such judgements require therefore a 
broader dialectical context, an extended context of dialogue, across various space- time 
locales, as well as an understanding of the social and political context of actors what it is 
likely that they are try;ng to do, how what they say is supposed to fit in within their strategies 
of action. 

We have illustrated normative critique by an example of manipulation of public opinion 
and said that it can be discussc'd as involving rationalization, as a type of defective' argument. 
Viewing manipulation in these terms offers a sounder basis for analysis and evaluation of dis­
course. Whether or not arguers are sincere or not (as an ethical issue) is only one aspect of 
normative critique. It corresponds to Habermas's 'truthfulness' criterion as a presupposition 
of rational discourse. But discourse can also be normatively assessed on the basis of the 
criteria of truth and normative appropriateness. According ta' Habermas's (1984) account of 
normative critique (an account which is explicitly grounded in argumentation), a person 
who makes an assertion is, in so doing, (implicitly) making a claim that it is valid, in the sense 
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of being true, and can be defended if necessary. Similarly, a person who proposes a course 
of action (implicitly) claims that it is valid in the sense of being in accordance with norms for 
rational action and can be justified if necessary. A 'validity claim' is 'equivalent to an asser­
tion that the conditions of validity of an utterance are fulfilled' (Habermas 1984: 38). The 
communicative rationality of assertions and proposals depends upon them being 'susceptible 
to criticism and grounding', and the more they can be defended against criticism, the more 
rational they are. Validity claims are open to challenge and, when they are challenged, they 
should be defended in argumentation, which Habermas defines as 'that type of speech in 
which participants thematize contested validity claims and attempt to vindicate or criticize 
them through arguments' (Habermas 1984: 18). Such validity claims are the claim that a pro­
position is true (in theoretical argumentation); the claim that an action (or proposed action) 
is right in the sense of being in accordance with norms of action (practical argumentation), 
and the claim that the speaker is speaking truthfully or sincerely. Our main concern is with 
practical argumentation, and the approach we have developed to evaluating practical argu­
mentation through critical questioning is equivalent with the critical questioning of the valid­
ity claim to the rightness of the (proposed) action. Questioning the acceptability of premises 
that claim to represent reality is equivalent with questioning the validity claim to the truth of 
propositions. Furthermore, as our discussion of rationalization above has illustrated, our 
approach includes questioning the sincerity of the arguer, which is involved in assessing 
whether arguments offered for proposed lines of action are rationalizations. This is equiva­
lent with questioning Habermas's third validity claim, 'truthfulness' or sincerity. Overall, the 
legitimacy of critical questioning is grounded in these validity claims' status as presuppositions 
of rational discourse, or as constitutive speech act conditions. 

Evaluation of arguments that contributes to normative critique can involve critical ques­
tioning of the value premise (its rational acceptability or normative appropriateness) or criti­
cizing the proposed action in view of its consequences on human well-being or on other 
agents' legitimate goals and other publicly recognized concerns. It thus relates primarily to 
validity claims to normative appropriateness. Evaluating the properties of deliberation and 
debate as public space dialogue can also contribute to normative critique. Is such dialogue 
inclusive and democratic, are people free from influences that might distort the argumenta­
tive outcome? The latter issue has been amply addressed in CDA (Fairclough 20006: 182, 
2003: 80), in terms of a normative framework for public space dialogue, and a theory of 
argumentation can enhance that conception by viewing public space dialogue as essentially 
argumentative and governed by a dialectical normative conception of good argumentative 
and deliberative practice. 

Explanatory critique in CDA. Critique of ideology and 
evaluation of argumentative discourse 

Let us now come back to the Blair speech analyzed earlier with a focus on explanatory cri­
tique and critique of ideology. Can the Blair extract be said to be ideological in any respect? 
Can wc relate such a claim to the analysis of the practical argument as deliberation that we 
have suggested? In social life, certain arguments come to be recurrent and achieve the rela­
tive durability and stability we associate with practices and discourses. Thev can be drawn 
upon by arguers, they can be recontextualized, and we can regard them as ~arts of particu­
lar discourses. Let us consider Blair's text once again in the light of these observations. 
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We have suggested that the goal premise appears initially in paragraph 2, as the goal of 
achieving 'national renewal' and 'a modern Britain', then in paragraph 3, as 'to survive and 
prosper' (in a context of 'change'), then as 'to make Britain more competitive, better at g~~­
erating wealth'. The latter is the most specific formulation of the goal, the only one specific 
enough to be recognized as a policy, and it is indeed referred to as a 'policy'. These are alter­
native specifications of the goal of action. It is not clear from the text whether they should be 
seen as equivalent or as chained together in a sequence of goals, but they are certainly pre­
sented as fundamentally compatible, part of a coherent vision. Blair does not make an expli­
cit claim that surviving and prospering in a context of change amounts to (or results from) 
being more competitive and better at generating wealth, nor does he need to. \Vhile some 
members of his audience, as well as analysts, might raise the question of whether the move 
from surviving and prospering to being more competiti,·e and better at generating wealth is 
justified, or whether these goals are self-evidently compatible or indeed equivalent an~ part 
of a coherent and uncontroversial vision, it can also be reasonably expected that audiences 
will accept this move without question, as obvious or just 'common sense'. \Vhy? 

We suggest that members of the audience would be recognizing here an argument which 
Blair is drawing upon and implicitly drawing upon it themselves. Blair is evoking a neoliberal 
argument, without spelling it out completely. It is present in the focus on promoting compe­
titiveness, in the fact that Blair takes changes in markets which result from self-interested and 
reversible decisions by business and governmental elites to be no different from changes 
which are simply facts about the modern world, and in the dismissal of state intervention in 
the economy. The argument can be summed up as follows: self-regulating markets are the 
best means of creating wealth and prosperity, which is our goal; government interventions 
and 'heavy regulation' only prevent them from doing so, and governments should therefore 
accept the decisions of the markets and not 'interfere', and should restrict themselves to cre­
ating conditions for competitiveness; these conditions include removal of government 'inter­
fere~ce' in markets in the form of rules and regulations, opening state enterprises to market 
forces (i.e. privatizing them) and cutting the overall costs of labour including wages and 
welfare benefits. The state should no longer be a 'welfare state' but a 'competition state' 

Oessop 2002). 
This argument .. and more broadly the discourse which it is a part of - was pervasively 

drawn upon, constantly repeated and extensively recontextualized during the heyday of neo­
liberalism (Fairclough 2005). Explanatory critique would seek to explain the emergence of 
this discourse and arguments associated with it, and the dominant position they came to have 
in the wake of the crisis of the 1970s, and to explain the subsequent transformation of capital­
ism in a neo-liberal direction in a way which includes the effects of this discourse. Insofar as 
this discourse, including this overall argument, can plausibly be shown to have been a causal 
factor in these changes in capitalism, as well as serving particular interests while presenting 
them as being in the general interest, they can be regarded as ideological. It is in this sense 
that we might say that Blair's discourse is includes ideological elements. . 

\Vhat can analvsis and evaluation of argumentation contribute to the conclusion that 
Blair's discourse c~n be regarded as ideological in this respect? From a dialectical perspec­
tive, Blair's moving from 'surviving and prospering' to 'making Britain more competitive' 
and 'better at generating wealth' can be challenged on various grounds. First, no j~stificat'.on 
for the move is provided. Second, it can be argued that an exclusive focus on mcreasmg 
competitiveness and wealth might in fact compromise the goal of 'surviv~ng and pros?ering', 
by creating extreme forms of inequality (negative consequences) that might undermme t_hat 
goal, or by affecting other important goals and concerns (for instance, ecological 
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sustainability). Third, there are other conceivable ways of 'surviving and prospering' which 
Blair does not address which may be preferable to the one he oilers, such as ensuring that 
growth and wealth creation arc limited to forms which are sustainable both ecologically and 
economically (e.g. avoiding speculative bubbles which may implode and cause major eco­
nomic and social damage), and that the wealth created should be fairly distributed and used 
for socially beneficial purposes. There may be other more legitimate values or concerns (sus­
tainability, equality) that ought to underlie the goals: not any future state-of-affairs in which 
prosperity is achieved may be a legitimate one, but one in which such prosperity is fairly dis­
tributed and ecologically and economically sustainable. Applying analysis and evaluation of 
argumentation to large samples of public political discourse, broadening the dialectical con­
text (as we put it earlier), could be used to establish whether the exclusive focus on the goal 
of increasing competitiveness and the capacity for wealth creation to the exclusion of other 
possible goals is widespread, and whether this understanding of national survival and pros­
perity is widely taken for granted and allowed to go unchallenged. 

The theory of ideology is concerned in general terms with the question of how beliefs 
and concerns which are associated with the interests of particular social groups come to be 
general beliefs and concerns, and how they come to have effects on social life. Ideologies arc 
part of the way in which the dominance of dominant social groups is achieved, maintained 
and renewed through particular directions of social change. The capacity of ideologies to 
have such effects depends upon them not being recognized as such, being 'naturalized' 
(Fairclough 1989) as a part of common sense. Explanatory critique aims to explain people's 
beliefs and concerns as partly due to structural causes affecting their form of social life, and 
differing according to their positions in social life and the social relations thcv arc positioned 
within. One aspect of the latter is that, where there arc asymmetries of po~cr, beliefs and 
concerns of dominant social groups which correspond to their own interests can come to be 
accepted by other social groups, whose interests they do not correspond to, as part of a per­
cei:ed general interest. Since people may not be conscious of the social origins of their 
beliefs and concerns, individual decisions and actions can be partly explained as resulting 
from their own intentions but also partly explained as resulting from structural causes. 
People's reasons, as we have seen, may be provided by discourses and associated arguments, 
seen as constitutive parts of such discourses and products of argumentative discursive prac­
tices. Social changes, such as changes in the form of capitalism, as well the continuity of 
existing forms, can be explained in part as the effects of people's social agency, of the deci­
sions they make and the actions they take, but social agency is also structurally constrained, 
and decisions and actions are partly based upon beliefs and concerns which have structural 
causes that people may not be conscious of. Insofar as such beliefs and concerns and the 
discourse they are manifested in have efiects on social life, they arc ideological. 

W ~ can se~ ideology as one focus within a broader attempt to understand and explain the 
capacity of discourse to have causal effects on social life, to contribute to changes in social 
life. Of course, not all beliefs and concerns, and not all discourses arc ideological in the sense 
of supporting certain power interests and many are effects of people's own beliefs and inter­
ests rather than transferred effects of those of others. Moreover, social life has a reflexive 
character and people can come to examine their own beliefs and concerns and those of oth­
ers and consciously seek to change them. It is increasingly the case in modern societies that 
the effects of discourse on social life are matters of calculation and design, and that there are 
peo~le who, ~elibe:ately aim to produce _such effects (see the discussion of 'technologization 
of d1sco~rse m Fairclough 1992). We said above that the efiects of ideologies depend upon 
them bemg naturalized, but this does not mean that they are necessarily or even normally 

Critical discourse analysis and ana{vsis of a~[;Umenlation IO I 

naturalized for everyone: they need to be naturalized for a significant number of people, and 
for a sufficient number of people, to have these effects. The situation in the heyday of neo­
liberalism, in which neo-liberal discourse was widely (though by no means universally) taken 
for granted as common sense, can in this sense be regarded as a ratheT remarkable achieve­
ment of those architects of neo-liberalism who consciously worked for its realization. So in 
focusing on ideologies we recognize that the ideological effects of discourse are an aspect of 
its capacity to have causal effects on social life and that these effects are often intended. \ \' e 
must distinguish the intentional acts of people who seek to promote discourses which might 
work in an ideological way from the non-intentional character of ideologies, as manifested in 
the beliefs and actions of people for whom they appear as common sense. Discourses and 
arguments which correspond to particular interests but are taken for granted by a sufficient 
number of people as corresponding to a general interest can be effective in ways which those 
who take them for granted do not intend. 

Critical analysis aims to produce explanations of social life which both identify the nature 
and causes of what is 'wrong' in it and produce knowledge which could (in the right condi­
tions) contribute to 'righting' or at least mitigating these 'wrongs'. But explanations, interpre­
tations, evaluations or social practices (both lay and specialist accounts) already exist within 
social contexts, because a necessary part of living and acting in particular social circum­
stances is interpreting and explaining them, and human beings reflexively assess the social 
activity they participate in. Furthermore, it is a feature of the social world that interpreta­
tions and explanations of it can ha\'e effects upon it, can transform it in various ways. In our 
approach to practical argumentation, interpretations and explanations of the crisis, pro­
duced by various agents, feature as reasons for acting in one way rather than another in 
response to the crisis. A critique or some area of social life must therefore be in part a cri­
tique of interpretations and explanations of social life and of the practical argumentation in 
which they feature as premises, as objects of research. It must therefore be in part a critique 
of (argumentative) discourse. 

In analyzing discourses which are part of social life, the critical social analyst is also pro­
ducing discourse. On what grounds can we say that this discourse is more rationally persua­
sive than the discourse that is the object of critique? The only basis for claiming superiority 
is providing explanations which have greater explanatory validity or power and greater pre­
dictive power. This is a matter of both quantity - how comprehensive the scope of explana­
tions is -- and quality good explanations must be such that we can defend them and justify 
them if challenged and they can predict comparatively better what we can expect to happen 
or to discover in the real world. One aspect of the matter of quantity is the extent to which 
existing lay and non-lay interpretations and explanations are themselves explained, as well 
as their efiects on social life, in terms of what it is about an area of social life that leads to 
these interpretations or explanations emerging, becoming dominant and having practical 
effects on social life (Marsden 1999; Fairclough and Graham 2002). Such interpretations 
and explanations can be said to be ideological if they can be shown to be in a sense neces­
sary - necessary to establish or keep in place particular relations of power (Bhaskar 1979). 
A possible case in point is explanations of the crisis which play the 'blame game' in terms of 
the mistakes or moral flaws of bankers, politicians, regulators, rather than in terms of the 
(systemic, structural) logic of capitalism or its neo-liberal variety. 

From the perspective' of explanatory critique, one important question about practical 
argumentation is how reasons for action (one type of cause) contribute to causing s~cial 
change, and another is how arguers' reasons for action are shaped by struc~ures. Neither 
question can be fully addressed through analysis and evaluation of argumentation alone. But 
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such analysis can make an important contribution to CDA and to interdisciplinary explana­
tory (and normative) critique. Analysis of argumentation shows, for example, how particular 
beliefs and concerns shape practical reasoning and, contingently, decisions and actions on 
matters of social and political importance, and it poses critical questions about how contexts 
of action, values and goals are represented in the premises of arguments, all of which can 
feed into critique of ideology. It shows whether argumentation is reasonable or unreasonable 
in _anticip_ati~g alternative arguments and dealing with challenges, or in failing to do so, and 
this can md1cate cas? where particular representations of circumstances, values or goals 
seem to be taken as given and beyond question. These may be cases where arguers are draw­
ing ~pon _discour:es which ~ave been ~mpose~ by ~o":erful social groups (an eflect of 'power 
behmd discourse ) and which are of 1deolog1cal s1gmficance. Institutional, external reasons 
are also important from the perspective of explanatory critique. \1Vhether such reasons are 
~rawn '.rom _institutional facts associated with status functions and deontic powers, or from 
1deolog1cal discourses which have been imposed and naturalized, they are reasons which are 
pr?vided by str~ctures, based in and shaped by relations of power. As we argue throughout 
this book (and m more detail later in this chapter), these are obvious cases where structures 
constrain agency, and the way they do is by providing agents with reasons for actions. 

Our approach to argumentation analysis can be integrated within a normative (as 
opposed to merely descriptive) approach to social science, and particularly within an 
approach that recognizes 'lay normativity', the evaluative character of people's relation to 
t~e world, as a fundamental feature of social life which should be addressed by social scien­
tists (Sayer 2011: 2). In Sayer's view, when social science disregards the fact that we are 
soci_al ~eings 'whose r~lation to the world is one ef concern ... , as if it were merely an incidental, 
subJec_uve_a~con:p~nm~en~ to ';hat happens, it can produce an alienated and alienating view 
of social hfe ( ongmal italics). fhis is a view of values as 'beyond the scope of reason' as a 
m~tte~ of subje:~ive preference, a view which ignores the grounding of values in pe~ple's 
obJect1ve capac1t1es for suffering and flourishing. Things matter to people because of what 
people are, as biological, social and cultural beings. Lay normativity is distinct from analvti­
cal, external normativity: as analysts, 'we could just report that some group claims to feel 
happy or oppressed, but we are also likely to want to know whether their claims are war­
ranted', which we cannot do without 'evaluating their judgements' (ibid.: 2-6). And if our 
aim is to engage in critical social science, that aim requires not only a normative but also an 
ex~lanatory stan~point. The social scientist should seek not only to evaluate judgements, 
beliefs an~ pract_1ces, but also to explain why judgements are made, why beliefs arc held, 
why practices exist, and also to identify cases where they 'help to maintain existing circum­
stances ... that support those beliefs' and 'also are likely to be favourable to dominant 
groups' (ibid.: 220-222). 

As a~~lysts, we distinguish between interpretations of the social world, such as produced 
by partietpants, and analyses such as our own. We also distinguish between lay normativity 
and the external_ normativity of our analytical approach. In actual argumentative practice 
(as o~r analyses m Chapters ~• 5 and 6 will show), the analyst encounters not just partici­
pants arguments ~ut also ~hci~ analyses and evaluations of other participants' arguments: 
actual ~rgumentattve practice Itself has a normative character, in the sense that, as well 
as argumg, arguers evaluate the arguments of others. Such analyses and evaluations of 
arguments are so1:1etimes produced by specialists, e.g. economists discussing economic argu­
ments, and ~omet1mes ?Y members of the public with no particular specialist competence. in 
the ~eld at issue. (We illust:~te ~hese tv:o situations in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively; both 
are mstances of lay normativ1ty m relation to our analytical approach.) Taking an external, 
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normative perspective, as a CDA practitioner or argumentation theorist, does not intend to 
disregard lay normativity but makes a deliberate decisio_n to vi:~ it against the frame~vork 
of a particular theoretical model, and thus make evaluative dec1s1~ns that arc systemat'.cally 
motivated. Lay evaluations and analysts' evaluations do not, of course, have a radtcally 
different character; one can find lay challenges to arguments corresponding to all of the 
normative standards associated with the normative model. (Empirical research has shown, 
for example, that the pragma-dialectical normative model is intersubjcctively accepta~le to 
ordinary arguers and consistent with norms of reasonableness that they have already m~er­
nalized, van Eemeren 2010: 36.) In proposing our own view of the structure and evaluation 
of practical reasoning, we have tried to contribute to the further specification of the no:ma­
tive framework of a pre-eminently dialectical approach. Such an approach can contnbute 
to explanatory critique in providing a systematic basis for addressing pa~tici~ant~' eval~a­
tion of each other's arguments, as an aspect of the reflexive assessment of soetal life, ":h'.ch 
explanatory critique aims to explain. And it contributes to normati~e critique by oflcnng 
a systematic basis for the evaluation of actual argumentation practices from an external 

normative perspective. . 
In the last part of this chapter we will discuss the relevance of argum~nt~tton theory for 

understanding two concepts which originate outside CDA but have been s1gmficant concerns 
within this version of CDA (imaginaries and political legitimacy) and the concept of power, 
which is of fundamental importance for CDA as for any form ofcritical social science. 

Imaginaries as discourses and goal premises 

Discourses as ways of representing the world do not only describe what_ social rc~lity i~ b~t 
also what it should be. The latter corresponds to what social theonsts working w1thm 
Cultural Political Economy (CPE) have called 'imaginaries' Oessop 2002, 2008). This is an 
extremely interesting concept but, although CPE incorporates a version of CDA, there h~s 
been so far no clear way of working with it as an analytical category in discourse an~lys~s. 
\Ne think that relating it to a conception of human rationality and of practical reasonmg m 

particular offers such a way. . . . 
What is currently said about imaginaries in CPE tends to conflate an important d1stmc-

tion between discursive (semiotic) representations of the actual world, on the one hand, and 
ima~inaries proper, as discursive (semiotic) representations of a possible, non-actual (or n~t­
yet-actual) world, on the other. In the account we propose here, we start fro_m the premise 
that both representations of the actual world and 'imaginaries', a~ representation of_the non­
actual are semiotic in nature they are discourses. A representation of the economic system 

' ' f d currently in place in the CK and a vision of how this economic system might be _trans orme 
both stand in relation to the actually existing economy, just as my representations of what 
my situation is and how I would like it to be both stand in a relationship to the actual world. 
But they are distinct in what they are used to describe: one is used to repr~scnt _the actual 
wodd, the other is used to represent a.future possible world. It is only the latter discursive repre-

sentation that is an 'imaginary'. 
CPE seems to talk of 'economic imaginaries' or 'imagined economies' as designating both 

alternative, competing representations of the actually existing economy, and future visions or 
pr~jects, competing for selection and retention, and eventually capable of more-or-less shap­
ing the actual world. \Ne argue for a clear distinction between these two_ ~es of represent~­
tions. The competing vocabularies in which people talk about the capitalist economy as it 
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exists today in western states, for instance, are not 'imaginaries' because they aim to describe 
the actual world. If we were to use 'imaginaries' to cover both senses we would lose a distinc­
tion which is clear in the structure of practical reasoning, where these two sorts of semiotic 
representations always appear as distinct types of premises. Imaginaries, as future visions, capable 
of guiding action, are assigned to the goal premise, while semiotic representations of the 
actual world are assigned to the circum,tantial premise. This distinction accords perfectly with 
CPE's acknowledgement of the performativc power of imaginaries: 

Imaginaries are ... creative products of semiotic and material practices with more or 
less pcrformative power. This is why they have a central role in the struggle not only for 
'hearts and minds' but also for the reproduction or transformation of the prevailing 
structures of exploitation and domination. 

(Jessop and Sum 2012: 86) 

But it also explains why imaginaries have this power: because th~y give people reasons far action, 
they are reasons for action, premises of practical arguments. An explanation of how visions 
can motivate or inspire action, of how one can move from vision to action and attempt to 
change the world is only possible if the whole discussion is placed with the framework of a 
theory of practical reasoning. 

Our aims in this section are twofold. First, we want to arrive at a definition of 'imagin­
aries' as a semiotic construct that can be of real use to the discourse analyst. This will involve 
an attempt to place 'imaginaries' within a schema for practical reasoning. Second, we want 
to relate 'imaginaries' to an ontology that is capable of explaining how language can be a 
form of action and create institutional reality. Let us address the first issue by looking at a 
text produced by the UK centre-left organization Compass (www.compassonline.org.uk). 
The text, entitled Building the Good Society. 17ze Project of the Democratic Lr:fl and used in a printed 
leaflet during the 2010 national electoral campaign, is signed by Jon Cruddas and Andrea 
Nahles (no date) and begins as follows: 

Europe is at a turning point. Our banks arc not ,rnrking, businesses are collapsing and 
unemployment is increasing. The economic wreckage of market failure is spreading 
across the continent. But this is not just a crisis of capitalism. It is also a failure of democ­
racy and society to regulate and manage the power of the market. ( ... ) The future is 
uncertain and full of threats; before us lie the dangers of climate change, the end of oil 
and growing social dislocation. But it is also a moment full of opportunities and promise: 
to revitalise our common purpose and fulfil the European dream of freedom and equality 
for all. To face these threats and realise this promise demands a new political approach. 

On the tenth anniversary of the Blair- Schroeder declaration of a European Third 
Way, the Democratic Left offers an alternative project: the good society. This politics of the 
good society is about democracy, community and pluralism. It is democratic because 
only the free participation of each individual can guarantee true freedom and progress. 
It is collective because it is grounded in the recognition of our interdependency and 
common interest. And it is pluralist because it knows that from a diversity of political 
institutions, forms of economic activity and individual cultural identities, society can 
derive the energy and inventiveness to create a better world. 

To achieve a good society based on these values we are committed to: 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

Cntical disrnune ana{ysis and ana{ysis of argumentation I 05 

restoring the primacy of politics and rejecting the subordination of political to 
economic interests; 
remaking the relationship between the individual and the state in a demo­
cratic partnership; 
creating a democratic state that is accountable and more trans~arent;_ 
strengthening our institutions of democracy at all levels mcludmg the 
eccmomy; . 
reasserting the interests of the common good, such as educat10n, health and 
welfare over the market; 
redistributing the risk, wealth and power associated ,,ith class, race and gen­
der to create a more equal society ... 

\V c can use the account of the structure of practical reasoning in C~apter 2 to identify a 
number of arguments. The first includes the following premises and claim: 

Circumstantial Jmmises [First paragraph, from] ·Europe is at a turning point. _Our banks are_ nr,it 

Goal premises 
Claim 

, k. o- ' fto] 'it is also a moment full of opportumtJes and promise . \\Or m,, . . . . . · · f · • 
[Circumstances also include the existence of smtable opportumties or action. 
it is possible for us to do what we want.] . . . , 
l Our goals are] 'to face these threats and rcah~e tlus prormse : . _ .. 
[!'he goalj 'demands a new politi\:al approach, [subsequently ddmed as theJ 
'altcrnatiw· project: the good sonety. 

Up to this point, the argument justifies the need for a new approach to politics and can be 
represented as in Figure 3.3. 

Goal premise 
Value premi.1es 

Claim 

[Our goal is] 'to achieve a good society based on these values'.. . , 
This politics of the good society is about democracy, co_mmumty and pluralism• 
[Justification of the acceptability of the :·aluc premise:] It 1s dcmo~rat1C b_ccause 
only the free participation of each 111d1v1dual c,:n guarantee :me freedom and 
progress. It is collective because Jl is grounded 111 the recogmt1011 o'. our 
inte,rdependency and common interest. And it i~ pluralis~ bec~u~c it kn~ws_t~at. 
from a diversity of political institutions, forms of eco~omic ~ct1v1ty an~ ~~d1vidu,li , 
cultural identities, society can derive the energy and mvennvcness to create a better 

world.' • · · f h" · · 
[This is what we ought to do and we arc committed t_o domg, 111 vie:,v o_ ac i:-vmg 
the goal]: 'restoring the primacy of politics and rej~ctmg_ the subordmat'.on. o! . 
political to economic interests'; 'remaking the relat10nsh1p between the md1v1dual 
and the state', etc. 

From this point onwards, a new claim is made, which justi~es ~ set of a:tions d~si~ned to 
turn the project (i.e. the imaginary or vision) of the good society mto reality: Ach'.evmg the 
good society is the goal premise, the actions ~re t~e mean~. An ext~nded d1scuss1on of the 
values underlying this project is included at this pomt (s~e Figure 3_-4). , . . . _ 

We have identified two interconnected arguments with two claims. fhc first clai~ 1s t_h~1t 
a new political prqjcct is required, and is justified i~ terms of what the context _1~ (cns1s, 
threats but also opportunities) and what the goals arc (1.e. to_ respond _to th~se threats and ful­
fil possibilities). In the second argument, this political p_roJect (the 1magma:y o~thc Good 
Society) is taken as given (not argued for), as a goal of action, and a set of acuons 1s proposed 
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r 
CLAIM: A new political approach [a 

I 

I 
GOAL: Our goal is to 
face these threats 
and fulfil existing 
possibilities 

r _____ J ______ I 
I VALUES I 
I 

(CONCERNS) I 
I I 
I [implicit in the I 
I I 
1 description of effects 1 

: of crisis on people] : 

new 'imaginary'] is required. 

i 
I 

I 
CIRCUMSTANCES: Europe 
is at a turning point, banks are 
not working, businesses are 
collapsing, unemployment is 
increasing, ... a crisis of 
capitalism, ... a crisis of 
democracy ... At the same 
time, there are opportunities 
to fulfil the dream of freedom 
and equality for all. .. 

Figure 3.3 Compass: the argument for a new political approach. 

r------
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

MEANS-G 
[If we creat ea new 

proach, 
ceedin 

political ap 
we will sue 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

facing thre ats and 1 

fulfilling pos sibilities.]: 
L _______ I 

as being capable of: turning t~c imaginary of the Good Society into reality (and thereby 
successfully responding to the Circumstances of 'threats' and 'opportunities'). 

Compass has implicitly engaged in a process of deliberation over what the goals of action 
ought to_ ?e and ~vhat actions are required to realize these goals and is here advancing its 
own political project (proposal) in response to the implicit open question 'what should be 
done, given the circumstances, in order to meet our shared goals'? However, instead of 
advancing a specific action or set of actions, as means towards shared goals, uncontroversial 
go~l~, Compass is suggesting a redefinition of the goals themselves: we need to develop a new 
political approach, a new project or vision, a new goal. The text nicely illustrates deliberation 
b~th about goals and about means. In other words, before considering what action (as means) 
will solve current problems, we need to decide whether the goals of action, as we currently 
und_erstand them, are appropriate. Compass is 'offering an alternative project', the Good 
Soc1~ty, as the ~esult of implicit deliberation over goals. (Implicitly, having considered several 
possible goals, 1t has concluded that a change of goals is needed in order to solve current 
pr_oble~s; adoptin~ a n~w goal is the means to solving the problem - Figure 3.3). Subsequently, 
this project, ?nee 1dent1fied ~nd put fon:vard, becomes a goal premise from which a specific 
course of action follows and 1s proposed m the second argument (Figure 3.4). 

We ha~e sa~d that 'imaginaries' (the 'Good Society', the 'Big Society', etc.), function as 
goal premises m arguments and can thus motivate action. Some imaginaries have been 
around for a long time, for instance the 'knowledge-based economy'. There seem to be sev­
:ral distinct ways in which we can talk about the 'knowledge-based economy', not all of them 
i_n terms of goals. We can say: Our goal is to achieve a 'knowledge-based economy', therefore we ought to 
invest more money in education and research. But we can also say: The economy qf the UK z:1- a 
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CLAIM: The following actions are necessary: restoring the primacy of 
politics, rejecting the subordination of political to economic interests; 
redefining the relationship between individuals and the state; creating a more 
transparent and accountable state; reasserting the interests of the common 
good over those of markets, etc. 

i 
r 

I I r------ -----
GOAL: Our goal is CIRCUMSTANCES: I MEANS-GOAL: I 

turning the vision [empirical] a context of I If we act in this I 

(imaginary) of the crisis, threats, but also new I way, we will turn 
I 

Good Society into opportunities ... ; I the imaginary 
I 

reality. [social, institutional] I into reality. 
socially recognized, 

I 

r 
L ____________ 

legitimate values or 
commitments: democracy, 

VALUES 
community, pluralism 

(CONCERNS): We are 
concerned with the 
realization of the values 
of democracy, community, 
pluralism. 

Figure 3.4 Compass: how to turn the imaginary of the Good Society into reality. 

'knowledge-based economy', therefore, if our goal is to compete internationally, we ought to invest more monl!)! 
in education and research. In the former example, the imaginary of the knowledge-based econ­
omy is clearly a goal. In the latter example, the description of the economy as a knowledge­
based economy is taken as a description of what the economy is actually like, therefore as a 
circumstantial premise, not as a goal to achieve in the future. This seems to contradict our 
view that imaginaries are (non-actual) goals of action. In order to account for this puzzle, 
which we think underlies the confusion we mentioned earlier regarding the status of imagin­
aries, let us briefly refer once more to Searlc's social ontology, which we introduced m 
Chapter 2. 

The distinction we have defended so far amounts to one between what is 'imagined' --- as 
in 'imagined community' (Anderson 1991 ), or as in seeing the state system as an 'imagined 
political entity' (Jessop 2002) and what is 'imaginary' (the 'Good Society' imagined by 
Compass, or the 'Big Society' imagined by the Conservatives). An imagined community is 
the result of a collective act of imagination, but is nevertheless a community that actually 
exists, so is 'real' in a sense in which the imaginary of the 'Good Society' is not real, or not 
real yet. The same goes for other imagined entities or relationships ('marriage' is an imagined 
relation, but not an 'imaginary' relationship for actually married people). vVe can relate this 
distinction to Searle's social ontology and say that imagined entities or relationships of this 
kind arc institutional facts and are ontologically subjective but cpistemically objective. What 
we have called 'imagined' but not 'imaginary' (marriage, but also promises, money, 
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government) are social institutions of various sort. They are created in a process whereby 
people impose certain so-called status functions on other individuals and objects, followed by 
collective recognition of those status functions. Status functions arc assigned by speech acts of 
declaration ('x counts asy in context c') and carry dcontic powers, i.e. they confer or impose 
rights, obligations, entitlements, etc. The purpose of assigning them is to regulate relations of 
power in a society. They hold society together because they give people reasons for action 
that are independent of their desires (Searle 20IO). David Cameron's collectively recognized 
status as Prime Minister gives other people reasons for acting in accordance with his deci­
sions that are independent of those people's actual desires. 

vVhere do 'imaginaries' fit within this social ontology, in our view? v\'e have said that ima­
ginaries belong to the goal premise in arguments for action, and that this premise motivates 
action. Given these goals (visions, projects), whose realization we want, and given the circum­
stances we are in, the following type of action is recommended. But what would the conse­
quences be of talking about these visions as if thry were reality? What would follow if, instead of 
being the goal premise, the vision were to shift to the circumstantial premise, the one that 
claims to represent how reality is, as in the example we gave above, involving the knowledge­
based economy? 

The suggestion we are advancing here is the following. The 'pcrformative' power of the 
'imaginary' has to do with a shift in its place within the argument: from the goal premise to 
the circumstantial premise. The mechanism is the following: the arguer is performing a 
status-function declaration which represents the 'imaginary' as 'actual' and he attempts to 
get it collectively recognized as a factual representation. How does such an 'imaginary', rep­
resented as actual fact, differ from an 'imaginary' which functions as a goal premise? In the 
follmving way: the 'imaginary' as goal can motivate and guide action, being a reason for 
action, but it has no deontic powers. No system of rights, duties, obligations, authority fol­
lows from it as long as it is represented as non-actual, i.e. as long as it stays in the goal pre­
mise. However, representing the 'vision' as institutional reality, instituting it by declaration 
and trying to get it collectively recognized, can, if this recognition is successful, eventually 
shape reality. An institutional reality that is collectively recognized assigns deontic powers to 
people and gives them reasons for action. The 'performative' power of an 'imaginary' has to 
do with whether or not, in practical reasoning over action, in relevant contexts (having to do 
with persons, settings, procedures, etc. - which themselves must have the appropriate status 
functions), the 'imaginary' is collectively recognized as (institutional) fact (e.g. enshrined in 
new regulations, laws, discourses and genres, etc.), generating a deontic system, and thus 
enabling and constraining human action. The success of this collective recognition has to do 
both with how the vision resonates with various audiences (whether it is taken up, accepted, 
whether it manages to persuade) · and this is partly to do with its intrinsic qualities (such as 
the quality of the argument in its favour) - but also has to do what has been called in CDA 
(Fairclough 1989) the power behind discourse. It depends on whether the vision is supported by 
groups of people who have the power to decide and impose it as a view of what the world is. 

In the speech by Blair that we analyzed earlier, 'the new global economy' is an imaginary 
(an imagined economy) that is being treated as fact (as part of the objective, empirical con­
text of action). In so doing, in representing goals as facts, Blair is arguably ad,,ancing the 
interests of particular agents and organizations. The achievement of these interests depends 
on collective recognition (e.g. in laws, contracts, etc.) of a certain imagined economy as the 
way the economy is. As we have said, whether or not a representation achieves collective 
recognition depends on a variety of factors, partly having to do with the arguments that sup­
port it, partly with power issues independent of those arguments. This is precisely where the 
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value of Searlc's ontology lies, in seeing status functions, including the very possibility of 
assigning them by declaration, as the vehicles of power. Being able (i.e. having the power 
resources) to declare that a certain imaginary is a fact and to enforce its collective recognition 
and the recognition of its deontic powers is one of the manifestations of power in society. 

Besides imaginaries, other significant concepts used in social science could be viewed from 
an argumentative perspective. The understanding of the structure of practical arguments that 
we propose in this book, and particularly of the value premise, and its relation to how people 
formulate goals and represent the circumstances of action, could (we suggest) be particularly 
relevant to the perspective of the 'moral economy', as developed in social science by Sayer 
(1999, 2000, 2007, etc.). The concept refers to the moral dimensions of economic and social 
systems and a focus on practical arguments would offer a clear discourse-analytical under­
standing of the way in which moral values (fairness, equality, justice, greed, thrift, etc.) under­
lie and legitimize action: they motivate (are reasons for) action because they are premises in 
practical arguments. We are not exploring this connection in an explicit way in this book; an 
early attempt to link moral economy with argumentation was made in Ie.tcu (2006b, 2006c). 

Legitimation: an argumentative perspective 

In CDA (Fairclough 2003 included), the concepts of 'legitimation' and 'legitimacy' have been 
used in a very broad and undefined sense. Any reason offered in support of an action, airy 

justification, has sometimes been regarded as an example of legitimation (van Leeuwen 2007; 
van Leeuwen and Wodak 1999; Wodak et al. 1999). We suggest, however, that legitimation is 
not quite the same thing as justification, it has a narrower scope than justification, it is a par­
ticular type of justification. We often speak of legitimation in connection with courses of 
action: we ought to do x (or action xis legitimate) because it conforms to certain norms or 
values that we adhere to. Most often we speak of legitimation in connection with power (or 
sources of authority in general), e.g. a system of power may be considered legitimate or may 
legitimize itself (and its actions) because it has resulted, for instance, from free democratic 
elections, or because it conforms to tradition or custom, or because it accords with widely 
shared values and beliefs. In all these cases, the justification involved in legitimation seems to 
have one particularity, namely to invoke publicly shared and publicty justifiable, and sometimes 
even highly formalized, codified, institutional systems of beliefs, values and norms, in virtue 
of which the action proposed is considered legitimate. Justifications of action which do not 
invoke such shared systems of rules or shared norms cannot be properly said to be legitima­
tions. We are justifying a claim to action both in saying 'MPs shouldn't fiddle their expenses 
because they are breaking the law' and 'MPs shouldn't fiddle their expenses because they 
could end up in prison', but only the reason used in the former example (they are breaking 
the law) indicates that the action is not legitimate; the latter only says that, in view of their 
interests, i.e. prudentially, they shouldn't fiddle their expenses. In referring to the law we are 
invoking a second level of justification: adhering to the law itself is a reason that can be pub­
licly justified. We take this understanding of legitimation as involving a multi-layered struc­
ture of justification from political theory (Beetham 1991) · see Ie,tcu-Fairclough (2008). 

A widely referred-to theoretical statement on legitimation in CDA is an article in Discourse 
and Communication by Theo van Leeuwen (2007). A lot of empirical research has drawn on 
thi~ framework, which is why we want to discuss it briefly here. According to van Leeuwen 
(2007), legitimation involves an answer to the spoken or unspoken question 'Why should we 
do this?' or 'Why should we do this in this way?' On this basis, he distinguishes four major 
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categories of legitimation: (a) authorization; (b) moral evaluation; (c) rationalization; and (d) 
mythopoesis. For instance, we should do x because experts advise it (authorization), because 
it is the honest thing to do (moral evaluation), because it is useful or efiective (instrumental 
rationalization), etc. (Note that 'rationalization' is not used here to mean what it means in 
argumentation theory, a defective argument, but a type oflegitimation based on a 'rational' 
reason, such as utility or factual truth.) 

Van Leeuwen correctly identifies the type of reasoning that underlies legitimizing state­
ments as being of the form 'we ought to do x because ofy', in response to the implicit ques­
tion 'why should we do x'?, or 'why should we do x in this way'? However, he does not relate 
legitimation to argumentation. Argumentation is hardly mentioned at all, with the effect that 
the exact nature oflcgitimation remains a mystery. More importantly, the typology does not 
capture the crucial fact that judgements of legitimacy are always in relation to a background of 
norms, beliefs and values that are themselves 'legitimate' in some sense, i.e. they can be pub­
licly justified, they are 'worthy' of being collectively recognized. When we say 'we should do 
x because it is useful', we would not be able to legitimize the action if the reason, utility, were 
not in itself considered a good thing. As we have said, there are two distinct levels of justifica­
tion involved: a justification of action in virtue of some reason and a justification of that 
reason in virtue of a publicly recognized system of norms, values, beliefs. 

In addition, legitimation is not distinguished from explanation. Many of van Leeuwen's 
examples are in fact explanations, yet legitimation can only be related to argumentation, 
because it is only in arguments (not in explanations) that we are giving reasons in support of 
a controversial proposition that stands in need of justification. By contrast, in explanation, the 
proposition that is being explained, the explanandum, is already accepted as a fact, and there­
fore, logically, cannot be justified (or legitimized) by the explanans (instead, it is the explanans 
that can be controversial). Van Leeuwen's framework does not capture the inherent link 
between legitimation and argumentation (nor the existence of more than one level of argu­
mentative justification) but has, nevertheless, an insightful starting point and indicates (if only 
implicitly) some of the values, norms or criteria that are used in public justification (moral, 
utilitarian, instrumental) and some of the argumentative schemes involved in public justifica­
tion (argumcntatio_n from authority, practical arguments from consequence or from moral 
values, and so on).'1 

In political theory, unlike in discourse analysis, legitimation is widely seen as an argumen­
tative process involving the public exchange of reasons, or public deliberation. As we said in 
Chapter 1, according to a purely proceduralist conception of democratic legitimacy, demo­
cratic decisions are legitimate when they result from fair procedure ( correct voting procedure 
in which every citizen has had a say). Decisions emerging from such procedures are legiti­
mate, whatever the quality of the outcome. Thus, people who disagree with a decision and 
consider it wrong would have to recognize it as legitimate as long as it has resulted from fair 
procedure. Other conceptions of democratic legitimacy (Peter 20 l O; Swift 2006) think that a 
purely procedural view is insufficient: the epistemic quality of the outcome is also important 
(i.e. is it a reasonable decision?). Deliberative democracy involves a public exchange of rea­
sons and thus generates new knowledge and a better understanding of social problems. It is 
therefore likely to lead to decisions that are also good decisions, not mcrelv decisions that are 
legitimate in procedural terms. ' 

According to one type of views on political legitimacy, the epistemic value of deliberative 
decision-making arises precisely from its procedural features. A decision will be better 
depending on how fair and inclusive the procedure has been, on how thoroughly the reasons 
and proposals advanced have been subjected to criticism. Conceptions of this sort argue for 
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combining procedural features with features that refer to the quality of outcomes of demo­
cratic decision-making. These mixed, 'rational proceduralist' conceptions of democratic 
legitimacy (Peter 2008) are underlain by a concern that :he fairnes~ of the democrat~c 
decision-making process is not sufficient to establish the legitimacy of its outcomes, as fa1r 
procedures (e.g. majority vote) may sometimes lead to irrational or un~e:irable outcomes. 
The ideal outcome, on this view, is a rationally justified deczswn a decis10n everyone has 
reasons to endorse. If conducted in accordance with the norms that define it, democratic 
deliberation is capable of reaching such rationally justified decisions (Peter 20 I 0). 

The 'rational proceduralist' conception is most congenial to a dialectical theory of argu­
mentation. The normative frameworks of dialectical theories are designed to distinguish 
between reasonable and unreasonable argumentation. In the form of critical questions or 
rules of argumentative conduct, they specify procedural conditions that have to be met by 
reasonable arguers and arguments. In pragma-dialectics (van Eemcrcn and Grootendorst 
2004, van Eemercn 20 I 0), the dialectical procedure - as we understand it - is so designed 
as to produce a reasonable, rationally acceptable outcome as a result of the discussion proce­
dure. In other words, methodically following the procedure will deliver reasonable decisions 
or reasonable beliefs. If the objective is to resolve disagreement in a reasonable way, as in 
pragma-dialectics, the procedure is designed to avoid obstacles to resolution or ':alse' resolu­
tions. The constraints imposed on the quality of the outcome by the procedure itself arc, on 
this view, sufficiently high to prevent unreasonable outcomes. (Let us reiterate that disagree­
ment resolution is a normative orientation of argumentative activity; it does not follow that 
agreement is always reached or that it is always possible. Depending on institutional cont~xt, 
specific activity types will not be deficient if they fail to result in disagreement resolution 
amongst all participants see Chapter 6 for the case of parliamentary debate.) 

Political theorists who adopt a substantive view of democratic legitimacy (Cohen 1998) 
advocate looking not just at the quality of the procedure but at the quality (ratio_nal accept­
ability) of the reasons adduced in favour of a certain choice. It is only by gomg be'.~nd 
merely procedural legitimacy that decisions arrived at by deliberation can have a cogmuve, 
epistemic dimension, can be the 'right' solutions to problems (however fallible and revisable 
these 'right' solutions may be). A deliberative decision will be reasonable insofar as the argu­
ments that justify it will take into consideration in an optimal way the relevant aspects of the 
problem, think through the consequences of various proposals, subject possible so_lutions ~o 
critical questioning, answer objections and counter-arguments. VVhat this means is that, m 
political deliberation, 'normatively legitimate outcomes must satisfy standards of reasonable 
argumentation' (Rheg 2009: 13). If such standards arc met, deliberation_ will sta~~ a better 
chance of delivering an outcome that is both procedurally and substantively legitimate, an 
outcome that is rationally persuasive by virtue of having withstood a process of critical test­
ing. To say that public deliberation should satisfy standards of argumentative reasonab~eness 
is not to say that individual participants, as individuals, must satisfy such standards: delibera­
tive reasonableness is a collective product emerging from dialogue amongst individuals. 

An essential distinction is drawn in political philosophy between legitimacy and perceived 
legitimacy (Swift 2006: 220). A political regime may be perceived as_legitimate without being 
in fact legitimate: perceived legitimacy could be resting on false beliefs that would not stand 
up to critical examination. Political theorists also speak about a descriptive (empirical) and a 
normative conception of legitimacy. All discussions of legitimacy go back to Weber_ (19_78), 
who understood legitimacy in the descriptive sense: power is legitimate if people believe 1t to 
be legitimate. Other theorists, however, insist on 'good reasons': there must ~e some 'reason~ 
able consensus' (Rawls 1993), or 'rationally motivated agreement' or 'rat10nal consensus 
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(Habermas 1984, 1996a), some normative basis for judgements of legitimacy, beyond what 
people happen to believe. According to Habermas, 'legitimary means a political order's worthines, 
to b~ recognize~'; '.t says that 'there are good arguments for a political order to be recognized 
as nght and JUSt (Habermas 1996c: 248). A normative claim is legitimate if it is the object of 
an agreement among all parties, as free and equal, at the end of a process of deliberation 
that is free from deception and the distorting constraints of power, and thus embodies the 
~eneral, ~~blic interest (Habermas 1996b, 1996c). For Beetham, a given power relationship 
1~ not ~eg1~1mate because people believe in its legitimacy, but because it can be argumenta­
tively Justified and defended as being in accordance with established rules (norms, values) 
and these rules can themselves be publicly justified. (In addition, for him there has to be 
evidence of consent) (Beetham 1991: 11 ). ' 

. ~Ve c~n refor11:"ul~te _t~e abow views as saying that legitimation is a type of argumentative 
JUSt1ficat1on, public Just1hcation, in which an action can be justified in terms of reasons and 
those_ reasons c~n t~emselve~ be jus~ified as collectively accepted and recognized (as 'worthy 
of bemg recogmzed ) . A particular kmd of the latter reasons, Searle (20] O) would sav are the 
duties, rights, obligations, commitments, moral values and norms that agents (individuals, 
the state or the political system) are bound bv. · · 

Power as a source of agents' reasons for action 

Finally, we want to say a few words about power, an ever-present concern in CDA and the 
way in which (in our view) it connects to analyses of argumentation. The main re~son is to 
dispel a persistent confusion which can be formulated as follows: decisions in politics are not 
taken ~y 11:"eans _o~ a~gumentation, but are determined by power, hence the study of argu­
mentat10n m politics 1s a useless enterprise. This objection rests on a fundamental misunder­
~tanding which_ we can answer as follows. Political discourse is fundamentally argumentative 
m nature, and m pa_rticular it is almost always a case of practical argumentatio~ (with other 
types of argumentation and other genres subsumed to and embedded within practical argu­
ment). However, not all argumentation is reasonable and very often political decisions are 
made not on the strength of the better argument but on the basis of other reasons. One such 
reason is power. P_ower provides ag~ts with reasons far action: reasons to obey legitimate authority, 
or reasons to avoid or seek particular outcomes; reasons that are legitimate or reasons that 
ar_e only perceived ~s ~egitimate (as a consequence of' the ability of systems of' power to natur­
alize values and beliefs that have not been critically examined). Briefly, power is a reason in 
practical arguments, which is why the study of power in politics cannot be divorced from the 
study of' arguments and decision-making on the basis of arguments. 

We shall begin with the standard distinction between 'power to' and 'power over' then 
move on to a discussion of theories of'power drawing particularly on Lukes (2005). W~ shall 
also_ retu~n to a ,distinction in Fairclough (1989) between 'power in discourse' and 'power 
?ehmd discourse . We _shall then discuss Searle's (20 I 0) view of' power, which is of particular 
mterest for_ the question of how power factors enter as reasons (premises) in practical 
argumentation. 

'Power to' is a general human capacity to bring about change, to act in ways that brino­
about_ change~ !n. reality. Both individuals and collectivities (e.g. governments) have thi: 
~apac_1ty, and 1t 1s 1mport_a~t to see_ it as a capacity and not reduce it to its exercise: the capac­
ity exists whether o_r not It ~s _cxe~c1~ed and whatever means of' power (wealth, military force, 
etc.) may be used m exernsmg 1t. Power over' is a specific form of 'power to': someone's 
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capacity to cause, undergo or resist change may include (and be increased by) their power 
over other people. 'Power over' is an asymmetrical relation between people, and having 
power over others means being able to get them to do what you want them to do, to get 
them to do things which they otherwise would not do (Lukes 2005: 69-74). 

Lukes advances a 'radical' view of power (in the sense of 'power over') as a 'three­
dimensional' view in contrast to 'one-dimensional' and 'two-dimensional' views. In the 
one-dimensional view, power over others is a matter being able to prevail over them in deci­
sion-making. The two-dimensional view is an advance over the one-dimensional view in that 
it sees power (over) as not only the capacity to prevail in decision-making, but also the capac­
ity to limit the scope of decision-making to exclude issues whose airing would be detrimental 
to those who have power. Both views focus on behaviour, conscious decision-making and 
conflict. The three-dimensional view criticizes both of these views for their restricted focus 
on observable behaviour and decision-making. Not all cases of exclusion of potential issues 
from the political agenda can be seen as effects of conscious, individual, intentional decisions: 
the 'bias of the system' can be mobilized and reinforced in ways that are not consciously 
intended by agents. This 'bias' is in fact not as much the product of' a series of individually 
chosen acts, but rather of the 'socially structured and culturally patterned behaviour of 
groups, and practices of institutions' (Lukes 2005: 25-26). The third dimension adds there­
fore the (non-intentional) effects of group behaviour, institutional practices and systems in 
limiting the scope of decision-making. ~Ioreovcr, overt conflict is not essential to power: 
power may be exercised over others by shaping or determining their preferences or perceived 
needs in such ways that conflict does not arise. Lukes's third dimension of power refers there­
fore to cases of domination where people are subject to domination and acquiesce in that 
domination, either by actively adopting the beliefs and values that oppress them, or simply 
by being resigned to them. It thus introduces a distinction between subjective interests and 
real interests, and the possibility that people may be unaware of their real interests (Lukes 
2005: 27-29). \!\'hat is of particular relevance to us in our book is the connection with ideol­
ogy which suggests itself here. To speak about the third dimension of power, Lukes says, is to 
speak of 'interests imputed to and unrecognized' by social actors, of the 'power to mislead' 
people about what is in their interest, distort their judgement, for instance by 'naturalizing 
what could be otherwise' (Lukes 2005: 146, 149). 

Discourse and power was the central theme of' Fairclough (1989), where a distinction 
was drawn between 'power in discourse' and 'power behind discourse'. 'Power in dis­
course' is a matter of some people exercising 'power over' others in discourse. This can 
take various forms. It includes powerful participants controlling and constraining the con­
tributions of less powerful participants and can sometimes amount to a form of coercion. 
An example would be the power of producers of newspaper articles or television pro­
grammes to determine what is included and excluded, how events are represented, and 
thus potentially affect how audiences see aspects of' the world and act towards them. The 
idea of 'power behind discourse' is that orders of discourse, the semiotic aspect of social 
practices, emerge and are sustained or changed within particular (asymmetrical) relations 
of power and through the application of' power. 'Power behind discourse' is consistent with 
Lukcs's radical 'three-dimensional' view of power, but not with the other two views. It is 
an aspect of' 'power over', which Lukes defines in strong terms as 'the ability to constrain 
the choices of others, coercing them or securing their compliance, by impeding them from 
living as their own nature and judgement dictate' (Lukes 2005: 85). In his terms, the 'incul­
cation and policing' of' social practices (and concepts, norms, roles, etc.) - which would in 
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our view include orders of discourse - is part of the 'mechanisms' of domination (Lukes 

2005: IOI). 
In our treatment of external reasons in practical argumentation, we have adopted Searle's 

account of desire-independent reasons as based on institutional facts, status functions and 
deontic powers. A common way to exercise power, according to Searle, is 'to give people rea­
sons for actions that they would not otherwise have'. There are various possibilities here, 
according to him, and one is to exercise power by getting the subject to want something that 
he would not have wanted, for instance by presenting a limited range of options as the only 
ones available so that the subject is not aware of alternatives (Searle 20 I 0: 146-14 7). Searle 
argues that 'all political power is a matter of status functions, and for that reason all political 
power is deontic power': it involves rights, duties, obligations, authorizations, permissions, 
privileges, authority and so on. A characteristic feature of deontic powers is that they do not 
have to involve the use or threat of force. Ifl make a promise to you, as Searle explains, then 
you have a deontic power over me, because I have created a binding reason on myself for 
acting according to my promise and you can expect me to do so. I can be held responsible 
for breaking the promise precisely because undertaking a commitment to do the action I 
promised to do is a constitutive rule of the act of promising. However, given agents' freedom, 
i.e. their capacity and motivation to break the rules, the political power of the state is also 
backed by force (Searle 20 I 0: 148).0 

Deontic powers are cases in which the power exercised consists of a certain type of reasons 
far action, i.e. reasons that are independent of what people's actual desires and inclinations 
are, reasons that people have, in an objective sense, whatever their actual motivations might 
be. Searle suggests that 'the entire system of status functions is a system of providing desire­
independent reasons for acting' and the system works because it provides people with rea­
sons for action that they recognize and accept. A political system that did not have the 
capacity to create desire-independent reasons would collapse, given agents' freedom (Searle 
20 I 0: 139 -141 ). People do recognize the binding force of obligations, duties, commitments, 
moral norms: in a shop, most people have a desire-independent reason not to steal the mer­
chandise, a reason which goes beyond the merely prudential reason (desire) of not getting 
caught and arrested. The threat of force is often (and in this case, always) in the background, 
as a potential deterrent, but the point is that it is not because of this reason that most people 
refrain from stealing. 

Power can give people prudential reasons for action (they do not steal because they do 
not want to be arrested: the threat of violence is a prudential reason) but crucially it gives 
them desire-independent reasons: people accept or recognize a certain institutional arrange­
ment. Here, Searle says, the question of how institutional reality is legi,timiz:,ed is crucial, as 
institutions work only to the extent they are recognized or accepted, and people must think 
there is some ground, some good reason, for accepting that institution. iiost institutions arc 
taken for granted, and no justification is demanded or offered, but institutions can also be 
challenged (Searle 2010: 140). Earlier in this chapter we said this recognition depends on a 
process of public justification. This, we may add, opens up the space for manipulation (which 
Searle does not discuss). \Ve can see it as an attempt to provide people with reasons that they 
would otherwise not have, possibly with reasons that would in fact not be in their interests 
and would not be rational(y persuasive for them, although they might be quite effective in 
actually persuading them. \!Ve can regard the massive public relations industry which serves 
government, businesses, and other types of institutions, seeking to win support for particular 
policies and influence public opinion, as being involved in a continuous effort to secure the 
necessary acceptance of status functions, to create the percrption oflegitimacy. 
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To sum up, to exert power over an agent is to give him reasons for action that he would 
otherwise not have. Such reasons can be either prudential (when people obey authority to 
avoid vioknce) or dcontic, when people recognize and accept their external (moral, institu­

tional) force. Acting in accordance with an order given by someone in a p~s_ition of authority, 
or with institutional rules and norms, when action is prompted by recogmt1on or acceptance 
of status functions, invokes deontic reasons. Because deontic reasons presuppose acceptance 
or recognition, the questions of how acceptance is achieved or whether it is justified or not, 

are ess;ntial questions. Agents might be induced to perceive as legitim~te soci~l arrange_men:s 
which cannot withstand a process of public justification. The type of power mvolved m this 
process, in the naturalization of beliefs and value~ whic~ would not, if critically examined, 

survive scrutiny, is Lukes's third type of power: the 1deological power of systems. . . . 
Finallv, let us say a few words about the relationship between power and legitimacy m 

light of ~ur remarks above, and in relation to our proposal (in Chapter 2) for the struc~ure 
or practical reasoning. Politicians commonly include amongst reasons for proposed actions 

objective, desire-independent reasons of the sort whic~, acco:~ing to Se~rle, ~re ~asc~ upon 
status functions and deontic powers. An example (which ant1c1pates a d1scuss1on m Chapter 
4) is arguing that 'we should do A because it is fair', where achieving a fair outcome is one 
of the arguer's goals, a motive or reason for acting in a certain way, but also, at the sa1:1e 
time, a social!} recognized commitment that the agent has and therefore is expected to act z~ ~c:·ordance wzth. 
Being fair is widely recognized as an obligation that the government or poht1nans have, a 
commitment they are bound by as a consequence of holding political positions an_d as a n_ec­

essary condition for the legitimacy of government policy, decision or action. It is_ a desir~­
independent reason that is binding on political agents in virtue of their status f~nct1on and '.s 
independent on whether they want or not to act fairly. In giving a reason of th'.s sort, a P?h­
tician is seeking to claim legitimacy for the action proposed. As we suggested m the sectmn 
on legitimation, giving a reason can legitimize, rather than just merely justify, a propo:ed 
action only if there is also a further reason for that reason, a reason that can be pubh:ly 
defended: 'we should do A because it is fair, and fairness is a publicly shared value to which 
we are committed', i.e. we have an obligation or duty to be fair. The fact that politicians gener­
ally give reasons of this sort suggests that their power to pursue a proposed line o_f ~cti~n 
depends upon their ability to legitimize it and thereby persuade audiences to accept it m v'.r­
tue of the audience's recognition of the legitimacy of the underlying value. An appeal to fair­

ness can legitimize political action because fairness is a publicly justifiabl~ _o~ p~blicly 
recognized, legitimate value. In addition, its invocation :uggests_ that the_ pol~t1nan 1s one 
who honours the (institutional, objective) obligation attachmg to his status function. 

Conclusion 

Our main objective in this chapter has been to argue that the analysis and evaluation ~f 

argumentation can increase the capacity of CDA to pursue its aim of extending form~ of cn­
tique familiar in critical social science to discourse and texts. \Ve began by presentmg ~ur 
approach to CDA and discussing its relationship to critical social science and to normati~c 

and explanatory critique. "\Ve then carried out a reanalysis of part ofa speech b~ Tony B_Ia'.r 
which was originally analysed in Fairclough (2000a), with the objective of showmg that It is 
an example of practical argumentation, that analysing it as such sigi1ificantly strengthens the 
original analysis, and that the critical force of the analysis of representations (~.g. t~e repre­
sentation of 'change') which was really the sole concern of the latter is substantially mcreased 
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when we recognize that these representations are part of the premises of the practical argu­
ments and analyse them as such, rather than analysing them in isolation, as has often 

~appened_ i_n CDA (includi~g in Fairclough 2000a). We suggested that an analysis of persua­
sive defimtions and evaluative terms in various premises, as well as a normative framework 

for analyzing ~eliberatio~, can provide a clearer understanding of what is going on in this 
~~eec~: ~hetoncally motivated representations (including metaphors or particular ways of 
fram_mg) shoul~ not be seen as isolated features of the text but as having an argumentative 

function of steermg the argument towards a certain conclusion and precluding other conclu-
sion from being arrived at. ' 

_\Ve then mo,:ed to a more g~ncral discussion of how analysis and evaluation of argumen­
tatio~ can contribute t_o normative and explanatory critique and to critique of manipulation 
and 1deo!ogy. Regardmg ~ormativc critique, we suggested that examining argumentation 
c~n provide a ~ounder baSJS for analysis of manipulation in discourse and we illustrated this 
with an analysis of rationalization as a normatively defective argument In subse t h· . . ,_ . quen c ap-
ters we will _address other argumentative issues that can feed into normative critique, such as 
argument_ation _based on false premises, or on unacceptable values and goals, or 011 inadc­

quat~ dehbcra_t1on. Reg~rding explanatory critique, we noted that, in arguing, people draw 
~n different di_scourses m the way they represent premises and claims. Such selections arc 

l'.nkcd to the diverse _interests and soc'.al p~sitions ( e.g. positions in relations of power) of par­
tic~lar groups of social agents, and gl\'e nsc to the sort of critical questions about discourse 

whi:h Cl_)A charactcr'.stically ~ddre~ses (about domination, manipulation and ideologies). 
Dehbera~1on that restncts cons1derat1011 of alternatives or represents alternative actions in 
ways whJCh make them seem unreasonable (illustrated by Blair's speech), and thus unreason­

~~ly steers the argum:nt towa:ds one possible conclusion, can be regarded as ideological if 
It is geared to supportmg certam power interests. -

. \'.e c~ntinucd wi_t~ a discussion of two concepts that have tended to figure prominentlv 
w1thm CDA and cnt1cal social science (imaginaries and political legitimacy), claiming th;t 
they can be more adequately dealt with in CDA than they have been hitherto if we see. them 
as_ ess~ntially involving argumentation. \Ve suggested that imaginaries are in fact goal pre­

mise~ m a:gu1'.1ents. <?'?als are the 'motivational' premises of practical arguments and this is 
w~y imagmancs or v1s1o~s can motivate and inspire action. \Ve also suggested that imagin­
anes c~n have performatlve power, or can transform the world, when they are collectivelv 

r~co~mzed as representations o_f actual'. not merely possible states of affairs, thus acquiring a~ 
~s~o~1atcd deontology from w~1ch vanous practical consequences follow. As for legitimation, 
it 1s mhe~ently _an argumentative practice and is different from ordinary justification in the 
se_nse of_ mv_ol:'mg a_ double level of justification; certainly it is different from explanation, 

wit,h wl~1c~ 1t 1~ pcrs1~t~ntly' confused. ~s rc~ards pc~wer, we have suggested how discussions 
of pm~er 111 disco~rsc, ?r power behmd discourse can be related to a theory of practical 
re_asonmg. ~ower Jtse!J 1s a re~son for action, or more specifically, it provides agents with 
(Cither self-mterested or deontic) reasons for action. For instance, in providing agents with 

reasons to want what they would otherwise not want, or obscuring the existence of various 
alternative possibilities for action, power manifests itself as ideology~ 

4 The economic crisis in the UK 
Strategies and arguments 

In this and the following three chapters we shall move to analysis of practical argumentation 
in political responses to the crisis, beginning with a corpus of policy-making texts, the British 
Pre-Budget and Budget Reports, delivered annually to the House of Commons by the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. \'\'e are offering a detailed analysis of two of these: 
the November 2008 Pre-Budget Report delivered by Alistair Darling, Chancellor of the 
Exchequer in the Labour government led by Gordon Brown, and the June 2010 Emergency 
Budget Report delivered by George Osborne, Chancellor of the Exchequer in the Coalition 
government (Conservatives and Liberal Democrats) which was elected in l\fay 2010 and is 
led by David Cameron. These reports mark significant stages in the development of UK gov­
ernment strategy for responding to the crisis. The Labour government's strategy was to try to 
reduce the depth of the recession by stimulating the economy (and 'allowing borrowing to 
rise' for this purpose), whereas the Coalition's strategy is to try to create conditions for pri­
vate-sector-led growth by taking rapid measures to cut the budget deficit, primarily through 
reducing public spending. \Ve shall carry out an analysis and evaluation of these reports using 
the approach introduced in Chapter 2. From the perspective of critical social analysis and 
CDA, it is more illuminating to take as our object of analysis and evaluation not just the 
reports themselves, but also reactions to and evaluations of the reports by other participants 
in the public debate over government strategy. \Ve will therefore also look at how the argu­
ments of Alistair Darling and George Osborne were evaluated in various contexts by politi­
cians, economists and journalists (economic and political commentators). This focus is of 
course necessarily selective and represents only a section (though a significant one) of (mainly 
elite) opinion. In Chapter 5 we will analyse a comments thread in the Guardian which repre­

sents a section oflay opinion. 

Budget and Pre-Budget Reports 

In Labour governments between 1997 and 2010, the Chancellor of the Exchequer (on 
behalf of the Treasury) presented two major economic forecasts to Parliament: a Pre-Budget 
Report (PBR) in autumn and a Budget Report in spring. Both these reports came as an 
extended full text and a shorter speech in Parliament and in what follows we will refer to the 
speeches, not the full reports. Both the full texts and speeches of the Budget and Pre-Budget 
Reports for 1997-2010, as well as the current government's Budget speeches and full texts, 
together with the recent Spending Review, are available at http:/ /www.hm-treasury.go\·. 
uk/. (The practice of having a PBR, in addition to the Budget Report, was abolished by the 

current government in 2010.) 
\\'c have analysed the 2008 PBR in two earlier papers (Fairclough and Fairclough 2010, 

2011 a) and we will ofler a revised analysis in this chapter. In the latter paper we also gave an 


