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DISKURSAS KAIP SOCIALINIU-
EDUKACINIU REISKINIY
KONTEKSTUALAUS SUPRATIMO
METODOLOGINE PRIEIGA

Anotacija

Straipsnyje analizuojamas diskursas kaip tam tikras
socialiniy, edukaciniy reiskiniy prasmeés suvokimo bei
kalbéjimo(-si) apie juos budas. Jis suprantamas kaip
refleksyvus atsakas i ta supratima, kurj suformuoja
Siuolaikinés kultiiros vertybés ir ju kontekstualizuota
socialiné-edukaciné tikroveé. Diskursas atskleidzia-
mas kaip naujaji edukacini pazinimg konstruojantis
socialinis, humanitarinis metodas, padedantis atsakyti
1 edukologijos mokslui esminius klausimus apie Zinias
ir zinojimag. Straipsnyje paaiSkinama, kaip edukacinés
paradigmos virsmo kontekste (nuo tradicinés | postmo-
dernisting) gali buti taikomos teorinés-filosofinés dis-
kurso prieigy perspektyvos (socialinis konstruktyviz-
mas ir fenomenologija). Pateikiama kontekstualizuota
diskurso sampraty ivairove, klasifikacija, aprasomos
diskurso analizés taikymo tradicijos.

Pagrindiniai ZodZiai: diskursas, diskurso teorija,
diskurso analizé, socialinis konstruktyvizmas, fenome-
nologija.

Ivadas

Siuolaikingje postmodernistingje Ziniy visuome-
néje svarbios Ziniy Zinios apie gyvenamojo pasaulio
reiskinius, tarp ju ir apie ugdyma(-si), kaip visuome-
nés sukonstruota socialini-kulttirini Zinojima (Barnett,
2000). Diskursyvus edukaciniy reiSkiniy pazinimas —
tai refleksyvusis atsakas i supratima, kurj kontekstua-
lizuoja kulttiros vertybés ir iprociai (Duobliene, 2006;
Freire, 2000; Jarvis, 2001; McLaughlin, 1997; Ru-
bavicius, 2003). Todél diskursas Siuolaikinéje eduko-
logijoje suprantamas kaip ziniy visuomenés reiskinys
ir naujaji edukacinji pazinima konstruojantis socialinis,
humanitarinis metodas.

Postmodernizmas socialiniams, humanitariniams
mokslams (tarp ju ir edukologijai) sitilo alternatyvius
pagrindziamojo pazinimo (esencializmo) budus, juy in-
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Abstract

The article analyses discourse as a certain way of
perceiving the meaning of social, educational phe-
nomena and of speaking about them. It is understood
as a reflexive response to that understanding which is
formed by the values of modern culture and socioedu-
cational reality contextualized by them. Discourse is
disclosed as a social, humanitarian method that con-
structs educational cognition, which helps to answer
the questions about knowledge and knowing that are
essential to the science of education studies. The ar-
ticle explains how theoretical-philosophical perspec-
tives of discourse approaches (social constructivism
and phenomenology) can be applied in the context of
the shift in educational paradigms (from traditional to
postmodern). Contextualised diversity, classification
of the concepts of discourse are presented; the tradi-
tions of applying the discourse analysis are described.

Key words: discourse, discourse theory, discourse
analysis, social constructivism, phenomenology.

Introduction

The knowledge of knowledge about the phenomena
of the living world, including knowledge about (self-)
education as about the society’s constructed sociocul-
tural knowing turn into an important phenomenon in the
modern and postmodern knowledge society (Barnett,
2000). Discursive cognition of educational phenomena
is a reflexive response to understanding which is con-
textualized by cultural values and habits (Duoblieng,
2006; Freire, 2000; Jarvis, 2001; McLaughlin, 1997,
Rubavicius, 2003). Therefore, discourse in modern
education studies is understood as the phenomenon of
knowledge society and as a social, humanitarian meth-
od, which constructs new educational cognition.

Postmodernism offers social sciences and the hu-
manities alternative ways of substantiating cognition
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tegravimo bei komponavimo {vairias galimybes. To-
dél aktyviu, tarpdalykiniy ir dialoginiy rysiu pagrindu
prasideda edukologijos kaip mokslo pazinimo mokslas.
Ugdymo(-si) reiskiniy diskursyviojo pazinimo prirei-
kia tuomet, kai paaiskéja, jog nepakanka tradicinés
analizes. Todeél ilga laika dominaves vienas kuris nors
teorinis pagrindimas edukologijoje keiciamas { multi-
diskursyvyji ugdymo(-si) reiskiniy pazinima.

Tai suponuoja tyrimo problema, nes kyla tokio
pobiudzio klausimai: kaip galima kontekstualizuoti
Siuolaikiniy edukaciniy reiskiniy socialines-kultiirines
prasmes taikant diskurso metodologine prieigq? Ar ji
leidzia konstruoti prasminj kalbéjimaq(-si) apie Siuo-
laikinius edukacinius reiskinius?

Tyrimo tikslas — iSnagrinéti diskurso kaip sociali-
nés-kultiirinés tikrovés edukaciniy reiskiniy konteks-
tualaus supratimo metodologinés prieigos esmes bei
teorines-empirines jy taikymo strategijas.

Tyrimo uzdaviniai:

» ISnagrinéti teoring (filosofing, sociologing, edu-
kologing, kultiirologing) literattira diskurso me-
todologijos klausimu ir pagristi diskurso teori-
nes-filosofines esmes.

* Apibiudinti diskurso taikymo strategijas ir
perspektyvas edukaciniy reiskiniy postmoder-
nistiniam kontekstualizavimui.

» Paaiskinti edukacinius reiskinius konstekstuali-
zuojantj diskursg socialinio konstruktyvizmo ir
fenomenologijos perspektyvy prieigose.

Tyrimo metodai: teoriné analizé, metaanalizé.

Diskurso esmé ir teorinés-filosofinés taikymo
perspektyvos. Terminas diskursas pastaruoju metu
vartojamas jvairiuose socialiniuose, humanitariniuo-
se moksluose (filosofija, kultiirologija, sociologija,
edukologija, lingvistika ir kt.). Taciau néra vieningos
nuomonés ir atsakymo i klausimus: Kas yra diskur-
sas? Kaip ji analizuoti (Burr, 1995; Habermas, 2002;
MacLure, 2003; Valantiejus, 2004)? Galima nurodyti
tokias vyraujancias diskurso sampratas:

 diskusijos sinonimas arba kaip tam tikras Sneké-
jimosi, kalbéjimosi bidas, vartojamas kasdiené-
je kalboje (Kress, 1985);

» kalba (language) tarp diskurso subjekty, kai
vartojamas specifinis Zodynas prilyginamas
dialektui (dialect) (Harré, Brockmeier, Miihl-
héusler, 1999).

Sie aidkinimai apima lingvistines prasmes, todél

juose yra akcentuojamas pagrindinis diskurso ele-
mentas — kalba arba $neka. Diskurso analizei pasidaro

(essentialism), various opportunities of their integra-
tion and composition. Therefore, based on active, in-
ter-disciplinary and dialogical relations the science of
education studies as of cognition of science initiates.
The need for discursive cognition of (self-)education
phenomena emerges when it turns out that traditional
analysis is insufficient. Therefore, a certain theoreti-
cal substantiation that has been dominating in educa-
tion studies a long time is replaced by multi-discursive
cognition of (self-)education phenomena.

This presupposes the problem of research because
such types of questions arise: How can sociocultural
meanings of modern education phenomena be contex-
tualized applying the methodological approach of dis-
course? Does it enable to construct meaningful speak-
ing about educational phenomena?

Research aim — to analyse the essences of dis-
course as of the methodological approach of contex-
tual understanding of educational phenomena of so-
ciocultural reality and to explore theoretical-empirical
strategies of their application.

Research tasks:

* To analyse theoretical literature (philosophi-
cal, sociological, literature on education stud-
ies, cultural studies) on the issue of discourse
methodology and to substantiate theoretical-
philosophical essences of discourse.

* To describe the strategies of discourse applica-
tion and the perspectives for postmodernistic
contextualization of educational phenomena.

» To explain discourse which contextualizes edu-
cational phenomena employing the approaches
of the perspectives of social constructivism and
phenomenology.

Research methods: theoretical analysis, meta-

analysis.

The essence of discourse and theoretical-phil-
osophical application perspectives. The term “dis-
course” is currently used in social sciences, the hu-
manities (philosophy, cultural studies, sociology,
education studies, linguistics, etc.). However, there
is no unanimous opinion and answer to the questions,
“What is discourse? How to analyse it?”” (Burr, 1995;
Habermas, 2002; MacLure, 2003; Valantiejus, 2004).
The following dominating conceptions of discourse
can be distinguished:

e The synonym of “discussion” or as a certain
way of talking, speaking, used in daily language
(Kress, 1985);

» Language which occurs between separate sub-
jects of discourse, when specific lexicon that
equates with the dialect is used (Harré, Brock-
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svarbus jo dalyviy iSsakytas ar paraSytas tekstas.

Diskursas yra apibréziamas tam tikry teoriniy-fi-
losofiniy perspektyvuy pagrindu, i§ kuriy dazniausiai
yra taikomos dvi: diskursas yra suvokiamas kaip tam
tikra subkultira arba kaip kalbéjimo(-si) priemoné,
iprasminanti Zzmoniy socialinj gyvenima (Grimshaw,
2003; Wodak, Meyer, 2001). Pirmoje perspektyvoje
diskurso analizés objektu biina socialinio pobudzio
diskursai (feminizmo, aplinkosaugos, rasistiniai, sek-
sizmo ir kt.), o antroje perspektyvoje diskursas yra
suprantamas pagal tai, kg yra pasake ar parasg¢ sociali-
niai veikéjai. Antrajai perspektyvai priskiriama keletas
diskurso apibrézimu:

* Diskursas — komunikacinio veiksmo procesas,

kurio materiali iSraiSka jgyja teksto forma.

* Diskurso analizé — tai metodologija, igalinanti
atlikti komunikaciniy procesy bei teksty rezulta-
ty analiz¢ (Chimombo, Roseberry, 1998). Kalba
yra verbalizuoti komunikaciniai aktai, formuo-
jantys, iSkreipiantys ar net kuriantys socialinés
realybés (tarp ju ir ugdymo) prasmes (Harré,
Brockmeier, Miihlhéusler, 1999).

* Visuma idéjy, savoky, kategorijy, kuriamy, at-
kuriamy bei kei¢iamy tam tikrais socialiniais
veiksmais. Jy pagalba ugdymo(-si) realybei su-
teikiamos reikSmeés (Hajer, 1995; Hargreaves,
2008; Stoll, Fink, 1998).

* Tam tikra idéjy ar zinojimo sistema, kuriai bii-
dingas specifinis Zodynas, teiginiy grupés, ir
reiSkia susistemintas visuomenés zinias, Zino-
jima, vykstanti per kalb¢jima ir raSyma (Fou-
cault, 1998).

Nepaisant diskurso esmés aiSkinimo jvairovés,
pacia bendraja prasme diskursas suprantamas kaip
socialiai priimtinas Zmoniy kalbéjimo(-si), mastymo,
vertinimo, tikéjimo ar veiklos biidas (Burr, 1995; Ger-
gen, 1985; Kramash, 2000). Todél diskurso analizei
svarbiis ji kuriantys, perduodantys ir interpretuojantys
veikejai bei ji igalinantys, apribojantys Siuolaikiniai
(dabar veikiantys) ar istoriniai (anksc¢iau vyrave) so-
cialiniai, kult@iriniai kontekstai (Berger, Luckamnn,
1999; Pearce, 1994; Powers, 1994).

Diskursai klasifikuojami pagal ivairius kriterijus:
tematika, laikiSkuma, paplitimg vietos prasme, diskur-
so vyksmo lauka (socialing lokacija), artikuliuojancius
dalyvius (socialines grupes) ir kt.

Pagal diskurso tematika galima skirti vienalycius ir
daugiasluoksnius diskursus. Vienalyciai yra susitelke 1
vieng konkrecia, aiskiai ivardijama problema (proble-
miniai diskursai). Tuo tarpu daugiasluoksniai diskur-
sai yra labiau pasauléziiirinio, vertybinio ar normaty-

meier, Miihlhdusler, 1999).

These explanations encompass linguistic meanings;
therefore, the main element of discourse — “language”
or “speech” — is emphasized in them.

Discourse is defined on the basis of certain theo-
retical-philosophical perspectives. Two of them are
most often applied; these are: discourse is perceived
as a certain subculture or as a means of speaking that
gives sense to people’s social life (Grimshaw, 2003;
Wodak, Meyer, 2001). In the first perspective the ob-
ject of the discourse analysis is social type discourses
(on feminism, environmental protection, racism, sex-
ism, etc.), whilst in the second perspective discourse
is understood according to what public figures have
said or written. Several definitions of discourse are as-
cribed to the second perspective:

» discourse is the process of the communicative
action, the material expression of which ac-
quires the form of a text;

» discourse analysis is a methodology, enabling to
carry out the analysis of communicative proc-
esses and the results of texts (Chimombo, Rose-
berry, 1998). Language is verbalized communi-
cation acts which form, distort or even create the
meanings of social reality (including education)
(Harré, Brockmeier, Miihlhdusler, 1999);

» the whole of ideas, concepts, categories which
are created, reproduced and changed by cer-
tain social actions. With their help meanings are
given to (self-)education reality (Hajer, 1995;
Hargreaves, 2008; Stoll, Fink, 1998);

* a certain system of ideas or knowing which is
characterised by specific lexicon and groups of
statements exactly means the society’s knowl-
edge and knowing that takes place through
speaking and writing (Foucault, 1998).

In spite of the diversity of explaining the essence
of discourse, in the very general meaning discourse
is understood as a socially acceptable way of peo-
ple’s speaking, thinking, evaluation, believing or ac-
tion (Burr, 1995; Gergen, 1985; Kramash, 2000).
Therefore, the participants who create, communicate
and interpret discourse as well as contemporary (cur-
rently operating) or historical (which dominated ear-
lier) social, cultural contexts, which enable and limit
discourse, become important for discourse analysis
(Berger, Luckamnn, 1999; Pearce, 1994; Powers,
1994;).

Discourses are classified according to various crite-
ria: topics, temporality, spread in terms of location, the
field of the discourse process (social location), articu-
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vinio pobiidzio. Jie biina platiis ir apima daugeli temuy,
nors gali biiti sujungti ir { siauresnius, specifinius.
Akcentuojama visiems diskursams biidinga savybé —
polinkis ,.,persidengti, ,,susipinti* (Rubavicius, 2003;
Valantiejus, 2004). Pavyzdziui, ekologinio diskurso
tekstuose daznai atsiranda uzuominy ar net i§samios
kity temy analizés: lygiy galimybiy, Zmogaus teisiy,
visuomenés sveikatos ar kt. (TeleSiené, 2005).

Pagal diskusijose dalyvaujancias socialines grupes
(kai diskursas apibréziamas kaip tam tikra subkulti-
ra) skiriami specializuoti arba specialieji diskursai
(Valantiejus, 2004; Wodak, Meyer, 2001). Tuomet jie
yra artikuliuojami skirtinguose moksluose, specifinése
veiklos sferose ar socialinése grupése. Greta $iy dis-
kursu skiriami interdiskursai (nemoksliniai ir nespe-
cializuoti), kurie gali biiti ivardijami ir kaip bendrieji
arba visuomeniniai bei viesieji diskursai. Pazymima
(Wodak, Meyer, 2001), jog i §io tipo diskursus isitrau-
kia keletas ar daugelis socialiniy grupiy i§ skirtingy
veiklos sfery.

Diskursas imanomas jvairiausiose diskursyviose
srityse (socialinése lokacijose), kuriose vyksta ,,kalbé-
jimas®, pavyzdziui: ziniasklaidoje, Svietime, moksle,
kasdieniame gyvenime, politikoje, versle ir pan. (Wo-
dak, Meyer, 2001). Minéti ,,laukai* vadinami veiklos
sferomis arba visuomenés sektoriais, pagal kuriuos so-
cialiniai veikéjai skirstomi i veikiancius biurokratiné-
je, ekonominéje, akademinéje arba pilietinéje sferose
(Rinkevicius, 2000). Kiekviena veiklos sfera apibiidi-
nama skirtingais tikslais, idealais ir implikuoja skir-
tingas organizacines formas, kryptingai veikia nariy
nuostatas, diktuoja elgesio normas, formuoja kasdieni
elgesi. Skirtingi socialiniai kontekstai implikuoja skir-
tingus kult@iriniy kategoriju derinius, kai kiekvienas
sektorius artikuliuoja jvairius vieSus bei specifinius
diskursus (MacLure, 2003; Valantiejus, 2004).

Diskurso taikymo strategijos ir perspektyvos
edukaciniy reiSkiniy postmodernistiniam konteks-
tualizvimui

Paanalizuosime diskurso strategijos taikymo gali-
mybes siekiant pazinti socialinius-edukacinius reiski-
nius ir apibidinsime diskurso analizés tradicijas socia-
liniuose-edukaciniuose tyrimuose.

Diskursas kaip specifiné socialinio-edukacinio ty-
rimo strategija. Teigiama (Fairclough, 1995; Gergen,
1994; Laclau ir Mouffe, 1985), jog tai tyrimy tradicija,
strategija ar metody trianguliacijos budas (Edwards,
Potter, 1992; Fairclough, Wodak, 1997; Shotter, 1993).
Taciau nezitrint Sios jvairoves, tyréjai dazniausiai dis-
kursa supranta kaip metodologinio pobiidzio tradicija,

lating participants (social groups) etc.

According to the topics of discourse indiscrete and
multiple discourses can be distinguished. Indiscrete
discourses focus on one concrete and clearly named
problem (problem discourses), whilst multiple dis-
courses are more of a world-view, value or norma-
tive type. The feature that is characteristic to all dis-
courses — the tendency to “overlap”, “intertwine” —is
emphasized (Rubavicius, 2003; Valantiejus, 2004).
For example, ecological discourse texts often contain
hints or even exhaustive analyses of other topics: of
equal opportunities, human rights, public health, etc.
(Telesiené, 2005).

According to social groups that take part in discus-
sions (when discourse is defined as a certain subcul-
ture) specialised or special discourses (Valantiejus,
2004; Wodak, Meyer, 2001) are distinguished. Then
they are articulated in different sciences, specific ar-
eas of activities or social groups. Alongside with these
discourses inter-discourses (non-scientific and non-
specialized) are distinguished; these can be named
also as general or social and public discourses. It is
noted (Wodak, Meyer, 2001) that several or many so-
cial groups from different activity areas get involved
in this type of discourses.

The discourse is possible in most various discur-
sive areas (social locations), in which “speaking”
takes place, for example: in the media, education, sci-
ence, daily life, politics, business, etc. (Wodak, Meyer,
2001). The above mentioned “fields” are called activity
areas or public sectors, according to which social fig-
ures are subdivided into those acting in bureaucratic,
economic, academic or civil areas (Rinkevicius, 2000).
Every area of activity is described by different goals,
ideals and implies different organisational forms, pur-
posively influences the participants’ attitudes, dictates
the morals, and shapes daily behaviour. Different so-
cial contexts imply different combinations of cultural
categories when every sector articulates various public
and specific discourses (MacLure, 2003; Valantiejus,
2004).

The strategies and the perspectives of discourse
application for postmodernistic contextualisation
of educational phenomena.

We shall analyse the possibilities of application of
discourse strategy for cognition of socioeducational
phenomena and describe the traditions of discourse
analysis in socioeducational researches.

Discourse as a specific strategy of socioeducational
research. 1t is stated (Fairclough, 1995; Gergen, 1994;
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kuriai yra biidingos specifinés strategijos. Diskurso
strategijos pagrindiniai bruozai yra $ie:

* informacijos Saltinis — sakytiniai ar rasytiniai
tekstai bei pasisakymai. Vienuose diskurso
analizés metoduose ypac pabréziamas kalbos
vaidmuo, kituose reikSminga tik autentiSka ir
nattrali kalba, t. y. tokia kalba, kuri néra ispro-
vokuojama (kaip, pavyzdziui, vykdant anketi-
nes apklausas);

» prioritetai teikiami netikimybiniams atrankos
ir teksty korpuso sudarymo metodams; turinio
(content) analizei ir dalyvaujamajam stebéjimui
kaip informacijos rinkimo metodams.

* interpretaciniai, kokybiniai analizés metodai
daznai derinami su lingvistine analize, tuo tarpu
»grynieji® kiekybiniai taikomi tik kiekybingje
content (turinio) analizéje.

Teigiama (Fairclough, 1995; Gergen, 1994; Jor-
gensen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau ir Mouffe, 1985), jog
diskurso analizés formas taip pat galima suprasti kaip
tyrimo strategijas, nes tam tikru biidu yra nusakoma
tyrimo procediiry tvarka bei numatomi metodai, infor-
macijos $altiniai, analizés biidai ir pan.

Taigi diskurso analizé yra tinkama prieiga tuomet,
kai norima atsekti, ka apie socialinio-kulttirinio, edu-
kacinio démesio objekty sako skirtingi socialiniai vei-
kéjai. Be to, ji leidzia paaiskinti, kaip juy pasisakymai
yra igalinti bei apriboti esamos sociokultiirinés san-
daros ir kaip kalba veikia socialing ugdymo realybe.
Diskurso strategijos taikymo salygos yra dvi: informa-
cijos Saltinis — pasikartojantys komunikaciniai veiks-
mai (sakytiniai ar rasytiniai); jie turi vykti tam tikruose
socialiniuose-edukaciniuose kontekstuose.

Diskurso metodologija tampa tinkama socialiniy-
edukaciniy tyrimy tradicija tuomet, kai: sickiama sis-
temiskai aprépti visumq konkrecioje kultiiroje egzis-
tuojanciy paziiriy { ugdymo(-si) reiskinius, vengiama
tas paziiiras provokuoti ar veikti i8ankstiniu moksliniu
zinojimu. Postmodernistinei edukologijai ypac svarbi
ta diskurso tradicija, kuri leidzia nustatyti ir iSanali-
zuoti visuomenés mitus, priimamus ir suvokiamus
kaip objektyvia edukacing realybe. Tuomet §i realybé
yra numanoma pokalbiuose ir kituose socialiniuose
veiksmuose, siekiant tokio ju kontekstualumo, kuris
leidzia suvokti bei paaiskinti, kaip vieni sociokultii-
riniai, edukaciniai mitai tampa objektyviai teisingi, o
kiti tiesiog neijmanomi (Duobliené, 2006; Juodaityte,
2003, 2007).

Diskurso analizés tradicijy taikymas edukaciniy
reiskiniy pazinimui. Diskurso analizés metodologing
vairove lémé tai, jog tam tikros jos prieigos nepriklau-
somai viena nuo kitos formavosi jvairiuose moksluo-

Laclau ir Mouffe, 1985) that this is a tradition, a strat-
egy of researches or the way of triangulation of meth-
ods (Edwards, Potter, 1992; Fairclough, Wodak, 1997;
Shotter, 1993;). However, in spite of this diversity,
the researchers most often understand discourse as a
methodological type of tradition with specific strate-
gies characteristic to it. The key features of discourse
strategy are as follows:

* the source of information is oral or written texts
and speakings. In certain methods of discourse
analysis the role of the language is particularly
emphasized, whilst in other, only authentic and
natural language; i.e., the language which is not
provoked, (as, for example, during question-
naire interviews), becomes significant;

* the priorities are given to the method of non-
probabilistic sceening and the method of con-
structing text corpus; to content analysis and
participant observation as to the methods of in-
formation collection.

» [Interpretational, qualitative methods of analysis
often combined with linguistic analysis, whilst
“pure” quantitative methods are applied solely
in quantitative content analysis.

It is stated (Fairclough, 1995; Gergen, 1994; Jor-
gensen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau and Mouffe, 1985) that
the forms of discourse analysis can also be understood
as research strategies because in a certain way it out-
lines the course of the research procedure and projected
methods, information sources, ways of analysis, etc.

Thus, discourse analysis is a suitable approach
when it is pursued to trace what different public fig-
ures say about the object receiving socio-cultural, edu-
cational attention. Besides, it enables to explain how
their speakings are enabled and limited by the existing
sociocultural composition and how language influenc-
es social reality of education.

Discourse methodology becomes a suitable tradi-
tion of socioeducational researches when: it is pursued
to cover the whole of the attitudes towards (self-)edu-
cation phenomena existing in a concrete culture sys-
tematically; it is avoided to provoke these attitudes or
influence them by preconceived scientific knowing.
Such discourse tradition which enables to identify and
analyse the society’s myths, which are accepted and
perceived as objective educational reality, is particu-
larly important to postmodernistic education studies.
Then this realty is implied in conversations and other
social actions, seeking such contextuality which ena-
bles to perceive and explain how certain sociocultural,
educational myths become objectively correct, while
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se. Pagal teorines paradigmines iStakas ir pasirenkamy
duomeny analizés metody kompleksg galima nurodyti
keletq diskurso analizés metodologiniy tradicijy. Tai
lingvistiné analitiné, apraSomoji funkcionalistine, in-
terpretaciné, kritiné ir kt. analizés (Titscher, Meyer,
Wodak, Vetter, 2000; Van Dijk, 1985). Visos jos yra
taikytinos $iuolaikinéje edukologijoje, todel trumpai
apibudinsime kiekvienos jy esme.

Lingvistinéje analitinéje tradicijoje dominuoja ap-
raSomasis diskurso struktiiriniy elementy analizés me-
todas, todél kalba ir tekstas analizuojami gramatikos,
leksikos, stilistikos ir pan. aspektais. Si tradicija ap-
ima etnometodologinés pokalbiy, diferencinés teksty,
pasakojamosios semiotikos ir kt. metodines prieigas
(Garfinkel, 2005; Halliday, 1973).

Kita diskurso analizés teorinés paradigmos iStaka
yra aprasomoji funkcionalistiné tradicija (Kress, 1990;
Macdonnell, 1986; Rorty, 1999). Analizuojamos dis-
kurso vyksmo situacijos bei ivairtis saveika apibudi-
nantys elementai (dominavimas, kontrolé, vaidmenys,
normos, isryskéjancios diskurso kalboje ar tekste).
Siuo atveju diskurso analizés objektu tampa neforma-
lUs pokalbiai, dialogai, vykstantys, pavyzdziui, uzsié-
mimy klaséje, laisvalaikio, neformalaus mokymo(-si)
metu ir kt. Si diskurso tyrimy tradicija apima content
analizés (kiekybinés bei kokybinés), pokalbiy anali-
zés, funkcinés pragmatikos metodines prieigas.

Dar viena diskurso metodologija — interpretacinés
diskurso analizés tradicija. Ji remiasi subjektyvia dis-
kurso medziagos interpretacija. Tuomet labai svarbi
salyga yra paties interpretuotojo asmeniné tiriamos
srities patirtis bei moksliskai priimtina tyréjo empatija
interpretuojamiems objektams. Lyginant kokybines ir
kiekybines metodologijas, vertéty pabrézti §i esmini
skirtuma. Taikant kiekybinius metodus tyréjas visa-
da yra anonimas (transcendentas tyrimo objekto at-
zvilgiu) ir lieka anapus tiriamos situacijos, tvirtinant,
jog tik taip esa galima uztikrinti tyrimo objektyvuma
(Bitinas, 2006; Kardelis, 2002). Interpretacinis poziii-
ris budingas Siuolaikinei interpretacinei edukologijai.
Populiariausios metodinés prieigos yra objektyvioji
hermeneutika, etnografiné teksty ar pokalbiy analizé
(Gadamer, 2006; Geertz, 2005; Goffman, 1974; Juo-
daityté, 2003; Mazeikien¢, 2003).

Kita diskurso analizés prieiga — kritiskosios diskur-
so analizés tradicija. Dabartiniu metu ji peraugusi {
savarankiska interdisciplining metodologija, labiau zi-
noma kaip kritiskoji diskurso analizé (KDA). Sios pri-
eigos perspektyvoje i diskursa zvelgiama kaip | grupiu
konflikty, jégos demonstravimo ugdyme areng (Rus-

other, just impossible (Duoblien¢, 2006; Juodaityteé,
2003, 2007).

Application of the traditions of discourse analysis
Jor the cognition of educational phenomena. Methodo-
logical diversity of discourse analysis was determined
by the fact that its separate approaches were develop-
ing in different sciences independently of one another.
Several methodological traditions of discourse analy-
sis can be distinguished. These are linguistic analyti-
cal, descriptive functional, interpretative, critical, etc.
analyses (Titscher, Meyer, Wodak, Vetter, 2000; Van
Dijk, 1985).

In linguistic analytical tradition descriptive meth-
od of the analysis of structural elements of discourse
dominates; therefore, language and text are analysed in
the aspects of grammar, lexis, stylistics, etc. This tradi-
tion encompasses ethno-methodological approach of
talks, differential approach of texts, narrative semiotic
approach, and other methodical approaches (Garfin-
kel, 2005; Halliday, 1973).

Another beginning of theoretical paradigm of dis-
course analysis is descriptive functionalistic tradition
(Kress, 1990; Macdonnell, 1986; Rorty, 1999). The
situation of the discourse process and various elements
describing interaction are analysed (domination, con-
trol, roles, norms that show up in discourse language
or text). In this case informal discourses, dialogues
which take place, for example, in the classroom, during
leisure time, informal (self-)learning, etc., turn into the
object of discourse analysis. This tradition of research-
es into discourse encompasses methodical approaches
of content analysis (quantitative and qualitative), of
analysis of talks, and of functional pragmatics.

Another discourse methodology is the tradition of
interpretative discourse analysis. It is based on subjec-
tive interpretation of discourse material. Then the very
interpreter’s personal experience in the researched
area and scientifically acceptable researcher’s empa-
thy for interpreted objects become a very important
condition. Comparing qualitative and quantitative
methodologies, it is worth emphasising this essential
difference — applying quantitative methods, the re-
searcher is always an anonym (transcendental with
respect to the research object) and remains beyond the
researched situation (Bitinas, 2006; Kardelis, 2002).
Interpretative approach is characteristic to contempo-
rary interpretative education studies. The most popu-
lar methodical approaches are objective hermeneutics,
ethnographic analysis of texts or talks (Gadamer,
2006; Geertz, 2005; Goffman, 1974; Juodaityté, 2003;
Mazeikiené, 2003).
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kus, Mazeikis, 2007). Diskurso elementai interpretuo-
jami tarsi kalbétoju ar teksty autoriy interesy indikato-
riai. ,,Jdeologine* diskurso analize siekiama atskleisti
jame uzkoduotus klasinius ar interesy konfliktus, jégos
santykius bei ideologijas (Mickiinaite, 2007; Musnec-
kien¢, 2007; Saparnyte, 2007). Kritiné diskurso anali-
z¢ apima Sias edukacines sritis: pedagoginé komuni-
kacija, identiteto formavimasis, masiné komunikacija,
ugdymas demokratijai ir kt. (Chouliaraki, 1998; Fair-
clough, 1995; Fairclough, Wodak, 1997).

Diskurso taikymas edukaciniy reiSkiniy kon-
tekstualizavimui socialinio konstruktyvizmo ir fe-
nomenologijos perspektyvy prieigose

Paanalizuosime dvi Siuolaikiskiausias filosofines
prieigas, tinkamas kontekstualizuojant edukacinius
reiskinius diskurso teorijos ir metodo pagrindu.

Socialinio konstruktyvizmo perspektyva. Galima
nurodyti tris socialines konstruktyvistines prieigas:
diskurso teorija, kriting analize (Laclau ir Mouffe,
1985; Fairclough, Wodak, 1997) ir diskursyviaja psi-
chologija (Edwards, Potter, 1992; Gergen, 1994). Mi-
néty prieigy teorinés-filosofinés taikymo sritys gali
biti nustatomos apibréziant diskurso analizés dalyka
(kasdieninis, lokalusis ir abstraktusis). Vienose so-
cialinio konstruktyvizmo prieigose ypatingas démesys
skiriamas aiskinimui, jog diskursai susidaro ir kinta
kasdien¢je praktikoje. Tuomet pabréziama biitinybé
sistemiskai, empiriskai tirti zmoniy pokalbius bei ra-
Syting kalba (pavyzdziui, masiniy informacijos prie-
moniy tekstus arba mokslinius interviu). Kitose priei-
gose diskurso analizés dalykas yra suprantamas kaip
turintis apibendrintg struktiira. Tuomet analizés tikslu
tampa abstraktesnis diskursy, egzistuojanciy visuome-
néje tam tikru jos istoriniu laikmeciu ir besireiSkianciy
tam tikroje socialinéje srityje, konstravimas. Juy esmés
nusakymui vartojamas terminas pozicionavimasis
(Jorgensen, Philips, 2002). Laclau ir Moufte (1985)
diskurso teorijoje prioritetus tyréjai skiria abstrakciam
diskursui, o diskursyviojoje psichologijoje (Edwards,
Potter, 1992; Gergen, 1994) — kasdieniam arba lokalia-
jam. Tuomet kritinés diskurso analizés dalykas paten-
ka tarp abstraktaus ir kasdienio diskurso lokacijy.

Taigi socialinio konstruktyvizmo perspektyvoje so-
cialiniy-edukaciniy tyrimy démesio objektas gali biiti
ne tik abstraktiis, viesieji, oficialiis, bet ir kasdieninio
gyvenimo, neoficialios sferos diskursai. Minétajai filo-
sofinei prieigai, kaip ir kitoms kokybinéms metodo-
logijoms (pavyzdziui, feministinei prieigai, Mazeikie-
né, 2003), priimtina nuostata, jog tinkamu tyrinéjimo
objektu gali bti bet kokia tema i§ neoficialios sferos

Another approach of discourse analysis is the tra-
dition of critical discourse analysis. Currently it has
grown into an independent interdisciplinary method-
ology which is better known as a critical discourse
analysis. In the perspective of this approach discourse
is viewed as the arena of conflicts of groups and dem-
onstration of power in education (Ruskus, Mazeikis,
2007). “Ideological” discourse analysis is employed to
disclose encoded class or interest conflicts, power rela-
tions and ideologies (Mickunaité, 2007; Musneckiene,
2007; Saparnyté, 2007). Critical discourse analysis
encompasses the following educational areas: edu-
cational communication, formation of identity, mass
communication, education for democracy, etc. (Choul-
iaraki, 1998; Fairclough, 1995; Fairclough, Wodak,
1997).

Application of discourse for contextualisation
of educational phenomena in the approaches of the
perspectives of social constructivism and phenom-
enology

We shall analyse two most modern philosophi-
cal approaches that are suitable for contextualisation
of educational phenomena on the basis of discourse
theory and method.

The perspective of social constructivism. Three so-
cial constructivistic approaches can be distinguished:
discourse theory, critical analysis (Laclau and Mouffe,
1985; Fairclough, Wodak, 1997) and discursive psy-
chology (Edwards, Potter, 1992; Gergen, 1994). Theo-
retical-philosophical differences of applying the afore-
said approaches can be identified defining the subject-
matter of discourse analysis (daily, local and abstract).
In some approaches of social constructivism particular
attention is paid to the explanation that discourses are
formed and change in daily practice. Then the necessi-
ty to research people’s talks and written language sys-
tematically, empirically (for example, the texts of the
media or scientific interviews) is underlined. In other
approaches the subject-matter of discourse analysis is
understood as having a generalized structure. Then the
analysis aims at a more abstract construction of dis-
courses which exist in the society in a certain histori-
cal period and manifest themselves in a certain social
area. To outline their essence the term positioning is
used (Jorgensen, Philips, 2002). The researchers prior-
itize abstract discourse in Laclau and Mouffe’s (1985)
discourse theory, whilst daily and local discourses are
prioritised in discursive psychology (Edwards, Potter,
1992; Gergen, 1994). Then the subject-matter of the
critical discourse analysis appears between the loca-
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kaip palaikanti arba leidzianti egzistuoti ir oficialiajai
sferai.

Akcentuojama (Fairclough, Wodak, 1997; Jor-
gensen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau ir Mouffe, 1985), jog
diskursas kaip specifiné socialinio-edukacinio tyrimo
strategija gali sujungti keleta metodologiniy priei-
gu derinant ir kombinuojant optimalius jy variantus.
Tuomet ypatingas démesys atkreipiamas | atrankos ir
teksty korpuso sudarymo, informacijos rinkimo bei
analizés metodus.

Nepaisant diskurso analizés objekto (dalyko)
skirtumy, visy minéty diskurso teorijy pagrindas —
socialinio konstruktyvizmo perspektyva. Ji leidzia ne
tik paaiskinti, jog individy saveikavimo btidai atspindi
vidinj pasaulj, identiteta, tarpusavio santykius, bet ir
atlieka aktyvy vaidmenij kuriant bei kei¢iant sociokul-
tiring realyb¢ (Berger, Luckmann, 1999; Jorgensen,
Phillips, 2002).

Burr (1995), Gergen (1985) teigia, jog diskurso
teorijai ir metodo taikymui yra reik§mingos Sios rakti-
nés socialinio konstruktyvizmo prielaidos:

» Kritinis poziiiris j Zinojimaq. Tiesa neturi biiti pri-
imama kaip ,, savaime suprantamas ** Zinojimas.
Turimas zinias apie pasaulio socialinius, kulttiri-
nius, edukacinius reiskinius neverta priimti kaip
objektyvia tiesa, nes Zinios yra konstruojamos.
Realybé suvokiama tarpiskai, per tam tikras ka-
tegorijas, todél Zinios ir pasaulio supratimas,
vaizdiniai néra tiesioginis ,,iSorinés“ tikroveés
atspindys, o realybeés kategorizavimo rezultatas.
Remiantis diskurso teorijos terminais, visos Zi-
nios yra diskurso produktas.

o Istorinis ir kultirinis sqlygotumas. Individai,
itraukti i istorinj-kultirini konteksta, pozitiriai
ir zinios apie pasauli yra istoriSkai susiklos-
¢iusiy individy tarpusavio saveikos produktas.
Atitinkamai pasaulio suvokimo budai yra sa-
lygoti istorinio ir kultiirinio konteksto. Tuomet
diskursas yra suprantamas kaip socialinio elge-
sio forma, kurio tikslas — reprezentuoti socialini
pasaulj (tarp ju ir zinias, zmones bei socialinius,
kultiirinius, edukacinius santykius), iSsaugoti
sociokultiirines normas ir taisykles. Sia prielaida
suponuoja socialinio konstrukyvizmo antiobjek-
tyvistinis pozilris | Zinias, o tai reiskia, jog zi-
nios yra ,atsitiktinés®, priklausomos, salygotos
aplinkybiuy.

« RySys tarp Ziniy ir socialiniy procesy. Zinios
atsiranda socialinés tarpusavio sgveikos proce-
se, kurio dalyviai ne tik kalbasi apie socialinius,
edukacinius reiskinius, bet ir juos konceptua-

tions of abstract and daily discourse.

Thus, in the perspective of social constructivism
the object of the focus of socioeducational research
can be not only abstract, public, official discourses but
also discourses of daily life, unofficial sphere. The ap-
proach that any topic from the unofficial sphere can
be a suitable research object as the one supporting and
enabling the existence of the official sphere, is accept-
able to the above mentioned philosophical approach
like to other qualitative methodologies, (for example,
feminist approach, Mazeikiené, 2003).

It is emphasized (Fairclough, Wodak, 1997; Jor-
gensen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau and Mouffe, 1985) that
the discourse can combine several methodological ap-
proaches, harmonising and combining their optimal
variants. Then particular attention is paid to the meth-
ods of screening, construction of text corpus, informa-
tion collection and analysis.

In spite of the differences of the object (subject-
matter) of discourse analysis, the basis of all men-
tioned discourse theories is the perspective of social
constructivism. It enables not only to explain that the
ways of individuals’ interaction reflect the internal
world, identity, intercommunion but also plays an ac-
tive role creating and changing the sociocultural reality
(Berger, Luckmann, 1999; Jorgensen, Phillips, 2002).

Burr (1995), Gergen (1985) state that the follow-
ing key preconditions of social constructivism are sig-
nificant to the application of the discourse theory and
method:

» Critical attitude towards knowing. Truth must
not be accepted as “taken-for-granted” know-
ing. It is not worth accepting available knowl-
edge about the world’s social, cultural and edu-
cational phenomena as objective truth because
knowledge is being constructed. Speaking in the
terms of discourse theory, all knowledge is the
product of discourse.

* Historical and cultural determination. Indi-
viduals are involved in the historical-cultural
context; attitudes and knowledge about the
word are the product of historically developed
individuals’ reciprocity. Then discourse is un-
derstood as the form of social behaviour which
aims to represent the social world (including
knowledge, people and social, cultural, educa-
tional relations), to retain sociocultural norms
and rules. This precondition is presupposed by
anti-objectivist attitude of social constructivism
towards knowledge and this means that knowl-
edge is “accidental”, dependent and determined
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lizuoja. Tokiu biidu konstruojamos ,,Zinomos*
tiesos ir jrodinéjama, kas yra teisinga, o kas
klaidinga.

*  RySys tarp Zinojimo ir socialinio elgesio. Atitin-

kamai pagal tam tikra pasauléziiira vieni elgesio
tipai tampa teisingi, ,, savaime suprantami®, o
kiti nepriimtini. Skirtingo pasaulio suvokimo
i8dava — skirtingas socialinis elgesys, todé¢l so-
cialiné ziniy ir tiesos struktiira turi socialiniy
pasekmiuy.

Remiantis socialinio konstruktyvizmo perspektyva,
diskursas formuoja socialini pasaulj reikSmiy pagrin-
du. D¢l kalbos nestabilumo reikSmé niekada negali
biti pastovi. N¢é vienas diskursas néra uzdaras ir is-
baigtas, nes jis nuolat kinta dél kontakty su kitais dis-
kursais. Kiekvienas diskursas — tai ypatingas bendra-
vimo ir socialinio pasaulio suvokimo biidas. Diskursy
konfliktas reiskia, kad jie nuolat tarpusavyje ,,kovoja“
dél pranasumo fiksuojant reik§mes kalboje. Kurio nors
vieno diskurso igyta pranasuma galima vertinti kaip
vieno poziiirio (diskurso) dominavima.

Dauguma socialiniy konstruktyvistiniy diskurso
teoretiky (Gergen, 1994; Laclau ir Mouffe, 1985) pri-
taria Foucault (1972) pasitlytai idéjai, jog diskursai —
tai tam tikri rinkiniai teiginiy, kurie nustato reikSméms
ribas (turi / neturi reikSmes); o tiesa kuriama diskur-
syviai. TaCiau minétiems mokslininkams nepriimtina
Foucault (1972) nuostata, jog kiekviename istoriniame
periode egzistuoja vienas vienintelis galimas Zinoji-
mas (Zinojimo sistema). Priimtinas pliuralistinis Zino-
jimo konstravimo modelis, kuriame skirtingi diskursai
egzistuoja paraleliai, todél saveikauja ir konkuruoja
tarpusavyje dél tiesos apibrézimo.

Vienas is diskurso analizés tiksly yra nustatyti ir i$-
analizuoti visuomenés mifus kaip objektyvia realybe,
kuri yra numanoma pokalbyje ir kituose socialiniuose
veiksmuose. Esminé (raktiné) tyrimo tema fokusuoja-
ma { klausima: kaip vieni mitai tampa objektyviai tei-
singi, o kiti tiesiog nejmanomi?

Pagrindiné diskurso teorijos ir metodo taikymo ideé-
Jja — socialinis reiskinys niekada nebiina iSbaigtas arba
,»pilnas®, o jo reiksmé niekada negali buti fiksuota. Tai
stimuliuoja nuolatinj socialini konflikta dél visuome-
nés ir asmenybés apibrézimo. Tyréjo uzdavinys —
atskleisti Sios ,.kovos” eigg ir fiksuoti visy socialiniy
lygmeny reikSme.

Siekiant suprasti socialini pasauli kaip diskursy-
viaja konstrukcijg svarbus vaidmuo tenka Laclau ir
Mouffe (1985) diskurso teorijai, kuria remiantis gali
biti analizuojami visi socialiniai, kultiriniai ir edu-
kaciniai reiskiniai (fenomenai). Tuomet socialinis pa-

by circumstances.

* Relation between knowledge and social process-
es. Knowledge appears in the process of social
reciprocity, the participants of which not only
speak about social, educational phenomena but
also conceptualize them.

* Relation between knowing and social behav-
iour. In correspondence with a certain world-
view, some types of behaviour become correct,
“taken-for-granted”, whilst other, non-accept-
able.

Based on the perspective of social constructivism,
discourse forms the social world on the basis of mean-
ings. Due to non-stability of language the meaning can
never be stable. No discourse is closed and finished
because it always changes due to contacts with other
discourses. Every discourse is a specific way of com-
munication and perception of the social world. The
conflict of discourses means that they always “fight”
with one another for the advantage while recording the
meanings in the language.

The majority of social constructivist discourse
theoreticians (Gergen, 1994; Laclau and Mouffe,
1985) approve the idea proposed by Foucault (1972)
that discourses are certain collections of statements
which identify limits for meanings (has/does not have
a meaning), and truth is being created discursively.
However, the above-mentioned researchers do not ac-
cept Foucault’s (1972) attitude that every historical pe-
riod has one and only possible knowing (the system of
knowing). Pluralistic model of constructing knowing,
in which different discourses exist in parallel, there-
fore, interact and compete with one another in order to
define truth, is acceptable.

One of the goals of discourse analysis is to identify
and analyse the society’s myths as objective reality,
which is implied in the talk and other social actions.
The essential (key) research topic focuses on the ques-
tion, “How some myths turn into objectively correct
and other, just impossible?”’

The main idea of applying discourse theory and
method is as follows: social phenomenon is never
finished or “complete” and its meaning can never be
recorded. This stimulates a permanent social conflict
regarding the definition of the society and the person-
ality. The researcher s task is to disclose the course of
this fight and to record the meaning at all social lev-
els.

Seeking to understand the social world as a dis-
cursive construction, important role is played by La-
clau and Moufte’s (1985) discourse theory, which can
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saulis suprantamas kaip tam tikry procesy voratinklis,
kuriuose susikuria reik§més. Taciau pabréziama, jog
reikSmeé niekada nebiina vienintel¢ ir galutiné. Var-
tojant kalba tarp Zenkly santykiai nustatomi taip, kad
jie galéty igyti naujas reikSmes. Tokiu budu kalbos
vartojimas tampa socialiniu reiskiniu, nes biitent per
susitarimus, derybas ar konfliktus socialiniuose-edu-
kaciniuose kontekstuose fiksuojamos ir (pa)neigiamos
reik§mes struktiiros.

Vysktant konfliktams tarp diskursy, pasidaro ais-
ku, jog skirtingi individai palaiko ir skirtingus socia-
linés-edukacings tikrovés organizavimo biidus. Taciau
kartais socialiné praktika atrodo nattrali (savaime su-
prantama). Tuomet nejzvelgiamos jos alternatyvos.
Pavyzdziui, iprasta, kad vaiky mokymas suvokiamas
kaip procesas, vykstantis formalioje aplinkoje, vado-
vaujant ugdytojui ir yra orientuotas i jo kultiira, pa-
tirti. Diskursai, kurie nusistovi taip tvirtai, jog apie ju
kintamuma pamirStama, diskurso teorijoje vadinami
objektyviais, nusistovéjusiais, ,,nusédusiais “ (Jorgen-
sen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau ir Mouffe, 1985). Lyginant
su kitomis teorinémis-filosofinémis perspektyvomis
(pavyzdziui, etnometodologija, Garfinkel, 2005) to-
kia savaime suprantama socialiné praktika priskiriama
kasdienio, rutininio gyvenimo sriciai, nes jos reikSmes
yra pernelyg visur parsiskverbusios.

Diskurso analizés iseities taskas yra nuostata, kad
reik§més sukiirimas yra socialinis procesas. Juo siekia-
ma nustatyti zenkly reikSme taip, jog jos santykiai su
kitais Zenklais biity stabiltis, apibrézti, taciau tai pada-
ryti nejmanoma, nes kiekviena konkreti Zenklo reiks-
mes fiksacija yra salygiska. Diskurso analizés tikslas
— apibrézti tuos procesus, kuriy zZenkly reikSmé jtvirti-
nama, ir tuos, kuriy reikSmes fiksacija yra salygiska.

Diskurso taikymo bitinumas Sivolaikiniy ugdymo(-si)
reiskiniy pazZinimui. Socialinio konstruktyvizmo po-
zitriu (Berger, Luckmann, 1999; Burr, 1995; Duoblie-
né, 2006; Gergen, 1985) praktikos sri¢iai priklauso tie
edukaciniai-kultiiriniai reiskiniai, kurie yra savaime
suprantami, nes visi Zmonés yra natiiraliai isitrauke {
ju supratimo procesa arba kity { ji itraukti. Pavyzdziui,
vaiky ugdymo(-si) diskursas taip pat priklauso Siai
sriciai, todél jis yra savo esmémis nusistovéjes, ,,nu-
seédes “ (Jorgensen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau ir Mouffe,
1985). Tuomet jo supratimas pasidaro pastovus ir ne-
kintantis, nepaisant to, jog keiciasi ugdytinio ir ji ug-
danciojo socialinis, kulttirinis santykis su realybe.

Ugdymo(-si) reiskiniy socialinis-humanitarinis dis-
kursas yra salygotas dviejy skirtingy kultiiry. Vienas
ju — tai ugdytojo vadovaujamu vaidmeniu ir jo kultira

serve as a basis for the analysis of all social, cultural
and educational phenomena. Then the social world is
understood as the web of certain processes in which
meanings self-develop. However, it is emphasized that
the meaning can never be single and final. Language
usage turns into a social phenomenon because namely
through agreements, negotiations or conflicts in so-
cioeducational contexts the structures of a meaning are
recorded and disproved.

When conflicts between discourses take place, it
becomes clear that different individuals maintain dif-
ferent ways of organising socioeducational reality.
However, sometimes social practice seems natural
(“taken-for-granted”). Then its alternatives are not
envisaged. For example, it is common that children’s
teaching is perceived as a process that takes place in a
formal environment under the guidance of an educa-
tor and is directed to his/her culture, experience. The
discourses which settle so firmly that their variability
is forgotten are called objective, established, “settled”
(Jorgensen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau and Mouffe, 1985)
in the discourse theory. Comparing with other theo-
retical-philosophical perspectives, (for example, eth-
nometodology, Garfinkel, 2005), such social practice
that is “taken-for-granted” is ascribed to the sphere of
daily routine life because its meanings have penetrated
too much everywhere.

The beginning of discourse analysis 1is the attitude
that the creation of meaning is a social process. It is
pursued by it to establish the meaning of signs in such
a way that its relations with other symbols were stable,
defined;its relations with other symbols; however, it is
impossible to do so because every concrete recording
of a meaning is conditional. Discourse analysis aims
to define both the processes in which the meaning of
symbols is consolidated, and the processes in which
recording of the meaning is conditional.

The necessity of applying discourse for cognition of
modern (self-)educational phenomena. From the stand-
point of social constructivism (Berger, Luckmann,
1999; Burr, 1995; Duoblien¢, 2006; Gergen, 1985) the
sphere of practice encompasses such educational-cul-
tural phenomena which are “taken-for-granted”. For
example, discourse of children’s (self-)education also
belongs to this area, that is why by its essences it is es-
tablished, “settled” (Jorgensen, Phillips, 2002; Laclau
and Mouffe, 1985). Then its understanding becomes
constant, changeless, independently of the presence or
absence of the changes in the learner and educator’s
social, cultural relation with the reality.

Social-humanitarian discourse of (self-)education-
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grindziamas diskursas, reiskiantis mokymo paradigma.
Kitas diskursas yra orientuotas i ugdytinio kaip akty-
vaus dalyvio patirtj ir reiSkia mokymosi proceso reis-
kiniy kontekstualizavima. Sie du skirtingi diskursai
konstruojami ir skirtingu metodologiniu pagrindu. Tai
socialiniu-pedagoginiu, atsiradusiu ugdymo realybé-
je, kai kiekvienas ugdytinis savo veikla gali iprasminti
individualiai, ir kultariniu-istoriniu, kuris atspindi po-
ziuriy { ugdyma istoring kaita visuomenéje ir ugdymo
realybgje.

Postmodernusis ugdymo(-si) diskursas akcentuoja
ugdytinio (ypa¢ vaiko) saviraiska, laisve. Jis yra grin-
dziamas orientacija | ugdytini kaip socialini-kultiirini
individa (Bitinas, 2000; Bruzgelevi¢iené, 2008; Luk-
siené, 2000). Laisvojo ugdymo paradigmos konteks-
te ugdymas grindziamas ugdytinio laisvés idéja kaip
alternatyva jo socialinei, kultlrinei priklausomybei
nuo ugdytojo. Todél ugdytiniui kaip dalyviui suda-
romos palankios salygos mokytis pagal savo patirti,
nes mokymas(-is) — tai atradimy procesas. Taciau to-
kio pobudzio diskursas $alies edukologijoje dar néra
vyraujantis, jo pagrindu néra kontekstualizuojami
ugdymo(-si) reiskiniai, tokie kaip mokymasis visa gy-
venima, savaiminis, patirtinis, imitacinis mokymas(-is) ir
kt. Kadangi minétieji edukaciniai diskursai yra susij¢
su kitokiomis nei tradicinémis ugdymo(-si) kultiromis,
todél ypac akcentuojamos mokymo(-si) galimybeés ne-
formalioje, laisvoje aplinkoje, kai prioritetai teikiami
ugdytinio saviraiskai, o ne ugdytojo dominuojamajam
vaidmeniui.

Taciau mokymosi visa gyvenima kulttiry diskurso
kontekstualizavimas bei analizé yra sudétinga. Salia
Sio diskurso paraleliai egzistuoja kitokio pobiidzio
kulttriniai diskursai, suteikiantys prioritetus formalia-
jam, tradiciniam mokymui(-si).

Taciau ir formaliojo mokymo(-si) diskursas keicia-
si dél tradicinés mokymo paradigmos virsmo i alterna-
tyviaja, kuri lemia esminius pokycius tiek ugdytinio,
tiek ir ugdytojo veikloje. Tuomet ugdymas(-is) kon-
tekstualizuojamas per laisvojo ugdymo(-si) samprata,
demokratinés kultiros principus, kurie jgalina besi-
mokanciuosius konstruoti prasmes, supratima, Zinias
(Bitinas, 2000; Bruzgeleviciené, 2008; Fullan, 1998;
Hargreaves, 2008).

Diskurso kaip socialinio-edukacinio fenomeno ty-
rimas fenomenologijos perspektyvoje. Terminas feno-
menologija sudarytas i§ dviejy graikisku zodziu: phai-
nomenon (reiskinys) ir logos (protas arba zodis). Reis-
kinys yra viskas, kas suvokiama, — visa, kas samonéje
reiskiasi. Apraiska yra to, kq ji apreiskia, esmé. ,, Taigi
fenomenologija yra protu besiremiantis tyrimas, at-

al phenomena is determined by two different cultures.
One of them is the discourse grounded on the educa-
tor’s leading role and his/her culture, which means the
teaching paradigm. Another discourse is orientated
to the learner’s as an active participant’s experience
and means contextualisation of the phenomena of the
learning process. These two different discourses are
constructed on different methodological basis too.
These are socioeducational, which appeared in the re-
ality of education, when every learner can give sense
to his/her activity individually, and cultural-historical,
which reflects the historical change of the attitudes to-
wards education in social and educational reality.

Postmodern discourse on (self-)education empha-
sizes the learner’s (and the child’s in particular) self-
expression, freedom. It is grounded on orientation
towards the learner as a sociocultural individual (Biti-
nas, 2000; Bruzgelevi¢iené, 2008; Luksiené, 2000). In
the context of /iberal education paradigm education is
grounded on the idea of the learner’s freedom, treated
as an alternative to his/her social, cultural dependence
on the educator. Therefore, the learner as a participant
is offered favourable conditions to learn according to
his/her experience because learning and teaching are
the processes of discoveries. However, this type of dis-
course in education studies in Lithuania still does not
become dominating, it does not yet become a basis for
contextualisation of such (self-)education phenomena
as lifelong learning, spontaneous learning, experien-
tial learning, imitational learning and teaching, etc.

However, contextualisation and the analysis of the
discourse on cultures of lifelong learning are compli-
cated. This discourse is paralleled by the different type
of cultural discourses which prioritize formal, tradi-
tional teaching and learning.

However, the discourse of formal teaching and
learning undergoes changes due to transformation
of the traditional feaching paradigm to alternative,
which determines essential changes in both the learn-
ers’ and the educator’s activity. Then (self-)education
is contextualized through the concept of liberal (self-)
education, the principles of democratic culture, which
enable the learners to construct meanings, understand-
ing, knowledge (Bitinas, 2000; Bruzgelevicieng, 2008;
Fullan, 1998; Hargreaves, 2008).

Research into discourse as a socioeducational phe-
nomenon in the perspective of phenomenology. The
term “phenomenology” is composed of two Greek
words: phenomenon (“phenomenon”) and /logos

“mind” or “word”). The phenomenon encompasses
everything that is perceived — everything that mani-
fests itself in consciousness. Manifestation is the es-
sence of what to manifests. “Thus, phenomenology
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skleidziantis fenomenuose arba reiskiniuose glidin-
¢ias esmes* (Micktnas, Stewart, 1994, p. 15).

Fenomenologijos perspektyvoje kiekvienas reiski-
nys turi biiti tiriamas toks, koks jis yra, neprimetant
jo turinj neatitinkan¢ios metodologijos. Akcentuojama
(Merleau-Ponty, 1962), jog reikia liautis tirti ir aprasyti
socialinius, edukacinius fenomenus (reiskinius) kalba,
sukurta daikty supratimui, viska susisteminant pagal
tiksliesiems mokslams budinga pazinimo modelj. Fe-
nomeno pasaulis pasireiSkia ir yra pasiekiamas tyré-
jui bitent tokia forma, kurios pagrindu galima kurti
perspektyvias teorijas. Tokiu biidu jmanoma praplésti
sociokultirinio pasaulio mokslinio pazinimo procesa,
o ne orientuotis { tiksliyjy (gamtos) moksly modeli.
Remiantis fenomenologine prieiga tyréjui atsiveria
galimybés gauti sistemines, kritines ir metodologiskai
pagristas zinias (Zinojima) ne tik i§ empirinio daikty
pasaulio, bet ir 1§ samonés akty, fenomeny.

Fenomenologinis tyrimas prasideda nuostaba,
klausimu kodeél? Tai reiSkia peréjima nuo natiralios
nuostatos prie filosofinés. Natiraliqja nuostata arba
natiralivoju poziuriu (Mickiinas, Steward, 1994, Oz-
mon, Craver, 1996) vadinama ikifilosofiné nuostata
pasaulio pazinimo atzvilgiu. Natliralusis pozitiris yra
samonés santykis su kasdienio patyrimo pasauliu ir
todel jis tampa pagrindu santykiams su kitais Zzmoné-
mis. Filosofiné nuostata kodél? yra sunkiai aprasomas
procesas, todél Husserl (1982) vartojo tris skirtingus
terminus: fenomenologiné redukcija, fenomenologinis
epoche, suskliautimas.

Fenomenologiné redukcija reiskia, kad sudétinga
problema redukuojama, arba suprastinama, i jos pa-
matinius elementus. Mickiinas, Stewart (1994) teigia,
jog ,.tokia redukcija pabrézia tai, kas problemoje yra
esmiska, nekreipiant démesio arba ignoruojant tai, kas
yra atlickama arba atsitiktina® (Micktinas, Stewart,
1994, p. 46). Atlickant fenomenologing redukcija,
ignoruojamas ankstesnis prietaras apie pasauli ir su-
telkiamas démesys i tai, kas esmiska, tikintis atskleisti
racionalius principus, biitinus tiriamojo daikto arba fe-
nomeno supratimui.

Fenomenologinis epoche. Tai démesio sutelki-
mas, apimantis susilaikyma nuo tam tikry visuotinai
pripazinty isitikinimy. ApraSydamas §j peré¢jima nuo
natiiraliosios prie filosofinés nuostatos, Husserl (1982)
taiko graikiSka zodji epoche, kuris iSreiskia reikalavi-
ma kvestionuoti prielaidas tol, kol jos galés biiti pa-
remtos tikresniu pamatu. ISankstinés prielaidos turi
biti suspenduotos arba jy veikimas turi biiti sulaikytas
norint istirti skirtingus patyrimo matmenis, kurie ne-

is mind-based research which discloses the essences
which lie in phenomena” (Mickiinas, Stewart, 1994,
p.- 15).

In the perspective of phenomenology every phe-
nomenon must be researched the way it is, without
imposing the methodology which does not correspond
to its content. It is emphasized (Merleau—Ponty, 1962)
that it is necessary to stop researching and describing
social, educational phenomena by means of language,
which is created for understanding of things, converg-
ing everything into the model that is characteristic to
exact sciences. The world of the phenomenon mani-
fests itself and is available for the researcher namely in
such a form, on the basis of which perspective theories
can be developed. This way it would be possible to
expand the process of scientific cognition of the so-
ciocultural world, rather than to converge it into the
model of exact (natural) sciences.

The phenomenological research starts with won-
der, the question “why?”; this means transition from
“natural” approach to “philosophical”. By ‘“natural
approach” or “natural attitude” (Mickiinas, Steward,
1994, Ozmon, Craver, 1996) the pre-philosophical ap-
proach with respect to the world’s cognition is meant.
Natural attitude is the relation of consciousness with
day-to-day world of experience and, therefore, it turns
into a basis for relations with other people. The philo-
sophical attitude “why?” is a process difficult to de-
scribe; therefore, Husserl (1982) used three different
terms: phenomenological reduction, phenomenologi-
cal epoche and parenthesizing.

Phenomenological reduction means that a com-
plicated problem is reduced and simplified down to
its fundamental elements. Mickiinas, Stewart (1994)
state that “such reduction emphasizes what is essential
in the problem, without focusing or ignoring what is
done or happens” (Mickiinas, Stewart, 1994, p. 46).
Carrying out phenomenological reduction, the previ-
ous prejudice about the world is ignored and attention
is focussed on what is essential, hoping to disclose ra-
tional principles, which are necessary for the under-
standing of the researched object or phenomenon.

Phenomenological epoche. This is the focus, en-
compassing suspension from certain universally ac-
knowledged convictions. Describing this transition
from natural to philosophical approach, Husserl (1982)
applies the Greek word epoche, which expresses the re-
quirement to question presuppositions before they can
be based on a more real foundation. Preconceptions
can be suspended or their operation must be suspended
in order to research different experiential dimensions,
which cannot be noticed following preconceptions.
Only the man who becomes open for manifold experi-
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gali biiti pastebéti laikantis iSankstiniy prielaiduy. Tik
atsiveéres visokeriopam patyrimui zmogus gali spresti,
ar tam tikra teorija yra pakankama zmogiskajam pazi-
nimui paaiskinti.

Suskliautimas. Fenomenologiné redukcija ,,ima {
skliaustus® natiiraliaja nuostata pasaulio atzvilgiu. Su-
skliautimas — matematinis terminas, nes matematikoje
lygtys suskliau¢iamos tam, kad su jomis biity elgiama-
si kitaip. Tuomet matematikas lygties neatmeta, tik ja
atideda, kol esti tiriamas platesnis lygties kontekstas
(Ozmon, Craver, 1996).

Kiekviena veikla prasideda prielaidomis apie Sios
veiklos prigimti, tiriamaji objekta ir tyrimui tinkama
metoda. Pac¢iame tyrimo metode gliidin¢ios prielaidos
salygoja tam tikras prielaidas apie tikroveés prigimti,
jomis biitina suabejoti. Fenomenologinis suskliautimo
metodas (epoche) leidzia tyréjui atmesti bet kokias is-
ankstines nuostatas, prietarus, mitus apie tiriama reis-
kinj ir ,,remti savo izvalgas tiesiogine izZvalga | pacius
fenomenus, reiskinius* (Mickiinas, Stewart, 1994, p.
50). Fenomenas kaip tik ir yra tiesioginis patyrimas,
i8laisvintas i§ visy teoriniy prielaidy ir interpretacijy.
Fenomenologiskai suskliautus, samoné iSgryninama,
ir lieka tiktai reiSkiniai, fenomenai.

ISvados ir apibendrinimai

ISnagringjus teoring (filosofing, sociologing, edu-
kologing, kultirologing) literatiira diskurso metodo-
logijos klausimu iSryskéjo tokia diskurso teoriné-filo-
sofiné esmé: diskursas yra tam tikra subkultira arba
kalbéjimo(-si) priemoné, iprasminanti Zmoniy socia-
linj, kulttrini, edukacini gyvenima. Diskursas anali-
z¢s objektu biina socialinio, kultiirinio pobtudzio (fe-
minizmo, aplinkosaugos, rasistiniai, seksizmo ir kt.).
Diskursas yra suprantamas pagal tai, ka yra pasake ar
parasg socialiniai veikéjai.

Bendraja prasme diskursas — tai socialiai priimti-
nas zmoniy kalbéjimosi, mqstymo, vertinimo, tikéjimo
ar veiklos biidas. Socialiniuose moksluose (tarp ju ir
edukologijoje) diskursas suprantamas kaip veiksmas,
ypatinga interakcija. Todél jo analizei svarbiis ji ku-
riantys, perduodantys ir interpretuojantys veikéjai bei
diskursg jgalinantys, apribojantys Siuolaikiniai (dabar
veikiantys) ar istoriniai (anks¢iau vyrave) socialiniai,
kultiiriniai kontekstai.

Diskursas yra specifiné socialinio-edukacinio ty-
rimo strategija. Tyréjai dazniausiai diskursa supranta
kaip metodologinio pobiidzio tradicija, kurios pagrin-
diniai bruozai yra: informacijos Saltinis — sakytiniai ar
rasytiniai tekstai bei pasisakymai; prioritetai teikiami

ence is able to decide whether a certain theory is suf-
ficient to explain human cognition.

Parenthesizing.  Phenomenological  reduction
“brackets” natural approach towards the world. Paren-
thesizing is a mathematical term because in mathemat-
ics equations are bracketed because behaviour towards
them is expected to be different. Then the mathemati-
cian does not reject the equation but only sets it aside
until a broader context of equation is researched (Oz-
mon, Craver, 1996).

Every activity starts with presuppositions about the
nature of this activity, the research object and the si-
utable research method. The presuppositions laying in
the very research method determine certain presuppo-
sitions about the nature of reality, which must be ques-
tioned. The phenomenological parenthesizing method
(epoche) enables the researcher to reject any precon-
ceptions, prejudices and myths about the researched
phenomenon and “base one’s insights on the imme-
diate insight into the very phenomena” (Mickinas,
Stewart, 1994, p. 50).

Conclusions and generalisations

Having analysed theoretical literature (philosophi-
cal, sociological literature, literature on education
studies, cultural studies) on discourse methodology
the following theoretical-philosophical essence of dis-
course showed up: discourse is a certain subculture or
the means of speaking which gives a sense to people’s
social, cultural, educational life. The object of the dis-
course analysis is social, cultural type discourses (on
feminism, environmental protection, racism, sexism,
etc.). Discourse is understood according to what pub-
lic figures have said or written.

In the very general meaning discourse is a socially
acceptable way of people s speaking, thinking, evalua-
tion, believing or action. In social sciences (including
education studies) discourse is understood as an action,
a particular interaction. Therefore, the participants
who create, communicate and interpret discourse as
well as contemporary (currently operating) or histori-
cal (which dominated earlier) social, cultural contexts,
which enable or limit discourse, become important for
discourse analysis.

Discourse as a specific strategy of socioeducation-
al research. The researchers most often understand
discourse as a methodological type of tradition with
key features: the source of information is oral or writ-
ten texts and speakings, the priorities are given to the
method of non-probabilistic screening and the method
of constructing text corpus; to content analysis and
participant observation as to the methods of informa-
tion collection; interpretative, qualitative methods of
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netikimybiniams atrankos ir teksty korpuso sudarymo
metodams; turinio (content) analizei ir dalyvaujama-
jam stebéjimui kaip informacijos rinkimo metodams;
interpretaciniai, kokybiniai analizés metodai daznai
derinami su lingvistine analize, o ,,grynieji* kiekybi-
niai taikomi tik kiekybinéje content (turinio) analizé-
je.

Diskurso analizés tradicijy taikymas edukaciniy
reiSkiniy paZinimui vyksta pagal teorines iStakas ir
duomeny analizés metody kompleksus. Nurodoma
keletas diskurso analizés metodologiniy tradicijy. Tai
lingvistiné analitiné, apraSomoji funkcionalistine, in-
terpretacine, kritiné ir kt. analizes. Visos jos yra taiky-
tinos socialiniuose-edukaciniuose tyrimuose. Lietuvo-
je labiausiai plétojama kritiskosios diskurso analizés
tradicija. Sios prieigos perspektyvoje { diskursa zvel-
giama kaip { grupiy konflikty, jégos demonstravimo
ugdyme arena.

Socialinio konstruktyvizmo prieigose ypatingas
démesys skiriamas aiskinimui, jog diskursai susidaro
ir kinta kasdienéje socialingje, kultiiringje praktikoje.
Tuomet pabréziama butinybé sistemiskai, empiriskai
tirti Zmoniy pokalbius bei raSyting kalba. Diskurso
analizés dalykas yra suprantamas kaip turintis apiben-
drinta struktiira. Analizés tikslu tampa abstraktesnis
diskursy, egzistuojanciy visuomenéje tam tikru jos
istoriniu laikmeciu ir besireiskianciy tam tikroje so-
cialinéje srityje, konstravimas. Ju esmés nusakymui
vartojamas terminas pozicionavimasis.

Socialinio konstruktyvizmo pozitriu praktikos sri-
¢iai priklauso tie edukaciniai-kultiiriniai reiskiniai,
kurie yra savaime suprantami, nes visi Zmonés yra na-
tiraliai isitrauke i ju supratimo procesa arba kity { ji
itraukti. Ugdymo(-si) diskursas taip pat priklauso Siai
sriciai, todél jis yra savo esmémis nusistovéjes, ,nusé-
des*. Tuomet jo supratimas tampa pastovus ir nekin-
tantis, nepaisant, jog kei¢iasi ugdytinio ir ji ugdanciojo
santykis su realybe.

Fenomenologijos perspektyvoje kiekvienas reiski-
nys turi biti imamas toks, koks jis yra, neprimetant jo
turinio neatitinkancios metodologijos. Akcentuojama,
jog reikia liautis tirti ir aprasyti socialinius, humani-
tarinius, edukacinius fenomenus (reiskinius) kalba,
sukurta daikty supratimui, viska susisteminant pagal
tiksliesiems mokslams biidinga pazinimo modelj. To-
kiu biidu imanoma praplésti sociokultiirinio, edukaci-
nio pasaulio mokslinio paZinimo procesa, o ne orien-
tuoti ji i tiksliyjy (gamtos) moksly modeli. Fenomeno-
loginés prieigos pagrindu tyréjui atsiveria galimybés
gauti sistemines, kritines ir metodologiSkai pagristas

analysis are often combined with linguistic analysis,
whilst “pure” quantitative methods are applied solely
in quantitative content analysis.

Application of the traditions of discourse analysis
for cognition of educational phenomena takes place
according to theoretical beginnings and the sets of data
analysis methods. Several methodological traditions
of discourse analysis are distinguished. These are: lin-
guistic analytical, descriptive functionalistic, interpre-
tative, critical analysis, etc. All of them are applicable
in socioeducational researches. In Lithuania the tradi-
tion of critical discourse analysis is mostly developed.
In the perspective of this approach discourse is viewed
as the arena of conflicts of groups and demonstration
of power in education (Ruskus, Mazeikis, 2007).

In the approaches of social constructivism particu-
lar attention is paid to explanation that discourses are
formed and change in daily social, cultural practice.
Then the necessity to research people’s talks and writ-
ten language systematically, empirically is underlined.
The subject-matter of discourse analysis is understood
as having a generalized structure. The analysis aims at
a more abstract construction of discourses which exist
in the society in a certain historical period and mani-
fest themselves in a certain social area. To outline their
essence the term positioning is used.

From the standpoint of social constructivism the
sphere of practice encompasses such educational-
cultural phenomena which are “taken-for-granted”
because all people are naturally involved in the proc-
esses of understanding them or are involved by oth-
ers. The discourse of (self-)education also belongs to
this area, that is why by its essences it is established,
“settled”. Then its understanding becomes constant,
changeless, independently of the presence or absence
of the changes in the learner and educator’s relation
with the reality.

In the perspective of phenomenology every phe-
nomenon must be taken the way it is, without impos-
ing the methodology that does not correspond to its
content. It is emphasized that it is necessary to stop
researching and describing social, humanitarian, edu-
cational phenomena by means of language, which is
created for understanding of things, converging eve-
rything into the model that is characteristic to exact
sciences. This way it would be possible to expand the
process of scientific cognition of the sociocultural,
educational world, rather than to converge it into the
model of exact (natural) sciences. Phenomenological
approach enables the researcher to receive systematic,
critical and methodologically grounded knowledge
(knowing) not only from the empirical world of things
but also from the acts of consciousness, phenomena.
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Zinias (zinojima) ne tik i§ empirinio daikty pasaulio,
bet ir i$ samonés akty, fenomeny.

Socialiniy-edukaciniy reiskiniy diskurso pazinimas
turi prasidéti nuostaba, klausimu ,,kodeél? “ Tai reiskia
peréjima nuo natiiralios nuostatos prie fenomenologi-
nés. Fenomenologinis suskliautimo metodas (epoche)
leidzia tyréjui atmesti bet kokias iSankstines nuostatas,
prietarus, mitus apie ugdymo(-si) reiSkinius ir remtis
savo tiesiogine jzvalga i pacius fenomenus (reiski-
nius).

Diskusija

Straipsnyje diskursas paaiSkintas kaip socialiniy-
edukaciniy reiskiniy kontekstualaus supratimo meto-
dologiné prieiga. Atlikta diskurso teorin¢ analizé is-
ryskino, jog edukaciniy reiskiniy pozicionavimui tin-
kamiausios yra interpretacing, kritiné diskurso analizés
tradicijos. Galima diskutuoti dél /ingvistinés analizés
taikymo edukaciniy reiskiniy pazinimui, nes diskurso
metodologija — tai ir tam tikra filosofija.

Teorijos ir metodo analizé leido isitikinti, jog dis-
kursas gali buti taikomas savaime suprantamy, nusi-
stovéjusiy ugdymo(-si) reiSkiniy kritiniam interpreta-
vimui. Ypac jis tinka aiSkinimui reiskiniy, kurie nepri-
klauso formaliojo mokymo(-si) sferai, o yra kasdienio,
rutininio gyvenimo sritis, pavyzdziui, vaiky laisvalai-
kis, vaiky savaiminis mokymas(-is) ir kt.

Bandysime taikyti diskurso metodologija vaiky
savaiminio mokymo(-si) kulttiros fenomeno tyrimui
sickdami suprasti, kaip realybéje yra konstruojamos
Sio reiskinio prasmés bei kokio pobiidzio Zinios ir Zi-
nojimas yra dominuojantis.
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The cognition of discourse of socioeducational phe-
nomena must start with wonder, the question “why?”.
This means the transition from “natural” approach to
“phenomenological”. The phenomenological paren-
thesizing method (epoche) enables the researcher to
reject any preconceptions, prejudices and myths about
(self-)educational phenomena and base on one’s im-
mediate insight into the very phenomena.

Discussion

The article explains discourse as a methodological
approach of contextual understanding of socioeduca-
tional phenomena. The carried out theoretical analysis
of discourse highlighted that interpretative and criti-
cal discourse analysis are most suitable for positioning
of educational phenomena. Application of linguistic
analysis for cognition of educational phenomena can
be discussed because the methodology of discourse is
also a certain philosophy.

The analysis of theory and practice enabled to be
persuaded that discourse can be applied for critical
interpretation of (self-)educational phenomena that
are “‘taken-for-granted”, “established”. 1t is particu-
larly suitable for explanation of informal teaching and
learning; for example, children’s leisure, spontaneous
teaching and learning, etc.

We shall try to apply discourse methodology for the
research into the cultural phenomenon of children’s
spontaneous teaching and learning, seeking to under-
stand how the meanings of this phenomenon are being
constructed in reality and what type of knowledge and
knowing dominates.
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