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ABSTRAK

Ideologi merupakan sistem kepercayaan, keyakinan dasar, menvangkut gagasan-gagasan, dan
represeniasi sosial tentang sejumlah hal yang dijadikan acuan bersama dalam kelompok. Ia
akan terckspresikan dalam struktur wacana dan mengontral pengetahuan yang dimiliki dan

terdisiribusi dalam kelompok. Pemahaman biasa tentang ideologi adalah dengan menghaji efek

idevlogi padu bentik-bentuk wacana dan makna. fdealogi positif atan negatif tergantung pada

konsekuensinyva dalam praktik sosial, Orang membeniuk model mental tentang peristitwa yang

dipercakapkan dan peristiwa di mana ia berpartisipasi. Model mental adalah memovi personal

vang bersifat episodik, Dan, orang tidok berada dalam ruang hampa. Ia berada datam sebuah

kontkes, yakni situasi subjektif di mana ia berada atau terfibar, Konteks itu sendivi tidak statis,

secard ferus-menerus akan direkonstruksi dalam mental para partisipan. Untuk
mendeskripsikan wacana, sehagai alat analisis, kategori-kategori katekstual berikut doapat
digunakan: domain, global action, roles, sosial relations, dan context. Jnterpretasi para
partisipun dan peneliti yung dihasilkan tak terhindarkan pada bias ideologi tertentu yang
dianur, sehingga bersifat subjektif,

1. Introduction

Within the broader framework of a long-tern
research project on ideology and discourse, this
paper focuses on the ideological natuirz of
contextualization, The usual approach to ideology
1s to study its effects on discourse forms and mean-
ings, and how discursive structures may in turn
contribute to the formation and transformation of
ideologics. However, ideologies are also at play
when language users engage in the ongoing con-
struction of conlext as subjective, as well as group-
sensitive, interpretations of the social situation.,

Thus, when whites speak about blacks, mean-
ings and style of such talk may be influenced by
racist or anti-racist ideologies. That is, idcologies
may influcnce the ways social attitudes are ex-
pressed in discourse structures. The same ideol-
ogy, however, may influence the way whites con-
struct themselves and blacks as participants in
conversation, how they define the interaction, and

what knowledge, belicls or aims are activated dur-
ing conversation. These typical context features
may in turn show up at all levels of discourse, e.g.
in intonation, sentence syntax, lexical selection,
topicalization or implicitness, amang many other
properties of 1alk. For instance, a racist ideology
about blacks may negatively affect the contextual
definition of a black interlocuter by a white speaker,
and that negative impression may in turn influ-
cnce mechanisms of politeness that are expressed
in specific face threatening intonation or
lexicalization. In other words, ideology may affect
the production (or interpretation) of discourse di-
rectly, as in the first case, or this may happen indi-
recily through the prior formation of a hiased rep-
rescnlation of the social situation, for instance
about other participants or the relations between
participants, as in the sccond case,

This paper will develop some theoretical in-
struments that may disentangle these complex ideo-
logical influences on discourse. It does so by
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briefly summarizing my current conception of ide-
ology. by formulating some elements of a new
theory of context, and by inlegrating these two
approaches in a theory of the ways idcology is
involved in the sociocognitive processes of dis-
course production and comprehension. These
ideas will finally be applied in a ‘contextual analy-
sis” of fragments of a parlilamentary debate in the
UK onimmigration. Given the vast literature on all
these topics (ideology, political discourse, mental
models, etc.) the references are kept to a minimurm.

2. Ideology

The theery of ideology that scrves as the
framework for the present paper is multidisciplinary.
It defines ideclogics us a special form of social
cognition shared by social groups. Ideclogies thus
form the basis of the socinl representations and
practices of group members, including their dis-
course, which al Lhe sarme time serves as the means
of ideological production, reproduction, and ¢chal-
lenge (for details, see Van Dijk, 1998),

The theoretical intricacies of this framework
are considerable. So far we have more questions
than answers. For instance, we have few explicit
ideus about the internal structures of the mental
representations of ideologies. And without such
representions we arce unable to detail the ways ide-
ologics influence the underlying mental processcs
involved in discourse and other social practices.
As for the social dimension of the theory of ideei-
ogy, we still ignore - among many other things—
which social colectivities, and under what condi-
tions, devclop ideologies. Thus, examining the
ways ideclogies influence contextualization is one
of the many purzles that we face in such a complex
theory that needs to hridge the gaps between dis-
course, cagnition, and sociely.

2.1 Tdeologics as Social Beliefs

Rather trivially, idcologies consist of a spe-
citic kind of ‘ideas.” In somewhat more technical
jargon {in social psychology and political scicnec),
we would call them belief systems or social repre-
sentations of some kind (Acbischer, Deconchy &

Lipiansky, 1992: Augostinas, 1998; Farr &
Moscovici, 1984: Fraser & Gaskell, 1990).

This means that they are not personai belief’s,
bul heliefs shared by groups, as is also the case
[or grammars, socioculturally shared knowledge,
group attitudes, or norms and values. Indeed, we
assume that ideologies form the dasis of the belief
systems or social representations of specific
groups (sec also Scarbrough, 1990), For instance,
at the basis of group knowledge and attitudes
about scxual harrussment, glass ceilings and abor-
tion, we may find a feminist or anti-feminist ideol-
ogy. And a neo-liberal ideology forms the basis of
socially shared beliefs of specific groups (for in-
stance corporate managers) about the freedom of
the market or the intervention of the state,

2.2 The Social Basis of Idcologies:
Groups

The tirst problem, already signalled above, is
that it is not easy to formulate the independent
sucial conditions of “groupness” without falling
into the trap of circularity. Feminism may be the
ideclogy of feminists, but if feminists are only de-
fined hy their ideology, we do not seem to have
advanced very much in the social definition of ide-
ology (Ryan, 1992; Smith, 1990). Thus, we must
assume that other social factors of group menber-
ship, group organization, leadership, group prac-
tices and rituals, as well as institutions may have
to be accounted for in the social component of a
theory of idenlogy, as we know from the theory of
social movements in general (Larafia, Johnston &
Gusfield, 1994).

In the remainder of this paper these societal
dimensions of ideologies will only be considered
where relevant for a theory of contextualization.

2.3 The Organization of Idcologics

The second problem, also mentioned above,
is the crucial question of the internal structure of
ideologics. It is inconsistent with most insights of
contemporary cognitive scicnce to assume that
ideologics should be unstructured “lists™ of ideas.
Whatever the neuro-biological basis of memeory
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or the specific cognitive theory espoused in their
description, we must assume that ideologies, just
like other mentul representations, are somehow
structured (Bechtel & Graham, 1999). Such struc-
ture is assumed in order to be able to account for a
large number of cognitive properties of ideologi-
cal production, comprehension, thinking, dis-
course, or other forms of interaction. For instance,
we may assume that some ideological beliefs are
more important than others, thus suggesting a hi-
erarchical organization of ideologies. Similarly, ide-
ologies have to be learned and changed by indi-
viduals as group members, and since persons may
be members of several groups, and thus have to
learn various ideologies during their life, it is plan-
sible that they have some very basic categories or
a schema that allows them to acquire and change
their ideologies in an efficient way, And most im-
portantly, in our everyday lives as group mem-
bers, ideclogies need to be readily accessible, re-
trievable and applicable in the formation or change
of group bascd uttitudes or the opinions of indi-
vidual group members, and these processes can
only take place when ideologics are somehow or-
ganized.

Centemporary cognitive scicnce has provided
several formats for the structurc of at leust one
form of secial representation: knowledge. Thus,
scripts, frames, scenarios, associative nelworks,
and various kinds of schemala have been pro-
posed to render the erganized nature of belief sys-
tems (see, e.g., Schank & Abelson, 1977). For my
purpose, however, these proposals do not appear
to be very adequate: a feminist ideology simply
cannot be compared with a restaurant seript, for
instance. We know from much empirical research,
also on discourse, Lhat ideologies often appear in
polarized thought, opinions, action, or discourse.
This suggests that somewhere in the representa-
tion of ideology, we probably find basic caiego-
ries that represent this opposition between Us and
Them.

Theoretical strategics for the elaboration of
formats for the structure of ideologies should be
based, in my opinion, on both cognitive and so-
cial arguments, and especially ut the interface of

cognition and society. Thus, cognitively, ideolo-
gies are a form of self-schema of (the members of)
groups, that is, a representation of themselves as
a group, especially also in relation to other groups.
Processes of social identification ultimately take
place on the shared social representations we call
ideologies. The social inspiration for a theory of
ideological structure therefore must be sought in
the basic propertics ol (social} groupness, of
which the following ones have particular relevance:
1. Membership devices (gender, etnicity, appear-
ance, origin, ctc.): Who are we?
Actions: What do we do?
Aims: Why do we do this?
Norms and Values: What is good or bad?
Position: What is our position in society, and
how we relate to other groups?
6. Resources: What is ours? What do we want
to have/keep at all costs?

We shall for the moment assume that these
are some of the fundamental categories that de-
fine social groupness, and that alse form the basic
self-schema organizing ideologies. In other words,
the same fundamental schema organizes group
thought and group life, as may be expected from
ideologies.

G W 1D

2.4 Ideologies Are not Always Negative

Note that my definition of ideology is not
negative, as is the case in many traditional, espe-
cially Marxist or anti-Marxist inspired concepts of
idcologies as “fulse consciousness™ (for a histori-
cal survey, see Larrain, 1979). Ideclogies can be
‘good’ or ‘bad” depending on the consequences
of the social practices based on them, Thus both
racism and antiracism are idcologies, and so are
sexism and feminism. Ideologics may thus serve
tor establish or maintain social dominance, as well
as to organize dissidence and oppesition. Under
specific conditions, they may serve 1o found and
organize the social thoughts and practices of any
social group. Of course, this ‘neutral” definition of
the concept of ideology does not at all prevent us
from critically analyzing and opposing bad ideolo-
gies, in the same way as a general theory of power
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does not prevent us ltom criticizing and oppasing
power abuse and demination, In other words, in
my view ideologies arc not by definition “domi-
nant” ideologics (for further discussion, see also
Abercrombie, Hill, Turner, 1980).

2.5 Knowledge(s)

If ideologics control the social represcnta-
tions of groups, they alsa control the knowledge
acquired and shared by a group. This is true, how-
ever, only for 4 specific kind of knowledge, namely
what we shall call group knowledge. These are
the social beliefs which a group helds to be true,
according to its own evaluation or verification
(truth} criteria, as is the case for scientists, mem-
bers of a church or members of a social movement,
Of course, for ather groups, such beliefs may be
mere opinions or false beliefs, and thercfore not
be called ‘knowledge’ at all.

The crucial, empirical and discursive, test to
distinguish knowledge from other beliefs is that
knowledge shared by a group tends to be presup-
posed by its members, and not asserted, in text
and taik (except in pedagogical discourse, as well
as in discourse directed at non-group members). It
is this group knowledge, then, that may be ideo-
logical based.

Thus, what ferminists know about sexual ha-
rassment arc beliefs that are based also on prin-
ciples of feminist ideology, such as equality, au-
tonomy, and so on. Others (especially anti-femi-
nists} may deemn such knowledge as mere opin-
ions or exaggerated belicls, The same is often true
for scientific knowledge, based on the specific cri-
teria of scholarly verification and method, which
may be beliefs {still} unknown outside the scien-
tific community. Obvicusly, the power and pres-
tige of each group will also carry over to the power
and legilimacy of their beliefs and what beliefs
count as knowledge in socicty at large.

This formulation suggests that we should also
speak of beliefs that are generally shared in soci-
ety, across {ideological) grovp boundaries. That
is, by definition this kind of culturat knowledge is
non-idcological: There is na difference of opinion,

no ideological struggle, no opposition in this case:
These are the basic beliefs of a culture, on which
all others, also the ideological beliels of groups,
are based. To stress this gencral, cultural basis of
these beliefs, we may also call them Crdtural Com-
mon Ground. This commeon ground is constantly
changing: What is specific group knowledge to-
day (e.g. within the scientitic community), may be
general knowledge, and hence common ground
tommorrow. And vice versa, what was generally
thought to be true, may now appear to be false or
merely an opinion of specific groups (typically so
for Christian religion, for instance). Common
ground is the sociocognitive basis of our common
sense, and is generally presupposed in public dis-
course, by members of culturally competent mem-
bers of all groups {except children and members of
other cultures). Note that the notion of (cultural)
Cormmmon Ground used here is more general than
the notion of common ground as shared know!-
edge between participants in conversation, which
may also include persenal knowledge and group
beliefs (Clark, 1996; see also Smith, 1982).

Thus, in the architecture of social cognition,
we find that on the one hand group ideologies
need to be based on commeon ground knowledge,
whercas on the other hand specific group ‘knowl-
edge’ (what group members hold ta be true) may
in turn be based on ideology. Indeed, despite their
fundamentally opposed opinions about immigra-
tion, for instance, both racists and antiracists share
at leust some general knowledge about what immi-
grants, countries, passports, and borders arc. In
other words, conceptions of ideology that view
ideologies as all pervasive in society are inconsis-
tent with the basic conditions of interaction. cont-
munication und belicls in a culture.

2.6 Attitudes

Ideologies are general and abstract. They are
about general principles of the group, basic con-
victions, axiomatic beliefs. For various domains in
society, however, groups have more specific be-
licf systerns, for which T use the traditional social
psychological notion of “attitude”, though defined
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in adifferent way (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). Thus,
whereas feminism, sexism, racism, socialism,
neoliberalism, and ecologism are ideologics
{among many others), people may have specific
attitudes about ‘issues’, such abortion, immigra-
tion, the death penalty, euthanasia, or drugs,
among many others. The beliefs of such attitudes
hang together, so that we may alse assume that
atlitudes have some fixed, calcgorical structure
that facilitates acquisition, change and application
in concrete cuses. Clusters of such aititudes may
be based on an ideology — for instance people’s
attitudes about immigration, ethnic integration, or
the role of forcigners in the labor or housing mar-
ket, may be based on a racist {or antiracist) atii-
tude.

Thus, attitudes are also forms of social repre-
scntations; they are socially shared opinions; they
are general but limited to specific social domains,
and they may be organized by underlying ideolo-
gies. Note that my use of the notion is different
from that in much traditional social psychology,
where attitudes {and especially attitude change)
was also used to refer to individual opinions of
persons (sce also the critique of Jaspars & Fraser,
1984},

3. Mental Models

For social representations such as ideologies,
knowledge, and attitudes to have any specific im-
pact at all on concrete discourses and social prac-
tices, a very important cognitive interface is still
missing: mentai models, Whereas social represcn-
tations are traditionally localed in social memory
{or semantic memory) as shared by groups, mental
models constitute the personal, episodic memory
of individual people. Mental models are represen-
tations in episodic memory and may simply be iden-
tified with people’s experiences. They arc repre-
sentations of the specific acts/events peaple par-
ticipate in, witness or hear/read about,

Discourses may be very abstract, for instance
when they are about immigration or abortion in
general, as is the case in pelicy or scientific dis-
course, In that cuase, we need no specific event

models in order produce or understand such dis-
course: social representations are the direct input
into the semantic module of discourse production.
However, often discourses are specific. about spe-
cific people, acts and settings, as is the case for
most everyday conversation, as well as for the
news. This is typically the case in the news and in
various forms of everyday storytelling. The men-
ta} basis of such specific stories are the models
people construct in episodic memory. Such mental
models probably slso have a schematic structure,
namgly the schematic structure of events (setting,
participants, actions, etc.). The general beliefs of
social representations may be “inslantiated” in
these mental madels: instead of thinking aboul
immigrants in general, we are now thinking of Leila
or Mohammed.

Mental models do not merely represent ‘the
facts’, but typically represent the Tacts as people
define them. Indecd, ‘defining the situation” is what
mental models do. This also means that mental
madels typically feature personal opinions. These
opinions may be instantiations of social attitudes,
which in turn may be controlled by ideologies.

This meuns that mental models may also he
ideologically biased. Indeed, some people may
have a biased mental model about some actions of
Leila or Mohammed, that is false beliefs that are
partly contralled by underlying attitudes and ide-
ologies. Ideologically biased models form the in-
put of discourse production, and may thus give
risc 1o biased topics, lexical items, or metaphors,
among many other (especially semantic) proper-
ties ol discourse.,

We see that the ideelogical influence on dis-
course is often indirect: Ideologies influence so-
cial attitudes, and these may be instantiated as
individual opinions of group members represented
in their mental models about specilic people and
events, which in turn control meaning production
of text and talk about such events. The same is
true for ideclogical comprehension: Given a dis-
course, people may form biascd models, depend-
ing on their ideologies. This is one of the reasons
of the variable nature of discourse comprehension
and interpretation. That is, variation of opinions
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between different group members does not mean
that the group does not share attitudes or ideolo-
gies, but only that individual group members.

4. Context Modcls

People not only form mental models of the
events they (ulk abeut, but alse of the events they
participate in, including the communicative event
of which their ongoing discourse is an inherent
part. That is, people subjectively represent the
sacial situation in which they now verbally par-
ticipate: a chat with 2 family member at home, a
lesson at school, reading the newspaper on the
train, participating in a meeting, or in a service en-
counter in a shop, among many others. These sub-
Jjeetive, mental representations of the comnwnica-
tive event and the current social situation as it
constrains current discourse, will be called con-
text models, or simply ‘contexts’ {{or detail, sce
Van Dijk, [999).

We may conceive of context models as em-
bodying tic crucial notion of relevance: They
dctine what for the discourse paiticipants is now
relevantin the social situation (Sperber & Wilson,
1986), Without a conception of the communica-
tive cvent as represented by a context model, par-
ticipants arc unable Lo adequately contribute to
omzoing discourse. They would be unable o pro-
duce and understand speech acts, would be un-
able to adapt topics, lexical items, style, end thelo-
ri¢ to the current social event, and they would not
even bhe able 1o tell what the recipients already
know, so that they do not even know what ‘con-
tent’ to express in the first place. Indeed, without
context models, adequate, contextually sensitlive
discourse is impossible.

In other words, contexts arc not ‘out there’,
but ‘in here': They are menlal constructs of par-
ticipants: they are individually variable interpreta-
tions of the ongeing social sitvation. Thus, they
may be biused, feature personal opinions, and for
these reasons also embody the opinions of the
participunts s members of groups. Indeed, a femi-
nist and male chauvinist in conversation are likely
1o have pretty different context models, as do a

liberal and a conscrvative, a professor and a stu-
dent, and a doctor and a patient talking together.
Indced, biused or incomplete context models are
the source of profound communicative and inter-
actional conflicts.

In other words, just like mental models of
events talked about, afso context models may be
ideolngical biased. Thus, people not only may
express hiased belicls about immigrants, but may
also exhibit such beliefs in their interaction and
discourse with immigrants, as much work on ev-
eryday racism has shown (Essed, 1921). The cru-
cial question of this paper is to spell out in some-
what more detail how this happens, and what pos-
sible consequences this has for discourse.

It should be emphasized from the outsel that
context models are not static mental representa-
tions, but dynamic structures. They are ongoingly
constructed and reconstructed by each participant
in an cvent, and they change with each change in
(the interpeetation) of the situation, il only hecuuse
of the ongoing changes of discourse itself (one of
the components of context). For instance, if nath-
ing else, the discourse will dynumically change
the knowledge the participants have about the
knowledge of the other, But also the ongoing ac-
tion, the participant roles, aims and other beliefs
may change during interaction. How exactly such
‘dynamic’ mental madels should be conceived of,
theoretically, as permanently changing and up-
dated mental madels in episodic memory isa prob-
lem that is beyond the scope of this paper. How-
cver, we must assume that unlike more permanent
social representations (such as those for cultural
knowledge, social attitudes or ideologies), and
unlike mental models of past personal experiences,
these active mental models are in continuous in-
teruction with the processing geing on in working
metmory. That is, during the comprehension or pro-
duction of discourse, participants ongoingly learn
things aboul the world (as represented hy the dis-
caurse} and at the same time about the current
interaction situation, Indecd, our point is that what-
ever language uscrs attend o in discourse is
largely dependent on their model of the communi-
cative situation. It is this model that keeps track of
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what the language users finds interesting or -
portant, or otherwise relevant for their or his cur-
rent aims. This is also the reason why our theory
of context models should be seen as a specitic
case of a more general theory of everyday experi-
ence. T'hat is, from the moment we wake up in the
moming, until we fall asleep (or lose conscious-
ness during the day), we ongoingly construct and
update mental models of the situations and events
we are participating in. These models control all
our actions and interpretations, and in many ways
define what is usually called (higher level) ‘con-
scicusness': In these models we represent our-
selves, other participants and our relations to them,
current time frames, location and direction, ongo-
ing social actions, and so on. Contexts as defined
here are merely a special casce of these *experience
models’, namely those models in which we engage
in discourse.

4.1 Earlier Approaches

Linguists and discourse analyst have usu-
ally paid more attention to the role of context than
psychelogists, but also they hitherto failed to de-
velop explicit theories of text-context relationships.
As is the case in psychology, most sociclinguistic
accounts tend to examine such relationships in
terms of simple co-variaticn or probability, instcad
of analyzing the precisc nature and strategies of
contextuai influence.

Fallowing the carly work of Dell Hymes and
his SPEAKING model of context (Hymes, 1962},
ethnographic approaches have so far heen most
interesting (Auver & Di Luzio, 1992: Duranti &
Goodwin, 1992; Gumperz, 1982). The locus here is
on the relevant structures of whole communica-
live events, and not just ¢n the struclures of text
or talk as part of such events, and such events
alsa include a setting, participants, goals, etc.

Influenced by British anthropology and lin-
guistics {Malinowski, FFirth), systemic-funcional
linguistics (SFL) and social semiotics show how
the structures of discourse are to be defined in
terms of the main dimensions of the ‘context of
situation’, which they call *field” (engoing activ-

ity, subtect matter), ‘tenor’ (participant relations)
and ‘mood’ (the role discourse plays in the ongo-
ing activity) (for details, see e.g., Halliday, 1978;
Leckie-Tarry, 1995; and the conlribulions in
Ghadessy, 1999}, The importance of this work is
not so muech in the theory of context itsclf, but
rather in the linguistic study of the assumed influ-
ences of context on ‘register’, that is, the textual
counterparts of the lield, tenor, mood triple. The
SFL concept of context is theoretically very simple
(it exists of three general, rather vaguely defined
and heterogeneous categories) and its basic fea-
tures have not changed for decades, since SFL
borrowed it from others {such as Spencer & Cire-
gory, 1964; for history and comparisons, see e.u.,
Martin, 1992, 1999). For instance, such different
situation properties as “activity type’ and ‘subject
matter’ are part of the same ‘field’ category. And
including in the context a category like ‘mode’,
which is supposed to define the ‘'symbaolic role’ of
discaurse in the cantext, is like including the very
function context has in the first place: defining the
functions of language use. Also because SFL is
very much restricted to itself, and uses little input
both from the social sciences and psychology,
there is no systematic, cumulative research into
the properties of context. Most research is heing
done on the more exclusive linguistic properties
of language use.

We shall not further détail our critique of the
SFL concept of context, bul only conclude that
compared ta olher approaches, for instance in eth-
nography and social psychology, the notion (de-
veloped by linguists) is theoretically ad hoc and
therefore unsatisfactory. An important difference
with my approach is that dominant SFL, as an off-
spring of British empiricism is explicitly anti-men-
talist, so that not enly coniexts cannot be defined
as (mental) constructs of participants, but also the
important cognitive aspects of social situations,
such as knowledge and aims of participants, can-
not be defined. Indeed, also for this reason, the
most crucial components of communicative situa-
tions arc missing in the SFL approach. However,
as suggested, the major SFL contribution is not in
the theory of context, but in the theory of the lin-
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guistic dimensions involved in situational varia-
tion, that is, in the theories of register (repertoires
of language use) and its typological consequences
for a theory of genre.

Probubly the most extensive and theoretically
most interesting work on context has been carried
out in the social psychology of language (Brown
& Fraser, 1979; Giles & Ceupland, 1991), following
various appreaches to the social psycholegy of
situations (Argyle, Furnham & Graham, 1981;
Fumham & Argyle, 1981; Forgas. 1979, 19835). Thus,
Brown & Fraser {1979: 35) present a situation
schema consisting of components such as Scene,
consisting of Setting (Bystanders, Locale, Time)
and Purpose {goals, tasks, topic) und Participants
and their various properties and relationships.
Wish & Kaplan (1977), using multidimensional
scaling, identifies five basic dimensions people use
in the interpretation of social situations: co-opera-
tive—competitive, intense—superficial, formal—
informal, dominant—equal, and task-oriented—
non-task-oriented (see also Forgas, 1985; Giles &
Coupland, 1991},

Unlike linguistic approaches however, this
approach does not systematically match assumed
contextfsituation struclures with language or dis-
course structurcs, and that is of course the very
point of a theory of context. Also, although these
proposals come from psycholagy, they are not al-
ways related to mental representations (like mod-
els) of social situations. That is, social siluations
by themselves can of course not directly inllu-
ence language use, but this is only possible through
a cognitive interface, which spells out how the
social situation is interpreted, or in fact con-
structed, by participants.

4,2 Structures of Context

Although these various approaches offer us
various lists of possible categaries for the organi-
zation of context models as subjective representa-
tions of communicative events or situations, with-
oul systematic research about text-context rela-
tions we can only guess what such models might
look like. Like all episodic models they represent

evenls, so — {rom a structural perspective — they
most likely (cature such categories as Setting (Time,
Location), Event/Action, Participants, and so or.
In this case, the event/action is discursive, and
the participants are participants of speech. But a
more articulate theory of context features more than
Jjust these categorics. The point is that for each of
these categories we need to show that they are
systematically relevant for sitnated language use,
that is, for discourse production and comprehen-
sion. For instance, we necd Time and Location
categorics in order to describe and explain the
structure of deictic expressions, and a category of
Sacial Relalions between Participants in order to
explain pronoun use and other politeness forms.
And once we have such a list of categories, estab-
lished by theoretical speculation (e.g., on the struc-
tures of social cpisodes in general) in relation 1o
syslematic discourse analysis (properties Lthat can
only be described in situational terms), we need to
further organize these calegories in a schema that
can casily be applicd in everyday discursive inter-
action,

Because the main aim of this paper is not to
develop a theory of the structure of context mod-
els, but to present some ideas about the ideologi-
cal basis of context models, we shall only bricfly
mention some further contextual categories here,
and later see what their relevance is in the descrip-
tion of discourse. We shall begin by a brief theo-
retical explanation of the relevance of some cat-
cgories, and then analyze a fragment of parliamen-
tary debate in which we apply some of these cal-
egories.

Domain. Thus, we assume that people need
to be aware of the global social domain in which
they are speaking. Politicians in parliament know
they are now ‘doing' politics and hence in the do-
main of Politics, and teachers are aware they are in
Education, as judges arc awarc they arc in the area
of Law. This gencral domain (as subjectively rep-
resented — and therefore sometimes misguided)
will influence the contents of many of the lower
level calegories of the schema. Indeed, people may
thus also separate their participation (and hence
therr discourse) in the Private Sphere from that in
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the Public Sphere. Since domain applies, in an over-
all, global fashion, to all properties of the many
types of situations of such demains, it also makes
sense to speak of global or macre categories of
context models in this case (scc also Cicourel, 1992).
Wodak {1996) also defines contexts in a broad way,
and distinguishes between different concentric
circles of contextual influence, beginning by the
discourse itself, and stretching towards societal
and historical contexts,

Global action, Participants in such global do-
mains, when speaking, also engage in global ac-
tions, such as legislation, teaching or doing jus-
tice. Local actions realize these global actions
{such as criticizing the government, ask students
about what they have learned, cte.).

Roles. Participants as we know may have
many different roles, and such roles may affect
the production and comprehension of discourse.
We assume that there are three basic types of role
that are contextually relevant: communicative roles,
interactional roles and social roles. Thus, partici-
pants obviously need to represent themselves and
other participants as speakers/writers or recipients,
as well as a complex gamma of other communica-
tive rolcs, such as various production roles in in-
stitutional situations (for instance in the mass
media: writers, editors, actual speakers, cte.) and
recipient roles (destinatary, overhearer, ctc.). In-
teractional roles need to be represented in order to
be able to account for various situational posi-
tions, such as friends and enemies, proponents
and opponenls — as is the casc for speakers in
parliament speaking in support of, or against gov-
ernment proposals, Social roles account for group
membership, as defined for instance by ethnicity,
gender, age, political affiliation or profession. Ob-
viously these various role types may be combined:
Someone taking part in a parliamentary debate may
be speaker, take a stand as opponent of the gov-
ernment, be an MP, a woman, a conservative, and
so on— cach role differentially affecting discourse
structures, This may also lead, as may be expected,
to conflicts and contradictions. For instance, in
speeches against immigrations, conservatives typi-
cally will engage in populist strategies {“follow

the voice of the people™) they wouid most likely
shun in social policy domains.

Social Relations. Vital for the delinition of the
context are the relations between the participants,
as they define them (and of course the participants
may have different models of these relationships,
as is typically the case in relations of dominance).
Again, this is a vast arca of representation, run-
ning from the overall categories such as ‘formal’®
and ‘informal’, to such relationships as those of
power or authorily, The representation of such
relations in context models controls virtually all
levels of discourse, and not only the typical prop-
erties of formal or informal specch, or politeness
forms. Power or dominance may be expressed or
cnacted virtually everywhere in intonation, syn-
tax, lexicalization, semantics, pragmatics (like com-
mands), and in many aspects of conversational
interaction.

Cognition. Finally, contexts need to be de-
fined in cognitive terms, namely in terms of the
goals, knowledge and other beliefs of the partici-
pants, The goal-directedness of discourse is of
course crucial to interpret the interactional func-
tions of discourse, obvious at all levels. The knowl-
edge component is the very basis of a host of
semantic and pragmatic properties of discourse,
such as implications and presuppositions: The
speaker must know what the recipient alrcady
knows in order to be able to decide what proposi-
tions of a mental model or of the social representa-
tions arc known to the recipients. And recipients
need to know the same aboul the speaker or writer
in order to establish what is actually intended in
implicit, indircet, ironic or other non-explicit forms
of talk.

It may seem theoretically strange to have a
‘cognitive’ category in (cognitive!) context mod-
els, including for instance the knowledge of the
participants. For psychologists this might suggest
that our (huge) socially shared memory would be-
come part of the episodic mode!, thus confound-
ing important levels or dimensions of analysis. And
yet, this is preciscly what happens: Part of our
modelling of situations are its participants, as well
as their relevant properties, and the knowledge of
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the participants is such u relevant properly. Fortu-
nately, this does not mean that our context model
will be blown up by the very sizc of a complete
representation of all the knowledge of the partici-
pants. The keyword again is: relevance. People
only integrate relevant information {also about
knowledge) in their context models, Such informa-
lion may on pccasion be reduced to quite restricted
set of strategies or inferences, such as *H shares
my cultural knowledge’, ‘T have not told H about p
before’ (an inference drawn from my episodic
memory)., “H cannot have known p from someone
else’, so ‘H does not know that p’.

So far, this is merely a tentative taxonomy of
categories of contexts. Note that notall categories
are always rclevant: Participants in principle only
construct those that are situationally relevant.
Moreover, personal variation of context modelling
may be a function of earlier communicative experi-
ences. Some speakers, in some silualions, may
construct a rather rich and extensive context model,
whereas others may be rather sloppy or general in
their interpretation of the context. Somie will be
socially more or less ‘inlelligent’ than others in
interpreting non-verbal signals such as facial ex-
presstons, gestures or hady posture, for instance
as expressions of contextually relevant emotions,
beliefs or goals.

An empirical theory of context also needs to
spell out which of the categories are general and
perhaps universal, and which ones are culturally
variable. Thus, in many cultures gender and age
will usually be relevant in the production and com-
prehension ol several discourse forms, whereas
length or hair color of speakers usually is not a
relevant category. Such a theory also nceds to spell
out the relations between the categories: Some may
be more relevant than others, thus suggesling a
hierarchical structure for context models. The
theary should be explicit about the actual effects
of context model citegories and contents on the
sclection of model information for meaning repre-
sentations: What propositions may or must (not)
be included. And finally, it should carefully specify
what discourse [orms, such as those ol style, rheto-
ric, etc. are influenced by context features.

5.1deological Contrel of Context
Models

The upshot of this paper is the thesis that not
only event mode[s but also context models may be
ideologically controlled, In other words, underly-
ing ideologics as well as the attitudes they orga-
nize may also impinge on the various categories
— and their contents— that define the context
model, Trivially, it should contextwally matter
whether someonc is liberal or conservative, a femi-
nist or an anti-feminist. Indeed, as we have seen,
the very structure of the context model already
suggests such relevance, namely in the category
that embodies the cognitive aspects of the partici-
pants. That s, it is not only relevant what partici-
pants know, but also what they believe, and such
beliefs may be socially shared and hence ideclogi-
cal. Let us examine these possible ideological in-
fluences on conlext more systematically.

We shall do this by simulating the context
models involved in a specific discourse. Of course,
these context models are merely hypotheses that
are formulated in order Lo explain contextually sen-
sitive variations of the discourse; ather empirical
(1aboratory, ficld) work would be necessury to ac-
tually assess the presence of such context mod-
els.

Our example is taken from a debate on Asy-
lum Seekers in the British House of Commons, held
on March 5, 1997, The debate is initiated by Mrs.
Teresa Gorman, Conservative MP for Rillericay.
Murs. Gorman’s speech has several goals. First, to
bring to the attention of the House the financial
problems of some London boroughs due to the
costs they have 1o pay for asylum seekers. An-

* other important aim is to attack the (then} Labour

opposition for wanting to change the law on asy-
lum seckers. We shall obviously focus on those
properties of this debate that are occasioned by
contextual structures, and indicate whether and
how such context madels may be ideologically bi-
ased. For other aspects of Lhis debate, see Van
Dijk (2000); for other studies on parliamentary de-
bates on immigration, see Reisigl & Wodak (2000);
Wodak & Van Dijk (2000), also for further refer-
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ences, not given here, on the study of parliamen-
tary debates; the analysis below should also be
understood against the background of our earlier
research on elite racism (van Dijk, 1993) and other
work on discourse and racism {see review, see
Wodak & Reisigl, 2000); for a discussion of the
UK debates on the asylum and immigration act,
see Jones (2000).

5.1 Initial Situation

The initial situation of this debate may be
assumed to be contextually characterized as fol-
lows for all participants:

- DOMAIN: Politics
- GLOBAL ACTION: Legislation
+Setting;
¢ Date; March 5
* Time: 11am
* Location: House of Commons

* Local Action: speeches of MPs
- PARTICIPANTROLES:
+ Communicative: Speakers, recipients
+ Interactional: Government vs, Opposition
+Social: MPs, Conservative vs, Labour mernbers;
British citizens.
- COGNITION:
+Knowledge: Tmmigration and current immigra-
tion policies
+Aim: Debating asylum policy

Of course the vast presupposed knowledge
base involved here not only features the more spe-
cific knowledge on immigration, asylum seckers
and asylum palicy, but also a vast common ground
of comman sense knowledge about the UK, about
London, and the host of knowledge presupposed
in the description of asylum seekers, MPs, etc.

5.2 First Speaker

As soon as Mrs. Gorman starts her speech,
this overarching context model holding for the
whole debate will be locally specified and con-
tinually updated:

- For instance, the #ime clock will start to run (as

evidenced by the time indications of the publi-
cation of the debate in Hansard), This element
of lime will be routinely attended (and explicitly
referred) to by MPs, since their speaking time is
monitored by the Speaker of the House.

- Current speaker will now be Mrs. Gorman, Con-
servative MP

- Other MPs know her, know her political alle-

giance, and probably know her opinions about

immigration and asylumn scekers.

Most probably, depending an their political ori-

entalion, the MPs will also have positive, neu-

tral or negative opinions about Mrs. Gormans

general opinions about immigration and refu-

gecs.

Mrs. Gorman thus initiates the debate (we fol-
low the Hansard transcript):

{1) Mrs. Teresa Gorman (Billericay): [ want
te bring to the attention of the House the particu-
lar difficulties faced by the Londen beroughs be-
cause of the problems of asylum seekers,

In this fragment, first of all the usual discur-
sive signals of conlext appear in the form of deictics:
“T”, referring to the current speaker (Mrs. Gorman),
and ‘the House’ referring ta the relevant institu-
tional setting, as specified by the current context
and the overall context, respectively. Note that this
means that in order to be able to interpret deictic
expressions, the context model needs to specify
the relevant information. This also applies for the
relevant implications of deictics: 1t is not merely
the Housc of Commons that is addressed, but more
specifically the currently present MPs, as speci-
fied in the overall Participant category.

However, there is more. For instance style
control. The expression “I want to bring to the
attention of...” belongs 1o a formal register, unlike
for instance “Now, let me tell you this;” Such
lexicalization however is nol controlled by the
event model (Mrs, Gorman's representation of the
current political events), but by the context model,
This means that the context model should also
feature the institutional information that triggers
the {in)formality of specific lexical style registers,

So far, contextual analysis follows a rather fa-
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miliar route, namely that of sociolinguistic analy-
ses of style. What about the ideologicul nature of
the context model? As we have suggesied, Mrs.
Ciorman defines herself us Conservative, and prob-
ably as against (al lcast certain forms ofy refugees
asking asylum — a definition of the situation that
will be close to that of the context madel of her
fcllow conservative MPs. It may be assumed (and
will be evidenced by their later interventions) that
the context models of Labour MPs will be different
on crucial points. Indeed, they will represent Mrs.
Gorman not only as Conservative and as an oppo-
nenl, but also as sommeone who is reactionary in
immigration matters and prejudiced about refu-
gees, These hypotheses about the speaker may
be generalized conclusions from earlier interven-
tions of Mrs. Gorman.

Now, how docs this ideologically biased con-
Lext model of Mrs, Gorman further influence her
speech? An obvious candidate lor such a text-
context relationship is the expression “difficulties
faced by the London beroughs because of the
problems of asylum seekers”, That is, she defines
a situation in terms of *difficultics” and “problems”,
where speakers of adilTerent ideology might have
chosen another expression, such as the mare neu-
tral “consequences” and “presence of asylum
seekers™, That is, beliefs of speakers influence lexi-

- ¢l selection,

Although such an analysis would nol be
wrong (participant cognitions are parl of the con-
text), it would collapse two levels of analysis. Opin-
ions about the situation talked ahout are repre-
sented in the event model of the speaker. Obvi-
ously, Mrs, Gorman has a (negative) opinion about
asylum seekers, and about the financial conse-
quences of their presence, but we should repre-
sent this as part of the mental model of the cvent
— underlying the semantics of the speech — and
nol as part of the context model, This may be a
trivial distinction, but for theoretical reasons | pre-
fer to carefully distinguish between event models
and context models, that is, betwecn semantics
and ‘pragmatics’, even when thesc may sometimes
overlap in their manifestation in discourse.

Now, it is an entircly different matter when we

exumine the beliefs of Mrs. Gorman about the be-
liefs of her recipients, and the consequences of
such contextual belicfs, Now the beliefs are not
about the events talked about (refugees), but
about currently addressed participants, And it is
likely that Mrs. Gorman carcfully monitors her
speech as a function of (what she belicves are) the
beliefs of both her Conservative and her Labour
colleagues. Thus, for the first she may want to
show that she is “tough” on immigration, and speak
accordingly, whereas for the Lubour opposition
she may want to show that despite such tough-
ness, she is not a racist, This sometimes subtle
overall strulegy of face keeping and impression
management in discourse is controlled by the un-
derlying information of Mrs. Gorman’s conlext
medel.

This contextually based impression manage-
mint may be implemented also at the lexiesl level,
for ingtance when describing the current ... -ation,
and this may involve a complex trade off between
underlying event models and context models. That
is, Mrs. Garman may have very negative opinions
about “bogus’ asylum scekers, as also her further
speech shows explicitly. If she would speak only
amoeng and to other conservatives, or in a non-
institutional situation, she might express such
opinions without much restraint, resulting in much
more negative descriptors for asylum seekers or
the current financial situation,

Because of the current context, and the pres-
ence of oppositional participants, she may want
to “tone down™ her discourse, and select words
that are not extremely negative, such as “difficulty”
and “problem" in this opening statement. [ndeed,
the use of “problem of”* is ambiguous here, and
may not enly refer (o the problemns cansed by asy-
lum scckers, as she obviously intends (an inter-
pretation the analyst as well as her recipients will
provide given the information of their context mod-
els of Mrs, Gorman), but also to the problems of
asylum seckers. The latter meaning would be more
consistent with the ideologically based cvent mod-
els of the Labour opposition. Later in her speech
we shall find more explicit examples of this contex-
tual influence on the discursive expression of men-
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tal models. _

Let us now examine the second paragraph of
Mrs. Gorman's speech:

(2) There are, of course, asylum seekers and
asylum seekers. I entirely support the policy of
the Government to help genuine asylum seekers,
but to discourage the growing number of people
from abroad who come to Britain on holiday, as
students or in some other capacity and, when the
time comes for them to leave, declare themselves
to be in need of asylum.

The first sentence here rhetorically (repeti-
tively) expresses an opinion of an event model
that embodies a more general conservative atti-
tude about good and bad asylum scekers, That is,
this first step of negative Other-presentation of
refugees obeys the contextual constraint of Mrs.

Gorman’s self-definition (self-model) as a conser-.

vative and as opposing immigration. Again, it is
the relatively downtoned style of the rhetorical
cxpression that is directly controlled by the con-
text model: Mrs Gorman’s beliefs about the beliefs
of the other MPs, Although we have no access to
the phonological properties of this speech, it may
also be assumed that the intonation of the second
instance of *asylum seekers’ marks a contrast with
the first instance, thus emphasizing the concep-
tual and ideological distinctions made by Mrs,
Gorman (for phonological variation in parliamen-
tary discourse, see Moosmiiller, 1989,

The second sentence direcily brings the con-
text model io the surface, as is the case for deictic
“T", of course, but also of the cxpression “entirely
support the policy of the Government”, That is,
this part of her specch does not speak about refu-
gees, but about the current political situation in
which she is herself participaling as a legislator
and MP. That is, her very speech performatively
accomplishes the support she refers to. This is
theoretically interesting, because in such cases
context model and event model intersect — she
speaks both abous and to the Government.

Given the current state of this theoretical
analysis, it {s now ncarly trivial to observe that the
use of “entircly support the policy of the Govern-
ment” is contextually consistent with the model

information about Mrs, Gorman being a Conser-
vative MP, and the information that the (then cur-
rent) Government is also conservative. That
is,given the context model as defined, we may ex-
pect that each move of her speech is lundamen-
tally controlled by the averall interactional strat-
egy of politically supporting her own government
and party, on the one hand, and maybe partly by
the wish to persuade the apposition, on the other
hand. This again explains (as before) the negative,
but non-radical style of the rest of this example,
where an ironical description is given of “bogus™
refugees. Note that positive sclf-presentalion also
extends to that of her party and government, e.g.,
when she describes the (sometimes harsh removal)
policies of the government in terms of “discour-
age”, That is, possibly negative acts of the
goverment are defined in the much softer term “dis-
courage”,

Her discourse becomes more ideologically
explicil when she describes refugees as follows:

{3) (...} those people, many of whom could
reasonably he called economic migrants and some
of whom are just benefit seckers on holiday {...).

Again, we assume an the one hand that these
opinians (“economic migrants”, “benefit seekers™)
aboul refugees are represented in the mental model
Ms. Garman has about the cwrent events. On the
other hand, this is not exactly only a persanal opin-
ion, but 4 part of an attitude she shares with many
conservatives and others opposing immigration
— an attitude in trn based on a racist or xeno-
phobic ideology.

However, the words of her speech not only
express these ideological opinions of the cvent
medel, but arc also contextually controiled. Thus,
the deictic expression “those people™ presupposes
identification of the speaker with a group (Us, our
people} that distantiates itself from the Others:
demonstrative pronouns of this kind, especially in
discourse about Others, also signal ideclogical or
social distance between the speaker and the Oth-
ers, Similarly, the use of the meta-linguistic expres-
sion “could reasonably be called”, is not based on
an event model, but says something about the rea-
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sonableness of the speaker, and thus contributes
to her positive self-image, or to the avoidance of a
bad image as someone who describes refugees in
negative terms. Moreover, thesc expressions not
only signal properties of contextual interaction
strategics, but also about the ideologically based
identification of the speaker,

The political conclusions of this way of de-
scribing refugees are clear, and follow immediately,
thus summarizing one of the main goals of her
specch:

(4) It is wrong that ratepayers in the London
area should bear an undue proportion of the bur-
den of expenditure that those people are causing.

Obviously, an ideologically based attitude
about socially motivated taxation and a negative
attitude about refugees underpins this specific
opinien. But why would Mrs. German focus on
“ratepayers in the London arca™ in the first place?
That specific aspect of the main tepic of her speech
is not an arbitrary selcction of one of the conse-
quences of immigratien, but a politically relevant
choice within a general strategy ol populist argu-
mentation. That is, this choice is a function of the
contextual category of Mrs. Gorman being an MP
(and hence representing citizens), and a Conser-
vative {and hence being opposed to financing refu-
gees). That 1s, the very acts constituted by this
utterance are political acts, part of the overall ac-
tion of legislation, such as (i) representing
ratepayers, (i) supporling her government, (lii)
implementing the policics of her party, (iv) oppos-
ing Labour policies, and so on. All these forms of
interaction, interpreted as political practices, arc
controlled by various underlying ideoiogies. We
see that beyond the mere expression of an opinion
about the consequences of financing refugees, a
host a political acts are being accomplished here,
and these can only be understood and explained
within a theory of contextualization.

Within the same ideoiogical context we en-
counter the strategy of impression management,
according to which negative opinions about refu-
gees are combined with various disclaimers, as is
the case for the following move of —what we call

— *‘Apparent Empathy':

(5) I understand that many people want to
come to Britain to work, but there is a procedure
whereby people can legitimately become part of
our community, People who come as economic
migrants are sidestepping that.

The expression of empathy (“T understand...”)
is called “apparent” because it is immediuately fol-
iowed by a retraction (“but...””) and negative quali-
fication of the refugees, as they dominate her
speech. Note again that an expression such as “1
understand” does not refer to elements of an event
model {she is not topicaly speaking about her un-
derstanding}, but merely has the contextual func-
tion of presenting herself as an "understanding”
person, thus trying to avoid the contextual inter-
pretation of her (e.g., by the Labour opposition)
as an inveterate racist. This very strategy only
makes sense n an ideologically based cov strue-
tion of her context model. Of course, also the fo-
cus on, and specific formal lexicalization of
"procedure..legitimately...” signals her formal roie
as a legislator and MP. In other words: in other
contexts, for instance in informal talks among
friends or family members, the same beliefs would
be expressed in very different terms (for the use of
political jargon, see e.g., Wedak, 1989).

Mrs. Gorman continues her speech as Tollows:

(6) The Government, with cross-party back-
ing, decided to do something about the matter.
The Asylum and Immigration Act 1996 stated that
people whose application to remain in Britain had
been turned down could no longer receive the
social security and housing benefit that they had
previously enjoyed. That is estimated to have cut
the number of bogus asylum scckers by ahout a
hatf.

Given our theoretical analysis so far, it is now
casy lo see which expressions of this fragment
signal or enact properties of the (ideclogically
based} context model of Mrs. Gorman. Given the
meanings of this fragment, she abviously speaks
as a legislator when referring to the Asylum and
Immigration Act of 1996, and the positive way she
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refers ta the Government contextually implies that
it is the government constituted by her own party,
and that she is supporting this governments poli-
cies. The lormal terminology of her speech also
signals the formality of the occasion.

Interestingly, however, amidst such formal
talk, she then usecs the popular negative term of
cconomic refugees: “bogus”. This breach of sty-
listic coherence may be explained ideologically in
terms of a context in which she enacts the populist
strategy of speaking for the British taxpayer.

So far, Mrs. German’s specch focuses only
on refugees and the British taxpayer. Contextually,
of course, she is not only supperting her
Government’s policy, but implicitly also criticizing
the Labour oppoesition. Sometimes this contextual
aspeet surfaces:

(7) It is a great worry to me and many others
that the Opposition spokesman for home affairs
seems to want to scrap the legislation and return
to the previous sitvation. 1 would consider that
extremely irresponsible. It would open the flood-
gates again, and presumably the 200 million a year
cost that was estimated when the legislation was
introduced would again become part of the charge
on the British taxpayer.

Hcre the core of the argument of her speech
{defending currcnt legislation) is formulated in
terms of explicit “worries™ ahout the objectives of
the Labour opposition. Again, this is not directly
about refugees or costs, but about Us (Conserva-
tives) and Them/You (Labour), that is, about the
political conflict that underlies the context models
of all participants in this debate, as indicated above,
The deictic expression “to me and many others™
not only presupposes herself as the speaker of
the context model, but also an ingroup of people
who have the same opinion — a contextual defini-
tion that obviously has an ideological basis. Simi-
larly, only when given a relevant context model,
featuring shared knowledge about who is who in
parliament allows the participants to understand
who the Opposition spokesman for home affairs
is. The repeated reference to the British taxpayer
at the end of this fragment is anather installment

of the populist strategy characterizing her dis-
course as well as the political acts being accom-
plished by it, as represented in the current context
medel. Notice that the expressions “great worry™
and "extremely irresponsible” are similarly predi-
cated upon the same poelitical conflict between
Conservative and Labour. Indeed, such expres-
sions may at the same time be interpreted as an
accusation speech act, addressed at the Labour
opposition.

It is in this way that Mrs. Gorman continucs
to speak about refugees, often in harshly negative
terms, as well as about their costs for the British
taxpayer. We have seen that these opinions about
refugees, as formulated in her speech, may be ex-
plained in terms ol ideologicaily inspired mental
maodels of the current immigration situation. But
these mental models de not account for many other
aspects of her speech, such as its formal style, its
populist strategies, its disclaimers, its positive sclf-
presentation, the political acts accomplished, the
conflict with the opposition, and so on. These
properties of the speech require explanation in
underlying context models, featuring Mrs,
Gorman's subjective representation of setting,
ongoing actions, various types of participant and
their reles (including her own role as MP, conser-
vative, etc.), and their beliefs, And the point of
this paper is that not only the event models about
the topic talked about (costs of refugees) hut also
the context model representing the ongoing com-
municative situation may be ideologically con-
trolled. For instance, her focus on the “taxpayer”
should not merely be understood in terms of con-
servative concerns about limiting state budgets,
or in terms of populist strategies to win votes, but
also as a move to politically defy the Labour op-
position in terms of its traditional popular sup-
port,

Note finally that the text-context relations run
both ways. Not only does the context model influ-
ences many properties of Mrs. Gorman’s speech,
but her speech at the same time dynamically
changes the context models of the participants.
Not only in the sense that the other MPs continu-
ously update their knowledge about what she has
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said, and not even update or simply confirm their
opinions about her, Rather, her speech also con-
tinually act in and upen the political situation. We
have seen that it accomplishes many political acts.
And as such she not only expresses or enacts the
Conservative Party’s support of the current
Government’s immigration pelicies, but also
ongoingly contributes to, and hence changes the
ideological struggle with the Labour Party. Each
move in her speech thus has political-contextual
conditions as well as consequences. And the final
stale of the dynamically changing context models
that arc brought to bear by all MPs during her
speech will thus be the initial state of the context
mode] of next speakers.

In sum, to profoundly understand Mrs.
Gorman’s speech, as undoubtedly most present
MPs do, is to spell out not only her beliefs about
refugees {context model, secial cognitions), but
also the complex structure of the communicative
and political situation as represented in the con-
text models of Mrs. German and the other MPs.

5.2 Second Speaker

Follewing the logic of the context model ap-
proach to ideclogical discourse analysis, let us
next look at some contributions of Mrs. Gorman’s
main opponent in thts debate, Lahour MP for
Islington North, Mr. Jeremy Corbyn, who contin-
ues to be MP under the present Labour govemn-
ment of Tony Blair.

In the same way as Mrs. Gorman is known for
her conservative views on immigration, Jeremy
Corbyn is known for his progressive stand on so-
cial issues, and his anti-racist positions on minori-
ties and immigration. That is, such “general politi-
cal knowledge™ about MPs is most likely part of
the context models of al| participants when he tuakes
the floor, together with knowledge about his party
membership, opposition against current immigra-
tion policies, and so on. To understand what he
has to suy presupposes such context models.

. Similarly, as suggested above, Corbyn is not
the first speaker. This means thal the initial state
of the context model that underpins his speech

shouid also be defined in termis of the context model
he (and other MPs) construed for the previous
Conservative speakers, especially Mrs. Gorman.
In other words, the interactional nature of his “re-
sponse” not only exhibics itself in his speech, but
can only be truly understood in terms of the con-
text models accompanying it.

Jeremy Corbyn begins his speech as follows:

(8) Mr. Jeremy Corbyn (Islington, North}:
This debate is welcome in the sense that it pro-
vides an opportunity o talk about the problem of
asylum seekers and the situation facing local au-
thorities, However, | think that the hon. Member
for Billericay (Mrs. Gonman)—who, today, appears
to be batting for Westminster council—-should
pause lor a moment to think about why people
scck asylum. Britain is a signatory of the 1951
Geneva convention, which requires that if some-
one is genuinely and legitimately in fear of perse-
cution for political, religious or social reasons, they
should be guaranteed a place of safety in the coun-
try to which they flee. That principle stiould be
adhered 1o,

Semantic coherence of the debate is guaran-
teed by Corbyn’s continued reference to asylum
seekers. He cven also refers to “problems™ but
this time less ambiguously than Mrs, Gorman:
Corbyn refers to the problems of asylum seekers,
thus obvously focussing mote on the plights of
the Others than those of the British taxpayer. We
hardly necd to spell out that this relference pre-
supposes a mental mode) of the current situation
ihat is consistent with an anti-racist ideology. In-
deed, instead of disclaimers that express false em-
pathy with refugees, Mr. Corbyn throughout his
speech will show consistent, genuine empathy,
e.g., by detailing the miserable situation of refu-
gees in their home countries as well as their treat-
ment in the UK. In this particular fragment he de-
fends a generous immigration policy by referring
to the Geneva convention, a well-known argumen-
tative strategy — invoking (intemational} author-
ity and legal necessity. All this, and much more,
constitutes the anti-racist mental model Corbyn
has of the current events, a model that largely ex-
plains the topics, lexical choices, arguments, ¢x-
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amples, and other ideclogical features of his
speech.

Cur point however is that his speech is ideo-
logical also for contextual reasons, thus explain-
ing properties of the discourse that cannot simply
be accounted for in terms of biased models of the
current refugee situation, Also Corbyn is speak-
ing in parliament, responding to a conservative

speaker, while at the same time attacking current

government policy and the Conservative Party. In
other words, while speaking, Corbyn is “doing
opposition”. He also speaks “for” people, he also
is a representative, and he is thus alse engaged in
“being an MP”, These and many other properties
of the ongoing communicative situation need to
be spelled out in his (and others”) context models.
And to show the actual (and thecretical) relevance
of such context models, we also must show how
properties of these models affect properties of his
discourse.

Thus, his opening words include the meta-
discursive deictic expression “this debate”™. This
presupposes that he (as other speakers) are aware
of the type of the ongoing discursive interaction,
namely as the genre of a (parliamentary) debate. In
other words, “ongoing genre” is probably a use-
ful category in the context models of participants
— because they will relevanily attend to it {and
implicitly to its underlying rules) and evep ntay
explicitly refer o it.

Politicaily speaking, Corbyn may not welcotne
what Mrs. Gorman has said, but through a rhetori-
cal paradox he does welcome the debate, because
it gives him the opportunity to redefine the situa-
tion, and thus to attack the Conservative Govern-
ment. Indeed, by referring to the Geneva Conven-
tion, he implicitly criticizes the Government for riot
adhering to it. Thus, by accepting an imposed topic,
he is able to take political advantage of it, a familiar
strategy of Opposition speakers.

Whereas this is the overall contextual and
political upshot of his intervention, he also criti-
cizes, more locally, Mrs. Gorman, whom he avoids
to name in person (the addition between paren-
thesis in the transcript is made by the ediiors of
Hansard), by referring to her in terms of her con-

stituency. The recommendation that Mrs. Gorman
should think about the reasons people have to
seek asylum, presupposes that she has not done
so, which in turn implies — not only semantically,
but also politically and hence contextually — that
she (as a member of the Conservative Party] is
insensitive to the plight of refugees. Even more
locally, Corbyn ironically accuses her of pelitical
inappropriatencss by speaking not for her own
constituents but those of the T.oendon boreugh of
Westminster. In other words, Corbyn's opening
statement semantically continues the debate on
refugees, but politically-contextually and pragmati-
cally coheres with the first part by engaging in
critique of the previous speaker as well as of the
government she defends. To understand the de-
tails of the political moves of his speech, one needs
to construct the appropriate context models that
undergirds its production and understanding.
Another contextually interesting feature of
this first statement is Corbyn’s reference to what
he calls “the situation facing local authorities”,
where Mra. Gorman talked about “difficulties”. As
an anti-racist, Mr. Corbyn cannot possibly refer,
as she does, to the problems or difficulties caused
Ay asylum seekers, Hence he very vaguely and
generally refers to the “situation”. While being
politicallly correct on the one hand, however, he
cannot possibly ignare the (financial) problems of
the local authorities, because that would mark
Labour as being insensitive to local issues, We
herc witness the well-known dilemma of progres-
sive, and especially anti-racist policies and dis-
course: the double allegiance to both Us and Them,
that is to cur own people, as well us to the Others,
the refugees. Especially in times of rampant popu-
lar racism, positive reference to refugees and im-
migration, and ignoring complaints, especially of
local councils, could mean political suicide. Hence
the discourse of open sympathy and defense for
the refugees in combination with quite delicate
acknowledgement of the financial troubles of lo-
cal councils. The very choice of the vague term
“situation™ is the cutcome of this fundamental
political dilemma probably characterizing the con-
text model of Mr, Corbyn. And while this dilermma
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of expressing sympathy with Us vs. Them, is ob-
viously ideclogically based, also the context model
thus becomes profoundly ideological at all its lev-
els: the definition of the ongoing global and local
acts involved, the evaluation of the previous
speaker, and of course his own conceptlion of an
MP, an anti-racist, and & member of the Oppasi-
tion.

Let us consider some other contributions
Corbyn makes to this debate. His next move is to
counter the argument that Britain is flooded by
refugees, e.g., by stating that the UK receives many
refugees less than other countries. That is, Mr.
Corbyn has a different definition of the current
refugee situation — that is, a different mental model.
But at the same time, we should understand such
4n argument {that is, the discourse expressing it)
as a contextually and politically based move,
nsmely to counter claims of the Government, and
thus to challenge the very buasis of the
Government’s policics. Again, such a critique is
not merely inspired by the contextual role of Mr,
Corbyn as a member of the Opposition, but also
weologically in terms of an anti-racist critique of
the anti-immigrant panics propagated by the Con-
servatives, Clashing apinions about refugees {rep-
resented in conservative vs. progressive mental
models) thus also imply clashing political acts and
policies, and clashing conceptions about what
Governments and MPs should do — that is, clash-
ing context models.

In the same way Mrs. Gorman appeals to the
cmotions of her recipients or constituents by tell-
ing stories about “able-boedied” relugees who get
lavish benefits, Mr. Corbyn tells heart-breaking
stories about the plight of refugees — a well-known
argumentative move, Apart from the cbvious con-
textual conditions and implications ol such a move
{We, Labour care for refugees; You Conservatives
are heartless, etc.), Corbyn also makes use of what
we could call “contextual counterfactuals”, that
is, portraying his recipients in such a situation:

(9) So far as 1 am aware, no hon, Member has
been woken up by the police at 4 am, taken into
custody with no rights of access to a judicial sys-
tem, and, with his or her family, forced to flec into

exile for their own safety.

This example nicely shows the close interplay
of the semantics and pragmatics of discourse. The
main {semantic) topic of his spcech is the plight of
refugees in their home countries, and hence the
justification of their asking for refuge in the UK.
But this may not be enough as an argument, so
that he indirectly (by negation) involves the other
MPs in such a hypothetical sitvation — a power-
ful argumentative move, because it forces the re-
cipients to construct a mentul model in which they
experience concrete appression. And the construc-
ticn of such a mental mode! is precisely what em-
pathy is all about. That is, persuasion may operate
at the semantic level of arguments, but also may
directly involve co-participants as actors in sto-
ries, thus combining semantic and contextual cat-
egories. Event models and context models may thus
momentarily overlap. Again, also in this example
there is no doubt about the ideological nature of
this hypothetical event — us cxpressed by the
description of the action of the policy and the ab-
sence of legal protection and human rights.

Although Corbyn mainly focuses on the plight
of refugees abroad as well as in the UK, he thus
often connects to the ongoing social and political
situation in the UK, and especially to the context
of his very speech in parliament:

{100 In the United Kingdom there has been a
systemic crosion of peoples’ ability to scek asy-
lum and to have their cases properly determined.
There has alsa been a vindictiveness against asy-
lum seckers—it has been parroted in this debate
by some Conservative Members—which has been
prometed by some newspapers, particularly the
Daily Mail. For very many years, that newspaper
has had a long and dishonourable record on this
issue.

The location expression “1n the United King-
dom™ is contextually to be interpreted as “here, in
this country”, and initiates for the [irst time the
explicit anti-racist critique of the treatment of, and
opinions about asylum seekers, Corbyn does so
in more general terms (referring cspecially to the
tabloid press), but also, in a brief phrase, applies
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the critigue o the current debate, and tacitly to
Mrs. Corbyn. Thal is, the ideclogical based atti-
tude that Conservatives have prejudices about
immigration here influences the content of
Carbyn’s context model category of Participants:
This is how he represents Mrs. Corbyn. This anti-
racist aspect of his context model controls many
of the properties of his speech — and not only the
current speech act of an implicit accusation of Mrs.
Gorman or other previous conservative speakers.

At this point, Corbyn is challenged by a con-
servative interruption, which he deals with imme-
diately, before continuing his speech:

{(11) Mr. Christopher Gill (Ludlow): 1 wonder
whether the hon. Gentleman will tell the House
what mandate he has from the British people to
share their citizenship with foreigners?

Mr. Corbyn: [ am unsure how one answers
such a totally ludicrous quastion. 1f someone has
a legitimate fear of persccution, they flee abroad
and try to seek asylum. Many people sought asy-
lum from Nazi Germany. Presumably the hon.
Gentleman, on the basis of his comment, believes
that they should not have been admitted to the
UK, and that people fleeing from oppression in
any regime should not be admitted, He talks utter
nonsense, T suggest that he start to think more
seriously about human rights issues. Suppose he
had to (lce this country because an oppressive
regime had taken over. Where would he go? Pre-
surnably he would not want help from anyore else,
because he docs not believe that help should be
given to anyone clse,

Of course, as soon as we are confronted with
this kind of ideologically controlled dialogue, the
topic talked about, and hence the mental model of
the refugee situation, becomes secondary, and the
current context model take front stage. Corbyn is
thus represented and criticized by Mr, Gill as some-
one whe not only gives away U.K. citizenship at
will, but especially as abusing of his rights as an
MP. That is, Mr. Gill thus tries to redefine the con-
text, by accusing Mr. Corbyn’s role conception as
he (Gill} sees it {that is, as Gill represents Corbyn
in his context model).

Corbyn’s reaction is similarly critical — and

expresses the very negative evaluation of the pre-
vious speaker’s discourse in his own (Corbyn’s)
context model. For our theory this means that con-
text models also need a category of the current or
previous {part of} speech, so as to meta-linguisti-
cally speak about it and evaluate it. The further
critigue of the previous speaker, however, is not
directly contextual (in terms of criticizing the na-
tionalist or racist opinions of the previous speaker),
but does so indirectly by again referring to the
rights of refugees, this time thosc of the Nazi re-
gime — whose victims cannot as easily be dis-
counted as the victims of current regimes. How-
ever, as he did before, he then engages his oppo-
nent in a hypothetical argument, challenging him
to respond to an undefensible opinion {nat to have
admitted the victims of the Nazi regime). This ar-
gument is that followed by a much more explicit
cvaluation of the previeus speech as “utter non-
scnse”,

Little further analysis is necessary ta draw
the contextual consequences of this particular
cxhange, Corbyn defines himself as a valiant de-
fender of the victims of oppressive regimes, de-
fines the Conservatives as heartless, and his lacal
opponent not only as totally heartless but also as
an idiot. Similarly, he thus strengthens Labour’s
position as the party that defends human rights.
Interactively, he manages the debate by persua-
sively constructing his opponents as encmies of
refugees, and as ignoring human rights, He thus
not only draws on an overall context mode] at least
the Labour MP's may have about the Go~emment
and the conservatives anyway, but contributes 1o
its extension and cenfirmation by showing how
previous conservative speakers in this debate pre-
cisely act and speak to confirm the validity of this
contexi model,

Fully spelling out all political conditions and
consequences of the current context models of
both Conservative and Labour MPs would carry
us to far, but we here get a glimpse of the way how
participants manage their talk as a function of such
underlying models.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper we have shown that not only
event models but also context models may be ideo-
logically biascd. That is, the interpretation partici-
pants make of the current communicative situa-
tion subjectively brings to bear their group mem-
bership, as well as the social or political refation to
other participants. Since conlext models control
much of the stylistic and pragmatic properties of
discourse, this ideological control of context mod-
els may also affect discourse at many levels, In
examples taken from a debate on refugecs in the
British House of Commons, we have seen how
pervasive the ideological control of context mod-
els is, and how many properties of discourse may
thus be affected by such control.

The specific argument of this paper is in-
tended as a contribution to a more general,
multidisciplinary theory of ideology and the way
ideclogy is expressed by, us well as formed and
confirmed by, discourse. In this paper, this argu-
ment especially tukes a cognitive slant, by defin-
ing contexts and contextualization in terms of men-
tal models and their role in discourse production
and comprchension. The advantage of such an
approach is that it accounts not only for the role
of social representations —such as attitudes and
ideologies — in discourse processing, but also
allows a more subjective explanation of discourse
and its variation in terms of personal mental mod-
els. And since contexts are by deflinition unigue
and personal, context models precisely allow us to
combine such an individual approach to
contextualization with 2 more social one, in which
sharcd representations, groups, and other soci-
ctal aspects play a prominent role.

At this stage of theory formation, we are nol
yet able 1o fully spell out the explicil structures
and strategics involved in the formation, change,
and updating of context models, and the way they
influence discourse production or comprehension.
It was shown though that they also act as an inter-
face between event models and discourse: Indeed,
context models define what is relevant informa-
tion of the event model, and what information

should therefore (not) be included in the semantic
representation of a discourse. But context models
do much more, and also definc the conditions that
control speech acts, style registers, interactive
strategies {such as those of self-presentation), and
a host of other discourse properties. By showing
that such context models may be ideologically bi-
ased, we have found another way to (better) ex-
plain how discourses come ta be ideological —or
can be interpreted that way. ¢
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