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Abstract 
 

Achievement of the 2015 nuclear agreement deal between Iran and the world powers 

was officially praised as a remarkable victory in the history of diplomacy by most of 

ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŜƭƛǘŜǎΩ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ LǊŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŘƛŎǘƻǊȅΦ 

This study was launched to investigate opinion discourses in four prominent American 

newspapers with the aim of finding out how they constructed different versions of the 

nuclear deal. The first objective sought to identify discursive and rhetorical 

mechanisms through which authors represented and promoted their versions of 

reality. The second objective intended to place the newspaper opinion discourses in 

their context of production and consumption and examine them from cultural and 

socio-political perspectives.  

To achieve the above, I drew on three frameworks: Critical Discourse Studies, Classical 

Rhetoric, and Securitisation Theory (the first time, I believe, that these had been 

integrated in a single study of opinion discourses). In light of the first objective, I 

designed a three-dimensional model of analysis examining representational, 

dialogical, and argumentative features of the opinion pieces by drawing on classical 

rhetoric, and to accomplish the second objective regarding the relationship between 

discourses and context, I drew on securitisation theory to demonstrate how these 

discourses and their context constituted each other.  

My findings showed that all newspapers, except one (USA Today), took stances of 

either fully supporting or entirely opposing the nuclear deal, and depending on their 

positions towards the nuclear deal, they pursued particular patterns of representation 

and argumentation. Thereby, there were two opposite sets of representative and 

argumentative strategies employed by the two groups of anti-deal and pro-deal 

articles. Anti-deal articles, no matter which newspaper they belonged to, portrayed 

the deal, the negotiations and the countries involved in it in the same way. Pro-deal 

articles were similarly uniform. All articles in each group applied similar discursive 

strategies of representation, made similar judgements and predictions regarding the 

deal, and employed similar argumentation schemes to defend their claims. However, 

in regards to dialogical features, choice of interactional strategies appeared to be 



xi 
 

more associated witƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ǎǘŀǘǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƛǘƘ 

their critical or supporting positions on the deal. While articles from the elite papers 

(The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal) opted for a more formal style of 

writing and a modest authorial voice, those from less prominent papers (New York 

Post and USA Today) tended towards a more conversational style and a strong voice. 

Investigating the opinion pieces from a political perspective, I found that they worked 

systematically towards eƛǘƘŜǊ ǘǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ǳǊƎŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ 

matter (securitisation) or taking it into the realm of normal politics (desecuritisation). 

Anti-deal articles attempted to keep Iran and its nuclear programme securitised 

through representing the situation as urgent and threatening, and claiming the 

inefficacy of the deal in halting the threat. Pro-deal articles, on the other, endeavoured 

to de-securitise Iran or at least its nuclear programme through picturing the 

achievement of the deal as a victory for the U.S. and a measure to control Iran and 

halt its threat.  

Overall, this research showed that the newspaper opinion pieces studied here actively 

participated in political debates regarding the nuclear deal and appeared to attempt 

to influence the American foreign policy in line with their ideological beliefs and 

political interests. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction  

 

The field of political dispute is addressed to what we might call problems 

without solution in as much as they are dilemmas or uncertainties for which 

there is no agreed external evaluative standard.  

 (Finlayson, 2007, p. 550) 

1.1. Identifying the Problem: The Iran nuclear dispute 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛǎ ǳƴŘƻǳōǘŜŘƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘhe major non-military international 

conflicts of the ƭŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΦ bƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ 

much attention and concern as has that of Iran. In spite of all the international 

attempts, from 2003 until the present (February 2019), to settle the dispute, it 

remains unresolved. These attempts have ranged from coercive pressure, such as the 

imposition of sanctions, to diplomatic measures, such as negotiation. The 

achievement of the nuclear agreement deal (known as JCPOA) between Iran and 

certain world powers (known as the 5+1 countries) in 2015 was considered by the 

leaders of the signing countries, as well as by many experts, to be a breakthrough 

ending the dispute. However, serious opposition to it in both Iran and the United 

States, aƴŘΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅΣ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ¢ǊǳƳǇΩǎ ŀǎǎǳƳƛƴƎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴ 2017, proved that the 

period of reconciliation was short and shaky. Eventually, the agreement deal did not 

survive under attacks from its critics and was officially abandoned by the U.S. in May 

2018. 

As an Iranian, I have been concerned about this dispute since day one. I am similar to 

my fellow countrymen in that all aspects of my life, from economic conditions to 

health and travel, have been affected by severe sanctions for more than a decade 

(although I am from a generation of people who were born with sanctions in place).1 

                                                           
1 Iran has been under sanctions by the U.S. since 197фΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ΨƘƻǎǘŀƎŜ ŎǊƛǎƛǎΩΦ 
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Thus, as a result of the significant influence of this dispute on the lives of Iranians and 

their relations with the world, I was curious and also hopeful about the result of the 

nuclear negotiations. In fact, I was one of those Iranians who were happy on 14 July 

2015 (the day when the achievement of the agreement deal was announced). I was 

happy about an endless number of matters, from prices and the inflation rate falling 

to the govŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ŀŜǊƻǇƭŀƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻn of its 

relationships with the world. In fact, the agreement deal was seen as the key to 

heaven by many Iranians, including me. Therefore, as a discourse analyst who is 

interested in the social construction of reality, I was keen to know how the world 

reacted to the agreement deal. Observing the huge disagreement and debate 

occurring in the media, upon choosing my PhD topic (in August 2015), I decided to 

study the representation of the deal in global media.  

One of the most interesting and thought-provoking series of debates was occurring 

among American elites and was with regard to the efficacy of the nuclear agreement 

deal in preventing Iran from building nuclear weapons. Opposing claims made by 

politicians and experts showed that there was no agreement among American elites 

on what constituted a good deal. Such disagreement weakened the deal (finally 

leading to its breakdown) and worsened the dispute. On the one hand, the nuclear 

deal was endorsed and praised as a historic deal and the first such accord with an 

enemy; on the other hand, it was rejected and condemned as a historic mistake and 

thŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ǿƻǊǎǘ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀǘƛŎ accord (positive evaluations usually included some critique 

of the deal; however, negative evaluations saw no merit in the nuclear deal and totally 

discarded it). The two groups of appraisals were at the extreme ends of the spectrum.2 

Nevertheless, such disagreements on political matters are normal. As indicated by 

Finlayson (2007, p. 550), parties to a political dispute rarely agree on a similar solution. 

However, in spite of such differences, the two groups of American supporters and 

opponents of the deal shared some attitudes and goals. Both held negative attitudes 

towards Iran and were suspicious of its trustworthiness (although their degrees of 

                                                           
2 The situation in Iran was also similar to that of the U.S. On the one hand, the government and its 
supporters celebrated the deal as a victory that saved the country from its miserable isolation and 
crushing economic hardship; and, on the other, critics of the government, mainly fundamentalist 
groups and parties, denounced it as a deception by the West, which brought shame to the country. 
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enmity and pessimism were different). In other words, Americans were united in the 

ƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƻ 

its survival; however, they diverged on which measures would be appropriate for 

ƘŀƭǘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ 

As indicated above, the main battlefield of this discursive war on the nuclear deal was 

the news media, particularly the press and TV news channels. During a more-than-

decade-long period of nuclear negotiations, as well as the period after the 

achievement of the agreement deal, politicians, representatives and elites from 

various sides (within Iran and the U.S.) employed news media as channels for 

disseminating their own verǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΦ bŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŦƻǊ 

example, were filled with commentaries, editorials and op-eds written by famous 

politicians or political/military experts, who provided interpretations, predictions or 

solutions regarding the issue. In the American media context, two approaches were 

noticeable in the opinion pieces written about the Iran nuclear deal: one constructed 

LǊŀƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ 

more pressure and sanctions to be imposed on it; the other, while accepting and 

repeating the same threatening image of Iran, insisted that negotiations and the 

resultant nuclear deal could successfully control the threat and there was no need for 

continuing the conflict. 

These opposing approaches towards the nuclear deal pursued by the elites and media 

made it very difficult to understand what the deal really was and how it would affect 

the U.S.: whether it was terribly harmful to the U.S. and its allies or gloriously 

advantageous to them and to the world. The importance of these opposing 

discourses3 is that they destabilised the deal and public attitudes towards it. Thereby, 

it seems imperative to understand why and how different pictures of reality were 

constructed and how each side attempted to persuade the public and elite decision-

                                                           
3 ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩ ƛǎ ǳǎed in a variety of senses in this study ranging from a system of knowledge to 
a linguistic object and from language associated with a particular field (e.gΦ ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩ ƻǊ 
ΨƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩύ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ όŜΦƎΦ ΨConservative dƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩύΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ 
regard, Weiss and Wodak (2003) mention that level of abstractness can be the criterion in defining the 
meaning of discourse (e.g. system of knowledge or a linguistic object). Fairclough also refers to two 
factors of perspective όŜΦƎΦ Ψ/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩύ ŀƴŘ topic όŜΦƎΦ ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩύ ŦƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛng 
discourse. The term is discussed and elaborated on in section 3.1.2. 
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makers. The existence of such opposing portrayals of an outside reality (nuclear 

negotiations) and contradictory evaluations of a political document (the nuclear deal) 

is a remindeǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾƛǎǘǎΩ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀt social reality is always intersubjectively 

and discursively constructed. 

From such a ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 

concern for Americans in general is that it is perceived as one of the greatest threats 

to vital national interests of the United States. The first two items on the list of vital 

U.S. natioƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ 

(2010) are as follows (Graham, 2010): 

1) Prevent, deter, and reduce the threat of nuclear, biological, and chemical 

weapons attacks on the United States or its military forces abroad; 

нύ 9ƴǎǳǊŜ ¦{ ŀƭƭƛŜǎΩ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ŀƴŘ their active cooperation with the US in shaping 

an international system in which we can thrive; 

{ƛƴŎŜ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ŀǎ 

well as its Middle East allies (i.e. Israel and Saudi Arabia), most Americans oppose 

them (such a perception is, in itself, partly a result of the discourses of elites that 

represent Iran as an enemy). In fact, the reason that the nuclear capability of Iran, but 

not that of Pakistan or India, for example, is seen as a threat by Americans is linked to 

many historical, political, cultural and ideological factors (some of them are referred 

to in chapter eight). This can be partly explained in terms of the systemic constructivist 

theories ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ƻǊ Ƙƻǎǘƛƭe views towards each other affect the 

ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻns and react to them. 

¢ƘŜ ƛƴŜȄǘǊƛŎŀōƭŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 

the deep distrust between Iran and the United States that began, for Americans, with 

the hostage crisis in 1979 (and, for Iranians, even earlier with the ŎƻǳǇ ŘΩŞǘŀǘ in 1953). 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŦƻǳƴŘ ǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊǳǎǘǿƻǊǘƘƛƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǿŀǎ 

noticeably evident in the process of nuclear negotiation and can be regarded as one 

of the main factors behind the lingering (persistence) of the ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΦ bŜƛǘƘŜǊ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

inflexibility on the nuclear issue, in spite of all of the international pressure, nor the 

¦Φ{ΦΩ ǘƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǊƳ ǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ programme can be explained by 
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rationalist theories of international relations that explicate conflicts according to the 

ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ΨǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ-ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΩ (Moshirzadeh, 2007). To understand the 

behaviour and intentions of the various sides of this conflict properly, we need 

constructivist theories that discuss international issues in terms of ideational and 

normative factors. The distrust between the two countries is so deeply rooted in their 

cultures and histories that it could not be easily substituted with trust and respect. 

Based on the above explanations, in order to understand the discourses of American 

newspapers regarding the nuclear deal, including their discursive mechanisms of 

persuasion and their impetuses and goals, it is necessary to integrate discourse 

analysis with historical and socio-political considerations. In this research, insights for 

conducting the former (discourse analysis) is derived from critical discourse studies 

(CDS), as well as classical rhetoric, and the knowledge of the latter (socio-political 

context) is provided by constructivist international relations, especially securitisation 

theory. All these approaches share an interest in discursive and intersubjective 

construction of social reality (see the following sections). 

1.2. Critical Discourse Studies, Classical Rhetoric and 

Securitisation Theory: Complementary Approaches 
As I explain in detail in chapter four (methodology) regarding my search for an 

appropriate method of analysis, I started this study as a piece of CDS research; I then 

drew on ideas from classical rhetoric and, finally, arrived at a combination of CDS, 

classical rhetoric and securitisation theory. Initially, I launched this study in order to 

understand how American newspaper discourses were constructed in defence of or 

opposition to the nuclear deal with Iran and how these discourses demonstrated and 

promoted ideologies and values of American society. Aiming to offer a comprehensive 

investigation of opinion discourses, I planned to examine not only the representational 

ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǇƛŜŎŜǎ όŀǎ ƛǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƛƴ /5{ύ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘheir dialogic and 

argumentative ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ōȅ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ƻƴ !ǊƛǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƛƴ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŎŀƭ 

rhetoric, I viewed persuasion as the primary goal of opinion discourses, and 

considered representation (associated with pathos) as only a means of achieving that 

goal ς along with the two other means of dialogue (ethos) and argumentation (logos) 

ς not the ultimate aim of it. Through rhetoric, I saw politics as mainly about how to 
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achieve goals by using persuasive language. In other words, I considered newspaper 

opinion discourses as examples of political deliberation on what path of action to take 

in response to a situation (I. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013).  

Thereby, looking at the newspaper opinion discourses from this action-oriented 

perspective gradually led me to search for theories in political science to find out how 

these theories study discourse and what role they attribute to it in the process of 

politics. As a result of that investigation, I came across the constructivist theories of 

international relations (IR) and, particularly, securitisation theory. Learning about 

constructivist IR and securitisation theory aided me to position the discourses under 

analysis in their political contexts and realise what ideational factors affected them 

and what particular political function they served. To put it another way, the 

securitisation theory informed me about how a political action (securitisation, in this 

case) is achieved through discourse. 

In sum, since CDS embraces any research that critically studies discourse in society 

and does not advocate any particular methodology, I decided to make use of ideas in 

classical rhetoric and securitisation theory in order to enrich this CDS thesis. I believe 

that CDS can benefit by paying attention to specific features of each discourse type it 

investigates (opinion discourse here) and by drawing on theories and models provided 

by scholars in the field to which the discourse belongs (politics here). Accordingly, I 

relied on classical rhetoric, at the textual level, to learn about features and 

mechanisms of persuasive discourses and employed constructivist IR and 

securitisation theory, at the contextual level, to realise how these discourses written 

about the Iran nuclear deal were shaped and what they intended to achieve from a 

political perspective. 

Overall, I believe that two questions should be answered in any study of political 

discourses: What action is intended to be carried out? How has language been 

employed to carry out the action? The first question cannot be answered without 

referring to theories from politics and the second one cannot be answered without 

seeking help from the field of language (CDS and classical rhetoric here). 
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1.3. The linguistic-turn and the Emergence of Critical Discourse 

Studies and Constructivist International Relations 
Since the arrival of the linguistic-turn in the mid-20th century, many scholars in social 

sciences and humanities have focused their research on the role of language, identity, 

normative beliefs, social construction and, generally, discourse in shaping human 

knowledge and life. It was in such a discourse-dominated academic atmosphere that 

critical approaches to discourse studies and constructivist approaches to IR emerged 

in the 1990s. 

Critical discourse studies, contrary to previous discourse analysis approaches, such as 

conversation analysis or pragmatics, advocate a problem-oriented approach to the 

study of discourse. Critical discourse analysts usually choose social problems, such as 

discrimination, domination, racism, power abuse, etc., as their research topics and 

examine institutional, political, gender and media discourses as their sites of 

investigation. The principal tenet of CDS, which has a constructivist origin, is the idea 

that discourse is both constitutive of and constituted by society (Meyer, 2001). In 

other words, society constitutes discourse by shaping ideologies, identities, values and 

attitudes of discourse-producers (their perceptions in general); discourse constitutes 

society through disseminating and reproducing or resisting those ideologies, 

identities, values and other social structures, such as power relations, social policies 

and institutions. 

Similar to CDS, the constructivist approach to international relations proposed a new 

perspective to its field. With its focus on the role of ideational factors in international 

relations, it opposed the predominant rationalist theories (e.g. neorealism and 

neoliberalism) that rely on materialistic factors, such as rational-choice decisions, 

struggle for power, anarchy, and economic interests, in explaining international issues 

(Walt, 1990; Waltz, 1979). Contrary to them, constructivists argue that nation-ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ 

behaviour and relations are determined, on the one hand, by their domestic ideational 

factors, such as national identity and culture, and, on the other hand, by systemic 

ƛŘŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ perceptions of each other as enemies or friends 

(Onuf, 1997; Wendt, 1992). Each of these factors has a discursive character or, at least, 

a discursive dimension. One of the constructivist IR theories that follows such a 
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discursive approach to international relations is securitisation theory (Waever, 1995). 

According to this theory, security threats do not necessarily need to be there in the 

outside world; they can be created by politicians or other elites through discourse 

(securitisation). 

1.3.1. Research on the Iran nuclear dispute from discursive and constructivist 

perspectives 
Researchers in both CDS and constructivist IR have endeavoured to explain the Iran 

nuclear dispute by investigating discourses gathered from media, political speeches, 

interviews, etc. 

5ƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ нллоΣ ǘƘŜ ¦ΦbΦΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ 

sanctions on Iran since 2006, several rounds of negotiations between Iran and the 

world powers from 2003 to 2015, the achievement of an agreement deal in 2015 and 

ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ǿƛǘƘŘǊŀǿŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ нлму ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭƭ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ LǊŀn at the top of 

the list of world news and inspired researchers to study it. The long period of 

negotiations and the failure to achieve an agreement indicate the inability of both 

ǎƛŘŜǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎult, there 

have been a great number of studies examining the nuclear issue from a discursive 

perspective, especially in critical discourse studies and in the constructivist side of 

international relations. 

Many CDS scholars (mostly Iranian) have examined media and political discourses in 

the contexts of Iran and the U.S. as well as other Western countries (Ahmadian & 

Farahani, 2014; Atai & Mozaheb, 2013; Behnam & Mahmoudy, 2013; Kheirabadi & 

Alavi Moghaddam, 2012; Khosravinik, 2014; Rasti & Sahragard, 2012; Sharififar & 

Rahimi, 2015). These groups of studies have focused on the issue of representation or 

framing in discourse and investigated the ways in which negative representation 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳƛǎƛƴƎ Ψ{ŜƭŦΩ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭŜƎƛǘƛƳƛǎƛƴƎ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ Ƙŀǎ ōƻƻǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘensions. These 

studies examine linguistic and discursive strategies employed by media and politicians 

for constructing their versions of reality. They have also considered the ideological 

implications of such discursive representations and the role of such discourses in 

reinforcing discrimination against Iran and supporting the unjust system of global 

power relationships, etc. 
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Moreover, in international relations, including security studies, many constructivist 

scholars have attempted to explain this international dispute in terms of ideational 

and discursive factors (Austin & Beaulieu-Brossard, 2018; Duncombe, 2016; Hurst, 

2016; Moshirzadeh, 2007; Reinke de Buitrago, 2016; Rubaduka, 2017; Shoaib, 2015). 

They have emphasised the role of domestic culture, national identity, emotions and 

ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛonal security conflict. In 

light of such discursive and constructivist understandings, the IranςU.S. stand-off on 

the nuclear issue can be described as part of a bigger struggle for identity and 

recognition. Both Iran and the U.S see the other as an enemy threatening its values 

and identities, and refuse to recognise ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ŀǎ ŀ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ǎǘŀǘŜΤ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ 

two countries continue to misrepresent each other. 

These two groups of research have similar epistemological foundations as they agree 

on the imporǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ the social 

world. Both CDS, which is associated with critical theory, and constructivist IR indicate 

that language and the knowledge we acquire through it are not neutral; they are 

always political, ideological and normative. Meaning and language are socially 

constructed and there are no value-free social facts or realities. However, they differ 

in their scopes and approaches. In fact, each of them centres on a particular level of 

discourse and pursues a different objective in its investigation. While research 

conducted in CDS follows an analytical methodology, research in constructivist 

security takes an interpretive approach to analysis. To put it another way, in the case 

of the Iran nuclear dispute, the former concentrates on linguistic and rhetorical 

anŀƭȅǎŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ƻŦ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊses of 

Iranian and American elites and media, but the latter opts for political description and 

interpretation of how discursive representations can influence relations between the 

two countries (i.e. Iran and the U.S) without necessarily presenting any analysis of 

specific examples. Depending on their natures as linguistically oriented or politically 

oriented disciplines, both groups of studies offer important information; either 

language analysis or political interpretation is the focal concern of each. Thus, in my 

case, combining these frameworks resulted in a more comprehensive understanding 

of the political discourses. 
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1.4. Research Questions 

As mentioned above, this thesis intends to illustrate that a combination of CDS, 

classical rhetoric and securitisation theory can work well for the study of opinion 

discourses about the Iran nuclear dispute. To meet my research objectives, I collected 

a corpus of 20 opinion articles and editorials from four leading American newspapers 

(The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, New York Post and USA Today) and 

developed five research questions: 

RQ 1: In what ways was social reality regarding the Iran nuclear dispute (social actors, 

actions and phenomena) constructed differently in the discourse of the four 

newspapers? 

This question investigates the representational features of the newspaper articles. It 

seeks to find out how the situation regarding the dispute, including the countries that 

were involved and the deal itself, was described in each opinion discourse. For 

answering this question, I examine linguistic and rhetorical devices and strategies that 

were employed by the newspaper authors in their constructions of social reality. 

RQ 2: In what ways did the different authors employ different strategies to engage 

with readers as well as opinion-holders and did they express different values and 

norms? 

Question two relates to the dialogic aspect of the opinion discourses. It asks about 

different ways of building the authorςreader relationship in the texts. By examining 

ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜǘŀ-discourse markers (engagement and stance markers), I 

discover how they built solidarity with their readers and displayed their authority. In 

addition, by investigating parenthetical elements (i.e. non-essential elements that are 

added to a sentence with the purpose of providing more clarification or expressing an 

opinion), I am able to recognise values and norms that the authors have advocated. 

RQ 3: What positions did the authors take on the Iran nuclear dispute and how did 

they support their positions? 

Question three is about the argumentative dimension of the opinion discourses (the 

logical strategies employed by the authors). It asks whether each author supported or 
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opposed the nuclear deal with Iran, and what argumentative strategies or topoi s/he 

drew on to prove his/her position. 

RQ 4: How did social structures appear to influence opinion discourses? 

Question four is about the effect of social structures such as identity, ideology, values 

and myths on the constructioƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ ¢ƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ 

question, I attempt to identify traces of such social structures in the discourses. 

RQ 5: How did opinion discourses seek to influence social structures? 

The last question specifically investigates the role of discourse in the field of politics. 

It is concerned with the goal of the newspaper articles to securitise or de-securitise 

Iran and its nuclear programme. 

Overall, the first three questions are concerned with textual characteristics of the 

ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƻǇinion discourses. By drawing on CDS and classical rhetoric, I detect 

differences or similarities in linguistic/rhetorical patterns oŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ 

discourses and, through answering the next two questions, I explain how these 

differences or similarities in discourse were constituted by or intended to constitute 

society. Indeed, questions four and five deal with the relationship between discourse 

and society and are answered by drawing on CDS and securitisation theory. Question 

four asks how similaǊƭȅ ƻǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

question five enquires about the ways in which the discourses endeavour to shape 

society. 

1.5. Structure of the Thesis 

The above questions are attempted to be answered in the next eight chapters of this 

thesis. This chapter introduces the topic of the research, reviews the field of the study, 

and presents the rationale for undertaking the research as well as the significance of 

the study. The introduction chapter is followed by two review chapters: one (i.e. 

ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǘǿƻύ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀ ōǊƛŜŦ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

as well as a critical review of previous studies addressing the same topic from a 

discursive point of view in CDS and international relations; the other review chapter 

(i.e. chapter three) introduces the three frameworks that have been drawn upon in 
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conducting this research project. The chapter is divided into three main sections 

providing overviews of the origins, principles, concepts and methodologies of CDS, 

classical rhetoric and securitisation theory. 

Chapter four presents the methodology of the thesis. It includes the objectives of the 

study, the design, the analytical and interpretive frameworks and the procedure 

followed in conducting the analysis. Firstly, I describe and explain the type of data 

gathered for the analysis, the sources of the data and the process of data collection. 

Then, I narrate my journey to design my frameworks of analysis and interpretation 

and, finally, I explain how I applied that method in the form of a hermeneutic process 

called the interpretive arc (Bell, 2011). 

The next three chapters present the outcome of the analyses conducted on the 

ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ǘŜȄǘǎΦ Each of these chapters deals with one of the three textual 

properties of the opinion discourses that are consistent with three features of 

persuasive texts (rhetoric) as argued in classical rhetoric. 

Findings from the four newspapers are compared and contrasted in each respective 

chapter. Chapter five deals with the representational dimension of the opinion pieces 

and the mechanisms of representation. It also observes how representations might 

trigger emotions in the readers (pathos). Chapter six is concerned with the dialogical 

ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΦ Lǘ ƭƻƻƪǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ethos ό!ǊƛǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛƻƴύ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŀŘŜǊs 

and other opinion-holders were realised in the texts and what values and norms were 

expressed. Chapter seven examines the argumentative features of the articles (logos). 

It identifies topics that authors chose for their discussions and scrutinises the types of 

schemes (topoi) on which authors founded their arguments. It also demonstrates how 

representational elements and dialogical features assisted the authors in making their 

claims appealing. 

Chapter eight (discussion) focuses specifically on the relationships between the 

ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴational and international contexts. It 

demonstrates which social structures (e.g. identity, ideologies, myths and historical 
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experiences) left traces on the opinion discourses, and how the produced discourses 

ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜκǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŜ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳe. 

Finally, chapter nine concludes the thesis by summarising the findings, explains the 

outcomes oŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

discourse studies and securitisation theory through the case of the Iran nuclear 

dispute. Then, I present the limitations of this research as well as suggestions for 

further studies at the end of this chapter. 
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Chapter Two 

LǊŀƴΩǎ bǳŎƭŜŀǊ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΥ The context of the situation 

 

In this chapter, I offer a brief overview of developmŜƴǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

programme since its launch during the previous Iranian regime. Then, I review the past 

research on this topic that was undertaken during the six years between 2012 and 

2018. The review of literature comprises two sections; onŜ ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

nuclear programme collected from language-related fields, and the other embraces 

studies on the same topic, from the fields of politics and international relations. The 

former mainly includes research on media discourses in Critical Discourse Studies 

(CDS) while the latter includes research on government discourses in Security Studies. 

2.1. History of IranΩǎ Nuclear Programme 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǿŀǎ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ƛƴ the 1950s when Iran and the United States 

signed a nuclear agǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨAtoms for PeaceΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ Lƴ мфстΣ 

the United States provided Iran with a 5-megawatt nuclear research reactor in order 

to establish the Tehran Nuclear Research Centre. The support of the United States 

ό¦Φ{Φύ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ Ŏƻƴǘinued until 

1979. In that year, as a result of an Islamic revolution, the pro-American government 

of Shah (king of Iran) collapsed. As a result of the change of regime, the relationships 

between Iran and the U.S. (the West in general) changed, and, consequently, most 

international nuclear cooperation with Iran stopped. However, in 1981, Iran 

announced that it intended to continue its nuclear activities and started negotiations 

with different countries (e.g. Argentina, France, Russia, China) to gain assistance in 

launching its nuclear programme (Tarock, 2006). 

Sensitivities rŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ŀǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ Khosravinik (2015), 

arose in 2002 when Mujahedin-e-ne Khalq (an organisation, then based in Iraq, which 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atoms_for_Peace
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opposes the Islamic Republic of Iran) declared that Iran had built covert nuclear 

facilities. Then, in 2003, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) announced 

that it had learned about the existence of two undeclared nuclear sites in Iran. 

Subsequently, the Iranian reformist government of Khatami signed an agreement with 

France, Germany and the U.K. to suspend the nuclear enrichment programme 

voluntarily and cooperate with the IAEA by approving an additional protocol (NPT). 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǎƛǘŜǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ L!9!. In 

ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŦƻǊ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴŜǿ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀǎǎǳǊŜd Iran that 

its rights to peaceful nuclear energy would be recognised. Towards the end of 2005 

and after Ahmadinejad assumed office as the new president, Iran moved towards 

ǊŜǎǳƳƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŜƴǊƛŎƘƳŜƴǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅΦ 

This time, the three European powers offered a package to Iran in return for 

abandoning enrichment, but Iran rejected the offer as inadequate and sustained its 

enrichment programme. The situation continued on the same route for the whole 

eight-year period oŦ !ƘƳŀŘƛƴŜƧŀŘΩǎ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ 

discontinuous and unsuccessful rounds of negotiation during this period as well. In 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ enrichment-related activities, from 2005 to 2012, the UN Security 

Council, U.S. Congress and EU adopted several resolutions that imposed more 

sanctions on Iran, and these affected its economic, diplomatic and military activities. 

However, in 2013, the new Iranian president, Hassan Rouhani, took a different 

direction with regard to the nuclear issue, which, by then, had turned into an 

unresolvable problem for both Iran and the entire world. As the first step, three days 

ŀŦǘŜǊ Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŀǳƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ wƻǳƘŀƴƛ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƴŜǿŀƭ ƻŦ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

programme. In September 2013, during the UN General Assembly meeting in New 

York, foreign ministers of the P5+1 (U.K., U.S., France, China, Russia and Germany) and 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ς Javad Zarif ς met. There was also a phone conversation 

between the U.S. and Iranian presidents; this was the first such conversation since the 

Islamic revolution of 1979. In November 2013, Iran and the P5+1 signed an initial 

agreement called the Joint Plan of Action, which was a broad framework to guide 

negotiations towards a comprehensive solution. In January 2014, after several rounds 

of negotiations in Geneva and Vienna, implementation of the Joint Plan of Action 
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ōŜƎŀƴΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘΣ ǘƘŜ L!9! ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭΦ Lƴ 

February 2015, another report by the IAEA confirmed that Iran was maintaining its 

commitments under the interim deal. In April 2015, Iran and the P5+1 agreed on a 

general framework that drafted the broad parameters of a nuclear deal. In May 2015, 

EU and Iranian negotiators met in Vienna to continue their drafting of a 

comprehensive agreement. Eventually, on 14 July 2015, after two years of intensive 

negotiations, Iran and the six world powers (P5+1) reached the final agreement on the 

ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǎŜǘǘƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƻƴƎ-lasting dispute. A 

brief tƛƳŜ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛǎǇǳǘe and negotiations is 

provided in Table 2.1. 

Table 2Φ мΦ ¢ƛƳŜ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

Years Events 

2002 ¶ 5ƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ 

2003 ¶ YƘŀǘŀƳƛΩǎ όLǊŀƴƛŀƴ ǊŜformist president) acknowledgement of 
LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘies 

¶ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ L!9!Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

¶ L!9!Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ LǊŀƴ ŦŀƛƭŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ƛǘǎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

¶ ¦ΦYΦΣ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎŜΩǎ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ǎƻƭǾŜ the 
nuclear issue 

 

2005 ¶ Election of Ahmadinejad as president of Iran 

¶ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǊŜǎumption of its nuclear activities 
 

2006 ¶ L!9!Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ LǊŀƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ 

¶ U.S., China and Russia joining the three European countries and, 
thus, forming the P5+1 

¶ First Security Council resolution against Iran 
 

2006ς2010 ¶ The Security Council passing six resolutions and imposing gradual 
sanctions on Iran 
 

2013 ¶ Election of Rouhani as the president of Iran 

¶ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ½ŀǊƛŦ όLǊŀƴΩǎ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊύ ŀƴŘ YŜǊǊȅ όǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ 
secretary of state) at the UN 

¶ wƻǳƘŀƴƛ ŀƴŘ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ǇƘƻƴŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

¶ Iran and the P5+1 reaching an interim agreement (joint plan of 
action) 

¶ Partial lifting of sanctions on Iran 
 

2014 ¶ CŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ Wǳƭȅ ŀƴŘ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŀŎƘing a 
comprehensive agreement 
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¶ Extension of deadline to June 2015 
 

2015 ¶ !ǇǊƛƭΩǎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŘŜŀƭ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ 
programme in return for removal of sanctions 

¶ Several extensions of negotiations for finalising the agreement in 
June and July 

¶ Agreement on final deal reached on 14 July after 17 days of 
continuous negotiations 

 

2.2. tǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ bǳŎƭŜŀǊ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ 
¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ 

since its disclosure in 2002. It extends over a wide range of disciplines from 

international relations and politics (e.g. security studies, peace studies, foreign policy 

and diplomacy) to language and communication (e.g. media studies, translation 

studies and critical discourse studies). Within each discipline, again, there exists a 

range of theoretical perspectives (e.g. neo/realism, structuralism, constructivism, etc.) 

and methodologies (e.g. case study, survey, interview, content analysis, narrative 

analysis, discourse analysis, etc.). For the purpose of the present research, I decided 

to limit the scope of the reviewed literature ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

programme from a constructivist discursive perspective. In the following sections, I 

have presented a number of studies from each of the two groups of disciplines, which 

were published during a period of six years covering three years before the 

achievement of the deal (2012 to 2015) and three years after it (2015 to 2018). 

2.2.1. Language-oriented studies 
In the discourse-oriented body of literature that I gathered from the fields of language 

and communication, almost all studies were carried out by Iranian scholars. Moreover, 

nearly all this research focused on media discourse and drew on CDS approaches, 

pŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ Ǿŀƴ 5ƛƧƪΩǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-cognitive model and van [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊ 

representation. There were also a few studies employing other frameworks, such as 

content analysis (Khanjani, 2017), narrative analysis (Oppermann & Spencer, 2018) 

and appraisal analysis (Ghane, Allami, & Mahdavirad, 2017). Apart from media 

discourse, some researchers looked into other discourses like Congress debates 

(Oppermann & Spencer, 2018), IAEA reports (Behnam & Mahmoudy, 2013) and 
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political speeches (Sharififar & Rahimi, 2015). Some of these studies that have been 

published in peer-reviewed journals are discussed here. 

Representation in Western media 

Kheirabadi and Alavi Moghaddam (2012) examined the representation of Iranian and 

Western actors in news articles written on the ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ōȅ 

international news agencies and newspapers (Associated Press, Reuters, The New York 

Times, The Wall Street Journal, AFP, etc.). Collecting 50 news articles published by 

these newspapers and agencies between November and December 2010, they 

ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ Ǿŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ (2008) socio-semantic network of social actors to study them. 

Their study focused on two mechanisms of Inclusion/Exclusion to discover which 

actors were highlighted in the news and which ones were backgrounded or 

suppressed. Their findings showed that, while Western figures were included in the 

news with their personal identities as peace-seekers, experts and law-makers, Iranian 

figures were either excluded or categorised with mass nouns (collectivised) or 

negative titles (Islamic regime, Shia regime). They also found that 83 per cent of 

quotes were from Western sources and that means that the voice of the Iranian side 

of the debate was almost entirely supressed. 

In another study by Shojaei, Youssefi, and Shams Hosseini (2013), headlines and lead 

paragraphs of 10 news articles published in five U.K. and five U.S. newspapers were 

analysed, according to van Dijk (1998) LŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ǉǳŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ CŀƛǊŎƭƻǳƎƘΩǎ (1995) 

notion of intertextuality, linguistic categories of lexicalisation and collocational 

patterns. These news articles were wrƛǘǘŜƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎΥ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

programme, sanctions against Iran and the Syrian crisis. Their study showed biased 

reporting of the events in terms of the use of negative collocational patterns for 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ όŜΦƎΦ develop weapons, attempt to obtain weapons, armed 

itself, nuclear armed IranΣ ŜǘŎΦύΣ Ψ{ŜƭŦκhǘƘŜǊΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ όƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ {ŜƭŦ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ 

delegitimate Other; punisher Self versus defiant Other; powerful and cautious Self 

versus dangerous and suspicious Other) and sourcing of voices or intertextuality (no 

voice given to Iranian officials). They concluded that the Western newspapers under 

study attempted to depict a negatively responsible and guilty image of Iran. 
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Youssefi, Baghban Kanani, and Shojaei (2013), in a similar manner to that of Shojaei et 

al. (2013),  also collected news reports from five U.K. and five U.S. newspapers to 

analyse their headlines and lead paragraphs. Their corpus consisted of 20 articles 

written about sanctions against Iran and dated from June to October 2010 as well as 

from January to July 2012. !ƎŀƛƴΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ Ǿŀƴ 5ƛƧƪΩǎ  (1998) Ideological 

{ǉǳŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ CŀƛǊŎƭƻǳƎƘΩǎ (1995) notion of intertextuality. More devices, such as 

transitivity, modality, presupposition and metaphors, were added to their analytical 

repertoire. Analysing news reports by applying these frameworks and categories, they 

concluded that the news, both explicitly and implicitly, projected a negative image of 

Iran and Iranian officials/organisations to legitimise the imposition of sanctions. In 

terms of intertextual properties of the texts, they stated that particular verbal 

processes were systematically selected for characterising the reported speech, in an 

attempt to depict Iran and Iranian officials/organisations as belligerent, guilty, unwise 

and irrationalΦ aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǾƻƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

news articles served to empower and justify what they said or did.  

Two other similar studies, Rashidi and Rasti (2012) and Atai and Mozaheb (2013), 

investigated discourse in Western media by drawing on van Leeuwen (1996) and van 

Dijk (1998), respectively. FocuǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŦƛǾŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ Ǿŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩs inventory of 

social actor representation (inclusion/exclusion, activation/passivation, 

association/dissociation, individualisation/assimilation and personalisation/ 

impersonalisation), Rashidi and Rasti (2012) found out that Iran was mostly passivated 

in these media (The Economist, The Express, The Washington Post and The New York 

Times) except in relation to sensitive or negative actions like enriching uranium. 

Iranian actors were also shown to be assimilated and impersonalised in terms of their 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΦ !ǘŀƛ ŀƴŘ aƻȊŀƘŜōΩǎ (2013) examination of five British media (The Guardian, 

The Daily Telegraph, The Times, The Independent and BBC) revealed the recurrence of 

ŀ ŦŜǿ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ LǊŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΥ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

programme as a threat to the world; Iran as defiant and boastfulΤ ŀƴŘ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

programme having a rebellious nature. They argued that, using various linguistic tools 

like nominalisation, lexical choices and passivation, British media constructed a 

negative image for Iran and a positive image for the U.S. and its allies. 
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In a similar way to that of the above studies, I have examined the ways in which social 

ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜκŘŜŀƭ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ 

in American newspapers (see chapter five on representation). However, unlike these 

studies that focused on the news, I have concentrated on opinion articles and 

ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭǎΣ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ Ǿŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ (2008) categories of actor and action 

representation. 

Moving away from media discourse, Behnam and Mahmoudy (2013) examined 38 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ōȅ the Director General of 

the IAEA from нлло ǘƻ нлмнΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ CŀƛǊŎƭƻǳƎƘΩǎ 

(1989) three-dimensional framework (textual, discursive and sociocultural practices). 

At the micro-level, they investigated instances of negation and repetition in the texts 

and reached the conclusion that the purpose of using words like not, no, nor, un, 

never, any, none and rarely ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǇƛŎǘ LǊŀƴ ŀǎ ƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ L!9!Ωǎ 

demands and regulations. They also found that the result of repeating words, such as 

undeclared, uncertainties, inconsistencies, unresolved, concerned, possible military 

dimension and contaminationΣ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŀ 

mysterious and non-peaceful image. At the meso-level, they examined the discursive 

strategies of persuasion and argumentation, and concluded that the reports created 

an atmosphere of doubt ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎǘǊǳǎǘ ŀōƻǳǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ōȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ 

uncertain information to the readers. Finally, the authors believed that, at the macro-

level, the reports aimed to force Iran to stop its nuclear programme or, at least, to 

accept the obligations set out by the IAEA. 

Representation in Western and Iranian media 

In addition to above-mentioned studies, which investigated representation of the 

nuclear issue in Western discourse, there were also some comparative studies of 

Iranian and Western newspapers as well as others examining only the discourse of the 

Iranian press. 

In this regard, the representational strategies of the Los Angeles Times and the Tehran 

Times were compared and contrasted in a study by Ahmadian and Farahani (2014). 

They collected three news reports from each newspaper between May and June 2010 
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and compared ŀƴȅ ǘǿƻ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƻǇƛŎΦ !ƎŀƛƴΣ Ǿŀƴ 5ƛƧƪΩǎ 

(2000) Ideological Square was the framework adopted for investigating how the same 

event was represented by two newspapers. Looking for instances of discursive 

strategies suggested by Van Dijk (disclaimer, illegality, history as a lesson, hyperbole, 

vagueness, etc.), they found that lexicalisation (i.e. use of negative/positive terms and 

labels), repetition, vagueness (i.e. the use of vague expressions like very or few), 

ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭƛǘȅ όƛΦŜΦ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ψ¢ƘŜƛǊΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎύ ŀƴŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ǿŜre the 

most frequently used strategies to realise the two macro-ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ Ψ{ŜƭŦΩ 

ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ǇŀǇŜǊǎΦ Sivandi Nasab and Dowlatabadi 

(2016) also compared the same newspapers (Los Angeles Times and Tehran Times) 

ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ όǾŀƴ 5ƛƧƪΩǎ LŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ǉǳŀǊŜύ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛƴƎ 

eight news reports related to Iraƴ ŀƴŘ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

ƛǎǎǳŜΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ !ƘƳŀŘƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ CŀǊŀƘŀƴƛΩǎ (2014) claim 

that the newspapers ς predictably ς utilised the macro-strategies of positive Self and 

negative Other representation, the strategies they listed as those used most 

frequently in these papers were different from those noted in Ahmadian and 

CŀǊŀƘŀƴƛΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ Sivandi Nasab and Dowlatabadi (2016): the Los Angeles 

Times employed mainly authoritativeness (i.e. appeal to authorities), explanation, 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭƛǘȅ όƛΦŜΦ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƘŜŀǊκǎŀȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ΨhǳǊΩ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎύ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŦŀŎǘǳŀƭ 

means (i.e. negative conditional predictions); and Tehran Times resorted to actor 

description, hyperbole, lexicalisation, repetition and situation description (see van Dijk 

(2000), for more explanation of these categories). 

In a study focusing solely on the Iranian press ς though as a part of a larger project 

investigating the discourse of British and Iranian newspapers ςKhosravinik (2014) 

examined the discourse of Kayhan (i.e. Galaxy), a major conservative Iranian 

newspaper, regarding the nuclear programme. Articles published in this newspaper in 

January 2006 were gathered and explored by the researcher to discover how linguistic 

and argumentative strategies were applied by this newspaper to realise the general 

macro-ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻŦ όŘŜύƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ /ƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ Ǿŀƴ 5ƛƧƪΩǎ (2000) findings, 

Khosravinik (2014) pointed out that the (de)legitimation strategy used in this 

ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ŏƻƴǎǘruction of a dual conflicting world 
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of Us (anti-America, anti-Imperialism, Muslims, etc.,) and Them (America, West, 

Imperialists). He observed that both commentary articles and news reports in the 

Kayhan contributed to anti-Americanism and political Islamism. Topics that were 

discussed frequently in the paper were chosen to depict the strength of Iran against 

ǘƘŜ ²Ŝǎǘ όƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǳƴƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ LǊŀƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƛƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘύΦ Khosravinik (2014) reported that discourse on the 

nuclear programme was part of a larger discourse on global anti-Americanism, the 

Arab world, the Middle East, Islamism, Palestine/Israel, Syria and 

Ahmadinejad/internal politics; however, it formed the largest discourse (in terms of 

content) in the newspaper. 

All these studies that investigated the representational aspects of different discourses 

are referred to in chapter five of this thesis and their findings have been compared 

and contrasted with the present research. Nevertheless, in comparing my findings 

with previous studies, I have tried to remain sensitive to two facts: those studies were 

undertaken at a different time (earlier than my study) and, thus, political 

circumstances might not have been identical; and they focused on news articles while 

I have explored commentary articles. 

Argumentation and dialogue in media 

Apart from the above studies that investigated the representational aspects of the 

reporting of LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ŀ ŦŜǿ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛve 

features, dialogic stance taking or framing in media discourse, or scrutinised these 

aspects in addition to their studies of representational features. 

For example, Khosravinik (2014), at the argumentation stage of his study, examined 

the use of topoi4 in Kayhan (the Iranian fundamentalist newspaper). He found out that 

argumentation for the constǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ Ψ{ŜƭŦΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŘŜƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩΣ 

regarding the nuclear programme in this paper, was rooted mainly in the conservative 

rhetoric of Islamic Iran. He identified two micro and macro-legitimatory strategies 

                                                           
4 Topoi are defeasible generalisations that are employed to find or produce plausible arguments in 
natural language discourse. They were originally introduced by Aristotle in Classical Rhetoric. Walton 
(2007) defines topoi or argumentation schemes aǎ άǇǊŜƳƛǎŜ-conclusion inference structures that 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜέ όǇ. 26). 
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employed by Kayhan. The macro-legitimatory approach was founded on the 

ideological frames of post-ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ LǊŀƴ όŜΦƎΦ ǘƘŜ LǎƭŀƳƛŎ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŜǘŜǊƴŀƭ 

confrontation with the West, the Islamic Republic as the model for all oppressed 

nations, etc.). Khosravinik identified a list of topoi that Kayhan used to recontextualise 

the issue of the nuclear programme within such frames: the topos of strength and 

defiance (we are right because we are strong and we are defying them); the topos of 

resistance (we are right because we are resisting); and the topos of threat and invasion 

(we are right because they are threatening). The aim of these macro-strategies was to 

ŘŜƭŜƎƛǘƛƳƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳƛŎǊƻ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ Khosravinik 

(2014), focused on positive self-ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩΦ ¢ƘŜ 

ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ƳƛŎǊƻ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƻǎ ƻŦ rights and laws (we are right 

because the law is saying so). This strategy was obvious in news and in commentaries 

produced by chief negotiators and foreign ministry officials, who preferred to draw on 

international laws (rather than on revolutionary and ideological rhetoric) in order to 

prove their claims. 

In another study by Rasti and Sahragard (2012), the commentary articles from a British 

magazine-format newspaper (The Economist) published between 2007 and 2010 were 

collected and examined in liƎƘǘ ƻŦ ²ƻŘŀƪΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ǿŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ 

representational resources. In addition to investigating patterns of referential and 

predicational strategies, they scrutinised the argumentative strategies of the articles 

by drawing on Reisigl and WoŘŀƪΩ (2001) typology of topoi. They listed a number of 

topoi used in The Economist ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ 

Their list included topoi of danger, burden, responsibility, reality, history, authority, 

etc. Rasti and Sahragard (2012) discussed these topoi as if they were working 

separately in the newspaper discourse for the legitimisation of the West and 

delegitimisation of Iran without pursuing a common goal; each topos was described 

in terms of its function for (de)legitimising actions of a specific actor. They did not 

demonstrate how these topoi worked together to achieve a macro-claim/conclusion 

(e.g. taking a specific path of action in response to the situation being discussed). 

In a study concentrating solely on the argumentative dimension of editorials, 

Hosseinpour and Heidari Tabrizi (2016) explored the use of five topoi in editorials 
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published in The New York Times between 2010 and 2015. They focused on topoi of 

advantage, disadvantage, reality, history and threat from RŜƛǎƛƎƭ ŀƴŘ ²ƻŘŀƪΩ (2001) 

typology. Their findings showed that these five topoi were means used to justify a 

systemically biased portrayal of Iran as uncooperative and criminal. Hosseinpour and 

Heidari Tabrizi (2016) argued that the ultimate function of these topoi in The New York 

Times was to prepare the ground for the imposition of more sanctions on Iran. 

Contrary to the work of Rasti and Sahragard (2012), who focused only on the 

όŘŜύƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƻǊȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƻǇƻƛΣ IƻǎǎŜƛƴǇƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ IŜƛŘŀǊƛ ¢ŀōǊƛȊƛΩǎ (2016) study 

was more coherent and comprehensive in dealing with topoi (showing how they 

worked together to support a macro-claim of action). This difference might be a result 

of the narrower scope of the study (working solely on argumentative strategies) when 

it is compared with Rasǘƛ ŀƴŘ {ŀƘǊŀƎŀǊŘΩǎ (2012) extensive study. 

Given that these three studies, in a similar way to that of my study, examined the 

argumentative dƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΣ L ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ 

them in chapter seven on argumentation in order to compare my findings to theirs. 

Ghane et al. (2017) compared the dialogic positioning of journalists in news as well as 

in opinion articles from five Iranian and five Western media (from the U.S., the U.K. 

and Israel). They drew on Martin aƴŘ ²ƘƛǘŜΩǎ (2005) Appraisal model to identify 

stance markers in their corpus. Their findings revealed that both Iranian and Western 

media made use of various linguistic devices, such as denial (no or never), counter-

expectation (but or although) and concur (naturally or of course), to strengthen their 

claims and, accordingly, tended towards contractive rather than expansive dialogic 

positioning (not giving space to opposite or alternative opinions). Western media were 

shown to use even more contractive devices than did their Iranian counterparts. 

The study by Ghane et al. (2017) is similar to some of the analyses presented in chapter 

six and has been mentioned there. 

2.2.2. Politically-oriented studies 
¢ƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ L ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

programme conducted by scholars in politics and international relations. This group 

ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƻƴ LǊŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ regarding the 

nuclear issue and the discursive construction of the relationship between the two 
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nations. Viewing international relations from a constructivist perspective, all these 

studies examined how ideas and emotions impacted the nuclear conflict and the 

relationship between the two countries in general. 

Shoaib (2015) analysed the IranςU.S. relationship and, sǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ΨƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǎǘŀƴŘ-

ƻŦŦΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾƛǎǘ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ IŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

ŘƛǎǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŘǊƛǾŜƴΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ ¢ƻ put it simply, he argues that the discourses of Iranian 

and American officials are dominated by negative-Other representations that stem 

from the ideologies of each and are part of their own self-understanding (identity). 

According to him, when these ideological and identity-oriented discourses were 

ΨƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ǘƘŜȅ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜƴƳƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ 

problems between the two countries. Shoaib (2015) discussed the historical factors 

that led to the formation of the nuclear stand-ƻŦŦΦ IŜ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀŦǘŜǊ 

the Islamic Revolution as entrenched in Islamic anti-West ideology. This new Iranian 

identity was the outcome of an attempt by the Islamic clergy to form a new identity 

for the nation by rejecting all Western values that the Shah had aimed to promote in 

the country. This attempt was reinforced by the LǊŀƴƛŀƴǎΩ historical memories about 

Western interferences in their country while this new Iranian identity was perceived 

as a threat by the West. The U.S. was especially afraid that Iran would challenge its 

interests and status in the Middle East. Shoaib (2015) interpreted the achievement of 

the nuclear deal as a mutual compromise and the result of a change in discourse and 

ǘƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƻǊǎ όŜΦƎΦ 

their description of the deal as a win-win negotiation or their emphasis on diplomacy 

for resolving problems); however, he maintained that keeping the nuclear agreement 

required continuous joint efforts for building trust and deconstructing the existing 

negative perceptions and ideas. 

Reinke de Buitrago (2016)Σ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻƴ Ψ¢ƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ¦Φ{Φ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ LǊŀƴΩΣ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅŀƭ ƻŦ LǊŀƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŜƴŜƳȅΣ ŀƴ ŀƎƎǊŜǎǎƻǊΣ ŀ 

terrorism-sponsor and a threat to U.S. security, the Middle East and, even, the whole 

world had determined U.S. foreign policy towards Iran. By focusing on the relationship 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ ǎƘŜ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ LǊŀƴ ŀǎ 
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the by-product of thŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ¦Φ{Φ Ψ{ŜƭŦΩ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜŘ ōȅ 

historical mistrust and traumas. Reinke de Buitrago (2016) discussed the alleviation of 

ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ LǊŀƴ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅ ŀǎ 

the result of the attempt of the presidents of the two countries to build trust and 

exǇǊŜǎǎ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΥ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƴƎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ 

ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎƘŜ ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƘƛŦǘ 

ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎΩ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ŀǎǎƻŎiated with 

mistrust and traumatic experiences. The most notable was the Iranian hostage-taking 

of Americans in 1979 ς especially because any such change in perceptions would lead 

ǘƻ άǳƴǎŜǘǘƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅέ (p. 160). Reinke de Buitrago also emphasised the 

importance of provoking emotions in legitimising leadeǊǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ 

explained why some American politicians are reluctant to reduce the emotional 

content of their discourse towards Iran. 

In a similar study, Duncombe (2016) indicated the importance of representation and 

recognition in international relations. She discussed the IranςU.S. nuclear conflict, 

specifically, as a struggle for recognition. Interviewing 45 Iranian and American 

officials, experts, academics, etc., and analysing policy documents, news articles and 

public speeches, she identified the representational patterns that Iranians and 

Americans used in their identity formation and recognition of the Ψ{ŜƭŦΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ΨhǘƘŜǊΩΦ  Duncombe explained the ways in which these dual representations led to 

ƳƛǎǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 

reactions by each state in order to counter the misrecognition. On the one hand, the 

¦Φ{ΦΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ Ψǿƻrld lŜŀŘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƎƻƻŘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŜƳƳŜŘ 

ŦǊƻƳ ƳȅǘƘǎ ƻŦ Ψ!ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƳΩΣ Ψ!ƳŜǊƛŎŀ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜŘ ƭŀƴŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƴƴƻŎŜƴǘ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ LǊŀƴ ŀǎ ΨƛǊǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎΩ Ŏaused 

misrecognition of and disrespect to Iran. On the ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ Ψŀ 

ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊƛǳƳǇƘŀƴǘ {Ƙƛŀ ǎǘŀǘŜΩ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘ 

{ŀǘŀƴΩΣ Ψŀ ōǳƭƭȅΩΣ Ψŀƴ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŜǊΩΣ Ψŀ ƳŀƴƛǇǳƭŀǘƻǊΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀǊǊƻƎŀƴǘΩ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ 

identity and self-representation. Duncombe argued that understanding these dual 

representations and their resultant misrecognitions is necessary for interpreting the 

ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ƻŦ LǊŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ǎƛƴŎŜ άƳƛǎǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŦŜŜƭƛngs of 
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disrespect that trigger state action leading toΣ ƻǊ ŜȄŀŎŜǊōŀǘƛƴƎΣ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎǊƛǎŜǎέ 

(Duncombe, 2016, p. 640). 

These studies are noteworthy as they discuss the role of identity and emotions, and 

their discursive representation in international relations. In a similar way, I have 

explained how American social structures, including national identity, ideologies, 

ƳȅǘƘǎΣ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ŜǘŎΦΣ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ όŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƻŦ 

political elites) and affected the relationship between Iran and the U.S. (see chapter 

eight). 

Hurst (2016) ŘǊŜǿ ƻƴ tǳǘƳŀƴΩǎ (1988) ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ΨƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀǎ ŀ Ψǘǿƻ-ƭŜǾŜƭ ƎŀƳŜΩ ǘƻ 

discuss the role of American and Iranian domestic politics in the ratification of the 

ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ tǳǘƳŀƴΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΣ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ƛƴǘŜǊƴational 

negotiation to succeed, it needs to be accepted by both the negotiating governments 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ΨŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ όƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎκŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎύΦ .ȅ 

discussing four cases of successful and unsuccessful rounds of negotiations between 

Iran and the U.S. regarding the nuclear issue from 2009 to 2015, Hurst demonstrated 

the ways in which domestic politics played a critical role in determining the fate of 

those negotiations. In addition to domestic groups and the public, relying on KƴƻǇŦΩǎ 

(1993) argument about the role of allies in shaping negotiations, Hurst showed that 

Israel as an ally had an important role in influencing the attitudes of American 

domestic groups towards negotiations. However, he argued that, contrary to 

tǳǘƳŀƴΩǎ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƘƛƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ 

of negotiations, Iranian public support of the deal was a facilitative factor for the 

achievement of the nuclear deal. Moreover, he contended that, again uƴƭƛƪŜ tǳǘƳŀƴΩǎ 

hypothesis that authoritarian regimes have more autonomy from their domestic 

constituencies and are less under the influence of their people, the effect of domestic 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ǿŀǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩs ΨŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-ƳŀƪƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŀƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ΦS. 

Rubaduka (2017) ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ DŜƻǊƎŜ ²Φ .ǳǎƘ ŀƴŘ .ŀǊŀƪ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ 

ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀǎ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ securitisation and de-securitisation 

respectively. Employing Buzan, Waever, and De Wilde (1998) framework of 

securitisation, he focused on the ways in which the two presidents perceived Iran as 

a threat and portrayed that in their discourse. Rubaduka (2017) ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ .ǳǎƘΩǎ 
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approach towards Iran as coercive anŘ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ LǊŀƴΩs influence through 

ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ .ǳǎƘ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎƻ ōȅ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ƛƭƭƛŎƛǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ Ψ²ƻǊƭŘ ²ŀǊ LLLΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ IƻƭƻŎŀǳǎǘΩΦ 

Regarding Obama, his approach was shown to be diplomatic; even the imposition of 

sanctions by Obama was intended to force Iran to accept negotiations. In other words, 

ǳƴƭƛƪŜ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ .ǳǎƘΩǎ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ǿŜŀƪŜƴ LǊŀƴΣ 

sanctions for Obama were the pre-requisite for promoting diplomacy. However, there 

was a shift in his discourse after 2013. While, before the start of negotiations in 2013, 

hōŀƳŀΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ .ǳǎƘΣ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ нлмоΣ ƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ 

progress in negotiations and the possibility of achieving an agreement. 

Austin and Beaulieu-Brossard (2018), in a study that aimed to theorise the 

ΨǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎ ŜƴŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜ-ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

nuclear programme as such a case. They argued that, contrary to the common 

understanding in Securitisation Theory that de-securitisation is a normatively positive 

process (de-securitisation means getting back to normal; it is the positive counterpart 

of securitisation) that follows securitisation, it could happen at the same time as the 

securitising move and is not necessarily positive and ethically sound. Austin and 

Beaulieu-.ǊƻǎǎŀǊŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǎƻƳŜ ǉǳƻǘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴ 

nuclear deal and explained how he represented Iran as a threat to the U.S. and its 

allies and simultaneously differentiated between the hardliners in Iran (the broad 

threatening subject) and moderate Iranians. They maintained that this splitting of the 

threatening subject into securitised and de-securitised elements was a typical practice 

and believed that such pre-conditioned de-securitisation could be as violent as the 

securitisation itself rather than being positive and emancipatory as claimed by 

securitisation scholars. 

Similar to these studies, I have discussed domestic political rivalries in the American 

context and the impact they had on IranςU.S. negotiations and on the process of 

securitising or de-securitising Iran and its nuclear programme. 
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2.3. Conclusion 

Emphasising the importance of the issue of IǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ 

international conflict, studies that I reviewed in the above sections examined it from 

various discursive angles. A variety of theories and methodologies was employed by 

the researchers to investigate the issue. Nevertheless, what they had in common was 

their discursive constructivist view. All studies, no matter whether they were from the 

field of language or politics, focused on discourse and how it shaped the dispute 

between Iran and the world powers, especially the U.S. Nevertheless, these two 

groups of studies can be differentiated according to their levels of analysis or their 

analytical focuses. While language-oriented studies had a more micro-discursive 

approach in their investigations of the issue, the politically oriented ones followed a 

macro-discursive approach. In other words, the former leaned towards the view of 

discourse as texts and carried out thorough textual analyses, while the latter group 

was closer to the broad understanding of discourse as world views/cultures 

comprising ideologies, myths, identities, etc. (see section 3.1.1). These different 

understandings of discourse were evident in their analyses and discussions; while the 

former collected specific texts to study (news reports, political speeches, etc.), the 

latter generally discussed the roles of the ideologies and identities of Americans and 

Iranians in the dispute without necessarily examining a specific discourse. 

Scrutinising the same topic and sharing similar theoretical and methodological 

perspectives as the reviewed studies, the present research project embraces both 

levels of analysis indicated above to offer a more comprehensive understanding of the 

issue. Initially, it examines a number of newspaper articles (micro-approach) and then 

explicates the ways in which national identities, myths, values and ideologies shaped 

those newspaper articles as one manifestation of the dispute as well as the ways in 

which these articles endeavoured to shape politics. However, since identities, values, 

ideologies, etc. are usually viewed as social rather than discursive factors in CDS (they 

are considered as social elements with discursive dimensions), these elements are 

discussed at the contextual level of analysis in this study. 
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Chapter Three 

Theoretical Foundations of the Research 

 
This chapter deals with the three frameworks that informed different aspects of the 

study (Critical Discourse Studies (CDS), Classical Rhetoric and Securitisation Theory). It 

includes reasons for applying these frameworks as well as their origins, principles and 

methodologies. CDS, classical rhetoric and securitisation theory are frameworks 

adopted from language studies, communication studies and international relations, 

respectively. The three have complemented one another in what they have 

contributed to this study. 

CDS as a programme (school) of discourse studies is the overarching framework that 

has established the main foundation of this research. CDS has offered me the meaning 

and function of a phenomenon known as Discourse and its status in a mutual, 

interactive relationship with the social context. In other words, it has provided me 

with a critical attitude towards the relationship between discourse and society as well 

as the mechanisms of their interaction. This means that CDS analysis gives an 

understanding of the social world as it is discursively and socially constructed ς though 

there is a range of different approaches and methods that can be applied for analysing 

such discursive construction (Wodak & Meyer, 2016a). In fact, the flexibility available 

in CDS regarding method and theory, and its emphasis on interdisciplinarity, mean 

that I have been able to seek out further theories that suited my particular data and 

topic of research. 

Therefore, bearing in mind the particular features of my data (opinion discourse), I 

searched for a framework that could aid me to examine their various textual aspects 

(the argumentative, representational and dialogic features of the opinion discourse). 

Conducting a comprehensive review of the literature, I found classical rhetoric, with 

its focus on persuasion and argumentation (two inseparable features of any opinion 

discourse) and its theoretical compatibility with CDS (as one of the many origins of 
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CDS), to be an appropriate foundation for conducting the textual investigation of the 

discourse under study (this will be discussed in the Methodology chapter). Thereby, 

classical rhetoric contributed to the analytical stage of this study. 

Again, inspired by the topic of the study (an international nuclear issue) and the 

particular genre on which I was working (newspaper commentary articles), I decided 

to draw on international relations and security studies so that I could explicate my 

textual findings from a political perspective. I was keen to find out which specific, 

immediate political goals were served by media debates on the Iran nuclear deal, 

apart from the general ideological function of producing and reinforcing relations of 

ǇƻǿŜǊ όŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴŎŜύ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ Ψ{ŜƭŦΩ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ 

representation. I believe that political discourse is principally constructed to achieve a 

practical purpose (encouraging an action). Therefore, in any study of political 

discourse, besides offering an explanation of findings in terms of how higher-order 

social structures are reflected in discourse or how discourse reproduces or resists 

them, the researcher should identify the immediate political function of that 

discourse. In other words, what needs to be primarily exposed is the function of that 

discourse in a larger political field. Thus, I employed a framework from international 

relations (securitisation theory) in order to illustrate clearly the abstract claims of CDS 

about discourse and society. Securitisation theory is especially useful because it 

provides this CDS research with a model for demonstrating how media discourse could 

create reality in the field of politics (of course, in conjunction with contextual 

ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ). To put it another way, securitisation theory is 

keen to demonstrate the ways in which discourses of socio-political elites can 

construct security threats; it focuses on showing how discourse actively ς rather than 

merely through conveying ideologies ς endeavours to constitute society. Therefore, 

since securitisation theory can be complementary to CDS when it is employed to study 

political discourses, I decided to draw on it for explaining the findings of my CDS study. 

3.1. Critical Discourse Studies 

CDS as a school/programme of discourse analysis follows a social critical approach 

towards the analysis of discourse. Scholars of this school consider language to be a 
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social practice and, for them, the context of language use is central in analysing 

discourse (N. Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). Regarding the emergence of CDS, 

Blommaert (2005) ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΩ ƻŦ /5{ ƛǎ ƳǳŎƘ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

deeper than it usually seems. He believes that, in order to trace the origins of CDS, 

one should go back to developments in the study of language after the Second World 

War. As he rightly argues, these developments were responses to the Chomskyan 

programme of linguistics of the late 1950s. The absence of social and cultural 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ /ƘƻƳǎƪȅΩǎ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǊ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǊŜŀŎǘions. The emergence of 

sociolinguistics in the early 1960s and then Hallidayan linguistics are two of these 

developments. 

IŀƭƭƛŘŀȅΩǎ {ȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ CǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ [ƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎǎ ό{C[ύ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛŜǎ /5{ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǇǊŜŘŜŎŜǎǎƻǊΣ 

Critical Linguistics (CL), (unlike Chomskyan grammar) focuses on the relationship 

between grammar and the social and personal needs that are realised through 

language (Halliday, 1970). 

Founded on HalliŘŀȅΩǎ Ǝrammar, the basic assumptions of critical linguistics, which are 

also evident in its later development (i.e. CDS), include: language is a social 

phenomenon; institutions, similar to individuals, have values systematically expressed 

in their language; texts are the relevant units of language in communication; and 

readers/hearers are not passive recipients in their relationships with texts (Kress, 

1989). Critical linguists (Fowler, Hodge, Kress, & Trew, 1979; Kress & Hodge, 1979) 

stressed the ideological potential of some grammatical forms, like passive structures, 

transitivity and nominalisation. These linguists viewed language as a ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ 

and emphasised the relationships between language, power and ideology. They 

ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛons 

beneath the propositions of such discourses (Fowler, 1996)Φ .ȅ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άŀƭƭ 

representation is mediated, moulded by the value-systems that are ingrained in the 

ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέΣ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ linguists put forward a critical agenda for 

linguistic analysis (Fowler, 1996, p. 4). 

Originating from critical linguistics, CDS also draws on SFL. Many researchers working 

within this school ς including myself ς adopt the linguistic categories of SFL grammar 

as the basis for their textual analysis. Wodak (2001b, p. 8), for example, emphasises 
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that understanding the core assumptions of SFL is the prerequisite to understanding 

CDS properly. SFL, with its social orientation, can give an appropriate account of how 

nuances of social life are realised through language. However, as Wodak rightly 

reminds us, while these grammatical forms (and other discursive tools like certain 

metaphors, argumentative fallacies, rhetorical devices and presuppositions) are useful 

at the textual level of CDS for describinƎ άǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέΣ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

explanation of the problem under investigation requires linking those descriptions 

ǿƛǘƘ άǎƻŎƛƻ-political and historical conteȄǘέ (Wodak, 2011, p. 42). 

Overall, CDS was established on the grounds that linguistic analysis could offer a 

valuable further perspective for existing approaches to social critique by bringing all 

these developments together (Blommaert, 2005, p. 22). Thereby, CDS scholars focus 

mostly on institutional, political, gender and media discourses, which are the sites for 

relations of struggle and conflict (Wodak, 2001b, p. 2). Considering that CDS embraces 

several schools of thought and different research trends, Wodak (2001b, p. 4) believes 

that CDS scholars are united by their research agenda and domains of investigation 

rather than by having a common theory or methodology. The (re)production of 

discrimination and inequalities through discourse, and the ways in which discourses 

obscure such power relations, are the common interests among CDS researchers (N. 

Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). Two features of CDS that make it different from other 

approaches to discourse analysis are being problem-oriented and interdisciplinary; 

these characteristics are evident in this research project as it investigates an enduring 

international problem and crosses the boundaries of the three disciplines of 

linguistics, communication studies and international relations. The other distinctive 

features of CDS are its view of discourse as constitutive of and constituted by society 

(Meyer, 2001, p. 30) and its active socio-political engagement. 

Since discourse and critique constitute the building blocks of CDS, I have presented 

short overviews of them in the next two sections. 

3.1.1. Social Constructivism and approaches to discourse analysis and media 

studies 
Most of approaches to discourse analysis including CDS, Laclau and Mouffe (1985) 

Discourse Theory, and Discursive Psychology share a social constructivist starting 
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point. Social constructivism is an overarching term covering a number of theories 

about culture and society that hold a critical view towards positivist and universalistic 

epistemologies. The concept Social Construction was introduced to social sciences by 

two American sociologists, Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann (1966) in their book 

named The Social Construction of Reality. Two terms of reality and knowledge play the 

pivotal role in .ŜǊƎŜǊ ŀƴŘ [ǳŎƪƳŀƴƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΦ The main argument of their theory of 

social constructivism is that άreality is socially constructed, and that the sociology of 

knowledge must analyse the process in which it ƻŎŎǳǊǎέ όмфссΣ ǇΦ мпύΦ Larochelle and 

Bednarz (1998, p. 5) state, cƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾƛǎƳ άōǊŜŀƪǎ ǊŀŘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 

empirico-realism, which claims to encode reality in terms of substances and 

phenomena which are independent of the observer involved. So doing, it challenges 

age-old beliefs which maintain that facts speak for themselves, that knowledge is the 

reflection of ontological reality, and that language objectively reŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ. 

The key epistemological assumptions that form the basis of all social constructivist 

approaches including discourse analytical approaches (e.g. CDS and Laclau and 

aƻŦŦŜΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ) and many approaches to cultural and media studies are as 

follow: 

¶ A critical approach to taken-for-granted knowledge: knowledge of the world is 

not objective. We know the world through discourse and discourse is not a 

direct reflection of reality. Our knowledge of reality is constructed and 

mediatised (Burr, 1995). 

¶ Cultural and historical specifity: we as humans are cultural and historical beings 

and our knowledge is also contextualised in a specific time and place and is the 

result of our interaction with other humans. Therefore, our understanding of 

ourselves and the world is contingent and can change over time (Burr, 1995). 

¶ Link between knowledge and social processesΥ άƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 

social interaction in which we construct common truths and compete about 

ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘǊǳŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƭǎŜέ (Jorgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 5).  

¶ Link between knowledge and social actionΥ άǿƛǘƘƛƴ a particular worldview, 

some forms of action become natural, others unthinkable. Different social 

understandings of the world lead to different social actions, and therefore the 
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social construction of the knowledge and truth has social consequŜƴŎŜǎέ ό.ǳǊǊΣ 

1995, p. 5). 

In addition to the above principles, discourse analytical approaches like CDS and Laclau 

ŀƴŘ aƻŦŦŜΩǎ theory are similar in their view of language as the only medium through 

which we access the world and share the belief that human subject are constructed in 

discourse (i.e. language is not just a tool used by human to express themselves; human 

subjects change in the process of using language). They also pursue a critical goal that 

is uncovering power relations in society. However, according to Jorgensen and Phillips 

(2002), they differ in two points; the extent to which discourse constructs the world 

and their analytical focus. While CDS considered discourse or discursive practice as 

one element of social practice that is in a dialectical relation with other social 

eleƳŜƴǘǎΣ [ŀŎƭŀǳ ŀƴŘ aƻŦŦŜΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƻƴ Ǉƻǎǘ-structuralist 

principle that does not differentiate between discursive and non-discursive 

dimensions of the social practice. In other words, the former views discourse as both 

constitutive of and constituted by the social world, but the latter believes that 

discourse is fully constitutive of the world. Therefore, if we consider a continuum, 

approaches and theories that view discourse as only a mechanical reflection of reality 

(positivist/realist theories of knowledge) are on the left side of the continuum; CDS is 

positioned in the middle; and [ŀŎƭŀǳ ŀƴŘ aƻǳŦŦŜΩǎ discourse theory is towards the far-

right end. The other difference between the two approaches to discourse analysis is 

their analytical interests. While CDS focuses on analysing everyday uses of language 

and their consequences for changing the world, discourse theory is interested in 

άƳƻǊŜ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀǘ ŀ Ǉŀrticular point in 

time or within specƛŦƛŎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŘƻƳŀƛƴέ όWƻǊƎŜƴǎŜƴ ϧ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎΣ нллнΣ ǇΦ нлύΦ  

When it comes to constructivist media studies, the focus is specifically on the role of 

media in social construction of reality. According to Adoni and Mane (1984), there are 

three types of social reality: objective reality experidonienced as the outside objective 

world; symbolic reality that is the symbolic expression of the objective reality in art, 

ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŘƛŀ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΤ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ άǿƘŜǊŜ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ 

ǘƘŜ ǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎ ǊŜŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ƻǿn 

subjective ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ (Adoni & Mane, 1984, p. 328). Two popular trends in 



36 
 

communication and media studies have been investigating the portrayal of objective 

social reality by media that is the relationship between symbolic and objective realities 

(Hall, 1977; McQuail, 1983) and the influeƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛŀ ƻƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

objective social reality or the relationship between symbolic and subjective realities 

(Hawkins & Pingree, 1980). According to Adoni and Mane (1984), the extent to which 

media content as the symbolic reality can influence portrayal of objective reality or 

ǎƘŀǇŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ distance of social elements from 

direct experience. Consistent with media dependency theory, they argue that the 

more distant a social element or event ƛǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ 

media-dependent the public are for their knowledge of those elements, and the more 

the influence of media on public is.  

In addition to the above approaches that only focus on the interaction between two 

realities, there are also some holistic constructivist approaches to media and cultural 

studies that examine the three types of reality together that is the interaction among 

ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ƳŜŘƛŀΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

reality in which they live. Critical studies by Neo-Marxist scholars like members of 

Frankfurt School and CDS scholars are mainly among this group (Althusser, 1971; N. 

Fairclough, 1995; Hall, 1977; Horkheimer & Adorno, 1972). In their critiques of the 

ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛǎǘ ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩΣ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ 

including media products is ǘƻ άǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘing social order and to provide the 

ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ό!Řƻƴƛ ϧ aŀƴŜΣ мфупΣ ǇΦ оонύΦ 

3.1.2. Discourse in CDS 
Prominent CDS scholars, namely Fairclough, van Dijk, Reisigl and Wodak, see discourse 

similarly as semiosis. Discourse, in their ǾƛŜǿǎΣ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎΥ ŀ άƳǳƭǘƛŘimensional social 

ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴέ (van Dijk, 2009, p. 67)Τ άƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ-making as an element of social 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎέ (N. Fairclough, 2009, p. 162)Τ ƻǊ άŀ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ-dependent semiotic 

practices that are situated within specific fieƭŘǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ (Reisigl & Wodak, 

2009, p. 89). Their definitions of discourse embrace several features such as: 

¶ discourse is any form of meaning-making or communication (semiotic 

practice), not just language communication; 
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¶ discourse is embedded in its context (both its immediate context of situation 

and the macro-social-historical context) and its reality cannot be grasped 

without taking its context of occurrence into account; 

¶ discourse is a goal-oriented social activity serving higher-order social 

structures. 

They see discourse as socially constituted and socially constitutive, related to 

a macro-topic and linked to argumentation involving several social actors who 

have different points of view. 

Nevertheless, these scholars still believe that discourse is a term that is contested too 

much to be defined precisely. This contestation arises from the multifunctional nature 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎΣ 

phenomena or processes concurrently. It ranges from a unit of language above the 

level of a sentence to a social practice, and from an oral or a written form of language 

use to signs and music. As indicated by Wodak and Meyer (2009), this diversity or 

ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƭƛƴked partly to three traditions: the 

German tradition of associating discourse with text linguistics; the American tradition 

of viewing discourse as both written and oral text; and the Foucauldian tradition that 

sees discourse as a form of knowledge. In fact, in discourse studies, there is a 

continuum ranging from more-concrete views of discourse to more-abstract 

understandings of it or from seeing discourse as a linguistic object (in pragmatics and 

conversation analysis) to considering it as the whole social reality (post-structuralist 

discourse analysis). In this regard, van Dijk (2009, p. 67) maintains that discourse is 

ǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ άŀ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ όǾŜǊōŀƭΣ ƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭύ ƻōƧŜŎǘ όƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǎŜquences or 

words or sentences), an action (such as an assertion or a threat), a form of social 

interaction (like a conversation), a social practice (such as a lecture), mental 

representation (a meaning, a mental model, an opinion, knowledge), an interactional 

or communicative event or activity (a parliamentary debate), a cultural product 

όǘŜƭŜƴƻǾŜƭŀύΣ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ŀƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎƻƳƳƻŘƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎƻƭŘ ŀƴŘ ōƻǳƎƘǘ όƴƻǾŜƭύέΦ 

In my opinion, all these understandings of discourse are valid in CDS as, at any stage 

of a piece of CDS research, researchers may focus on a different meaning of discourse 

(e.g. discourse as the linguistic object for the analysis; the social practices operating 
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under the influence of specific forms of knowledge; or the thought-systems or world 

views). At the textual level of analysis in this research project, discourse is considered 

to be the written texts of opinion articles and editorials that ς as discursive practices 

ς represent a social practice (an outside reality). At the contextual level, on the other 

hand, these discourses are themselves viewed as social practices/actions serving 

higher-order social processes. At both these levels, discourse is seen as manifesting 

ideologies and power relations as well. In addition, the term discourse is used in this 

study in conjunction with other nouns or adjectives to refer to a particular way of 

perceiving the world from a specific perspective (e.g. pro-deal discourse) or a 

particular way of using language in a specific field (e.g. political discourse). Overall, as 

mentioned in Chapter One, according to Weiss and Wodak (2003) and Fairclough 

(2003; 2009), level of abstractness, topic, and perspective are three factors that 

determine the meaning of discourse as it is used in different parts of this study. 

3.1.3. Critique in CDS 
The concept of critique comes mainly from Critical Theory of Frankfurt School and its 

emphasis on changing society for the better rather than merely describing or 

understanding it (as is the case with traditional theory). Critical theory, founded on 

Marxist views, pursues an emancipatory mission of raising awareness in society 

regarding hidden aspects of power and ideology. Critical theorists argue that ideology 

ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ΨƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ŜƳŀƴŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ (Geuss, 1981). Critical discourse 

studies, as its name suggests, follows a similar critical view towards society.5 Wodak 

ŀƴŘ CŀƛǊŎƭƻǳƎƘΩǎ approaches to CDS draw specifically on the critical theory of the 

Frankfurt School. CDS, in a similar way to that of other critically founded schools in 

social sciences, believes in the emancipatory goal of uncovering ideologies that serve 

discrimination and unequal power relations in society. This critical attitude, as 

described by van Dijk (1986), is the most distinguishing feature of CDS: 

Beyond description or superficial application, critical science in each domain 

asks further questions, such as those of responsibility, interests, and ideology. 

Instead of focusing on purely academic or theoretical problems, it starts from 

prevailing social problems, and thereby chooses the perspective of those who 

suffer most, and critically analyses those in power, those who are responsible, 

                                                           
5 It is ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭΩ ƛƴ /5{ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ƳŜŀƴ Ψǘƻ ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜΩ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ Ψǘƻ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜΩΦ 
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and those who have the means and the opportunity to solve such problems. 

(p. 4) 

Assuming a critical stand, CDS goes beyond the linguistic analysis of the text (e.g. 

semantic, syntactic and phonetic) and views the text in its broader social, political, 

economic, religious, cultural and cognitive contexts (this feature of CDS makes it 

appropriate to be used in conjunction with political theories such as securitisation 

theory). Moreover, the text is studied against the backdrop of other texts and 

discourses and is situated within the social practices that constitute and are 

constituted by this text (Alawadh, 2014, p. 38). By uncovering the relationship 

between social structures (in the form of power relationships, the ideology effect, 

identity formation, etc.) and discourse, CDS practitioners display the critical character 

of their approach (Blommaert, 2005; N. Fairclough, 2001b; Wodak & Meyer, 2009). 

The two concepts of power and ideology are central to this critical stand of CDS. As 

Wodak and Meyer (2009) point out, the aim of critique iǎ άŜȄǇƻǎƛƴƎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ 

power and unmasking ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέ (p. 8)Φ /5{ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀǎ άŀ 

fundamental condition of social life and attempts to establish a theory of language 

with power as ƛǘǎ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜέ (p. 10). However, it does not imply that issues for 

investigation in CDS have to be exceptionally serious or negative social or political 

topics. In fact, any social phenomena can be studied in CDS in order to be challenged 

and not taken for granted (Wodak & Meyer, 2016b). 

Most scholars working within the school of CDS are socially and politically committed 

to taking the side of those who are suffering and whose rights have been violated 

within their societies. They shŀǊŜ ŀ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ƛƴ άŜƳǇƻǿŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊƭŜss, 

giving voice to the voiceless, exposing power abuse, and mobilizing people against 

ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǿǊƻƴƎέ (Blommaert, 2005, p. 25). As argued by van Dijk (2001b, p. 96), CDS 

practitioners are proud of this shared goal (bias as he calls it) as CDS is discourse 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ άǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέ. By analysing the language of those in power, CDS 

demystifies the ways in which language is exploited in its service of power, and the 

way those relations of power and dominance can take the form of hegemony through 

discourse. Critique, according to N. Fairclough (1985), is making visible the 

interconnections and causeςeffect relationships of human matters, which may not be 
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transparent to the public view. Wodak (2001b, p. 2) also indicates that critical analysis 

is the examination of the ways in which social inequality (discrimination, power, 

dominance and control) is expressed, constituted and legitimised in discourse. 

According to Wodak (2001b, p. 3), CDS is inspired by three important insights: 

discourse is structured by dominance; discourse is situated in time and place 

(historically positioned); and dominant structures are legitimised by ideologies of 

elites. Inspired by the mentioned insights, CDS explicates how unequal power 

relations are manifested in social conventions as stable and natural (taken as given) 

through concealing the effects of power and ideology in meaning-production and how 

resistance against these conventions is regarded as a violation or breach of norms and 

laws. Finally, Reisigl and Wodak (2009, p. 87) suggest four qualities as constitutive of 

the critical stance of CDS. These qualities are context-embeddedness of data, 

ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ Ǉolitical positions, continuous self-reflection of 

the researcher and application of results for practical purposes. I specifically applied 

these features in my study by: examining the newspaper articles in their immediate as 

well as their macro-contexts (newspaper organisations and American/international 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎύΤ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴǎƘƛǇΤ 

introducing myself and acknowledging my own opinion regarding the topic under 

study. 

3.1.4. Methodological principles of CDS 
The methodological roots of CDS lie in several language-oriented fields, such as 

classical rhetoric, text linguistics, sociolinguistics, argumentation theory, pragmatics, 

literary criticism, etc. (Wodak, 2001b; Wodak & Meyer, 2015). Methodological 

approaches adopted by CDS researchers are as diverse as are the fields mentioned 

above. The reason for this diversity, as emphasised by the scholars working within the 

field, is that CDS is not a method for undertaking discourse analysis but, as Wodak and 

Meyer (2015, p. 37) ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ƛǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ άŀ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊest in social processes of power, 

ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΣ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΧΣ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴκŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ 

reflected in discourse. 

van Dijk (2013) also stresses that CDS is not a method for conducting discourse 

analysis. He continǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛǎ ŀ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻǊ άǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘέΣ ŀƴ άŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέ 
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ƻǊ άŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǎŜƴǘƛƴƎέ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ άǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘŜȄǘ 

aƴŘ ǘŀƭƪέΦ IŜ ŜǾŜƴ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ /5{ ƛǎ ŀ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƻǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘέΦ !ǎ Ǿŀƴ 5ƛƧƪ 

indicates, CDS can be carried out through grammatical, semantic, pragmatic, 

interactional, rhetoric, narrative or genre analysis, as well as through ethnography, 

interview, focus group or participant observation. Thereby, the choice of method in 

CDS should be based on research questions. In making a decision regarding which 

methodological tools to apply in a study, the researcher should take the aims, time, 

types of data and, generally, context of the research into account (van Dijk, 2013). 

Another methodological consideration in CDS is operationalisation: that is, how 

different approaches convert their theoretical concepts into methods and tools of 

analysis, and, particularly, how grand theories which are concerned with social macro-

structures are linked to concrete social interaction as text (Wodak, 2016). Wodak and 

Meyer (2009) state that it is at this operationalisation phase that the linguistic 

character of CDS becomes transparent since CDS, in contrast to some other discourse 

studies, relies mostly on linguistic categories, such as actors, mode, time, tense and 

argumentation. 

As explained in N. Fairclough, Mulderrig, and Wodak (2011), CDS entails a specific view 

ƻŦ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΦ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ άƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ 

informed through theory, this topic is further refined so as to construct the object of 

research. The choice of appropriate methods (data collection and mode of analysis) 

ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƴƎέ (p. 358). Wodak (2016) also indicates that the 

relationship between theory and discourse analysis in CDS is cyclic. According to this 

view, conducting a critical discourse study is a circular process. Theory and method in 

these studies influence each other. On the one hand, theory guides the process of 

formulating research questions that, in turn, influence data selection and analysis; on 

the other hand, interpretations based on discourse analysis may lead to modification 

of theory. Therefore, CDS methodology can be seeƴ ŀǎ άǊŜŎǳrsiveςŀōŘǳŎǘƛǾŜέ όǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ 

ǘƻ ƘŜǊƳŜƴŜǳǘƛŎǎύ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭςŘŜŘǳŎǘƛǾŜέ (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p. 28; 

2016a, p. 14). However, Wodak (2016) states that, though diversity is a distinctive 

feature of CDS methodology, there exists a number of stable features, such as being 
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interdisciplinary and eclectic, being problem-oriented and requiring linguistic 

expertise. 

From my point of view, this diversity in the theory as well as in the methodology of 

CDS provides a great opportunity for conducting research since the flexibility resulting 

from diversity makes CDS a suitable overarching framework for conducting critical 

studies in a variety of fields. However, there is a danger of losing sight of the issue or 

of moving too far from the original tenets, especially in the case of novice researchers. 

It happens, in particular, when studies that are labelled as CDS take neither the textual 

linguistic aspects of a discourse nor its social, political or cultural context into account. 

These studies usually make strong claims about the biased character of media or other 

discourses on the basis of insufficient evidence and without reflecting on their own 

potential biases. This is where most of the critiques of CDS are levelled. In the 

following section, I refer to some of these criticisms. 

3.1.5. Criticisms of CDS 
Since its foundation in the 1990s, critical discourse analysis (now called critical 

discourse studies) has come under criticism from various perspectives. Critics have 

frequently pointed to the theoretical eclecticism and methodological shortcomings of 

CDS (Tenorio, 2011). At the level of theory, CDS is criticised for adopting a variety of 

linguistic and social theories without scrutinising their compatibility. Critics believe 

that, by borrowing ideas from a variety of scholars, such as Marx, Gramsci and 

Habermas, as well as Bakhtin, Foucault, Bourdieu and Halliday, CDS scholars run the 

risk of mixing contradictory theoretical principles. Breeze (2011, p. 501) warns that 

άǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎƛǘǳŀtion in which the arguments from philosophy, politics and 

sociology are not fully worked out in terms that would be satisfactory to specialists in 

these disciplines, nor are the bases for language analysis firmly established in a way 

that is recognised by ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘǎέΦ 

The methodological shortcomings of CDS that are indicated by its critics concern 

stages of data collection and interpretation. In the case of the former, critics such as 

(Widdowson, 1995) claim that data collection procedures in CDS suffer from 

randomness and bias. Nevertheless, as rightly argued by Breeze (2011), such problems 

were more evident in the earlier works of CDS practitioners. Recent studies working 
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on larger collections of texts, especially those drawing on corpus tools, are not 

affected by this criticism. 

wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ /5{Ω flaws at the level of textual analysis, other critics such as Toolan 

(1997), Stubbs (1997) and Verschueren (2001) also argue that textual analysis in CDS, 

which is the basis for interpretation and discussion, is too narrow as CDS researchers 

usually focus on only one dimension of texts (e.g. experiential, relational or 

expressive) or on a few linguistic devices (e.g. passives or nominalisation). They 

contend that textual analysis in CDS needs to be more detailed and systematic in order 

to provide a solid ground for interpretation and explanation (stages two and three in 

CŀƛǊŎƭƻǳƎƘΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ /5{ύΦ 

The other criticism levelled at CDS concerns the relationship between discourse and 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻǊ /5{Ω ŎƭŀƛƳ ƻŦ άƻŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘion of ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘέ Breeze (2011, 

p. 512). In this regard, CDS is accused of assuming a particular relationship between 

society and discourse prior to analysing the data. In other words, working top-down, 

CDS adopts a specific view of social relations (e.g. discrimination, power abuse, etc.) 

and then searches for linguistic manifestations of those relations in the data. 

Blommaert (2001), for example, argues that many CDS scholars embark on their 

studies with some presuppositions ƭƛƪŜ ΨƳŜŘƛŀ ƘŀǾŜ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ōƛŀǎŜǎΩ ƻǊ ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛŀƴǎ 

ƳŀƴƛǇǳƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩΦ {ǳŎƘ ŦƛȄŜŘ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ƻver-simplification of the issues 

and ignorance of the immediate contextual factors. Other criticisms of CDS indicated 

by Blommaert (2001) include its focus on negative discourse, its lack of attention to 

social action for change, its reliance on available data, its being Eurocentric and its not 

being reflexive enough. 

Finally, another criticism raised mostly by Billig (2003) is the danger of aƴ ΨƛƴǘŜƭƭŜctual 

ƻǊǘƘƻŘƻȄȅΩΦ .ƛƭƭƛƎ ǿŀǊƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ /5{ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ. Given that 

/5{ ŀŎŎǳǎŜǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀǎ Ψƴƻƴ-ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭΩΣ ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǊǘǎΣ ōŜƛƴƎ 

ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ Ŏŀƴ ǘǳǊƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ΨǎŜƭŦ-admiratiƻƴΩ ǘŜǊƳΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ Ǉƻǎǎibility of CDS becoming 

the target of what it now criticises. 

Considering such comments and criticisms (as well as responses to them from CDS 

scholars), I attempted to avoid all the points raised by the critics in structuring this 
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thesis. Being vigilant to circumvent problems associated with theoretical eclecticism, 

I made sure that the three frameworks on which I drew at different stages of the study 

were fundamentally compatible. CDS, classical rhetoric and securitisation theory on 

which this research is grounded, are in harmony in terms of their constructivist view 

of language (referred to as discourse or rhetoric in these frameworks). They all share 

the constructivist view that discourse/rhetoric can shape our perceptions of reality. 

Regarding the methodological aspects, by conducting a detailed and thorough textual 

analysis that covered all three textual dimensions of the texts and by providing 

background information about myself as the researcher (self-reflection), I aimed to 

overcome typical accusations of CDS research as biased, simplistic and 

overgeneralised. In addition, by combining bottom-up and top-down approaches, I 

attempted to examine discourse in both its micro (immediate) and macro-contexts so 

that I could avoid ignoring the impacts of immediate contexts of situations 

(characteristics of authors, newspaper organisation, readers, etc.) in favour of a 

broader macro-contextual interpretation of the relationship between discourse and 

society (global power relations, ideology, national identity, etc.). 

As was shown through the whole section on CDS, it is concerned mainly with 

answering broad questions, such as: what specific representation of reality a specific 

discourse offers; how this representation fits in to the network of power relations in 

a society or at the global level; and whose interests it serves. In order to answer these 

questions, it is essential to operationalise CDS theoretical principles. Again, as cited 

above, CDS scholars believe that operationalisation of CDS concepts and tenets should 

be grounded on the aims of research as well as on the types of data. Accordingly, this 

research required a framework that could enable me to scrutinise different 

dimensions of the discourse under study (opinion discourse). Reviewing the literature, 

I found classical rhetoric suitable for the purpose of this research. Classical rhetoric 

helps to find out how an opinion discourse as a persuasive-argumentative rhetoric 

constructs a specific picture of the world and makes it appealing to its audience. In 

other words, it allows a number of how questions regarding the mechanisms of 

discursive work to be answered. 
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3.2. Classical Rhetoric 

The origins of rhetoric date back to ancient Greece where philosophers like Aristotle 

were interested in analysing persuasive discourses and explaining the strategies used 

by orators to make their discourses cogent and effective. They dealt with the issue of 

good and bad rhetoric and attempted to identify what features differentiate the 

former from the latter. Therefore, it can be said that rhetorical analysis as a discursive 

ŀŎǘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ άŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎέ (Leach, 2000, p. 218). It is an 

effort to understand the whole of a message and the way the message has been 

constructed for the purpose of persuasion (Bazerman & Prior, 2003, p. 282). This 

characteristic makes classical rhetoric an appropriate analytical framework for 

conducting CDS, especially in the field of politics and media since political elites usually 

need to offer persuasive representations of particular actions through media, in order 

to gain approval for their decisions (legitimation) and to convince people to support 

them (mobilisation). In other words, persuasive representation is a prerequisite for 

encouraging political actions. This way, classical rhetoric can contribute to the present 

CDS research by providing it with the principles and mechanisms of persuasive 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƭǇ ƻŦ !ǊƛǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƛƴ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŎŀƭ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎΣ L 

can examine the textual structures of the opinion articles. 

3.2.1. AriǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎ 
Aristotle, in his Book 1 On Rhetoric, defines rhetoǊƛŎ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǳƭǘȅ ƻŦ ƻōǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ 

ƎƛǾŜƴ ŎŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ƛǘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻŦŦ-shoot of 

Dialectics. Dialectics is concerned with the use of formal logic (syllogism) in 

philosophy, and rhetoric deals with the application of informal logic (enthymeme) in 

political, forensic and ceremonial discourse. Aristotle maintains that neither dialectics 

nor rhetoric is a scientific study of any subject matter but that they are universal 

άŦŀŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎέΦ He also emphasises that the function of rhetoric is 

not to guarantee that a rhetor succeed in persuading others but to help him/her 

discover those means that can aid, as much as circumstances allow, such success. 

Therefore, in a similar way to dialectics, which recognises the real and apparent 

syllogism, rhetoric aims to find out real and apparent means of persuasion. In spite of 

many classical and modern philosophers who have had negative views towards 



46 
 

rhetoric, Aristotle believed that rhetoric was useful and even necessary in society. His 

system of rhetoric includes several divisions, such as genres of rhetoric (deliberative, 

forensic and epideictic), means of persuasion (logos, pathos and ethos) and rhetorical 

topics/topoi that is discussed below. 

Means of persuasion 

According to classical rhetoric, giving a speech requires finding or creating possible 

means of persuasion for the issue at hand. These means of persuasion are either 

concrete evidence that already exists (e.g. witnesses/contracts that the speaker uses 

in his/her speech), or technical means that belong to the art of rhetoric and need to 

be constructed by the speaker (Kennedy, 1994). The latter type is called artistic means 

and includes the three categories of logos, pathos and ethos that are, respectively, 

ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΣ 

and framing the audiŜƴŎŜǎΩ ƳƛƴŘǎ ōȅ ǎǘƛǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴǎ. As Corbett (1963, p. 162) 

states, these three artistic means are equally effective in the process of persuasion 

ǎƛƴŎŜ άΧ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ǳǇƻƴ ǇŜǊǎǳŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ƴƻǘ 

only about the logical proofs but also about affecting the appropriate emotional 

response in the audience and about inducing thŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ Ŏonfidence in his good 

ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ƎƻƻŘ ǿƛƭƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǊǘǳŜέΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 

worthwhile for the study of media opinion discourse as media commentary articles 

simultaneously put forward rational arguments, express emotional attitudes and 

make moral judgments. Accordingly, I believe that any opinion discourse has these 

three: argumentative, dialogic and representational structures. These are linked, 

respectively, to the concepts of logos, pathos and ethos and can be examined from 

these structural points of view. The argumentative dimension of an opinion discourse 

shows how logos or plausible arguments are used and organised in order to prove a 

claim. Its dialogic dimension demonstrates the ways in which authors display their 

ethos, including their relationships with readers and other opinion holders. Its 

representational dimension shows how different emotions can be triggered by 

different representations of an issue. 

These three means of persuasion can be expressed in text/talk in a variety of ways 

because not only do different people apply different rhetorical strategies for achieving 
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the same goal (persuasion), they also employ different language tools to realise their 

rhetorical strategies. Therefore, a comprehensive set of rhetorical strategies or 

language tools that covers all persuasive aspects of a discourse completely does not 

exist. Nevertheless, Aristotle, as well as other scholars in the field of classical rhetoric, 

has suggested some guidelines for identifying logos, pathos and ethos. Drawing on 

such guiding principles, I employed a specific model of analysis for exploring each of 

three structures: van LeeuwenΩǎ (2008) socio-semantic inventory of social 

represeƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) classification of meta-ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭǘƻƴΩǎ 

(1996) list of argumentation schemes. 

3.2.2. Representational structure: Exploring pathos 
Pathos, as stated above, is a means of persuasion that helps speakers or writers to 

make their claims convincing to their audience through emotional triggers. In modern 

argumentation theory, pathos is sometimes referred to as appeal to emotions and is 

usually considered to be a fallacy (invalid reasoning or argument). However, some 

scholars, like Walton (2007), believe that an appeal to emotions is not automatically 

fallacious and, like any other argument, needs to be examined in order to prove its 

validity. Although an argument that relies entirely on appeal to the emotions can be a 

weak argument, using this appeal as a support for logical arguments is both valid and 

intelligent. Pathos is, nevertheless, more comprehensive than what is called argument 

from appeal to emotions in informal logic. Aristotle defines pathos ŀǎ άŦŜŜƭings that 

influence human judgments or decision-making and which are accompanied by 

pƭŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻǊ Ǉŀƛƴέ (Brinton, 1988, p. 208). He devotes several chapters of his Book II on 

Rhetoric to different emotional pairs, including anger/calmness, friendliness/enmity, 

fear/confidence, pity/indignation, shame/shamelessness, envy/emulation and 

kindness/unkindness. Overall, pathos includes any method of stimulating or arousing 

emotions with the aim of persuasion, whether it refers to the supportive role of 

emotions for logical arguments or to the use of emotions themselves as 

argumentation schemes (e.g. an argument from appeal to fear). The former is studied 

as a part of representation in chapter five while the latter is discussed in chapter seven 

(argumentation). According to Aristotle, arousing an emotion depends on three 

factors: the state of mind of the person to be affected, the person or object towards 
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whom the emotion is to be felt and the sort of circumstances that give rise to it. In 

other words, characteristics of the audience, the object/person and the context are 

important in the success of an emotionalising move. 

As explained previously, CDS deals with the discursive representation of social actors, 

events and situations. In politics, this discursive construction/representation pursues 

the purpose of promoting a particular political idea or action at the micro-level and a 

particular ideology or power relation at the higher level. This persuasion is achieved 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜs, in turn, is 

accomplished through rational argumentation as well as by the provocation of 

emotions. As mentioned by CDS scholars like van Dijk (2000), emotionally loaded 

rhetorical strategies like victimisation, humanitarianism, empathy, dramatisation, 

metaphor and hyperbole are the key means in constructing representations that serve 

ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ ΨƻǳǘƎǊƻǳǇΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ negatively 

charged labels or attributioƴ ƻŦ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ Ψ¢ƘŜƳΩ Ŏŀƴ ŀǊƻǳǎŜΣ ƛƴ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΣ 

negative feelings of fear, hatred or anger towards the outgroup. Reinke de Buitrago 

(2016), as referred to in section 2.2.2., also points to the process of emotionalisation 

through representation in discourse. She maintains that politicians and decision-

makers emotƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψ{ŜƭŦΩ ŀƴŘ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳƛǎŜ 

their policies. In my opinion, all discursive tools of representation (both rhetorical and 

linguistic) from more explicit ones like dehumanising metaphors or negative labelling 

ƻŦ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƻƴŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ ƘƛŘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŀǘƛƻƴκƴƻƳƛƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

leave sƻƳŜ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŜǎΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

attitudes through representation, as opposed to argumentation, has an essential 

emotional component. 

Based on this understanding, the concept of representation in CDS can be associated 

with the concept of pathos in rhetoric. This association includes examination of what 

feelings are provoked by such representations, how such feelings contribute to the 

argumentative point (claim) of the discourse, and which linguistic means or rhetorical 

strategies are employed to trigger those feelings. This means that the role of pathos 

in persuasive texts like opinion discourse can be studied by investigating the 

representational structure of that discourse. Such investigation helps realise how 

representation of social actors, events or phenomena in the discourse encourage 
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ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ in favour of or against an idea, an action or a 

group through arousing specific feelings in them. To study the mechanisms of 

representation in discourse, I drew on Ǿŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ (2008) socio-semantic inventory 

of social actors and actions (linguistic means of representation) as well as rhetorical 

devices, particularly metaphor, repetition and hyperbole (rhetorical means of 

representation). 

 

Van [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ ǎƻŎio-semantic network of social representation 

Vŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ (2008) ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻcial 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩΦ IŜ ŀǎǎerts that social practices are transformed in the process of 

recontextualisation in discourse. This transformation includes substitution of 

elements of social practice with semiotic elements, deletion of some elements of 

social practice, rearrangement of social practice (scattering elements or changing their 

order) and addition to the elements of social practice. He allocates two chapters of his 

book Discourse and practice to the study of how actor (participant) and action ς two 

elements of social practice ς are recontextualised in discourse. Regarding the former 

όǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊύΣ Ǿŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƭƛƴƪ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ Ŏŀǘegories of social 

agency to their linguistic realisations but he correctly indicates that there is no clear 

link between sociological and linguistic categories becausŜ άǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 

ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅέ (p. 23). Therefore, by focusing solely on a number 

of obvious linguistic categories of agency (e.g. grammatical subject/object, passive 

voice, etc.) for identifying soŎƛŀƭ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǿŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƭƻǎƛƴƎ άƳŀƴȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 

ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƎŜƴŎȅέ (p. 24). As for the latter (social action), he abides by the same 

principle by starting from social categories of action rather than from linguistic 

categorieǎΦ IŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ άŀ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŀƭȅȊƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ 

representing social action, using critical, socio-semantic categories such as 

ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴΣΩ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΣΩ ŜǘŎΦΣ ōǳǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ specific grammatical and 

rhetorical reŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘέ (van Leeuwen, 

2008, p. 56). Because of its emphasis on the importance of social categories in 

linguistic analysis, I found this inventory compatible with the social orientation of this 
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research and thereby suitable for the investigation of the representational dimension 

of my corpus. 

Representation of social actors 

±ŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ (2008) inventory for representation of social actors begins with the 

Exclusion/Inclusion dichotomy. The first point to consider when examining how a 

social practice has been recontextualised in a discourse is to identify the present 

participants as well as the absent ones. According to this model, the exclusion of an 

actor from a discourse can be done in two ways: suppression (radical exclusion) or 

backgrounding (exclusion from certain activities/de-emphasising). Exclusion can be 

realised through linguistic categories such as passive agent deletions, non-finite 

clauses (-ing or -ed participles), nominalisation, adjectives, infinitive clauses with to, 

etc. If the exclusion of an actor is in the form of backgrounding, it is excluded from a 

specific proposition but it can be traced elsewhere in the text. 

The other part of the process of scrutinising actor representation is considering the 

ways in which social actors have been referred to in the discourse (similar to what 

Wodak, 2016, calls referential strategies). van Leeuwen (2008) discusses different 

strategies for naming social actors, starting with the two broad categories of 

personalisation/impersonalisation. Then, each of these two categories is further 

divided into subcategories, like genericisation/specification (generic versus 

specific/concrete), assimilation/individualisation (assimilation can take two forms: 

aggregation and collectivisation), association/dissociation (groups formed or 

unformed by social actors), etc. 

The next step is the investigation of the roles given to the social actors. Two major 

categories for role-allocation are activation (the dynamic force in an activity) and 

passivation (undergoing/receiving an activity). Activation is realised through 

participation (grammatical agent or patient), circumstantialisation (prepositional 

circumstantials like by or from) or possessivation (pre or post-modification of 

nominalisations like our intake or my teacher). Contrary to activation through 

participation, the other two categories reducŜ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ 

(backgrounding the agency). Passivation, on the other hand, can be of two types: 
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subjected (passivation through participation as the patient or goal in a clause, 

possessivation by the preposition of and adjectival premodification like racial 

tolerance) or beneficialised (passivation through participation as the recipient of an 

action). 

Representation of social actions 

Regarding the representation of social actions in discourse, van Leeuwen (2008) 

distinguishes two broad categories: actions and reactions. According to this 

distinction, social actors can be involved in actions as well as reactions. In line with 

IŀƭƭƛŘŀȅΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ (1985), van Leeuwen differentiates between two types 

of social action ς material (doing) and semiotic (meaning) ς as well as three types of 

reaction: cognitive, perceptive and affective. These three main categories are 

represented in transitivity grammar as material (and behavioural), verbal and mental 

processes. In a hierarchy of extremely active to extremely passive, material actions 

stand highest; then comes behavioural action. Semiotic actions (verbal processes) are 

at the intermediate level and reactions (mental processes) comprise the least active 

category. Again, among the three types of mental process, affective reaction conveys 

the weakest form of social agency and cognitive reaction conveys the strongest. van 

Leeuwen (2008) distinguishes further between agentialisation/de-agentialisation and 

activation/deactivation of actions or reactions. Deactivation is in the form of either 

objectivation or descriptivisation. 

These linguistic categories, through which social practices comprising agencies 

(actors) and actions are represented in discourse, can affecǘ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴǎ 

towards ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

practice. The reason for this is that these categories are forms that convey 

propositional content. Thus, depending on whether evil or good content is conveyed 

by them (types of action or label distributed among social actors), they can represent 

social actors positively or negatively and, consequently, trigger negative or positive 

emotions in readers. 

Nevertheless, compared to rhetorical devices like metaphors, these linguistic tools 

cause only implicit emotional impacts on readers. In other words, rhetorical devices 
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are more powerful in provoking emotions. Deep metaphors (metaphorical scenarios 

as they are called in this study), for example, are analogies that may not be overtly 

stated in discourse but frame or guide the whole discourse (Gozzi, 2001). Such 

metaphors function together as a scheme that frames discourse and, consequently, 

the distribution of actions and agencies in discourse becomes congruent with such 

ƳŜǘŀǇƘƻǊǎΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ Ψ!ǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǿŀǊΩΣ ǿƘŜƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŘŜŜp 

metaphor, not only could make readers perceive nuclear negotiations in terms of 

concepts related to war, but could also affect their feelings regarding negotiators. That 

is, by associating the two concepts of war and argument (negotiation), authors 

activated unconscious emotions related to those concepts. This means that different 

authors, depending on whether their purpose of using this metaphor was to support 

the nuclear deal or to oppose it, triggered either positive or negative emotions 

associated with victory or failure in people (e.g. fear, anger, pride, bravery, timidity, 

shame, etc.). 

As explained earlier in section 3.2.1., the other dimension of any opinion discourse is 

its dialogic structure that encompasses interactional features such as the readerς

writer relationship or a ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŎŜ-taking strategies. The next section discusses 

this textual dimension. 

3.2.3. Dialogical structure: Exploring ethos 
The concept of dialogue or dialogism was employed for the first time in literary theory 

and philosophy by Mikhail Bakhtin. Bakhtin introduced the term polyphony (multiple 

voices) ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ Ŝǎǎŀȅ ƻƴ ΨǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƻŦ 5ƻǎǘƻŜǾǎƪȅΩǎ ǇƻŜǘƛŎǎΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƘŜ ƳŀŘŜ a 

distinction between dialogism and monologism. In dialogism, the multiplicity of voices 

is accepted and all voices are given the right to express themselves. From the dialogic 

perspective, truth is born in the interaction between different voices and opinions 

(Bakhtin, 1981)Φ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƳƻƴƻƭƻƎƛǎƳ άŎƭƻǎŜǎ Řƻǿƴ the world it represents, by 

pretending to be the ultimate wordέ (A. Robinson, 2011, Para 11). 

.ŀƪƘǘƛƴ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƭƭ ǳǘǘŜǊŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ άΧ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŀ ōŀŎƪŘǊƻǇ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ 

utterances on the same theme, a background made up of contradictory opinions, 

Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΧ ǇǊŜƎƴŀƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎέ 

(Bakhtin, 1981, p. 281). In other words, no matter whether an utterance is polyphonic 
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or monologic, it is ultimately dialogic as it is always attached to past and future 

utterances. Whatever we say or write is in a two-way relationship with the past and 

the future. On the one hand, it draws on, responds to, supports or rejects what has 

been said or written in the past and, on the other hand, it anticipates future reactions 

to itself and appropriates itself to its assumed readers or hearers. 

The concept of dialogue is closely related to the concept of ethos in classical rhetoric 

(they both refer to the same phenomenon but with different purposes; in rhetoric, 

dialogue is studied from the perspective of persuasion). As emphasised before, an 

ƻǊŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎΣ ƛǎ ŀ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ŦŀŎtor in influencing 

how the public responds to his/her discourse. Dialogue and ethos both refer to the 

relationship established in the text or talk between speakers/writers and their 

audiences, on the one hand, and between speakers/writers and the opinions of other 

people, on the other hand. In other words, study of ethos means investigation of 

dialogue in the rhetoric, dialogue with the audience and dialogue with previous 

opinions. It is through these dialogues that speakers/writers display their characters, 

including wisdom, moral values and sympathy with the audience. According to Braet 

(1992), to gain public approval, the speaker needs tƻ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘ 

will, ǾƛǊǘǳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƎƻƻŘ ǎŜƴǎŜέ (p. 311). As Cherry (1998) explains: 

¶ good sense ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƘŜǘƻǊΩǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƛǎŘƻƳ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ 

means to achieve an end; 

¶ virtue ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƘŜǘƻǊΩǎ ƳƻǊŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƻǊ ƎƻƻŘƴŜǎǎΤ ŀƴŘ 

¶ good will ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƘŜǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŘ sympathy with the audience. 

All these three features are dialogic in the sense that, through them, speakers/writers 

negotiate the credibility of their characters in relation to the topic of discussion, 

audience and moral beliefs/values. 

As discussed above, dialogicality is an intrinsic characteǊ ƻǊ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ 

ŀƴȅ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǳǎŜ ƻǊ άƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜέ (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 279). Discussion of ethos 

or dialogue becomes more crucial when it comes to opinion discourse (political 

ŘŜōŀǘŜǎΣ ǎǇŜŜŎƘŜǎΣ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ bŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΣ ŀǎ 

one type of opinion discourse, aim at gaining support for a particular point of view. In 
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addition to presenting logical arguments and triggering emotions, achieving this goal 

requires the writer to engage, on the one hand, with past opinions ς to draw on them 

or refute them ς and, on the other hand, ǿƛǘƘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ƻǊ 

hearerǎΩ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōound/connected in two 

directions with what comes before them and what follows them. As asserted by 

(Bakhtin, 1981), traces of this interconnectedness can be found in all utterances. Since 

investigation of the engagement with past and future texts as expressed in a discourse 

seemed imperative, L ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) model that studies the concept of 

dialogue through meta-discourse markers. Though it was originally established in the 

field of academic discourse, meta-discourse analysis has been widely adopted for 

addressing dialogue in media and political discourses (Alavi-Nia & Jalilifar, 2013; 

Jalilifar & Alavi-Nia, 2012; Kuhi & Mojood, 2014; Le, 2004; wŀōŀōΩŀƘ ϧ !ōǳ wǳƳƳŀƴΣ 

2015). 

IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƳŜǘŀ-discourse markers and dialogue 

Meta-discourse is a concept introduced by Crismore, Markkanen, and Steffensen 

(1993) and later employed by Hyland (2004; 2005, 2010) ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ άǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ 

material in texts, whether spoken or written, that does not add anything to the 

propositional content but that is intended to help the listener or reader organize, 

ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƎƛǾŜƴέ (Crismore et al., 1993, p. 40). In 

addition to guiding readers in their journey through the text, as Crismore asserts, 

meta-ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǾŜȅ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ 

propositional content and organise the writerςreader relationship (the same is true 

about oral texts). Hyland (2004; 2005, 2010) categorises meta-discourse markers into 

two classes: interactive and interactional devices. The interactive devices refer to 

άǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ 

assessment of what needs to be made explicit to constrain and guide what can be 

recovŜǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǎƘƻǿ άǘƘŜ 

ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŀ ǘŜȄǘ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 

relationship to his/her data, arguments and audience, marking the degree of intimacy, 

the expression of attitude, the communication of commitments, and the extent of 

ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘέ (K. Hyland, 2010, p. 128). These two categories of meta-
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discourse are realised in texts through various linguistic devices, such as evidentials, 

transition markers, directives, modals, personal pronouns, etc. 

It is the second category of meta-discourse markers (interactional ones) that is more 

suitable for the study of dialogue in discourse. As K. Hyland (2005), by referring to 

Bakhtin, argues, iƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ άƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘƛŀƭƻƎƛŎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻΣ 

anticipate, or otherwise take up the actual or anticipated voices and positions of 

ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎέ (p. 176). Interaction, according to K. Hyland (2005), has an 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ǊŜŀders, the 

issue being discussed and the people holding views about the issue. He maintains that 

interactional meta-discourse markers express either stance or engagement. Stance 

ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ōȅ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎκƘŜ ǇǊŜǎents 

his/her opinions and judgments or, as Martin and White (2005) state in their appraisal 

theory, the ways the writer expands or contracts the dialogical space. Engagement, on 

ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ƛǎ άǿƘŜǊŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊǎ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ, recognizing the 

presence of their readers, pulling them along with their argument, focusing their 

attention, acknowledging their uncertainties, including them as discourse 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƎǳƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ (K. Hyland, 2005, p. 176). The 

ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŦƻǳǊ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΥ hedges, boosters, 

attitude markers and self-mention. These language devices help the writer take a 

position towards other opinions as well as opinion holders and display his/her 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛŀƭ ǾƻƛŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ƛǎ 

demonstrated by the use of reader pronouns, directives, questions, appeals to shared 

knowledge and personal asides and as is shown in Figure 3.1. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ оΦм IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) key resources of academic interaction 

 

K. Hyland (2010) reclassifies interactional meta-discourse markers; he combines 

personal pronouns, directives, questions and personal asides in one category named 

engagement markers. Moreover, he also does not mention appeals to shared 

knowledge (e.g. of course, obviously) as a separate category in his new classification 

of interactional markers. 

The third textual dimension of an opinion discourse, which can be considered its 

defining feature, is its employment of argumentation or logos. The next section 

discusses this dimension. 

3.2.4. Argumentative structure: Exploring logos 
From the logical perspective, the argǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘs (explicit 

ƻǊ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘύΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ όŎƭŀƛƳύ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎέ 

(I. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013, p. 36). However, citing van Emeren and 

Grootendorst (1992, 2004), I. Fairclough and Fairclough (2013) add to the above 

definition by asserting that argumentation is also a complex speech act with 

ƛƭƭƻŎǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ όǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ŀƴ ǳǘǘŜǊŀƴŎŜύ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊlocutionary 

(the consequence of that utterance) effects. The first effect corresponds to the 

rational aspect of argumentation (proving a claim) and the second one is understood 

ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƭƻŎǳǘƻǊǎΩ ŀƛƳǎ ς each one aims to persuade the other to accept a claim. In 

this view, argumentation is seen as a social and dialogical activity with the purpose of 

persuasion. This is especially true for political discourses, which are known as 

deliberation in rhetoric. Deliberative rhetoric draws on practical reasoning that is 
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concerned with what to do or what action to take rather than with proving whether a 

proposition is true or false, as it is the case in theoretical reasoning. 

Practical reasoning is sometimes categorised as the conductive argument, which is 

distinct from the two traditionally famous modes of argumentation: deductive and 

inductive (I. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013) . In deductive arguments, the validity of a 

claim derives from the validity of its premises; however, in inductive arguments, all 

premises or evidence are of one kind and should be linked together in order to support 

the claim. Otherwise, each of them would be too weak to justify the claim. However, 

conductive arguments are based on premises that are not necessarily valid or are of 

one type and each can support the claim separately. If all premises are taken together, 

the argument will be stronger but each one can also be enough to justify the claim by 

itself. Moreover, the argument is not dependent on the truth or validity of all of the 

premises. In fact, practical reasoning, in this view, is based on considering different or 

even conflicting opinions regarding the claim and making a balanced decision 

(conclusion). The strength of these arguments depends not only on how efficiently the 

goals and values will be achieved by the suggested means but also on what other goals 

and values may be sacrificed by choosing one action over the others. This decision-

making process requires consideration of different counter-claims and weighing 

possible positive and negative consequences of the actions against each other. I. 

Fairclough and Fairclough (2013) believe that practical reasoning can be considered as 

conductive argument when there are a number of goals and values that the agent 

should choose between by assessing the positive and negative consequences. This 

view of argument as conductive or practical reasoning is particularly useful for 

studying opinion discourses in this research project as the commentary articles in my 

corpus were written to prove thŜ Ǉƭŀǳǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǿŜƛƎƘƛƴƎ 

different options against one another. 

In another classification, Walton (1992, 2001, 2013) states that practical reasoning is 

mainly in the form of a plausible argument. Practical reasoning in this sense provides 

a claim that is presumably a means to achieve a goal unless a stronger claim is 

presented. In a plausible argument, it is possible that conclusions or claims can be false 

while the premises are true. This type of argument is for situations of uncertainty, lack 
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of thorough knowledge and time pressure that are often the case in politics. I. 

Fairclough and Fairclough (2013) also argue that plausible argument is: 

based on presumption and is therefore in principle defeasible: the conclusion is 

inferred tentatively from the ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎΣ ƛǘ ΨǎŜŜƳǎΩ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘǊǳŜΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ 

evidence available, and is therefore reasonable to believe, but it is subject to 

defeat by the various particular features of a given situation. (p. 39) 

 

The discourses under analysis in this research project (opinion articles and editorials) 

are all founded on what are referred to as conductive or plausible arguments. These 

opinion discourses are forms of practical reasoning, each aiming to promote a 

different alternative acǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ 

 

²ŀƭǘƻƴΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ƻǊ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǘƻǇƻƛ 

Argumentation schemes represent stereotypical patterns of human reasoning. They 

ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ άǇǊŜƳƛǎŜ-conclusion inference structures that represent common 

types oŦ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜέ (Walton, 2007, p. 26). As mentioned 

above, the distinctive feature of abductive/conductive arguments is that they are built 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ ΨŘŜŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ Ψǳƴiversal generalisatioƴǎΩ 

(Walton & Reed, 2005). Argumentation schemes that are employed in these everyday 

plausible arguments are called topoi and were originally studied by Aristotle. Aristotle, 

in his Topics, presented a list of 28 common forms of argumentation called general 

topics or topoi, including topoi of opposites, part to whole, comparable actions, cause 

to effect, simple consequences, definitions, conflicting facts, previous mistakes, 

ambiguous terms, etc. Aristotle later developed this list into more than 300 topoi. 

Topoi are based on abstract relationships of identity, similarity, difference, contrasts, 

subsumption, causality, analogy, etc. (Zompetti, 2006). 

All in all, argumentation schemes, traditionally known as topoi/topics, are defeasible 

generalisations that are employed to find or produce plausible arguments in natural 

language discourses. Walton (1996) classifies schemes into 25 categories, including 

argument from sign, example, commitment, pragmatic inconsistency, position to 

know, expert opinion, authority, analogy, precedent, gradualism, etc. Arguments 
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based on these schemes have been traditionally treated as fallacious; however, as 

Walton argues, they can prove to be reasonable in some cases. 

In chapter seven, which discusses argumentative structure, I examine the newspaper 

articles to identify schemes/topoi that authors employ for convincing readers of the 

practicality/worth of their claiƳǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ L ŀǇǇƭȅ ²ŀƭǘƻƴΩǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛcation as a checklist 

at the bottom-up level of argumentation analysis and I add to it whenever I identify a 

form of argument that is not in his classification.6 

The next stage following the micro textual analysis outlined in three sections above 

(argumentative, representational and dialogic features) involved incorporating a 

framework to explicate those micro discrete practices of journalism studied here in 

some macro-socio-political contexts, including their connections to similar practices 

in society (intertextuality) and their role in ongoing political processes (contextuality). 

Accordingly, to study discourse on broader intertextual and contextual grounds, I 

drew on securitisation theory from the field of international relations as a framework 

that could link discursive practices to socio-political processes. 

3.3. Constructivist IR and Securitisation Theory 

International security studies as a sub-field of international relations (IR), primarily 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ άŘŜōŀǘes over how to protect the state against internal and external 

ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎƻƴŘ ²ƻǊƭŘ ²ŀǊέ (Buzan & Hansen, 2012, p. 8). Initially, it was 

based on the realist materialist understanding of international relations, which was 

concerned with nuclear weapons and strategic defence. However, after the Cold War, 

social constructivism, along with critical and feminist theories, entered the field of 

international relations and, thereby, the concept of security and its constituents (e.g. 

referent object and referent subject) started to be viewed from new perspectives. 

Constructivist theories of IR focus on the role of intersubjective ideas like ideologies 

and normative beliefs in international relations (Kubalkova, Onuf, & Kowert, 1998; 

Onuf, 1997, 2001; Wendt, 1987, 1992, 1994, 1995, 1999)Φ Lǘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜǎ άǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

                                                           
6 It should be noted thŀǘ ²ƻŘŀƪΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ-historical approach also includes discussion of 
argumentation and use of topoi in discourse. However, since I intended to make the analysis of 
argumentation much deeper, I decided to draw directly on argumentation theory itself. 
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and relational construction of what states are and ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘέ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴ 

to the materialism and instrumentalism of rationalist theories, such as neo-realism 

and neo-liberalism (Hurd, 2008, p. 299). Constructivist schƻƭŀǊǎ ƻŦ Lw ŎƻƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƛǘ 

is the subjective understanding of the material world that essentially influences the 

behaviour of states and non-state actorǎέ (Shoaib, 2015, p. 53). Contrary to neo-realist 

and neo-liberal scholars, who consider political actors (whether individuals or states) 

ǘƻ άōŜ atomistic, self-interested, and rationaƭέ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ǇǳǊǎǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŜȄƻƎŜƴƻǳǎέ 

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǊŜŀƭƳέ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ όŜΦƎΦ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎύΣ 

constructivists believe that political actors are social in the sense that their identities 

and interests are socially and άŜƴŘƻƎŜƴƻǳǎƭȅέ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀǎ ŀ άŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛǾŜ 

ǊŜŀƭƳέ (Rues-smit, 2013, p. 221 & 228). 

There are two levels of constructivism in IR: systemic (or structural) and domestic (or 

internal). The proponents of systemic constructivism emphasise the role of the 

ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ Ǿƛew: 

Constructivism considers ideas and shared knowledge as the creators of 

identity. Constructivist theories are concerned with how ideas define the 

international system, how this system defines the interests and identities of 

states and how states and non-state actors act within that system and 

reproduce it. (Adler, 1997, p. 319) 

The internal view of constructivism stresses the domestic environments of states 

(Hopf, 2002; Katzenstein, 1996; Risse-Kappen, Ropp, & Sikkink, 1999) and argues that 

national interests, as the main determiners of the behaviours of states, are formed 

under the influence of national identity that, in turn, is expressed through the 

discourse of elites and decision-makers. In spite of differences in their foci of research, 

both views of constructivism hold three common ontological assumptions: 

¶ as much as structures determine the behaviours of social/political actors, 

άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀǎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ 

ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέΤ 

¶ άǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ƴƻƴ-mŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƛǎ 

importŀƴǘέ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘhe interests and, consequently, the 

behaviours of states are formed; and 
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¶ άŀƎŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛŘŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

structures shape the identities and interests of political actors (e.g. states), 

practices of the actors can reinforce or transform these structures (Rues-smit, 

2013, pp. 225-226). 

In line with these constructivist notions, the concept of security extended in scope and 

depth to include non-material and non-military dimensions and to be seen as either a 

discursively or an intersubjectively constructed matter. Security was no longer a 

merely military issue but embraced political, economic, societal and environmental 

sectors as well (Buzan, 1991), and a threat to security not only was an outside material 

reality but was an intersubjective perception resulting from normative and ideational 

factors at domestic or international levels. 

Founded on such constructivist views of security and threat, securitisation theory was 

offered to the field of security studies by the scholars of the Copenhagen School ς Ole 

Waever and Barry Buzan ς in the 1990s. 

3.3.1. The linguistic approach to securitisation: Copenhagen School 
Securitisation, as defined by scholars of the Copenhagen School (Buzan et al., 1998; 

Waever, 1995), is the elevation of a political issue into a security matter. From this 

point of view, any public issue can be placed on a continuum ranging from non-

politicised (out of the realm of public debate and not something that the state deals 

with) to politicised (a matter of public debate and one that needs government 

decision-making) to securitised (an existential threat that needs to be dealt with using 

extraordinary measures). At both domestic and international levels, an issue is 

securitised when it is designated as an existential threat and, thereby, given priority 

over other issues (Buzan et al., 1998). Therefore, ŀƴȅ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ άŜƴǘŀƛƭǎ 

the claim that something is held to pose a threat to a valued referent object that is so 

existential that it is legitimate to move the issue beyond the established games of 

ΨƴƻǊƳŀƭΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ōȅ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΣ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎέ (Stritzel, 2007, 

p. 360). Accordingly, any attempt to securitise an issue requires references to the 

politics of urgency, survival, defence and threat. 

In the first articulation of the concept of securitisation by Waever (1995), the focus 

was solely on the understanding of securitisation as a self-referential speech act. 
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5ǊŀǿƛƴƎ ƻƴ !ǳǎǘƛƴΩǎ speech act theory and post-structuralist scholars like Derrida, 

Waever believed that securitising discourse is self-sufficient in eliciting the desired 

action (exceptional measures) against a security threat. This internalist understanding 

of securitisation, which is centred on the discursive/linguistic power of a securitising 

move, is called the linguistic or philosophical view. Consistent with the argument of 

speech act theory that some utterances are performative (we do things by saying 

them) rather than merely describing the world, the Copenhagen scholars consider 

security as a performative or speech act. This results in the view that security discourse 

does not necessarily refer to some objective reality, but it can create that reality itself. 

The linguistic performance of the securitising actor has the power to change the 

context by constituting a new meaning of security and new patterns of relationship 

between the threat and the referent object (Waever, 2000). 

In the latter work by the Copenhagen scholars (Buzan et al., 1998), there was an 

indication of the importance of audience in the success of a securitisation act by 

maintaining that, to achieve securitisation, security claims need to be as convincing as 

possible to the public as well as to the decision-makers whose agreement is vital 

before the measures are taken. However, this endorsement of audience in 

securitisation was more problematic than promising for securitisation theory. 

Audience, in fact, was posited as a formal passive recipient of a security speech act 

rather than an active participant in the process of securitisation (Balzacq, 2011b). 

Some of the shortcomings of the linguistic/philosophical view of securitisation are 

presented in the next section.  

3.3.2. Developments in securitisation theory 
The Copenhagen {ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ό/{ύ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŀŎǘ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛty has been questioned by 

many later scholars for its post-structuralist foundation. The second generation of 

securitisation scholars (e.g. Balzacq, Stritzel, McDonald and Vuori) opted for a more 

constructivist approach and criticised the post-structuralist view that considered the 

speech act to be self-sufficient in bringing about securitisation. According to Balzacq 

(2005), the problem with the speech act view of securitisation is that it ignores the 

fact that some threats are brute or external (i.e. their existence does not depend on 

the rhetorical use of language). With over-emphasising the role of language in the 
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construction of threats, the CopenhaƎŜƴ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ άƘƻǿ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ Ŏƻƴtexts, 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛȊŀǘƛƻƴέ (p. 181). Such a post-

structuralist view is contradictory to considering securitisation as a social process with 

an actor, an audience and a context. In spite of attempting to include audience in its 

account of securitisation, the Copenhagen School seems to lean towards the speech 

act idea. In fact, it is not possible for the Copenhagen School to endorse both views of 

securitisation: a self-referential speech act and an intersubjective process (Balzacq, 

Léonard, & Ruzicka, 2016). 

In a similar line of reasoning, Stritzel (2007) maintains that the Copenhagen School 

άǊŜŦǳǎŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛȊŜ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛȊƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ 

social and lƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέ (p. 367). He indicates that the idea of context is too 

ƴŀǊǊƻǿƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ άƭƛƳƛǘ 

the concept of power to the power to persuade and the idea of contextuality or 

embeddedness to a context defining a sort of rŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ όΨǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛȊƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊΩύέ (Stritzel, 2007, p. 369). 

McDonald (2008) argues that the philosophical view of the Copenhagen School is 

narrow for three reasons: its focus on the discourse of political leaders; its definition 

ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻƴƭȅέΤ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǳƴŘŜrstanding of security as 

άƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴŀǊȅέ (p. 564)Φ .ȅ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻƴ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

elites, securitisation theory ignores other possible voices that are active in the process 

of securitisation, such as artists, writers, journalists, and other social and cultural 

elites. Moreover, securitisation theory does not consider the role of non-linguistic 

forms of communication, such as images and symbols as well as the physical actions 

and bureaucratic practices involved in securitisation, and disregards the historical 

context that can facilitate the securitisation of an issue (McDonald, 2008). 

3.3.3. Sociological approach to securitisation 
As a result of the above criticisms, the philosophical view of securitisation was later 

modified by paying more attention to the role of contextual factors. The later works 

adopted an externalist approach (also called the sociological approach) that regarded 

securitisation as an intersubjective process happening between a securitising actor 

and the audience in a specific context. According to McDonald (2008, p. 566), there 
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was a shift in securitisation theory from the notion of a speech ŀŎǘ ŀǎ άproductive of 

ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅέ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŀŎǘ ƛǎ άƻƴŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊ-subjective 

construction ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅέΦ {ŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ƭƛƪŜ Balzacq et al. (2016) and Stritzel (2007) point to 

the contradictory tension between the internalist and externalist approaches to 

securitisation. While the former holds that the performative aspect of security 

changes the context, the latter maintains that it is the context that influences the 

security speech act by determining its meaning. The root of the problem lies in their 

different views regarding the relationship between agency and structure. The internal 

approach relies on a post-structuralist view and the external one advocates a 

structuration view. Drawing on GiddensΩ (1984) theory of structuration, scholars 

following the sociological approach to securitisation (Balzacq, 2005, 2011a; Balzacq et 

al., 2016; Stritzel, 2007) emphasise the interdependency of structure and agency, and, 

thereby, the need for paying greater attention to non-discursive factors (i.e. audience 

and context) in the study of securitisation. 

Nowadays, most scholars in the field, especially the post-Copenhagen scholars, lean 

towards the externalist side and include contextual non-discursive factors in their 

analyses of securitisation moves. In this regard, Stritzel (2012) indicates the similarity 

between sociological approaches and CDS (in their views of discourse) and the need 

for drawing on CDS in security studies: 

Such a more sociological (ultimately structurationist) conceptualization of 

discourse is arguably most clearly articulated by scholars in the tradition of 

critiŎŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΧΦ ¦ƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅΣ this rather well-established and 

comprehensive strand of discourse theory in applied linguistics has so far been 

largely ignored in international relations and security studies. (p. 551) 

Stritzel states that CDS is compatible with the sociological approach to security since 

ƛǘ ƎƛǾŜǎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǇƘŜǊŜΩ ƻǾŜǊ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊs linguistic practice 

as one element of social practice (in contrast to post-structuralist views). This view, 

which is manifested in CDS methodology (as textual analysis is its starting point and 

needs to be complemented by socio-political analysis), is in line with the sociological 

approach to security which argues that άǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŀŎǘ 

cannot only be captured in the abstract but needs to be contextually located within 

ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǿŜǊΧέ (Stritzel, 2012, p. 553). Accordingly, 
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Stritzel contends that the sociological view of discourse in CDS can contribute to a 

better understanding of the process of securitisation. 

Stritzel (2007) emphasises that any study of securitisation should embrace three layers 

of analysis: the performative power of the securitisation text, its embeddedness in 

existing discourses, and the power relations held between the securitising actor and 

the audience. Stritzel seems to borrƻǿ Ƙƛǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƭŀȅŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ /5{Ω 

three stages of analysis: textual, intertextual and contextual levels. 

One of the prominent scholars of the second generation of the Copenhagen School is 

Thierry Balzacq, whose ideas I draw on in conducting this thesis. In the next section, I 

provide an overview of his approach to securitisation. 

3.3.4. BalzacqΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 
Advocating the sociological view, Balzacq (2011b) defines securitisation as an 

Χ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ƘŜǳǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǎ όƳŜǘŀǇƘƻǊǎΣ 

policy tools, image repertoires, streotypes, emotions, etc.) are contexually 

mobilized by a securitizing actor, who works to prompt an audience to build a 

coherent network of implications (feelings, sensations, thoughts, and 

intutions), about the critical vulnerability of a referent object, that concur with 

ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛȊƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ŀnd actions, by investing the 

referent subject with such an aura of unprecedented threatening complexion 

that a customized policy must be taken immediately to block its development. 

(p. 17) 

Based on such a definition, Balzacq (2011b) introduces three core assumptions for 

securitisation. The first assumption points to the centrality of audience by indicating 

ǘƘŀǘ άŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴ ΨŜƳǇƻǿŜǊƛƴƎ 

ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛȊƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊέ (p. 22) Centrality 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊ ǘƻ άǘǳƴŜ 

his/her languŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴΣ ƴŜŎŜǎǎƛǘates being 

ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΣ ŜǘŎ. (Balzacq, 2011b, 

p. 23). The second core assumption focuses on the co-dependency of agency and 

context; this means that any successful securitisation move is a combination of a 

persuasive speech act and a facilitative context. In other words, the performative 

power of language is not capable of achieving securitisation by itself unless there is a 
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historical context providing cultural frames of reference through which the 

designation of threat to a particular referent subject could be interpreted as 

meaningful. Finally, the third assumption is about the dispositif (FoucaulǘΩǎ ǘŜǊƳ 

meaning both discursive and non-discursive mechanisms that enhance power in 

society) and the structuring force of practices. It maintains that ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ 

of practices which instantiate intersubjective understandings and which are framed 

by tools and the habitus inherited ŦǊƻƳ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘǎέ (Balzacq, 2011b, p. 29). 

.ŀƭȊŀŎǉΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƛƴ ǘƘe process of 

securitisation makes his model of securitisation completely congruent with the 

principles of CDS and classical rhetoric. 

Balzacq (2011b) proposes five key concepts for securitisation theory. They include the 

securitising actor (i.e. the agent who presents an issue as a threat through a 

securitising move); the referent subject (i.e. the entity that is threatening); the referent 

object (i.e. the entity that is threatened); the audience (whose agreement is necessary 

to confer an intersubjective status to the threat); and the context and the adoption of 

distinctive policies όΨŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ƻǊ ƴƻǘύΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ 

affected by: the context in which it occurs, including the character and the position of 

the securitising actor; the identities, attitudes and values of the audience; and the 

historical and socio-political situation of the issue. In turn, the produced discourse can 

bring about changes in the context through securitising a subject. 

Relying on the above concepts, I see securitisation as an intersubjective process that, 

like any other human interaction, is carried out with the mediation of discourse 

(internal factors) in a social/historical context (external factors). Thereby, actor, 

audience and context, as the external factors, influence the representation and 

perception of discursive factors (referent subject and referent object). In other words, 

the securitising actor discursively constructs the threatening subject and the 

threatened object by drawing on his/her displaȅ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ 

values and interests, and the historical and socio-political context of the issue. In turn, 

the audience apprehends the securitising discourse, according to their evaluation of 

the ŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƘƻƴŜǎǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ǝood will, the congruence of discourse with their values and 
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interests, and the supporting contextual evidence they find in their real-world 

experiences. This means that the three external factors leave a footprint on discourse. 

As indicated above, this vision of securitisatƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ !ǊƛǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

rhetorical means of persuasion. My views of actor, audience and context, respectively, 

resemble concepts of ethos, pathos and logos in classical rhetoric. As explained earlier, 

Aristotle believes that, to be persuasive, any rhetoric ς securitising discourse, in this 

case ς needs to display the good character of the speaker, identify with the feelings of 

the audience and draw on logical arguments. A good character consists of good will 

(concern for the audience), virtue (moral values) and good sense (wisdom). The 

feelings of the audience are awakened by reference to their values and interests, and 

logical arguments are built on evidence and information drawn from the historical and 

socio-political context. TherefƻǊŜΣ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 

present a persuasive discourse in which a referent subject is constructed as a threat 

to a valued object. A securitising move can be successful to the extent it can: establish 

the ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎκǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ credibility in discourse; move the feelings of the audience by 

identifying with their values, experiences, interests and identities; and present logical 

arguments by resorting to historical, social and political evidence. 

On the whole, congruent with my understanding of securitisation moves as persuasive 

discourses, classical rhetoric contributes to describing their mechanisms of persuasion 

and CDS helps to explain the relationships between these specific discourses and their 

immediate contexts of situation as well as the macro-socio-political context. Since 

practicing CDS in the field of politics requires paying attention to issues of persuasion 

and political goals/functions in addition to grand concepts such as ideology, relations 

of power and domination, classical rhetoric and securitisation theory were needed to 

complement CDS (they added the two concepts of persuasion and political goals to 

CDS). 

3.4. Conclusion 

All in all, CDS, classical rhetoric and securitisation theory, which are adopted from 

language and communication studies and international relations, inform this research 

project. They guide this study at different stages of analysis, interpretation and 
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explanation. Believing in the constructivist notion that discourse can create political 

reality rather than merely reflecting it, I draw on CDS, classical rhetoric and 

securitisation theory to demonstrate the processes and mechanisms of such 

discursive work in the case of American newspapers. From among the three, CDS 

establishes the foundation of the research and informs the whole study. It explains 

the relationship between discourse and society, and their mutual effects and 

consequences. Classical rhetoric contributes to the study at the level of analysis. It 

structures the analytical framework of the study and has guided me in conducting the 

textual analysis. In line with the guidelines from classical rhetoric, I chose three 

analytical models to investigate three textual dimensions of the opinion discourse: van 

[ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ (2008) actor/action representation, HylŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) meta-discourse 

ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭǘƻƴΩǎ (1996) argumentation theory. They respectively examine 

representational, dialogic and argumentative features of the opinion discourses under 

study. Finally, securitisation theory contributes to this study by aiding me in 

demonstrating the relationship between discourse and society in its most concrete 

fƻǊƳΦ .ȅ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎurity perspective, this 

research project explicates the discursive process through which Iran and its nuclear 

programme were securitised or de-securitised in commentary articles from four 

American newspapers. 

The next chapter deals with methodological aspects of this study. It provides an 

overview of types and sources of data, process of data collection, and methods and 

procedure of analysis. 
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Chapter Four 

Design and Methodology 

 
The present research project was launched to investigate the opinion discourse of a 

few prominent English-language newspapers in relation to a seriously disputed 

ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜ όLǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜύΦ !ǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ƛǘ 

pursues a qualitative methodology and draws on a number of different but 

philosophically congruent fields. This chapter on methodology explains the research 

objectives, the design of the study, the analytical and interpretive frameworks and the 

process of conducting the research. 

4.1. Objectives of the Study 

The main impetus for conducting this research project was an interest in the role and 

practice of media discourse in society, especially in the field of politics. I have always 

been curious about the ways that different media discourses construct different or 

even contradictory representations of a specific political event and, consequently, 

provide their audiences with completely different perceptions of the world. In other 

words, I was eager to investigate the ways in which media view and evaluate a 

particular event from different perspectives by focusing on some aspects of reality and 

neglecting others. More importantly, I intended to investigate the reasons that 

motivate each media entity to adhere to a particular standpoint. Thus, I embarked on 

this study with two broad objectives. One was to identify various representations of a 

political issue (the Iran nuclear deal/negotiations) offered by different newspapers (as 

the oldest type of mass media) and a number of discursive mechanisms for 

constructing those representations. The other objective was to learn why this might 

be the case through exploring the links between newspapers discourses and the 

American society.  

The focus of the first objective was on the teȄǘǳŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ 

discourses. It included questions about what image of the issue, what image of the 
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self and what claims about the issue each newspaper author sought to offer as well as 

how s/he realised them in discourse. The second objective, on the other hand, 

pertained to contextual matters at both micro and macro levels. It was concerned with 

the socio-political and ideological motives behind each discourse and embraced both 

how those motives shaped the discourse (what political/ideological perspectives 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ of reality) and how discourse 

sought to shape the context (what role the newspaper discourse played in achieving 

broader political goals). Keeping these two broad objectives in mind, I embarked on 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΦ L ǿŀǎ specifically interested in 

ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ nuclear agreement deal signed by Iran and world 

ǇƻǿŜǊǎΦ ¢ƻ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ L ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǎŜctions 

since these are where attitudes and positions regarding different issues are expressed 

and defended. As indicated in Chapter One, my decision to focus on Iran and its 

situation was, first and foremost, motivated by my nationality as an Iranian. Apart 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎŜǎǘ-standing international 

conflicts that has been attempted to be diplomatically resolved, it is worthy of 

investigation. The other point that added to the importance of this topic was that, 

even after its official settlement on 14 July 2015, it was still vehemently disputed in 

political and media discourses (and was eventually abandoned). Overall, as a highly 

disputed issue, the Iran nuclear deal triggered many opposite and contradictory 

reactions that made its investigation worthwhile.  

4.2. Sample Design  

This section covers the media genre chosen for examination, the criteria for and 

process of selecting data sources, and the data collection procedures.  

4.2.1. Type of data 
The type of media genre that was chosen for investigation in this study is newspaper 

opinion discourse. In news media (newspapers, in this case), opinion discourse covers 

several sub-genres, including editorials and opinion articles (op-eds). Editorials and 

ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ άǇǳōƭƛŎ Ƴŀǎǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜŘέ ŀƴŘ άǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǎǘ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘŜŘέ 

types of opinion discourse (van Dijk, 1996, p. 15). Pointing to the importance of these 

two newspaper genres, Franklin (2008) argues that the character of a newspaper is 
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displayed by its editorials and opinion articles (op-eds). Le (2009) also emphasises the 

ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭǎ ƛƴ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊǎ ōȅ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ά²ƛǘƘ 

their (unsigned) editorials, however, news media go further than (just) presenting 

oǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΤ ǘƘŜȅ ƻǇŜƴƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻn 

ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜŜƳ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜέ (p. 1727). These opinion pieces are in sharp 

contrast to news articles. Unlike news items that are (falsely) believed to be neutral 

stories reporting the outside world, opinion pieces are written to discuss an issue from 

ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŜȄǇŜctable and acceptable for a 

newspaper to include a variety of opinion pieces with different, opposite or even 

contradictory attitudes regarding a single issue or event. In fact, being two completely 

different types of discourse, news and commentaries (opinion pieces) have totally 

different features and serve different functions in newspapers. The former is a 

descriptive discourse that is expected to present an objective (impartial) narrative of 

ŀƴ ŜǾŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƛƳǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǾƻƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǾƻƛŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ attitudes, values and 

feelings interfering with his/her discourse. However, the latter is an argumentative 

discourse, which is known to be a subjective evaluation of an event and which voices 

ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǊƳǎΦ  

In spite of their similar discourse types (opinion discourse) and schematic structures 

(argumentative), editorials and opinion articles serve slightly different functions in 

newspapers. While editorials are the institutional voice of the newspaper and are 

responsible for exǇǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ and global issues, opinion 

articles express personal views of the writers (typically, experts in the field being 

discussed) on such issues. Generally, editorials are written on behalf of the whole 

organisation and that is why editorials, in contrast to opinion articles, usually have an 

impersonal and formal voice. Farrokhi and Nazemi (2015) mention that editorials are 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƻ άŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻn of their readers by making use 

of different persuasion and argumentation strategies and devicŜǎέ (p. 155). The same 

Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŀƛŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ŀǎ ōƻǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƎŜƴǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ άǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛǾŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ 

aiming to persuade readers to undertake a certain type of action, or to change their 

attitudes ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘέ (Farrokhi & Nazemi, 2015, p. 157). 

Van Dijk (1992, pp. 244ς245) suggests a number of interactional, cognitive, 

sociocultural and political functions for editorials. According to him, editorials 
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function: interactionally, by persuading the readers through argumentation; 

ǎƻŎƛƻŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƭȅΣ ōȅ άǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎέ ƛƴ-group ideologies and values in the public space; 

and politically, by influencing the elites through commenting on their actions or 

άǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέΦ hƴŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀǊacteristic of editorials 

stated by van Dijk (1992) is that their primary addressee is not ordinary newspaper 

readers but political and social elites and decision-makers. This means that 

newspapers act as influential power institutions, which participate in the construction 

or reproduction of power relations in society and in setting the social agenda. 

Although opinion articles ς probably as a result of their diversity of styles and voices ς 

have not been studied as much as have editorials, they do share some of the above-

mentioned functions and characteristics, especially when they are in line with the 

editorial policy of a newspaper. Op-eds appeared for the first time in The New York 

Times in the 1970s ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀƎŜ ΨhǇǇƻǎƛǘŜ ǘƻ 9ŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭǎΩ ǿƛǘh the purpose of increasing the 

diversity of views incorporated into the newspaper. Day and Golan (2005, p. 62) state 

ǘƘŀǘ άthe Op-Ed was designed as a forum for the articulation of multiple ideas in an 

ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ƻƴ ǎŀƭƛŜƴǘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎέΦ hōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ 

of op-eds was to provide a space for those alternative opinions that were not covered 

in the newspaper by giving the chance to experts and policy-makers to discuss issues 

from different perspectives (Salisbury, 1988; Stonecipher, 1979). However, the 

common practices of newspapers have not always observed this principle.  

There are two groups of op-ed contributors in newspapers: columnists, who usually 

write for the paper and are paid; and experts, academics or politicians, who are called 

guest contributors as they are not affiliated with the paper (Golan & Wanta, 2004). 

Mostly, the first group and sometimes even the secƻƴŘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ 

policy in their stance-taking and, consequently, their articles serve similar functions as 

those for editorials, which are mentioned above. Accordingly, instead of being sites 

for the dissemination of diverse opinions, op-eds sometimes turn into alternative 

chanƴŜƭǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ (Song, 2004). Opinion 

ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀƴ ŜǾŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀƴ Ŏŀƴ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ άŘƻ ƴƻǘ 

have to conform to the editorial sǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ ƻǊ ƴŜǿǎ ƛƳǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƛǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘs and, 

thereby, enjoy more freedom to express and defend their opinions (Golan, 2013, p. 



73 
 

361). This freedom gives them a greater opportunity to assert their opinions strongly 

and persuasively. Song (2004), in a similar way to that of van Dijk (1992), contends 

that columnists in newspapers that are prominent worldwide play άƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘŀƭέ 

roles ς akin to those of the editorial writers ς άƛƴ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

international issues but also iƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŜƭƛǘŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ (Song, 

2004, p. 41). 

Overall, the function of both genres is to convey authoǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎŀƭƛŜƴǘ ǎƻŎƛƻ-

political issues. Thus, since editorials and op-eds are places for the expression of 

opinions and since peopleΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŘǊŀǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ƻǊ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ 

(van Dijk, 2001a, 2006), these two newspaper genres are fertile sites for the 

investigation of ideology. Again, since CDS is one of the fields that has an interest in 

ideology, its discursive manifestation and its socio-political functions, these genres 

have been very inspiring and attractive to CDS scholars. In addition, these two genres 

have specific features (e.g. being argumentative and persuasive) that make them even 

more attractive for investigation in CDS. 

Initially, I pursued two purposes for including both editorial and op-ed genres in this 

study. Looking from a textual perspective, the minor goal was to compare and contrast 

the structural features (representational, argumentative and dialogic) of these two 

similar-but-distinct genres. However, in the course of study, I had to put aside this goal 

as I could not include enough editorial samples for analysis (see section 4.2.2.). The 

major goal, on the other hand, was to examine the possible congruencies in the 

Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ŀ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ articles. To put it another 

way, including both genres would help to determine whether or not opinion articles 

published in a paper followed the same policy ς ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

deal/programme, in this case ς as the editorials did. This would, in turn, help to find 

out whether the opinion articles under study served the function for which they were 

invented ς to offer an opportunity to opposite voices not covered in the newspaper 

(Day & Golan, 2005) ς or whether they had turned into merely another channel for 

ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ (Song, 2004). This comparison 

was important as a harmony of attitudes between the editorials and the op-eds of a 

paper could be a sign of bias at the level of decision-making in the newspaper 
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ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ 

positions would gain the chance of publication. 

4.2.2. Sources of samples 
After deciding about the type of data, a web search of newspapers was conducted to 

select the sources from among hundreds of English-language newspapers published 

worldwide. Initially, after taking into account the three criteria of high levels of 

readership (both print and online), international standing and political ideology, I 

arrived at more than 10 leading international newspapers (mostly Western). They 

included The New York Times (USA), The Wall Street Journal (USA), The Washington 

Post (USA), USA Today (USA), Los Angeles Times (USA), New York Post (USA), The Times 

(UK), The Guardian (UK), Financial Times (UK), The Daily Telegraph (UK), Le Figaro 

(France) and Die Welt (Germany). While some of these newspapers are characterised 

as having both large numbers of readers and high standings as broadsheet 

international newspapers (e.g. The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal), some 

others have high standings as elite newspapers but do not have high levels of 

readership (e.g. The Guardian and Financial Times). In addition to the above 

newspapers, which were chosen on the basis of their high standings and readerships, 

some Arabic and Israeli newspapers were also considered on political grounds (Arab 

countries and Israel were actively involved ς although indirectly ς ƛƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

debates). These newspapers included Haaretz and Israel Hayom, the two well-known 

and politically opposite papers in Israel, as well as Al-Ahram, Asharq-Al-Awsat and 

Arab News, the prominent English newspapers in the Arab world.  

Disputes and negotiations regardinƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭƻƴƎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ 

about 12 years ς starting in 2003 and appearing to be officially settled in 2015. 

However, it was impractical to carry out an in-depth investigation of the discourse of 

the source newspapers in such a broad time span. Thus, this study was launched to 

look into a specific juncture: the period after the announcement of the nuclear 

agreement deal on 14 July 2015. Accordingly, each of the newspapers was 

investigated for the opinion articles and editorials that it published about the nuclear 

issue after the announcement of the deal over a period of 17 days (from 14 to 31 July). 

This chosen time span was significant on several grounds: it covered the historical 
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moment  of resolving a long-standing international conflict, it signified a turning point 

in the U.S.-Iran relations, it covered the period when the hottest debates and the most 

intensive efforts to protect or fight against the nuclear deal were happening, and it 

was the period of highest coverage of the deal by media. Given all these and also 

considering the fact that, after July 31, the number and frequency of articles published 

in newspapers on the topic of the nuclear deal declined significantly (that is by no 

means surprising as timeliness is a typical practice in media), I decided to focus on this 

specific period of 17 days.  

After the initial examination, The Daily Telegraph, Le Figaro and Die Welt were 

excluded from the study as they had no editorial or opinion article on the topic of the 

nuclear deal during the specified time span (they published news stories related to the 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ōǳǘ ƴƻ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǇƛŜŎŜǎύΦ 

 Table 4.1. The preliminary list of newspapers  

Place of Publication Newspapers 

U.S. The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, The Washington 

Post, USA Today, Los Angeles Times, New York Post 

U.K. The Times, The Guardian, Financial Times 

Israel Haaretz, Israel Hayom 

Arab region Al-Ahram, Asharq-Al-Awsat, Arab News 

 

After developing the preliminary list of newspapers (Table 4.1), a pilot sample 

collection was conducted to see whether or not a balanced and sufficient number of 

articles could be collected from those newspapers. The outcome of the inquiry 

indicated that, while some of the newspapers had published numerous opinion 

articleǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭǎ ŀōƻǳǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƛƳŜ ǎǇŀƴ όŜΦƎΦ 

Arab News, Israel Hayom and The Wall Street Journal), others had very few (e.g. The 

Times, Financial Times and Los Angeles Times). Therefore, it was not possible to gather 

a reasonable number of samples from all the newspapers: that is a minimum number 

of sample articles needed for reaching a conclusion based on the content of those 

texts and for comparing the findings across newspapers. Besides, there was another 

practical concern about the possibility of carrying out a qualitative analysis on a large 

amount of data. If I were to collect and analyse a reasonable number of samples from 
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each of the 14 newspapers (say five articles) so that the findings from each paper could 

be meaningful, given that, typically, each article comprised between 500 and 1000 

words, the result would be a huge amount of data to analyse ς more than 50,000 

words. That would not be manageable for a qualitative study requiring a close reading 

of texts. 

Given those practical difficulties, I decided to limit the number of source newspapers 

and, as a result, the amount of data. By limiting the number of newspapers, I could 

increase the number of samples collected from each and, thereby, improve the 

generalisability of findings for each paper. Hence, I set a minimum number of five or 

six samples from each newspaper: four or five opinion articles and one or two 

editorials. This minimum number was determined based on the fact that most papers 

had published an average of four op-eds and two editorials during the specified time 

span. The reason for collecting only one or two editorials from each newspaper 

(compared to four or five op-eds) was: firstly, papers published fewer editorials than 

opinion articles (many of them published just one editorial during the specified time 

ǎǇŀƴύΤ ŀƴŘΣ ǎŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 

rather stable, especially over short periods of time. Nevertheless, the small number of 

editorials in the study ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊ ƎŜƴǊŜΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

features and, thereby, the possibility of comparing generic features of editorials and 

op-eds (one of the two initial purposes for including both genres in the study). 

As explained above, given the typical average word count of articles (between 500 and 

1000), I had to reduce the number of source papers to only four in order to keep the 

total amount of data to a maximum of 20,000 words; five or six articles, multiplied by 

four newspapers, equalled 20 or 24 articles and 20 or 24 articles, multiplied by an 

average of 800 words, equalled roughly 16,000 to 19,000 words. Without this 

reduction, I would not have been able to conduct a thorough qualitative analysis and 

interpretation of all the newspaper articles (with no software help). Although I had an 

option to use software for data analysis (corpus linguistics) so that I could manage a 

larger amount of data, I decided to carry out all the analysis manually because I believe 

that software cannot assist appropriately in discourse analysis. One reason is that 

discourse analysis is context-dependent (both the context within the text and the 

context above the text) and, therefore, discursive strategies cannot be identified from 
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the context. The other reason, as indicated by van Leeuwen (2008), is that social 

categories, such as agency, are not always synchronised with specific linguistic 

categories. Thus, searching specific linguistic categories as representatives of social 

categories would be inadequate. 

Therefore, the next step was 

to make the ultimate choice of four newspapers from among the above 14 papers. 

The first requirement was to narrow down the geographical scope of the study as the 

14 newspapers came from four different political contexts. In spite of my initial 

decision to choose one newspaper from each context, which would have meant 

having one Arab, one Israeli, one British and one American newspaper, or to choose 

two newspapers from two contexts, I decided to focus on only one context. The 

reason was that selecting one or even two newspapers as the best representative/s 

of a country or a region was very difficult, if not impossible. In each of the above 

political contexts, there are at least two opposing political wings or ideologies ς each 

having several media outlets ς which take different positions on any national or 

international issue. Hence, no paper could be chosen as the one that expressed the 

attitudes of a whole society or political system. Consequently, it seemed wiser to keep 

the scope of the study within the bounds of one political context so that the findings 

could be more meaningful and interpretable. This way, I was left with one option: to 

focus on the American context since I needed four papers and the number of selected 

papers from other contexts was less than four (three from UK, three from the Arab 

world and two from Israel). More importantly, the U.S. played the pivotal role in the 

nuclear negotiations with Iran. Considering its international leadership and also its 

enduring enmity with Iran, it seemed imperative to observe the ways in which its 

media (newspapers, in this case) responded to and evaluated the negotiations, the 

¦Φ{ΦΩ ǊƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ŘŜŀƭΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ƛŦ L ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ƻƴly one context for data 

collection, the U.S. seemed to be the most relevant one. Among the six American 

newspapers, Los Angeles Times and The Washington Post had published fewer than 

four opinion articles related to the issue of the Iran nuclear deal during the time span 

set for the study; therefore, USA Today, The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal 

and New York Post were chosen as the ultimate sources for collecting sample opinion 

pieces.                                                                                                                                                      
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4.2.5. Selected newspapers 

The four chosen newspapers are prominent on several grounds. They have been the 

most-read newspapers in the U.S. According to reports from various research 

institutes in the last four years 7, USA Today, The New York Times, The Wall Street 

Journal, and New York Post have the highest readerships in the country. USA Today is 

the most circulated US newspaper, with a daily circulation of 1,621,091 in 2019, 

followed by The Wall Street Journal (1,011,200), The New York Times (483,701), and 

New York Post (426,129)8. These numbers include both print and digital circulations. 

In addition to having the highest readerships in the U.S., they ς except New York Post 

ς are also renowned as international elite newspapers with worldwide readership; this 

is especially the case with The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal.  

Another point of importance is that these newspapers belong to different political 

traditions ς Liberal and Conservative ideologies. The only exception among them is 

USA Today. This paper is different from the other three on two grounds: age and 

political advocacy. While USA Today is a very young newspaper, the other three 

papers have been published since the 19th century. The New York Post was founded in 

1801 by Alexander Hamilton as the New-York Evening Post and claims to be the 

longest-running paper in the U.S. Since 1976, the paper has been owned by Rupert 

aǳǊŘƻŎƘΩǎ bŜǿs Corp, the giant media corporation. Under Murdoch ownership, the 

style and stance of the paper became similar to UK tabloid newspaper, The Sun, which 

is also owned by him. The New York Times was founded in 1851 by Henry Jarvis 

Raymond and George Jones as The New-York Daily Times. Since 1896, the paper is run 

by {ǳƭȊōŜǊƎŜǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ¢ƘŜ bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ ¢ƛƳŜǎ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊ ŘȅƴŀǎǘƛŜǎ 

in the U.S. Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƴƛŎƪƴŀƳŜ ά¢ƘŜ DǊŀȅ [ŀŘȅέ and is considered as the most 

respected newspaper in the country. Usher (2014, p. 6) states that ά¢ƘŜ bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ 

Times is a pivotal institution in American democracy. Since 1851, it has shaped the 

contours of elite political discussion and provided substantive reporting from across 

the world and the nŀǘƛƻƴέΦ Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ǿƻƴ ǘƘŜ tǳƭƛǘȊŜǊ tǊƛȊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŎellent news coverage 

                                                           
7 https://www.poynter.org/reporting-editing/2014/usa-today-wsj-nyt-top-u-s-newspapers-by-      
circulation/ 
https://www.cision.com/us/2019/01/top-ten-us-daily-newspapers/ 
 
8 https://www.cision.com/us/2019/01/top-ten-us-daily-newspapers/ 

https://www.poynter.org/reporting-editing/2014/usa-today-wsj-nyt-top-u-s-newspapers-by-%20%20%20%20%20%20circulation/
https://www.poynter.org/reporting-editing/2014/usa-today-wsj-nyt-top-u-s-newspapers-by-%20%20%20%20%20%20circulation/
https://www.cision.com/us/2019/01/top-ten-us-daily-newspapers/
https://www.cision.com/us/2019/01/top-ten-us-daily-newspapers/
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more than any other paper in the U.S. (127 times). The Wall Street Journal has been 

continuously published as a business-focused newspaper since its foundation in 1889 

by Charles Dow, Edward Jones, and Charles Bergstresser. Since 2007, it has been 

owned by Dow Jones & compaƴȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ aǳǊŘƻŎƘΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀ Ǝƛŀƴǘ ΨbŜǿǎ /ƻǊǇΩΦ 

The paper has also won 37 Pulitzer Prizes. Finally, USA Today, as the youngest of the 

four papers, ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜŘ от ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻ όмфунύ ōȅ !ƭ bŜǳƘŀǊǘƘΩǎ DŀƴƴŜǘǘ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅ, 

and is still run by the same company. Its special design and features including its 

colourful images, information graphics, concise and easy-to-read reports, etc., have 

influenced many other newspapers in the U.S. and the world.  

The ¦{! ¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎ other point of difference is that, contrary to the other three 

newspapers that advocate one of the two political wings in the U.S.ς Democratic/Left 

or Republican/Right ς, USA Today has attempted to stay in the centre in the political 

spectrum. This tendency can be observed in its editorial policies, such as forbidding 

endorsement of any presidential candidate or opting to publish op-eds that convey 

opinions that are opposite to its editorial view. Among the other three papers, The 

Wall Street Journal and New York Post are right-wing, conservative papers. As just 

mentioned, both papers are owned by MurdoŎƘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ΨbŜǿǎ /ƻǊǇΩ. The New 

¸ƻǊƪ tƻǎǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ aǳǊŘƻŎƘΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ political interests and has been 

criticised for being sensational and biased in its news coverage and stances. It is also 

5ƻƴŀƭŘ ¢ǊǳƳǇΩǎ ŦŀǾƻǳǊƛǘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΦ Regarding The Wall Street Journal, it was 

presumed to have maintained its impartiality under MurdoŎƘΩǎ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ; however, 

some allegations of conservative bias have been made against this paper as well. 

Among the four papers, only The New York Times leans towards the left, liberal side. 

In spite of its national and international reputation for thoroughness and quality, The 

New York Times has also been challenged by critiques, including by Donald Trump, for 

having a liberal bias.  

Overall, these various political tendencies among the selected newspapers make them 

appropriate sources to study and allow me to compare and contrast findings across 

different ideological positions.  

4.2.6. Data collection  
In the process of selecting the source newspapers, their websites were surveyed, and 

samples published within the time span were recognised. All articles published on the 
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ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мп ŀƴŘ ом Wǳƭȅ нлмр ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜdέ from 

the opinion/commentary sections of the papers. The chosen time span covered the 

period starting immediately after the announcement of the deal until two weeks later. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǿŀǎ ƳƻƳŜƴǘƻǳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜΣ 

during this period, an official settlement of a dispute (the nuclear deal) was itself 

under dispute. In other words, while the nuclear deal was officially endorsed by most 

countries of the world, it was hotly opposed and doubted by many politicians and 

media, especially in the U.S., Iran, Israel and the Arab states. 

The numbers of editorials and opinion articles published in each newspaper during the 

specified time span are presented in Table 4.2: 

Table 4.2. Numbers of editorials and opinion articles published in the four papers 
from 14 to 31 July 2015 

Newspaper No. of editorials No. of opinion 

articles 

Total no. of articles 

USA Today 1 4 5 

The New York 

Times 

2 6 8 

The Wall Street 

Journal 

6 12 18 

New York Post 3 6 9 

 

As Table 4.2 shows, the number of articles published in The Wall Street Journal was 

noticeably high (12 opinion articles and six editorials) while the other three 

newspapers included more similar numbers of articles. Given that USA Today had 

published only one editorial and four op-eds from 14 to 31 July, in order to balance 

the amount of data across all papers, I decided to gather the first editorial and the first 

four opinion articles published after the announcement of the deal in each paper as 

the ultimate samples of the study. Table 4.3 shows the newspaper, the headline of its 

first editorial published, the date of publication and the word count of the editorial: 

 

 

 



81 
 

 Table 4.3. Editorials published in the four newspapers on 14 July 2015 

Newspaper Headlines of Editorials Dates Wordage 

USA Today Is Iran nuclear deal better 
than no deal? Yes: Our view 
 

14 July 2015 595 

The New York 
Times 

An Iran Nuclear Deal That 
Reduces the Chance of War 

 

14 July 2015 703 

The Wall 
Street Journal 

¢ŜƘǊŀƴΩǎ bǳŎƭŜŀǊ ¢ǊƛǳƳǇƘ 
What Will the Arabs Do Now? 
 

14 July 2015 863 

New York 
Post 

hōŀƳŀΩǎ LǊŀƴ-nuke deal far, 
far worse than no deal at all 
 

14 July 2015 522 

 

Table 4.4, below, presents the first four opinion articles published in each paper with 

their headlines, date of publication, and word count (As shown in Table 4.1, the 

number of opinion articles published in some papers during the time span was more 

than four.) 

Table 4.4. First four opinion articles published in the four newspapers from 14 to 31 
July 2015 

Newspaper Opinion Articles Dates Wordage Authors 

USA Today Iran Deal Fails on All Fronts 
 
 
Nuclear Deal Worse than 
Imagined 
 
Not Nuclear, but No Matter 
 
 
No Apologies for Iran Truth  
 

14 July  
 
 
16 July 
 
 
21 July 
 
 
31 July 

416 
 
 
769 
 
 
815 
 
 
521 

Lindsey Graham (candidate for the 
Republican presidential nomination) 
 
Charles Krauthammer (a political 
columnist and pundit) 
 
David A. Andelman (an author and a 
commentator) 
 
Mike Huckabee (a candidate for the 
Republican presidential nomination) 

The New York 

Times 

Republicans Race to 
Condemn the Iran Deal 
 
How Obama Should Sell the 
Iran Deal 
 
The Door to Iran Opens 
 
 
A Good Deal for Israel 
 

14 July 
 
 
15 July 
 
 
16 July 
 
 
19 July 
 

710 
 
 
926 
 
 
828 
 
 
846 

Andrew Rosenthal (a journalist and 
commentator) 
 
James P. Rubin (a former diplomat 
and journalist) 
 
Roger Cohen (an author and a 
journalist) 
 
Chuck Freilich (a former Israeli 
deputy national security advisor; a 

http://www.nytimes.com/column/roger-cohen
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  senior fellow at Belfer Center and an 
author) 

The Wall 

Street Journal 

The Best Arguments for an 
Iran Deal 
 
Whȅ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ /ƘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ 
Tehran 
 
 
The Iranian Nuclear-
Inspection Charade 
 
 
Obama Pours Gas on the 
Mideast Fire 

14 July 
 
 
15 July 
 
 
 
16 July 
 
 
 
 
17 July 

895895 
895 
 
1248 
 
 
 
951 
 
 
 
 
945 

Stephens Bret (a journalist and 
commentator) 
 
Frederick Kagan (a scholar and an 
academic in military history) 
 
William Tobey (a former deputy 
administrator for defence nuclear 
non-proliferation at the National 
Nuclear Security Administration and 
a senior fellow at Belfer Center) 
 
Karen Elliott House (a journalist and 
managing editor) 

New York 

Post 

Obama and Kerry crossed 
every one of their own red 
lines 
 
How Obama Kneecapped 
the US Congress on Iran τ 
Again 
 
Why the Iran Deal is in 
Danger 
 
 
²Ƙȅ ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴ 5ŜŀƭΩǎ tǳōƭƛŎ 

Support is Plummeting 

14 July 
 
 
 
20 July 
 
 
 
22 July 
 
 
 
28 July 

770 
 
 
 
652 
 
 
 
714 
 
 
 
728 

Michael Rubin (an academic at the 
American Enterprise Institute and a 
former official at Pentagon) 
 
Rich Lowry (an editor of National 
Review, a columnist and an author) 
 
John Podhoretz (an editor of 
Commentary magazine, a columnist 
and an author) 
 
John Podhoretz (an editor of 
Commentary magazine, a columnist 
and an author) 

 

The total amount of collected data (op-eds and editorials) equalled 15,259 words. 

Completing the data collection phase, I read the collected articles, newspaper by 

newspaper, to gain an overall understanding of them and then embarked on designing 

analytical and interpretive models for the study. 

4.2.6. Sample limitation 

In spite of all the explanation given above regarding reasons for choosing a specific 

timeframe and selected newspapers as well as difficulties of data collection, the small 

number of samples (20 articles) gathered for the analysis still affects both outcomes 

of the research and the scope of claims. This means that, given the limited number of 

the samples, findings of the research can be held to count only for the data set (20 

opinion pieces from the four newspapers), topic (Iran nuclear deal), and the period 

(14 to 31 of July 2015) under study. They cannot necessarily be generalised to these 

http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.aut.ac.nz/indexinglinkhandler/sng/au/Kagan,+Frederick/$N?accountid=8440
http://nypost.com/2015/07/28/why-the-iran-deals-public-support-is-plummeting/
http://nypost.com/2015/07/28/why-the-iran-deals-public-support-is-plummeting/
http://nypost.com/author/john-podhoretz/


83 
 

newspapers as their typical characteristics or be extended to any other articles 

published in these papers on the same topic but outside this timeframe.  

4.3. Elites and Media in the U.S. 
The relationship between media and elites is a bilateral one. Generally, political elites, 

including state and non-state elites, are known to be dependent on media as a 

platform for self-display, and media are considered to need elites as sources of 

information. As a result of this co-dependency, media and political elites are capable 

of exerting influence on each other. The power of media, as examined in the literature, 

arises from its mediatisation and agenda-setting functions. The former, according to 

Van Aelst and Walgrave (2016, p. 2)Σ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ άƘƻǿ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀŘŀǇǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜǎ 

of media loƎƛŎέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘhe latter is about how media coverage affects political priorities 

(Van Aelst and Walgrave, 2016). The CNN effect is one of the theories that assume an 

enormous power for media over elites and claims that media are capable of 

influencing governments and changing political agendas through their coverage of 

humanitarian issues (Gowing, 1994; Strobel, 1997). Many policy makers and political 

leaders agree with this view and claim that άǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǿƛŜƭŘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ 

ƻƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅέ (Baum & Potter, 2008, p. 40). 

The contrary case to CNN effect is that there is a widespread understanding in 

communication and media studies that media have no independent power from the 

state, and tƘŜȅ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƻƴǾŜȅ ŜƭƛǘŜǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ Manufacturing consent 

is one of the theories in this regard (Herman & Chomsky, 1988). Herman and Chomsky 

contend that U.S. media "are effective and powerful ideological institutions that carry 

out a system-supportive propaganda function, by reliance on market forces, 

internalized assumptions, and self-censorship, and without overt coercion" (P. 

Robinson, 2001, p. 525). In other words, the political and economic positioning of large 

news media (e.g. their ownership, their need for getting advertisements, their 

dependence on the government as the source of news) make them support the 

ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ŜƭƛǘŜΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ Robinson (2001) argues that there are two implicit 

versions of manufacturing consent, namely an executive version and an elite version. 

The former holds that media content conforms with the frames and agendas of the 

government officials who are referred to as executive members. This means that news 
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media coverage is in line with administrative interests and policies, and thereby, 

media are incapable of criticising the government (Entman, 1991; Herman & Chomsky, 

1988; Philo, Henderson, & McLaughlin, 1993). The elite version of manufacturing 

consent maintains that media reflect the interests of the elite in general. These elites 

can be in either the administrative or legislative arms of the government or any other 

powerful position (Bennett, 1990; Hallin, 1986). In the literature on the media-state 

nexus, this former version is called the hegemony approach, and the latter is the 

indexing approach. The hegemony approach to the media-state relation is founded on 

the idea that government officials have an agreement to keep the flow of information 

limited so that theȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ άǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǇǊƻƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇŀƎŀƴŘŀ- and public consent 

ƻǊ ŀŎǉǳƛŜǎŎŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ²ƘƛǘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎέ (Entman, 2004, p. 4). Although the 

indexing approach takes elite dissent rather than elite agreement as its point of 

departure, it is similar to the hegemony approach in contending that media are 

submissive to elites. .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǾƛŜǿΣ άǿƘŜƴ ŜƭƛǘŜǎ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ 

media reflect the discord in ways that may affect foreign policy, and that means their 

role, though still limited, transceƴŘǎ ƳŜǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇŀƎŀƴŘŀέ (Entman, 

2004, p. 4).  

Entman (2004) proposed a cascading model as another way of theorising state-media 

relations that could compensate for the deficiencies of hegemony and indexing 

models. EntmŀƴΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ the concept of frame, ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ άǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

highlighting some facets of events or issues, and making connections among them so 

ŀǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ό9ƴǘƳŀƴΣ нллпΣ 

p. 5). According to this model, official frames from the White House cascade 

downward to non-administration elites, then to media elites, and finally to the public. 

However, not all official frames are accepted and disseminated to the public by 

political and media elites. The success of a frame in spreading down depends on the 

availability of four variables of motivation, cultural congruence, power and strategy.  

Otherwise, the frame activated by the White House can be challenged by non-

administration and media elites at lower levels of stratification and, thereby, the 

public. In this case media deviate from their government-supportive function and 

focus on political disagreements.   
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In a similar vein, Van Aelst and Walgrave (2016) believe that, from an actor-

perspective, political actors can take advantage of media rather than being 

subservient to media. In other words, politicians use media for their own interests. 

From this perspective, media serve political elites in two ways; by providing them with 

information and by providing them with an arena for communication. 

Given the rapid spread of information in the world and the limited capacity of human 

cognition, the information-providing function of media can greatly helps politicians by 

working as a filter that delivers the most important data including what issues are the 

centre of public attention in society. Based on such information, they get raw material 

for their own actions and statements and for promoting their goals and plans. Media 

as a political arena is used by politicians for self-promotion and issue-promotion. 

According to Van Aelst and Walgrave (2016), politicians use media to promote 

themselves. The more they are covered in media, the more they are in the public eye 

and, thereby, can get public attention. In addition, through media, politicians can tell 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ άΨǎǇƛƴΩ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ 

to their own advantage, define it in a way that benefits them and the policies they 

ŦŀǾƻǳǊέ ό±ŀƴ !Ŝƭǎǘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀƭƎǊŀǾŜΣ нлмсΣ p. 9). 

Overall, there is no agreed-upon understanding regarding media-elites or media-state 

relations. Literature includes a variety of models and theories ranging from those that 

consider media as powerful mediatising institutes influencing states and eliǘŜǎΩ 

policies and agendas to those that see media as ideological apparatus serving elites 

and the state. These two understandings of media-elite relation are highly affected by 

notions of political power and economic forces (i.e. political economy).  In other 

words, the former view pays special attention the position of media as powerful 

ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ όŜΦƎΦ aǳǊŘƻŎƘΩ ƳŜŘƛŀ Ǝƛŀƴǘύ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ 

political processes through their privileged access to the public. The latter, however, 

gives priority to the power of the state as the omnipotent ruling institute and 

dependency of media on it for both financial and political support. Between the two 

extreme ends of the spectrum, there are some ideas like cascading model that do not 

necessarily see the media-elite nexus a simple one-way power relation but a complex 

two-way relation determined by a bundle of variables.  
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4.4. Journalism Ethics and Norms of Public Discourse 
Ethics as a branch of philosophy concerns moral rules and norms of human conduct 

and interaction. Journalism ethics is a part of ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ άŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ 

the practice of journalism, and the application of its principles to situations and isǎǳŜǎέ 

(Ward, 2008, p. 139). According to Ward (2008), at the micro level, the problem of 

ƧƻǳǊƴŀƭƛǎƳ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ ƛǎ άǿƘŀǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƧƻǳǊƴŀƭƛǎǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ Řƻ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎέΣ ŀƴŘ 

ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀŎǊƻ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ άǿƘŀǘ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ Řƻέ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ, given their role 

in society (p. 139). Journalism ethics typically deals with issues such as freedom of 

speech, objectivity, fairness, bias, representing minorities, accuracy, independence, 

transparency, etc.  

According to Ward (2008), since the emergence of journalism in the sixteenth and 

seventeenth centuries, there have been several stages of journalism ethics. In the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, truth-seeking and impartial journalism were 

considered as the ethical norms of journalistic practice. In other words, objective 

journalism was the popular brand. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, 

protecting the publicΩǎ liberty against the government and educating the public were 

the journalistic values. Mission of journalism was to serve the public and the idea of 

the press as the Fourth State (the term refers to the idea that although the press are 

not formally recognised as part of the political system, they enjoy a significant social 

influence) was popular in this era (Ward, 2008). During the twentieth century, the 

ideal of the free press as the protector of liberal democracy was modified by different 

groups. On the one hand, there were objectivists who were concerned about the 

power of the press and believed that objectivity and impartiality should be applied to 

protect the free press from sensationalism and domination of business interests 

(return to 16th and 17th centuries ideals). On the other, some journalists rejected 

objective reporting and asked for more interpretive and activist forms of journalism. 

Moreover, critical theories such as feminist, post-colonial, and post-modern theories 

have questioned liberal ethics of journalism on the basis of being male dominated, 

Euro-centric, individualistic, and universal. 

Apart from the above general trends of journalism ethics, there are more subtle values 

and norms suggested for journalistic practices. For example, in the journalistic creed 
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written by Walter Williams in 1914 that is also hanged at the National Press Club in 

Washington, a set of principles and values have been proposed for good journalism, 

including clear thinking, clear statement, accuracy, and fairness. According to Williams 

as stated in Farrar (2013), a journalist should write what he holds in his heart to be 

true and should not write what he does not say as a gentleman. He also states that 

the main criterion of good journalism is public service. Other values he mentions for a 

successful journalism is fearing God, honouring man, and being constructive, tolerant, 

self-controlled, and respectful. Overall, Williams believes that a good journalism is the 

journalism of humanity.  

WilliamsΩ principles are very similar to the norms of public discourse that are universal 

moral values that should be considered in all human public interactions. Public 

discoǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ άǎǇŜŜŎƘŜǎ, publications, and any other statements made in the pursuit of 

ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘέ ό{ŜƭƭŜǊǎΣ нллоΣ ǇΦнύΦ Based on this definition, Journalism is also a part 

of public discourse and should follow general norms of public discourse. Norms of 

public discourse similar to WilliamsΩ principles of journalism constitute civility. The 

word civility means civilised conduct especially politeness or courtesy. Nevertheless, 

civil behaviour is more than just being polite. It includes a range of principles for public 

deliberation such as seeking common grounds, disagreeing without disrespect, 

listening past ƻƴŜΩǎ preconceptions. Incivility, on the other hand, refers to rudeness, 

self-righteousness, and chauvinism that violate the standards of public discourse 

(Sellers, 2003).  

4.5. Analytical and Interpretive Frameworks 

As stated above in section 4.1., the two broad objectives of the research were to find 

out how the four selected newspapers represented, evaluated and took positions 

towards the Iran nuclear deal, and to find out how ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛons 

were influenced by and sought to influence the existing socio-political 

processes/structures. Referring to research objectives is important because, 

according to van Dijk (2013), a good method should be appropriate for research aims, 

goals and the type of data. That is why CDS neither emphasises a specific method of 

analysis nor believes in the necessity of such a unified method (van Dijk, 2013). This 
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methodological flexibility has both merits and demerits. While it gives researchers 

freedom to design their studies according to their specific objectives and types of data, 

lack of methodological orthodoxy may leave researchers, especially novices, confused 

about how to frame their studies or how to conduct data analysis. Consequently, this 

research project, like other CDS research, had to choose either one or a combination 

of several established analytical models or had to create its own, based on its research 

questions. To make a decision in this regard, I went through several stages of inquiry. 

The first step was to consider my research objectives and the type of data involved so 

that I could decide whether or not any existing CDS method suited my research. In 

addition to the above objectives, the media genre that I had chosen to study (opinion 

discourse) had specific features that required attention. Two important characteristics 

of opinion discourse are being argumentative and being evaluative (van Dijk, 2013). 

Each of these features was suggestive of other qualities of opinion discourse. For 

example, argumentativeness entails persuasion and persuasion needs engagement 

with other people and opinions since the ultimate aim of argumentation is persuading 

others to accept your opinion. Being evaluative, as the other characteristic of an 

opinion discourse, means drawing on beliefs, norms and values. Our beliefs, norms 

and values are, in turn, based on our ideologies and interests. Accordingly, I needed 

an analytical framework that could cover all these aspects of the opinion discourse 

and achieve my research objectives as well. 

With these aims in mind, I conducted an extensive review of the literature in the field 

of CDS (see the section on CDS in Chapter Three). Prominent approaches to CDS, 

including the Discourse-Historical approach ς DHA ς (Reisigl & Wodak, 2009, 2016; 

Wodak, 2001a), the Dialectal-Relational approach ςDRA ς (N. Fairclough, 2001a, 2003, 

2009, 2016) and the Socio-Cognitive approach ς SCA ς (van Dijk, 2001b, 2009, 2016), 

were studied closely. Working within the school of CDS, all these approaches 

emphasise the necessity of investigating both textual and contextual as well as 

intertextual properties of discourses under study; they also recommend a two or 

three-stepped process of analysis, interpretation and explanation. I followed the same 

procedure by defining two levels for my study: textual and contextual. Intertextual 

analysis was incorporated into the textual level here. Since one dimension of 
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discourse, especially persuasive discourse, is its dialogue with other opinions/opinion-

holders (intertextuality), intertextuality was examined as part of dialogic structure. In 

addition, while investigating the argumentative and representational dimensions of 

articles, I also examined how they drew on or refuted texts produced by other people. 

For the process of textual analysis, however, each of the three approaches scrutinises 

the texts differently. This is partly, as mentioned above, caused by the diversity of the 

field and the variety of data chosen for study, with each requiring a unique set of tools 

for investigation. While all three approaches offer interesting models of textual 

analysis, none embraces all the features and dimensions I intended to investigate. 

The closest option for my study was the discourse-historical approach. DHA 

recommends analysis of five categories: referential (actor description), predicational 

(action description), argumentation, perspectivisation and intensification or 

mitigation strategies. Though these categories were part of what I intended to 

examine in my data, they were not comprehensive enough to cover all I was looking 

for. Being more like a collection of possible tools for examining a text rather than an 

all-embracing configuration of different textual aspects of a discourse, they seemed 

to lack an overarching structure. This was particularly problematic for studying the 

specific type of data I had chosen to investigate (newspaper opinion pieces). 

Consequently, I decided to expand on the existing approaches by developing an 

analytical approach that could respond to the needs of this study, including its 

objectives and the specific features of the genre under study (newspaper opinion 

discourses).                                                                                                                                               

Therefore, the next step was to convert the objectives into research questions that 

could cover features of opinion discourse as well. This way, I could construct a model 

that gave structure and order to my analysis. Thus, the following five questions were 

developed for the research: 

RQ 1: In what ways was social reality regarding the Iran nuclear dispute (social actors, 

actions, and phenomena) constructed differently in the discourse of the four 

newspapers?  
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RQ 2: In what ways did the different authors employ different strategies to engage 

with readers as well as opinion-holders and did they express different values and 

norms?  

RQ 3: What positions did the authors take on the Iran nuclear dispute and how did 

they support their positions? 

RQ 4: How did social structures appear to influence opinion discourses?  

RQ 5: How did opinion discourses seek to influence social structures?  

4.5.1. Textual level 
The first three research questions that the study was expected to answer related to 

the textual aspect of discourse but each to a different dimension. This first question 

aimed at investigating the ways in which the situation related to the Iran nuclear deal 

was discursively constructed or pictured in each sample article and, consequently, in 

each newspaper. In other words, it intended to show how the authors represented 

the situation to their readers. The second question enquired about how the authors 

positioned themselves towards the situation that they pictured as either normal or 

problematic. It also examined the ways in which the authors argued for their positions. 

The third question dealt with interactional aspects of the texts as, on the one hand, it 

asked how the authors built relationships with their readers while, on the other hand, 

it investigated how the authors engaged with alternative or opposing points of view 

(intertextuality). Overall, these three questions respectively focused on 

representational, argumentative and dialogic structures of the article texts. 

Examination of these three structures seems to offer a comprehensive view of textual 

properties of the opinion discourse and, thereby, organise the process of textual 

analysis. 

Specifying the overall structure of the model at the textual level, I needed to 

operationalise (Wodak, 2016) the abstract concepts of representational, 

argumentative and dialogic structures. Operationalisation of these concepts required 

identifying what linguistic or rhetorical devices could stand for and realising them. To 

find appropriate analytical devices, I pursued two strategies: conducting an in-depth, 

bottom-up analysis of several sample articles so that I could identify the most 
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noticeable discursive features of the texts; and exploring other discourse-orientated 

fields to find out how they approach the task of text analysis and how those 

approaches might be applied to my own research. These fields included Classical 

Rhetoric (Braet, 1992; Corbett, 1963; Kennedy, 1994; Leach, 2000), Argumentation 

Theory (I. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013; Walton, 1989, 1996, 2007; Walton, Reed, & 

Macagno, 2008), Systemic Functional Linguistics (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2008; 

Martin & White, 2005; van Leeuwen, 2008), Academic Discourse (K. Hyland, 2005, 

2010) and Political Metaphor Analysis (Charteris-Black, 2005, 2012, 2013; Edelman, 

2013). Studying Classical Rhetoric, I detected the similarity between the three textual 

structures I defined for the opinion discourse and AristoǘƭŜΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƳƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ 

peǊǎǳŀǎƛƻƴΦ !ǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ όоΦнΦύΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ !ǊƛǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƛƴ 

classical rhetoric, each text should draw on three modes of persuasion in order to be 

appealing to its audience: pathos όŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴǎύΣ ethos (sǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ), 

logos (reason). The first mode of persuasion (pathos), as defined in rhetoric, is linked, 

in a causeςeffect relationship, to the representational structure as the former is 

triggered through the latter. In other words, the use of discursive and rhetorical 

strategies for representing people or events can arousŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ όǎŜŜ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ 

five). Ethos from rhetoric specifies similar interactional aspects of discourse as does 

the dialogic structure. Ethos itself comprises the three elements of good will, good 

sense and virtue; respectively, these correspond to the three dialogical dimensions in 

my analytical framework, namely engaging, stancing and commenting (see chapter 

six). Finally, logos corresponds to the argumentative structure in my approach. They 

both refer to the use of rational arguments for convincing others to accept a point or 

take an action. This similarity both made me more confident about the 

practicality/appropriateness of the designed model and gave me an opportunity to 

enrich and modify it by drawing on ideas from classical rhetoric. 

In addition to classical rhetoric, other theories and fields offered me crucial insights as 

to what might be incorporated into my analytical framework. Argumentation theory 

provided me with structures and models of argument as well as a list of argumentation 

schemes (topoi). The appraisal model of systemic functional linguistics (SFL) and meta-

discourse markers in academic discourse provided me with ideas about how to study 
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ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ ±ŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ ǎƻcio-semantic network of social representation 

familiarised me with different types of social agency and their linguistic realisations in 

discourse. Political Metaphor Analysis offered me an understanding of the role of 

metaphor in representing a biased and emotionalised picture of political reality. 

Overall, the outcomes of this extensive inquiry helped me choose discursive devices 

that seemed most demonstrative of each textual structure (representational, 

argumentative and dialogical). These devices were personalisation/impersonalisation 

of social agents, activation/passivation of social agents, verb processes, 

argumentation schemes, meta-discourse markers, presupposition and conceptual 

metaphor, etc. Each of these devices pertained to a particular structure. For example, 

different categories of social agency and verb processes could demonstrate how social 

actors were represented (representational structure). Meta-discourse markers could 

help identify which self-images the authors aimed to display and how they engaged 

with their readers as well as with other opinions (dialogic structure). Finally, 

argumentation schemes could indicate which claims the authors made about the issue 

and how they supported their claims (argumentative structure). 

4.5.2. Contextual level 
The last two research questions designed for this study related to its second objective 

as they were concerned with the contextual level of the research. Society or the social 

structure referred to in these questions included all the contextual factors that 

influenced the texts and were influenced by it. Generally, context can be defined at 

two levels: the immediate context of the situation and the macro-political, cultural 

and social structures of society. The first contextual level refers to the characteristics 

of the communicative event, such as the setting, the type of the activity, its purpose, 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴs. The macro-contextual level is 

where the influence of higher-order social factors on discourse and the role of 

discourse in maintaining or transforming those social structures are identified and 

explicated. These two senses of the concept of context also needed to be 

operationalised so that they could be examined properly. The immediate context of 

the situation seemed to be best realised through information about the authors, the 

genre of the article, the newspaper organisations and their putative readers. 
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Therefore, collecting background information about the authors and newspaper 

organisations and their respective readerships constituted an essential part of the 

study. The macro-contextual level, on the other hand, seemed to operate through 

concepts of national identity, power relations at national and global levels, security, 

ideology, myth and hegemony. Therefore, I needed to review the relevant literature 

in the fields of politics and international relations to gain information about the system 

of national and international power relations, American ideologies and political myths, 

and, especially, perceptions about security and construction of security threats in 

international relations (Anderson, 1991; Beasley, 2010; Huntington, 1997, 1999; 

Hutcheson, Domke, Billeaudeaux, & Garland, 2004; Marsden, 2011; Midgley, 2007; 

Svein Stugu, 2003). One of the areas that came across as a result of this investigation 

was the relatively new field of securitisation studies (from latter 1980s and 1990s) that 

had involved discourse analysis in its study of national and international security. As a 

result of familiarity with securitisation theory, I realised that opinion discourses I was 

working on could be seen as a part of a larger and longer process in politics that was 

called de/securitisation. Through this framework, I explained how newspaper 

discourses endeavoured to constitute American society ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ 

policy by either securitising or desecuritising Iran. In fact, securitisation or de-

securitisation are considered two forms of political actions that are primarily 

discursive; they are examples of how discourse does a politicaƭ Ƨƻō ƻǊΣ ƛƴ /5{Ω ǘŜǊƳǎΣ 

how discourse constitutes society.  

9ƴŘƻǊǎƛƴƎ Ǿŀƴ 5ƛƧƪΩǎ (2009) assertion that cognition is the interface between society 

and discourse, I attempted to demonstrate the process through which the above 

ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ perceptions of Iran and subsequently, their 

discourses and the ways in which the produced discourse could reinforce or resist 

those social structures in addition to conducting some political actions. In order to 

clarify the latter part of the process, I drew on securitisation theory (Balzacq, 2009, 

2011b; Balzacq et al., 2016). Overall, the analysis at this stage was concerned with the 

social, ideological and hegemonic practices prevalent in society and how they shaped 

and were shaped by discursive practices.  
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4.6. Interpretive Arc 

This research was conducted in two phases: the first was analysis and interpretation 

(Analysis and Understanding in Interpretive Arc); and the second was critique and 

explanation (Ownership in Interpretive Arc). In conducting this research project, I 

folloǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ .ŜƭƭΩǎ (2011) Interpretive Arc as I found it very practical 

and enlightening. In his volume-length article published in the journal Discourse & 

SocietyΣ .Ŝƭƭ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ΨŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ analysisΩ ōŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ 

ΨŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ interpretationΩ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨƻǳǊ ŦƛŜƭŘΩΦ IŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ 

άǘƘŜ ƘŜŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿƻǊƪέ (p. 519), adopts the term interpretive arc from 

philosophical hermeneutics (Ricoeur, 1981) and adapts it for use in discourse studies. 

He argues that employing the interpretive arc helps in dealing with a persistent issue 

faced by all discourse analysts (and one of the thorny critiques against CDS) that is 

justification or validation of the interpretation (how can we be sure that our 

interpretation of a text is adequate and valid?). According to him, working through the 

steps of the interpretive arc, we arrive at an informed understanding of the text and 

ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ άŀ ƴŜǿ ǎŜƭŦ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘέ (Bell, 2011, p. 519). 

The interpretive arc consists of six phases; the first three phases are pre-analytical and 

the last three are post-analytical. Phase 1 is Estrangement and refers to the distance 

between the text and the reader ς discourse analyst, in this case ς which results from 

the written or technological form of communication as opposed to the closeness of 

the speech. Phase 2 is Pre-view or the knowledge and opinions that the analyst already 

possesses, comprising world views, ideologies, information, etc. Pre-view is similar to 

the concept of reflexivity in qualitative research that stresses the importance of the 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ƻǿƴ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ƻǊ ōƛŀǎŜǎ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ōȅ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ 

situatedness in a specific geographical, cultural, religious and even economic context. 

In my case as a researcher (a discourse analyst), all my chosen and unchosen personal 

and social characteristics, including being an Iranian and a Muslim, a woman and an 

academic, a pacifist and a social activist, and born in an unreligious and economically 

middle-class family, have possibly influenced Ƴȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōȅ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ƳŜ ƛƴ άŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ ǇǊŜƧǳŘƛŎŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘέ (Bell, 2011, p. 530). Following the steps 
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of the interpretive arc, however, I attempted to reduce the effect of these unwanted 

variables. 

PhaǎŜ о ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎǘΩǎ tǊƻǘƻ-ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ Ψƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ƎǳŜǎǎΩΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

first reading of the text, brought about by his/her ΨǇǊƛƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻǊ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴƛƴƎΩΦ L 

went through this phase during the first year of my study when I was reading my 

sample articles for the first time and was forming an overview of them based on my 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ όLǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜύ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ as my familiarity with the 

American political context and IranςU.S. relationship. The proto or initial 

understanding is then tested and compared to alternative readings of the text through 

the next step that is Analysis (phase 4). Here, different interpretations of the text are 

assessed for validity so that the number of possible plausible interpretations can be 

limited. Phase 5 refers to the Understanding which results from Analysis. Phases 4 and 

5 are, indeed, in a cyclic rather than a linear relationship. In other words, these two 

phases cannot be separated as they inform each other reciprocally. 

The two latter phases were enacted in my three analytical chapters where the 

representational, argumentative and dialogic features of the sample texts were 

examined through the selected discursive devices (social agency and action, 

presuppositions, argumentation schemes, meta-discourse markers, etc.). This means 

that all instances of social actors, and their attributed processes, presuppositions, 

argumentation schemes and meta-discourse markers, were identified and interpreted 

ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘǎΩ ǳƭǘƛƳŀte goals. In other words, I examined 

how they helped the authors to create specific pictures of the situation related to the 

Iran nuclear issue, how they supported the positions taken by the authors towards the 

nuclear deal, and how they shaped the authorsΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

opinions. All these textual properties of sample articles were interpreted in light of the 

immediate context of situation. In other words, the possible impacts of several factors 

of the communicative event, such as the ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ 

ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛƻ-economic classes and ideological 

tendencies of their readerships on the discourse of the articles were discussed. These 

findings were presented, feature by feature, in three representational, argumentative 

and dialogic chapters. At the end of each chapter, a cross-newspaper comparison was 
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conducted. Here, I compared and contrasted discourses of the four newspapers with 

the aim of finding out whether or not there were any similarities or differences across 

the papers regarding their representations of the issue, their interactions with readers 

as well as alternative opinions, their positions towards the issue and the discursive 

strategies they employed. 

Finally, the process of interpretation is completed at phase 6 of the interpretive arc ς 

Ownership. Here, according to Bell (2011, p. 519), άǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜs of critique of 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘΩǎ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ ŦǊŜǎƘ ƭƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎΣ Ǌeaders are led to a new self 

ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŀǎǘ ǎǘŜǇ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊs eight and 

nine of this research project (De/securitising Iran in American newspapers and 

conclusion). Carrying out the analysis and interpretation of the 20 sample articles (16 

opinion articles and four editorials), findings were put in the broader socio-political 

context and were discussed in terms of the mutual relationship between discourse 

and social structures. The critical dimension of this research became evident in this 

phase that revealed how social relations were manifested in discourse and how 

discourse contributed to or fought against reproduction of those relations. On the one 

hand, I showed which political and cultural myths and ideologies were incorporated 

in the discourse of the opinion articles and editorials under study and, on the other 

hand, I explained the roles that these newspaper discourses had in the broader 

political field. Drawing on a constructivist theory of International Relations 

(securitisation theory), I explained: whether the discourses of these newspapers 

worked to securitise or to de-securitise LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜar programme/deal; how they 

attempted to achieve their goals of securitisation or de-securitisation; and, finally, why 

they intended to do so. 

4.7. Analytical Procedure 

Adopting the interpretive arc as a procedural plan/road map, I embarked on the 

analysis of the sample articles (phases 4 and 5 of the interpretive arc). Firstly, I read 

articles from each newspaper one by one to grasp an overall understanding of their 

opinions and positions regarding the nuclear deal. Upon this initial reading, I realised 

that all newspapers ς with the exception of USA Today ς were on either the pro-deal 
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or the anti-deal side of the dispute. Therefore, I classified them into two broad 

categories of pro and anti-deal corpuses. After this preliminary stage, I started a pilot 

analysis of a few samples according to the designed analytical models. Generally, I 

pursued two approaches towards textual analysis of data. On the one hand, I carried 

out a detailed investigation to identify instances of specific linguistic categories, such 

as meta-discourse markers, verb processes, activation/passivation, etc. This bottom-

up analysis was employed mainly for examination of the representational and dialogic 

features of the articles. On the other hand, I followed a holistic top-down approach in 

examining the augmentative structures of articles. This means that I read each article 

as a whole in order to discover its argumentative points comprising main, meso and 

micro-topics and, then, proceeded to identify constituents that made up the 

argumentation structures of the articles (premises, argumentation scheme and 

conclusion). When the practicality of the analytical framework was approved by my 

supervisors, I continued to employ it for analysing the rest of the samples. Examining 

each textual dimension (argumentation, representation, and dialogue) in all the 

sample articles, I summarised and presented the findings for each newspaper 

separately and, finally, compared and contrasted the findings across the four papers. 

In the next three chapters (chapters five, six and seven), analyses and findings related 

to each textual structure are presented. Each of these analytical chapters focuses on 

one dimension of the opinion discourse. 
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Chapter Five 

Analysis of Representational Features 

 
As discussed in relation to Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) in chapter three (3.1. and 

3.2.2), discourse analysis is mainly about representation (how social reality is 

constructed discursively through representation). To put it another way, discourse 

analysts working within the school of CDS are keen to explore the ways in which 

holding different values, norms, interests and ideologies results in different narrations 

(constructions) of a single event or phenomenon. Representation is also very 

important from the perspective of securitisation theory. As explained in chapter three 

(3.3), securitisation is about how existential threats to valued objects are constructed 

through discourse. Thus, one major step in the process of securitisation is representing 

the referent subject and referent object. Therefore, scrutinising the representational 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ ŀ central part of this research. In 

doing so, my aim is to discover the ways in which each newspaper represented the 

issue of the Iran nuclear deal, including the deal itself, the negotiations leading to the 

deal, the negotiating countries and the deal-makersτall together constructing the 

desired images of referent subjects and referent objects. 

Countries or institutions that were directly or indirectly involved in LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

negotiations and in the achievement of the deal (the social practice under study) were 

Iran, members of the United Nations Security Council (U.S., U.K., France, Russia and 

China), Germany, the European Union, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 

Saudi Arabia (the Arab states) and Israel. The last two countries were not part of the 

nŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀƳǎ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ 

and actively involved in the debate regarding the result of negotiations. Iran sat on 

one side of the negotiation table and on the other side sat the five members of the 

UN Securiǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀƴŘ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ όƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨtрҌм ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩύΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 

European Union and IAEA. Accordingly, any discursive account of this social practice 

is expected to include all or some of the above social actors (see Table 5.1). 
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Table 5.1. List of coǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

Directly involved countries Iran, U.S., U.K., France, Russia, China, Germany 

International organisations  European Union, International Atomic Energy Agency 

Indirectly involved countries Saudi Arabia, Israel 

 

In addition to the political entities (nation-states and international organisations) that 

were treated as social actors in the neǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊses, the agreement deal itself 

was sometimes given the role of a social actor, capable of carrying out different 

actions. However, it should be noted that most of the actions apparently attributed to 

the deal (specifically, active material or verbal processes) were, in fact, ascribed to the 

deal-makers, especially to one of the groups on the American side of the deal 

όtǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴύΦ ¢ƻ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ 

adopted two approaches in their discussions of the deal. While some authors openly 

introduced President Obama and his administration as the ones responsible for any 

merits or demerits of the deal in their discussions (explicit approach), some others 

assessed the deal, its terms, conditions and outcomes without much reference to the 

deal-makers (implicit approach). The former group directed their blame or praise on 

the cause (deal-makers) but the latter group focused on admiring or criticising the 

effect (the deal). Therefore, there were two senses of the deal in the corpus of articles: 

a substitute for American negotiators (a social actor) and a political document (an 

object). In cases where the deal was activated in material or verbal processes, the real 

agent of actions was the group of American deal-makers (or the West in general) and, 

where it was passivated (object/patient of a process) or descriptivised (van Leeuwen 

(2008) calls activation through relational process descriptivisation), it was treated as 

an object (a political document). As a result of the above complexities in 

representation of the nuclear deal and since the deal was the product of negotiations 

(an object) not a social actor like nation-states or organisations, I will discuss it 

separately in section 5.6. 

Another point to be made is that some of the nation-states represented as social 

actors in the newspapers embraced two or more groups as their representatives. In 

other words, some of the newspapers distinguished and described different groups of 
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social actors within some of the countries named above. Particularly in case of the 

U.S., newspapers differentiated President Obama and his administration from other 

American groups such as the Congress or the people (this will be illustrated in each 

section). 

In light of the above discussion, this chapter examines the representation of different 

social actors in each of the four newspapers with the purpose of discerning the bigger 

picture of the event (the Iran nuclear issue) presented by each newspaper. I will 

demonǎǘǊŀǘŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ specific construction of the event founded on the 

representation of some social actors as the referent subjects, and others as referent 

objects. I will show how each newspaper offered a different portrayal of the event 

with a different network of relationships held within it, leading to either complete 

securitisation or semi-securitisation (desecuritisation) of the nuclear issue. To uncover 

these constructions, I conducted a detailed, bottom-up analysis of actor and action 

representations by drawing on van Leeuwen (2008); then, I combined the findings 

from each paper to identify which specific map of the world it presented. 

The first phase of analysis begins with the dichotomy of inclusion/exclusion. Here, I 

identify those social actors who were included in and those who were excluded from 

the discourse of each newspaper. According to van Leeuwen (2008), exclusion can be 

in the form of either suppression (complete absence) or backgrounding (absence in 

relation to specific activities). After identification of social actors included in a 

discourse and discussion of the reasons for exclusion of other social actors, the next 

step was an examination of the ways in which social actors were introduced and the 

roles attributed to them across the four newspapers. This is called actor and action 

representation by van Leeuwen (2008) or nomination and predication strategies by 

Reisigl and Wodak (2016). In addition to social actors, the representation of the 

nuclear deal itself will be examined across newspapers. Finally, I bring these separate 

findings together to demonstrate the ways in which different actors worked together 

in networks of relationships to construct specific accounts of the event; here, those 

networks are called world maps. 

In the second phase, I examine the headlines of pro and anti-deal articles to find out 

how they, as the eye-catching parts of the articles, draw on emotionalised elements 
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as well as ideological perspectives to look appealing to the readers. Here, I will 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƳŜǘŀǇƘƻǊǎΣ ƘȅǇŜǊōƻƭŜΣ 

presuppositions and word choices, and their role in constructing emotionalised 

discourses (emotionalisation of discourse will be discussed more fully in chapter 

eight). 

5.1. Inclusion/Exclusion of Social Actors across Newspapers 

In this section, I present a brief summary of each paǇŜǊΩǎ included and excluded social 

actors. This enables an understanding of which parties were considered responsible 

or effective in the social practice (the nuclear negotiations) from the perspectives of 

the newspapers. 

Most of the 11 countries and organisations (called social actors in this study) named 

above were almost excluded in The Wall Street JournalΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ ¦ΦYΦΣ 

France and Germany were totally suppressed. They were implied only three times in 

the phrase European Union (EU) and once in the West. Russia and China, which were 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǎƛŘŜ ōȅ The Wall Street Journal authors, were mentioned only a 

ŦŜǿ ǘƛƳŜǎ όǎƛȄ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ǘƛƳŜǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅύΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨtрҌм 

cƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩΣ wǳǎǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ /Ƙƛƴŀ ǿŜre associated with Iran and, as a result, dissociated 

from the group comprising the U.S. and the three European countries. Israel and Saudi 

Arabia were mentioned only once in four of the articles in The Wall Street Journal. 

However, in one article written specifically about the consequences of the deal for 

Saudi Arabia, that country was referred to 29 times and, also, Israel was mentioned 

seven times. These two countries formed another association that cooperated against 

Iran. They were associated with the U.S. as well. Finally, IAEA was mentioned 14 times 

in two articles dealing with the nuclear inspection procedures and excluded from the 

rest. On the whole, Iran, the U.S. (Obama/his administration and America as a nation-

state) and, to some extent, Saudi Arabia were the main and most frequently 

mentioned social actors in The Wall Street Journal (Table 5.2). 
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Table 5.2. Presence of social actors in The Wall Street Journal 

Social 
actors 

Iran U.S. Saudi IAEA  Israel Russia China Europe 

No. of 
occurrences 

136 54 30 14 7 6 2 4 

 

In The New York TimesΩ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƻǊǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

three countries (U.K., France and Germany), were, again, completely suppressed. The 

only implicit reference to those countries was in two general phrases ς major world 

powers and world leaders ς that embraced those European countries as well as the 

U.S., Russia and China. Reference to Russia, China, Saudi Arabia and IAEA was also 

almost suppressed. It seems that these eight social actors were excluded from The 

New York TimesΩ Řiscourse. Major social actors in this paper were Iran (including 

moderate officials, Iranian youths and the revolutionary guard/the Supreme leader), 

Israel and the U.S. (consisting of Obama and his administration, America as a nation-

state and American critics). The numbers of occurrences of the social actors in the 

paper are shown in Table 5.3. 

Table 5.3. Presence of social actors in The New York Times 

Social 
actors 

Iran U.S. Israel Saudi IAEA Russia China Europe 

No. of 
occurrences 

101 55 44 3 5 2 1 0 

 

The discourse of the New York Post on the Iran nuclear issue embraced only two social 

actors: Iran and the U.S. (Obama/his administration, the American public and the 

Congress). Other social actors who had a role in the social practice (the nuclear 

negotiation) were completely absent/suppressed in the discursive practice (discourse 

about the deal) presented by this paper. The excluded social actors were European 

countries, Russia, China, Israel, IAEA and Saudi Arabia (some were mentioned once in 

the newspapeǊΩǎ ŎƻǊǇǳǎύΦ CǊƻƳ among the included actors, the U.S. had the most 

salient presence (Table 5.4). 
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Table 5.4. Presence of social actors in the New York Post 

Social 
actors 

Iran U.S. IAEA Saudi Israel Russia China Europe 

No. of 
occurrences 

70 147 2 1 1 1 1 2 

 

In USA Today, Europe and China were almost entirely excluded (this was similar to 

their exclusion from the other three newspapers). They were mentioned in only one 

of the five USA Today articles. However, contrary to what was noted in The New York 

Times and the New York Post, Saudi Arabia and Russia were, to some extent, present 

in this paper (see Table 5 below). Moreover, unlike the other three papers that 

focused mostly on Saudi Arabia, USA Today mentioned this country along with other 

Arab states, like the United Arab Emirates and Qatar, in three articles. Russia was also 

present in two articles. The remaining three social actors, including Iran, the U.S. 

(Obama/his administration, America as a nation-state and the U.S. Congress) and 

Israel (Netanyahu/his government and Israel as a nation-state) were noticeably 

present in USA Today (Table 5.5). 

Table 5.5. Presence of social actors in USA Today 

Social 
actors 

Iran U.S. Israel Saudi IAEA Russia China Europe 

No. of 
occurrences 

106 85 39 14 5 8 3 1 

 

Regarding the representation of social actors, USA Today was different from the other 

three newspapers because its articles were not ideologically homogenous. USA 

TodayΩǎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōƻǘƘ ǇǊƻ ŀƴŘ ŀƴǘƛ-deal perspectives (see section 4.2.3 above). 

While its editorial was advocative to the deal, three out of its four opinion articles 

were against the deal. These differences of attitude led to different representations 

for each social actor. 

5.1.1. Why are social actors excluded from discourse? 
The decision to exclude some social actors through suppressing or backgrounding can 

be made in response to a variety of factors. As mentioned before in chapter three 

(section 3.2.2), the terms suppression and backgrounding describe different degrees 



104 
 

of exclusion. While in suppression there is no trace of a social actor in the text, 

ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜŀƭǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊΩs role in relation to specific actions or events. 

In the latter case, the author aims to de-emphasise the presence or the influence of 

the social actor in the social event. In these cases, actions of the social actor are mostly 

presented through possessivation όŜΦƎΦ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻƴΧύ ƻǊ nominalisations (e.g. U.S. 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦΧύΦ 

wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŘǊƛǾen by completely divergent 

intentions. An author may suppress some social actors because of the perception that 

those social actors did not play any significant roles in the social practice or, on the 

contrary, with the intention of obscuring their roles in the given social practice. While 

suppression of the European side of the negotiations (including U.K., France, Germany 

and the EU) can be associated with the former view, suppression of Israel in some of 

the articles, especially those from the New York Post and The Wall Street Journal (anti-

deal newspapers), can be interpreted in the latter way. All the newspapers, whether 

they were pro or anti-deal, excluded the European negotiators from their discussions 

of the issue (there were only seven references to Europe in 20 articles). This means 

that, from the perspectives of the American newspapers, Europe did not have a 

decisive role in the negotiations. In other words, they viewed the whole situation as a 

confrontation between Iran and the U.S. with other countries, such the European 

nations, Russia, China, Israel and the Arab states, either benefiting from the situation 

or being negatively affected by it. While the anti-deal articles described the situation 

as favouring the first three (Europe, Russia and China) and affecting Israel and the Arab 

Nations, pro-deal articles usually represented it as favouring Israel and the Arab 

Nations and were silent about the roles or situations of Europe, Russia and China. 

 Regarding the suppression of Israel in anti-deal newspapers, from among 10 articles 

collected from these two newspapers, seven did not mention it at all (four from the 

New York Post and three from The Wall Street Journal). From the remaining three 

articles, one (from the New York Post) referred to Israel only once and the other two 

(from The Wall Street Journal) mentioned it seven times in total. Anti-deal newspapers 

probably preferred to be silent about Israel and its role in the negotiations and its 

position on the deal so that they could argue that their disagreement with the deal 
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was because of its danger for the whole world rather than because of their worries 

about their Israeli friends. In other words, suppressing Israel seemed to be their 

strategy for avoiding accusations such as that they were under pressure from Israeli 

lobbies or that they were trying to appease them. They meant to show that their 

opposition to the deal had nothing to do with their close relationships with Israeli 

ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ƻǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǇŀǇŜǊǎ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ΨƻǇǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭΩ 

solely ŀǎ Ψŀƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ 

Having identified who the present social actors were in each newspaper discourse and 

which were excluded, I embark on a comprehensive linguistic analysis of the social 

agency in each newspaper. This detailed scrutiny of the mechanisms of the presence 

of social actors helps me to identify the degree and the type of their social agency as 

constructed by each newspaper. In other words, this bottom-up examination 

contributes to understanding the nuances of newsǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 

reality. 

5.2. Representation of Iran across Newspapers 

Predictably, Iran was the most recurrent social actor in the corpus of newspapers with 

more than 400 references. Its most salient presence was in The Wall Street Journal 

(136 times) and its least-noticeable presence was in the New York Post (70 times). 

 5.2.1. The Wall Street Journal 
Iran was typically collectivised in The Wall Street Journal through the collective nouns 

Iran or Iranians (more than 100 times) or, sometimes, through metonymy Tehran (17 

times). Only in five out of 136 cases, was it referred to by the negative label regime. 

There were also a few references to Iranian leaders like the Supreme Leader, President 

or military figures. In general, Iranians were assimilated and treated as a unified 

collective entity in this newspaper. No differentiation was made between the various 

political groups in Iran: between the government and the people, or between the 

administration (led by the President) and the State (led by the Supreme Leader). 

Iran, as the key social actor in The Wall Street Journal, was mentioned more than was 

any other actor in the articles. Starting by examining activation or passivation of this 

social actor, I noticed that, in more than two-thirds of cases (73%), Iran was appointed 
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an active role. As explained in chapter three (3.2.2), according to van Leeuwen (2008), 

activation of a social actor can be realised in different ways. An active social actor can 

be the agent of a proposition or the agent of an infinitive or a gerund (participation), 

such as in the first excerpt below. Activation can also be realised by prepositions like 

by ƛƴ Ψōȅ LǊŀƴΩ and from ƛƴ ΨŦǊƻƳ LǊŀƴΩ (circumstantialisation) or by premodification and 

postmodification of nominals or process nouns, such as in the phrases LǊŀƴΩǎ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ 

hostage and LǊŀƴΩǎ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ ǿƛƴ (possessivation) as shown in excerpts 2 and 3: 

1. A cocky, conventionally armed Iran increasing regional mischief-making puts Saudi 
Arabia in the cross hairs -- ƻŦ LǊŀƴΧ όThe Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 17 July 2015) 
 

2. Also, how does a nuclear deal not wind up ōŜƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƘƻǎǘŀƎŜ in dictating 
ǘŜǊƳǎ ŦƻǊ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ aƛŘŜŀǎǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΚ όThe Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 14 July 
2015) 

 
3. Even that, though, is not ¢ŜƘǊŀƴΩǎ ōiggest win. (The Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 15 

July 2015)  
 

As the above excerpts disǇƭŀȅΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƻŦ ŀ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǘȅǇŜ όƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ 

process in the transitivity system). It was the agent of actions such as increasing 

mischief, taking hostage, enriching uranium, winning negotiations, blocking 

inspections, controlling its neighbours, etc. Indeed, material processes formed about 

65 per cent of instances when Iran was presented as an active social actor in the 

discourse. Overall, Iran was pictured frequently as the perpetrator of misconduct, 

either independently (as indicated in the above excerpts) or because others helped 

the country by providing opportunities (excerpts 4 and 5). To put it another way, in 

addition to its active roles where it made mischief, in half of the cases where Iran was 

passive (33 instances), it was the object/patient of actions providing it with 

opportunities (allow, permit, give, provide, etc.). The agents of those actions favouring 

Iran were the deal, Obama, the U.S, Europe or the West. They were sometimes 

explicitly mentioned as agents and sometimes were backgrounded. In the two 

ŜȄŎŜǊǇǘǎ ōŜƭƻǿΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΥ 

4. The deal permits Iran to build and test advanced centrifuges. (The Wall Street 
Journal Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
 

5. Χ ǘƘŜ Ǌeal and present threat that a deal wouƭŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 
stature and its capability to ratchet up ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƳŜΩǎ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 
sectarian divisions. (The Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 17 July 2015) 
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Overall, Iran was represented as the referent subject winning negotiations and gaining 

all the benefits from the nuclear deal in spite of its criminal actions like cheating, 

hiding, supporting terrorism, making illegal purchases, etc.  

5.2.2. The New York Times 
As was the case with The Wall Street Journal, in the corpus from The New York Times, 

Iran was the most recurrent social actor (101 times) and was typically referred to with 

the neutral collective noun Iran. Nevertheless, there seemed to be some intentional 

distinctions made between three or four groups of social actors within Iran. In this 

regard, there were a few cases of apparently positive nominations, such as Iranian 

reformists, moderates in Iran, moderate foreign minister, highly educated society or 

aspirational westward-looking youth, on the one hand, and some negative labels, such 

as regime (only two times), pariah, revolutionary guard and old guard, on the other 

hand. This means that Iranians were not considered to be a homogenous group of 

people by The New York Times authors. On the contrary, The New York Times authors 

ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ŀƴ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ƛƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΤ ǘƘŜȅ 

differentiated between Iranian people and the Iranian government, and they 

considered these differences in their interpretation and discussion of the issues 

related to Iran. This recognition of a multifaceted Iran by The New York Times authors 

and the positive views of those writers towards the Iranian people and moderates in 

Iran (although expressed only a few times) led me to assume that, when they used the 

collective noun Iran in their discussions (mostly for expressing negative attitudes), 

either they meant the Iranian ruling sect, led by the Supreme leader (rather than 

moderate officials or the Iranian nation), or they saw these other groups as necessarily 

dominated by, or incorporated into, the powerful ruling group. 

Though Iran was the most frequently stated social actor in The New York Times, it was 

not the most activated social actor (as it was in The Wall Street Journal). Iran was finely 

poised in the middle of the active-passive continuum. The proportion for Iran was 52 

per cent active and 48 per cent passive. It becomes more interesting when we realise 

that, in 25 per cent of ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ active role was enforced or allowed by another 
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actor (mostly by the deal). In other words, in those cases, Iran was both passive and 

active: 

6. While the agreement will not prevent a determined Iran from building a nuclear 
weapon, it will maƪŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƘŀǊŘŜǊΧ (The New York Times Op-Ed, 15 July 
2015) 
 

7. The dealΧ ƛǎ ǇƻǘŜƴtially one of the most consequential accords in recent diplomatic 
history, with the ability not just to keep Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon but 
also to reshape Middle East politics. (The New York Times Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 
 

In such cases, Iran is initially passive as it is the patient/object that is mainly 

undergoing restraining actions (material processes) by the deal or by anonymous 

actors in passive-voice sentences (being limited, is kept, is prevented, is allowed, etc.). 

Those actions were mainly ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ όenriching uranium, 

building nuclear weapons, destroying the region, etc.). Consequently, in a quarter of 

instances, Iran was both passivated and activated (primarily passive and only 

secondarily active). If we deduct those cases (24 times) from the total cases where 

Iran was activated in the discourse (56 times), the proportion becomes 35 per cent 

entirely active to 65 per cent completely passive. This means that Iran was largely 

represented as submissive in The New York Times articles. Even more interestingly, 

almost all the actions that were conducted with Iran as a passive social actor (except 

in four cases) had a restrictive and controlling nature, like preventing, reining in, 

dealing with, stopping or requiring. This is contrary to the portrayal in The Wall Street 

Journal where actions imposed on Iran mostly had a liberating nature like permitting, 

allowing or providing ς but also, some of the negative actions attributed to Iran (active 

role) were in the form of unreal conditionals. To put it another way, activation of Iran 

was sometimes hypothetical (if Iran cheats, if Iran decides to build nuclear weapon, 

etc.) and, apart from those conditionals, the rest of the actions attributed to Iran as 

an active social actor were asserted as facts: 

8. ... many American sanctions will remain in place even after the deal is implemented, 
including those relating to LǊŀƴΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ for terrorism and its human rights 
violations. (The New York Times Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
 

9. It must be judged on what it set out to do τ stop Iran going nuclear τ not on 
whether Iran has a likeable regime (it does not) or does bad things (it does). (The 
New York Times Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 
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10. For at least the next decade, Israel will not have to live under the threat of a 
nuclear Iran and will not face the danger of annihilation. (The New York Times Op-
Ed, 19 July 2015) 
 

As can be seen, Iran was activated either through participation (agent of the 

proposition in excerpt 9) or through possessivation (nominalisation of the actions in 

excerpts 8 and 10). Although these actions conducted by Iran were negative, as 

mentioned above, activation through possessivation does not have the same effect as 

does activation through participation. According to van Leeuwen (2008), the former 

de-ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜǎ ƻǊ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊΦ !ǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ 

focus of the propositions in excerpts 8 and 10. To put it briefly, not only was Iran 

mainly rendered passive as a social actor in The New York Times (65%), but some of its 

active roles were also backgrounded through possessivation. Iran was indeed 

represented as a past pariah that was reined in by the deal. The New York Times 

auǘƘƻǊǎ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ LǊŀƴΩǎ malignant actions, like its anti-Israel outbursts, its 

condemnation of America and its support of terrorism; however, they believed that 

the deal could put limits on Iran and prevent it from obtaining a nuclear weapon. In 

their opinion, without the deal, Iran would be freed to install more centrifuges and do 

its worst as a pariah, and a nuclear Islamic Republic would draw closer. Based on the 

above findings, I can argue that The New York Times, unlike The Wall Street Journal, 

did not construct the image of Iran as the winner of the negotiations but as a former 

pariah and a present member of the international community (in an attempt to 

ŘŜǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŜ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜύΦ 

5.2.3. New York Post 
In the New York Post, contrary to the other three newspapers, Iran was not the most 

frequently mentioned social actor. It was mentioned only 70 times in this paper 

compared to 147 references to American social actors. However, in a similar way to 

that of The Wall Street Journal and USA Today, the New York Post treated Iran as an 

assimilated entity and referred to it by collective nouns like Iran, Iranians or the 

metonymy Tehran, or by the negative title Mullahs (clerics); there was no reference 

to any specific Iranian official or leader. 

LǊŀƴΩs proportion of activeness to passiveness in the New York Post, which was similar 

to that of The New York Times, was quite comparable: 53 per cent active to 47 per 
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cent passive. Again, similar to The New York Times, in about one-third of cŀǎŜǎΣ LǊŀƴΩs 

actions were consequences of actions by Obama or the deal; however, actions by 

Obama or the deal had a liberating nature here, unlike in The New York Times: 

11. ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƴ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ Ϸмрл ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿƛƴŘŦŀƭƭΣ leaving Tehran free to funnel cash and 
conventional weapons to its clients. (New York Post Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
 

12. Finally, he allowed Iran essentially to pre-approve any inspection. (New York Post 
Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

!ǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŜȄŎŜǊǇǘǎΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎuch as funnelling cash, pre-

approving sanctions, halting enrichment, dismantling the nuclear programme and 

keeping everything in place were made possible by what Obama, Kerry or the deal 

either did or failed to do regarding Iran (not forcing, leaving, letting, allowing). If we 

eliminated these cŀǎŜǎΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊƛǎŜ ǘƻ ŀōƻǳǘ рп ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ New 

York Post. On the whole, in its passive role, Iran typically underwent material actions 

initiated by the deal or Obama and his administration. These actions, however, did not 

exert any power over Iran. As stated above, they had either failed to control Iran (does 

not force, does not limit, etc.) or, ironically, freed Iran from control and pressure 

(favours Iran, reimbursed Iran, ceded to Iran, allows Iran, etc.). In its active role, Iran 

was again involved in material actions. Activation of Iran was primarily through 

participation (ex. 13). Only in a few cases is Iran activated through possessivation (ex. 

14): 

13. Plus, LǊŀƴ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ōŀŎƪ its windfall of tens of billions of dollars handed to 
it under the agreement. (New York Post Op-Ed, 29 July 2015) 
 

14. Kerry has ceded IǊŀƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ with new-generation centrifuges 
exponentially more powerful than Iran has now. (New York Post Op-Ed, 14 July 
2015) 

 

The way in which Iran was represented shows that it was not the focus of the debate 

in the New York Post. Iran was referred to only secondarily when authors discussed 

hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

5.2.4. USA Today 
As it was in The Wall Street Journal and The New York Times, Iran was the most 

frequently mentioned social actor in USA Today (106 times). Again, as it was in The 

Wall Street Journal and the New York Post, the country was viewed as a unified and 
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assimilated entity and referred to with collective labels such as Iran, Iranians, Iranian 

officials or the metonymy Tehran. In addition to those neutral titles, in some cases, 

USA Today authors used ideologically loaded labels (Shiite clerics of Iran and 

Ayatollahs in Iran) or negative labels (a nasty regime, a global outlaw, biggest sponsor 

of terrorism and LǊŀƴΩǎ ǘȅǊŀƴǘǎ) when referring to Iran. 

Investigating the presence of Iran in USA Today revealed that it was represented more 

as active (61%) than it was as passive (39%). In almost all the cases, Iran was activated 

through participation as the agent of propositions (57 times); in only eight instances, 

its activation was through possessivation (nominalisation). In its active role, Iran was 

involved in material (45 times), relational (eight times) and verbal (eight times) 

processes: 

15. Iran already controls four Arab capitals. With more money, LǊŀƴΩǎ ŘŜǎǘŀōƛƭƛȊƛƴƎ 
influence will only grow. (USA Today Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

16. Instead, we have ensured that with the mere passage of time, Iran will become a 
nuclear nation. (USA Today Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 

 
17. LǊŀƴΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛŀƴǎ have directly ŎŀƭƭŜŘ LǎǊŀŜƭ ŀ άōŀǊōŀǊƛŎ, wolflike and 
ƛƴŦŀƴǘƛŎƛŘŀƭ ǊŜƎƛƳŜΦΦΦέ όUSA Today Op-Ed, 31 July 2015) 
 

In excerpt 15, the type of process attributed to Iran is material; in excerpt 16, it is 

relational and, in excerpt 17, it is verbal. As mentioned earlier, according to van 

[ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŘǳŎŜǎ 

the agency of a social actor (ex. 16). Moreover, in a similar way to that of other 

newspapers, in some of the instances here, Iran was portrayed as potentially active 

(simultaneously active and passive). In other words, its activeness was dependent on 

the actions of other social actors: 

18. Χ ŀƴŘ L ŀƳ ǎƪeptical that Iran will be required to fully disclose all its past nuclear 
work. (USA Today Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

19. Iran is prevented for at least 10 years from developing the capability to build a 
ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǿŜŀǇƻƴΧ όUSA Today Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
 

Here, IrŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Řisclosing its past nuclear work or developing the capability to 

build weapons are enacted/unacted by the agentless actions of requiring and 

preventing. 
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In addition to participation, Iran was activated through possessivation in a few cases. 

In these cases, an adjective like Iranian or a possessive adjective like its was added to 

a nominal: IǊŀƴΩǎ destabilising influence, Iranian export, Iranian import, LǊŀƴΩǎ threat 

and its arms purchases. 

Regarding its passive role, Iran was passivated mainly through participation 

(object/patient of a verb) in 25 instances (ex. 20) and through circumstantialisation 

(as the object of a preposition) in 15 instances (ex. 21): 

20. We should be prosecuting Iranian officials for genocide and crimes against 
humanity, not allowing them to enrich uranium to be used to build a bomb. (USA 
Today Op-Ed, 31 July 2015) 
 

21. .ǳǘ ƛǘΩs unlikely the Russians will want to turn over their most advanced weapons 
systems to Iran... (USA Today Op-Ed, 21 July 2015) 
 

The types of action of which Iran was the object were, again, mainly material. The 

agents of these actions were chiefly the U.S. (We), the deal or sanctions. Nevertheless, 

as mentioned in case of The New York Times, in many cases, these actions were not 

factual. They were indeed prescriptions for future actions. These processes were 

accompanied by deontic or epistemic modalities like should or will. 

I should make a distinction between the two groups of articles in USA Today as they 

treated Iran slightly differently. In both groups, Iran was activated although its degree 

of activation in anti-deal articles was higher than it was in pro-deal articles 

(respectively, 75% and 60%). Moreover, in pro-ŘŜŀƭ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΣ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

were conditional/hypothetical while, in others, they were embedded in questions 

(raised by opponents) that authors attempted to answer: 

22. [ŜǘΩǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ LǊŀƴ will spend ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƴŘŦŀƭƭ ƻƴ ŀǊƳǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴΧ όUSA Today Op-Ed, 
21 July 2015) 
 

23. How, for example, can it be guaranteed ǘƘŀǘ Χ Iran ǿƻƴΩǘ ǉǳƛŜǘƭȅ ōǳƛƭŘ a nuclear 
capabilityΧ όUSA Today Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
 

As the above excerpts show, in these cases, IraƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ƛǎ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘΣ 

thereby, de-emphasised. Overall, in pro-ŘŜŀƭ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

activeness had been exaggerated by the opponents of the deal. In anti-deal articles, 

ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŜǾƛƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ was emphasised. 
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hƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ōƻǘƘ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ 

approaches towards Iran. What papers had in common was their shared 

condemnation of Iran or their expression of negative attitudes towards it. All four 

papers esǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƴǳƴŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ΨǘŜǊǊƻǊƛǎǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨŀƎƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΩΣ ƴƻ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ǎupported the deal or not. However, 

what differentƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

to the deal. While The New York Times represented Iran as being constrained by the 

deal and forced to reduce its nuclear activities (desecuritisation), The Wall Street 

Journal pictured Iran as actively taking advantage of the negotiations by cheating and 

deceiving the U.S. or the West in general (referent subject in securitisation moves). In 

the New York Post, Iran was shown to be either enjoying the opportunities and 

benefits that the deal and the U.S. provided or making mischief (referent subject in 

securitisation moves). Finally, USA Today described Iran as carrying out evil actions on 

other countries or as experiencing ineffective attempts by the U.S. to control it 

(referent subject in securitisation moves). However, it should be noted that, in the pro-

deal articles of USA TodayΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎtions were sometimes presented as hypothetical 

rather than as factual. 

5.3. Representation of the U.S. across Newspapers 

The United States was the second social actor in the corpus in terms of saliency of its 

presence (more than 330 instances of reference). It was the most recurrent social 

actor in the New York Post (147 times) where Iran had its least saliency (71 times). In 

the other three newspapers, the U.S. was referred to between 55 and 85 times. 

5.3.1. The Wall Street Journal 
The United States was the second main social actor in The Wall Street JournalΩǎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ 

in terms of its number of mentions. Contrary to the way in which The Wall Street 

Journal authors represented Iran as a collective identity ς as Iran or Iranians ς on the 

U.S. side, they identified and distinguished two major groups. One was specific and 

definite or individualised, as named by van Leeuwen (President Obama and his 

administration), and the other was assimilated and collectivised (the U.S., Americans 

and we). Obama and his administration was referred to 25 times and the U.S. as a 

nation-state was referred to 27 times. The Obama group was activated in nearly all 
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the propositions, and the actions attributed to it were mostly verbal (15 out of 25). In 

some instances, Obama was the sayer/writer (participation) in the verbal processes: 

hailing, promising, saying, swearing and issuing. In some other cases, his active verbal 

role was represented by possessive pronouns or by the possessive s added to noun 

phrases (possessivation): his assertion, his claim, hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ, tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩǎ ōǊƻŀŘ 

and happy description and his assurancesΦ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾement in other types of 

action, such as material or relational processes, occurred only a few times (three times 

for each process). 

The U.S. as a nation-state included all Americans, from individual people to President 

Obama. This way of referring to the U.S. involved both merits and demerits for Obama. 

hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƘŀƴŘΣ ƛǘ ƎŀǾŜ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀŎȅ ǘƻ hōŀƳŀ ōȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƘƛƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψƴationaƭ ǿŜΩ 

but, on the other hand, it could cause condemnation of Obama; by pointing out that 

Americans formed a unified body and that whatever their decision-makers did 

affected the whole nation, authors sometimes intended to criticise Obama. This group 

was also activated in The Wall Street Journal articles but mainly through material 

processes. The U.S. was the agent in material processes (participation) like caving in, 

making concessions and imposing sanctions while, sometimes, its agency was implied 

in adjectival phrases (possessivation) like U.S. support and U.S. protection. In some of 

ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭy those with the negative content, the 

real agent of the actions was Obama or his administration (caving in, making 

concessions, bizarre decision); nevertheless, the authors preferred either to avoid 

referring to President Obama directly or to represent those actions as if all Americans 

were involved in them: 

24. Experts will debate the value of the concessions Iran has made on the nuclear front, 
but the value to Iran of the concessions the U.S. has made on nonnuclear issues is 
immeasurable. (The Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 15 July 2015) 
 

25. The U.S. appears to have caved on this point at the last minute after ultimatums 
from Tehran. (The Wall Street Journal Editorial, 14 July 2015) 

 
26. Χ ǘƘŀǘ {ŀǳŘƛ !Ǌŀōƛŀ ǎǘƛƭƭ Ŏŀƴ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ƻƴ the U.S. for protectionΧ όThe Wall Street 

Journal Op-Ed, 17 July 2015) 
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In the first two excerpts above, the actual actors are Obama and his administration, 

who were involved in negotiations and made the deal with Iran, while, in the last one, 

the reference to the U.S. is to America as a nation-state not just its administration. 

In addition to the term the U.S., the inclusive first-person pronoun we was the other 

term used for referring to Americans. This pronoun was used six times in one of the 

opinion articles (The Wall Street Journal, 14 July 2015): 

27. Since ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǘǊǳǎǘ Iran we need an airtight system of monitoring and verification. 
 

28. ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿhat we know. What do we not know? 
 

29. Or maybe ǿŜ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ƭǳŎƪȅ. 
 

In these excerpts, the pronoun we refers to the American nation, consisting of the 

administration, officials and people (the dialogical function of this we and the 

rhetorical work it does for newspapers have been discussed thoroughly in the chapter 

on dialogic structure). Another interesting point is that, when we was the agent of 

propositions or when the U.S. referred to America as a nation-state, the type of 

attributed action or the saliency of the agency differed from what it was in the cases 

where the U.S. referred to the American president/administration. In excerpts 27 to 

29 above, where we (America as a nation-state) is the agent, actions attributed to it 

are either mental or relational (less active) and, in excerpts 26, where the U.S. refers 

to America as a nation-state (not Obama), ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ƛǎ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ς the 

activation of the U.S. is realised through possessivation of nominalised actions (U.S. 

support, U.S. protection and U.S. sanction). In these instances, the authors apparently 

attempted to decrease the strength and thŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ 

(backgrounding the U.S.). According to van Leeuwen (2008), when a social actor is 

activated through participation (being the agent of a proposition), it becomes 

foregrounded; however, its activation through possessivation (nominalisation with 

pre or post modification) backgrounds the active role of the social actor. Overall, 

regarding the U.S. as one of the four main social actors in The Wall Street Journal, 

three approaches were discernible. When Obama and his administration were the 

representatives of the U.S. side (whether explicitly mentioned or implied in the term 

the U.S.), they were presented as active social actors involved in verbal as well as 

material or relational actions indicating weakness or wrong-doing. When America as 
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a nation-state, through the collective noun the U.S. or pronoun we, was the 

representative, it was activated either as the foregrounded agent of mental processes 

ς ΨǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ōȅ van Leeuwen (2008) ς or as the backgrounded agent of material 

processes (possessivation). Therefore, it can be argued that the active role of the U.S. 

as a nation-state in negotiations was de-emphasised in The Wall Street Journal. The 

U.S. was shown primarily as reacting to what others did through cognitive mental 

processes or as taking protective/positive actions, such as supporting other nations 

(referent object). 

5.3.2. The New York Times 
The United States was the second major social actor in The New York TimesΩ discourse 

following Iran (55 times). There were three distinct groups on the American side as 

represented in The New York Times: Obama and his administration (referred to 20 

times), America as a nation-state, inclusive of the administration, (25 times) and 

American critics of the deal (nine times). The first group was individualised and 

referred to as President Obama, Mr. Obama, President, President Obama and his 

advisors, Obama administration or the White House. The second group was 

collectivised and referred to as the United States or we (only two times), or was 

referred to by the use of adjectival phrases like American approach. The third group 

of social actors was mainly specific to The New York Times. Authors of this paper 

referred to those who opposed the nuclear deal with Iran generally as critics or 

sometimes specifically as Republican presidential hopefuls, Republicans in Congress, 

Republican candidates, Republican presidential nomination or the Israeli Prime 

minister. From The New York TimesΩ ǇŜǊǎǇective, there were two groups of critics: one 

American (Republicans) and one non-American (Israeli government). 

In 12 out of 20 instances of reference to Obama, he was mentioned alone and, in the 

rest, with his administration or advisors, or as the White House. In all these instances, 

they were represented as the active participators (agents) of the propositions: 

30. In the long run-up ǘƻ ¢ǳŜǎŘŀȅΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŀgreement with Iran, the Obama 
administration repeatedly suggested that the accord was part of a larger strategic 
ǎƘƛŦǘ ƛƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΦ όThe New York Times Op-Ed, 15 July 2015) 
 

31. President Obama did not set out to change Iran but he has created a framework 
that, over a decade, might. (The New York Times Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 
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32. The White House can hope that will happen but should not expect it. (The New 

York Times Op-Ed, 15 July 2015) 
 

From among the 20 processes in which Obama was involved as the agent, seven were 

verbal (ex. 30), while seven were material (ex. 31) and were accompanied by deontic 

modals (ex. 32). This means that, unlike The Wall Street Journal, which focused solely 

on OōŀƳŀΩǎ ǿƻǊŘǎ όǇǊƻƳƛǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŀƛƳǎύΣ The New York Times discussed what Obama 

did regarding Iran (both positive and negative) and what he should do in addition to 

what he said. Providing advice to Obama through deontic propositions was specific to 

The New York TimesΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ 

The other group on the U.S. side was America as a nation-state, represented through 

participation or through possessivation by adjectival phrases like American officials, 

American diplomatic achievement, American opposition or American sanctions. In 

more than half of the 25 instances of reference to America as a nation-state, the U.S. 

was passivated (object/patient) and, in the rest, it was activated in material, relational 

or verbal processes (participation and possessivation): 

33. Both Israel and the United States wanted a knockout blow; what we got was a 
punt. (The New York Times Op-Ed, 19 July 2015) 
 

34. The final deal with Iran announced by the United States and other major world 
ǇƻǿŜǊǎ ŘƻŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ƴƻ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇƻǎǘǳǊƛƴƎΧ όThe New York Times Editorial, 
14 July 2015) 

 
35. More important, many American sanctions will remain in place even after the deal 
ƛǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘΧ όThe New York Times Editorial, 14 July 2015) 

 
36. But Congress should think twice before the feel-good, reckless adoption of a 

resolution condemning a deal that advances American interests. (The New York 
Times Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 
 

Excerpts 33, 34 and 35 are examples of activation of the U.S., and excerpt 36 is an 

example of passivation of the U.S. As it was in The Wall Street Journal, this sense of 

the U.S. as a nation-state was generally backgrounded in The New York TimesΩ 

discourse. The U.S. was either completely passive (15 out of 25 instances) or slightly 

activated through possessivation. 

Finally, the third group on the U.S. side comprised those Americans who were against 

the deal. They were introduced most often as Republicans (and sometimes as Israeli 
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officials) by The New York Times authors. This group of social actors was activated 

mainly by those actors being agents of verbal and mental processes like wanting, 

condemning and opposing: 

37. The Republican presidential candidates fell all over themselves today trying to see 
who could condemn the nuclear deal with Iran the most quickly and in the most 
cataclysmic terms. (The New York Times Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 

38. So what do the critics, from Republican presidential hopefuls to the Israeli 
government, seek in place of the deal with Iran that verifiably blocks ¢ŜƘǊŀƴΩǎ ǇŀǘƘ 
ǘƻ ŀ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǿŜŀǇƻƴΧ tǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅΣ they want what would have happened if 
negotiations had collapsed. (The New York Times Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 

39. The Republican presidential hopefuls repeated that formula today τ 
condemnation of the deal with no credible alternative to offer. (The New York 
Times Op-Ed, 14 July 2015)  

Expectedly, critics were pictured as being verbally and mentally reactive, rather than 

active, towards the deal. This group was portrayed negatively in The New York Times. 

Authors usually mocked and condemned them as lacking knowledge and expertise, 

being foolish, making reckless decisions, etc. (see chapter seven for more discussion 

on refuting critics.) 

5.3.3. New York Post 
In the New York PostΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǘƘe United States encompassed diverse groups of 

social actors with different roles in and stances on the issue of the nuclear deal. One 

of these groups was individualised and specific (President Obama, his Secretary of 

State, and his administration) and others were more collectivised and general 

(American people, the U.S. Congress and America as a nation-state). The first group 

was the most recurrent social actor in the whole newspaper (86 mentions). The 

second group, which was referred to as American public, Americans or American Jews, 

was mentioned 26 times, the U.S. Congress 25 times and, finally, the fourth group, 

called the U.S., 10 times. 

Each of the four groups of social actors that formed the U.S. side was active to a 

different degree and was involved in a different type of action. Obama and his 

government were the most active social actors in the whole paper with 88 per cent of 

activation. The types of action attributed to this group were mostly verbal and, to 

some extent, mental and material: 
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40. Shortly after the UN vote, President Obama urged Congress to get with the 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΥ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ōǊƻŀŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜΣέ he said, 
adding ǘƘŀǘ Ƙƛǎ άŀǎǎǳƳǇǘion is that Congress will pay attention to that broad-based 
ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎΦέ (New York Post Op-Ed, 20 July 2015) 
 

41. Χ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ Obama has done a bad job of it when it comes 
to Iran. (New York Post Op-Ed, 22 July 2015) 

 
42. President Obama announced ŀ άƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎέ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ LǊŀƴ ƻƴ ¢ǳŜǎŘŀȅ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ 

decades of conflict over its nuclear ambitions. (New York Post Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

Obama was represented as making vows but not being committed to them. By 

frequently exposing contradictions between his promises and his deeds, the New York 

Post authors pictured him as not being a man of his words. 

The second group of actors on the U.S. side was the American people, comprising two 

groups ς American Jews and the American public ς inclusive of the Jews (American 

Jews were referred to seven times in one article). This group was mainly activated 

(80%); however, it was entirely involved in mental and relational processes 

(reactions): 

43. Χ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŘƛǎŎomfort with  its terms is deepening. American Jews 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ it, despite efforts by ObamŀΩǎ ŎƻǳǊǘ WŜǿǎ to make it seem as though 
tƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŦŀǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ of it than Americans in general. (New York Post Op-Ed, 
28 July 2015) 
 

44. The public has no such confidence. (New York Post Op-Ed, 22 July 2015) 
 

In the above excerpts, American people ς Jewish or in general ς have been either 

descriptivised or represented as reacting to the deal with their thoughts or feelings. In 

other words, they were not reported as being involved in any actions; instead, they 

were portrayed as cognitively or affectively reacting to what Obama did (the nuclear 

deal). There were also a few instances of this group being passivated as the 

object/patient of a verb (participation): a week of intense lobbying has not changed 

the publicΩǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴƛŀƴǎ. 

One important point to be made is that there were two groups of American Jews in 

this article; one was introduced as a part of the American public and the other was 

ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŎƻǳǊǘ WŜǿǎΩ ƻǊ Ψ[ƛōŜǊŀƭ WŜǿǎΩ όΨŎƻǳǊǘ WŜǿǎΩ ƛǎ a contemptuous label that the 

nationalist or Zionist Jews give to those Jews who reject Zionism and believe that 

Judaism is a universal religion and not a nationality). This latter group was 
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distinguished and excluded from the group named the American public or American 

Jews and referred to as hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŎƻǳǊǘ WŜǿǎ (implying that they were pro-Obama and 

pro-deal). This group was also mentioned seven times in the same article. It was 

pictured as attempting to deceive American Jews to gain their support for the deal. 

This accusation was related to a poll on the Iran deal by The Israel Project (a group of 

ŎƻǳǊǘ WŜǿǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿύΦ ¢ƘŜ New York Post author accused The Israel 

Project of presenting a basically pure administration spin with no counter-argument 

in the questions they asked of Jews in their poll. 

The Congress, as the third group of American social actors, was more active (68%) than 

passive (32%) in the New York Post. Similar to the American public, the Congress was 

involved in mental processes as well as in some verbal actions: 

45. Amazingly enough, the agreement with Iran ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŜƴtion the US Congress or 
its review ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭΧ όNew York Post Op-Ed, 20 July 2015) 
 

46. Congress will likely ask what changed, since this deal allows Iran to keep Fordo. 
(New York Post Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 

 
47. The irony is that congressional critics might base their opposition on the red lines 

once drawn by Secretary of State John Kerry and President Obama themselves. 
(New York Post Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

As the excerpts show, both in its active and passive roles, the Congress was involved 

in only mental and verbal actions. 

The other way of referring to the U.S. was as America as a nation-state. This sense of 

the U.S. was inclusive of all Americans, even the administration. It was generally given 

a passive role through possessivation and was mostly the object of prepositions 

(circumstantialisation): for American security, to the interest of the U.S. and American 

allies. This means that it did not have any focal position in the propositions; it was the 

most backgrounded among the four groups on the U.S. side. 

To put ƛǘ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅΣ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿŀǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

activated most often (primarily verbally and, to some extent, mentally and materially). 

The Obama side was pictured as making either statements or promises that they could 

not be committed to or as carrying out unsuccessful actions. The American public, on 

the other hand, was mostly active in mental and relational processes (they were 
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reactive and descriptivised rather than active). The American public, including 

American Jews, was represented as reacting to the deal and Obama by expressing 

their feelings or thoughts (lack of trust in Obama, not liking the deal, being non-

supportive or unconfident). America as a nation-state was not involved in any event 

and was referred to only peripherally in prepositional phrases. Finally, the Congress 

was also pictured as reactive rather than active; the Congress was responding to 

hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ όmaking the deal) by reviewing, opposing or rejecting it. 

5.3.4. USA Today 
The United States was a major social actor in USA Today, after Iran, and was referred 

to 85 times. Three groups were portrayed as representatives of the U.S. in this paper: 

one individualised (Obama and his administration, referred to 20 times) and two 

collectivised (America as a nation-state, referred to as we, the United States or 

Americans 52 times, and the Congress, mentioned 13 times). From the three groups 

comprising the U.S., America as a nation-state was mentioned most frequently. In pro-

deal articles, it was referred to 20 times (five times as we) while, in the anti-deal 

articles, it was mentioned 32 times (16 times as we). 

USA Today was the only newspaper in which the number of references to Obama was 

remarkably fewer than was the number of references to America as a nation-state (in 

the other three newspapers, these two groups had very similar rates of occurrence). 

Even more noticeably, Obama was almost absent in three out of the five articles from 

this newspaper. In the two USA Today articles that were supportive of the deal, Obama 

was either completely suppressed or referred to only once. Even in one of the anti-

deal articles, Obama was mentioned only once. 

In 18 out of 20 instances (90%), Obama was activated as the agent of verbal (ex. 49) 

and material processes (ex. 48): 

48. But Obama is taking the agreement to the U.N. Security Council for approval within 
days. (USA Today Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 
 

49. Obama claimed in his Wednesday news conference thaǘ ƛǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ 
because we can always intercept Iranian arms shipments to, say, Hezbollah. (USA 
Today Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 
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As mentioned above, America as a nation-state was referred to mainly with the 

inclusive first-person plural pronoun we. It was a very broad group that encompassed 

all Americans, including the authors and ObamaΩǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ 

its active and passive roles, was involved in material processes: 

50. We should be tightening the noose on Iran with suffocating sanctions, not 
softening our grip. (USA Today Op-Ed, 31 July 2015) 
 

51. First, an option other tƘŀƴ ǿŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘǿŀǊǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
positions the U.S. as a leader in making the world a safer place with a stroke of a 
pen rather than at the tip of a sword. (USA Today Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

Excerpt 50 is a case of activation and excerpt 51 is an instance of the passivation of 

Ψ¦ǎΩ ƻǊ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎΦ !ŎǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ όŀƎŜƴǘ ƻŦ 

propositions) rather than possessivation/nominalisation. However, about a quarter of 

the passive cases were in the form of possessivation (our close allies, anti-American 

operations, our Middle East allies, our partner, etc.). 

The U.S. Congress was the third representative of the United States. It was referred to 

11 times in the paper and these instances were primarily active. The types of process 

attributed to the Congress were either verbal or material. 

52. While Congress can stop this deal, sadly, they are heading home for an August 

recess. (USA Today, 31 July 2015) 

 

53. /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǾƻǘŜ ƻƴ the deal until September. (USA Today, 16 July 2015) 
 

To sum up, while, in the pro-deal articles of USA Today, Obama was suppressed, in the 

anti-deal articles, he was included and activated in verbal and material processes. 

America as a nation-state was included in both groups of articles but represented 

differently. In pro-deal articles, it was both activated and passivated (through material 

processes). In some cases, it was also descriptivised. In the anti-deal articles, however, 

the U.S. as a nation-state was more activated (through material processes) than 

passivated. The important point to be noted here is that, similar to the situation 

explained above regarding the U.S. group in The Wall Street Journal, in both pro and 

anti-deal articles, when the U.S. or we was activated through material processes that 

indicated failure or wrongdoing, the real agent of the actions was Obama or his 

negotiating team. 
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On the whole, we see that the U.S. as a nation-state was either passivated or 

backgrounded in all four newspapers. In The New York Times and the New York Post, 

the U.S. was mostly passivated or peripherally referred to in prepositional phrases 

(circumstantialised). In The Wall Street Journal and USA Today, it was either passivated 

or activated in mental (reactions) or heroic material processes. Only when the real 

reference of the U.S. or we was Obama/his administration (strategy of sharing the 

blame), was it involved in unsuccessful material actions. In fact, when it was about 

hōŀƳŀ ƻƴƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘhe U.S. in 

general. All the newspapers represented Obama as a totally active social actor, mainly 

involved in verbal processes. In The New York Times as well as in the anti-deal articles 

of USA Today, Obama was also involved in material processes although the actions 

attributed to him by these two papers were not similar. While the former pictured him 

in the context of both positive and negative actions, the latter described him as 

involved only in negative actions. The New York Post represented Obama as being 

involved in a few mental and material processes as well. Finally, in The Wall Street 

Journal, he was involved exclusively in verbal processes. Regarding the Congress, it 

was present in only two newspapers (New York Post and USA Today). In both these 

papers, the Congress was represented as being mainly verbally or mentally reactive to 

the nuclear deal or to Obama. It was shown to be in an unfortunately weak position 

in relation to Obama and unable to make any change in the fate of the nuclear deal 

(preventing the deal). 

5.4. Representation of Israel across Newspapers 

Israel as a social actor was only indirectly involved in the soŎƛŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ όLǊŀƴΩǎ ƴuclear 

negotiations) as it was not part of the negotiation teams; however, for many historical, 

geopolitical and cultural reasons, it played a very active role outside the negotiation 

rooms (lobbying against the deal). Still, in only two of the papers, did it have a 

noticeable presence: The New York Times (44 times) and USA Today (39 times). As 

discussed earlier in the chapter, the two anti-deal newspapers (The Wall Street Journal 

and New York Post) were not inclined to include Israel in their accounts of the social 

practice. 
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5.4.1. The New York Times 
Israel was the third social actor referred to in The New York Times (44 times). From 

among the five articles in The New York Times, one was devoted entirely to Israel (27 

references to Israel) and one did not mention it at all. The other three articles referred 

to Israel between one and eight times. In a similar way to that of the U.S. and Iran, 

there were two distinguishable groups when authors referred to Israel in The New 

York Times. The main one was the Israeli Prime Minister or his government, and the 

other one was Israel as a nation-state. Most references were made to the actions of 

the first group as critics of the deal: Israeli Prime Minister, Netanyahu, a minister in his 

government, etc. 

The first group (Israeli government) was represented as an active social actor through 

participation. However, the second group (Israel as a nation-state) was both activated 

and passivated. The types of action attributed to Israel in its active role were mostly 

verbal (12 times) and, in eight of them, the sayer or agent of the verbal actions was 

the Israeli government. The other type of action in which Israel was involved as an 

active social actor was material process and was attributed mostly to Israel as the 

nation-state, not to its government. 

54. Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel calls it ŀ άƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜέ ǘƘat 
ǇŜǊƳƛǘǎ LǊŀƴ άŀ ǎǳǊŜ ǇŀǘƘ ǘƻ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǿŜŀǇƻƴǎΦέ A minister in his government, 
unable to resist outrageous hyperbole, calls it άƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǊƪŜǎǘ Řŀȅs in world 
historȅΦέ όThe New York Times Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 

55. But only those who never see merit in any proposal and never initiate their own 
could respond as the Israeli leader has. (The New York Times Op-Ed, 19 July 2015) 

56. Over decades, Israel has built a unique alliance with the United States. (The New 
York Times Op-Ed, 19 July 2015) 

Overall, Israel was more active than passive in The New York TimesΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ 

Israeli Prime Minister was involved only in active verbal processes through 

participation (ex. 54 and ex. 55); however, Israel as a nation was mostly involved in 

material processes either by activation (ex. 56) or passivation. 

5.4.2. USA Today 
Israel was the third main social actor in USA Today as well (39 times). There were two 

groups oƴ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ǎƛŘŜ ƛn this paper: 1) the Israeli government/Prime Minister, and 2) 
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Israel as a nation-state (referred to as Israelis or Jews). Israel was present in all the 

articles from this paper but one. 

Activation and passivation of Israel in this paper were approximately equal (54% active 

and 46% passive). However, it was not represented similarly in the pro-deal and anti-

deal articles of the paper. In the pro-deal group of articles, Israel was more activated 

while, in the anti-deal group, it was mostly passivated. In its active role, it was involved 

in mental, material and verbal processes. In its passive role, on the other hand, it 

underwent mostly material and some verbal processes: 

57. And Israel wants no break in the uneasy but enduring stability it has managed to 
maintain in the wake of three major wars and innumerable skirmishes it has won 
over its Arab neighbors. (USA Today Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 

58. Israelis understand we are giving their chief antagonist τ the very people who hate 
Israel the most τ the capability to develop a nuclear weapon. (USA Today Op-Ed, 
14 July 2015) 

59. My words might be too brash for President Obama, but they echo the words of 
Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu... (USA Today Op-Ed, 31 July 2015) 

60. This deal puts our close ally Israel in a box. (USA Today Op-Ed, 31 July 2015) 

61. Obama and Clinton are more upset about my comments than LǊŀƴΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ƪƛƭƭ 
millions of Jews... (USA Today Op-Ed, 31 July 2015) 

This distribution of processes for IsraŜƭΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ roles in anti-deal articles 

means that Israel as an active social actor was reacting solely to the events by the 

expression of feelings (Israel as a nation-state) and by words (Israeli government), not 

by taking actions. However, as a passive social actor, it underwent adverse material 

actions or threats of material actions by Iran. In both cases, Israel was constructed as 

a referent object under threat from Iran. In pro-deal articles, on the other hand, Israel 

was also shown to be more active by involving itself in material processes (sometimes 

as a referent subject threatening the peace in the Middle East) in addition to the verbal 

and mental processes. 

5.5. Representation of Saudi Arabia across Newspapers 

Saudi Arabia, as another indirectly related social actor, had a noticeable presence in 

two of the newspapers (The Wall Street Journal and USA Today). Nonetheless, this 

presence was perceptible in only one of The Wall Street Journal and two of USA Today 
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articles. In the New York Post, it was mentioned only once and, in The New York Times, 

authors referred to it three times overall. 

5.5.1. The Wall Street Journal 
Saudi Arabia was the third recurring social actor in The Wall Street Journal (30 

mentions) following Iran, the U.S. and the deal. It was mainly referred to as Saudi 

Arabia, Saudis, Riyadh and the Kingdom. In some cases, the author also mentioned 

young Saudis or specific Saudi officials. 

Saudis were more activated than passivated in The Wall Street Journal (70% active to 

30% passive); however, in half of the cases, their activation was realised in the form 

of relational, mental and verbal processes as descriptions or reactions: 

62. A cocky, conventionally armed Iran increasing regional mischief-making puts Saudi 
Arabia in the cross hairs -- of Iran... 

63. The immediate threat to Saudi Arabia far exceeds that to Israel. 

64. Prince Turki al Faisal, the kinƎŘƻƳΩǎ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ƘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜΣ vowed in the spring 
ǘƘŀǘ άǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴƛŀƴǎ ƘŀǾŜΣ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜΦέ 

65. The deal obviously comes as no surprise to the Saudis, who have watched the 
Obama administration fervently court Iran at Saudi expense. 

66. Saudi efforts to confront {ȅǊƛŀΩǎ !ǎǎŀŘ have been mostly unsuccessful. (The Wall 
Street Journal Op-Ed, 17 July 2015) 

In the above excerpts, Saudi Arabia is either passivated (ex. 62 and ex. 63) or activated 

through reactions (ex. 64 and ex. 65) and descriptions (ex. 66). In excerpt 65, Saudi 

Arabia is also passivated through circumstantialisation (to the Saudis and at Saudi 

expense). In other cases, Saudi Arabia was activated also in material processes; Saudi 

effort to confront in ex. 66 is an activation through nominalisation. The following 

excerpts are also examples of activation of Saudi Arabia: 

стΦ  Χ ƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǎƻƳŜ 2,200 young Saudis have gone to Syria to fight. 

68. Given that the kingdom already has taken any number of actions to try to protect 
itself, few remain. 

69. This month the Saudis have been pumping 10.6 million barrels of oil a day, a historic 
high. (The Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 17 July 2015) 

!ƭƭ ǘƘŜ {ŀǳŘƛΩs undesirable activities (ex. 67) were justified in The Wall Street Journal 

as consequenŎŜǎ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀƎƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ²ŜǎǘΩǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŦƻǊ {ŀǳŘƛ !ǊŀōƛŀΦ 

CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎ {ŀǳŘƛǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ƧƻƛƴƛƴƎ L{LS was projected as a threat to 
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Saudi Araōƛŀ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƪƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ {ǳƴƴƛǎ όƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ōƭŀƳƛƴƎ {ŀǳŘƛ !Ǌŀbia 

for its pŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǾƛŎǘƛƳύΦ {ŀǳŘƛΩǎ ōƻƳōŀǊŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

¸ŜƳŜƴ ǿŀǎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǘǊouble-making in Yemen. Overall, 

Saudis were pictured as being left defenceless by the West while having no option but 

to confronǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ όǊŜŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ŦǊƻƳ LǊŀƴύΦ 

5.5.2. USA Today 
The Arab states were the fourth-most-frequent social actors as portrayed in USA 

Today (14 times) after Iran, the U.S., the deal and Israel. Saudi Arabia was not the only 

Arab state mentioned in this paper (see section 6.1). USA Today referred to Saudi 

Arabia along with other Arab states like Qatar and the oil-rich Persian Gulf Emirates or 

discussed them as Sunni Arab nations and Arab capitals. 

Pro-deal articles in USA Today mentioned the Arab states more than did its anti-deal 

articles (nine and five times respectively). Although, in both groups of articles, the 

Arab states were mostly activated, in the anti-deal articles, their active roles were 

represented as defensive (reactions tƻ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎύΥ 

70. Finally, Sunni Arab nations are going to feel threatened by this deal and are going 
to try to get a nuke of their own. 
 

71. Iran already controls four Arab capitals. 
 

72. This alone guarantees a nuclear arms race in the region as LǊŀƴΩǎ ǊƛǾŀƭǎ ǎeek the 
means to protect themselves. (USA Today Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

In excerpt 70, Arab nations were activated in mental and material processes. Their 

material action (acquiring a nuke), nevertheless, is caused by their mental status of 

insecurity (feel threatened). In excerpt 71, they are subjected in a material process 

(passivated) and, in excerpt 72, again, their active material action is represented as 

self-protective. 

In the pro-deal articles, the Arab states were pictured more aggressively than 

submissively. In the excerpts below, their active material actions (buying weapons and 

arming themselves) were again shown to be the result of their mental ǎǘŀǘǳǎ όŘƻƴΩǘ 

want to see Iran as a challenge); however, their mentality here was portrayed as 

aggressive not defensive: 
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73. Even Qatar in May bought 24 Rafale fighters from France for $7.1 billion. 
 

74. The reality is that Saudi Arabia and Israel, as well as the oil-rich Persian Gulf 
ŜƳƛǊŀǘŜǎΣ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ against the possibility of a sudden breakout 
daǎƘ ǘƻ ŀ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǿŜŀǇƻƴ ōȅ LǊŀƴΧ 

 
75. Saudi Arabia simply does not want to see Iran as any immediate challenge to its 

role as regional leader. (USA Today Op-Ed, 21 July 2015) 
 

The Arab states were represented in completely opposite ways in the pro and anti-

deal articles. While, in the former, they were opportunist and aggressive (referent 

subject threatening peace in Middle East), in the latter, they were defenceless and 

struggling to protect themselves (referent object under threat from Iran). 

5.6. Representation of the Deal across Newspapers: Agent 

versus Object 
As I indicated at the beginning of this chapter, the nuclear deal had a special status in 

terms of social agency. Being a political document that resulted from the actions of 

social actors, it was sometimes attributed agency itself. In other words, some 

newspapers treated it as a social actor (rather than an object) that was carrying out 

various positive/negative actions and, consequently, praised or blamed it for those 

actions. Either way, the nuclear agreement deal had an undoubtedly salient presence 

in all the newspapers. It was referred to even more often than was Iran in the New 

York Post (74 times) and more often than the U.S. in The New York Times (87 times). 

In the other two papers, nevertheless, the deal came after Iran and the U.S. (see Table 

5.6). 

Table 5.6 Presence of the deal in the newspapers 

Newspapers The Wall Street 

Journal 

The New York 

Times 

New York Post USA Today 

No of 

occurrences 

48 87 74 42 

 

5.6.1. The Wall Street Journal 

The nuclear deal was discussed in The Wall Street Journal 48 times and was referred 

to as the deal, the agreement or the accord. It was also once called a historic diplomatic 
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debacle. In more than two-thirds of its mentions in The Wall Street Journal (35 out of 

48), it was activated and the types of action attributed to it were mostly material (the 

nuclear deal was the agent of actions). This means that the deal was personified in 

this paper and treated as a social actor alongside other nation-states (Iran, the U.S. 

and Saudi Arabia). In only three cases, was it descriptivised through relational 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ όΨƳŀȅōŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ was the best we coulŘ ŘƻΩ ƻǊ ΨǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ consists of 159 

pages ƻŦ ƻǇŀǉǳŜ ǇǊƻǎŜΩύΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ 

or indirectly concerned with Iran. Typically, Iran was either the direct object/patient 

of those actions or the indirect beneficiary of them: 

76. And a deal that does nothing to ǎǘƻǇ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ of ballistic missiles would 
allow them to put one of those bombs atop one of those missiles. (The Wall Street 
Journal Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

77. The deal permits Iran to build and test advanced centrifuges. (The Wall Street 
Journal Editorial, 14 July 2015) 

 
78. Thus, the agreement ensures that, after a short delay, Iran will be able to lay the 

groundwork for a large nuclear arsenal... (The Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 15 July 
2015) 

 
79. The real and present threat that a deal would further enhance LǊŀƴΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 

stature and its capability to ratchet up ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƳŜΩǎ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜgional 
sectarian divisions. (The Wall Street Journal Op-Ed, 17 July 2015) 
 

In all the above excerpts, the actions assigned to the deal favoured Iran in one way or 

another. In only two out of 35 instances, were these actions not in the interest of Iran: 

80. Now the new agreement calls again on Iran to cooperate, but it offers no reason 
to believe that the Iranian regime will end its recalcitrance. (The Wall Street Journal 
Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 

 
81. ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǎƘŀǊǇ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǳǎŜ of first-generation IR-1 

centrifuges. But it allows hundreds of those centrifuges to remain in the heavily 
defended Fordo facility... (The Wall Street Journal Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
 

However, in both of these cases (ex. 80 and ex. 81), the actions of calling for 

cooperation (verbal process) and placing limits (material process) were shown to be 

ineffective by the counterclaims (But) that followed them. Overall, when activated, 

the nuclear deal was represented as being in the interest of Iran, either by removing 

international pressures and sanctions from it (allow, permit, lift , end) or by assisting it 

in carrying out its plans (lead, provide, ensure, guarantee, enhance). Regarding 
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representation of the deal in passive form (13 times), it was mostly the object/patient 

of verōŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƭƛƪŜ ΨǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ǿŀǎ negotiatedΩΣ ΨǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ǿŀǎ announcedΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƛǘ ǿŀǎ 

hailedΩ or the object of prepositions such as about the deal, under the deal, against 

the deal (circumstantialised). In fact, the salient role of the deal in The Wall Street 

Journal was as the foregrounded agent of material and verbal actions (highly active). 

However, as explained at the beginning of the chapter, when the deal was given the 

role of an active social actor as the agent of material and verbal processes, its real 

reference was the U.S. administration, which was part of the negotiations with Iran 

and made the deal with it. Therefore, personification of the deal can be seen as a 

stǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƴŘŜƳƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǳǎŜΩ ōȅ The Wall Street Journal 

authors in order to avoid direct confrontation with Obama. 

5.6.2. The New York Times 
The nuclear deal was mentioned very frequently in The New York Times (87 times) ς 

even more often than the U.S. was mentioned. It was typically referred to as the deal, 

the agreement or the accord. In slightly more than half of the cases (55%), it was 

activated as the agent of material (27 times), relational (12 times) or verbal (five times) 

processes. In about 45 per cent of the instances, however, the nuclear deal was 

passivated. In its passive role, it underwent 13 verbal, 13 material and 7 mental 

actions. If we deduct the 12 cases of relational process from the total cases of 

activation of the deal ς as the use of relational process is considered as 

descriptivisation and, thereby, a form of passivation by van Leeuwen ς the proportions 

of activation and passivation of the deal will be similar. In other words, in half of the 

instances of reference to the deal in The New York Times, it was personified as an 

active social actor, mostly carrying out material actions like blocking, changing, 

empowering or preventing, while, in the other half, it was represented as the 

grammatical object/patient of verbal as well as material processes (the deal as an 

object): 

82. So, yes, we could have gotten a better deal. (The New York Times Op-Ed, 19 July 
2015) 
 

83. It puts strong, verifiable limits ƻƴ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ƴǳclear weapon for at 
least the next 10 to 15 years and is potentially one of the most consequential 
accords in recent diplomatic history, with the ability not just to keep Iran from 
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obtaining a nuclear weapon but also to reshape Middle East politics. (The New York 
Times Editorial, 14 July 2015) 

 
84. Congress gets to review and vote on it. Powerful forces, like Mr. Netanyahu, have 

vowed to defeat itΧ όThe New York Times Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
 

Extracts 82 and 84 above demonstrate the deal in its passive role undergoing material 

or verbal processes, and excerpt 83 is an instance of activation of the deal as a social 

actor attributed material processes (putting limits, keeping Iran) as well as 

descriptivisation of it through relational processes (being potentially one of the most 

consequential accords). 

All in all, The New York Times authors were supportive of the deal and followed three 

approaches to it. First, was a descriptive/evaluative approach where the authors 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎǎΩ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘe deal through verbal processes (what Republicans 

and Israelis said about it) or described the deal through relational processes (how it 

was viewed from The New York TimesΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜύΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ action-

oriented approach where the authors personified the deal and provided a list of 

benefits it would bring about through material processes (what it could/would do for 

the U.S. and its allies). Finally, there was a prescriptive approach where the authors 

recommended the best way to look at and respond to the deal through mental 

processes (how it should be judged and treated by the critics, especially the Congress). 

In the second approach, where the deal was pictured as bringing about positive 

outcomes, its real reference was to Obama and his team; this is similar to comments 

made above regarding the deal in The Wall Street Journal. 

5.6.3. New York Post 
The New York Post also discussed the nuclear deal repeatedly (roughly as often as it 

did Iran) and called it the pact, the agreement, the deal or a slice of history. The deal 

was mentioned 74 times in total and, in 76 per cent of the cases, it was passivated. In 

fact, unlike The Wall Street Journal and The New York Times, where the deal was 

represented as a human being mainly carrying out actions in the interests of Iran or 

the U.S., the New York Post largely pictured the deal as an object of mental and verbal 

reactions (passivated): 

85. Congress has 60 days to review the Iran agreement and issue a resolution of 
ŘƛǎŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭΧ ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭΦ όNew York Post Editorial, 14 July 2015) 
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86. LǘΩǎ been two weeks since the Iran deal was announcedΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ 

discomfort with its terms is deepening. (New York Post Op-Ed, 28 July 2015) 
 

87. They have to convince 13 Democratic Senators and 43 Democratic House members 
to vote against the dealΧ (New York Post Op-Ed, 22 July 2015) 
 

The agents of these semiotic and reactive processes affecting the deal were Obama, 

the American public and the Congress. In other words, contrary to what we saw in The 

Wall Street Journal and The New York Times, the deal was represented as a political 

document in the New York Post. In the few cases where the deal was active 

(personified as a social actor), it was pictured as being unsuccessful in exercising limits 

on Iran (ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŦƻǊŎŜ, ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ŝnd, ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ, etc.). 

5.6.4. USA Today 
The presence of the nuclear deal in USA Today was not as recurrent as it was in the 

other newspaper (42 times). Similar to the other papers, the New York Post referred 

to it as the deal or the accord. In a similar way to that of the New York Post, the deal 

was mostly passivated (65%) in USA Today. The deal was typically subjected in mental 

and, to some extent, material and verbal processes: 

88. /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ vote on the deal until September. (USA Today Op-Ed, 21 July 
2015) 
 

89. Three perspectives must be taken into account to judge this dealΧ όUSA Today Op-
Ed, 14 July 2015) 

 
90. Obama dare not call it a treaty τ it would be instantly rejected by the Senate. (USA 

Today Op-Ed, 16 July 2015) 
 

As a political document (object), the nuclear deal underwent mental reactions like 

reviewing and judging from American social actors (the Congress or the American 

public) and their consequent material actions (stopping, fighting or opposing). 

Moreover, it was passivated through prepositional phrases like under the deal or in 

the final deal (circumstantialised). 

When it was activated (35%), the nuclear deal was primarily the agent of relational 

processes and then material and verbal ones: 

91. .ǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΧ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ this is a perfect documentΦ LǘΩǎ 
whether this is better than no deal. (USA Today Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
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92. This deal puts our close ally Israel in a box. (USA Today Editorial, 14 July 2015) 

 
93. Finally, Sunni Arab nations are going to feel threatened by this dealΧ όUSA Today 

Op-Ed, 14 July 2015) 
 

In other words, in its active form, the deal was carrying mainly positive or negative 

attributes (descriptivised) rather than carrying out actions. The interesting point is 

that relational processes (descriptivation) occurred mainly in the pro-deal articles and 

material processes in the anti-deal ones. It means that pro-deal authors preferred a 

general, descriptive approach towards the deal (it is the first accord with an outlaw 

nation, it is better than no deal, etc.) but the anti-deal authors followed an action-

oriented approach, focusing on the actual undesirable consequences of the deal 

(affecting allies, failing in achieving goals, injecting money to Iran, etc.). 

To sum up, the nuclear deal was represented differently in the four newspapers. The 

Wall Street Journal largely personified the deal because blaming the deal was easier 

and less costly than blaming Obama. The New York Times had the most varied 

approach in its representation of the deal. It both personified the deal to highlight its 

positive consequences and treated it as an object to praise/endorse it or to advise 

others on how to deal with it. The New York Post and USA Today focused mostly on 

the object side of the deal by describing, evaluating and criticising or, sometimes, 

praising it. 

5.7. NewspŀǇŜǊǎΩ Ψ²ƻǊƭŘ aŀǇǎΩ 

The detailed analyses presented above contribute to understanding the discursive 

practice of each of the newspapers resulting in construction of referent subjects and 

objects of securitisation. The inclusion of some social actors and the exclusion of 

others, different ways of naming the included social actors, their degrees of activeness 

and the types of action attributed to them comprised the four mechanisms of 

representation in the newspapers. Different combinations of the above mechanisms 

led to different accounts of who posed a threat and who were under the threat. 

TherŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ 

arduous analysis, it is necessary to realise how the above mechanisms contributed to 
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the ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘŜŀƭΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ L ōǊƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ the 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜΣ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ who did what 

to whom (who threatened whom) in the described social practice leading to the 

agreement deal (the Iran nuclear negotiations). Scrutinising the actor and action 

representations in the newspapers, I arrived at the following pictures of the event. 

The Wall Street JournalΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŦƻǳǊ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊs: Iran, President Obama, 

America as a nation-state and Saudi Arabia. The discourse of The Wall Street Journal 

can be summarised as follows: Iran was actively involved in trouble-making, 

threatening its neighbours and destabilising the region as the referent subject (active 

material processes). In response to its aggressive behaviour, America as a nation-state 

ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀǳthorƛǘȅΩ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƛƴ ƛǘ ƛƴ όŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

its efforts failed as it made a deal with Iran that, instead of constraining it, freed it 

from the pressures of sanctions and resolutions and provided it with a number of 

benefits (active matŜǊƛŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǇƛǘŜ ƻŦ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ hōŀƳŀΩǎ 

ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ŎƻǳƭŘ Ƙŀƭǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǿŜŀǇƻƴǎ (active verbal 

process). Saudi Arabia as the referent object was affected by Iran and the adverse 

actions (passive material processes) of the world powers. It only watched what other 

social actors were doing (active mental process) or struggled to defend itself (active 

material process). 

It should be remembered that, in this newspaper, some of the actions that were 

conducted by Obama or his administration (mostly active material processes) were 

attributed to the deal or to America as a nation-state. Attribution of unsuccessful or 

incorrect actioƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ 

authors to avoid direct confrontation with Obama. Introducing the deal as the agent 

was based on the strategy of blaming the effect instead of the cause, and representing 

we or the U.S. as the agent was a strategy of sharing the blame. These strategies 

intended to save ObŀƳŀΩǎ ŦŀŎŜ ƻǊ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŀǊǎƘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ 

impolite. 

The New York TimesΩ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǎƛȄ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊǎΥ hōama, Republican members of 

the Congress, the Israeli government, Israel as a nation-state, America as a nation-

state and Iran. The first three had active roles, the fourth (Israel as a nation-state) was 
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equally active and passive, and the last one (Iran) was more passive. The nuclear deal 

also had a very salient presence in this paper. It was given social agency (personified) 

and pƛŎǘǳǊŜŘ ŀǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ 

interests, stabilising the region and protectiƴƎ LǎǊŀŜƭ ŦǊƻƳ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǘhreats of annihilation 

(active material processes). The deal was also described and praised in the New York 

Post όǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǾŜǊōŀƭκǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎύΦ hōŀƳŀ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭΩǎ 

terms and conditions (active verbal process) as well as in successful/unsuccessful 

actions regarding Iran (active material process). The New York Times authors admitted 

ǎƘƻǊǘŎƻƳƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜǎΤ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ hōŀƳŀ 

was shown to be conducting both positive and negative actions. Republicans and the 

Israeli government were against the deal and reacted to it negatively by describing it 

as a historic mistake or by threatening to reject it in the Congress (active verbal 

process). Israel as a nation-state (referent object) underwent threatening actions by 

IrŀƴΤ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭΩǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΤ ōǳƛƭǘ ŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŀƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ŀnd 

still had the option to attack Iran (passive and active material process). America as a 

nation-state was referred to marginally as benefitting from the deal or in prepositional 

phrases (passive material processes/circumstantialised). It was also shown to be 

involved in actions like achieving, approaching or imposing through nominalisation 

(backgrounded active material processes). 

In the New York Post narrative, there were four characters: President Obama, the 

American public, the Congress and Iran. Obama, the Congress and the American 

people, who assumed active roles, were in a network of relationships among 

themselves and with Iran and the deal. Obama, as the main social actor in this paper, 

had made promises (active verbal process) regarding preventing Iran from going 

nuclear but failed in his confrontation with Iran (active material process). Moreover, 

he urged the Congress to follow him (active verbal process); however, the Congress 

did not agree with Obama and criticised the deal (active mental and verbal processes). 

The American people also responded to Obama and the deal negatively (active mental 

and relational processes). The interesting point about the New York Post is that, unlike 

in the other papers, Iran and, especially, the deal were portrayed as more passive than 

ŀŎǘƛǾŜΦ LǊŀƴ ǿŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜƴƧƻȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƛǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ hōŀƳŀΩǎ 
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cowardice (passive and, to some extent, active material processes). The nuclear deal 

was treated literally as an object (a document) rather than metaphorically as a social 

actor capable of carrying out actions on others. This point can explain why Obama was 

so ubiquitous in this pŀǇŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ LƴǎǘŜad of attributing some of his actions to 

the deal, as we saw in The Wall Street Journal or The New York Times, Obama was 

directly and explicitly blamed for what the New York Post authors considered to be 

the shortcomings of the deal. Since Obama was the centre of attention and the target 

of criticisms in this paper, Iran was, to some extent, sent to the margin. The paper was 

focused more on illustrating the way in which Obama ceded to Iran than on the evil 

actions of Iran. 

Regarding USA Today, there were two different pictures presented by the two groups 

of articles (two pro-deal and three anti-deal articles). The characters in the narrative 

of the two pro-deal articles, including ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭΣ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ ŀǎ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴ-

state, Iran, Israel and the Arabs. Iran as the most recurrent social actor in these articles 

was under the shadow of other actors. Its actions, such as importing/exporting 

weapons or building nuclear capability, were mostly hypothetical or presented in the 

form of adjectives plus nominals (backgrounded active material process). In other 

cases, Iran was affected by other actors (passive material process). However, Israel 

and the Arab states were trying to maintain their power in the region and actively took 

advantage of the situation (referent subjects), which offered opportunities for making 

new arms agreements with the West (active material process). The U.S., which was 

represented as a nation-state (Obama was suppressed in the pro-deal articles), was 

either descriptivised and passivated or shown as not fulfilling its responsibilities as a 

άǿƻǊƭŘ ƳƻǊŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅέ όǇŀǎǎƛǾŀǘŜŘΣ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾƛǎŜd or active material process). The 

nuclear deal was a good accord (an object) in that, under its terms and conditions, Iran 

was prevented from developing nuclear capabilities (descriptivised and passivated). 

Overall, there were two ways of representing the event by this group: a deagentalised 

ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ όǾŀƴ [ŜŜǳǿŜƴΩǎ ǘŜǊƳύ ǿƘŜǊŜ the events relating to the nuclear issue occurred 

as natural happenings with no apparent agents όŜΦƎΦ ΨLǊŀƴ is preventedΧΩ ƻǊ ΨǘƘŜ 

biggest concern ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ƛǎΧΩύ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōed as attributes of the actors (e.g. 

ΨǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ has ŀ ŘŜŀƭΩ ƻǊ ΨL!9! has aŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ LǊŀƴΩύΤ ŀƴŘ ŀ dynamic version where the 
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Arab states and Israel were active in trouble-ƳŀƪƛƴƎ όŜΦƎΦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊǎ will use 

the spectre of a newly resurgent Iran to pry more weapons sales), the U.S. was 

incapable of dealing with them (e.g. we risk abrogating ƻǳǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎύ ŀƴŘ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

threat was backgrounded as a way to desecuritise it (e.g. Iran ŎŀƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ōŜƎƛƴ buying 

arms). 

Anti-deal articles also included four characters in their narratives: Iran, Obama, the 

U.S. and Israel. Iran, Obama and the U.S. were largely activated while Israel was mostly 

passivated. Iran (the referent subject), as the most frequent social actor, was busy 

destabilising the region, threatening its neighbours, funding terrorists, and killing 

Americans and Jews (active material and verbal processes) or enjoying benefits from 

the deal (beneficiary in passive material processes). Obama had made terrible 

ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŀƴŘ ǿas making contradictory or irrational 

claims about the deal (active material and verbal processes). The U.S. as a nation-state 

(mostly referred to by the pronoun we) made decisions and carried out actions 

ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŀƭƭƛŜǎΩ 

security (active material processeǎύΦ Lƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ 

terrorist actions (referent object), such as murdering its soldiers or taking its people as 

hostages (passive material processes). Israel, or Jews in general, were the main target 

ƻŦ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƘŀǘǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ Ŝvil doings (referent object). Israel was under an existing threat of 

annihilation by Iran (passive material and verbal process). Finally, the nuclear deal was 

a bad agreement with pathetically little backing that should be rejected and robbed of 

legitimacy (passive material, verbal and mental processes). 

Again, I should emphasise that, in cases where America as a nation-state (the U.S. or 

we) was involved in negative actions, its real reference was to Obama/his 

administration. However, when we or the U.S. essentially referred to America as a 

nation-state, it was mostly passivated. 

5.8. Representation ƛƴ bŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ IŜŀŘƭƛƴŜǎ 

As has been demonstrated above, in the accounts offered by the pro-deal articles (in 

The New York Times and, partially, in USA Today), the nuclear deal was perceived as 

the outcome of a win-win transaction between the U.S. and Iran. This view helped 
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ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{ΦΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǘƛ-deal newspapers (The 

Wall Street Journal, New York Post and, partially, USA Today) saw the deal not only as 

a completely failed attempt by the U.S. to rein in a criminal but also as 

counterproductive. To put it in a nutshell, while anti-deal articles stood on the far 

negative edge of the continuum and followed an idealistic and emotionalised 

approach in their representation of the issue, pro-deal articles attempted to seem 

pragmatic and were slightly closer to the centre. The former leaned towards 

presenting a narrative that provoked negative feelings of despair, guilt, fear and 

shame in readers but the latter intended to offer a soothing narrative that motivated 

positive emotions of relief, hope and success. This difference in the approach of the 

two groups of articles is absolutely noticeable in their headlines. In addition to the 

nuances of social actor nomination and predication in each ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ 

different rhetorical tendencies can be detected in the picture frames of their headlines 

(Tables 5.7 and 5.8). 

Table 5.7 Headlines in the anti-deal articles 

Newspapers 
 

Headlines 

 
WS Journal (14 July 2015) 
WS Journal (14 July 2015) 
WS Journal (15 July 2015) 
WS Journal (16 July 2015) 
WS Journal (17 July 2015) 
 
NY Post (14 July 2015) 
NY Post (14 July 2015) 
NY Post (20 July 2015) 
 
NY Post (22 July 2015) 
NY Post (28 July 2015) 

 
 
USA Today (14 July 2015) 
USA Today (16 July 2015) 
USA Today (31 July 2015) 

 

 
1. The Best Arguments for an Iran Deal 
2. ¢ŜƘǊŀƴΩs Nuclear Triumph  
3. Why ¢ƘŜȅΩre Cheering in Tehran  
4. The Iranian Nuclear-Inspection Charade  
5. Obama Pours Gas on the Mideast Fire  

 
6. Obama and Kerry crossed every one of their own red lines 
7. ObamaΩǎ Lran-nuke deal far, far worse than no deal at all 
8. How Obama kneecapped the US Congress on Iran τ 

again (criminality) 
9. Why the Iran deal is in danger 
10. Why ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴ ŘŜŀƭΩǎ public support is plummeting 

 
 

11. Iran deal fails on all fronts 
12. Nuclear deal worse than imagined  
13. No apologies for Iran truth  
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Examining the anti-ŘŜŀƭ ǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ L ƴƻǘƛŎŜŘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ hyperbolic 

and metaphorical rhetoric ς two features of any emotionalised discourse. Two 

simultaneous pictures were constructed regarding the outcome of the deal by these 

headlines: the deal is Good for Them; and the deal is Bad for Us. The deal is a victory 

for Iranians and it has made them happy (2 and 3). However, it is a failure for 

Americans ς far worse than imagined (7, 11 and 12). In these headlines, the war or 

competition metaphor is central. The nuclear negotiations are considered as a war or 

competition that cŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǿƛƴƴŜǊΤ ǘƘŜǊŜōȅΣ Ψ¢ƘŜƛǊΩ ƘŀǇǇƛƴŜǎǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ΨhǳǊΩ 

failure. The other noticeable point in the headlines is the explicit attempt to introduce 

President Obama as guilty for this failure and to condemn him overtly. In four 

headlines, authors have pointed directly to Obama. In three of these cases, 

immoral/criminal actions have been attributed to him in metaphoric ways (5, 6 and 

8). Obama has been accused of pouring gas on fire, crossing red lines and kneecapping. 

Apart from these obvious accusations, he has also been accused of deception 

(although implicitly). In headline 4, the author claims that the inspection under the 

deal is a charade and, in headline 13, aƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǳǘƘƻǊ ŦƛǊƳƭȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ǿƻƴΩǘ 

apologise for telling the truth about the deal. They imply that the accounts of the deal 

Ǉǳǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ōȅ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ŦŀƭǎŜ ŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ 

people. 

In addition to metaphors, the otheǊ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ 

discourses here was hyperbole. The hyperbolic nature of the anti-ŘŜŀƭ ǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎ 

is the result of two strategies. One is their exaggerated lexical choices and the other is 

their use of intensifying meta-discourse markers. While words like Charade, 

plummeting and Triumph are semantically heavy, phrases like every one, at all, again 

and all fronts, and the repetition of the adjective far, also added to their intensity and 

made their pictures more disastrous. Presuppositions are also interesting in terms of 

their projecting of ideas, their ideological biases and their role in giving a sarcastic tone 

to the rhetoric (all with their emotional overtones). Nine out of the 13 headlines 

contain presuppositions; some realised through possessives (2, 4, 5, 6 and 7) and some 

through wh questions (3, 8, 9 and 10). Describing the deal as ¢ŜƘǊŀƴΩǎ ¢ǊƛǳƳǇƘ, in 

addition to emphasising that Iran has won the negotiations, aims to respond 
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sarcastically to the proponents of the deal who called it a triumph for America or the 

world (headline 2). The presupposition implied in the phrase Mideast Fire projects the 

idea that the Middle East region is dangerous (headline 5). By asserting that the deal 

belongs to Obama through possessive s in hōŀƳŀΩǎ LǊŀƴ-nuke deal, the responsibility 

for a terrible deal (far, far worse than no deal) is put on him (headline 7). The 

presuppositions presented in the form of wh questions also function to project 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘe readers. By asking how and why questions in headlines 3, 8, 

9 and 10, claims such as Obama kneecapped the Congress, the deal is in danger or 

support for the deal is rapidly falling down are shown as being facts that are taken for 

granted. 

On the other hand, examining the headlines of the pro-deal articles demonstrated 

their less-exaggerated and more-pragmatic approach (Table 5.8). 

Table 5.8 Headlines in the pro-deal articles 

Newspapers Headlines 
 

 
NY Times (14 July 2015) 
NY Times (14 July 2015) 
NY Times (15 July 2015) 
NY Times (16 July 2015) 
NY Times (19 July 2015) 
 
USA Today (14 July 2015) 
USA Today (21 July 2015) 

 
 

 
1. Republicans Race to Condemn the Iran Deal 
2. An Iran Nuclear Deal That Reduces the Chance of War 
3. How Obama Should Sell the Iran Deal 
4. The Door to Iran Opens 
5. A Good Deal for Israel 

 
6. Is Iran nuclear deal better than no deal? Yes: our view 
7. Not nuclear, but no matter: Column 

  

Except the first headline that has a confronting tone and metaphorically accuses 

Republicans of competing to discredit the deal, the rest are partisan but not 

reproachful. There are presuppositions embedded in headlines 2, 3 and 4. These 

presuppositions aim to project ideas such as: there is a possibility of war between the 

U.S. and Iran (and thereby to introduce the deal as a strategy to prevent it); Obama 

needs to sell the deal (by justifying it); and the door to Iran has been closed (implying 

that access to Iran is made possible by the deal and thereby, it is beneficial to Us). 

Although the rhetoric of this group of headlines is not as emotionalised as are those 
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of the previous group, the headlines convey a feeling of hope and relief. This is 

achieved especially through the metaphors of door and transaction (3, 4 and 5). A 

previously closed door being opened is a symbol of overcoming obstacles and gaining 

new opportunities. A transactional view of the deal also conveys a sense of a two-way 

benefit. This sense is discernible in the phrase A Good Deal for Israel, which points to 

LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŜal. 

5.9. Conclusion 

As demonstrated through this chapter, the social practice under study (the Iran 

nuclear negotiations) was represented or discursively constructed in different ways. 

Each newspaper or even each article had its own specific narration of the reality. These 

various accounts were constructed mainly through different distributions of social 

agency. Firstly, some social actors who were part of the social practice were 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ όŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀn 

countries and China). Secondly, some social actors (Israel and Saudi Arabia), while not 

being directly involved in the social practice, had a salient presence in some 

newspapers (The New York Times and USA Today). Thirdly, the two main social actors 

(Iran and the U.S.), while being present in narratives from all the newspapers, were 

assigned different degrees and types of agency by each newspaper. As shown in 

section 5.7, when these social actors with their differing degrees and types of agency 

are put toƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ŜŀŎƘ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ΨǿƻǊƭŘ ƳŀǇΩ ŜƳŜǊƎŜǎΦ  

Analysis of the representational features of the opinion discourses in this study largely 

revealed similar findings as those reported by previous literature reviewed in chapter 

two (2.2.1). Regarding inclusion and exclusion of social actors, both Rashidi and Rasti 

(2012) and Rasti and Sahragard (2012) argued that Israel was almost excluded in 

media texts they investigated. This was similar to my finding regarding presence of 

Israel in The Wall Street Journal and the New York Post. Given that all the articles 

analysed in those two studies as well as articles from The Wall Street Journal and the 

New York Post ƛƴ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƘŀŘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ L Ŏŀƴ 

conclude that articles that ŀǊŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭear programme, tend not to involve 

Israel in their discussions.  
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In case of representation of present social actors, Rashidi and Rasti (2012) reported 

that Iran was mainly passive in British and American papers they examined. It was, 

according to them, only active in relation to negative actions. This was also true 

regarding representation of Iran in my corpus of the American newspapers. Here 

again, Iran was either passive or active in trouble-making and terrorism. Similarly, Atai 

and Mozaheb (2013) argued that Iran was depicted as a threat and rebellious in 60 per 

cent of cases it was present in British media. In fact, threat and its connotations such 

as fear, dangerous, warning, etc., were the most salient terms in all the articles. 

However, my findings did not confirm Kheirabadi and Alavi Moghaddam (2012) claim 

that, in many cases, Iran was extremely excluded from The New York Times discourse. 

Nevertheless, these differences can be related to many factors such as time of 

publication and international situation at that time, topic of discussion, etc.  

In regards to other peripheral social actors, my study confirmed Rasti and Sahragard 

(2012) ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ wǳǎǎƛŀ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ άƳƻǎǘƭȅ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŘŘƭŜǊ ƛƴ 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀffairs or as an opportuƴƛǎǘέΣ ŀƴŘ /Ƙƛƴŀ ǿŀǎ άƳƻǎǘƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ wǳǎǎƛŀ ƛƴ 

its deeds or policies and therefore given the image of an opportunist and an economic 

ǇŀǊŀǎƛǘŜέ όǇΦ топύΦ  

Finally, I acknowledge that representation is more than merely construction of social 

agency and contains many other discursive and rhetorical strategies (some of them 

were investigated in studies I reviewed in chapter two); however, because of the 

length and depth of the actor/action analysis presented in this chapter, I could not 

discuss other representational mechanisms. Nevertheless, I have offered a brief 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎΩ ƘŜŀŘlines to demonstrate some of these other 

mechanisms of representation (e.g. hyperbole and metaphors). Moreover, I have 

pointed to some of these mechanisms, such as presupposition or word choice, in 

chapters six and seven, and I will discuss more of them in chapter eight under the 

ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎ Ψ9Ƴƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩΦ 
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Chapter Six 

 Analysis of Dialogical Features 
 

 
As discussed in chapter three (3.2.3), an important aspect of any text, especially an 

opinion one, is its dialogic dimension. On the one hand, the ways in which authors 

ǘŀƪŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎκƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ 

and determine the dialogical space of the text (dialogical space demonstrates how 

much the authors open up or close down the space given to alternative or opposite 

views). On the other hand, the methods that the authors use to engage with their 

ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ Ǌesponse to them and their opinions. These two factors 

όǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅ ƻŦ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ƛnvolve the readers) are 

also very influential in securitisation moves as examples of persuasive discourses. As 

mentioned in chapter three (3.3), securitisation is an intersubjective process between 

a securitising actor and his/her audience, and its success depends on the aŎǘƻǊΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 

to convince the audience about the threatening nature of an issue. The key to success 

in that is the actorsΩ όƘŜǊŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎύ ǎǘǊŀǘŜgies for self-display and building solidarity 

with the audience. 

Again, as explained in chapter three, K. Hyland (2005) calls the first type of dialogue 

stance (interaction with alternative or opposite ideas and opinions) and the second 

type engagement (interaction with readers). These two types of Dialogue can be 

linked to three components of Ethos introduced in Classical Rhetoric. This means that 

dialogic structure can be partially revealing of the way in which authors display their 

Ethos consisting of good sense, good will and virtue. The engagement markers that 

authors use to address and involve readers in the discussion can be indicative of their 

good will tƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ 

presence in the text and the strength of their positions can be suggestive of their 

formulation of good sense. Finally, parenthetical expressions comprising two meta-

discourse markers in IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) classification ς attitude markers from stance and 
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personal asides from engagement markers ς can be revealing of autƘƻǊǎΩ virtue/moral 

values (see Figure 6.1) 

            Dialogue 

  

 

  

 

 

 

         Ethos 

Figure 6.1 Interrelationship between Dialogue and Ethos 

¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊs that can be expressive of their good will is 

realised in their use of meta-discourse markers like second-person or inclusive first-

person pronouns, questions and directives. These groups of meta-discourse markers 

help appreciate how much the writers engage with the readers and what relationship 

they assume between themselves and their readers. The second type of meta-

discourse marker that embraces hedges, boosters and self-mentions can reveal other 

ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊǎΥ ƴŀƳŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜƭŦ-confidence and authority (known 

as good sense in rhetoric). Parenthetical expressions, including attitude markers and 

asides, convey authoǊǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ Řifferent issues and, thereby, 

display their moral values and personalities (virtue in rhetoric). All these three features 

are influential in the success of de/securitisation when it is considered an 

intersubjective process occurring between a de/securitising actor and his/her 

audiences.  

In light of the above classification, articles collected from the four American 

newspapers were examined and instances of interactional meta-discourse markers 

were identified and categorised in the appropriate groups as engagement markers, 

Strength of 

Stance 

Good sense 

Degree of 

Engagement with 

Readers 

Good will 

Type of Comments 
(Parentheticals) 

Virtue 
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stance markers or parenthetical expressions. Accordingly, this chapter is presented in 

three sections, each dealing with a specific dialogic feature of the texts. 

6.1. Dialogue with Readers: Engagement Markers 

Engagement markers are devices through which authors (here as de/securitising 

actors) build relationships with their readers (audience). In other words, they are ways 

of bringing readers into the discourse. Engagement markers help writers grab the 

attention of the readers and involve them in the discussion through indicating 

solidarity with them, addressing them, asking questions or directing/guiding them. 

Thereby, when writers employ engagement markers, the readers are assigned an 

active role in the discourse, similar to that of an interlocutor in a conversation. This 

means that engagement devices make written discourse more like conversation 

(informal). Overall, through engagement markers, writers show awareness of the 

ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ their role in the discussion. However, as 

mentioned above, the other outcome of using engagement markers is the informality 

achieved in the discourse (the more engaging a discourse, the more informal it can 

sound). Therefore, the engagement markers appear to work like a double-edged 

sword and, thus, deciding to employ them in a discourse is not an easy choice to make. 

Any choice in this regard should be made while considering the balance between 

ΨŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƳΩ όŦƻǊƳŀƭƛǘy of discourse). 

5ǊŀǿƛƴƎ ƻƴ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) classification, I identified the following engagement 

markers in the four newspapers with their frequencies and types: 

   Table 6.1 Engagement markers across newspapers 

 

 

Engagement markers 

Newspapers We 
inclusive 

You Question Directive Total no. 

USA Today 32 4 10 2 48 

New York Post 6 7 6 2 19 

The Wall Street 
Journal 

11 - 6 4 19 

The New York Times 3 - 6 - 8 

      



146 
 

6.1.1. Inclusive pronoun we 
The most frequent engagement marker in the corpus was the pronoun we. This 

pronoun is also the most persuasive engagement marker as, according to K. Hyland 

(2005), the pronoun we άǎŜƴds a clear signal of membership by textually constructing 

both the writer and the reader as participants with similar understanding and goŀƭέΦ 

Generally, there are two types of we: inclusive and exclusive. The former embraces 

both writer and readers and, thereby, has been examined as an engagement marker 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǎƻŎƛal 

or political group ς newspaper organisation or fellow writers in this study ς and, 

therefore, has been categorised as a stance marker (self-mention) along with the 

singular first-person pronoun I and will be discussed in section 6.2. 

Given that the articles in my corpus were written by American journalists or politicians 

and were published in American newspapers, nearly all the instances of inclusive we 

in the corpus referred to either American people or America as a nation-state. 

Downing and Perucha (2014) call these two types of we ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǿŜΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǿŜΩ 

respectively. The only exception, where the reference of pronoun we was not solely 

Americans, was The New York Times op-ed published on 19 July 2015. It was also the 

only article from The New York Times with the occurrence of pronoun we:  

1. So, yes, we could have gotten a better deal. Israel wanted something different (as did 
ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎύΧ 
 

2. It was Israel that decided years ago to give priority to the nuclear issue, as an 
existential threat, over all other Iranian transgressions, and concluded that if we can 
just resolve the nuclear threat, that would be good enough. 

 
3. Both Israel and the United States wanted a knockout blow; what we got was a punt. 

 

The three instances of we in this article included Americans as well as Israelis. This 

means that the assumed readers of the article were both American and Israeli people. 

The author of the article called Israel a junior ally for the U.S.; he considered Israel and 

America to be a unified group with common interests. There were three other 

instances of we in this article that were excluded from the analysis because they were 

ƛƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ bŜǘŀƴȅŀƘǳΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǿŜǊe to Israelis only. 
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It was also noticeable that none of the instances of we in the corpus seemed to include 

the U.S.Ω ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ (5+1 nations). The only way of referring to them was 

through possessive adjective our (The United States and our alliŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀƭǘΧ; we can 

hardly count on all our partners) that occurred twice in a USA Today articles (21 July 

2015). Here, allies and partners mean the other five countries that accompanied the 

U.S. in negotiations with Iran. On the contrary, there were several instances of using 

the phrase our allies for referring to Israel and Arab states. 

Among the four newspapers, USA Today articles included the highest number of 

pronominal we (including us and our) in the corpus. There were 32 instances of we in 

the USA Today articles in total. Except for its editorial that included no instances of 

this engagement marker, each of the other four articles employed this pronominal 

between six and 11 times. However, in the other three newspapers, only one or two 

articles (out of the five) employed this engagement marker: 

4. As Americans, we did not achieve our initial goal,.. (USA Today, 14 July 2015) 
 

5. Israelis understand we are giving their chief antagonist τ the very people who hate 
Israel the most τ the capability to develop a nuclear weapon. (USA Today, 14 July 
2015) 

 
6. But for reasons of guilt, political expediency or simply wanting to win friends, we risk 

abrogating our responsibilities and touching off a new spiral of lethal firepower. (USA 
Today, 21 July 2015) 

 
7. Since we caƴΩǘ ǘǊǳǎǘ LǊŀƴ we need an airtight system of monitoring and verification. 

(The Wall Street Journal, 14 July 2015) 
 

8. If only President Obama were as hard-nosed and clever in undermining our 
ŀŘǾŜǊǎŀǊƛŜǎ ŀǎ ƘŜ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƪƴŜŜŎŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦{ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǎtrategic position 
might be transformed. (New York Post, 20 July 2015) 
 

In all the above examples, the reference of the pronoun we was Americans of any 

political ideology or social class (national we), whether for or against the nuclear deal. 

It embraced all Americans, including Obama and his negotiating team. Although, 

except in excerpt 6, all of the examples are from articles with critical views towards 

the deal with Iran, the authors did not exclude Obama and his administration from the 

national we. This was a common feature of all the articles; in all the instances of we, 

even the ones collected from the most critical articles, authors did not seem to exclude 
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Obama. In fact, while he was considered to be a member of the national we in all the 

articles, he was accused of naïveté and cowardice and blamed for brokering a bad deal 

ŦƻǊ Ψ¦ǎΩΦ !ǎ L ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŦƛǾŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ of the U.S. in the 

newspapers, use of the pronoun we ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ hōŀƳŀΩǎ 

actions was a strategy to induce a feeling of national disgrace in the readers: 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŀƴǘ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ Ŧor all 

Americans. 

Overall, this engagement marker was more frequent in the anti-deal articles (i.e. 

securitising moves) than it was in the pro-deal ones (desecuritising moves). While 

about half of the anti-deal articles from the New York Post, The Wall Street Journal 

and USA Today referred to Americans with the pronoun we (seven out of 13), only two 

out of the seven pro-deal articles from The New York Times and USA Today employed 

this engagement marker (less than one-third). 

6.1.2. Personal pronoun you 
The other personal pronoun with important interpersonal functions is second-person 

pronoun you. As it is with the pronoun we, there are two senses of you: inclusive and 

exclusive. Inclusive you is used to indicate a shared experience and includes both 

writer and readers (the generic you). Exclusive you, on the other hand, is used to 

address the readers and excludes the writer. Among the four newspapers in the study, 

the New York Post had the highest number of occurrences of the pronoun you (seven 

instances of you in three out of five articles). After that was USA Today with four 

instances of you, all of which occurred in one article. In The New York Times and The 

Wall Street Journal, however, there was no instance of you. Use of the pronoun you in 

the New York Post was as follows: 

9. In the end, the Iran deal is a leap of faith ς faith in the mullahs, if you can imagine 

ǘƘŀǘΧ όNew York Post, 22 July 2015) 

 

10. It is only remotely sensible, as a matter of policy, if you ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ LǊŀƴ ǿƻƴΩǘ ŎƘŜŀǘΧ 

(New York Post, 22 July 2015) 

 

11. But if the lessons of recent history teach you ǘƘŀǘ LǊŀƴ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƘŜŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ 

any real will outside the US Congress (and perhaps the next president) to impose 

ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ƛǘ ŦƻǊ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜΦ όNew York Post, 22 July 2015) 
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12. So it all comes down to what you believe, and a week of intense lobbying has not 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴƛŀƴǎΧ όNew York Post, 22 July 2015) 

 

13. In 1979, an NBC News/Associated Press poll showed an astonishing level of support ς 

81 percent, if you can believe it ς for the proposed SALT 2 treaty in the wake of the 

ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΧ όNew York Post, 28 July 2015) 

 

14. Indeed, had you told Obama and Kerry two years ago that an Iran accord would 

contain the conditions outlined Tuesday, they wouldΩǾŜ ƭŀǳƎƘŜŘ you out of the room. 

(New York Post, 14 July 2015) 

 

All of the excerpts above, apart from 9 and 13, include the pronoun you in its inclusive 

sense. They are examples of generic or indefinite you (meaning anyone) and refer to 

people in general, including readers and the writer. In excerpts 9 and 13, the 

references to you are exclusively to readers. The phrases if you can imagine that or if 

you can believe it in excerpts 9 and 13 are idiomatic and mean to indicate something 

that the authors know seems unbelievable. Similarly, in USA Today, two of the four 

instances of you (ex. 15) are generic, and the other two occurrences are addressed 

solely to the readers (ex. 16 and 17): 

15. When you ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀ ŎƻƭǳƳƴΣ ŀǎ ŘƛŘ L ǘǿƻ ǿŜŜƪǎ ŀƎƻΣ ƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜŘ ά¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊǎǘ ŀƎǊŜement 

ƛƴ ¦Φ{Φ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀǘƛŎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣέ you ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛǎƛǘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ όUSA Today, 16 July 

2015) 

 

16. And what do you think will be left to be found, left unscrubbed, after 24 days? The 

whole process is farcical. (USA Today, 16 July 2015) 

 

17. Even if Congress rejects the agreement, do you think the Europeans, the Chinese or 

the Russians will reinstate sanctions? The result: The United States is left isolated 

while the rest of the world does thriving business with Iran. (USA Today, 16 July 2015) 

 

 

The exclusive you can be considered to be the most direct engagement marker. By 

directly addressing the readers, the author acknowledges their presence and 

considers them as active interlocutors. Excerpts 16 and 17 have two engagement 

markers simultaneously: exclusive you and questions. The use of rhetorical questions 

besides the pronoun you adds to the dialogic engagement of the text. By directly 

addressing the readers and asking them questions the answers to which seem to be 
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obvious, the author appears to be in a face-to-face conversation/argument with his 

readers. The dialogic function of questions will be explained in the next section below. 

6.1.3. Questions and directives 
Questions and directives are also important in creating the readerςwriter relationship 

although in different wayǎΦ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ άŀǊƻǳǎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƻ 

explore an unresolved issue with the writer as an equal, a conversational partner, 

ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ Ƙƛǎ ƻǊ ƘŜǊ ŎǳǊƛƻǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƭŜŀŘǎέ (K. Hyland, 2005). 

DirectiǾŜǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ άƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ the reader to perform an action or to see things in a 

ǿŀȅ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǊέ όǇΦ мупύΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ŀǎǎƛƎns equal positions to 

the author and the reader, the latter ascribes a subordinate position to the reader. 

Therefore, although both questions and directives are means through which an author 

engages with their reader, they assume different types of relationship being held 

between author and reader. 

Starting with questions, I should note that they were the second-most-recurrent 

group of engagement markers in the corpus after the personal pronoun we (28 

instances of questions). As just mentioned, questions are remarkable as engagement 

markers because they positively involve the reader through assigning the role of a 

judge to them (K. Hyland, 2005). The other point about questions is that all of the 

instances of questions in the four newspapers were rhetorical. As rhetorical questions, 

instead of expecting any answers from the readers, they offered opinions in the form 

of interrogatives. The authors used rhetorical questions for a variety of reasons, 

including ǘƻ ƎǊŀō ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ, to raise a point, to emphasise an idea, to take a 

position, to align readers with their points of view, to mock their opponents, to show 

surprise, etc. Rhetorical questions identified in the corpus were categorised into 

different groups, according to their functions. Questions were primarily divided into 

two groups, depending on whether or not they were answered by the authors. 

Some of the questions from the first group (those not being answered by the authors) 

were asked in order to make the readers ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ Ǉƻƛƴts of view through 

answering their questions. The two excerpts below, as well as the two from the 

previous section (ex. 16 and 17), are of this type: 
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18. Would Mr. Bush argue that a succession of United States presidents should not have 
negotiated arms deals with the Soviet Union because they did not lead to full, 
unilateral disarmament and a renunciation of communism? (The New York Times, 14 
July 2015) 
 

19. Will the administration risk its precious nuclear deal if Iran threatens to break it every 
time the two countries are at loggerheads over regional crises in Yemen or Syria? (The 
Wall Street Journal, 14 July 2015)  
 

Although these questions were not explicitly answered by the authors, the answers 

were implied in them. The implied answer for these yes/no questions ǿŀǎ ΨƴƻΩΦ ¢ƘŜ 

authors asked questions with the assumption that the answers were self-evident and 

the readers would provide the desired answers themselves. Therefore, these 

questions were substitutions for negative statements; instead of asserting their 

opinions in the form of negative statements, the authors left it to the readers to 

provide those opinions by answering questions. This can have an empowering effect 

on readers and, thereby, can improve the readerςwriter relationship. We can also see 

a demonstration of rhetorical questions that utilise pronouns in excerpts 16 and 17 in 

the previous section. Here, questions explicitly addressed readers (through the 

pronoun you) and, thereby, were more influential than were the questions that were 

asked without being overtly addressed to the readers. By simultaneously employing 

two engagement markers (the pronoun you and a question), the authors created a 

closer contact with the readers. 

Some other questions from the first group were asked to express surprise, disbelief or 

sarcasm: 

20. Who would have imagined we would be giving up the conventional arms and ballistic 
missile embargoes on Iran? (USA Today, 16 July 2015)  

 
21. Also, how ŘƻŜǎ ŀ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘŜŀƭ ƴƻǘ ǿƛƴŘ ǳǇ ōŜƛƴƎ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƘƻǎǘŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŘƛŎǘŀǘƛƴƎ 

terms for AmerƛŎŀΩǎ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ aƛŘŜŀǎǘ Ǉolicy? (The Wall Street Journal, 14 July 2015) 
 

22. Seriously? How about the Bay of Pigs; Vietnam; the secret bombing of Cambodia...? 
(The New York Times, 14 July 2015) 

 
23. What are congressional hearings and the US domestic political debate compared with 
ǘƘŜ Ψƛƴternational commuƴƛǘȅΩΚ όNew York Post, 20 July 2015) 

 

¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ purpose for asking the above questions seems to have been to express 

surprise/disappointment about what had happened or to mock what someone had 
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said. The first two questions above are examples of the former. USA Today and The 

Wall Street Journal authors asked questions that did not seek answers but intended 

to indicate how astonishing a situation was (ex. 20) or how impossible it would be to 

prevent something from happening (ex. 21). The other two examples, in addition to 

conveying disbelief and surprise, ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ǊƛŘƛŎǳƭŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ όŜȄΦ нн ŀƴŘ ноύ. In 

response to a Republican critic who described hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎƛƎƴ ŀ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘŜŀƭ 

with Iran as one of the most destructive foreign policy decisions in his lifetime, The 

New York Times author asked ƘƛƳ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ¦Φ{Φ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ΨōƛȊŀǊǊŜΩ ŘŜŎƛsions 

with a tone mixed with surprise and sarcasm. Or, the New York Post author 

sarcastically (by use of scare quotes) asked about the importance of U.S. domestic 

political decisions when they were compared with those regarding the international 

community. ¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ hōŀƳŀ ŀƴŘ YŜǊǊȅΩǎ ƛƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ 

following the path of the international community regarding Iran meant that they 

didƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜ ŦƻǊ ¦Φ{Φ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ 

The second group of questions included those that were immediately answered by the 

authors within the text of the article. In some of these cases, the authors asked yes/no 

questions so that they could declare their positions by answering them. In these 

cases, they directly stated their dis/agreements with the opinions inserted in the 

questions: 

24. Should Congress then give up? No. (USA Today, 16 July 2015) 
 

25. Is Iran nuclear deal better than no deal? Yes. (USA Today, 14 July 2015) 
  

This was the case especially when questions were presented as the headlines of the 

articles (ex. 25). In such cases, the authors could express their positions openly from 

the outset. In some other instances, the opinions expressed in yes/no questions 

belonged to the critics and the authors put them forward in order to refute them: 

26. !ƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ΨƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǊƪŜǎǘ Řŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΩΚ bƻΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ for guarded 
hope. (The New York Times, 16 July 2015)  
 

Here, The New York Times author highlighted the claim made by some critics by 

presenting it in the form of a question (as well as putting it in scare quotes) in order 

to blatantly counter it. Similarly, in excerpt 27, The Wall Street Journal author asked a 
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question in order, firstly, to stress JƻƘƴ YŜǊǊȅΩǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴΣ ǎŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƻ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ 

it (but): 

27. Will the nuclear deal provide that? John Kerry will swear that it will but as recently 
as... (The Wall Street Journal, 14 July 2015)  
 

Finally, in many caseǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ for asking questions seemed to be to focus 

ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ on issues that they wanted to raise and then to align rŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ 

with their own through the answers they provided: 

28. But what about ΨŀƴȅǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƴȅǿƘŜǊŜΩ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΚ !Ǝŀin, the administration 
backtracked. (New York Post, 14 July 2015)  
 

29. And whoΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘΚ The Obama administration cut a deal eviscerating the 
ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎƛƳŜ ŀƴŘΧ όNew York Post, 20 July 2015)  

 
30. So what has been won by these arduous negotiations? First, an option other than war 
ǘƻΧ (USA Today, 14 July 2015) 

 
31. So what Řƻ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎǎΧ ǎŜŜƪ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ LǊŀƴ ǘhat verifiably blocks 
¢ŜƘǊŀƴΩǎ ǇŀǘƘ ǘƻ ŀ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǿŜŀǇƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ мл ǘƻ мр years? Presumably, 
they wantΧ όThe New York Times, 16 July 2015)  

 

Iƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘǊŀǿ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ 

issues through questions. They presented the points that they wanted to emphasise 

in the form of interrogatives and then discussed them through the answers they 

provided. One important point is that, in addition to questions in excerpts 22 and 23 

that had overt sarcastic functions, almost all these rhetorical questions had a slightly 

sarcastic tone as they conveyed more or less belittling attitudes towards other 

opinions or opinion-holders through phrases such as ǎƻ ǿƘŀǘΧ Κ, ǿƘŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘΧ Κ, etc. 

Another interesting point regarding rhetorical questions, particularly wh questions, is 

their embedded presuppositions. All these questions contained some taken-for-

granted propositions. In excerpt 30, for example, it was assumed that the U.S. had 

won the negotiations, or, in excerpt 31, the claim that the deal verifiably prevented 

LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǿŜŀǇƻƴǎ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ŦŀŎǘΦ The question in 

excerpt 20 above also assumed that the U.S. had surrendered to Iran regarding the 

conventional arms embargo. Apart from whether or not these presupposed 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ όǘƘŜ 

ways they viewed the issue). Phrases like its precious nuclear deal (ex. 19), scare 
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quotes around some phrases in excerpts 23 and 26, the verb swear in the phrase John 

Kerry will swear that it will (ex. 27), etc. revealed that these questions were 

rhetorically charged and conveȅŜŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŘƛŦŦering degrees of scornful attitudes. 

Directives, as the other group of engagement markers, can be specified, according to 

K. Hyland (2005), by imperatives (note, see), modals of obligation (one mǳǎǘκǎƘƻǳƭŘΧύ 

and the indication of necessity or importance όƛǘ ƛǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻΧύΦ CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ 

groups of directives, only imperatives were found in the corpus of articles. A total of 

eight directives (imperatives) occurred in three newspapers while no instance of 

directives occurred in The New York Times). These imperatives, however, did not 

address only readers or only one group of readers. Predictably, some of them were 

addressed to the readers in general: 

32. Imagine Ƙƻǿ LǊŀƴΩǎ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ŀƴǘƛ-ship missiles would 
threaten our control over the Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz. (USA Today, 16 July 2015) 

 
33. Note the distinction: !ƎǊŜŜƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ΨƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΩ ƛǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ to be a preoccupation 

of the new inspections regime. (The Wall Street Journal, 16 July 2015) 
 

34. Start with the inspections. (The Wall Street Journal, 15 July 2015) 
 

As mentioned above, this group of imperatives is important in the writerςreader 

relationship. It assigns to authors positions of authority with regard to their readers. 

In the above excerpts, the authors directed readers about how to think, see or act 

regarding the nuclear deal. In some other imperatives, the authors addressed specific 

groups like their opponents: 

35. Dig a little deeper and expose them to the specific arguments pro and con and their 
distaste for the agreement grows and grows. (New York Post, 28 July 2015) 
 

36. Not so fast. (New York Post, 28 July 2015) 
 

Directives in excerpts 35 and 36 from the New York Post addressed the proponents of 

ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ όǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ƻǇǇƻƴŜƴǘǎύΦ Lƴ ŜȄŎŜǊǇǘ осΣ ǘƘe imperative phrase is quite 

colloquial. By using a phrase typically occurring in speech for addressing his 

opponents, the author increased the informal conversational tone of the written text. 
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Finally, two of the imperatives in the corpus were directed at both authors and 

readers. This type of imperative is completely different from the previous ones in 

terms of addressee and power relations: 

37. [ŜǘΩǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ Iran will spend this windfall on arms rather than, as the CIA has been 
telling folks, on its severely strained economy. (USA Today, 21 July 2015) 
 

38. So ƭŜǘΩǎ ōŜ proleptic about the Iranian nuclear deal, whose apologists are already 
trotting out excuses for this historic diplomatic debacle. (The Wall Street Journal, 14 
July 2015) 

 

The above excerpts were written as first-person plural imperatives. These imperatives 

do not produce the same power inequality as do the typical imperatives. Since they 

invite readers to accompany the authors in taking some actions, they are closer to 

suggestions than to directives. The authors have positioned themselves in the same 

power status as that of their readers and, thus, have worked towards creating a close 

and friendly relationship with them. 

6.1.4. Engagement markers and good will across newspapers 
As discussed earlier in the chapter, engagement markers are the most evident signs 

of writerςreader interaction in the text. The more the authors employ engagement 

markers, the cƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

words, engagement markers cause a sense of solidarity and informality between 

authors and readers. The inclusive pronoun we is the most obvious indication of the 

authoǊǎΩ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ōuild unity with the readers. By representing themselves as being 

in the same situation or sharing the same values, goals or worries as the readers have, 

the authors approach their readers as closely as possible and express their good will 

towards them. The pronoun you and questions are similar to the pronoun we in terms 

of being indicators of the close interaction with readers; however, they do not result 

in the same feelings of solidarity and power equality. Although they provide an 

intimate conversation-like interaction with the readers (similar to we), they position 

authors slightly higher in the hierarchy of power as they are the ones who can ask 

questions or address the readers. Directives, in my opinion, are the last engagement 

markers in terms of solidarity and, as a result, the first in terms of power inequality 

(this excludes the first-person plural imperative ƭŜǘΩǎ). They explicitly place the authors 

in positions of knowledge and power. 
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Accordingly, it seems plausible to conclude that USA Today was ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ΨŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎΩ 

newspaper in the corpus. USA Today authors employed different categories of 

engagement markers, especially the inclusive first-person pronoun we (32 times) and 

questions (10 times), more than did the other three papers. There were 48 instances 

of engagement markers in this paper compared to 19 instances in the New York Post 

and The Wall Street Journal (see Figure 6.2). The New York Times, on the other hand, 

ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ΨŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎΩ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇer with only eight instances of engagement 

markers in its five collected articles (no instances of directives or of you). Although The 

Wall Street Journal had 19 engagement markers in total, it also seemed to be a non-

engaging paper. Its first op-ed (published on 14 July) contained 15 engagement 

markers but the other four articles from this paper employed only four engagement 

markers in total. The other point about this paper is that it had four instances of 

directives (more than did any other paper). Therefore, given that directives can be 

suggestive of the power distance between the authors and readers as well as the fact 

that very few instances of engagement markers occurred in this paper (except in one 

article), The Wall Street Journal appeared to be at least as non-engaging as was The 

New York Times (if not more so). 
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Figure 6.2. Total number of engagement markers in newspapers 

 

6.2. Dialogue with Opinions: Stance Markers 

As mentioned at the outset of the chapter, one crucial aspect of dialogue is stance 

όǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ƛƴǘeraction with other opinions and opinion holders), which can display 

the dialogical space of the discourse. The dialogical space is, itself, indicative of the 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ όŘŜκǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊǎύ ǎŜƭŦ-representation. Through stance, de/securitising 

actors attempt to construct their authority (or good sense in rhetoric) in order to leave 

a positive impression on their audience.  

To examine the dialogical structure of the newspapers in terms of dialogical space 

(diversity of opinions and the space given to alternative views), I ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ 

(2005) classification of stance markers that included hedges, boosters, self-mentions 

and attitude markers. However, I modified this classification in the course of analysis 

ōȅ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƴƎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŦǊƻƳ aŀǊǘƛƴ ŀƴŘ ²ƘƛǘŜΩǎ (2005) appraisal model. Firstly, I added a 

ǘƘƛǊŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) two categories of stanced propositions 

(hedged and boosted propositions). This third category was bare assertion. Bare or 

categorical assertions are traditionally known as factive propositions ς conveying facts 

rather than opinions. However, according to Martin and White (2005), bare assertions 
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can also be used to express opinions although this group of opinionated propositions 

contains no overt stance markers. Therefore, in order to take this type of proposition 

into account, I included it in my study as the third category of stanced propositions. 

Secondly, again, by drawing on Martin and WhiteΩǎ (2005) engagement system of 

appraisal model, I added one more stance marker to the category of boosters. This 

new category is called Disclaim by Martin and White (2005) and includes denial 

markers like no, not and never (never was already in the list of boosters presented by 

Hyland). They were added to the list of stance markers with the rationale that denying 

an opinion acknowledges the existence of that opinion and, thereby, unveils the 

diversity of opinion. Between the two categories of stance markers (hedges and 

boosters), denials were included in the group of boosters because they totally refute 

ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǾƻƛŎŜΦ 

Thirdly, attitude markers along with personal asides (one type of engagement marker 

ƛƴ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ (2005) classification) were put in a separate category of dialogue that I call 

parenthetical expressions. The reason for categorising them in one group was that 

they were similar in form and function. Most of the attitude markers in the corpus, 

similar to personal asides, were in the form of parenthetical expressions, and most of 

the personal asides, similar to attitude markers, were argumentative rather than 

informative or engaging (see the next section). They were similar in their syntactic 

form (parenthetical) and their propositional content (argumentative). This third 

category will be described and discussed in the next section. 

To analyse the texts in terms of expressions of stance, I firstly made a distinction 

between two general groups of propositions: those that convey facts and those that 

convey opinions. Those propositions that contained stance markers as well as those 

that generally contained some types of attitude (although with no stance markers) 

were considered to be opinions. The remaining propositions that neither included any 

stance markers nor expressed any attitudes/judgements were categorised as factual 

propositions. 
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Table 6.2 presents the frequency of each category of opinionated propositions in each 

newspaper as well as self-mentions in the corpus (hedged, boosted and asserted 

opinions plus self-mentions): 

Table 6.2 Types & frequencies of stance markers across newspapers 

Newspapers Stance markers 

Opinions Self-mention 

 
 
USA Today 

Hedged opinion Boosted opinion Asserted opinion 
(bare assertion) 

21   (14%) 
 

64       (41%) 69      (45%) 14 

New York Post 33   (19%) 83      (46%) 63     (35%) 2 

The Wall Street 
Journal 

71    (31%) 83     (37%) 73     (32%) 3 

The New York 
Times 

77   (28%) 105   (39%) 89      (33%) 3 

 

As the above table demonstrates (6.2), the occurrence of different categories of 

stance markers varies from newspaper to newspaper. Unlike the engagement aspect 

of dialogue that can be investigated directly through identifying frequency and type 

of engagement marker in the text, stance needs closer consideration. The strength of 

ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ƻǊ ŀ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ an issue cannot be judged solely by counting 

the number of stance markers in the text. The markers should be examined in their 

contexts and in relation to the propositional content in order to see, for example, 

whose actions or opinions are intensified or mitigated or, if hedges and boosters occur 

together, what propositions precede or follow them. 

The first important but predictable finding related to the stance markers was the high 

proportion of opinions when compared with facts (see Figure 6.3). This was 

predictable because data under analysis were examples of opinion discourse with a 

persuasive nature. In all four newspapers, the proportion of opinion or argumentative 

propositions was much higher than was the proportion of factual propositions ranging 

from 65 per cent in the New York Post to 85 per cent in The New York Times. These 

opinionated propositions were either asserted or stanced. In other words, the authors 

of the articles presented their opinions in two ways: either with stance markers 
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(boosters or hedges) or with no stance markers (bare assertions). Among the three 

categories of opinions, boosted and bare propositions were equally most dominant. 

 

Figure 6.3. Facts and opinions across newspapers (five articles from each paper) 

6.2.1. Asserted opinions 
As indicated above, according to Martin and White (2005), categorical or bare 

assertions Ŏŀƴ ōŜ άƧǳǎǘ ŀǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻŀŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ΨǎǘŀƴŎŜŘΩ ŀǎ ǳǘǘŜǊŀƴŎŜǎ 

including more overt mŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƻŦ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿ ƻǊ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

asserted opinions can be understood when we see that they formed a major part of 

the opinion propositions in the corpus (from 45% in USA Today to 33% in The New 

York Times). This means that from about a half to a third of the opinions in the 

newspapers were expressed as facts: 

39. President Obama negotiated from a position of weakness and conveyed a message 
ǘƘŀǘΧ όThe New York Times, 19 July 2015) 
 

40. The anywhere, anytime inspections ideal is also mislŜŀŘƛƴƎΧ όThe Wall Street Journal, 
16 July 2015) 

41. Then, Kerry backed down on demands that inspectors be able to conduct snap 
inspections on military sites. (New York Post, 14 July 2015) 
 

42. He has locked in his folly. (USA Today, 16 July 2015) 
 

The four excerpts above are examples of authors expressing their attitudes and 

opinions in the form of bare assertions (facts) as there is no sign of subjectivity in the 

propositions (e.g. modals, adverbs of probability, epistemic verbs, self-mention, 
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comparatives, etc.). ¢ƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŎƻƴǾŜȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ 

and appraisals of Obama/Kerry and the deal (e.g. negotiating from weakness, being 

misleading, backing down and being a fool) in present/present perfect or past simple 

tenses. This way of conveying opinions allows the authors (securitising actors) to 

present their personal views to their readers (audiences) as facts, and thereby, 

encourage them to perŎŜƛǾŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǳǊƎŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ 

affairs as objective outside reality. This factual status given to subjective opinions 

increases the chances of acceptability of those opinions. However, a lack of intensifiers 

can decrease the strength of the propositions and of the authorial voice. 

6.2.2. Boosted opinions 
Boosted propositions, as the other main category of opinions, made up around 39 per 

cent to 47 per cent of the opinion propositions in each of the four newspapers: 

43. LǘΩǎ long been clear ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ could never be verified in any case 
without a deal like the one Mr. Obama and other world leaders signed. (The New York 
Times, 14 July 2015) 
 

44. Israel, which feels itself most deeply and immediately threatened by LǊŀƴΩǎ ōŜƭƭƛŎƻǎŜ 
statements, will hardly be left out in the cold. (USA Today, 21 July 2015) 

 
45. It is still more remarkable that the agreement says nothing ŀōƻǳǘ LǊŀƴΩǎ ǘŜǊǊƻǊƛǎǘ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΧ όThe Wall Street Journal, 15 July 2015) 

 
46. The reality is far more ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǾƻǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴƛŀƴǎΧ όThe Wall Street 

Journal, 14 July 2015) 
 

The above excerpts, as ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ōƻƻǎǘŜŘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎΣ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƘƛƎƘ 

investment in their attitudes. By applying intensifying adverbs and phrases like long 

been clear, never, most, deeply, still, more, far and nothing, the authors highlight their 

opinions. In the first example above, The New York Times author emphasises his 

ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǊŜgarding the efficiency of increasing 

sanctions on Iran by adding an intensifying phrase at the beginning of his sentence 

and using the adverb never. In excerpt 44 again, the pro-deal author of USA Today 

uses the comparative most with intensifying adverbs deeply and immediately to show 

the hyperbƻƭƛŎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭ όǘƘǊŜŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦƛŜǊǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊύΦ The 

Wall Street Journal authors, in excerpts 45 and 46 also stress their dissatisfaction and 

disappointment with the deal through comparative structures accompanied with 




















































































































































































































































