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Abstract: This paper intends, first, to expose théwo ambiguities related
to both the term ‘political discourse’ and the notbn ‘political discourse
analysis.” The two ambiguities are clearly explaing Later, the concern
of the paper will be with the two confusions existig in both Shapiro’s
(1981) and Graber’s (1981) definitions of politicatliscourse. At the end,
the very appropriate definition of political discourse is provided.
Actually, defining political discourse on the basi®f contextual features
blocks the rise of ambiguities and confusions.

Key words: political discourse, political discourse analysis, ambiguity,
confusion, critical linguistics, context, institution, political genres.

. Introduction:

Both the term ‘political discourse’ and the notigmolitical discourse
analysis’ are ambiguous. The possible interpreatatiof the two terms are
explicitly referred to. Next,. The interest of thmaper shifts to two
confusions which are due to Shapiro’'s (19810 anabérs (1981)
definitions of political discourse. Actually, botefinitions lead to the rise of
confusions. This is demonstrated by the works ofinitind (1996) and
Liebes and Ribak (1991).

Given these ambiguities and confusions, the rigifindion of
political discourse must be sought. At first, it shown that political
discourse includes other participants, and mangradiscourse do. Limiting
the scope of political discourse ti its contextadvantageous. It helps
excluding other discourses which are at the bagndf politics. Political
discourse is a class of genres, and not only orggesgenre.

1. Ambiguities and confusions:

The term political discourse conveys two possibleamngs (cf.
Wilson. 2001:389). Therefore, it is ambiguous. Goning the first
interpretation, the term means that the discoussétself political. The
structure ‘political discourse’ is the output ofdb ordered transformational
rules (see Meridji, 1999: chapt. 02).
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At first, the relative clause transformational rute applied (cf.
Huddleston, 1976; 102). This results in the negtrigtive relative clause: ‘a
discourse which is political.” Second, the segmeiich-tns-be’ is deleted
by the relative pronoun deletion rule (see Bak8r,8l 315). The remaining
structure is the following: ‘a discourse politicarhird, the post-modifier
‘political’ is moved by the noun modifier shift milto a  pre-modifying
position, and is eventually inserted between tliefinite article ‘a’ and the
noun ‘discourse’ ( see Baker, 1978: 317). The aetwwe of an adjective in
such a position shows.a permanent or characteristic feature’(cf. Quirk
et al, 1972). This indicates that the discourséasging the characteristic
feature of being political.

The second meaning expressed by the term ‘politicsaiourse’ can
be seen in the idea that political discourse idyard as a discourse type.
This indicates that the investigator's attentiorcéntred on the discourse
itself, and reference is neither made to politicahtext nor to political
content. At this level, it is worth mentioning thaipolitical discourse could
be studied from different points of view: pragmalig, syntactically,
semantically, lexically, or sociolinguistically (ciGastil, 1992; Baylon,
1991).

A second ambiguity related to the notion ‘politicdlscourse
analysis’ is identified by Van Dijk (1998: 11). Atlly, the notion means
two things. At first, it tells that the analysis eéencerned with a political
discoursé Second, it means that a given discourse is paliyi analysed,
i.e., a political approach is followed in the arsdyof a discourse. This
interpretation is emphasized by critical discolasalysts. Here, reference to
Wodak’s (1996: 204) words, which are next, coulttify the point:

In other words, critical discourse analysis aims to
investigate critically social inequality as it is
expressed, signalled, constituted, legitimized etby
language use (or in discourse).

A confusion regarding the field of political diseea may also be
noted in Shapiro’s (1981) opinion. According to hiall discourses could be
political. This very confusing situation has aridegcause the ‘political’ is
defined on the basis of the following concepts: eqveontrol, conflict, or

! To understand the nature of a political discousee, section 2.
2 See also Fairclough (1995).
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domination (cf. Fairclough, 1992; Van Dijk, 1993hifton and Schaffner,
1997).

As an illustrative case, reference may be madeiagmbnd’s (1996)
study. Although her work is concerned with the digse of staff meetings,
she herself considers it ‘political’ this situatimnmainly due to the fact that
issues, such as: power and control are being emgloy

Another confusion is also seen in the definitiorpolitical discourse
as given by Graber (1981: 196). As he sees, pallitiscourse includes both
formal and informal political contexts and politicactors operating in
political environments to achieve political objeets. This conception gives
rise to the following problem: how do we considas, Wilson (2001: 399)
guestions, the work of Liebes and Ribak (1991) amilly discussions of
political events? Is this political discourse omfly discourse of the
political?

2. Defining political discourse:

Defining political discourse by simply referring aothors and actors is very
limited as a definition (cf. Van Dijk, 1998). Sindegal, medical, and
educational discourse include the next participaetpectively, lawyers and
defendants, doctors and patients, and teachersstmnts, so does a
political discourse. This is to mean that politicattivity requires the
intervention of the following groups: citizens avaters, people as members
of pressure and issue groups, demonstrators anifieli¢s, and so on (see
Verba et al, 1993).

These groups participate in the operation of palitThus, they take
part in political discourse. The point that is worhaking is that relating
politics and consequently political discourse¢he public sphere makes the
appearance of other participants poaaible (seeDi§&n1998: 12).

Another basic characteristic of political discourssides in the fact
that it is produced by politicians (cf. Van DijkQ@1: 05). This obligatorily
excludes those discourse genres st the bounddiiles beld of politics with
other domains, such as: the discourse of a stufsnonstration. In spite of
the fact that such a discourse may have some irduen political decision
making, still it is far from being a political disarse. In effect, this discourse
belongs to another social domain. On the oppoaitkill about education
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policies is a genre of political discourse in spiteéhe fact that its objectives
are totally restricted to education (see Van OijBQ1: 05).

Given the fact that political discourse is produdsda politician,
then it must be produced in an institution. In shpolitical discourse is an
institutional discourse. So as to a discourse rbaspolitical, it must be
uttered or written by a politician in an institutiel setting (see Van Dijk,
2001; Baylon, 1991). In addition, political discear must also reach a
political act in an institution, such as govern{of Van Dijk, 2001).

A final characteristic of political discourse ligsthe idea that it is a
class of genres defined by the domain of politsee(Van Dijk, 2001). This
signifies that government deliberations, parliaragnt debates, party
programs, and presidential speeches are genresolidfcgd discourse.
Defining the genres of political discourse rest®rugontext, the kind of
profession the political speaker is occupying, thstitution where the
discourse is communicated, the result the politdaicourse intends to
achieve, and finally the consequences of the palitidiscourse: laws
legislated, policies decided, or laws reviewed.

3. Conclusion:

To conclude, political discourse is very complexdefine in the
realm of discourse analysis. In spite of the fhat it is a discourse type, still
it has its own distinguishing features. Unlike atdescourse types, political
discourse includes many genres. Theses genregfanedisolely by politics.

So as to a discourse could be qualifisdbeing political, it must
contain at least the next elements. First, the kgyear writer must be a
politician by profession. Second, the discoursetrhescommunicated in an
institution. Third, the discourse must achieveslte
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