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Abstract

This research explores various aspects of discourse theory through the lens
of insights gained from poststructuralism. This research first investigates
the philosophy of poststructuralism and its critical ideas that address
structuralism. The second section of the research examines discourse
and its fundamental role in the literature of poststructuralist thinkers, and
then it traces the evolution of discourse definitions, their variety, and their
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relationship to the real world. The third section investigates discourse
eloquence, semantics, and pragmatic strategies, including implicature. The
final section presents the research findings and examines the theorization of
discourse through a new framework that combines creativity and cognition.
This approach focuses on analyzing what is unique (particular) and shared
(public) within discourse studies.

Keywords: poststructuralism, discourse theory, empty signifier, eloquence,
social constructionism.
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2-Devetak, R. (2013). Poststructuralism. In S. Burchill et al. (eds.), Theories of international
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137



OS5 Tsalall Lagay Jag pis 5yisall Wie o doasll dlia Ludly Jia ¢
(Subjectivity) /Al 5,8 Zualiys gl ay Lo 1 g Gllb ol a3l 2313
i) 584 ((Indeterminacy) sdse ime d9ag ade 5885 haiuly Ajaidl
.*(Change and Fluidity) 4y yally jaival)

Apad Gl e sl llad Jysad codlel (i Labia 1)) alladl) dgad
@A Gl Kall ) el o S Gl L lgle oSally Wylial oS 30k
A1) e Yoy 2leals dyles ) oladll J5as Cun (gl any L 4)lie 455k
O ol el 3l Jiinaal (golay) AlSidl f Al ey sl Y das
Gudy Lo s P03 D Cadly il L3S Ao Laia) il Gl b il
aed YL A (b o3 g cAga e oDlel 4385 G Jelal) Aali) asedas
Osilly apalll (82350 Aije e Apal Sy Ddle 2eld e ol Gladia)
(A g e opnll Gl B ) Al el

£ Y Gl z ) Algpee O Lol gt Dgid) ey Lad dladll el
leie fcaati ¥ sadaie lay ) olads Jy ARl & VA il Gile e
LS ol Lia ah . agdpady palea s Le lgtag oaslng fily A0l o L
Ly VAN Zyyaill Calin€) ol Lids cgyal dpay Ledayys Al 4l
(Speech act theory) Sl Jladl 23yl <y GlAl L lgiaal e a2yl e
bl il L Cogalll alail) Gualy DISH b gl L3 43 guial) aay Lo 48y 553000
L i ¢ I (Johannes Angermuller) lsepil Guilag ;L) sl
Gl )y e laa¥l aslally ililadY) om pan pdalis sady 4 Lgil) 2ay

1- Althusser, L. (1972). Lenin and philosophy. New York: Monthly review press. pp. 163-
164.

2-Swann, J. et al. (2004). Dictionary of sociolinguistics. Edinburgh: Edinburgh university
press. p. 247.

3- Paz, A. |. (2013). Discourse theory. In R. J. McGee & R. L. Warms (eds.), Theory in
social and cultural anthropology: An encyclopedia (1), London: Sage, p. 193.

4-Castle, G. (2013). The literary theory handbook. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. p. 167.

138



Jolalaia¥l sl e lially

Giay Ladie s caie i o sl Aall adald) Al 8 ety o 3 Y Loyl Vs
collaall b Al I 318 gym ((Michel Foucault) s Jlise (385 Sl
iy e A il olsm

Akl O aiiy 13y Lobpales dglhd oo o LAl Slaall (e
i Lo il Llalg claal 8Dl sials o oy dlla Caayg all)
Lafie 43 gall il Jalaid L) 35S0 S Y e shaally JIAN (o e gall) Adlall (4
las lld Jang Lellaty ) ddaadid add) oSl oSy Le o 245 i) Cuna gid)
LelaaV¥) joladl iy Y asede e asede s Lol aay Lo Glylad (384

lbdl) Al .2

Jilat alie oot aale L0aEl) maliadl el G Bild) Camad) 8 i
Al aly saiy Jolin ) lladld) £yl oLl 4Dl Y] gy ccaladl)
dalay, (ol Gl N A0 o) e dabiad) Jealgilly dalll culsa
ol el S o) ang A8l Jealsill Jalas G i) sas Le ASa gialy
3 «(Filter) sliae 4pdl La Gllaall (Y dy calladll myla ¢ 5 aag ¥ 4
luylaalls (Representations) <liall sleads Jaally Glbadll Zaph rand
.(Practices)

cealad) il ewld f Aalll Leulad cilela) o oA ) Al
Ajaa e oielda¥) cplied) (R Y tlas Ay 3ilate Vsl LK

1- Angermuller, J. (2020). Poststructuralist discourse studies: From structure to practice.
In A. De Fina & A. Georgakopoulou (eds.), The Cambridge handbook of discourse studies,
Cambridge: Cambridge university press, p. 236.

2-Paz (2013). Discourse theory. In McGee & Warms (eds.), Theory in social and cultural
anthropology: An encyclopedia (1), p. 193.

3-Dunn, K. C. & Neumann, |. B. (2019). Undertaking discourse analysis for social research.
Ann Arbor: University of Michigan press. pp. 33-34.

4-Paz (2013). Discourse theory. In McGee & Warms (eds.), Theory in social and cultural
anthropology: An encyclopedia (1), p. 191.

139



Aagay Azl Dl | elliad O Gl (g galey Lo o ol Capuailly agilile
e Om e Wgss COLAA s2a (3S5 48S aan g Ly lladd) Jlas
OIS 13l bl 3y8ke Jasiid Cilleal Gl ety il 4K Glas
& ey eladll Lo iy Al Jiail dlee o Al G R3Sl a2y
Zhaa Glujles GBI amy Daly cllaal) Jaatl Glladl) auady

DRV 138 (8 ¢ laal Sllesy candly Glladl) IS Wy a8 1) 5)Lay) 2y Lag
O o lan o{gsall) AL (g5imne o 25 Lea ST DISH (gine o 23 0y
e 3 cangh Balely Cladll 1) (8 il agnd AL Ayl ey
nslaal¥ 5ya) il 1) Aalays eyl clilke e be i el
Cagyad Sy Sy Salladll 8 Al 1) e oDlel ay5 Lo cibe ) Le ST
ol o e LY Jolale Slalic s QYY) seld ki o g A il
G 5Ssh Jline 0S5 L Leias e Glaggda e oladll Caypats Wil Tl
Gl 50 JIFa) me i Gl Glladll O e @@yl b clyiay 4l
SR ALy Aadl) o ol 3 ) (IS f (il Qaill ) AllaYl il
Bl can b

aliiie sl Lgie damy cile s gall daB Cilules sa aladl) 1.2

Al i) e Sl 460 Jasd el Cllaall G Capel) 138 8 Sy
iy a5 Ll Bapae il sgda 558 = ) I L ailiy g i gum gl @Bl A Lyual A5y
Systematic) adull <lujldls (Constructing reality) adlgll ol : s
43yl dasladlls (Power and knowledge) 4ayalls aLllly (practices
L) alay lhall sty al =i Jiluall 028 . (Historical contingency)
WelSal o ALl (ojley oSy callall lingh (3 i Sy eled) dony )
1-Dunn & Neumann (2019). Undertaking discourse analysis for social research. p. 62.
2-Schatzki, T. R. (20()]). Practice mind—ed orders. In T. R. Schatzki, K. K. Cetina, &
E. von Savigny (eds.), The practice turn in contemporary theory, London: Routledge, p.
53.

3-Foucault, M. (1972) [1969]. The archaeology of knowledge: And the discourse on lan—
guage. Translated by Sheridan Smith. London: Tavistock. p. 49.

140



~ -

Aelua bt aalud oy cpaba gl S5 gy 3 A Gl Gl LA
J4uS)fis Aads Lpnainall Lyl

il (e <G [allaal) o] ) calladl 3 2gmsll (ka0 Aipyla aldadl) 2.2
e laia) dysp 43 3Ll

4l & (Sociocultural) (A&l ;elaa¥) jolaiall ,ak Capeil) 13a duny
aiyai b (James Paul Gee) & Js satla (SoneY) caladll Layyy s cdysells
e L) dunylan el S 3 ¢pe i) (s simnally (iudill s ginsal) (e illadl
Dnlae dlead Alags ¢ pSally Capaill Al o2 1 ((Social practice)
JEall o a2 glls lladl) (s ddps 8 Lol pany thandinall de sanal
(Jargon) lyle fsallaal daly il oLl Jia cadina) il ey Jolas
Lo calSial) Zysn aaat b LI aalis G caglleel Jlae 8 lasila ciljlass
Ao Gladiaall & ang AV (elaal¥ly (AE adaall ) o lad) 8 aalag
(Little d discourse) 5 (Big D Discourse) ew b o

Lagils Walginay gt Coatty ) ALl Jilusgll e e panae lladd) 3.2
e Laia) Dl 8 bl ¢l bl Ll 53 Jilagl) s3ag o laudia

o L) dony ALl sald) LaaY 83 geaie Ay 43h Gladll Caypail) 130 Caay
b oladlls L elally Sludly Lulull) sald) Gt of sy Gl 2y Sy ¢ Jladl)
il & Sl el Gulil) asty (o o Jp oAl i Lagiyy Y Caypall 138
Yool G e capal) 1 Gl SN L e gl cnlS B D laay) edle )
G Al Ay b Jaan O e sl m 0 Jleriad e iy
Gpaila iy e laia) (bl

1- Foucault (1972) [1969]. Archaeology of knowledge: And the discourse on language. pp.
49-55.

2-Gee, J. P. (2008). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in discourse. London:
Routledge. p. 3.

3-Cohen, L.,Manion, L., Morrison,K.(2008). Researchmethods in education. London:
Routledge.p.389.

141



18 V13 racars ectlall o 8 @3 Jia yualall o o2 @3 a sl 1.1
bad) 13 ) slay) asdds s JIX (Empty signifier)

Ernesto) SV i) coallll jlaially imis V) Cogudall Cappl) aa S
e dlaje (A Jlaall mgiag ae Agia (o gl adyyas 8 alin) a3 ((Laclau
e (oulid) lladlly ain aens AN JIA o seia a2 5 ASKEN 45yt 45 gl
Go JsY) exall 3 SKY aady L (Hegemony) diall il aDliiud [l
Ja W) daels haga of Lima baily Jiay ¥ Clladll & (sl ... oUadll) 4dypen
VIa aayg) S5 ays D eiall s atingday JaiSa ye ) Lall Ul cllia
(aa Jray S0 Y ) ARSI @l g el @ld sa E 5 JIAL 3 gaially o)l
o Lol (Al gas) Al int e JBa Janns Aad ¢ panndil (g IS0 e le 53 40 LS
gy CalaaYls 4 a5 3 LY (385 llds cane Dy Cile enal e
L sga 4alSS Jany ¢l JIAN G 4y 3gamialld (bl L. J12S) 5aY) giall W
clhiad) il o Sl el e Jiay 3K aseie BY @l (338 Vs 25
G s (Aa) Al a8 g pnlilal) QUasl) g JUall s b laalle 4dle
Mg s A 3anal) LY 8 o5 sadad) Ll il g
sl olladl) (glaidd canldl gl amy Lo 3a G el ay5 L iy
i Jlase G alladll oy G Ll 3 elgipy Al Agal) clsial) (g
£55 in L ¢ yeally Baullly Ay limat) ) ghaill 220 180 e LaiaY) bty
Jsls (e agia 8 palaall e L1 Aulaay) AL anlil Jayy Jla (ha agiad .odlad
*(Transcendentalism) 4Dley) ciale dalayy clgibuldy ddymall foy)liy aday,
o ) ) e dale Gal 8 Gkt b pualic 3 Slo Sat g3
OSUs . AV adayy (e Lad agias o(Quasi-Transcendentalism) 4dley) 4.
¢ Slaall o CaSSH 8 Olaall 550 sa Lag AT ()5 (e Cpma 2 JLAY) (S da

1-Laclau, E. (1996). Emancipation(s). London: Verso. pp. 44-45.
2- Torfing, J. (2011). Discourse. In K. Dowding (ed.), Encyclopedia of power, London:
Sage. p. 193.

142



~ -

Sy dan o caan Gl Y dypmay JIEY) e piasal) BlaY) il
i lalgial Qladll Jdas a8 odalll agial W e Y1 oS
Bped) ale dlae 8 golemy peie IS G daliyy cllaall el yu b
Aliss s2ay callall (o A jal)l GluiSl 28, JLaaY) Eua o(Epistemology)
e e e A3l ageie Y cllaal) Jladd Jaidy o laal) Jladd 1 daga
syainndl) aealiy) sale) Loy AR, Auludls )8l 8 23l bl ey
aseia O o b clulagall LYY Gany g JAEGN JISE, SIS plgl
izgall o3 b et i)

Laiip Glaadl dalas &Y ot St alad) la S il ) Al Gl
Clptin IS Y1 Al Wadl L bygn ay caiialiy Qladl) 4,k
o Lo A (K Al 5Ll lapmy QUadll G e (Stuart Hall) Jla
b il Lealasindy HSEY) S5 Al B i QUadlly taaghs Lo gsage
aaniy e paase Jon DI Gl ey alasin) wiy ladll BY5 LAY
a5 ¢adinal & Cijualll A0S aaan ff AUSH USH A ggiag A siia Ayl
S peanyy claadys Al A6 Culld Jhy Glhadl) Gl ccayefll ooy Liad
Aleie Uibjne pansi 2dS ) dagylaal) IS Liglasid

sl ) L <ol Al AKal) Al ) sagall K S8 sl e (14
Aa Gl Baaaa a1 138 oIS 13 calaly el Japl dny 4l (oladl)
S Al A el Aulles dga o 5ypally Gl Bpid) e L
Iiad) agSE Aol gy e Al AEBlall dagiall gl 2ay Lo (il (1
s Cladl) Ak em g L Aaads gl gy el ) Jlaall 835854 Aiagial
QA3 2 Jy g piall Jiad) (820 Y lgie desana o CULSH Hoeds ) Ledsis eV

1- Dunn & Neumann (2019). Undertaking discourse analysis for social research. p. 19.
2-Hartley, J. (2002). Communication, cultural, and media studies: The key concepts.
London: Routledge. p. 73.

3-Hall, S. (2001). Foucault: Power, knowledge, and discourse. In M. Wetherell, S. Taylor,
& S. J. Yates (eds.), Discourse theory and practice: A reader, London: Sage, p. 72.

4- Angermuller (2020). Poststructuralist discourse studies: From structure to practice. In
De Fina & Georgakopoulou (eds.), The Cambridge handbook of discourse studies, p. 236.

143



o sy Allal) e pually dpuall a8ligl) agus Cum AlaSa pe Alad Ay
S e

shs canls gocnse Oo S A AR (s iy )l S gl
plaill bagius deay A0 ) A0l salal) e (sl digns) sead) =558
ot Y clasbadl JELY julee D6 canlaig (8/12/2024 b g)sudl
Gl Sl iy (g AV i a) 1By s Gl a2l L 1aaly 6 sunga

tod Ayl cce LaiaY!

anall il gy « ol liay 1 55 5 gsandl Jagas A0l ) 2l Gl (40 (1)
2l 33 @il A

OEY) gsaal) Jagas L s 15 (g5l AR G gmns 8 Lele 33 22y (2)
3.(16:14 el 2024 /12/9

ol 25 A 32 amy il (S8 ) sle (sren i 1S LAY (3)
A g oaly (g

t ok e odle Ay 8 Laad

Pl zopa VA e dlad Ay b gyl L) i cSaye
Apall ) (oysm s 0

DEa) s o(oaddl)) albaae ) 65l A3 ey Yy Slaie 5V JUdle
(Olad ) gise (Y clygm s (3 0aldl e 40 (IS () cuaba) LSy
S ol 4ne Galis) A Aplll) Gl Giay sl (aldlY o

1-Torfing (2011) Discourse. In Dowding (ed.), Encyclopedia of power. p. 193.

(27) ol s pdge — 2
https://www.instagram.com/reel/DDXS_SuROEx/?utm_source=ig_web_copy_
link&igsh=MzRIODBiINWFIZA== (Accessed on December 13,2024)

:(64) Sy ans8)si adse = 3
https://chat.whatsapp.com/JabBUkVUWB612SxsyBYoHR(Accessed on December
13,2024)

3(3) s il adse —4
https://chat.whatsapp.com/Jd]vwBctxwoGoTD3a6S72H (Accessed on December 13,2024

144



~ -

Gl LSS L sSaall cojall ) ity IS Cosend) s se2all 35 cau))
a3 ol ¢l il ansnd ST (V) e Blad) J8 s G Jlid)
V) B e sl ST 0y50 431 cCalaal) 35 (33 2xy) caylall SO
Jrd Gy (ale) Jad 5)S0al) sapall <S5 Cum clila 2 ST Ul Jlal
Pl Comdy \gladia 8 5l ol Gl pe saps WY Ly (o)
st
Glelylally Lall Ll daalue go oDlel 43383 Lo i ABY) 20 @
S b iy Al dles JEEN) ) Al duld
Sy o(Eall) S DA s La 5y hall AV iy ety Ayladl)
sl e gie Bl iy L) LY Gl 248 (3 adae 35
el G s 3m L e el ey iy ol
colbaal) il 3 (sl
333 Laladll AN U8 (e &g HWEAY) dja caalay) LS 43 clia 583 puaally
J Jaill le 8 odialdl aal e o) (€L AUas) SIAN (Pl 8 ¢ lay)
B Ay i Ylae Jas lladl) g e Lygily Alaall s e Liaeiy) LS
kel ALY Ajlie e Baad Lo a5 aiiall acsilly JBT 3ilais g slls LiadU
L) cadlaal Biny et delpa 8 ~ladll g lay) ) 256 8 33l sda (S
Al gpalall ) als 4a) Anlasl) A @) Ja sy Gl Y Asliie sy
2ALal) 330 & lladll o0 €0l 1Y) (o cadinall (50 ) delua b
ClehaYly (AE] A8l g 4ie slaiyall CalaaY) agh iladl) Jidas iy ol
Gelaay) Ll 8 Cladll 5 agd ol cladl) Aeluay B85 ) AiSadl)
(Dlel 3lgll EDN ABY) & Joas Libie dAipee clle iad 1485 (il
b Cun Al ey e Alage (B QUaall (oasil) QAT jen G5l e L laag

1-De Beaugrande, R. & Dressler W. (1981). Introduction to text linguistics. London:
Longman. p. 17.
2-Mayr, A. (2008). Language and power: An introduction to institutional discourse. London:
Continuum. p. 9.
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el 138 30y Lo aal L Lasd

(Alad & ALl GlBle Gl Qg ey dielia) dujlas 5o lladl) 5.2
daday o3 el eiladl)l LS, Laaysn Laay 2l il (43< ladl)
lladl) €20 s 4000 At s (35 lladl) ¢33 aladd 53 ildadl) ¢X0a gl guad
Aiie LaaY) JudY) JCET e IS0 Qladll ¢aainall 8 43l dada g (533

oo o allaall G (Ruth Wodak) @llag gy asdSla leysi (e S 75y
el 5 Loy Al s celaia¥) Ll 2l a5 48 e b ccnd 23
ol lan Uadll (il Jaladl A el o oladll dalal) pailadl) sty 4.
Al A5 e (ol epal Aga (e Lo L) wllE ) (S 3iylaSs cAgan (po 858
dualsill & Al Jlexind Glaaliny Jidatl Ay ladll (e Jaad @l (Aipe
aclily

~gnainal) A jall £ 15l e g3 JSI (355 5l 5 —Ripeall 335 4 iladl) 6.2

1-Threadgold [Cardiff], T. (2003). Cultural studies, critical theory, and critical discourse
analysis: Histories, remembering, and futures. Linguistik Online (14): 2,p. 7.

2-Torfing, J. (2005). Discourse theory: Achievements, arguments, and challenges. In D.
Howarth & J. Torfing (eds.), Discourse theory in European politics: Identity policy and
governance, Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 6-9.

3-Fairclough, N. & Wodak, R. (1997/2000). Critical discourse analysis. In T. A. van Dijk
(ed.), Discourse as social interaction. London: Sage, pp. 358-363.

4~-Fairclough, N., Mulderrig, J., & Wodak, R. (201 1). Critical discourse analysis. In T.

A. Van Dijk (ed.), Discourse studies: A multidisciplinary introduction, London: Sage, pp.
357-378.
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CilS Gy ealaall e Jidail Ll (e daagie alladd) 4)la0 s 1S
O le R andill GaliiV) G e p ey ¢ ulins g3 gulla 3 Lin
oSy Y i ciigl) g 31 Y) Al b el o bl deadid) ) aes
Lo iy axdid Lo e 5LV saly Cas il i) oda e bl
LSl g c3adaa s A4 daily Canad Lia Jlaalld ZBagage (1

Balasi O dalbia dije Laily Cad 4w gl b

Gllaadld) e ESy GE Gly & Y Ak A coladl) 2k Gl Sl
Lngie (450 (e Akt Y Y clgmpngis LIS Lagial) 301S 5aly Aladil)
Gl peias el o ST ad) HBI il Lo 13ay cAllads danaly Akl
:J s «(Jacob Torfing) aud)s

1-Jager, S. (2001). Discourse and knowledge: Theoretical and methodological aspects of
a critical discourse and dispositive analysis. In R. Wodak & M. Meyer (eds.), Methods of
critical discourse analysis, London: Sage, p.33.

2-Laclau, E. & Mouffe, C. (1985/2001). Hegemony and socialist strategy. London: Verso.
pp. 112-113.

3-Jergensen, M. & Phillips, L. (2002). Discourse analysis as theory and Method. London:
Sage. p. 38.
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2 153915 by Glhadll g dayy Dadly dalidl st 1Y),
Glaall desial cuilall 5 Gailaddl i G Dol 2)5 Lae L) oK
S Akl 5L DL e e 4iseal DIE) asludas 4l e Cuaall Ciles
Gl e 5aV1 5%l o3 AT den e ISV Al say Lae 1iad
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Jorgensen & Phillips (2002). Discourse analysis as theory and method. p. 20.
05 il Alaal) A8l O caldadld)

(Discourse is constituted) (Dialectical relationship)  (Discourse is constitutive)
;.\Ua;ﬂ' ;54335\ (L\L.d._ :\
(sl il ple) (Apladll Cagey SISV k)

(sl (sS59)
(Rt Apldl)  (elg)

1-Torfing (2005). Discourse theory: Achievements, arguments, and challenges. In Howarth
& Torfing (eds.), Discourse theory in European politics: Identity policy and governance, p.
25.

2-van Dijk, T. A. (2011). Discourse studies: A multidisciplinary introduction. London: Sage,

pp. 3-5.
3- Jergensen & Phillips (2002). Discourse analysis as theory and method. p. 20.
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Aabiid) 0K g ) G ciiaglly lhal) 8 Legippla (e gl gl
Ob o A<y Lo gy 8 CUadll Cappell) 13a 30kl dles go daall
(lUal) Ul A Sl el 43S e Jr Al Jlaaiad (o Jadd Gl il
sy @il Ly aamdg oyla Uadll O ) Legpla sSaall Capalll el
e U G55 n 3 gl el e 35 gl 2a; Lo S my Lan o s
S(eUasl) 45,0s3)
aine 8 5Ll Laglond) ag AUasl) 488 hanj W 1S il g
Lasl o) asd 4501 oladl) 45k Cages SISV e Gl payae il ykiags L
Ly e 5 (ddda adly Hadlll el 8 aalis calS 1) daligy il

aail o ladl) Tyl cgpal @iy (5) &) Jbad) oy bie b yshaiag
1 — Swann (2004). A dictionary of sociolinguistics. p. 282.() Swann (2004). A dictionary

of sociolinguistics. p. 282.

2- Laclau & Mouffe (1985/2001). Hegemony and socialist strategy. pp. 105-106

3- Kalvraa, C. (2018). The discourse theory of Ernesto Laclau. In R. Wodak & B. Forchtner
(eds.), The Routledge handbook of language and politics, London: Routledge, p. 96.

4- Jergensen & Phillips (2002). Discourse analysis as theory and method. p. 186.
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1- Van Dijk, T. A. (1998). Ideology: A multidisciplinary approach. London: Sage. p. 267.
2—- Kglvraa (2018). The discourse theory of Ernesto Laclau. In Wodak & Forchtner (eds.),
The Routledge handbook of language and politics, p. 105.

3- Grice, H. P. (2006). Logic and conversation. In A. Jaworski & N. Coupland (eds.), The
discourse reader, London: Routledge, pp. 68-69.

4- Bach, K. (2011). Grice. In B. Lee (ed.), Philosophy of language: The key thinkers.
London: Continuum. p. 186.

5- Wodak, R. (2007). Pragmatics and critical discourse analysis: A cross—disciplinary
inquiry. Pragmatics and cognition (15): 1, p. 217.

6— Renkema, J2004) ) Introduction to discourse studies. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
p. 16.
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1-Austin, J. L. (1978). Quand dire c’est faire. Paris: Seuil. pp. 109-114.

2—- Sadock, J. (2006). Speech acts. In L. R. Horn & G. Ward (eds.), The handbook of

pragmatics, Oxford: Blackwell, p. 55.

Ll o Lpad) tena cgrenll b paill ale ) I Jie adillags asly (aill L(1996) .F o5t celis a3
67 Lo il Ll pdiall ¢ R b i)

S Al gyl dra R . CilalaiAY) Jalsia e 1pail ale (2005) T o5 ey ol -4

270 =

5- Brown, G. & Yule, G. (1983). Discourse analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge university

press. p. 238.

6- Kintsch, W. & van Dijk, T. A. (1978). Towards a model of text comprehension and

production. Psychological Review (85): 5, p. 366.

7- De Deaugrande & Dressler (1981). Introduction to text linguistics. p. 91.
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8 Ly elld e 3y e pugal) A jeal alasind & )5l (e g5 Ae seiall Byleia)
sl Julas 8 Layso dsanl 3 m L ey Silasl) i (Cohesion) aludl j5es
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O Jlasind dlae (ail) Jiay 1416 Galiill (Julia Kristeva) i S Lisa 2aas
oo 33sake saae Il adalin Gaill pliad a8 ¢ aln dlee ol (o8] Gaga
Lo Alaye Wl 04y AT Lewmny duny ashs Ly Jong Lae Al ageas
llad) 138 L (305 a5 ¢ oladl) Jeliil) mllaae sels Chagdd Zisuid) aay

1- Lakoff, G. (1993). The contemporary theory of metaphor. In A. Ortony (ed.), Metaphor
and thought, Cambridge: Cambridge university press, pp. 203-206.

2—- Handl, S. & Schmid, H.-J. (2011). Introduction. in S. Handl & H.-J. Schmid (eds.),
Windows to the mind: Metaphor, metonymy, and conceptual blending. Berlin: De Gruyter
Mouton, p. 1.

3- Carston, R. (2016). Contextual adjustment of meaning. In N. Riemer (ed.), The
Routledge handbook of semantics, London: Routledge. p. 203.

4-Tendhal, M. & Gibbs, R. W. (2008). Complementary perspectives on metaphor: Cognitive
linguistics and relevance theory. Journal of Pragmatics 40, p. 1836.

5—- Ponterotto, D. (2003). The cohesive role of cognitive metaphor in discourse and con-
versation. In A. Barcelona (ed.), Metaphor and metonymy at the crossroads: A cognitive
perspective, Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, p. 292.

6- Kristeva, J. (1979). Le texte du romam. Paris: Mouton. p. 12.
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1- Fairclough, N. (1995/2013). Critical discourse analysis: The critical study of language.
London: Routledge. p. 95.

2- Fairclough, N. (2003). Discourse analysis: Textual analysis for social research. London:
Routledge. p. 218.

3- Fairclough (1995/2013). Critical discourse analysis: The critical study of language. p.
95.

4- Fraser, B. (1980). Conversational mitigation. Journal of pragmatics 4, p. 342.

5- Holmes, J. (1984). Modifying illocutionary force. Journal of pragmatics 8, p. 348.

6- Weizman, E. (1993). Interlanguage requestive hints. In G. Kasper & S. Blum-Kulka
(eds.), Interlanguage pragmatics, Oxford: Oxford university press, p. 129.

7- Chaminzo-Dominguez, P. J. (2018). Ambiguity and vagueness as cognitive tools for
euphemistic and politically correct speech. In A. P. Pedraza (ed.), Linguistic taboo revisited,
Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton, p. 79.
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1- Baalbaki, R. M. (1990). Dictionary of linguistic terms. Beirut: Dar El-Iim Lilmalayin. p.

g?ﬁéaamaki (1990). Dictionary of linguistic terms. pp. 115-141.

1-van Dijk, T. A. (1993). Principles of critical discourse analysis. Discourse and Society

(4): 2, p- 258.
2-Hoey, M. (1995). Pattern of lexis in text. London: Oxford university press. p. 57.
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