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Abstract
This article offers the results of a bibliographical research conducted with the intention of offering a 
methodological proposal based on the epistemological perspective underlying the Political Discourse 
Analysis, whose origin is found in the work of Laclau and other authors. For this purpose, an exhaustive 
review of the conceptualisations surrounding Discourse, Hegemony and Politics is made in order to, 
subsequently, present in detail the possibilities offered by Political Discourse Analysis as a tool for social 
analysis. Finally, based on the authors reviewed, a proposal of methodological steps to develop Political 
Discourse Analysis applied to focused social phenomena is presented. It is concluded that Political Dis-
course Analysis as a perspective of analysis is fully valid for both large and small phenomena, and that 
the proposed methodology can be dynamically adapted to each of the requirements presented.
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Resumen
Este artículo ofrece los resultados de una investigación bibliográfica generada con la intención de ofrecer 
una propuesta metodológica basada en la perspectiva epistemológica subyacente al Análisis Político del 
Discurso (APD), cuyo origen se encuentra en la obra de Laclau y otros autores. Para esto se realiza una 
revisión exhaustiva de las conceptualizaciones sobre discurso, hegemonía y política con el fin de presen-
tar en detalle las posibilidades que ofrece el análisis político del discurso como herramienta de análisis 
social. Finalmente, con base en los autores revisados, se presenta una propuesta de pasos metodológicos 
para desarrollar el análisis político del discurso aplicado a fenómenos sociales focalizados. Se concluye 
que el análisis político del discurso como perspectiva de análisis es plenamente válido tanto para fenó-
menos extensos como pequeños, y que la metodología propuesta puede adaptarse dinámicamente a cada 
uno de los requerimientos presentados.
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Análisis del discurso, análisis político del discurso, hegemonía, política, Laclau.

Introduction
The notion of discourse, understood as an elaboration rooted in reality 

that does not generate a parallel construction abstracted from the concrete, 
but rather denotes another form of materiality, belongs to the very unders-
tanding of the social aspect. This elaboration tells us that discourse exists in 
itself, seeking to install its understanding of reality on other understandings, 
in a development whose materiality is not necessarily a set of declared words, 
but a series of intentional actions or decisions (Halliday, 1978; Wodak and 
Meyer, 2003). Each discourse seeks to rise up and install itself with the in-
tention of validating, through its representation, a form of society that ulti-
mately finds in itself a form of preservation. Discourse thus becomes a way 
of power,1 without being power itself. The nature of power is expressed in 

1 Given the divergence of understanding in the concept of “power”, we will use its spelling with lower 
case when alluding to the word as a verb (power as an action) and with initial capital letter when 
alluding to the word as a noun (power as an object).
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the imposition of a discourse with the pretension of being superior, overco-
ming other forms of understanding, establishing its primacy and confirming 
its scope thanks to its hegemonic character (Butler et al., 2003; Foucault, 
1979, 2002; Wink, 1986). 

Therefore, developing discourse analysis processes allows to deepen our 
understanding of reality, although it should be noted that not all analytical 
perspectives allow us to understand in the same way the reality denoted in 
discursive bodies organized around certain phenomena. In this article we offer 
a proposal for methodological development based on the political analysis 
of discourse promoted by Laclau and other authors (Barrett, 1994; Buenfil 
Burgos, 2019; Critchley and Marchart, 2008; Laclau, 1987, 2005; Laclau and 
Mouffe, 1985), based on the revision of conceptualizations around discourse, 
hegemony, society and politics.

Discourse and reality 
The idea of discourse is not that of an orderly presentation of narratives 

of meaning, but rather a statement assumed in diverse manifestations expres-
sed in different contexts, always denoting the need to impose itself on other 
elaborations. Discourse denotes the understanding of reality, without it ne-
cessarily being the discourse that artificially composes or creates reality. Re-
ality can be influenced, modified and altered by discourse (Jäger, 2001), but 
it does not construct it by itself. The accent of discourse, as a construction, 
is that it seeks collectivity, demanding a double hermeneutic for its unders-
tanding (Giddens, 1982; Infante, 2019) where the subject does not exist but 
in the understanding of society, which in turn is constituted by the unders-
tanding of the subject. This recursivity makes us understand that discourse 
will never be naive, but will always be constituted as an effective materiali-
ty denoting a relation of Power. This double hermeneutic, as a double arti-
culation of Power, assumes that the person constitutes (and not only compo-
ses) society, which in turn constitutes (and is not only composed of) people. 

This way of understanding discourse makes it understand itself as a con-
tingent and necessary form of analysis, since discourse functions as a mani-
festation and support of an ideological framework, which is also a message, 
a statement, a materialization (Vega and Contreras, 2022). There is an ideolo-
gical construct, understood as a notion of sustaining a way of being society, a 
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constituted collective, where relations of collaboration and subjection (Butler 
et al., 2003; Gee, 2005), of relation and antagonism-agonism (Mouffe, 2007; 
Mouffe, 1999), of obscuring and manipulation (Sloterdijk, 2003; Žižek, 1989).

Therefore, we can approach this materiality called discourse from a sub-
missive, optimistic or critical position. We can consider it as a vehicle of va-
lid ideas, in a naive vision, or we can consider it as a propagandistic medium. 
In any case, we can raise a suspicion about the layers in which it is construc-
ted, understanding that what is said will never be only what is said, but the 
whole. As Angenot (2010) states, we can not only enter the discourse from 
its manifestation, but also from the social “decipherable” possibility, ma-
king it possible to analyze the discourse permanently from its greater depth. 

Therefore, a valid tool for understanding reality is discourse analysis 
(Alonso, 1993; Wodak, 2001b; Garrido, 2002; Wodak and Meyer, 2003; 
Butler et al., 2003; van-Dijk, 2003; Gee, 2005; Berg Dyrberg, 2008), un-
derstood as the visualization of ideas and conceptions expressed in different 
ways that constitute a unitary whole and allow us to understand a particular 
worldview. As Jägger says:

Discourse analysis is not (only) concerned with the interpretations of so-
mething that already exists, and therefore it is not (only) concerned with an 
analysis aimed at the post festum assignment of meaning, but with the pro-
duction analysis of the discourse (2001, p. 67).2

Forms of discourse analysis
There are three possible currents in the literature review that allow us to 

approach the phenomenon of discourse(s) from the density of the ideologi-
cal background of the same: Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), Mediated 
Discourse Analysis (MDA) and Political Discourse Analysis (PDA).

When this deepening takes on the character of a linguistic discourse analy-
sis that denotes the relationship of power, injustice and inequality expres-
sed, we speak of critical discourse analysis (van Dijk, 1999a). Thus, critical 
discourse analysis (CDA) is the study that is concerned with the relations-

2 From this perspective, it is understood that discourse denotes a reality, both from psychology and 
from sociology and linguistics, enabling its analysis from a background in permanent dialogue with 
the context.
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hip between the discourse presented (from its different materiality) and the 
context in which it arises to analyze not only what it means in its context, 
but also how much it influences the construction of reality. We can say then 
that critical discourse analysis is a field concerned with the interrelationship 
built between discourse and the context in which it occurs (Franquesa, 2002). 

As a field of study, its history can be traced in full use to 1970; however, 
its first mention dates back to 1952, in the articles by Z. S. Harris “Discour-
se analysis” and “Discourse analysis: a sample text” (Harris, 1952a, 1952b), 
which develop an analysis of utterances in overcoming the limits of their ex-
pressions (Sayago, 2014). One of the difficulties alluded to by the author in 
his articles is the difficulty in establishing the relationship between social be-
havior and language, which opens the door to the analysis of discourse in its 
context (Garrido, 2002). The consideration of language as an object of interest 
in its broad relationship is an interesting challenge previously addressed by the 
studies of the Vienna circle, especially Wittgenstein (2003) and complemented 
by the sociological studies of Halliday (1978) and the linguistic studies of van 
Dijk (1999b). This indicates that there is not a single development of critical 
discourse analysis, nor a single methodology of development (Wodak, 2001a; 
Berardi, 2003; Wodak and Meyer, 2003), since its installation occurred both 
from Linguistics and Semiotics, with its application and appropriation by the 
Social Sciences as a particularly positive tool (Santander, 2011). 

Critical discourse analysis proposes that this analysis can always be de-
veloped in phases: linguistic and semantic relationships, linkages of families 
of meanings, speech styles, ways of saying, turns of phrase and regionalisms 
that denote types of relationship. In all of them, the dynamics of Power as a 
constituent of society is seen as the main vector, as observed in the work of 
Foucault and others (van Dijk, 1999b; Jäger, 2001; Franquesa, 2002; Berar-
di, 2003; Wodak and Meyer, 2003). 

On the other hand, there is what some researchers, headed by Ron Sco-
llon (Scollon, 1998b), have called mediated discourse analysis (MDA), a 
perspective that states that the discourse-individual relationship belongs to a 
circularity closer to what is observed, since discourse accounts for a vision 
of society and the relationships generated in it, which in turn modify the vi-
sion of the individual who generates these discourses, a circularity that is 
understood when we realize that discourse always arises from collectivized 
individualities. This type of analysis emphasizes the action generated by dis-
course and its relationship with society, so that its main points of analysis are 
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action, context, history and community (Scollon, 1998a, 1999, 2001; Wodak, 
2001a; Wodak and Meyer, 2003).

Finally, political discourse analysis (PDA) states that discourse is never 
innocuous, but is an effective materiality, which focuses on “the decisions of 
inclusion and exclusion of any system of meanings” (Buenfil Burgos, 2010, 
p. 1). Circularity is generated in the dynamics of the double circularity or 
double articulation that assumes that the person builds society, which in turn 
builds people; however, this construction process is the one that gives con-
sistency to the political act, since all enunciated language is an act of Power 
and, in turn, of politics. The differentiated deepening in this aspect is the un-
derstanding of the ideology-power relationship that is seen in the constituted 
discourse, with the contribution of the new studies of politics and the politi-
cal from poststructuralism (Pineda, 2022) and, given that all discourse thus 
entails an ideological/political component, its analysis allows understanding 
the constitution of society in a permanent struggle of ideology, hegemony 
and power (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985; Butler et al, 2003; Gómez Bocanegra 
and Morillo-Velarde Pérez, 2006; Critchley and Marchart, 2008; Correa and 
Dimaté, 2011; Burgos et al., 2012; Southwell, 2020).

This allows to use it as a tool of analysis focused on determined and suffi-
ciently dense phenomena, in Hegelian terms, which in turn serves as a mani-
festation of society at a certain point or at a particular moment in its history. 
Collectivized history usually finds these moments or phenomena in its ade-
quate analysis. Thus from PDA we can identify this form of positioning on 
the discourse studies as varied as political structures, revolutionary move-
ments, totalitarian regimes, indigenist movements, social movements, femi-
nism, gender studies, racism, philosophical currents, state, nationalism and 
indigenism, homosexuality, discrimination, Kemalism, religion and others, 
in a long journey of multiple academics and intellectuals who continue to 
conduct research and crossings between the perspective of PDA positioning 
and reality, in terms of the social (Buenfil Burgos and Navarrete, 2012).

Political discourse analysis 
How can we define political discourse analysis? We will take as a posi-

tioning the understanding offered by Rosa Nidia Buenfil Burgos, who speaks 
of political discourse analysis as a research perspective on social processes, 
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which includes education among other areas. It highlights the political di-
mension of any discourse, i.e., it focuses on decisions about inclusion and 
exclusion in any system of meanings (2010, p. 1).

PDA is a work that “seeks to account for the ways in which structures 
of signification determine ‘certain forms of behavior’“ (Correa and Dima-
té, 2011, p. 96). Its focus of interest is centered on understanding the way in 
which these discourses are generated and the influence it has on the cons-
truction of identity, in order to understand “how the discourses that structu-
re the activities of social agents are generated, how they function and how 
they are changed” (Howarth, 1997, p. 125). The axes in which this relation-
ship is defined are the understanding of hegemony and the hegemonic of the 
discursive exercise of power, ideology from a vision that goes beyond the 
merely symbolic of its understanding as mental representation proposed by 
Marxism (Howarth, 1997) and “the” political, as articulation between the 
particular and the universal and “the” political as structuring of hegemonic 
relations (Berg Dyrberg, 2008).

Its main analysis is observed in the work of Ernesto Laclau (1935-2014) 
and his study on the concepts of ideology, hegemony and politics (Laclau 
and Mouffe, 1985; Critchley et al., 1998; Butler et al., 2003; Critchley and 
Marchart, 2008). Laclau’s work, deeply linked to his period of work at the 
Essex School (Townshend, 2003), has generated consensus, being developed 
by political theorists such as Mouffe (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985; Critchley 
et al., 1998) and other first-generation researchers, trained directly with La-
clau at Essex, such as Rosa Nidia Buenfil Burgos, Myriam Southwell and 
Ernesto Treviño Ronzón, among others.

One of the great contributions of Laclau’s PDA has been the revitalization 
of the concept of politics and the political, beyond the partisan, which emer-
ges from his analysis, focusing on a “post-Marxist” position, which should 
not be interpreted at all as a “non-Marxist” position (Berg Dyrberg, 2008) but 
rather assumes the need to review, unambiguously, the limits of Marxism as 
an explanatory account of reality in order to develop and overcome it without 
opposition. This element becomes the main reason of the Laclaudian effort, 
already outlined in “Hegemony and Socialist Strategy” (Laclau and Mou-
ffe, 1985), and developed until the end of his days: the historical object of 
socialism, by its very nature, must be reviewed at each stage or moment of 
history, not as a modernist type of update, but as a requirement in the form 



190

Universitas-XXI, Revista de Ciencias Sociales y Humanas de la Universidad Politécnica Salesiana del Ecuador,  
No. 38, March-August 2023

of existence. Laclau shows explicitly the reasons that summon him, indica-
ting as a necessity the: 

Structural transformations of capitalism that have reduced the classic working 
class in post-industrial countries; increasingly deep penetration of capitalist 
production relations in vast areas of social life, whose dislocatory effects - 
together with those derived from the bureaucratic forms that have characteri-
zed the welfare state - have generated new forms of social protest; the crisis 
and discredit of the model of society implemented in the countries of the so-
called “actually existing socialism”, which includes the denunciation of the 
new forms of domination established in the name of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. (Laclau, 1987, p. 111)

Laclau and Mouffe’s position refers to “new forms of domination esta-
blished in the name of the dictatorship of the proletariat”, an analysis where 
Foucault’s theory of Power joins the French theory of discourse to unders-
tand how what is said is a social construction that also requires a vision suffi-
ciently updated in its contingent historical components to understand the way 
in which what is said is always a sign of the mode and the limit of what is said 
(Angenot, 2010). For the same reason, the PDA allows addressing, among 
other elements, the “cultural conditioning of what, in a given circumstance 
or historical-political process, can be said, thought and desired, and what is 
socially constituted as a taboo subject, being repressed, tendentially, from 
its public enunciation” (Fair, 2016, p. 202). The PDA analyzes what is said, 
what can be said and what is taboo, as a pivotal element to understand the 
social idea of what is said not only in context, but also in project, in a sub-
jective positioning with the aim of perpetuating a certain vision of history, 
subject and meaning (Fair, 2021).

Hegemony and society

The vision of hegemony proposed by PDA makes sense in this comple-
xity. Hegemony from Laclau’s PDA inherits the vision of Gramsci, who in 
turn inherits it from Russian social democracy and Leninism (Laclau and 
Mouffe, 1985), as the social discourse of the minority group that, in turn, 
holds power and represents it by imposing it on the majority, opening the 
door to the concepts of liberation (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985), representation 
of power that in historical perspective opens the doors to the concepts of li-
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beration (Gutiérrez, 1971), alienation (Wink, 1986) and oppression (Freire, 
2005), typical of the Latin American tradition. While Gramsci visualizes that 
the power of the few can be exercised against the many, given the cultural 
conditioning of these many, the cultural conditioning of these many is trans-
formed into a culture of oppression, so much so that whoever is oppressed 
is not visualized as someone in himself, and therefore is not understood as a 
constituent of a whole. The understanding of the community, the whole and 
the collective become essential to overcome the oppression that is installed in 
each one and that unfolds in the opposite direction from the each one (Frei-
re), therefore the old explanatory structures of the social order need to be 
reversed, even disdaining the logic of hierarchy as a power structure, even 
when it tries to justify it, for example, from an arbitrary divine configuration 
(Boff, 1989). The category of liberation is a structure that explains the class 
struggle of classical socialism, revised by Laclau given the need for contin-
gent adequacy. The unrevised power structure ends up being a structure of 
sin (Wink, 1986) and oppression (Gutiérrez, 1971) for those who are born 
in it, and by being born in it (or living with it) ends up justifying oppression 
without noticing its yoke (Casaldáliga and Vigil, 1992). Thus, the person di-
sappears and the individual is installed, lacking a project, uprooted from his 
own power, unconscious of his transforming capacity and, therefore, alie-
nated, justifying his oppression, which is not called as such, but rather as a 
“natural condition” (Jesuitas, 1997).

Laclau analyzes the concept of hegemony from the archeology of con-
cepts, tracing its origins in Russian social democracy in which “hegemony” 
describes the execution of a political task by a group different from the one 
suggesting its emergence (working class carrying out the struggles for politi-
cal freedom that the bourgeois class is incapable of executing). The historical 
contingency that justifies this assumption of roles is what gives its particular 
character to this form of understanding, allowing also to give a positive sign to 
the relationship between groups (already minority to majority), since the “he-
gemonized” majority group is allowed to enter history through this dynamic. 

Thus, the concept of hegemony names a space rather than a relation, do-
minated by the tension between two relations “a) the relation between the 
hegemonized task and the class that is its “natural” agent, and b) the rela-
tion between the hegemonized task and the class that hegemonizes it” (La-
clau and Mouffe, 1985, p. 87). In their analysis, it is inevitable to notice that 
the relation is totally external and contingent, not causal or casual. The his-
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toricity of the conditions of the relationship means that it takes a different 
turn in the case of the relationship between the bourgeoisie and the working 
class when analyzed in the context of Europe and the surrounding history as 
a whole. It is then necessary to clarify the type of conditioning factors of the 
relationship and hegemonic space, among which the main one is the epis-
temological ideology that sustains the positioning of a collective: ideology. 
Ideology plays a unifying role in narratives and at the same time functions 
as supratext, sustenance, of the discursivity deployed.

This understanding also allows us to visualize the importance of the 
dissident voice. The hegemonic discourse is transformed into populist dis-
course that resolves the need for a unifying narrative by needy collectives, 
generated in the spaces by empty signifiers (Castro Orellana, 2019). Popu-
lism in Laclau’s vision of hegemony responds to the need for a unifying 
narrative, transforming politics into “a dispute in the order of signifiers that 
crystallizes in a collective identity” (p. 124), a vision that contrasts with the 
development of the hegemonic vision in Dussel, heir to the Latin American 
liberationist tradition of Gutiérrez and Boff. In Dussell, the understanding 
of hegemony is more material (embodied) than in Laclau, attributing to po-
litics the capacity to solve the body’s deficiencies, material needs in plan-
ning the needs of a narrative of meaning (Dussel, 1977, 2009). Laclau’s in-
terpretation is the populist vision, revised numerous times throughout his 
work (Laclau, 2005) which, resolved by the hegemonic discourse, genera-
tes adhesion by representation or dissidence for feeling unrepresented and, 
on the contrary, deviated from the original feeling. The unrepresented is in 
a perspective that is not opposed but is in constant dialogue with respect to 
the original postulate.

The us/them, friend/enemy logic, typical of Schmitt’s reading (Mouffe, 
2007), does not make sense in a pluralist vision of social relations and abo-
ve all of politics, given that the dichotomous relation of opposition closes 
the positions and, therefore, prevents the relationship. The understanding 
of hegemony in Laclau, and in general in the PDA, is that of relation and 
therefore the recognition of the other. It is the location of the other in the 
perspective of the antagonist, which makes the other, the one who escapes 
the logic of hegemonic discourse, to be, because insofar as the other is he/
she establishes my own limit and possibility. Thus, the other is always in 
my relational sphere and defines me. Hence Mouffe prefers the term “ago-
nism” to refer to:
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The conflicting parties, while assuming that there is no radical solution to their 
conflict, nevertheless recognize the legitimacy of their opponents (...) perceive 
themselves as belonging to the same political association, sharing a common 
symbolic space within which the conflict takes place. (Mouffe, 2007, p. 27)

A name that explains much better the relationship to be established in 
democratic contexts with a pluralist, radical and non-exclusive democracy 
(Mouffe, 1999).

Results: proposal for using political  
discourse analysis as a theoretical tool

Having established the main postulates of Laclau’s PDA and their sou-
rces, we can try to formulate a proposal for organizing the PDA as a tool to 
analyze, assuming the limitation of moving from a perspective to a tool, pro-
per to social research. 

First, trying to define its limits, Fair (2016) analyzes the characteristics 
of the Laclaudian theory in comparison with the theory of social semiosis 
of Eliseo Verón (1987) and the theory of social discourse of Marc Angenot 
(2010), positing that the PDA has as a distinctive feature:

a. Emphasis on the constructive and social dimension of discourse, 
identities and community.

b. Emphasis on the material dimension of the signifying order.
c. The existence of a performative and transformative dimension of 

discourse.
d. Emphasis on the contingency, historicity and precariousness of the 

social.
e. The relational and intersubjective dimension of identities.
f. The polemic and antagonistic dimension of the social.

g. The interpretative character of all discourse analysis (Fair, 2016, 
p. 203).

As mentioned by Fair, the interpretative character of all discourse analysis 
helps us to focus on the type of interpretation. In the case of PDA, it is not a 
hermeneutics centered on grammar and rhetoric, but on semiotics and the ca-
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pacity of discourse that make up hegemonic discourses valid in themselves. 
It should be mentioned that Laclau introduces the notion of empty signifier 
to refer to those signifiers devoid of meaning that leave an open field of ex-
ploitation for those who, in turn, emit it and make possible the development 
of a hegemonic discourse. This category of empty signifier fulfills a parti-
cular function, that of “renouncing its differential identity for the purpose of 
representing the purely equivalent identity of a communal space” (Laclau, 
1996, p. 78), an essential issue to understand that the community cannot be 
represented absolutely by a form of understanding, but neither can it renou-
nce being signified at all. Neither under-representation nor over-representa-
tion is a solution to the signifiers whose sign is a communitarian reality, the 
fact of being called an empty signifier is the recognition of its limit and self-
definition without this meaning a closure.

Secondly, and following Jäger’s discourse theory (2001), we must assu-
me that discourse analysis cannot be limited only to the analysis of discur-
sive practices, but also to non-discursive practices and their manifestations 
and materializations (pp. 93-99). This indicates that there are three types of 
strategies that can be analyzed in every discursive construction which must 
be related to the topic. Hence, the distinction between “discourse” and “text” 
must be assumed (Lemke, 1995), understanding discourse as a set of linguis-
tic acts grouped around a “macro-theme”, where the text is one of its possi-
ble manifestations (Wodak, 2001b). Thus, the following possible strategies 
can be used to analyze in a PDA process:

“Discursive practices” types: a) Intentional stories or narratives that arise 
from a personal reflection and that are publicly exposed in a context, and the-
refore are subject to revisions, omissions and intentions prior to their exposure. 
It is the perfectible discursive practice. b) Stories or narratives arising from a 
reflection of the exchange of ideas in a given context, and which is therefore 
reactive to a particular topic where the vision of the issuer is compelled to 
support or refute any of the positions. It is the emerging discursive practice. 

“Non-discursive practices”: c) Non-discursive practices with direct re-
gister, contextual actions that denote certain positions or understandings of 
reality and that generate the transmission of hegemonic positions from their 
symbolic force. The recording and the review can be reviewed, analyzed or 
discussed in the temporal distance established when these practices find their 
expression in physical supports. d) Non-discursive practices with indirect re-
cording, contextual actions that denote certain positions or understandings of 
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reality and that generate transmission of hegemonic positions from their sym-
bolic force but are not directly recorded, but are assumed or noticed through 
the recording of other actions.

“Manifestations and Materializations”: e) They are the stable expres-
sions of ways of expressing a discourse not in words or actions, but in non-
communicative physical supports, typical of the stabilization of certain dis-
courses over time. These are the social structures, the ways of operating of 
certain collectives, the naturalizations of certain actions or intentional prac-
tices with an ideological background.

A PDA proposal can be made with all these materials for the focalized 
phenomena, understanding them as the spaces of density in which the ideo-
logical idea manifests. Thus, four critical steps are proposed based on the 
various authors presented:

• Assumption of the notion of discourse not as a totalizing whole (La-
clau and Mouffe, 1985), therefore, filtering and eliminating elabo-
rations that present univocal structures of truth from the general 
understanding. This step will allow a new revision of the previous 
discursive bodies, generating new levels of understanding regarding 
the discourses generated. 

• Clarification of the ideological background underlying each set of 
discourses, understood from the double hermeneutic (Giddens, 1982) 
of recursive individual-society articulation: individual.

• Definition of the antagonist to the discourse, from its triple idea of 
enemy, limit and identity enabler (Butler et al., 2003).

• Manifestation/declaration of the consistency of the hegemony concept 
in the discourses from the logic of the diffusion of frontiers (Butler 
et al., 2003; Critchley et al., 1998; Laclau and Mouffe, 1985).

The verification of each of these steps will allow to generate a conclusive 
proposal, which could be framed in a proposal for analyzing politics and the 
political from the selected phenomenon (Berg Dyrberg, 2008).

Conclusions and discussion
Political discourse analysis as a perspective of analysis is an option for 

an epistemological position on what discourses mean, no longer adopting 
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the equivalence “discourse: word”, but the understanding that a discourse 
is a statement of a way of understanding and living reality that is expressed 
through various strategies, the spoken word being one of these forms, and 
also the unspoken word, symbolisms, omissions and any action that reports 
a form of understanding of the world.

This places us in the perspective that the discourse is a statement assu-
med in diverse intentional manifestations expressed in different contexts, 
always denoting the need to impose itself over other less valid elaborations 
in the judgment of its holder. 

Reality, as a consensus, can be influenced, modified and altered by dis-
course (Jäger, 2001), but it does not construct it by itself, hence discourse is 
validated as a hegemonic proposal for understanding the world. Discourse 
is placed as a construction since it seeks collectivity, demanding a double 
hermeneutic for its understanding (Giddens, 1982; Infante, 2019) where the 
subject only exists in the understanding of society, which in turn is constitu-
ted by the understanding of the subject.

The assumption of this way of understanding discourse gives more mea-
ning to politics and the political (in Mouffe’s classic statement) since we 
move on to the continuous political condition of the public act from the non-
neutrality of the discursive act, affecting society and therefore each of the 
actions, expressions, omissions or silences in the context that supports the 
phenomenon studied.

The methodological proposal of organization and analysis that we offer 
from the perspective provided by the political analysis of discourse is a 
methodology that presents limitations of an exercise in permanent revision 
and development; however, it is presented as a coherent proposal, epistemi-
cally consistent and sufficiently attractive and necessary to approach the di-
fferent phenomena that shape reality.
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