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Critical Discourse Analysis and Citizenship

Norman Fairclough, Simon Pardoe and Bronislaw Szerszynski

Researching Citizenship

How does one empirically research the phenomenon of ‘citizenship’?  And how does one do so when notions of ‘citizen’ and ‘citizenship’ are highly contested in both theory and practice? 

The many recent contributions from political theory, sociology and other disciplines to the reconceptualisation of citizenship tend to draw only indirectly on empirical research, and are predominantly normative in character.  Against this background, it is useful to attend more closely to the practices of citizenship on the ground.  

The PARADYS project is therefore concerned with empirically researching and theorising ‘citizenship … as an ongoing communicative achievement’ (Bora et al 2001b:3).  The concept of citizenship is “operated in terms of the dynamics of social positioning” (Bora & Hausendorf 2000:1).  The research focus is on “the ways in which participants themselves act and are treated by others as citizens” (Bora & Hausendorf 2001a:4).  

One way of reading this emphasis on citizenship as a communicative achievement is that it is an attempt to get us away from preconceptions about what citizenship is, and to force us to look at how it’s done – at the range of ways in which people position themselves and others as citizens in participatory events.

However, the contrast between preconception and practice, between the theoretical and the empirical, is not simple.  To illustrate this, let us take, as an example, the first participatory event that the present authors recorded as part of the PARADYS research – a local public meeting called by a Parish Council, held in a village hall near a GM crop site, with three speakers from key organisations involved in the procedures and the wider public debate.
  In many ways this was clearly a public sphere event – an occasion where individuals formally gather together to debate and/or hear about issues of public concern.  Yet during the meeting there was no evidence that participants were themselves working explicitly with the categories  of 'citizen' or 'citizenship' (cf. Padmos/Mazeland/teMolder this volume with data extracts from public meetings in which participants explicitly do declare themselves 'as citizens'). They certainly did not use these terms, though they did use other terms one might think of as related, such as ‘consultation’. But they were nevertheless interacting in ways which analysts might see as the ongoing communicative achievement of citizenship.  So where is this analytical category of ‘citizenship’ coming from?  Whose category is it? 

In the next section we explore this question, and draw out some implications for the way that participatory events should be studied in order to understand the ways in which citizenship is enacted within them.  We begin with the problem, as addressed by Bourdieu, of constructing the ‘object of research’ (in this case, ‘citizenship’ within and around the procedures for the Field Scale Trials of GM crops).  We argue that constructing citizenship as an object of research entails (i) recognising ontologically the dialectic between pre-constructions of citizenship and performance of citizenship within everyday practice, and (ii) recognising epistemologically the dialectic between theoretical insights on citizenship and empirical research practice, or ‘method’.  

We then present an analytical framework for this empirical research of citizenship as a communicative achievement, based upon Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA).  The intention is to bridge the linguistic and sociological dimensions of the project, to incorporate the dialectical relationship between theory and method.  It is a framework which can accommodate different repertoires of linguistic-analytic tools for the micro-analysis.  

Constructing the Object of Research

In a discussion of the construction of the ‘object of research’, Pierre Bourdieu notes that 

most of the time, researchers take as objects of research the problems of social order and domestication posed by more or less arbitrarily defined populations, produced through the successive partitioning of an initial category that is itself pre-constructed: the “elderly,” the “young,”  “immigrants,”  …  The first and most pressing scientific priority, in all such cases, would be to take as one’s object the social work of construction of the pre-constructed object  (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992: 229, italics in the original)
Here Bourdieu is saying that, rather than researchers simply operationalising a term such as ‘immigrants’ in their research (by, for example, locating immigrants and interviewing and characterising them) part of the research process should involve identifying and characterising the processes whereby the term ‘immigrants’ has been given some determinate and/or functional meaning.  This shift away from simply using socially pre-constructed categories or objects, towards exploring the practices involved in their construction and maintenance, is commonplace in disciplines germane to the PARADYS research, such as Science Studies and Discourse Analysis.  

As Bourdieu puts it, the ‘construction of the object’ is ‘no doubt the most crucial research operation and yet the most completely ignored’.  The conventional sociological division between theory and methodology as two separate instances should be ‘completely rejected’: 

the most “empirical” technical choices cannot be disentangled from the most “theoretical” choices in the construction of the object.  It is only as a function of a definite construction of the object that such a sampling method, such a technique of data collection and analysis, etc., becomes imperative.  More precisely, it is only as a function of a body of hypotheses derived from a set of theoretical presuppositions that any empirical datum can function as a proof or, as Anglo-American scholars put it, as evidence.   (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992: 225, italics in the original)

Since ‘citizenship’ would seem to be such a pre-constructed object, what would it mean to follow Bourdieu’s advice? 

If we were to explore the processes whereby ‘citizenship’ has been given some determinate and/or functional meaning (however implicit) it would take us into the fields of government and law, as well as into academic theory and research.  Yet it would be a mistake to see the conceptions of citizenship emanating from those fields either as ‘finished products’, or as simply being taken up and acted out by individuals in those situations where they are called upon to act as citizens.  If we were to trace historically the social work of construction of this pre-constructed object, we would find an iterative relationship between these fields, and wider social practices (such as public participation) where citizenship is enacted.  These iterative relationships might be thought of in general terms in two ways - as governance relationships (between governing and governed fields), and as theory/practice relationships (between theoretical and practical fields). And, of course, governing and theoretical fields are themselves intricately interconnected.

It is perhaps useful here to illustrate this iterative relationship between governing and governed, and to show the ways in which conceptions / pre-constructions of citizenship may be very implicit and highly embedded within social practices.  The Discourses, practices and materialities of governance inevitably make available to people a range of resources out of which specific instances of ‘citizenship’ can be assembled.  Administrative and legal Discourses, as well as popular culture, provide a range of ways of thinking and talking about oneself as a citizen.  Diverse practices such as voting and referenda, letters to newspapers or MPs, jury duty, civil and criminal procedures, public inquiries and other participatory events, marches and demonstrations, provide practice-specific meanings and experiences that can evoke the label of ‘citizenship’.  A range of material objects and spaces such as public buildings and parks, passports and driving licences, tax returns, and even private property can be seen as a material correlate or condensation of citizenship.  All of these resources add up to a ‘banal citizenship’ that parallels what Michael Billig (1995) calls ‘banal nationalism’– a pervasive but unremarked set of Discourses, practices and materialities that in different ways serve as ‘signifiers’ of citizenship – as indexes of citizenship identity, status or values.  But as well as being signifiers they also carry with them determinate, pre-constructed meanings, meanings which fill the “empty signifier” of citizenship (Laclau 1996), however temporarily, with specific content.  

When identifying the cultural resources in this way, it is of course important to emphasise that individual citizens generate their performances of citizenship in relation to these rather than simply acting out pre-constructed scripts.  As ever, these are the product of a tension and negotiation between the power of the pre-constructed, and the power of situated agency.  

It is also important to emphasise that social conceptions and practices of citizenship are developed and enacted partly within the public sphere and within the media, and therefore beyond the formal processes of public participation within governance.  Inevitably, there is also an interactive relationship between these.  This has important implications for theorising citizenship: to limit the domain of the research to, for example, formal public participation would have the effect of limiting the theoretical conceptions of citizenship that can be developed.  Furthermore, performances of citizenship outside formal institutions and practices are not simply undertaken without reference to official conceptions and framings. Indeed, within our data it is notable that conceptions and practices of citizenship are often developed and enacted in response to the exclusion of the public from governmental decision-making processes, as well as to its mode of inclusion. 

This recognition both of the implicit social and governmental conceptions / pre-constructions of citizenship, and of the conflicts and shifts over time and across the social, governmental and theoretical fields, makes it clear that our empirical study of citizenship as a communicative achievement cannot proceed in isolation from these pre-constructions.  The research must entail seeing the object of the research – citizenship – as a continuing focus of thought and debate in the course of the project.  The progressive development and refinement of the empirical insight into citizenship involves (inevitably and necessarily) a conjoint build up of social categories, theoretical perspectives and analytical methods.

In terms of the research process, an exploration of social categories and theoretical perspectives is clearly necessary to inform what the analyst looks for, what s/he is potentially capable of noticing within the data, and the analytic methods s/he selects.  The insights from this empirical research process will in turn respond to and even challenge these categories and theoretical perspectives, and thereby demand both further empirical analysis and some potential reworking and refining of these.  In other words, in terms of the research process, researching citizenship empirically requires an explicitly reflexive research process; it involves recognising (as both inevitable and necessary) the dialectic between theoretical insights on citizenship and empirical research practice.  

In terms of the research object – citizenship – Bourdieu’s advice suggests something more.  It suggests that the empirical analysis must explore the dynamic relationship between normative, social, institutional and theoretical pre-constructions of citizenship and what is communicatively achieved in participatory events.  In other words, the research must involve recognising and researching the dialectic between pre-constructions of citizenship and the performance of citizenship within everyday practice.  

In summary, the research must therefore not put aside the social, governmental and theoretical preconceptions about citizenship.  Instead it must be oriented to the tension between those preconceptions (plural) and what is achieved in communication.  The only alternative is the deeply problematic one of working as if one knows what citizenship ‘is’ – either by uncritically adopting one of the many pre-existing conceptions of citizenship, or by bracketing off all such pre-constructions in the name of a naïve empiricism.  For to attempt to research citizenship without any preconception of what citizenship might be – to ‘let the facts speak for themselves’, as it were – can only be unwittingly to implicitly reproduce an unexamined conception of citizenship, in order to choose which facts are to be allowed to speak in the first place.  Even to identify citizenship as whatever happens in a particular kind of participatory procedure is already to have performed an act of pre-construction.

While one focus of the research has to be the tension between those preconceptions of citizenship and what is achieved in communication, another has to be the tension between the various contested pre-constructions within and across social, governing and theoretical fields.  The research object is inevitably formed in the changing interactions between these fields - between theory, empirical research, government and the governed.  Moreover, our research takes place at a time of interesting changes in the relations between these fields.  

A practical and theoretical framework for the analysis

The fundamental challenge presented by the PARADYS project is to develop a micro linguistic analysis of subject positioning which is capable of offering wider sociological and theoretical insight into citizenship "as an ongoing communicative achievement" (Bora et al 2001b:3).  It is to analyse empirically the many ways in which “citizenship [is] constituted, reproduced and modified within the very process of communication” (Bora & Hausendorf, 2001:1) in such a way as to enable that analysis to provide a basis for building and/or contributing to wider sociological “theory of communicated citizenship” (Bora & Hausendorf, 2000?:1).  It is therefore to produce an analysis that is (i) empirically accountable and (ii) capable of engaging with theoretical perspectives on citizenship within sociology and philosophy, as well as current social and political debate.  

In this section we develop a practical framework which takes up this challenge.  To do so, we draw on Critical Discourse Analysis, which itself offers a practical and theoretical framework designed to address the question of how micro linguistic analysis can be used to develop wider sociological and theoretical insight.  

We use the word "framework" deliberately here, to indicate that this is not a recipe for the analysis, or even a toolbox of methods, but a framework within which particular forms of linguistic analysis, relevant to the particular data and context, can be used to develop a wider theoretical insight.  It is intended to be used innovatively in particular research contexts.  It is important to keep the more detailed level of the particular linguistic analyses fairly open: as analysts we need to draw on and develop our repertoires of linguistic-analytic tools in the course of the analysis.  

The value of CDA in researching citizenship as a communicative achievement

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) developed as a response to the traditional disciplinary divide between linguistics - with its expertise in the micro analysis of texts and interactions - and other areas of social science such as sociology - with expertise in exploring macro issues of social practice and social change.  The challenge CDA has raised and addressed for linguists is what the empirical linguistic analysis of patterns in talk and writing can potentially contribute to, for instance, sociological questions and claims about social and institutional Discourses and social change.  The challenge it has raised and addressed for sociologists is how their claims about social Discourses and social change can be grounded in the actual empirical analysis of language in use.  

In contrast with many branches of linguistics which define their research questions within their own discipline, CDA typically takes up social scientific questions and claims about social or institutional change, and explores how these changes may be taking place at the micro level of texts and interactive events.  Or, to put the point in more general terms: CDA explores how discourse figures in relation to other social elements in processes of social or institutional change.  This is our challenge in empirically researching citizenship.  

CDA can be briefly characterized as follows (see Fairclough & Wodak 1997, Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999, Fairclough 1992, 2001a, 2001b):

· It starts from social scientific questions, seeking to rework them as questions partly about discourse (for example, questions about ‘public space’ are in part questions about forms of dialogue).

· It is used in conjunction with other methods, such as ethnography and political economy, to address such social research themes.

· It aims to show specifically how discourse (language, semiosis - ‘texts’ of all kinds) figures in social processes, social change, in dialectical relations with other elements of the social.

· It is critical in the sense that it aims to show non-obvious ways in which language is involved in social life, including power/domination, and in ideology; and point to possibilities for change.

· It works in a ‘transdisciplinary’ not just ‘interdisciplinary’ (or even ‘postdisciplinary’) way: it aims to develop theoretically and methodologically in dialogue with other areas of social theory and research.

As a heuristic, CDA offers a way of conceptualising social and institutional practices in terms of three dimensions.  These are designed deliberately to conceptualise the more sociological concepts of Discourse, Action and Identity in terms which can be explored empirically through repertoires of linguistic (in conjunction with non-linguistic) analysis.  

· Discourses:
 ways of representing the world from particular perspectives – in the context of this research – the ways of representing the issues, the potential benefits, the risks and dangers, the relevant institutions, the relationships, the concerned and indifferent publics, the protesters, the farmers, the processes of public participation, the natural and agricultural environment, the crops, the herbicides, and so on, 

· Genres: ways of acting and interacting with other people, in speech or writing – in this case socially recognisable ways of doing meetings, interviews, letters, reports, press releases, etc – which effectively enact, produce, reproduce or counter particular kinds of social relations, 

· Styles/Voices: ways of identifying, constructing or enunciating the self, including both social and institutional identities – in this case, styles of citizenship (ways of being a citizen)  for instance. 

Fundamental to the concepts of Discourse, Genre and Style (and indeed to any research which is oriented both to the macro sociological and the micro linguistic analysis) is the dialectical relationship between concrete individual events and more abstract (relatively durable and stable)  social practices.  Within this dialectic, individual texts and events instantiate, juxtapose and creatively negotiate practices, while these practices are cumulatively developed, maintained, modified and challenged by individual texts and events.  

This dialectic is the reason why individual texts and events cannot be regarded as simply representing social practices; Discourses, Genres and Styles cannot simply be ‘read off’ from linguistic features of individual texts and events.  The significance of individual texts and events, and their relations with others, and with  social practices, is itself a necessary focus of research.  Yet with that focus in mind, this dialectic is what makes the individual texts and events, and the patterns of similarity and difference within and across these, interesting in sociological terms.  It is what makes it possible to explore social and institutional change through the analysis of individual texts and events. 

CDA is not a toolkit for analysing text and talk (e.g. participatory events) which can be evaluated against competing toolkits. CDA does not offer special forms of ‘micro’ analysis; it is a way of framing any choice of modes of ‘micro’ analysis.  It is a resource for tracing relations between the processes and relations and patterns one can discern in text and talk, and wider social (economic, political, legal etc) relations and processes and practices and structures.  It is a resource for setting up dialogue between analysts of text and talk (conversation, interaction) and sociological, political etc theorists and analysts.  It attempts to work in a ‘transdisciplinary’ rather than a purely ‘interdisciplinary’ way, working with categories and concepts in various areas of social theory and research to develop ways of analysing text and talk which are informed by these categories and concepts, and formulating questions and perspectives from social theory and research in ways which elucidate their specifically linguistic/semiotic aspects.  

For example, the relationships between practical, theoretical and governmental fields referred to above can be seen as discoursal relationships (explained further below).  Critical Discourse Analysis has developed categories for analysing events (such as public participation events) in their text/talk aspect as parts of chains or networks of events on a concrete level, and mapping such concrete chains or networks of events onto more abstract (durable, long-term, institutionalised etc) networks of social practices.  CDA attends to these different levels of abstraction by oscillating in focus between analysis of text/talk in concrete events, and building an emergent account of Orders of Discourse understood as the linguistic/semiotic facet of networks of practices, or the social structuring of linguistic/semiotic difference.  (Orders of Discourse can be conceived as configurations of Genres and Discourses and Styles which achieve a relative permanence.) 

Researching the chains of events and texts: 
Intertextuality, Interdiscursivity and Recontextualisation  

In developing and explaining the framework for this research it is useful to relate it to the interactions we are pursuing and analysing.  Specifically, we have conducted interviews and recorded public-public interactions and public-institutional interactions around the permitting procedures for the planting of GM crops in particular sites.  In line with the remit of this particular project, we have focussed on the interactions and texts that are specifically about the particular sites we are studying.  

Whilst each GM crop site may be geographically remote in a rural village, the various interactions about the GM crops are clearly not isolated events.  The participants in an event inevitably draw on their own networks of communication and on a range of information sources.  An interview may not be the first time people have heard or talked about the issues.  A public meeting is usually called as a consequence of requests from local people.  Both may follow other events.  People may have written letters, and asked for information and expressed concern in other ways.  They may have read various sources of information on the GM crop trials, and may equate this issue and debate with similar issues and debates before.  They may have attended previous meetings and/or heard from people attending similar meetings elsewhere.  In terms of the issues at hand, and the ways they are discussed, they have already developed confidence, anxieties, expectations, priorities, doubts, irritations, assumptions and so on.  These may be based on their own previous experience, interactions and correspondence, on the experience of others, and on socially available representations in society and the media.  

In this way a particular text or interview or participatory event is oriented to by its participants not as an isolate but as a part of an intertextual chain or network of texts and events.  Different groups of participants may see the event as located in different chains or networks.  What is said and done and written in a particular event or text is intertextually related to other events and texts: people inevitably draw on, anticipate and respond to other events and texts.  So we cannot understand particular events or texts, or the significance of these for the participants, without exploring (and asking about) these wider intertextual chains.  

In our data collection we have therefore tried to follow the intertextual chains of events and texts related to each case.  We attended public meetings (where these took place within the research period), instigated group discussions, and conducted deliberative semi-structured interviews.  We sought copies of letters, e-mails, press-releases, leaflets, magazine and newspaper articles, and so on, which are related to the particular sites and meetings.  We have also assembled a small corpus of media reports, Government statements, web site information, e-mails and so on, which people in particular sites may draw on and respond to.  Together, these intertextual chains provide a basis for exploring the ways in which particular social practices recur, develop, change, get taken up and so on, within, between and beyond particular sites.  

The exploration of the links within and between these intertextual chains leads directly to a  more fundamental point in sociological and linguistic terms.  This is that in any communication people inevitably draw on, anticipate and respond to particular social and institutional practices (ways of doing things), both explicitly and implicitly.  They are involved in an interdiscursive process of creatively drawing on the potential range of established Discourses, Genres and Styles.  For example, the organisers of a meeting do not have to invent the nature of a meeting, but can selectively draw on and adapt familiar ways of organising meetings and of interacting within them.  Similarly, the participants in a meeting or interview do not have to invent ways of acting and interacting, or ways of talking about the issues, from scratch, but can selectively draw on and adapt familiar and effective ways of doing these.  These social practices may be highly institutionalised, or from the public sphere, or as we have argued, developed from an interaction between these.  The processes of drawing on them, juxtaposing them, negotiating them and/or challenging them may be implicit or partly observed by the participants.  

Within these intertextual and interdiscursive chains, the anticipation of future texts and events is also important.  For example, some participants may anticipate organisational or official reports or media reports of the interview or public event in which they are participating, and their contributions to the event itself may well be differentially shaped by these anticipations.  

It is through an analysis of intertextuality and interdiscursivity that the particular event becomes potentially interesting in macro-sociological terms.  The analysis involves identifying the available social practices which people may repeatedly draw on, anticipate and respond to in particular kinds of events and interactions.  It also involves exploring the ways in which these social practices can be included, excluded, juxtaposed, negotiated and played out within the interactive events.  This offers insight into the social practices as well as the particular chains of events.  

It is of course fundamental to this kind of analysis that the resources which people and institutions draw on do not simply get reproduced ‘intact’.  (These resources may include individual words, utterances, scientific claims, useful concepts, ways of doing things, and so on, all of which may be embedded within social and institutional Discourses, Genres and Styles).  When these resources are set in different contexts, and used by different people and institutions, they are potentially transformed (both deliberately and unwittingly, but often systematically) by this process of recontextualisation.  Discourses may be recontextualised in particular ways within particular Genres and vice versa (cf. for empirical instances Holsanova this volume dealing with quotations in public meetings).  

The sociological concept of Recontextualisation (Bernstein 1990) has therefore been operationalised in CDA in order to explore the potentially distinctive recontextualising principles associated with different fields or networks of practices (governmental, academic, public sphere, etc) which affect, at the concrete level, how one type of text or event is transformed into others in flows along chains and through networks.  These flows are not simply unidirectional – there are flows into ‘practical’ events from governmental and theoretical fields, as well as flows in the other direction.  

In this brief account we are beginning to indicate how we can research practically, in a discourse-analytical way, the relationships between the governing and governed, and theoretical and practical fields, which we have taken above to be an inherent aspect of citizenship. 

Four inter-related strands for the analysis

We are suggesting that CDA provides a useful basis from which we can develop a framework specifically for this research.  From our experience of attending the participatory events, our experience of talking to people in the interviews, and our initial analysis of the texts and transcripts from these, we suggest there are four practical and fundamental strands for our empirical analysis of citizenship as a communicative achievement.  They are represented in the diagram below.  They are intended, in combination, to offer a coherent practical and theoretical framework for the analysis.  

      Genre struggles

 within and around the 

 meetings / interactions

Subject     .  
Positioning     .
  Discourses around                                       Discourses of

Public Participation                                         Citizenship  
Four inter-related strands which provide a framework for a linguistic and sociolinguistic analysis of the ways in which social relations and identities of citizenship are constituted, reproduced and modified through subject positioning within and around public interactions.

As the arrows indicate, these four analytic strands are clearly inter-related and complementary.  Moreover, “subject positioning” is located in the centre of the diagram in order to keep in mind the intended focus of this empirical analysis of citizenship, and therefore the common focus of these strands.  Within the chains of texts and events in our data, we are interested in the particular identities and social relations which participants establish and negotiate - for themselves as participants, for other participants, for the relevant institutions, and for the wider public beyond.  We are interested in identifying and exploring those identities and relations that may be relevant to citizenship.  In the next section we explain each strand and its contribution to this primary focus.  

This framework is intended to provide the kind of rationale and theoretical understanding necessary to guide and underpin the micro-level linguistic analysis.  By this we mean that the four strands below are intended to give direction and focus to the empirical analysis.  More specifically they are intended to inform the processes of selecting from the range of potential data, from the range of potential avenues for analysis, and from the vast array of linguistic-analytic tools.  

Strand 1:  The Genre struggles within and around the public interactions 

A focus on the nature of the participatory event is very much central to researching citizenship as a communicative achievement within the processes of public participation and public debate.  Moreover, the term participatory event is preferable to the term ‘administrative procedure’ since it recognises the inevitably contingent nature of interactive events.  Interactive events do not simply follow or instantiate procedures, and their significance for the participants and institutions is not simply what the organising institution intended.  

Similarly, the concept of genre also has important advantages over the notion of ‘procedure’.  It is a concept with which we can address the heterogeneity of the event, and the ways in which the participants draw on familiar Genres in negotiating the nature of this event.  Our interest in Genres is an interest in the socially available resources which institutions and publics draw on in developing and negotiating the participatory events.  

In analysing the transcripts of the local public meetings around GM crops it is evident that there are some interesting battles taking place over the nature of the event, and specifically, over the various Genres of interaction that participants appear to be drawing on within it.  Key points of struggle include what kind of event it is, what it is possible to say and do, what the various identities, social relations and forms of authority are, and the possibility and legitimacy of drawing conclusions or making decisions within it.  

These struggles are of course partly prompted by the wider institutional context of current UK Government practice.  The local village meetings we have researched are described by DEFRA (the UK Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs) as providing public information, rather than as the opportunity for public participation and consultation which many of the organisations and local people attending the meetings believed they should be.  At the same time, the 'factual' information about the GM crop trials provided by DEFRA is itself regarded as controversial rather than neutral by many of those attending the meetings.  Therefore the very nature and function of the meeting – as public information or public participation (or public relations) – is precisely one of the points of contention.  

With different views of what the event should be, the participants draw explicitly and implicitly on potentially competing Genres.  For example, the events frequently shift between being a lecture with a subsequent question and answer session, as envisaged by DEFRA, and a more participatory public discussion.  Specifically, there are frequent struggles over whether the public are allowed to provide information and to comment or only to ask questions, and over whether they can respond to the answers given by the panel.  The chairperson may articulate rules for the event and demand conformity to these, yet people may insert comments or information as ‘givens’ (or ‘presuppositions’) within a question.  Equally, the audience may demand that members of the panel answer a question.  

Within this process, the institutions and the public are not inventing from scratch what the meeting is and might be, the roles and responsibilities of the participants, or the forms of interaction within it.  Rather, they are implicitly and explicitly drawing on known, respected and functional forms of interaction from other contexts.  At the same time, they are not simply taking these Genres ‘off the shelf’: they are actively and creatively juxtaposing, interweaving and negotiating them within this particular event.  

This process of actively drawing on other Genres is reflected in the micro-linguistic features of what people do when they speak, the social relations they construct and counter, the rules of the meeting they break and follow, and the identities they construct within the meeting.  These are interesting in macro-sociological terms, both in identifying the apparently available Genres which people draw on, and in exploring how these are played out in practice.  We are of course particularly interested in the subject positioning of the participants as the Genres are juxtaposed, interweaved, developed and changed.  Particular Genres make particular subject positions possible and impossible (cf. Zimmermann 1998 who refers to these positions as a particular type of identity: socalled 'situated identities').  That is partly why there is a struggle over Genres.  Conversely, the invoking, shifting and constraining of subject positions is a significant part of negotiating and creatively (re)defining the generic nature of the event.  In this way, exploring an event in terms of the Genres being invoked becomes a helpful way of guiding, prompting, understanding and organising our detailed linguistic analysis of subject positioning.  

This kind of investigation of genre needs to be very alert to the subtle differences in the social relations within and between events: we know from experience of analysing other public consultations that subtle differences in the framing and the identities and relations within an event can produce very fundamental differences in the nature of the interactions.  This contingency of the interactions is, after all, partly why we are talking in terms of Genres rather than procedures.  

The contingency of the event also underlines our second focus of interest within our investigation of genre.  This is an interest in the subject positioning of the event – by which we mean the processes of construing significance to the event.  Consistent with micro-sociological research in science studies, applied linguistics and elsewhere, it is important for us to recognise that there is considerable contingency within the event in terms of what the participation is seen as counting for.  Once again we are not assuming this is determined by the intended procedure.  The significance attributed to the event (and the interactions within it) by the different participants is something we need to research rather than assume.  This significance and positioning will be constituted in the interactions and intertextual chains within and around the event.  For the different participants the event may be part of different intertextual chains.  

Strand 2:  Switches in/ struggles over Voice and Style 

Within CDA, Styles are what we might informally call ‘ways of being’ – or identities – in language (as opposed to bodily, somatic aspects).  Styles, like Discourses and Genres, are identified and differentiated at the (relatively abstract, durable) level of social practices. In particular events (eg participatory events), people may have a range of Styles available to draw upon, combine, switch, struggle over. 

An analysis of Styles provides one important frame for the analysis of subject positioning.  Shifts in Styles are one key part of the process of enacting, challenging and negotiating Genres and Discourses - through challenging the subject positioning available within these.  But making an analytical separation between Styles (or Voices) and the other two categories (Genres, Discourses) also allows us to bring in aspects of identity which are not covered otherwise, especially the relationship between particular persons and the repertoire of available social identities or roles.

Styles can be seen as a facet of people’s habitus (Bourdieu 1977, 1984), which brings variables of life history and life experience into account.  Thinking of Styles within the analysis means thinking also of the relationship between social role and personality.  Styles can be seen to involve a tension between social identity and personal identity – social identities, or at least those key social identities which MacIntyre identified as ‘characters’ (MacIntyre 1985, see also Archer 2000), come to be personally invested.  Analysis is oriented to the relationship and tension between personal and social facets of identities.  

When researching citizenship as a communicative achievement, we can explore this relationship and tension between personal and social facets of identities.  We may explore the ways in which the citizen (in addition to MacIntyre’s therapist and manager) may be a character in MacIntyre’s sense.  It may be that a ‘good citizen’ successfully invests the social role with his or her personality, and does it in a distinct way.  Seen as a ‘character’ of the contemporary social order, such personal investment of the social role of citizen may be a sine qua non of people coming to be citizens in a real sense, or as we might put it, coming to be ‘good citizens’.  

It is important to note that this implies a mode of analysis which is not merely descriptive – we can describe what people do and how they are in participatory events, but interpreting this in terms or doing citizenship inevitably involves a normative perspective.  

These points on the personal investment of social roles apply also to the experts involved in participatory events.  For instance, the speaker from the GM crop industry in the data we have referred to has a distinctive expert style whose analysis demands attention to how social identities and roles are personally inflected and invested.  It is a performance of personality as well as social identity.  Each of the speakers invests the self and the organisation with personality traits. 

Strand 3:  The Discourses around Public Participation

An observation from attending the public meetings was the degree to which the issue of Public Participation was actually an explicit focus of the public discussion.  Some of the interaction was about why the Government department DEFRA was not explicitly consulting the public on the sowing of GM crops, not responding to public opinion, and in some cases, apparently ignoring a local survey or referendum.  

A second observation was that the debate about public participation was played out in a more implicit and subtle way within the interaction.  In particular, the institutional Discourse(s) of DEFRA at the meeting seemed to construct a political, administrative, environmental and commercial world of experts, committees and procedures in which there was no intrinsic need for, and little place for, public participation. 

With this in mind, we are using the phrase Discourses around Public Participation to refer not only to ways of talking about public participation, but also to Discourses that are ostensibly not concerned with public participation at all, but which routinely get drawn into the processes of public participation, or which are influential in any debate about the need and possibilities for public participation.  These of course include Discourses of science, administration, governance, commerce and so on.  Through the implicit views of knowledge, expertise, procedures, etc, these bring with them assumptions about the potential role, nature and limits of public participation, and about the possible subject positions (identities and relations) within any public-institution interaction.  Exploring an event in terms of the Discourses being invoked within it, is a helpful way of prompting, understanding and organising our insights on subject positioning.  

For the participants, the act of invoking established institutionalised Discourses within an event can be immensely powerful.  Discourses effectively bring with them the authority relations, the subject positions, and the views of knowledge from the contexts in which they have been used.  Within the GM debate, Brian Wynne (2002) has suggested that the subject positioning in these Discourses is a fundamental issue.  

There would seem to be three interesting avenues within this strand.  The first is the analysis of the set of Discourses around Public Participation contained within the institutional discourse of DEFRA.  As we said above, this seems subtly and effectively to give the listener or reader the sense that they have little or no part to play in the permitting procedures.  The effect is to close the space for participation, and to justify and maintain the existing absence of public participation.  The institutional discourse of DEFRA would seem particularly interesting to explore, since it effectively negotiates the dual priorities of governance – democratic accountability and executive power – in a context where they are potentially pulling in opposite directions.  The subject positioning of experts and public is central to this.

The second avenue is the analysis of the oppositional public Discourses which attempt to open spaces for public participation and invoke in various ways the subject positions of participants in decision-making.   These Discourses may work in two complementary ways, (i) expecting or demanding greater public participation in the wider political sense, and (ii) expecting or demanding that the current event be reconfigured as a form of public participation.  

A third avenue would focus on the Discourses of the GMO industry and its public relations, which seem very different from those of the Government in potentially interesting ways.  The data suggests that the industry are invoking rhetorical elements that we used to associate with political discourse, and which are familiar in advertising, such as invoking a feeling of hope, of embarking on a shared project, of excitement about the future, in ways which potentially leapfrog the more democratic and procedural arguments about public safety, accountability and monitoring.  

Strand 4:  The Discourses of Citizenship

The fourth strand of our analysis – Discourses of Citizenship – entails a more direct focus on citizenship.  It is useful to identify this as a strand of our analysis separate from the Discourses around Public Participation for two reasons.  

First, we want to keep in view our particular interest in Discourses which are either specifically focussed on citizenship, and/or notable for being implicated in establishing and maintaining identities and relations of citizenship as well as people’s views of what these are and might be.  This strand is therefore another interesting lens for looking at the Discourses of science, economics and commerce which are drawn into the GM discussions.  

Second, not all Discourses of citizenship will be around public participation.  Some may be quite separate from public participation issues and events.  Some may be contrary to public participation, such as Discourses around individual freedom, non-co-operation, collective opposition, and the positioning of the public merely as consumers.  These may orientate to views of citizenship as non-participatory.  

As we have argued at the beginning of this chapter, one key challenge in researching citizenship as a communicative achievement follows from these comments.  This is to be able to identify when the identities and relations produced in communication are potentially relevant to the issue of citizenship.  More fundamentally, it raises the question of how we understand citizenship within this research.  

We suggested that an emphasis on citizenship as a communicative achievement could be seen as an attempt to get away from preconceptions about what citizenship is, and look at how it is done – at the range of ways in which people position themselves and others as citizens in participatory events.  

In response to this, we have argued that the empirical study of citizenship as a communicative achievement cannot proceed in isolation from these preconceptions.  An empirical analysis of citizenship as a communicative achievement entails seeing the object of the research - citizenship - as a continuing focus of thought and debate within the research.  The progressive development and refinement of the empirical insight into citizenship involves a focus on social categories, theoretical perspectives and analytical methods (see above).  

Within this process, theoretical perspectives have practical as well as theoretical importance.  Researchers cannot rely on their informants/data to tell what citizenship is, or to indicate which elements of their discourse are relevant to citizenship; this is, after all, an analysis of things which are implicit (even ideological) within discourse, and which are communicated implicitly through subject positioning.  Similarly, researchers cannot rely on their own existing intuitive notions of citizenship as the starting point; the danger is that these will be limited, highly cultural, and embedded within those current Discourses of citizenship which should be the focus of analysis.  Theoretical perspectives on citizenship provide at least a starting point for that continuing process of thought and debate about citizenship as the object of research.  This is a process through which the researcher becomes better able to notice and observe popular and institutional notions of citizenship that are implicit within the data.  It also provides the mechanism by which this empirical research may in turn contribute to those theoretical perspectives.  

However, as we have argued, merely exploring and drawing on theoretical notions of citizenship is not enough.  This would be to ignore the fact that some notions of citizenship are more salient and currently more powerful than others.  It would be to ignore the powerful social categories around citizenship, and the notions of citizenship pervasive within the fields of governance.  To understand citizenship as a communicative achievement, we therefore need to be able to understand the ways in which the participants may orientate to, draw on, respond to and counter these powerful and implicit articulations of citizenship.  This is vital in a context where implicit, complex and contradictory notions of citizenship may be used by Government institutions, the GM crop industry and environmental organisations to enrol the public into their institutional perspectives.  

This is the point we argued at the start of this chapter: the empirical research of citizenship must involve recognising and researching the dialectic between pre-constructions of citizenship and performances of citizenship within everyday practice.  It must involve an exploration of the dynamic relationship between the normative, social, institutional, and theoretical pre-constructions of citizenship, and what is communicatively achieved in participatory events.  

Finally, it is important to take up a point which we made when setting out the previous strand (above).  This is that Discourses of citizenship may be embedded within a wide range of Discourses.  They may intersect with, and be identifiable across, current Discourses of science, governance, administration, commerce, media and so on.  Within the particular events and texts which we research, people may be using, negotiating and juxtaposing competing Discourses of citizenship.  For the researcher to identify the apparent Discourses of citizenship can be an interesting research process in itself, but it is particularly interesting when it enables us to explore their potential functioning and significance, within the wider Discourse formations currently associated with science, governance, commerce, media, environmental concern and public participation. 

Concluding remarks

In any analysis of discourse it is vital that researchers avoid overly reifying the Discourses which it may be useful to identify.  We need to observe the heterogeneity and contingencies within these, and the crossovers and similarities between them.  This is necessary in order to avoid artificially homogenising the public or even the Government, and to avoid reifying the sides within the GM crop debate (or any other debate) (see Wynne 1996).  The implication of this is that researchers need to be able to explore the potentially subtle similarities and intertextual relations between the various Discursive resources people draw on, and the potential ambiguities, contestations and contradictions within these.  Above all, they need to see the interactive event as a moment in which Discourses are actively brought together in potentially innovative ways.  After all, interactive events are the means by which new Discourses are developed and realised.  

This last point reminds us of the interesting relations between Discourses and Genres within the public interactions.  The Discourses around public participation are important resources for negotiating the Genre(s) of the particular event.  They are resources which institutions and members of the public draw on in the process of guiding, defining, understanding, negotiating and contesting (i) the nature of public interactions about GM crops, (ii) the significance of these interactions, and (iii) the subject positions the participants may occupy within them.  In turn, the generic nature of the event is critical in terms of what Discourses are prompted, encouraged and/or excluded.  For example, heterogeneity in the nature of the event, or its unfamiliarity to the participants, can sometimes enable a wider range of public and non-institutional Discourses to be aired.  

This interrelation of Genres and Discourses inevitably offers possibilities for a circular impasse, and conversely, for learning, innovation and change.  It is often the narrow conception of the potential Genres of public participation that is a key factor in maintaining the established Discourses which devalue and sideline public participation.  The sometimes dominant assumption that Public Participation can mean only (a) oppositional public meetings, (b) letter-writing and website responses, or (c) a simplistic referendum, is very powerful.  It rests on, and then maintains, the assumption that public participation in decision-making is about adding up individual opinions, as opposed to engaging in a debate about the complex issues in order to identify the important questions and reach informed judgements (Rawles, 1998; O’Neill, 2001).  It maintains the sometimes dominant institutionalised Discourses around public participation, in which public participation is construed as being of limited value, potentially dangerous, and contrary to the desired goal of basing decisions on ‘sound science’.  Social and institutional change therefore involves changes in the Discourses, Genres and Styles around public participation.  

In terms of social learning, innovation and change, it is clear that direct experience of taking part in a public consultation events can radically impact on the ways in which both institutions and publics come to talk about public participation.  Moreover, the direct experience of public exclusion from a particular decision-making processes can have a similarly radical impact.  Such experiences can prompt reflection and learning about the current practices and the potential role and value of public participation.  And as we have found in the context of GM crops, the experience of public exclusion can sometimes also prompt an explicit reflection about the wider nature and functioning of democracy.  

In this way, experiences of public participation, or of the absence of it, can become moments of discoursal realignment and innovation.  In particular, they can prompt social and institutional shifts in the subject positioning of experts, authorities, self and the public.  The contribution of this research of citizenship as a communicative achievement is that it can potentially offer detailed empirical and theoretical insight into these important aspects of current social change.  
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Switches in/ struggles over �     Voice and Style








� 	This public meeting was called formally in 2001 by the Parish council of an English village in response to requests from local people, following the announcement of a “Field Scale Trial” of a GM crop in a field next to the village.  The meeting was chaired by a member of the Parish Council, and included a panel of three speakers, representing DEFRA (the UK government Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs), the biotechnology company carrying out the trial, and an environmental organisation.  


� 	<<the footnote should perhaps be placed somewhat before, when the convention of the big D is made use of for the first time (in my print: page 3)Here we are using the terms Discourse or Discourses to mean particular ways of representing or constructing particular areas of knowledge and experience (see Fairclough 1992: 127-8)  For clarity, in this document we follow the convention of using (big ‘D’) Discourse(s) in this way, whilst using (small ‘d’) discourse as a very general term to refer to spoken, written and non-verbal interaction.  





