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Abstract

Achievement of the 2015 nuclear agreement destMeen Iran and the world powers

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

GKS 62NIR® | 26SOSNE StAGSEAQ NBIFIOGAZ2Yya (2 Al
This study was launched to investigate opiniastdurses in four prominent American

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

nuclear deal. The first objective sought to identify discursive and rhetorical
mechansms through which authors represented and prdeu their versions of

reality. The second objective intended to place the newspaperiopidiscourses in

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

sociopolitical perspetives.

To achieve the above, | drew on threarfteworks: Critical Discourse Studies, Classical
Rhetoric, and Securitisation Theory (tfiest time, | believe, that these had been
integrated in a single study of opinion discourses). In light of the fiogtotive, |
designed a thre@limensional model D analysis examining representational,
dialogical, and argumentative features of the mipn pieces by drawing on classical
rhetoric, and to accomplish the second objective regarding the relationship between
discourses and context, | drew on securitisattbeory to demonstrate how these

discourses and their context constituted each other.

My findings showed thaall newspapers, except ondJGA Todgy took stances of
either fully supportingor entirely opposgthe nuclear deal, and depending on their
postions 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 twgroups ofanti-deal and pro-deal
articles.Anti-deal articles no matter which newspaper they belonged to, portrayed
the deal, the negaations and the countries involved in it in the same wso-deal
articles were similarly uniform. All articles in eagtoup applied similar discursive
strategies ofrepresentation, made similar judgements and predictions regarding the
deal, and employedimilar argumentation schemes to defend their claims. However,
in regards to dialogical features, choice of interactibstrategies appeared to be

X



more associated Wt G KS ySgall LISNBQ aidlddzasSa FyR LINE
their critical or suppding positions on the deal. While articles from the elite papers

(The New York Timesd The Wall Street Journabpted for a more formal style of

writing and a modesauthorial voice, those from less prominent papeiefy York

Postand USA Todgytendedtowards a more conversational style and a strong voice.
Investigating the opinion pieces from a political perspectifeuhd that they worked

systematically towards’ei KSNJ G NBF GAy 3 LNFyQa ydzOf St NJ LINJ
matter (securitisation) otaking it into the realm of normal politics (desecuritisation).

Anti-deal articles attempted to keep Iran and its nuwleprogramme securitised

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

inefficacy of the deal in haltgithe threat. Predeal articles, on the other, endeavoured

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

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

halt its threat.

Overall, this resarch showed that the newspaper opinion pieces studied here actively
participated in political debates regarding the tesr deal andappeared to attempt
to influence he American foreign policy in line with their ideological beliefs and

political interess.
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Chapter One

Introduction

The field of politicadispute is addressed to what we might call problems
without solution in as much as they are dilemmas or undaties for which
there is no agreed external evaluative standard.

(Finlayson, 2007, p. 5%0

1.1.1dentifyingthe ProblemThe Iramuclear dispute

LN} yQa ydzOf S+ NJ LINE 3 NIhe/mva@r nandilitatgyirfethdionalS Rt @ 2 y
conflicts of thef a4 G662 RSOIFIRSaA® b2 O02dzy iNEBQa ydzOf
much attention and concern as has that of Iran.spite of all the international

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

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

imposition of sanctions, to diplomatic measures, such as fti&gym. The

achievement of the nuclear agreement deal (known as JCPOA) between bfan an

certain world powers (known as the 5+1 countrigs)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, ¥ RZ S&LISOAIff &z t NBA&ARDYprovedite thiDd | &34 dz
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.

Asan Iranian, | have been concerned about this dismibee day one. | am similar to
my fellow countrymen in that all aspects of my life, from economic conditions to
heath and travel, have been affected by severe sanctions for more than a decade

(althoughl am from a generation of people who were born witimstions in place).

Llran has been under sanctions by the U.S. sincefd87 I TG SNJ 6 KS WK2adl3S ONRAA&Q«
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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, | was curious and also hopeful about the result of the
nudear negotiations. In fact, | was one of those Irasiavho were happy on 14 July
2015 (the day when the achievement of the agreement deal was announced). | was

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

to the goB NY YSY (1 Q& LIzZNOKI &S 2F ySén df GNB LI | vy

relationships with the world. In fact, the agreement deal was seen as the key to
heaven by many Iraniansndluding me. Therefore, as a discourse analyBb is
interested in the social construmn of reality, | was keen to know how theorld
reacted to the agreement deal. Observing the huge disagreement and debate
occurring in the media, upon choosing my Piopic (in August 2015), | decided to

study the representation of the deal global meda.

One of the most interesting and thoughtovoking 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 noesgment among American elites

on what constituted a good deal. Such disagreement weakened the deal (finally
leading to its beakdown) and worsened the dispute. On the one hand, the nuclear
deal was endorsed andraised as a historic deal and the first sumttord with an
enemy; on the other hand, it was rejected and condemned as a historic mistake and
thS | o{ ®Q ¢ 2 dtBoid(pdRitive dvaludtlors AgDally included some critique

of the deal; however, negate evaluations saw no merit in the nuclebral and totally

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

Nevertheless, such slhgreements on political matters are normal. As indicated by
Finlayson (@07, p. 550)parties to a political dispute rarely agree on a similar solution.
However, in spite of sth 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 suspigus of its trustworthiness (although their degrees of

2 The situationin Iran was also similar to that of the U.S. @e bne hand, the government and its
supporters celebrated the deal as a victory that saved the cgufitm its migrable isolation and
crushing economic hardgh and, on the other, criticef the governmat, mainly fundamentalist
groups and parties, denmced it as a deception by the West, which brought shame to the country.

2
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enmity and pessimism were diffent). In other words, Americans were united in the
ARSI GKFG LNXyQa F00S&aa G2 ydzOf SINJ LIR26SNI A
its survial; however, they dierged on which measures would be appropriate for

KFfGAy3 LNIyQa ydzOf SFNJ LINPINFYYSO

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

the news media, particularly the press and TV news channelnda morethan-

decale-long period of nuclear negotiations, as well as the period after the
achievement ofthe agreement deal, politicians, representatives and elites from

various sides (within Iran and the U.S.) employed news media as channels for
disseninating their own vei A2y a 2F NBFIfAdGed bSgaLl LISNAEQ
example, were filled with commentis, editorials and ojds written by famous

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

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

noticeable in the opiniopieces writtenabout the Iran nuclear deal: one constructed

LNIY Fa | GKNBIFG G2 GKS ' o{d GKNRddAK yS3l
more pressure and sanctions to be impasen it; the other, while accepting and

repeating the same threatening image of Iransisted that negotiations and the

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

continuing the conflict.

These opposing approaeh towards the nuclear deal pursued by the elites and media
made it very difficult taunderstand 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 anogisly
advantageous to them and tdhe world. The importance of these opposing
discoursesis that they destabilised thdeal and public attitudes towards it. Thereby,

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

constuucted and how each side attempted persuade the publiand elitedecision

3¢ KS G SNY WwrdiadardgNEsénses ik this slady ranging from a eysbf knowledge to

a linguisticobject and fran language associated with a particular field @@.g WLIJ2 f A G A Ol f RA &
Wy Sgall LISNEQ RA&AO2dzZNESQU (2 | CondelSaivel 4 O2 dzNB S8 ®LIE
regard, Weiss and WodaR(03) mention that level cdibgractnesscan ke the criterion in defining the

meaning of discowse (e.g. system of knowledge or a linguistic object). Fairclough also refers to two
factors ofperspetived S @A YWa ¥ND I G A @S tdpis & DR HAMBEESNIDE RAYARO 2 dalB S Q0 F 2 NJ
discourse. The term is discussed and elaborated on in segtich

02d
NI 6
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makers The existence of such opposing poyas of an outside reality (nuclear
negotiations) and contradictory evaluations of a political document (the nuclear deal)
isaremind®d 2 F G KS O2y a idtiadraakit@isdadnays tersdibjdctively O K |

and discursively constructed.

From such dJSNR LISOUA GBS 6KIiGd KFa YIRS LNIyQa VY
concern for Americans in gera is that it is perceived as one dfetgreatestthreats

to vital natioral interestsof the United States. The first two items on the list of vital

US.natigt £ AyidSNBadta LINPOJARSR o0& ¢KS /2YYAaaa
(2010) are as followm&Graham, 201p

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

weapons attacks on the United States or its military foraesad,;

HO 9y adzNB | { inhdirfckivd doGperatidzNadhitie IUS in shapiRg

an international system in which weug thrive;
{AYyOS LNIyQa ydzOft SF NI I OGAGAGASE | NB LISNOSA
well as its Middle East alie(i.e. Israel and Saudi Arabia), most Aoans oppose
them (such a perception is, in itself, partly a result of the discaurseelites that
represent Iran as an enemy). In fact, the reason that the nuclear capability of Iran, but
not that of Pakistan oIndia, for example, is seen as a thregtAmericans is linked to
many historical, political, cultural and ideological fast¢ggome of them are referred
to in chapter eight). This can be partly explained in terms of the systemic constructivist
theoriesi KI G | NBdzS G KI G @&vielwdidvards edciNgithryaffedtthe 2 NJ K2 &
glrea Ay BKAOK (KS@& hRsaddSdddtimiem. SI OK 20 KSNDa |
¢tKS AYSEGNAROIOGES aAaddza GAz2zy NBIIFINRAYI LN yQ
the deep distrust betwen Iran and the United States that begéor, Americans, with
the hostage crisié 1979 (and, for Iranians, even earlier witle O 2 dzLJ iR I®S3 I
¢CKS LINRPF2dzyR adzALIAOA2Y Fo2dzi GKS AyidSydaazy
noticeablyevidentin the process of nuclear negotiation andn be regarded as one
of the main factors behind the lingering (persistence) of @& y ¥t A OG0 ® b SA (1 KSN
inflexibility on the nuclear issue, in spite of all of the international pressure, nor the
L O PQYR2EZAKNNI a0 yOS A yprogradude dak yeRxplaidet by Q& v dzO:
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rationalist theories of international relations that ghicate conflicts according to the
LINR y OA LX S-OR ZF A OISNI RVdiigddéh? g007 To understand the
behaviour and ingntions of the various sides of this caafl properly, we need
constructivist theories that discuss international issuesdammis of ideational and
normative factors. The distrust between the two countries is so deeply rooted in their

cultures and histosas that it could not be easily substitutedth trust and respect.

Based on the above explanations, in order to understanddiseourses of American
newspapers regarding the nuclear deal, including their discursive mechanisms of
persuasion and their impeses and goals, it is necessary to intégrdiscourse
analysis with historical and sogmlitical considerations. In this search, insights for
conducting the former (discourse analysis) is derived from critical discourse studies
(CDS), as well as class rhetoric, and the knowledge of thettier (socicpolitical
context) is provided by constructivist international relatipespecially securitisation
theory. All these approaches share an interest in discursive and intersubjective

construction of sociareality (see the following sections).

1.2. Critical Discoursgtudies, Classical Rhetoric and

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

appropriate method of analysis, | started this study as a piece of CB&chs| then

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

classical rhetoric and securitisation theory. Initially, | launched this study in order to
understand how American newspaper discourses were constructedfeande of or

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

promoted ideologies and values of American society. Aiming to offer a comprehensive
investigation of opinion discourses, | planned to examine not onlygpessentational
FSEFEGAZNBa 2F ySgall LISNBQ 2 LAY Rexdalogigh®iOSa ol a
argumentatveOK I NI OG0 SNAadAOad Ly FFHOGX o0& RNIGAY
rhetoric, | viewed persuasionas the primary goal of opinion discoess and
consideredrepresentationassociated witlpathog as only a means of achiay that

goal¢ along with the two other means afialogue(ethog andargumentation(logo9

¢ not the ultimate aim of it. Through rhetoric, | saw politics as mainly alhow to
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achieve goals by using persuasive language. In other words, | considereguapews
opinion disourses as examples of politicliberationon what path of action to take

in response to a situatio@l. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013

Thereby, looking at the newspaper opinion discourses from this aai@nted
perspectivegradually 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, | came across the constructivist thedries o
international relations (IR) and, particularlgecuritisationtheory. Learningabout
constructivist IR and securitisation theory aided me to position the discourses unde
analysis in their political contexts and realisbat ideational factors affectethem

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 tlitatadly studies discourse in society
and does not advocate any particular methodology, | decided to make use of ideas in
classical rhetoric and securitisation theory irder to enrich this CDS thesis. | believe
that CDS can benefit by paying attentionstzecific 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 dmese belongs (politics here). Accordingly, |
relied on classical rhetoric, at theextual level, to learn about features and
mechanisms of persuasive discourses and employsshstructivist IR and
securitisation theory, at the contextual levéd, realisehow these discourses written
about the Iran nuclear deal were shaped and what thegnded to achieve from a

political perspective.

Overall, | believe that two questions should be answered in any study of political
discourses: What action is intended te learried out? How has language been
employed to carry out the action? The first qi®en 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 clésisetaric here).



1.3.Thelinguisticturn and the Emergence ofiical Discourse

Sudiesand ConstructivisnternationalRelations
Since the arrival of the linguistiarn in the mid20th century, many scholars in social

sciences and humanities have feed their research on the role of language, identity,
normative beliefs, social cstruction and, generally, discourse in shaping lom
knowledge and life. It was in such a discoudseninated academic atmosphere that
critical approaches to discourse st@di andconstructivistapproaches to IR emerged
in the 1990s.

Critical discourse stlies contraryto previous discourse analysis appches, such as
conversation analysis or pragmatics, advocate a prokdeilented approach to the
study of discourse. Critit discourse analysts usually choose social problems, such as
discrimination, domiation, racism, power abuse, etc., as their reséatapics and
examine institutional, political, gender and media discourses as their sites of
investigation. The principaéhet of CDS, which has a constructivist origin, is the idea
that discourse is bottronstitutive of and constituted by sociefieyer, 200). In
other words, society constitutes discoutsg shaping ideologies, identities, values and
attitudes of discoursgroducers (tkeir perceptions in general); discourse constitutes
society through disseminating and reproducing or resisting those ideologies,
identities, values and other social structuresich as power relations, social policies

and institutions.

Similar to CDS, theoastructivist approach tinternational relations proposed a new
perspective to its field. With its focus on the role of ideational factors in international
relations, it opmsed the predominant rationalist theories (e.g. neorealism and
neoliberalism) thatrely on materialistic faors, such as rationathoie decisions,
struggle for poweranarchy and economic interest# explaining international issues

(Walt, 1990 Waltz, 1979. Contraryto them, constructists argue that natiod G 4 S & Q
behaviour and relations are determined, on thesohand, by their domestic ideational
factors, such as national identity and culture, and, on the other hand, by systemic
ARSIFOGA2Yy It  FI Opacdfiichs o ed®dtherlas enémies or Fiands
(Onuf, 1997Wendt, 1992. Each of these factors has a discursive character or, at least,

a discursive dimension. One of the constructividt theories that follows such a



discursive approach to international relati®is securitisation theorfWaever, 199h
According to ths theory, security threats do not necessarily need to be therthen
outside world; they can be created by politicians or other elites throdigicourse

(securitisation).

1.3.1.Research othe Irannuclear dispute from discursive and constructivist
perspectives
Researchers in both CDS and constructivist IR have engealvto explain the Iran

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

interviews, etc.

5A80f2a8dz2NE 2F LN yQa ydzOf SHMKS IOB{AA (1A BE(G My
sanctions on Iran since 2006, several rounfi:iegotiations between Iran and the

world powers from 2003 to 2015, the achievement of an agreement deal i5 26d

GKS | ®{ ®Q gAGKRNI gl f FNRBY (KSnatBdNEHSYSYy i Ay

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

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

AaARSa G2 Sy3ar3asS Ay RALFf23dz2S | yRulidhyeRrSNE G YR

have been a great number of studies examining the rarcissue from a discursive

perspective, especially in critical discourse studies and in the constructivist fside o

international relations.

Many CDS scholars (mostly Iranian) have examinediarand political discourses in
the contexts of Iran and the U.8s well as other Western countri¢dhmadian &
Farahani, 2014Atai & Mozaheb, 201;3Behnam & Mahmoudy, 201¥Xheirabadi&

Alavi Moghaddam, 201Zhosravinik, 2014Rasti & Sahragard, 2013harififar &
Rahimi, 2@5). These groups of studies have focusedhe issue ofepresentatioror
framing in discourse and investigated the ways in which negative representation
GKNRdZAK f STIAGAYAAAYT W{S{TFTQ leyidonsRTBds&S IAA G A YA
studies examinénguistic and discursive strategies ployed 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 slietourses in
reinforcing disdmination against Iran and supportirntge unjust system of global

power relationships, etc.



Moreover, in international relations, including security studies, many constructivist

scholars have attempted to explain this intational dispute in terms of idional

and discursive factorfAustin & BeaulietBrossard, 201,8Duncombe, 2016Hurst,

2016 Moshrzadeh, 2007Reinke de Buitrago, 201Rubaduka, 201 Shoaib, 201p

They have emphasisdtie role of domestic culture, national identity, emotions and
NKSG2NRO Ay GdzZNYyAYy 3 L NI Y Qanalgedzity Shfltl ILINE I NI Y
light of such discursive and consttivist understandings, the Irgl).S. stanebff on

the nuclear issuecan be described as part of a bigger struggle iflemtity and

recognition Both Iran and the U.S see the other as an en#mgatening its values

and identities, and refuse to recognigeK S Wh i KSNX & | y2NXIFf &f

two countries continugo misrepresent each other.

These two groups of research have similar epistemological foundations as they agree
ontheimpoii  yOS 2F RAa402dz2NBS | YR A RSthefsocimly & KI LA
world. BothCDS, which is associated with critical theanyd constructivist IR indicate

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

always polical, ideological and normative. Meaning and language areabgpci

constructed and there are no valdeee social facts or realit.e However, they differ

in their scopes and approaches. In fact, each of them centres on a particular level of
discourse andpursues a different objective in its investigation. While @sh

conducted in CDS follows an analytical methodology, researcbomstructivist

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

of the Iran nuclear @dpute, the former concentrates on linguistic and rhetorical

ant f eaSa G2 RSY2yaidNI S YSOKIyYyAa¥ss of2F WhiK
Iranian and American elites and media, but the latter opts for political description and
interpretation of how discusive representations can influence relations between the

two cauntries (i.e. Iran and the U.S) without necessarily presenting aalysis of

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

oriented disciplines, bothgroups of studies offer important information; either
languageanalysis or political interpretation is the focal concern of eattus]in my

case, combining these frameworks resulted in a more comprehensive understanding

of the political discourses.



1.4.Research Questions

As mentioned above, this thesis intends itlustrate that a combination of CDS,
classical rhetoric and secusétion theory can work well for the study of opinion
discourses about the Iran nuclear dispute. To meet my research olgectigollected
a corpus of 20 opinion articles and editorifilsm four leading American newspapers
(The New York Timg$he Wall 8eet Journa] New York Posand USA Todgyand

developed five research questions:

RQ 1 In what ways was social reality seding the Iran nuclear dispute (social actors,
actions and pheomena) 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 situatn regarding the dispute, including the countries that
were inwlved and the deal itself, was described in each opinionodise. For
answering this question, | examine linguistic and rhetorical devices and strategies that

were employed by the newspapeuthors in their constructions of social reality.

RQ 2 In whatways did the different authors employ different strategieseiogage
with readers as well as opinigmlders and did they express different values and

norms?

Question two relates to the dialogjiaspect of the opinion discourses. It asks about
different ways of building the authagreader relationship in the texts. Byxamining

0 KS | dzii K2 NA-@iscodrseSmarkefs (eMgagement and stance markers), |
discover how they built solidarity with tivereaders and displayed their authority. In
addition, by inveBgating parenthetical elements (i.e. nassential elementthat are
added to a sentence with the purpose of providing more clarification or expressing an

opinion), | am able to recognise vakiand norms that the authors have advocated.

RQ 3 What positons did the authors take on the Iran nuclear dispute and fioav

they support their positions?

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

logical strateges employed by the authors). It asks whether each author stpgdamr

10



opposed the nuclear deal with Iran, and what argunaivie strategies or topoi s/he

drew on to prove his/her position.
RQ 4 How did social structures appear to influence opinion disses?

Question four is about the effect of social structurestsas identity, ideology, values
and myths on the constructip 2 F (GKS ySgalld LISNEQ RAaO2dzN

guestion, | attempt to identify traces of such social structures in the discourses.
RQ 5 How did opinion discourses seek to influence social &iras?

The last question specifically investigates the rdleliscourse in the field of politics.
It is concerned with the goal of the newspaper articles to securitise esederitise

Iran ard its nuclear programme.

Overall, the first three questions amoncerned with textual characteristics of the

Yy S ¢ & LJ LiiSoNHiseourdds) By drawing on CDS and classical rhetoric, | detect
differences or similarities in linguistic/rhetorical patternfo 0 KS y S g a LJ- LIS NA Q
discourses and, through answering timext two questions, | explain how these
differences or simdlrities in discourse were constituted by or intended to constitute

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

and society and are answered by drawing@DS and securitisation theory. Question

four asks howsimidX @ 2NJ RAFFSNByldife a20AS0G& akKl LISR
guestion five enquires about the ways in which the discourses avule to shape

society.

1.5. Structure of the Thesis

The aboveayuestions are attempted to be answered in the next eight ¢bepof this

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

and presents the rationaleof undertaking the research as well as the significance of

the study. The introduction chapter is followed by two review ptess: one (i.e.
OKFLIJGSN) G620 2FFSNBR || ONRST KAAG2NE 27F L NI
as well as a critical véiew of previous studies addressing the same topic from a

discusive point of view in CDS and international relations; ttieeoreview chapter

(i.e. chapter three) introduces the three frameworks that have been drawn upon in

11



conducting this research praje The chapter is divided into three main sections
providing wverviews of the origins, principles, concepts and methodelegf CDS,

classical rhetoric and securitisation theory.

Chapter four presents the methodology of the thesis. It includes the abgscbf the
study, the design, the analyticaind interpretive frameworksand the procedure
followed in conducting the analysis. Firstly, | describe and explain the type of data
gathered for the analysis, the sources of the data and the process of ddéztomh.
Then, | narrate my journey to design rfigmeworks ofanalysis and interpretation
and, finally, | explain how | applied that method in the form of a hermeneutic process

caled theinterpretivearc (Bell, 201).

The next three chapters presenhd outcome of the analyses conducted on the
Yy 'S4 & LI LIS NEAc of (thede (cliagiers deals with one of the three textual
properties of the opinion discourseddt are consistent with three features of

persuasive texts (rhetoric) as argued in classicabrite

Findings from the four newspapers are compared and i@stéd in each respective

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

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

trigger emotions in the readerpdthog. Chapter six is conased with the dialogical
FSEHEGAZNBa 2F GKS ySgall LISNEQ ethasdi A QK a1 1L80Q4
2U0KSN) YSIya 2F LISNBdzZ-aA2y 0 GKNRBAZAK sSEF YAY A
and other opiniorholders were realised in the texts and whalues and norms were

expressed. Chapter seven examines the argumentative features of thesauogjos.

It identifies topics that authors chose for their discussions and scrutinisesities tyf

schemestppoi) on which authors founded their argumentt also demonstrates how
representational elements and dialogical features assisted the authansking their

claims appealing.

Chapter eight (discussion) focuses specifically on the oelstips between the
ySgall LISNARQ 2 LAY A 2 yatioRah @nd hidrialofal context® It i K S A NJ

demonstrates which social structures (e.g. identity, idgeds, myths and historical

12



experiences) left traces on the opinion discourses, and how the mexidiscourses

G2N] SR (2 RSkaSOdNAG&a&S LNIyQa ydzOf SI NJ LINE.
Finally, chapter nine concludes the thesis by summarising the findings, explains the
outcomes G KS NBaSINOK 202S00A0Sa yR RA&aOdzaaS
discourse studieand securitisation theory through the case of the Iran nuclea

dispute. Then, | 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
LNF yQ& b dzOt $HedddteixtNRhe fliatiory S Y

In this chapter, | offer a brief overview of develofry G & NBf F G SR (2 L NI\
programme since its launch during the previous Iranian regime. Then, | review the past

research on this topic that was undertaken during the six years between &0d.2

2018 The review of literature comprises two sectionsSon RS £ & A GK &0 dzRA S
nuclear programme collected from languagsated fields, and the other embraces

studies on the same topic, from the fields of politics and international relatidhs

former mainly includes research anedia discourseg Qitical Discourse Studies

(CDS) while the latter includes researchgmvernment discourses Security Studies.

2.1. History ofranQ [duclearProgramme

LN yQa ydzOf S| NJ LINERtR NISGEWhSN Iran-aid tHe Wrdigtl Stkité&sR A Y
signed anuclear 5 SYSy & | & AtomsdbrREac@? LINREASNI ¥ YSD Ly
the United States provided Iran with andegawat nuclear research reactor in order

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

0! d{ d0 YR 20GKSNJ 2SadGdSNy O2dzy dnNgdSritil T2 NJ L N.
1979. In that yearas a result of an Islamic revolutiahge pro-American government

of Shah (king of Irargollapsed As a result of the change of regime, the relationships

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

international nuclear cooperation with Iran stopped. Howevin 1981, Iran

announced that it intended to continue itsunlear activities and started negotiations

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

launching its nuclear programn{@&arock, 200%
Sensitivities® A3 NRAY 3 L NI yQ&a ydzOf SIKNdsramE 2ME)YYS> | &
arose in2002when Mujahedire-ne Khalqg (an organisation, then based in Iraq, which
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opposes the Islamic Republic of Iran) declared that Iran had built covert nuclear
facilities. Then, irR003 the InternationalAtomic Energy Agency (IAEA) announced

that it had learned bout the existence of two undeclared nuclear sites in Iran.
Subsequently, the Iranian reformist governmen&dfatamisigned an agreement with

France, Germany and the U.K. to suspend the nuclemiclanent programme

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

CKAa ySg6 LINRPG202f |ff26SR FTdzZNIKSNInk O0Saa
SEOKIy3S F2NJLNIyQa yS¢ 20t Al dkadthat GKS
its rights to peaceful nuclear energy would Bzognised. Towards the end 2005

and after Ahmadinejadassumed office as the new president, Iran moved towards
NBadzYAy3a AdGa ydzOft SFNI SYNAOKYSyid dzy RSN (1KS
This time, the three European powers offered a package tm lira return for
abandoningenrichment,but Iran rejected the offer as inadequate and sustained its

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

eightyear period & ! KYF RAYyS2F RQa LINBaARSyOe | f (K?
discontnuous and unsuccessful rounds of negotiation during this period as well. In

NEB & LJ2 vy & Senrictnenitréldtey &rtivities from 2005 to 2012, theJN Security

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

sanctions orran,and these affectedts economic, diplomatic and military activities.

However, in2013 the new lIranian presidentHassanRouhanj took a different
direction with regard to the nuclear issue, whjchy then, had turned into an
unresolvable problem foboth Iran and the entire world. As the first stefbiree days
FFGSNI KAA AYylFdzZAdzNI GA2y S w2dzKlFyA OFffSR F2NJ
programme.ln September 2013during the UN GenetaAssembly meeting in New
York, foreign ministers ohe P54 (U.K., U.S., France, China, Russia and Geraaahy)
LNJ yQa ¥ 2 NBlavadyZar¥ kngt.ATadieSNdd also a phone conversation
between the U.S. and Iranian presidents; this was the firsh £onversation since the
Islamic revolution of 1979n 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 solutitmJanuary 2014after several rounds

of negotiations in Geneva and Vienna, iepkentation of the Joint Plan of Action
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0S3AFLyd® Ly (GKAa NBIFNRZ GKS L!9! A&daadzsSR | N
February 2015another report by the IAEA confirmed that Iran waaintaining its

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

general framework that drafted the broad parameters of a nuclear dedllay 2015

EU and lIranian negotiators met in Vienna to continue their drafting of a
comprehensive agreementEventually, oril4 July 2015after two years of intensive

negotiations, Iran and the six world powers (P5+1) reached the final agreement on the
FNFYSG2N] 2F LNIYYyQa ydzOf S| NI-ldsiv@dbplteYAYS Ay 2
brieftA YS fAyS 2F (GKS YI Ay S@SeddneghitioisisSR (2 L
provided in &ble 2.1.

Tablez> mM® ¢AYS fAYS 2F LNIyQa ydzOf SIF NJ RA & LJdzi

Years Events
2002 ¢ 5Aa0ft2adzNB 2F LN} yQa ydzOoft St
2003 1 YKI G YA Q&orndist pridsigent)-agknoNBdgement of
LN yQ&a yeOf SI NI FlFOAtAD
f LNIyYyQa FaNBSYSyid (G2 L!'9! Qa
f L!9!1 Q&8 NBLRNI O2yO0fdzRAYy3 (K
T | oY®d>X DSNXIye& YR CNIyG@sQa
nuclear issue
2005 1 Election of Ahmadinejad as president of Iran
L NJ yuntiorNdbits nuclear activities
2006 f L' 9! Q& NBLRNIAY3I 2F LNIy G2
1 U.S,, China and Russia joining the three European countries
thus, forming theP5+1
1 First Security Cowil resolution against Iran
2006¢2010 1 The Security Coungassing six resolutions and imposing grad
sanctions on Iran
2013 9 Election of Rouhani as the president of Iran
f aSSGAYy3a 2F %I NRTF OLYMINNRE 01X
secretary of site) at the UN
f w2dzKIyA FYR hol Yl Qa LK2yS O
9 Iran and the P5+1 reaching an interim agreement (joint plan o
action)
1 Partial lifting of sanctions on Iran
2014 f CFHAfdzZNE (2 YSSG wdzZ & I yiRgab 2
comprehensive agreement
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1 Exension of deadline to June 2015

2015 f 'LINAE Qa | ZWfW2dzy BS¥ & Bw2N] RS
programme in return for removal of sanctions

1 Several extensions of negotiations for finalising the agreemer,
June andluly

1 Agreement on final deal reaceon 14 July after 17 days of
continuous negotiations

22t NB@A2dza { 0dzZRASa 2y LNIyYyQ& bdzO
¢CKSNBE KlFra 0SSy I fFNHBS o02R& 2F NBaSINOK 2\
since its disclosure in 2002. Ixtends over a wide range of disdims from

international relations and politics (e.g. secyr#tudies, peace studies, foreign policy

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

studies and critical discourse studies)ithih each discipline, again, themxists a

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

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

analysis, discourse analysis, etér the purpose of the present resezh, | decided

to limit the scope of the reviewed literaturé 2 & (G dzRAS&a GKIF G SEIF YAYSF
programme from a constructivist discursive perspective. In the following sections, |

have presented a number of studi'em each of the two groups of digdines, which

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

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

2.2.1. Languageriented studies
In the discourseriented body of literature thatgathered from the fields of language

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

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

plk NI A Odzf | NI & -dddnijive Edd@ latbivana2 Ode@Sy Qa a2 OA I f
representation. There were also awWestudies employing other frameworks, such as

content analysigKhanjani, 201y, narrative analysigOppermann & Spencer, 2018

and appraisalanalysis(Ghane, Allami, & Mahdavirad2017). Apart from media
discourse, some researchersolked into other discourses like Congress debates

(Oppermann & Spencer, 2018IAEA reportdBehnam & Mahmoudy, 20)3and
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political speechegSharififar & Ralmi, 2015. Some of these studgethat have been

published in peetreviewed journals are discussed here.

Representation in Western media

Kheirabadi and Alavi Moghaddg2012) examined the representation of Iranian and
Western actors in news articles writtenontie2 LJA O 2F LN} y Q& y dzOf St N
international news agencies and newspapers (AssediPress, Reutershe New York
Times The Wall Seet Journgl AFP, etc.). Collecting 50 news articles published by
these newspapers and agencies between November Bedember 2010, they

I R2 LJG SR @I (009 sbSodrmaniicétwork of social actors to studyeth.
Their study focused on two mechanisms of Indo#txclusion to discover which
actors were highlighted in the news and which ones were backgrounded or
suppressed. Tdir findings showed that, while Western figures were included in the
news with their pesonal identities apeaceseekersexpertsandlaw-makers Iranian
figures were either excluded or categorised with mass nouns (collectivised) or
negative titles kslamicregime Shiaregime. They also found that 83 per cent of
guotes were from Westernaairces and that means that the voice of the Iransade

of the debate was almost entirely supressed.

In another study byshojaei, Youssefi, and Shams Hosseini (20&3)dlines and lead

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

analysed, according tvan Dijk (1998 RS2 f 2 3AOF f {|jdzZK188 I yR ClI
notion of intertextuality, linguistic categories of lexicalisation andlocational

patterns. These news articles were wii G Sy | o62dzi GKNBS G2LAO0A
programme, sanctions againstir and the Syrian crisis. Their study showed biased

reporting of the events in terms of the use of negative collocational patterns for
RSAONAOGAY 3 L Ndeyelpweaphintie@pt i bbfam wenSodsared

itself, nuclear armed Irab S SO FX h WKSND NBLINBaSydlFGdAazy 6
delegitimate Other; punisher Self versus defiant Other; powerful and cautious Self

versus dangerous and suspicious Other) and sogrofrvoices or intertextuality (no

voice given to Iranian officials). @hconcluded 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 (201 38)similar manner to that &hojaei et

al. (2013) also co#icted news reports from five U.K. and five Lh8wspapers 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 taJuly 2012! 3 Ay > (G KSe& g2 NJ (5989 ldealaggah y O y !
{ lj dzF NB | Y R (1€95 motiont o olarfex@iality. More évices, suchas

transitivity, modality, presupposition @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, projectecegative imag of

Iran and Iranian officials/organisations 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 repsgedch, inan

attempt todepict Iran and Iranian offidslorganisations abelligerent guilty, unwise

andirrationald a2 NBS2 JSNE GKS& NBLERNISR (KIFIG GKS Ay

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

Two other similar studiesRashidi and Rasti (2013hd Atai and Moaheb (2013)

investigated discourse in VE&ern media by drawing owan Leeuwen (196) andvan

Dijk (1998)respectively. FocuA y 3 2y FTAGS OI (S 3igvedosaf TNRY O
social  actor representation  (inclusion/exclusion, activation/passivation,
associationdissociation,  individualisation/assimilation  and personalisation/
impersonalisation)Rashidi and Rasti (201und out that Iran was mostly passivated

in these mediaThe EconomisiThe Expres§he Washington Posind The New York

Timeg except m relation to sensitive or negative asofis like enriching uranium.

Iranian actors were also shown to be assimilated and impersonalised in terms of their
ARSYGAGASE® !(dD1exahinatdn af fvé BritisiSndedidhe Guadian,

The Daily TelegrapfiheTimes The Independerdnd BBC) revealed the recurrence of

I FS¢ (GKSYS&a |aa20AF 4GSR gA0K LNry FyR AG3
programme asa threat to the worlg Iran asdefiant and boastfulr | YR L NJ yQa
programmehaving arebellious natureThey 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 Bn§.its allies.
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In a similar way to thizof the above studies, | havexamined the ways in which social

FOG2NE YR S@Syia d(GKIG ¢SNB NBtFGSR G2 LNI-
in American newspapers (see chapter five on representation). Howerkke these

studies that focused onhe news, | have concentrated oopinion articles and
SRAGZ2NALIf &S RNI gAYy 3 @RABpdategbriesof dctorandacgfon @1y [ S

representation.

Moving away from media discoursBehnam and Mahmoudy (2018xamined 38

NBLZ2NIa 2y LNFyQa ydzOof SI NlthelNidaNenerdl®> ¢ KA OK
the IAEAfrooH nno (2 HAMH® ¢KSeé FylfeaSR GKS&AS NX
(1989 three-dimensional framework (textual, discursive and sociocultural practices).

At the microlevel, they investigated instances of negation anpetion in the texts

and reached tk conclusion that the purpose of using words likat, no, nor, un,

never any, noneandrarelyAy (G0 KS NBLR2NI&a ¢la G2 RSLAOG L
demands and regulations. They also found that the result of repgavords, such as

undeclared uncetainties, inconsistenciesunresolved concerned possible military

dimenson and contaminatioE ¢l a GKIFdG LNIyQa ydzOf S NJ LI
mysterious and nofpeaceful image. At the medevel, they examined the discsive

strategies of persuasion andgumentation, and concluded that the reports created

an atmosphere of doubk YR YA &3 0UNHza G | 62dzi LN} yQa ydzOf S|
uncertain information to the readers. Finally, the authors believed that, at the macro

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

accept the obligations s@ut by the IAEA.

Representation in Western and Iranian media

In addition to abovementioned studies, which investigated representation of the
nuclear issue in Western discourséete were also some comparative studies of
Iranian and Western newspapers @ell as others examining only the discourse of the

I[ranian press.

In this regard, the representational strategies of ttes Angeles Timasdthe Tehran
Timeswere compared andantrasted in a study byAhmadian and Farahani (2014)

They coktcted three news reports from eactewspaper between May andide 2010
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andcompared y& (g2 | NOIAOESAa GKFEG 6SNB gNAGOISYy 2
(2000 Ideological Square was tifimmework 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, ¢c.), they found that lexalisation (i.e. use of negative/positive terms and

labels), repetition, vagueness (i.e. the use of vague expressionsdilgeor few),

At ESIArtAGeE OADPSO | GONROGdziAYy I Aff RIefAGE (2
most frequently used straggies to realise thetwo macrd & NI 6§ SIASa 2F L2 &A1
FYR yS3aFGAGS WhiKSNDR NSBaddiBldasshyaidDowlagagadiA y 06 2 (
(2016)also compared the same newspapet®g Angeles Timesd Tehran Timées

FYR AYLX SYSYGSR (GKS aryYyS FTNIYSg2N] oDy 5A
eight rews reportsrelatedtolfd | YR 2 SAGSNY O2dzyiNASaQ yS3z
AdadzsSe® 2KAES GKS NBadzZ 6a 2F GK@x#Mdaimi dzZRe O2y
that the newspaperg, predictablyc utilised the macrestrategies of positive Self and

negative Other representation, the strategies they listed as those used most
frequently in these papersvere different from those noted in Ahmadiarand

CI NI KIFYyAQa & iSdaRdNasatarid O@whiRbagi @016) Los Angeles
Timesemployed mainly authoritativeness (i.e. appeal to authorities), explanation,
SOARSYUGAFITAGE OAPSP LINBGARAYI KSINkaleée Sga
means (i.e. negative conditiongkedictions) and Tehran Timesesorted to actor

description, hyperbole, lexicalisation, repetition and situation descriptionyaeeDijk

(2000) for more exylanation of these categories)

In a study focusing solely on the Iranian preghough as a part of a larger project

investigating the discourse of British and Iranian newspag#&isosravinik(2014)

examined the discourse oKayhan (i.e. Galaxy, a major conservative Iranian

newspaper, regarding the nuclear programme. Articles publishedsm#wspaper in

January 2006 were gathered and explored by the researchdiscover how linguistic

and argumentative strategies were applied by this newspaper to realise the general
macrod G NI 6§ S3&8 2F O6RSOf SIAAGA Y {20 yfiddings,2y aA aas
Khosravinik (2014pointed out that the (de)legitimation strategy used in this
ySgall LISNRA RAaO2 dzNE Sruddidn &f aldualicdnBoigSvarid i K N2 dz3 K
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of Us (antiAmerica, antimperialism, Muslims, etc.,) @nThem (America, West,

Imperialists). He observed that both commentary articles and news reports in the
Kayhancontributed to anttAmericanism and political Islasmn. Topics that were

discused frequently in the paper were chosen to depict the strengtlrari against

GKS 2Sai0 020KSNJ O2dzy UNAS&aQ dzyAde 6A0GK LNIYy
LNJ yQ&a Ay Tt dzSy B&Bosraviiik (200 48epotetl that didcaudseSon thed

nuclear programme was part of a larger discourse on globatfangricanism, the

Arab world, the Middle East, Islamism, Palestine/lsraelyriaS and
Ahmadinejad/intenal 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 thesssd their findings haveden compared

and contrasted with the present research. Neverthelasscomparing my findings
with previous studies, | have tried to remain sensitive to two facts: those studies were
undertaken at a different time (earlier than mgtudy) and, thus, polite
circumstances might not have been identical; and they focusetkwrs articles while

| have explored commentary articles.

Argumentation and dialogue in media

Apart from the above studies that investigated the representatiorsgdegts of the
reporting ofL N y Q& y dzOf SI NJ LINPINF YYSSE | w&g NBaS!H
features, dialogic stance taking or framing in media discourse, or scrutinised these

aspects in addition to their studies of representational features.

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

the use of topdiin Kayhan(the Iranian fundamentalist newspaper). He found out that
argumentaion for the consNHzOG A2y 2F | f SAAGAYIFIGS W{SftTQ
regarding the nuclear programme in this paper, was rooted mainly in the conservative

rhetoric of Islamic Iran. He identified two micro and maltggitimatory strategies

4 Topoi are defeasible generalisations that are employed to find or produce plausible arguinent

natural Bnguage discourse. They were originally idtroed by Aristotle in Classid@hetoric. Walton

(2007) defines topoi or argumentation schemes a & LING®n¢IasirS inference structures that
NBLINBaSyid O2YYzy GelLlSa 2F I NHesySyidia dzaSR Ay SOSNERLE
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employed by Kayhan The maar-legitimatory approach was founded on the

ideological frames of poNBE @2f dzi A2y NBE LN}y o6S®3ad GKS L
confrontation with the West, the Islamic Republic as the model for all oppressed

nations, etc.). Khosrawik identified a list oftopoi that Kayharused to recontextualise

the issue of the nuclear programme within such frames: the topostreingth and

defiance(we are right because we are strong and we are defying them); the topos of
resistancgwe are righbecaug we are resisting and the topos ofhreat andinvasion

(we are right because they are threatening). The aim of these rrstcategies was to

RSt SAAdAYAAS GKS WhiKSNR® ¢KS Kfidsi@QWik | LILINE |
(2014) focused on positive seNBS LINE a Sy i G A2y AyadadSIFR 2F 2y |
YySgaLll LISNR& YAONER I LILINE tigh&anddakvs(wedare BghtR 2y (0 K
because the l& is sying so). This sitegy 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 theirclaims

Inanother stugy byRasti and Sahragard (2018)e commentary articles from a British
magazinegformat newspaperThe Economiypublishel between 2007 and 2010 were

collected and examined ildiK i 2F 2 2RI 1 Q&4 RAAOdzZNEA DS &0 NI
representational resources. In addition to investigating patterns of referential and
predicational strategies, they scintsed the argumentatie strategies of the articles

by drawing on Reisigl and \Rd- {2@D1) typology of topoi They listed a number of

topoi used inThe Economidt NIi A Of Sa Ay GKSANI RAaOdzaairzy 2°
Their list included topoi oflanger, burden responsibility reality, history, authority,

etc. Rasti and Sahragard (201d8)scussed these topoi as if they were working

separately in the newspaper discourse for the tiegsation of the Wes and
delegitimisation of lan 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 acneeclaim/conclusion

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

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

Hosseinpour and Heari Tabrizi (2016¢xplored the use of five topoi in editorials
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published inThe New York Timégtween 2010 and 2015. They focused on topoi of
advantage disadvantagereality, historyandthreatfromRS A a A 3t [(30®) 2 2 Rl |1 Q
typology. Their findings showed ththese five topoiwere means used to justify a
systemically biased portrayal of Iran as uncooperative and crintiwaseinpour and

Heidari Tabrizi (20)&rgued that tle ultimate function of these topoi ifihe New York

Timeswas to prepare the ground for the imposition of more sanctions on Iran.
Contrary to the work ofRasti and Sahragard (2012yho focused only on the

ORSOf SIAAGAYIG2NE FdzyOlA2ya 27F QUug st > | 248 4 S
was more coheret and comprehensive in dealing with topoi (showing how they

worked together to support a macroaim of action). This difference might be a result

of the narrower scope of the study (working solely on anguatative strategies) when
itismomparedwith Ras A I Yy R {(20K)ektehsive Ruda

Given that these three studies, in a similar waythat of my study, examined the
argumentative & YSY aA2y 2F ySgall LISNEQ O2YYSyill N
them in chapter seven on argumentation in order to compare my findings to theirs.

Ghane et al. (201 ®ompared the dialogic positioning of journalists in news as well as

in opinion articles from five Iranian and five Western media (from tt@. \the U.K.

and Israel). They dw on Martin & R 2 K(@®QD% Aparaisal model to identify

stance markers in their corpus. Th@irdings reealed that loth Iranian and Western

media made use of various linguistic devices, suctieasal (no or never) counter
expectation(but or although) anatoncur(naturally or of course), to strengthen their

claims and, accordingly, tended towds contractve rather tran 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 byshane et al. (20173 similar to some of the analyses presented in chapter

six and has been mentioned there.

2.2.2. Politicalhoriented stidies

¢tKS 20KSNJ O2NlJza 2F &aiddzRASa dGKIFG L NBOASS
programme conducted by scholars in politics and international relations. This group

2T a0dzRASAa O2yOSYuUuNY GSR Y2ailf tegattlyigtie NI vy | YR

nuckar 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 conflicttfand

relationship ketween the two countries in general.

Shoaib (2015nalysed the IragU.S. elationshipand, $JSOA FA Ol f f 8 - 1 KS Wyd
2TFTQ 0S06SSy (KS&asS Gé2 ylLiArAz2ya FTNRY | O2ya
RAAGONHz O YR adzaaLIAOA2Y AY (KS (62 O2dzy GNRS
WARSYGAGE NBft puiliSiRly, Heargues sharthé disdodrses & Iranian

and American officials are dominated by negat®ther representations that stem

from the ideologies of each and are part of their own sglflerstanding (identity).

According to him, when these idemical andidentity-oriented discourses were
WYFGSNRAIFEfAAaSR Ayd2 LREAOASE yR OUA2yaqs
problems between the two countrieShoaib (20153liscussed the historical factors

that led to the formation of the nuclearstaf®d F ¥ ® | S @GASHESR LNI yQa F2
the Islamic Revolution as entrenched in IsiamntiWest ideobgy. 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 theNJ y Histog€@ @emories 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 EaShoaib (2015nterpreted the achievement of

the nuclear deal as a mutual compromise and the restéi chamge in disourse and

G2yS 2F GKS (g2 O02dzy iNARSaAaQ LINBaARSyida | yR
their description of the deal as a wimin negotiation or their emphasis on diplomacy

for resolving problems); however, he maintained thaegag thenuclearagreement

required continuous joint efforts for building trust and deconstructing the existing

negative perceptions and ideas.

Reinke de Buitrago (2018) Ay | & ddzRé 2y W¢KS NRBfS 2F Sy
G261 NR& LNIyQrX SELXIAYSR K2¢ yS3aAIFGiAGS LN
terrorismspansor and ahreat 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
0S06SSYy ylLuA2ylt ARSyGAGeE yR adlisSaQ o0SKI
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the byproduct of thS LINP OS&aa 2F ! o{ d W{StFTQ O2yaiNHzO\
historical mistrust and trauma&einke de Buitrago (2018jscussed the alleviation of

GKS | ®{ ®Q yS3AIGAGSte SY20A2y It AaSR LISNODSLI
the result of the attempt of the presidents of the two countries ltaild trust and

eXINB&a VYdzidzZl f dzy RSNEGIFIYRAY3AY F2NJ SEI YLX S=
Ay NBalLkRyasS G2 LNIyQa LRAAIGAGS | OGA2yad | 2
glra y20 Syz2dzaK (2 208SNO2YS | YSadd@ithy a Q a i NJ
mistrud and traumatic experiences. The most notable was the Iranian hostdgeg

of Americans in 1978 especially because any such change in perceptions would lead

G2 adzyaSaidf Ay 31602 Reinkd HeS BuitrAgtascg emphasised the

importance of provoking emotions in legitimisitgadeNBE Q | O A2y a | yRX
explained why some American politicians are reluctant to reduce the emotional

content of their discourse towards Iran.

In a similar studyDuncombe (2016)indicated the importance of representation and

recognition in international relationsShe discussed the Irag).S. nuclear conflict,

specifically, as a struggle for recognition. Interview#ty Iranian and American

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

public speechesghe identified the representational patterns that Iranians and

Americans used in their identity formation and recognition of #d St FQ | yR (@K
Wh { KBuNdambeexplainedthe ways in which these dual representations led to
YAANBO23ayAlAz2y IyYyR RAANBALISOG 2F GKS WwWhiKk
reactions by each state in order to counter the misrecognition. On theland, the

L d{ @Q NBLINB a Sy ddISiIrARS/NI2 FI yARI 84S KFS | Ta2 NIBS T2 NJ 3
FNRY YeilikKa 2F W YSNAOIY SEOSLIIAZ2YylLftAAYQS W
LIS2LJ SQ> YR A& NBLNBaSydal 0A2yausedf L NI Y
misrecognition of and disrespectto Iram@e2 § KSNJ K yYRZ LN} yQa AYl 3
LINEANBAAAODS YR GNRARdzYLKEFEYy (G {KAF adlFlidiSQ FyR
{FOFy QY W odzZ Qs WlHy SELX 2A0SNSI ! W{ ol y.
identity and seHrepresentation. Dunembe argued that understanding these dual
representations and their resultant misrecognitions is necessary for interpreting the

L2t AOASE YR 0SKFE@A2dzNI 2F LNl Y IngRof 0 KS ! of
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disrespect that trigger state action leagjtox 2 NJ SEIF OSNB I GAy 3T T2 NB?
(Duncombe, 2016, p. 640

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

their discursive representation in international lagions. In a similar way, | have

explained how American social structures, including national identity, ideologies,
YeliKazx @lrfdzSaz SiOds gSNB NBFEtSOGSR Ay ySyg
political dites) and affected the relationship betwedran and the U.S. (see chapter

eight).

Hurst 2016RNB ¢ 2y @98FIN-S/Q a2 F Wy ST 203D SA 231Qv &
discuss the role of American and Iranian domestic politics in the ratification of the

ydzOt SIFNJ FIANBSYSyidao | OO2NRAYy 3 (i zatiomaldzd YI y Qa
negotiation to succeed, it needs to laecepted by both the negotiating governments

FYR GKSANI R2YSaiGAO WwWO2yalaAiGdzsSyOASaQ 02 0KSN.
discussing four cases of successful and unsuccessful rounds of negotietioesn

Iran and the U.S. regarding the nualéssue 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, relyinig/o LJT Q a

(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 grops towards negotiations. However, he arguedatth contrary to

tdzi YFyQa OfFAY (GKIFIGd R2YS&AGAO LRtAGAOA dzadz
of negotiations, Iranian public support of the deal was a facilitative factor for the
achievement of the nuear deal. Moreover, he contended that, agayitt A { S t dzi YI y Q3
hypothesis that authoritarian regimes have more autonomy from their domestic
constituencies and are less under the influence of their people, the effect of domestic
LREAGAOCE o SBYRABXBTRAY2Y LmMIyQslsa GKS OFa&as
Rubaduka (20174 4 dzZRA SR t NBaAaARSy(ta DS2NHS 2o . dzaAaK |
NBEIFNRAY3I LNIyQa vy dzO seSuritbationddds-detuntisaion | & OI &
respectively. EmployingBuzan, Waever, and De Wilde (1998amework of

N>

securitisation, he fagsed on the ways in which th&o presidents perceived Iran as
a threat and portrayed that in their discoursRubaduka (201 K I NI OG SNA a SR . d:
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approach towards Iran amerciveanR Sy RS | @2 dzNAsyirfluenc@thréughY A & L NJ

AYGNRRdAzZOAY3 Al +ta | GKNBFG G2 GKS | ®o{ ®Q Ay
LN yQa AftAOAG FOGAGAGASEAE YR NIAaAYy3I A&aad
Regarding Obama, his appidn was shown to beliplomatic even the imposition of

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

dzyt A1S alyoOuAzya AYLRAaSR Rdz2NAy3a . dzaKQa LN
sanctions for Obama were the prequisite for promoting diplomacy. élvever, there

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

hol YIS &AYATIFNI 2 . dzaKI SYLKI&AAASR LNIyQa

progress in negotiations and the sisility of achieving an agreesnt.

Austin and BeaulieBrossard (2018)in a study that aimed to theorise the

WaAYdzZ GFyS2dza Syl OGA 2 QORNR (A SO deNIR(/AZA | LiI2ZA R/
nuclear progamme as such a case. They argubat, contrary to the common
understanding in Securitisation Theory thatskecuritisation is a normatively positive

process (desecuritisation means getting back to normal; it is the positive counterpart

of securitisationthat follows securitisation, itould happen at the same time as the

securitising move and is not necessarily positive and ethically sound. Austin and
Beaulieu. NP aal NR LINSaAaSYyiSR a2YS 1jd2iSa FTNRBY t NE
nuclear deal and expil@ed how he represented Iran asthreat 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 inteeairitised and desecuritised éments was a typical practice

and believed that such preonditioned desecuritisation could be as violent as the
securitisation itself rather than being positive and emancipatory as claimed by

securitisation scholars.

Simlar to these studies, | have disssed domestic political rivalries in the American
context and the impact they had on Irad.S. negotiations and on the process of

securitising or desecuritising Iran and its nuclear programme.
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2.3.Conclusion

Emphasisinghe importance of the issue oNll y Q& y dzOf S+ NJ LINPANI YYS
international conflict, studies that | reviewed in the above sections examined it from
various discursive angles. A variety of theories and methodologies was employed by
the researcherso investigate the issue. Neweless, 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 andthe world powers, especially th&).S. Nevertheless, these two
groups of studies can be differentiated according to their levels of analysis or their
analytical focuses. While languageented studies had a more micudiscursive
approach in their investigeons of the issue, the polititlg oriented ones followed a
macro-discursive approach. In other words, the former leaned towards the view of
discourse asextsand carried out thorough textual analyses, while the latter group
was closer to the broad undstanding of discourse as world views/cultures
comprising ideologies, myths, identities, etse€¢ section 3.1)1 These different
understandings of discourse weeevident in their analyses and discussions; while the
former collected specific texts to studypews reports, political speeches, etc.), the
latter generally discussed the roles of the ideologies and identities of Americans and

Iranians in the dispute wWhout necessarily examining a specific discourse.

Scrutinising the same topic and sharing similheoretical and methodological
perspectives as the reviewed studies, the present research project embraces both
levels of analysis indicated above to offenare comprehensive understanding of the
issue. Initially, it examines a number of newspaperchadi (micreapproach) and then
explicates the ways in which national identities, myths, values and ideologies shaped
those newspaper articles as one manifestatiof the disputeas well as the ways in
which these articles endeavoured to shape politldewever, since identities, values,
ideologies, etc. are usually viewed as social rather than discursive factors in CDS (they
are considered as social elements witlscursive dimensions), these elements are

discussed at the contextual level of analysis is tdy.
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Chapter Three

Theoretical Foundatiaaof the Research

This chapter deals with the three frameworks that informed different aspects of the
study (Critcal Discourse Studies (CDS), Classical Rhetoric and Securitisation Theory). It
includes reasaos for applying these frameworks as well as their origins, principles and
methodologies. CDS, classical rhetoric and securitisation theory are frameworks
adoptedfrom language studies, communication studies and international relations,
respectively. The tle 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 functon 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 mechanism®f their interaction. This means that CDS analysis gives an
understanding othe social world as it is discursively and socially construgtedugh

there is a range of different approaches and methods that can be applied for analysing
such discursive ewstruction (Wodak & Meyer, 2016aln fact, the flexibility availaél

in CDS regarding method and theory, and its emphasismtandisciplinarity, mean

that | 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 (mpiriscourse), |
searched for a framework that could aige to examine their various textual aspects
(the argumentative, representational and dialogic features of the opinion discourse).
Conducting a comprehensive review of the literature, | found claksgietoric, with

its focus on persuasion and argumentati(fwo 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 tigeg®n of the
discourse under study (this will be disead 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 | was working (newspaper commenéatigles), | decided

to draw on international relations and security studies so that | could explicate my
textual findings from a political perspective. | was keen to find out which specific,
immedate political goals were served by media debates on tfa@ Inuclear deal,
apart from the general ideological function of producing and reinforcing relations of
L1266 SN ORAAONAYAYIFGA2Y YR R2YAYIlI YOSy GKNRd
representaton. | believe that political discourse is principally doasted to achieve a
practical purpose (encouraging an action). Therefore, in any study of political
discourse, bsidesoffering an explanation of findings in terms of how higloeder
social struatires are reflected in discourse or how discourse reproduce 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 largggolitical field. Thus, | employed a framework from intational
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 OS esearch with a model for demonstrating how media dissecould
create reality in the field of politics (of coursen conjunction with contextual
FLOATAGLFGA2Y | yR. TopRtayidd 8a9, SeclrildaidnlibiedryyisO S
keen to demongtate the ways in which discourses of sogolitical elites can
construct security threats; it focuses on showing how discourse activelther than
merely through conveying ideologiesendeavours to constitute society. Therefore,
since securitisationiteory can be complementary to CDS when it is employetuidys

political discourses, | 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 socgal approach

towards the analysis of discourse. Scholdrshés school consider language to be a

31



social practice and, for them, the context of language use is central in analysing
discourse (N. Fairclough & Wodak, 19P7Regarding the emergence of CDS,
Blommaert(2005)A Y RA OF 6S&a GKFd WGiKS AyGStfSOGdz £ KA
deeper than it usually seems. He believes that, in order to trace the origins of CDS,

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

War. Ashe rightly argues, these developments were responses to the Chomskyan
programme of linguistics of the late 1950s. The absence of social and cultural
RAYSYyaArzya Ay [ K2YaleQa ioANFhy ¥rheignde DR (12 O
sociolinguistics in the early 60s and then Hallidayan linguistics are two of these

developments.

| FfftARI2@Qa {2a0SYAO CdzyOlA2ylf [Ay3AdzaadAOa
Critical Linguistics (CL), (unlike Chomskgeamma) focuses on the relationship
between grammar ath the cial and personal needs thatre realised through

languaggHalliday, 197D

Founded on HaR | & r@rimaglthe basic assumptions of critical lingjais 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 communioat and
readers/hearers are not passive recipients in their relationships with té«tess,

1989. Critical linguist§Fowler, Hode, Kress& Trew, 1979Kress & Hodge, 1979

stressed the ideological potential of some grammatical forms, like yp@assiuctures,

transitivity and nominalisation. These linguists viewed languageWs & A HOfG ALO S Q
and emphasised the relationships between language, power and ideology. They
SEIF'YAYSR WLzt A0 RAa02dz2NASQ 6AGK onsKS | AY
beneath the propositions of such discours@wler, 19950 . & | NHdzAy 3 G K
representation is mediated, moulded bydlvaluesystems that are ingrained in the
YSRAdzY dzda SR ¥ 2 NJ NHrgINsspuSighiiardin crtighléagendd faih G A O f
linguistic analysi§~owler, 1996, p. 4

Originating froncritical Inguistics, CDS also draws on SFL. Many researchers working
within this schook including mysel€, adopt the linguistic categories of SFL grammar
as the basis fotheir textual analysiswodak (2001b, p. 8for 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 gno@iate acount of how

nuances of social life are realised through language. Heweas Wodakrightly

reminds us, while these grammatical forms (and other discursive tools like certain
metaphors, argumentative fallacies, rhetalaevices ad presuppositions) are useful

at the textual level of CDS for descrlin ¢ 1 KS 2062504 2F NBASI NOKE
explanation of the problem under investigation requires linking those descriptions

g A (0 K -poltieaakdehistorical conte ((\Wodak, 2011, p. 42

Overall, CDS was established on the grounds that linguistic analysis could offer a
valuable further perspectivéor existing @proaches to social critique by bringing all
these developments togethigBlommaert, 2005, p. 22 Thereby, CDS scholars focus
mostly on instititional, political, gender and media discourses, which are the sites for
relations of struggle and conflifivodak, 2001b, p.)2Considering that Clembraces
several schools of thought and different research tremisdak (2001b, p. Helieves

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 o
discrimination and inequalities through disase, and the ways which discourses
obscure such power relations, are the common interests among CDS resedft¢hers
Fairclogh & Wodak, 1997 Two features of CDS that make it different from other
approaches to discourse analysis are bgimgblemoriented and interdisciplinary

these characteristics are evident in this resegoobiect as it investigates an enduring
international problem andcrosses the boundaries of the three disciplines of
linguistics, communication studies and international relatiohke other distinctive
features of CDS are its view of discourse@sstitutive of andconstitutedby society

(Meyer, 2001, p. 30and its active socHpolitical engagement.

Since discourse and critique constitute the building block€0§, | have presented

short overviews of them ithe next two secbns.

3.1.1. Social Constructivismdeapproaches to discourse analysmsl media
studies
Most of approaches to discourse analysi€ludingCD$ Laclau and Mouffe (1985)

Discourse Theory, and Discursive Psychokitgre a social constructivistasting
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point. Social constrctivismis an overarching term covering a number of theories

about culture and societthat hold a critical view towards positivist and universalistic
epistenplogies The concepBocial Construction was introduced to social sciences by

two American sociogists, Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckn{a866) in their book

namedThe Social Construction of Realityo terms ofeality andknowledgeplay the

pivotal role in. SNHSNJ I y R [ dzOne Wain/aygindent afeiStReNd ob

social constructivisnsithatdreality is socily constructed,andthat the sociology of

knowledge must analyse the process in which © O dzNE& ¢ 0 Madochell andJ® mn 0 @
Bednarz(1998, p. J state, @ Y & 1 NHzOG A A &Y GOoNBIF{1a& NI RAOIf
empiricorealism, which claims teencode reality in tems of substances and

phenomena which are independent of the observer involved. So doing, it challenges

ageold beliefs wiich maintain that fact speak for themselves, that knowledge is the

reflection of ontological reality, and thaamguage objectively @S NE (2 .G KA & NBI

The keyepistemologicabssumptiors that form the basis ofall social constructivist
approaches includingliscourse analytical approachde.g. CDS and Laclau and
a2¥FTFSQa RA jdd@mdaNEapprodckeS @ulial and media sidiesare as

follow:

1 A critical approach to takefor-granted knowledgeknowledge othe world is
not objective. We know the world through discourse and discourse is not a
direct reflection of reality. Our knowledge of reality is stmcted and
mediatised (Burr, 1993.

9 Cultural and historical specifitwe as humans are cultural andtuorical beings
and ourknowledge is also contextualised in a specific time and place and is the
result of ou interaction with other humans. Therefore, our understanding of
ourselves and the world is contingent and can change over (iBner, 1995).

f Linkbetween knowledge andogial processes a1 y2¢6f SRIS Aa ONBI
social interaction in which we constucommon truths and compete about
gKIEG A& O Nuz§endey&Phiffigs, 2603, §. 5

f Link between knowledge and social iacly & & & paiidulgr worldview,
some forms of actiorbecome 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 conSeffDS & ¢ 6 . dzNNE

1995, p. 5).

Inaddition to the above principlesliscourse analytical approachide CDS andaclau

I Yy R a zh@ofySr@similar in their view of language as tiely medium through

which we access the world astiarethe belief thathuman subjectare constructed in

discour® (i.e.languages notjusta tool used by human to express themseltasman

subjects change in the processusing language)hey alsgursue a critical godhat

is uncoveringower relations in societydowever,according taJorgensen 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 pasctice

one element of social practice that is in a daleal relaton with other social
eleYSyidasz [Ofldz YR a2FFSQa RstiuORaizhk S (KS:z
principle that does not differentiate between discursive and sbscursive

dimensions of the social practice. In other worthge former viewsdiscourse adoth

constitutive of aml constituted by the social world, but the latter believes that
discourse is fully constitutive of the worl@herefore, if we consider a continuum,
approaches and theories that view discourse as only a mechanicaitiefief reaity
(positivist/realisttheories of knowledgedre on the left side of the continuum; CDS is
positioned in the middle; anfl I Of | dz | yiiRcows? theory S @wiards the far

right end.The other difference between the two approaches teatiurse anakis is

their analyticalinterests. While CDS focuses amalysingeveryday ussof language

and their consequences for changing the world, discourse theory is interested in
GY2NBE FoaidN)r Ol YIFLWLAY3I 2F RA atcuadphifiisa GKI G
time or withinsped TA O 42 0A I f R2YFIAYé OW2NHSYASY 3 t¢f

When it comes taonstructivist media studies, the focus is specifically on the role of

media in social construction of reality. Accordingdidoni and Mane (1984}here are

three types of social reality: objective reality exglemienced as the outside objective

world; symbolt reality that is the syimlic expression of the objective reality in art,

fAGSNY 0dzNBX YR YSRALF O2yiSydT FyR &adzma2SO0i
0KS aevYoz2fAO0 NBITtAGASE aSNBS |a |yn AyLdzi 7
subjective NB I f (Adoii é& Mane, 984, p. 328). Two popular trends in
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communication and media studies have been investigating the portrayal of objective

social reality by medithat isthe relationship between symbolic and objective realities

(Hall, 1977McQuail, 1983 and the influg OS 2F YSRAI 2y AYRADARdzZ
objective social reality or the relationship between symbolic and subjective realities

(Hawkins & Pingree, 198 ccording to Adoni and Mane (1984)etextent to which

media content as the symbolic reality cariluence portrayal of objective reality or

aKFLIS AYRAGARIZ f &4Q & dzoigshe@ ibfisaial eldtdiedtffoh G &8 A a |

direct experienceCmsistent with media dependency theorthey argue that he

more distant a social elemerdr eventA & FNRBY (KS LJzof A O0Qa SE LIS
mediadependent the public aréor their knowledgeof those eéments and the more

the influenceof media on publigs.

In addition to the above approachdisat only focus on the interaction between two

realities there are also some holistoonstructivistapproaches to media and cultural

studies that examine thehree types of realityogether that is the interactioramong

0KS a20Alf aeadSYZ YSRAIX YR AYRAGARMzZ f &(¢
reality in which they liveCritical sudies by NeeMarxist scholars like members of

Frankfurt Schoohnd CDS &olarsare mainlyamong ths group(Althusser, 1971N.

Fairclough, 1995Hall, 1977 Horkheimer & Adorno, 197%21In their critiques othe
OFLAGEEAAGD WOdzf GdzZNF t Ay RdAzZAGNEQS GKS& o0SfA
including media productsi 2 & LJS NLJS (iidglsatisl ordeka®d t&dtavide éh
ARS2t23A0If olaira FT2NI AdGa tSIAGAYILGA2YE o
3.12. Discourse in CDS

Prominent CDS scholars, namely Fairclough, van Dijk, Reisigl and Wodak, see discourse
similarly aseniosis Discourse, intheldA Sga % A& RSmangiG&sociad Y | a Yo
LIK Sy 2 Y §wir? Oij, 2009, p. 67 & Y Srhakingyad an element of social

LINE O S(H.&F&raldugh, 2009, p. 182 2 NJ 4l Of digpéndeNtsemioticO2 y G SE
practices that are siiated within specific fie Ra 2 F a AR2sigl & Wodkii A 2 v £

2009, p.89). Their defnitions of discourse embrace sevéfaatures such as:

1 discourse is any form of meanimgaking or communication (semiotic

practice), not just language communication;
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1 discourse is embedded in its context (both its immediate contéxdituation
and the maco-sociathistorical context) and & reality cannot be grasped
without taking its context of occurrence into account;

i discourse is a goariented social activity serving higherder social
structures.
They see discourse as sdigiaongituted and socidl constitutive, related to
a macretopic 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 bedefined preciselyThis contestation arises from ttmultifunctional nature

2F GKS GSNY WRAAO0O2dzZNBSQd® ¢KAAa YSIya OGKIG
phenomena or processes concurrently. It ranges from a unit of language above the

level ofa sentence to a social rctice, and from an oral or a writh form of language

use to signs and music. As indicatedWgdak and Megr (2009) this diversity or

O2y FTdzaA2y NBIIF NRAY I KkeSpariyIdhfee walibrs:@re dzNB SQ O
German tradition of assaaiing discourse with text linguistics; the American tradition

of viewing discourse as both written and oralteand the Foucauldian tradition that

sees discourse as a form of knowledge. Int,faw discourse studies,here is a

continuum ranging from ma@rconcrete views of discourse to moeadstract
understandings of it or from seeing discourse as a linguisjecolin pragmatics and

conversation analysis) to considering it as the whole $weglity (poststructuraist

discourse analysis). In this eg, van Dijk (2009, p. 6fpaintains that disourse is

AAYdz GFyS2dzate al fAYIdAAGAO oodéhdedort  INI Y
words or senteges), an action (such as an assertana threat), a form of social

interaction (like a conversation), a social practice (such as a lecture), menta
representation (a meaning, a mental model, an opinion, knowledge), an intenattio

or communicative evenbr activity (a parliamentary debatel cultural product
0GSESy20Stl 0z 2N SOSY |y SO02y2YA0 O2YY2RA0
In myopinion, all these understandings of discourse are valid in CDS as, at any stage

of a piece of CDS researcbsearchers may focus on a differeneaning 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 thousygtems or wdd
views). At the textualevel of analysis in this researclopect, discourse is considered
to be the written texts of opinion articles and editorials th@as discursiveractices

¢ represent a social practice (an outside reality). At the contextwal Jen the other
hand, trese discourses are themselves viewasl social practices/actions serving
higherorder social processes. At both these levels, discourse is seearatesting
ideologies and power relations as wefl.addition, the term discoursis used irthis
study inconjunction with other nouns or adjéees to refer to a particular way of
perceiving the world from a specific perspective.g( pro-deal discourse or a
particular way of using language in a specific field.political discouse). Overall, as
mentioned in Chapter One, according to Weesd Wodak (2003) and Fairclough
(2003; 2009), level oébstractnesstopic, and perspectiveare three factors hat

determine the meaning of discourse as it is usedifferent parts of this stdy.

3.13. Critique in CB
The concept of critique comes majrfrom 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). Giittbeory, founded on

Marxist views, pursues aremancipatory nmgsionof raising awareness in society

regarding hidden aspects of power and ideoloGyitical theorists argue that ideology

Ad GKS YIAYy WwW2oaial Of S@eussy19dl Rriicaldliscdurs@ ¥ S Y I y
studies, as its name suggests, followsirailar critical view towrds society?2 Wodak

YR CI A Adproaghezdi& O3S 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 emaatory goal of uncoveringleologies thaserve

discrimination ad unequal power relations in society. This critical attitude, as

described byan Dijk (1986)isthe most distinguishing feature of CDS:

Beyond description or superficial application, critical science in each domain
asks further questions, such as those of responsibility, interestsidaadbgy.
Instead of focsing on purely academic or theoretigabblems, it starts from
prevailing socieproblems, and thereby chooses the perspective of those who
suffer most, and critically analyses those in power, those who are responsible,

SItisSA YLR NI I yd G2 y2GS GKIFd WONRGAQHASQ ¥Fi/ y6O05aat Ny 6y
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and thosewho have the means and ¢hopportunity to solve such problems.
(P-4
Assuming a critical stand,5 goes beyond the linguistic analydighe text (e.g.
semantic, syntactic anghonetic) 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 cganction with political theories such agecuritisation
theory). Moreover, the tgt is studied against the backdrop of other texts and
discourses and is situated within the social practices that constitute and are
constituted by his text (Alawadh, 204, p. 3§. By uncovering the relationship
between social structures (in the form of power relationships, the ideology effect,
identity formation,etc.) and discourse, C[p8&actitioners display the critical chartac
of their approach(Blommaert, 2005N. Fairclough, 2001iWodak & Meyer, 2009
The two concepts of power and ideology are central to this critical stand of CDS. As
Wodak and Meyer (2009)oint out, the aim ofcritiqueia & SEL2Z aAy 3 & i NHzO
power and unmaskingi RS2 f Idasaks5{ Aa O2yOSNYySR 4A0K
fundamental condition of social life and attempts to establish a thewrianguage
with power asA (G & LINGS YOk EHdbvéver, it does not imply that issues for
investigation in CDS have to be exceptionally serious or negative social or political
topics. In factany social phenomena car lstudied in CDS in order to be challenged
andnot taken for grantedWodak & Meyer, Q16b).

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 bietated

within their societies. They $hNB | 32+ f 2F KSf LAYy dAss,Ay aSYL
giving voice to the voiceless, exposing power abuse, and mobilizing people against

a2 OA f (Blonniaegfta2005, p. 95As argued byan Dijk (2001b, p96) CDS

practitioners are proud of this shared godligs as he calls it) as CDS is discourse

FylFf @a0& &y . BylanalysidgRn® danguage of those iower, CDS

demystifies the ways in whidanguage is exploited in its service of powerddhe

way those relations of power and dominance can take the forimegemonythrough

discourse. Critique, according tdl. Fairclough (1985)is making mible the

interconnections and causeffect relationships of human matters, which may et
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transparent to the public viewNodak (20Qb, p. 2)also indicates that critidaanalysis

is the examination of the ways in whiclecgal inequality (discrimination, power,

dominance and control) is expressed, constituted and legitimised in discourse.
According toWoda (2001b, p. 3) CDS is inspired by three important insights:

discourse is structured by dominance; discourse is situated in time and place
(historically positioed); and donmant structures are legithised by ideologies of

elites. Inspired by the mentied insights, CDS explicates how unequal power

relations are manifested in social conventions as stable and natural (taken as given)

through concealing the effectsf power anddeology in meaningrodudion and how

resistance against these conventionsdgarded as a violation or breach of norms and

laws. FinallyReisigl and Wodak (2009, p. &tiggest four qualities as constitutive of

the critical stance of CDShese qualies are contexembeddednss of data,

Of F NATAOI GA2Y 27T olifcal acSitodgNrinudul deEflacoh ol vy G &4 Q LI
the researcher and application of results for practical purposes. | specifically applied

these features in my stly by: examimg the newspaper articlaa their immediate as

well as their macreontexts (rwspaper organisations and American/international
O2yGSEGAOT Ay@SadAdalrdAy3d [dziK2NBEQ YR NBIR
introducing myself and adowledging myown opinion regarding theopic under

study.

3.14. Methodological principles €DS
The methodological roots of CDS lie in several langoaigated fields, such as

classical rhetoric, text linguistics, sociolinguistics, argumentation thgoagmatics,

literary criticism, etc.(Wodak, 2001b Wodak & Meyer, 2016 Methodological

approaches adopted by CDS researshareas 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 aatihod for undertaking discourse analy&iut, asNVodak and

Meyer (2015, p. 37RS& ONA 6 S & A (0 I eshiiisodiaBprocessesdipbwelS R A y (1 S
KASNI NOKeé o0dzAf RAy3as ARSydGAGe LREAGAOAXET A

reflected in discourse.

van Dijk (2013)also stresses that CDSnrst a method for condcting discourse
analysis. HecontdeS &4 GKF G 06SAy3 ONRGAOFE Aa | ljdzl Al
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2NJ al gl & 2F RAaaSyuAy3ae y20 | YSGK2R F2NJ
ayR GlFrfl1éd 1S SOSYy HERRYPAIE yRNAKRIVEUSEDI N E O
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 observati. Thereby, the cho&cof method in

CDS should be baseah oesearch questions. In making a decision regarding which
methodological tools to apply in a study, the researcher should takeaitmg time,

typesof data and, generallycontextof the researchnto account(van Dijk 2013.

Another methodological ansideration in CDS igperationalisation that is, how
different approaches convert their theoretical concepts into methods and tools of
analysis, and, padularly, how grand theories which arerccerned with social macro
structures are linked to concretsocial interaction as teXVodak, 201§. Wodak and
Meyer (2009)state that it is at thisoperationalisation phase that the linguistic
character of CDS becomes transparent since CDS, in contrast to doenelistourse
studies, relies mostly olinguistic categories, such as actors, mode, time, tense and

argumentation.

As explained iN. Farclough, Mulderrig, and Wodak (201 0DS entails a specific view

2T YSiK2R2f238d aSikK2R2f23&x Ay (GKSAN 2 LA
informedthrough theory, this topic is furtherefined so as to construct the object of

research. The choicef appropriate methods (data collection dmode of analysis)
RSLISYRa 2y ¢KI G @83 Wodak(20y6aBdiindicadk thak tyfed ¢

relationship between theory and discourse analysis in CDglie According to this

view, conducting a critical disarse study is a circular process. Theand method in

these studies influence each other. On the dmnd, theay guides the process of

formulating research questions that, in turn, influence data selection and analysis; on

the other hand, interpretatios based on discourse analysis may leadhodification

of theory. Therefore, CDS methodology can be/seel & rsigehNBoRIdzO G A @S¢ G A A Y.
02 KSN¥YSySdziiOao RS R HzOMMmAIGKEEEMeyerr 20001 £ 280 A O f
2016a, p. 11 However,Wodak (2016ktates that, though diversity is a distinctive

feature of CDS mhbdology, there exists a numbef stable features, such as being
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interdisciplinary and eclectic, being problemniented and requiring lingstic

expertise.

From my point of view, this diversity in the theory as well as in the methodology of
CDS providesgreat opportunity for conductingesearch since the flexibility resulty

from diversity makes CDS a suitable overarching framework fodwsting critical
studies in a variety of fields. However, there is a danger of losing sight of the issue or
of movirg too far from the original tenat especially in the case of noviceagachers.

It happens, in particular, when studies that are labelbsdCDS take neither the textual
linguistic aspects of a discourse nor its social, political or cultural contexddéctmunt.
These studies usuallyake strong claims about the biased cheter of media or other
discourses on the basis of insufficientdamce and without reflecting on their own
potential biases. This is where most of the critiques of CDS are levéildte

following section, | refeto some of these criticisms.

3.15. Citicismsof CDS
Since its foundation in the 1990s, critical disgmranalysis (now called critical

discourse studies) has come under criticism from various perspectives. Critics have
frequently pointed to the theoratal eclecticism and methodological stemmings of
CDSTenorio, 201). At the level of theory, CDS is aisied for adopting a variety of
linguistic and social theories withb scrutinising their compatibility. Critics believe
that, by borrowing ideas frona variety of scholars, such as Marx, Gramsci and
Habermas, as wetls Bakhtin, Foucault, Bourdieu and lidialy, CDS scholars run the
risk of mixing contradictory theoreticalrinciples.Breeze (2011, p. 50Wyarns that
GiKAA& O2dz Rionfirbwhieh thie 2arguments frdmdghilosophy, politics and
sociology are not fullyworked out in terms that would be satisfactory to specialists in
these disciplines, nor are the bases f@mmguage analysis firmly established in a way
that is recognised by A y 3dzA 8 (1 &4 ¢ @

The methodological shortcomings of CDS that are indicated by itsscatincern
stages of data collection and interpretation. In theseaf the former, critics such as
(Widdowson, 1995 claim that data collection procedures in CDS suffer from
randomness and bias. Neverthelesstightly argued by Breeze (2011), such problems

were more evident in th earlier works of CDS practitioners. Recent studies working
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on larger collectionof texts, especially those drawing on corpus tools, are not

affected by this criticism.

wS 3 NRAflads at the{leRel of textual analysis, other critics suchTaslan
(1997) Stubbs (1997and Verschueren (2008Iso arge that textual analysis in CDS,
which s the basis for interpretation and discussion, is too narrow asr€&&achers
usually focus on only one dimension of texts (e.g. experiential, relational or
expressive) or on a few linguistic devices (e.g. passvesominalisation). They
contend that extual analysis in CDS needs to be more detailed and systematazin

to provide a solid ground fanterpretationand explanation(stages two and three in

CFANDt 2dzZ3KQa | LILINRIFOK (2 /5{0®

The other criticism levelttat CDS concerns the relationship beem discourse and
O2yGSEG 2NJ/5{Q Of | Aoviofd KSaa7F ®Bridre/(@2INY RA& y (i S|
p. 512) In this regard, CDS iscasedof assuming a particular relationship between

society and discourse prior to analysing the data. In other words, workingdom,

CDS adopts sgpecific view of social relations (edjscrimination, power abuse, etc.)

and then searches for linguistimanfestations of those relations in the data.

Blommaert (2001) for example, argues that many CDS scholars embark on their

studies with some presuppositiofisA | S WYSRAI K| @8J WRB2AAA DD §
YFEYyALdzE I S GKS Lz t A OQversinplid@étionfofithe $sBuesl G G A G dzR
and ignorance of the immediate contextual factors. Other criticisms of CDS indicated

by Blommaert (2001)nclude its focus omegative discourse, its le®f attenion to

social action for change, its reliance on available data, its beirag&ntric and its not

being reflexive enough.

Finally, another criticism raised mostly Bijlig (2003)s the danger of§ WAcyodl St £ S

2NIK2R2E@Qd . AffA3 4 NYya | o2dzi. Givéhghato SO2YA Y
/I 5{ I O00dzaSa 20KSNJ I LILINR I @xNR&T AIOX f RASa GK2SdzNBaS S
ONR GAOIf Ol-gtimitaNGQ ASINAY = | WS/ rBOS Kdoming | LJ2 &

the target of what it now criticises.

Considering such commenénd criticisms (as well as responses to them from CDS

scholars), | attempted to avoid all the points raised by the critics in structuhisg t
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thesis. Being vigilant toircumvert problems associated with theoretical eclecticism,
| made sure that the thre frameworks on which I drew at different stages of the study
were fundamentally compatible. CDS, classical rhetoric and securitisationytbeo
which this research igrounded,are in harmony in terms of their constructivist view
of language(referred toasdiscourseor rhetoricin these frameworks). They all share
the constructivist view that discourse/rhetoric can shape our perceptionzality.
Regarding the methamlogical @pects, by conducting a detailed and thorough textual
analysis that coveredllathree textual dimensions of the texts and by providing
background information about myself as the researcher {sfléction), | aimed a
overcome typical accusatisn of CDS esearch as biased, simplistic and
overgeneralised. In addition, by combinibgttom-up and topdown approaches, |
attempted to examine discourse in both its micro (immediate) and maordexts so
that | could avoid gnoring the impacts of immedie contexs of situations
(characteristics of authors, newspaper organisation, readets.) in favour of a
broader macrecontextual interpretation of the relationship between discourse and

society (global power relations,edlogy, national identity, &t).

As wa shown through the whole section on CDS, it is concerned mainly with
answerng broad questions, such as: what specific representation of reality a specific
discourse offers; how this representation fits in to the wetk of power relations in
asociety orat the global level; and whose interests it serves. In order to answer these
guestions, it is essential to operationalise CDS theoretical principles. Again, as cited
above, CDS scholars believe that operationalisadiocCDS concepts and tenstsould

be grounded on the aims of research as well as on the types of data. Accordimgly
research required a framework that could enable me to scrutinise different
dimensions of the discourse under study (opinion discoufReviewing the literature,

| found chssical rhetoric suitable for the purpose of this research. Classical ihetori
helps to find out how an opinion discourse as a persuaaigementative rhetoric
constructs a specific picture of the world and makeappealing to its audience. In
other words, it allows a number ofiow questions regarding the mechanisms of

discursie 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 inerested in analysing persuasive discges and explaining the strategies used

by orators to make their discoursesgent and effective. They dealt with the issofe

good and bad rhetoric and attempted to identify what features differentiate the

former from the latter. Therefore, it can be saidat rhetorical analysis as a discursive

FOG AyidSyRa (2 Dol ( SB@EER PAaw, Sy2)8it is lad

effort to understand the whole of a message and the way the message has been
constructedfor the purpose of persuasio(Bazerman & Prior, 2003, p. 28Zhis

characteristic makes classical rheto@n appropriate analytical franmweork for

conducting CDS, especially in the field of politics and media since political elites usually

need to offer persuasive representans of particular actions through mexdiin order

to gain approval for their decisign(legitimation) and to convingaeople to support

them (mobilisation). In other words, persuasive representation is a prerequisite for
encouraging political actions. Bhway, classical rhetoric can contribub the present

CDS research by providing itithv the principles and mechanisnof persuasive
NELINBaSYyidlFidA2yd Ly LI NLGAOdZ NE gAGK (GKS KS
can examine the textual struates of the opinion articles.

321 AdG20f SQ& aeausSy 2F NKSU2NRO

Aristotle, in his Bok 10n Rhetoripdefines rhetthNA O +a GG KS FI OdzZ G 27
IAPSYy OlFasS GKS | @rAftlotS YSIEya -sAcbt olJS NE dzl & A
Dialectics Didectics is concerned with the use of rfwal logic (syllogism) in

philosophy, and rhetoric deals with tregplication d informal logic (enthymeme) in

political, forensic and ceremonial discourse. Aristotle maintains that neither dialectics

nor rhetoric isa scientific study of any subject mattbut that they are universal

GFlF Odzt GASEA 2F LUNBI Eniphsiged that INEfdztiGnofirketorio is

not to guarantee that a rhetor succeed in persuading others but to help him/her

discover those meanthat can aid, as much as circumstasmediow, such success.

Therefore, in a similar way to dialectioshich recogrses thereal and apparent

syllogism, rhetoric aims to find oueal andapparentmeans of persuasion. In spite of

many classical and moderphilosophers who have had negativeews towards
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rhetoric, Aristotle believed that rhetoric was usefuid even necgsary in society. His
system of rhetoric includes several divisions, such as genres of rhetoric (deliberative,
forensic and epideictic), eans of persuasiordgos pathosandethos) and rhetorical

topics/topoi that is discussed below.

Means & persuasion

According to classical rhetoric, giving a speech requires finding or creating possible

means of persuasion for the issue at hand. Thesamseof persuasion are either

concrete &idence that already exists (e.g. witnesses/contracts that thekpeuses

in his/her speech), or technical means that belong to the art of rhetoric and need to

be constructed by the speakéfennedy, 1991 The latter types called artistic means

and includes the three categories loigos pathosand ethos that are, respectively,
f23A0f | NHdzYSyiazr ONBRAoOAfTAGE 2F GKS &LISH
and framingtheaudy 0S4 Q YAYRa o0& .J8CoMMNAWHp. I6KSA NI SY2
states, these three artistic meanseaequally effetive in the process of persuasion

aAyO0S aX GKS &LISEF{ISN AydSyid dzul2y LISNERdzZ RAY
only about the logicaproofs but also about affecting theppropriate emotional

response in the audience and about inducin&th | dzR A &hfjdén8eCiriihis Qood

aSyasSs 3J22R gAfftI |YyR @ANIdzZSSeé¢d ¢KSasS GKN.
worthwhile for the study of medi@pinion discourse as media commentanyices

simultaneously put forward rational arguments, express domml attitudes and

make moral judgments. Accordinglybelieve that any opinion discourse has these

three: argumentative, dialogic and representatal structures. These are linked,

respectively, to the concepts dbgos pathosand ethosand can be examed from

these structural points of view. The argumentative dimension of an opinion discourse

shows howlogosor plausible arguments are used and angsed in order to prove a

claim. Its dalogic dimension demonstrates the ways in which authors display th

ethos induding their relationships with readers and other opinion holders. Its
representational dimension shows how different emotions can hggered by

different representations o&n issue.

These three means of persuasion can be expressed ifiakxin a varety of ways

because not only do different people apply different rhetorical strategies for achieving
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the same goal (persuasion), thelg@employ different language tools tealise their
rhetorical strategies. Therefore, a comprehensive sétrhetorical strategies or
language tools that covers all persuasive aspects of a discourse completely does not
exist. Nevertheless, Aristotle, aglivas other scholars in the field dassical rhetoric,

has suggested some guidelines for identifyiogos pathosand ethos Drawing on

such guiding principles, | employed a specific model of analysis for exploring each of
three structures: van Leeuw€ha(2008 sodo-semantic inventory of social
represe/ (i I G A 2 Y P00 édsdifigatoRef metR A & O2 dzNE S Y I NJ S N&

(1996 list of argumentation schemes.

3.2.2. Representational structure: Explonuaghos
Pathos as stated above, is a means of persoa that helps speakers or writers to

make their claims convincing to their audientirough emotional triggers. In modern
argumentation theorypathosis sometimes referred to agppeal to emotiongnd is
usudly cansidered to be a fallacy (invalid reasog or argument). However, some
scholars, like Walto2007), believe that an appeal to emotions is not autotically
fallacious and, like any other argument, needs to be examined in order to prove its
validity. Although an argument tha¢lies entirely on appeal to the emotionartbe a
weak argument, using this appeal as a support for logical arguments is &lathand
intelligent. Pathoss, nevertheless, more comprehensive than what is caltgdment

from appeal to emotiong informal bgic. Aristotle definepathosl &  ings $hétf
influence human judgments or decisiomaking and which are accompanied by
pt S & dzNB(Bridtdid, 19B8 Apy268He devotes several chapgeof his Book Il on
Rhetoricto different emotional pairs, includingnger/calmnessfriendliness/enmity
fear/confiderce, pity/indignation, shamdshamelessness envy emuation and
kindness/unkindnes®verall pathosincludes any method of stimulating arousing
emotions with the aim of persuasion, whether it refers to the supportive role of
emotions for logical argumest or to the use of emotions themselves as
argumentdion schemes (e.g. an argument from appeal to fear). The former is studied
as a part brepresentation in chapter five while the latter is discussed in chapter seven
(argumentation). According to Aristotlearousing a emotion depends on three

factors: thestate of mind of the person to be affected, the person or object towards
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whom the emdion is to be felt and the sort of circumstances that give rise to it. In

other words, characteristics of the audiendbe objectfperson and the context are

important inthe success of an emotionalising move.

As explained previously, CDS deals with tlsewdsive representation of social actors,

events and situations. In politics, this discursive construction/represemtgiursues

the purpose of promoting a particular |iical idea or action at the micrevel and a

particular ideology or power relatioat the higher level. This persuasion is achieved
OKNRdzZAK AYyFEdzSYyOAy3a LIS2LI SQa s indukniigzRSa | yF
accomplished through rational argumition as well as by the provocation of

emotions. As mentioned by CDS scholars Vike Dijk(2000) emotionally loaded

rhetorical strategies |& victimisation humanitarianism empathy dramatisation,
metaphorandhyperboleare the key means in constructing representations that serve

ARS2t 23A0Ff LIzNLI2ASad Lyl I NRRELIGheGARNPNGRIINEG a S
charged labels or attributiy 2 F Yy S3lF GAGBS | OGAz2zya (2 WeKSY
negative feelings of fear, had or anger towards the outgrouReinke de Buitrago

(2016) as réderred to in section 2.2.2., also points to the process of emotionalisation

through representation in discourseh& maintains tlat politicians and decision
makersemok 2y I f A4S (GKS NBLINBaSyialraazy 2F W{StT
their policiesIn my opinion, all discursive tools of representation (both rhetorical and

linguistic) from more explicit oneké dehumanisingnetaphors or negative labelling

2T KBIND G2 Y2NB AYLIEAOAG 2ySa tA1S KARAyYy3 |
leave®2 YS SY20A2y It AYLINBaaiAzy 2y | RRNRaaSSao
attitudes through representation, aspposed to argmentation, has an essential

emotional ®mponent.

Based on this understanding, the conceptr@presentationn CDS can be assaied

with the concept ofpathosin rhetoric This association includes examination of what

feelings are provokethy such represatations, how such feelings contribute the

argumentative point (claim) of the discourse, and which linguistic means ormbaito

strategies are employed to trigger those feelings. This means that the rglatiobs

in persuasive texts Ke opinion disourse can be studied by investigatinget
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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NBEFRSNBE (2 I OOS Lidfavoutzf & ghifisan iddd.Fadzctoy or a
group through arousing specific feelings in them. To study the mechanisms of
representationm discourse, | drewo@ | Y [ S £088 Sogigsamantic inventory

of social actors and actions (linguistic meansegresentation) as weks rhetorical
devices, particularly maphor, repetition and hyperbole (rhetorical means of

representation).

Van[ S S dzg S ig-Setnantichéwork of social representation
My [ SS@09RSEHONAROGSE RAAO0O2dzNES | 4 cialKS WN
LINI O G A O Smsdthatl sBcial | péadtices are transfoed in the process of

&
)¢

recontextualisation in discourse. This transformation includasbsttution of

elements of social practice with semiotic elementgletion of some elements of

social practicerearrangemenbf ocial practice (scattering elementsaranging their

order) andadditionto the elements of social practice. He allocates twaptkrs of his

book Discourse and practide the study of how actor (pécipant) and actiorg two

elements of social practicgare recontextualised in discourse.dg@eding the former

6a20ALET FOG2NLI @y [ SSdz Sy QegoriesdisbcialA y KA &
agency to their linguistic realisations but he cortgdhdicates that there is no clear

link between sociagical and linguistic categories bec8us ¢ &8 2 OA 2t 23A Ol f | 3S
Ff gl &a NBIf AT SR(p.a® Therkfyfe mzfodusiry Solely @h% viuthbet

of obvious linguistic ategories of agency (e.g. grammatical subject/obj@etssive

voice, etc.) for identifying @A F £ | 3Syda Ay RAZO0O2dzNBESZ 4SS N
Ayaidl yoSa(p. 24 Adfa de larisocial action), he abides by the same

principle by starting from social categories of anticather than from linguistic

categorid ® | S LINBaSyida aFf RSAONARLIGAGS FNIFYSsH2N
representing socia action, using critical, sockemantic categories such as

W2 6 2 ROMAWD FYyAF G dzNJ £ AT I (A 2 y Epacifidrabhdaicabaddi NBf |
thetorical rd £t AT F GA2ya G6KAOK OFyYy KS({vadLéde@wvenh RSy (A F ¢
2008, p. 56 Because of its emphasis on the importance of social categories in

linguistic analysis, | found this inventory compatible witd social orientation of this
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researty and thereby suitable for the investigation of the repeatational dimension

of my corpus.

Representation of social actors

+ |y [ S S20083nyentary for representation osocial actorsdegins with the
Exclusion/Inclusion dhotomy. The first point to consider wh examining how a
social practice has been recontextualised in a discourse is to identifprésent
participants as well as the absent ones. According to this model, thesexelaf an
actor from a discourse carebdone in two wayssuppressior(radicd exclusion) or
backgrounding(exclusion from certain activities/demphasising). Exclusionrche
realised through linguistic categories such as passive agent deletiondjniten
clauses{ng or-ed participles)nominalisation, adjectives, infinitivelauses witho,
etc. If the exclusion of an actor is in the form of backgrounding, it isi@edIfrom a

specific proposition but it can be traced elsewhere in the text.

The otler part of the process of scrutinisiregtor representation is considering the
ways in which social actors have been referred to in the discourse (similar to what
Wodak 2016, callgeferental strategies).van Leeuwen (2008jiscuses different
strategies for naming social actors, starting with the two broad categories of
personalisation/impersonalisatianThen, each of these two categories is further
divided into subcategories, likegenericiséion/specification (generic versus
spedfic/concrete), assimilation/individualisation(assimilation can take two forms:
aggregation ad collectivisation), association/dissociation(groups formed or

unformed by social @ors), etc.

The next step is the ingéigation of the roles given to the sat actors. Two major
categories for rolallocation areactivation (the dynamic force in an #eity) and
passivation (undergoing/receiving an activity). Activation is realisedrotigh
participation (grammatical ageinor patient), circumstantialisation(prepositional
circumstantials likeby or from) or possessivation(pre or postmodification of
nominalisations likeour intake or my teache). Contrary to activation through
participation, the other two categories red8c G KS | OG2NARQ RS3INBS

(badkgrounding the agency). Passivation, on the other hand, can be of two types:
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subjected (passivéion through participation as the patient o goal in a clause,
possessivationby the prepositionof and adjectival premodication like racial
tolerance or bendicialised(passivation througlparticipationas the recipient of an

action).

Representation o$ocial actions

Regarding the representatioof social actionsin discourse,van Leeuwen (2008)
distinguishes two broad cag@ries: actions and reactions Accordig to this
distinction, social actors can be involved in actions as well as reactions. Intne wi
| £ f ARl &Qa ( [98Y, &an lide@knidiferentiatesibStWeen twopiys

of social actiorg, material (doing) andsemiotic(meaning)c as well as three types of
reaction: cognitive perceptve and affective These three main cageries are
represented in transitivity grammar as material (and behavioural), verbal and mental
processes. In a hierarchy of extrely active to extremely passive, material actions
stand highest; then comes behavioleation. Semiotic actions (verbal pesses) are

at the intermediate level and reactions (mental processes) comprise the least active
category. Again, among the threepgs of mental process, affective reaction conveys
the weakest form of social agencydanognitive reaction conveys the straggj. van
Leeuwen (2008Jlistinguishes further between agentialisation/@gentialisation and
activaion/deactivation of actions or redions. Deactivation is in the form of either

objectivation or descriptivisation.

These linguistic categories, through whictocial practices comprising agencies

(actors) and actions are represented in discourse, can @ffecNBF RSNAQ SY2 (A
towardsd 2 OA £ | OG2NBR Ay FFTRRAGAZ2Y (G2 &akKFLAYy3I 4]
practice. Thereason for this is that these categesi are forms that convey

propositional content. Thus, depending on whether evil or good contectnyeyed

by them (types ofction or label distributed among social actors), they can represent

social actors positivg or negatively and, consequently,gger negative or positive

emotions in readers.

Nevertheless, compared to rhetorical devices liketaphors, these linguisticobls

cause onlymplicit emotional impacts on readers. In other words, rhetorical devices
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are more powerful in provoking emotionBeep metaphors (metaphorical scenarios
as they are called in this study), for example, are anatothat may not be overtly
stated in discourse but frame or guide the whole discou{@®zzi, 200l Such
metaphors functiortogether as a scheme that frames discourse and, consequently,
the distribution of actionsand agencies in discourse becomes aaegt with such
YSUFILK2NARA® C2NJ AyadlyoOoSs W! NRHdzYSyid pAia g1 NI
metaphor, not only could ke readers perceive nuclear negotiations in terms of
concepts related to war, but couldsa affect their feelings regarding n&gators. That

is, by associating the two concepts of war and argument (negotiation), authors
activated unconscious emotions leged to those concepts. This means that different
authors, depending on whether their gpose of using this metaphor was to sugp

the nuclear deal or to oppose it, triggered either positive or negative emotions
associated wh victory or failure in pede (e.g. fear, anger, pride, bravery, timidity,

shame, etc.).

As explained earlier in seégch 3.2.1., the other dimension of ampinion discourse is
its dialogic structure that encompasses interactional features such as thlienea
writer relationship or as NA& (i S NRakingstiategie®. She next section discusses

this textual dimension.

3.2.3. Dialogial structure: Exploringthos
The concept of dialogue or dialogism was employed for the first time in literary theory

and phibsophy by Mikhail Bakhtin. Bakhtin introduced the tepolyphony(multiple

voices)A Yy KA & Saal e 2ygdaylaNnes {192l A2Gra eagaaliy? Si KA a
distinction between dialogism and monologism. In dialogism, the multiplicity of voices

is acceptd and all voices are given the right to express themselves. From the dialogic
perspective, truth is born in the intecion between different voices and opons

(Bakhtin, 198)d | 2 6 SOSNE Y2y 2{ #hal wald it rapiebedts, 83 R2 0 Y
pretendingto be the ultimate word (A. Robinson, 2011, Para)ll

P KGAY @ASsa it dzidiSNIyOSa a SEAalAy3
utterances on the same theme, a backgroundde up of contradictory opinions,

LRAYGA 2F @OASG |YyR @QFfdzS 2dzRIBFEFOE X2 YINS 3
(Bakhtin, 1981, p. 281In other words, no matter whethrean 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 rsa twoway relationship with the past and
the future. On the one had, it draws on, responds to, supgs 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 isssumed readers or hearers.

The concept of dialogue is closely telhto the concept ofethosin classical rhetoric
(they both refer to the same phenomenon but with different purposes; in rhetoric,

dialogue is studid from the perspective of persuasiorAs emphasised before, an

2N} G2NDa OKI NI} OGSNE | & AG A atoSranfie®iagt SR Ay

how the public responds to his/her discourdgialogue ancethosboth refer to the
relationship established in the text or talk betweespeakers/writers and their
audiences, on the one hand, and between speakers/writers and the opinfosther
people, on the other hand. In other words, study ethos means investigation of
dialogue in the rhetoricdialogue with the audience and dialoguvith previous
opinions. It is through these dialogues that speakers/writers display their characters

includingwisdom moral valuesand sympathywith the audience According toBraet

(1992) to gain public approval, the speaker neeflst RA & LJX @ G KNBS TSI dz

wil, @A NI dzS = |y R. 3H)2A3Chery ($9g8epiains:

 goodsens¢ SIya GKS NXKSG2NRa LINF OGAOLFE gAaR2®

means to achievan end;

 vitueRAALI I 8a G(GKS NKSG2NRa Y2NIf OKI NF OGSN

T goodwilA & G KS NXSi2 Nshndpathy ith e auiende2 NJ I Y R
All these hree features are dialogic in the sense that, through them, speakers/writers
negotiate the credibility oftheir characters in relation to the topic of discussion,

audience and moral bBefs/values.

As discussed abovdialogicality is an intrinsic charatdd 2 NJ ay | G dzNI € 2 NA Sy
Fye 1 y3dzZ 3S Ay dgBdkhti® NISIG . 27dDisyguIsioRoetRo® 2 dzNE S ¢

or dialogue becomes more crucial when it comes to opiniigcourse (political
RSO0l (0Sas> &aLISSOKSasx O02YYSyidlFINE | NIAOEtSax

one type of opinion discourse, aim at gainigigpport for a particular point of view. In
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addtion to presenting logical arguments and triggering emisipachieving this goal

requires the writer to engage, on the one hand, with past opiniptesdraw on them

or refute them¢ and, on the other handg A i K  Fdzii dzZNB 2LIAYy A2y a GKI
heared Q LI12&3aA0fS NBIFOGA2Yy & D ound/cohneckeBidithad (X § KS 2
directions with what comes before them and what follows them. As asserted by

(Bakhtin, 198}, traces of this interconnectedness can be found in all utterances. Since
investigation othe engagement with past and future tesxas expressed in a discourse

seemed imperativel. | LIJLJ A S @009 rdolldl #idR Stddes the concept of

dialogue through met-discourse markers. Though it was originally bished in the

field of academic discourse, metliscourseanalysis has been widely adopted for

addressing dialogue in media and political discour@daviNia & Jalilifar, 2013

Jalilifar & AlavNia, 2012 Kuhi & Mojood2014 Le, 2004wl 0 I 6 QF K g ! 0 dz wdzY"
2015).

| & f | y R@iscouns&niarkers and dialogue

Meta-discourse is a concept introduced &rismore, Markkanegnand Steffensen

(1993)and later employed by Hylan@004 2005 2010 i2 NBFSNJ (G2 aGiKS f
material in texts, whether spoken or written, that doestnadd anything to the

propositional cotent but that is intended to helghe listener or reader organize,
AYOSNIINBGZ FyR S@I t dztQisBorelieKa., 189¢, H220Nl G A2y 3
addition to guiding readers in their journey through the text, as Crismore asserts,

metaRA 802 dzZNAS YI NJ SNE O2y@Se SgNAGSNEQ | GaGA
propositional content ad organise the writegreader relationsip (the same is true

about oral tets). Hyland2004 2005 2010 categorises metaliscourse markers into

two classesinteractive and interactional devices. The interactive dedés refer to

Golea 2F 2NHIFYAaAAY3I RAAO2dzNBS G2 ISYNIAMEOA LI G ¢
assessment of what needs to be neadxplicit to constrain and guide what can be
recoSNBR TNRY (KS (GSEGé£d ¢KS Ay i XNrgO lonizkyS £ N
GNAGSNDa STFF2NIa G2 O2yaNRf GKS S@St 27 1
relationship to his/her data, argumestand audience, marking the degree of intimacy,

the expression of attitude, the communication of commitments, and theeekiof

NB I RSN Ay @&2Hy@s Y101 @ 82 These two categories of meta
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discourse are realised in texts through various linguisti@kes, such as evidentials,

transitionmarkers, directives, modals, persomabnouns, etc.

It is the second category of metiscourse markers (interactionahes) that is more

suitable for the study of dialogue in discourse. ¥AsHyland (2005)y referring to

Bakhtin, arguesyii SNI Ot A2yl f NBaz2dz2NOSa aKI @S || RALI T
anticipate, or otherwie take up the actual or anticipated weis and positions of

L2 G Sy (AL f(p. NG HnR&duG £ according toK. Hyland(2005) has an

SOl tdzd G§ABS OKIFNIOGSNI YR O2y OSNgess, theKS & NR U
issue being discussed and theople holding views about the issue. Maintains that

interactional metadiscourse markers express eithgianceor engagenent Stance

YFEN]SNE RAaLIXFEe GKS gNRGSNIDA LISNEehtgl f A& o
his/her opinions and judgments axsMartin and White (20053tate in ther appraisal

theory, the ways the writeexpandor contractsthe dialogical space. Engagement, on

0KS 20KSNJ KIFIyRY Aad GoKSNB ¢ NArécSNiEngtheO 1y 26t ST
presence of their readers, pulling them along with their argument, foxusheir

attention, acknowledging theiruncertainties, including them as discourse

LI NGAOALI yiaz FyR 3dzi R Adand{i206EY. 178.2TheA y (i S NLINJ
GNRAGSNDAa &dlyOS Aa SELINDAA Shedges bobskedzd K T 2 dzN.
attitude markersand seltmention. These language devices help the writer take a

position towards other opinions aselN as opinion holders and display Hisf
FdzOK2NAIf @2A0Sd® ¢KS gNAGIGSNINA Sy3l3aASYSyi
demonstrated by the use gkader pronoungdirectives questionsappeals to shared

knowledgeandpersonal asideand as is shown indure 3.1.
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Interaction

Stance Engagement
Hedges Boosters Attitude  Self- Reader Directives Questions Shared Personal
markers mention pronouns knowledge asides

CA I dzNB o (005 ke resbwycBs®Bacademic interaction

K. Hyland (2010jeclassifies interactional metdiscourse markers; he combines
personal pronouns, directivegjuestions and personal asides in aaegory named
engagement markersMoreover, he also does not mentioappeals to shared
knowledge(e.g.of course obviously asa separate category in his new classification

of interactional markers.

The third textud dimension of an opinion discourse, wh can be considered its
defining feature, is its employment of argumentation or logos. The next section

discusses thidimensiaon.

3.2.4. Argumentative structure: Exploringos
From the logical perspective, theazy Sy & A& RSFTAY SRs(exdlicta I &S0 3

2NJ AYLIE AOAGOSY 2yS 2F gKAOK A& (GKS 02y Of dza A
(I. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013, p.).361owever, citing van Emeren and
Grootendorst (1992 2004), |I. Fairclough and Fairclough (2018)d to the above

definition by asseihg that argumentation is als@ complex spedc act with
Aft20dziA2yFNE O0UGKS aLISI]SNDa Algcatbnay A 2y Ay
(the consequence of that tdrance) effects. The first effect corresponds to the

rational aspect of argumentation (proving a claim) and the second one is uoddrs

Fa GKS Ayl SNdck dezin® MIpadsuddé thether to acceptane! In

this view, argumentation is seeas a social and dialogical activity with the purpose of
persuasion. This is especially true for political discourses, which areinkias

deliberation in rhetoric. Deliberative rhetoric draws @nactical reasoninghat is
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concerned with what to do or whaction to take rather than with proving whether a
proposition is true or false, as it is the caséheoretical reasoning

Practi@l reasoning is sometimes categorised as twnductiveargument, which is
distinct from the two traditionally famous modesf argumentation:deductiveand
inductive(l. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2013n deductive arguments, the validity af
clam derives from the validity of its premises; however, in inductive argumetits,
premises or evidence are of on@#liand should be linked together in order to support
the claim. Otherwise, each of them would be too weak to justify the claim. Haweve
conductive arguments are based on premises that are not necessarily valid of are
one type and each can support thiaien separately. If all premises are taken together,
the argument will be stronger but each one can also be enough to justify thne biai
itself. Moreover, the argument is not dependent on the truth or validity diohlthe
premises. In fact, practicaéasoning, in this view, is based on considering different or
even conflicting opinions regarding the claim and making a balanced iatecis
(conclusion). The strength of these arguments depends not only on how effictbat
goals and values will be achievBy the suggested means but also on what other goals
and values may be sacrificed by choosing one action over the others. Thi®mecisi
making process requires consideration of different counattaims and weighing
possible positive and negative consequen of the actions against each othér.
Fairclough and Fairclough (201#)ieve that practical reasoningu be considered as
conductive argument when there are a number of goals and wathat the agent
should choose betweeby assessing the positive and negative consequences. This
view of argument as conductive or practiceeasoning is particularly useftibr

studying opinion discourses in this research project as the commentary arinctay

corpus were writtentoprovetS LJ F dzZAaAoAf Ade 2F | dziK2NBRQ OK:

different options against one another.

In another classification, Waltofl.992 2001, 2013 states that practical reasoning is
mainlyin the form of aplausibleargument. Practical reasoning in this sense proside

a claim that is presumably a means @chieve 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 ar&ue. This type of argument is for situations of uncertajiagck
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of thorough knowledge and timergssure that are often the case in politids.
Fairclough and Fairclough (20330 argue that plausible argumieis:

based on pesumption and is therefore in principle defeasible: the dosion is

inferred tentatively fromthekINS YA 4Sa>X AdG wasSSvyaqQ G2 oS
evidence available, and is therefore reasonable to believe, but it is subject to
defeatby the various paicular features of a given situatio(p. 39

The discourses undeanalysis in this research project (opinion articles and editorials)

are all founded on what are referred to as conductive or plausiblaraents. These

opinion discourses are forms of practical reasoning, each gininpromote a

different alternativead A 2y NB I NRAY 3 L NI yQa ydzOft SIFNJ A&a

2 faG2yQa FNBdzYSyialriadAazy a0KSYSa 2N NK
Argumentation schemes represent stereotypical patte of human reasoning. They

I NE RS & ONR 6-8dRclusich inféredbadia)ctirasShat represent common

typesoF | NBdzYSy (a dza SR WyltorSZDG& NE B AstmeRidnadO 2 dzNE& S ¢
above, the distinctive feature of abductive/conductive arguments is they tre built

2y UGUKS ol arxa 2F WRSTSI| aAoivebsal gebefafisutiba Ral G A2y
(Walton & Red, 2005. Argumentation schemes that are employed in these everyday

plausible arguments are called topoi and were originally studied by Aristotle. Agistotl

in hisTopics presented a list of 28 common forms of argumentationezhljeneral

topics or topoi, includingdpoi ofoppositespart to whole comparable actioncause

to effect simple consequencgeslefinitions conflicting facts previous mistakes

ambiguous termsetc. Aristotle later developed this list into more thaA(Btopoi.

Topoi are based on abstraalationships ofdentity, similarity, difference contrasts

subsumptioncausality analogy, etc.(Zompetti, 2008.

All'in all, argumentation schemes, traditionally known as topoi/topics, are defeasible
generalisationghat are employed to find or produce plausible argumemtsatural
language discourses. Walt@h996) classifies schemes into 25 categoriegluding
argument fromsign example commitment pragmatic inconsistengyposition to

know, expert opinion authority, analogy, precedent gradualism etc. Arguments
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based on theseschemes have been traditionally treated as fallacious; however, as

Waltonargues, they can prove to be reasormabl some cases.

In chapter seven, which discusses argumentative structure, | examine the newspaper

articles to identify schemes/topoi that aubtihs employ for convincing readers of the

practicality/worth of theirclar & 2 F | OG A 2y ® L caliohdisia éhecklistf (2 y Qa

at the bottomup level of argumentation analysis and | add to it whenever | identify a

form of argument that is not in higlassificatior?.

The next stage following the micro textual analysislioat in three sections above
(argumenttive, representational and dialogic features) involved incorporating a
framework to explicate those micro discrete practices of journalismistutiere in
some macresociapolitical contexts, including their conneetis to similar practices

in scciety (irtertextuality) and their role in ongoing political processes (contextuality).
Accordingly, to study discourse on broader intertextual and cdntdxgrounds, |
drew on securitisation theory from the field of internatial relations as a framework

that coul link discursive practices to soquolitical processes.

3.3. ConstructividRand Securitisation Theory

International security studies as alsfield of international relations (IR), primarily
RS@St 2 LISR €% ou@r WowdoRpdtack tile state agairisternal and external
OKNBI Gda F F3G§SN {K@Buzah & BanhserR 212 pLBnRially, it Wak
based on the realist ntarialist understanding of internatiwal relations, which was
concerned with nuclear weapons and strategi¢esteee. However, after the Cold Warr,
sodal constructivism, along with critical and feminist theories, entered the field of
international relationsand, thereby, the concept of securiand its constituents (e.g.

referent object and referent subject) stadeo be viewed from new perspectives.

Gonstructivist theories of IR focus on the role of intersubjective ideas like ideologies
and normative belief in international relationgKubalkova, Onuf, & Keert, 1998

Onuf, 19972001 Wendt, 19871992 1994 19951999 LG SYLXKI aA aSa

6 It should be noted th i 2 2 RI | Q &histoRckldap@admiBaSo includes discussion of
argumentation and use of topoi in discourddowever, sincd intended to makethe analysis of
argumenttion much deeperl decided to draw directly on argumentatidhneory itself.
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and relatioral construction of what states areaddK | & (G KSe& ¢l yié¢ FyR &l
to the materialism and instrumentalism of rationalist theories, such asneabsm

and neo-liberalism(Hurd, 2008, p. 299 Constructivistscht  N& 2F Lw O2y Syl
is the subjective understanding of the material world that essentially influences the

behaviour of states and nestate actog €Shoaib, 2015, p. 53Contrary to neeealist

and nealiberal scholars, who caider political actors (whether individuals or states)

02 atanitic, seHinterested, and ration ¢ | ISy & LidzZNRdzAy 3 (G KSA
AYyiSNBada Ay GKS GaidN)rGS3aIAO NBIFfYE 2T &
constructivists believe that politicactors are social in the sense that their identities

and interests are sociallyand Sy R2 3 Sy A dedNdzOd SR2 Wy a20ASide | a

NB I {R¥essmit, 2013, p. 221 & 228

There are two levels of constructivismIR: systemic (or gtctural) and domstic (or
internal). The proponents of systemic constructivism emphasise the role of the

A

AYGSNY L GA2Yy It SYGANRYYSYd Aywadl 48340 o0SKI @

Constructivism considers ideas and shared knowledge asctkators of
identity. Constructivisttheories are concerned with how ideas define the
international system, how this system defines the interests and identities of
states and how states and netate 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, 199@RisseKappen, Ropp, & Sikkink, 19@®d argues that
national interests, as the main determiners of the beloavs of states, are formed
under the irfluence of national identity thatjn turn, is expressed through the
discourse of elites and decisionakers. In spite of differences in their foci of research,

both views of constructivism hold three common ontol@iassumptions:

1 as much as structuresetermine the behaviours of socialdfitical actors,
GY2NXYIFGADBS YR ARSFGAZ2Y LT  &dNUHzOGdzNBa |
a0 NHzOG dzNBaéT

1 4Gdzy RSNA G y RlyES N2 &  ya2iyNHzO G dzZNBa O2y RA (A 2
importr Yy ¢ & AlG Aa (hkiN®ress &nd, dReglianflyitheS a G K|

behaviours of states are formed; and
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T all3ISyda FyR a0GNHzOGdzNBa | NB Ydzidzh t £ & O2y:

structures shape the identities and interests of political act¢esy. states),
practices of the actorsan reinforce or transform thesersictures(Ruessmit,
2013, pp. 2258226).

In line with these constructivist notions, the concebsecurity extended in scope and

depth to include noamaterial and nommilitary dimensions and to be seen as either a

discursively or an intersubjectively constructed matter. Security was no loager

merely military issue but embraced political, econopsocietal and environmental

sectors asvell (Buzan, 199), and a threat to security not onlyas an outside material

reality but was an intersubjective perception resulting from normative and ideational

factors at domestic or international levels.

Foundel on such constructivist views of security and threaguritisation theory was
offered to the field of security stu@is by the scholars of the Copenhagen Schdole
Waever and Barry Buzayin the 1990s.

3.3.1 Thelinguistic approach to securitisatio@openhagen School
Securitisation, as defined by schd of the Copenhagen SchdBuzan et al., 1998

Waever, 199), 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 ricm

politicised(out of the realm of public debate and not sometf that the state deals

with) to politicised (a matter of public debate and one that needs government
decisionmaking) tosecuritisedan existential threat that needs to be dealt with using
extraordinay measures). At both domestic and international lsyean issue is

securitised when it islesgnated as an existential threat and, thereby, given priority

over other issue¢Buzan et al., 1998Thereforel y & | NI A OdzE F GA2y 2F &S
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 establigieties of

Wy 2NXYFEfQ LIRfAGAOAA A2l RS X S (i BEtgRiPOATRE S EYOSIL
p. 360. Accordingly, any attempt to securitise an issue requires references to the

politics of urgacy, survival, defence and threat.

In the first artculation of the concept of securitisanh by Waever (1995)the focus

was solely orthe understanding of securitisation assalfreferential speech act
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5NJ g Ay 3 2speech drd theomaidiZpoststructuralist scholars like Derrida,
Waever beliged that securitising discourse seglfsufficientin eliciting the desired
action (excefional measures) against a security threat. This internalist understanding
of securitisation, which is centred on the discursive/linguistic power of a securitising
mowe, is called the linguistic or pbdophical viewConsistent with the argument of
speechact theory that some utterances angerformative (we do things by saying
them) rather than merely describing the world, the Copenhagen scholars consider
security as @erformative or speech act. Thisgults in the iew that security discourse
does not neessarily 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 meanindg eecurity andnew patterns of relationship
between the threat and the referent objedWaever, 200).

In the latter work by the Copenhagen scholéBaizan et al., 998), there was an
indication of the importane of audience in the success of a sétsation act by
maintaining that, to achieve secusation, security claims need to be as convincing as
possible to the public as well as to the decisioakers whoseagreement is vital
before the measures are takenHowever, this endorsement of audiende
securitisation was more problematic than promigirfor 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 securitisation(Balzacq, 2011)b

Some of the lsortcomings of the linguistic/philosophical view of securitisation are

presented in the next section.

3.3.2. Develpments in securitisation theory
The Copenhageff OK22f Q& o/ { 0 & L)y 8«3 Keerl (Destio@d ¢ 2 F

many later scholars for its pastructuralist foundation. The second generation of
securitisation scholars (e.g. Balzacq, Stritzel, McDonaldvarori) opted for a more
constctivist appro&h and criticised the postructuralig view that considered the
speech act to be seffufficient in bringing about securitisation. AccordingBalzacq
(2005) the problem with the speechact view of securitisation is that ijnores the
fact that some threats arérute or external (i.e. their existence does not depend on

the rhetorical use of language). With ovemphasising the role of langga in the
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construction of threas, the Copenta Sy { OK22f RAaANBItesRa K2 g
AyOf dzRAY3I SEGSNYIt 20628500 A ¢S181R SusrSafpesty Sy (4 =
structuralist view is comadictory to considering securitisati@s 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 seemsato bwards the speech

act idea. In fact, its not possible for the Copenhagen Schim endorse both views of
securitisation: a selfeferential speech act and an intersubjective procé3akacq,

Léonard, & Ruzicka, 2016

In a simiar line of reasoningStritzel (2007)maintains that the Copenhagen School
GNBEFdzaSa (2 02y OSLJidzr t AT S ALISSOK Oda I yR
socialand R y 3 dzA & G A Qp. 361). MHzOdica#sFEhat ¢he idea of context is too

YIENNR gt & RSFAYSR Ay GKS g2NJ] 2F GKS YSYoSNZ
the concept of powr to the power to persuade and the ided contextuality or
embeddedness to a ooext defining a sort of $ LJdz(i G A2y OWGKS | dzii K2
& S OdzNR i A (Skitgel, 2000l 208D 0 £

McDonald (2008pargues that the philosophical view tiie Copenhagen School is

narrow for three reasons: its focus on the discourse of political leaders; its definition

2F O2yUSEG Fa alGKS Y2YSyi rstafdindiofsechimyas y i A 2 y
GAYKSNBYVRIZES YR (NIBHO 0 22 yFIZNEdZa Ay 3 a2t Ste 2y
elites, securitisation theory ignores other possible voices that are active process

of securitisation, suclas artists, writers, journalists, another social and cultural

elites. Moreover, securitisatiotheory does not consider the role of ndimguistic

forms of communication, such as images and symbols as well ahyisecal actions

and bureaucratic praates involved in securitisation, and migards the historical

context that can facilitate the sedtisation of an issu¢McDonald, 2008

3.3.3. Sociological approach to securitisation
As a rault of the above criticiss) the phibsophical view of securitisation wadda

modified by paying more attention to the role of contesl factors. The later works
adopted an externalist approach (also called the sociological approach) that regarded
secuitisation as an intersubjective pross happening between a securitising @ct

and the audience in a specific context. According/icDonald (2008, p. 566)here
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was a shift in securitisatiotheory from the notion of a speedh O i prbdéctivéof
ASOdZNR G FKSHUB BAKS &LISSOK F Ol A asubjeaiyeS 02 Y LR
constructior2 ¥ & S O dzNA (i 8alzhcqet@IR(AE)dndShitzel (2007 oint to

the contradictory tension between the internalist and externalist approaches to
securitisation. While the former holds that the performative aspect of security
changes the caext, the latter maintains that iis the context thatinfluences the
secuity 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 relis on a posstructuralist view andthe external one adwcates a
structuration view. Drawing on GiddefX1984) theory of structuration, scholars
following the sociological approach to securitisat{@alzacq, @05, 20113 Balzacq et

al., 2016 Stritzel, 200yemphasisehe interdependency of structe and agency, and,
thereby, the needdr paying greater attention to nodiscursive factors (i.e. audience

and context) in the study of securitisation.

Nowadays, most scholars in the field, especially the {@mtenhagen schars, lean
towards the externbst side and include contextual nahscursive factors in their
analyses of securitisation movda.this regardStritzel (2012)ndicates the similant

between sociological approehes and CDS (in their views of dissajrand the need

for drawing on CDS in security studies:

Such a more sociological (ultimately structurationist) agptualization of

discourse is arguably most clearly articulated by saisoin the tradition of

critio | € RAaO02dzNES |y Ithis&athkrawéhestablish&d2aNdi dzy | ( S €
comprehensive strand of discourse theory in applied linguistics has so far been

largely ignored in international relations and security studjps557)

Stritzel states that CDS is compatible with the sociological approach to seauciy s

AG IAOPSE LINA2NRGe G2 GKS WasAiyhistid pradtitdk SNS Q 2
as oneelement of social practice (in contta® poststructuralist views). This view,

which is manifested in CDS methodology (as textual analysis is itagtpdint and

needs to be complemented by soqolitical analysis), is ilne with the sociological

approach to security which argues thati KS LISNF 2 NX I G A GBS L2 SN 2
cannot only be captured in the abstract but needs to be contextually locattdn

ONRIF RSNJ &0 NHzO( dzNB a  #STitzely L2y A 58 Adcoydidglyl J2 ¢ S NX €
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Stritzel contends that the sociological view of discourse in CD$®ardribute to a

better understanding of the process of securitisation.

Stritzel (2007¢mphasises that anywedy of securitisation should embrace three layers

of analysis: the performative power of the securitisa text, its embeddedness in

existing discourses, and the power relations held betmvé®e securitising actorral

the audience. Stritzel seemstobarg KA a GKNBS fF&8SNAR 2F aSoOo

three stages of analysis: textual, intertextual and eotal levels.

One of the prominent scholars of the second generation of the Copenh@genol is
Thierry Balzacgvhose ideas | draw on in conductirgd thesis. In the next section, |

provide an overview of his approach to securitisation.

3.34.Balzad@a I LILINB I OK (2 aSOdzNAGA&l GA2Y
Advocating the sociological vie®alzacq (2011kgefines secutisation as an
X FNOAOdzAE F SR aasSyofttr3aS 2F LINI OdA0Sa o
policy tools, image repertoires, streotypes, emotions, etc.) are contexually
mobilized by a secuiiting actor, who works tprompt 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
GKS aSOdzNRGAT Ay 3 | Ofdzastions, bjNivestiragyea F2NJ O
referent subject with such an au unprecedented threatening complexion
that a customized policy must be taken immediately to block its development.

(p. 17
Based on such a definitipBalzacq (2011biptroduces three core assumptions for
securitisation The first assumptiopoints to thecentrality ofaudienceby indicating
OKFG aF2NI Iy AaadzS (2 06S LINRPy2dzyOSR Ly Ay
FdZRASY OSQ YdA GO ANBSYIWRE Ko & K(pkS Ceat@dydzNRA G AT Ay
2T GKS dzZRASYOS Ay (KS a20A2t23A0Ff | LILINRI
histhherlangh 38 (2 GKSELIBRASYOSO&l yR diekbeing Ay {dz
Fgl NBE 2F GKS | dZRASYOSQa LINKG T.8BuEgg®81a, Ay (S NI
p. 23. The second core agsytion focuses on theo-dependency of agency and
context this means that any successful securitisation move is a combination of a
persuasie sgech act and a facilitativeontext. In other words, the performative

power of language is not capable of achiey securitisation y itself unless there is a
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historical ontext providing cultural frames of reference through which the

designation of threat to a particular referentulsiect could be interpreted as

meaningful. Finally, the third assumption is about tHispositif (Foucaufi Q& G S NI

meaning both discursive and naliscursive mechanisms that enhance power in

society) andhe structuring force of practicelf maintainsthati S OdzNA G A al GA 2y GO

of practices which instantiate intersubjective understargh and which are fraed

by tools and the habitus inheritetE N2 Y RA T F S NBBaldacia2D0h,RY. FASE Ra:
FET 1Ol Qa 2LIAYA2Y NBIFNRAY3I ( KSprogessdDf A FAOF vy

securiisation makes his model of securitisati completely congruent with the

principles of CDS and classical rhetoric.

Balzacq (2011kproposesfive key concepts for securitisation they. They includehte

securitising actor(i.e. the agent Wwo presents an issue as a threat through a
securitising move); theeferent subjecfi.e. the entity that is threatening); theeferent

object(i.e. the entity that is threatened); theudiencgwhose agreement is nessary

to confer anmtersubjective sttus to the threat); and theontext and the adoption of

distinctive policiesds WSEOQOSLIi A2y E Q 2NJ y2dod | OO0O2NRAY 3
affected by: the context in which it occurs, includihg tharacter and t& position of

the searitising actor; he identities, attitudes and values of the audience; and the

historical and socipolitical situation of the issue. In turn, the produced discourse can

bring about changes in the context through sgtising a subject

Relying on the ab@/concepts, | sesecuritisation 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 fasjorThereby, actor,

audience and contextas the externafactors, influence the representation and

perception of discursive factors (referent subject and referent object). In other words,

the securitising actor discursively constructs the threatening etibjand the

threatened object by drawingn his/her displd 2 F 322 R OKIF N} OG SNE
values and interests, and the historical and sqmaditical context of the issue. In turn,

the audience apprehends the securitising discourse, according todkaluation of

thel O0 2 ND& Ky ilkthedcontughBe ofldiscourse with their values and
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interests, and the supporting contextual evidence they find in their -veaid

experiences. This means that the three external factors leave a footpridiscourse.

As indcated above, this vien of securitisak 2y A& Ff a2 airaYAEFNI G2 1N
rhetorical means of persuasion. My views of actor, audience and context, respectively,
resemble concepts @thos pathosandlogosin classical rhetac. As explained eber,

Aristotle beleves that, to be prsuasive, any rhetorig securitising discourse, in this

caseq needs to display the good character of the speaker, identify with the feelings of

the audience and draw on logical arguments. A gobdracter consistef good will

(concernfor the audience)virtue (moral valuesand 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 informatiorwdrdrom the historcal and

sociopolitical context. Theref NS> &aSOdzZNAGA &l GA2Y A& RSLISYRS
present a persuasive discourse in which a referent subject is constructed as a threat

to a valued object. A securitising move can be sudaksthe extent i can: establish

the & LIS I 1 S NXdierildlilydin {diSchiuisé; move the feelings of the audience by

identifying with their values, experiences, interests and identities; and present logical

arguments by resorting to historical, socad political evidnce.

On the whole, ongruent with my mderstanding of securitisation moves as persuasive
discoursesclassical rhetoric contributes to describing their mechanisms of persuasion
and CDS helps to explain the relationships between theseifspdiscoursesral their
immediate catexts of situatimm as well as the macrsociopolitical context. Since
practicing CDS in the field of politics requires paying attention to issussrsfiasion

and political goals/functionsn addition to grand cocepts such as ideogy, relations

of power and dominationglassical 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 rhetoand securitisatio theory, which are adopted from
languagge 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 consittivist notion thd discourse can create political
reality rather than merely reflecting it, | draw on CDS, classical rhetoric and
securitisation theory to demonstrate the processes and mechanisms of such
discursive workin the case of American newspapefsrom among the tlee, CDS
establishes the foundation dhe research and informs the whole study. It explains
the relationship between discourse and society, and their mutual effects and
consequences. Classical rhetocmntributes to the study at the iesl of analysis. It
structures the analytical framework tfie study and has guided me in conducting the
textual analysis. In line with the guidelines from classical rhetoric, | chose three
analytical models to investigathree textual dimensions of thepinion discoursevan

[ SS dzo &908) actor/action representation, Hily R@GD5 metadiscourse

YI NJ] SNE | y(®R996p drgunietafiGhatheory. They respectivelykamine
representational, dialogic and argumentative featuréshe opinion dscourses under
study. Finally, securs#ation theory contributes to this study by aiding me in
demonstrating the relationship between discourse and society in its most concrete
2NY¥eo . & f221Ay3 |G ySgaLl LiBitWBeRpestie)JihiSA 2y RA &
research project explicates thdiscursive process through which Iran and its nuclear
programme were securitised or ekecuritised in commentary articles from four

Ameri@n newspapers.

The next chapter deals with methodological asiseof this stug. It provides an
overview of types andources of data, process of data collection, and methods and

procedure of analysis.
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Chapter Four

Design and Methodology

The present reearch project was launched to investigate the opinion diss®wfa

few prominent EnglisHanguage newspapers irelation to a seriously disputed
AYOGSNYLFGA2YyEFE A&dadzsS O6LNIyQa ydzOf S NJ LINE I NI
pursues aqualitative methodology and draws on a number of different but
philosophially congruentiklds. This chapter on methodology exipis the research

objectives, the degh of the study, the analytical and interpretive framewoaksl the

process of conductinthe research.

4.1. Objectivesf the Study

The main impetus for conductnthis researclproject was an interest in the role and
practice of media discourse in society, especially in the field of politics. | have always
been curious about the waythat different media discourses construct different or
even contradictory repres#ations of a spcific political event and, consequeytl
provide their audiences with completely different perceptions of the world. In other
words, | was eager to investigate theays in which media view and evaluate a
particular event from different pespectives by fagsing on some aspects of reality and
neglecting others. More importantly, | intended to investigate the reasons that
motivate each media entity to adhere to a partiaustandpoint. Thus, | embarked on
this study with two broad objective®©ne was to iderity various representations of a
politicd issue (the Iran nuclear deal/negotiatigriffered by different newspapers (as
the oldest type of mass media) and a numbefr discursive mechanisms for
condructing those representations. Thether objective was @ learn why this might
be the casethrough exploring the links between newspapers discourses thed

American society.

The focus of the first objective was on theEtd dz f LINRPLISNIASE 2F (K.

discourses. It included questions albauhat image ofthe issue, what image of the
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self and vhat claims about the issue each newspaper augmrght to offer as well as

how s/he realised them in discourse. The secondectbje, on the other hand,

pertained to contextual matterat both micro ad macro leveldt was concerned with

the sociepolitical and ideological motives behind each discourse and embraced both

how those motives shaped the discourse (what political/idgacal perspectives

AYy Tt dzZSYOSR (KS I dzii K2 NB& Of redfyjan8hodiidiseovrse | YR 02
sought to shapehe conext (what role the newspaper discourse played in achieving

broader political goalsKeepingthese two broad objectives mind, | embarked on

LN} yQa ydzOf SI NJ AaadzS | & spekifisallylirgredie®in 2 F Ay @€
YySéall LISNE Q Niutleariagraeyhant deat sigied y Iran and world
L2 g SNARD® ¢2 aiddzReé GKS ySgall LISNEQctN®BF OGAz2ya
since these are where attitudes and positions regarding diffeines are expresed

and defended. As indicated in ChaptOne, ny decision to focus on Iran and its

situation was, first and foremost, motivated by my nationality as an Iranian.tApar

FNRY GKFEGXZ airAyOS LNIyQa y-aeddirg htdtdatRdal LIdzi S A ?
corflicts that has been attempted to be mlomatically resolved, it is worthy of

investigation. The other point that added to the importance of this topic was that,

evenafter its official settlement on 14 July 2015, it was still vehemengputied in

political and media discourses (and was ewatly abandoned). Overall, as a highly

disputed issue, the Iran nuclear deal triggered many opposite and contradictory

reactiors that made its investigation worthwhile.

4.2. Sample Design

This sectia covers the mei genre chosen for examination, thateria 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 stutgwspaper

opinion dscourse In nevs media (newspapers, in this case),niqn discourse covers

several suklgenres, includingeditorials and opinion articles (op-eds). Editorials ah

2LIAYA2Y | NGAOE Sa | NB aLlzo f A G AYR Sa3ai  GRAYNdyt Al Gil
types d opinion discouse (vanDijk, 1996, p15). Pointing to the importance ohese

two newspaper genregsranklin (2008argues that the chacter of a newpaper is
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displayed by its editorialsn@ opinion articles (ofeds).Le (2009palso emphasisethe

NREfS 2F SRAG2NAIfAa Ay RSY2YyaldN)»GAYy3d ySgaLd
their (unsigned) editorials, hosver, news mdia go further than (just) presenting

o0 KSNEQ LRaAdGAz2zyaT (GKSe 2LISyfe NBLINSASY(d (K
AadadzSa (GKSe& RSSY (p172% Thsseopihidn pidey ad2ilNdharp/ OS ¢
contrast to news artigls. Unlike news items that are (falsely) believed to be neutral

stories reporting tle outside world, opinion pieces are written to discuss an issue from

Fy FdziK2NDa LISNELISOUA O&able andl aodiable S A G A &
newspaper to include @ariety of opinion pieces with different, opposite or even
contradictory attitudes egarding a single issue or event. In fact, being two completely

different types of discourse, news and commentaries (mpirpieces)have totally

different features and sewe different functions in newspapers. The former is a

descriptive discourse that expected to present an objective (impartial) narrative of

Fy S@Syid FyR KIF@S |y AYLS Nat@udésfiralugsbndOS G K I
feelings interfering with hitier discourse. However, the latter is an argumentative

discourse, which is known tze a subjective evaluation of an event and which voices

GKS FdziK2NRa LISNE2YIlf LISNBLSOGAGSAS |GdAddz
In spte of their similar discourse type®pinion discotse) 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
resporsible forexINB a4 Ay 3 (G KS LI LISanNKypibobaldssues/ épiion2 y Y I {7
articles exprespersonal views of the writers (typically, experts in the field being

discussed) on such issues. Generally, editorials are written on behalf of the whole
organigtion and trat is why editorials, in contrast to apon articles, usually have an

impersonal ad formal voiceFarrokhi and Nazemi (2016)ention that editorials are

LINE RdzOSR G2 &GRSt A0 SN 5dftheirreaddisbydrSafitgfset KS & 2 (
of different persiasion and argumentation strategies and d&v&(g. 155. The same

Oy 6S &l AR Fo0o2dzi 2LAYA2Y | NIAOfSa a 020K
aiming topersuade readers to undertake a certaype of action, or to change their

attitudesti 2 6 NR (0 KS (2 LIFQrokdhi®MNgzami, RK% QdsY 4 SR €

Van Dijk (1992, pp. 244245 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 readerthroudgh argumentation;

a2 OA 2 Odzf (SdzBN:RE R de@oyfididéolagitd and values in the public space;

and politically, by influencing the elites through commenting on their actions or
GNBO2YYSyYyRAY HzNBEISEHS NYFI (G AOBS 24yrisic ohedi®rial® NA G A O f
stated byvan Dijk (1992)s that their primary addressee is not ordinary newspaper

readers but political and social elites and demsmakers. This means that

newspapers actas influential power institutions, wbh participate in the construction

or reproduction of power relations in society and in setting the social agenda.

Although opinion articleg probably as a result of theirgrsity of styles and voices

havenot been studied as much as have editoridisey do share some of the above

mentioned functions and characteristics, especially when they are in line with the

editorial policy of a newspaper. Gqus appeared for the fit time inThe New York

Timesnthe 1970\ y | LJ- 3 S Wh LILJ2hihe pugposié &f indeRsing BReNA | & Q
diversity of views incorporated into the newspapBrayand Golan (2005, p. 68)ate

0 K [tHe OBEd was designed as a forum for the articulation of multiple ideas in an
FAGGSYLIG G2 LINRPY23GS Lzt AO RSo6IFGS 2y altASy
of op-eds wa to provide a space for those albtative opinions that were not covered

in the newspaper by giving the chance to experts and peatiakers 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 grops of oped contributors in newspapergolumnistswho usually

write for the pgerand are paid; and experts, academicgoliticians, who are called

guest contributorsas they are not affiliated with the papéGolan & Wanta, 2004

Mostly, the first group and sometimes eventite@ Yy R F2f f 24 G KS LI LISNI
policyin their stancetaking and, consequently, their articles serve similar functions as

those for editorials, which are mentioned abov&ccordingly, instead of being sites

for the dissemination of diverse opinionsp-eds sometimes turn into alternative

chary St & F2NJ LINPY2GAyYy 3 GKS LIKSbhigRIMEOpIBra A GA 2y a
I NG AOEfSa OFry ASNBS |y S@SYy Y2NB LI NLAalLy ¥
have to conform to the editoriaki I Y Rl NRa¢ 2NJ y Sg &s ahdy LI NI A | €

thereby, enjoy more freedom to express and defend their opini(slan, 2013, p.
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361). This freedom gives them a greater opportunity to assert theiniops strongly

and persuasivelySong (2004)in a similar way to that ofan Dijk (1992)contends

that columnists in newspapers that are prominent worldwide péayy & (G NHzY Sy G I f €
roles ¢ akin to those ofthe editorial writersc a Ay y 20 2yt & RNI gAy3
international issues butalsgi Ay Ff dzZSYyOAy 3 3I20SNY YSoyigi St AGSa
2004, p. 4]

Overall, the fustion of both genresisto conveyautNddi Q 2 LAY A2y & -F 6 2dzi &l
political issues. Thus, since editorials andeos are places for the expression of

opinions and since peoglkd 2 LAY A2y a RNI g 2y (GKSANI dzy RSN
(van Dijk, 2001a 2006), these two newspaper genres arertile sites for the

investigation of ideology. Again, since CDS is one of the fields that has an interest in
ideology, its discursive manifesiah and its socigoolitical functions, these genres

have been very insphgand attractive to CDS scholarsakidition, these two genres

have specific features (e.g. being argumentative and persuasive) that make them even

more attractive for investigatio in CDS.

Initially, | pursued two purposes for including both editoaad op-ed genres in this

study. Lookig from a textual perspective, the minor goal was to compare and contrast

the structural features (representational, argumentative and dialogichese two
similarbut-distinct genres. However, in the course of stuthad to put aside this goal

as | cold not include enough editorial samples for analysis (see section 4.2.2.). The

major goal, on the other hand, was to examine the possible comgias in the
L2aAdAaz2ya GF 1Sy o0& | ySg artided JoNI & an&ier 0 2 NR | f
way, incluling both genres would help to determine whether or not opinion articles

published in a paper followed the same poliay G2 6 NR&a L NI yQa vyd
deal/programme, in this caseas the editorials did. This would, in tyrhep to find

out whether the opiniorarticles under study served the function for which they were

invented¢ to offer an opportunity to opposite voices not covered in the newspaper

(Day & Golan, 2005 or whether they had turned into merely another channel for
LINEY20GAY3 GKS ySgaLld LIS (Sdhg 2004 This coogadsan | Y R A R
was important as a harmony of attitudes between the eddts and the opeds of a

paper could ke a $gn of bias at the level of decisianaking in the newspaper
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positions would gain the chance of publication.

4.2.2. Sources of sampde
After deciding about the type of data web search of newspapers was conducted to

select the sources from among hundreds of Englsiguage newspapers published
worldwide. Initially, after taking into account the three criteria of high levels of
readeship poth print and online), internatinal standing and political ideology, |
arrived at more than 10 leading international newspapers (mostly Western). They
includedTheNew York TimedJSA),The Wall Street JournfdUSA),The Washington
Post(USA)USAToday(USA)Los Angeles TIm@dSA)New York PoglUSA)The Times
(UK),The GuardiafUK),Financial TimegUK),The Daily Telegrapi{UK),Le Figaro
(France) an®ie Welt(Germany). While some of these newspapers are characterised
as having both large umbers of readers and high standings dsroadsheet
international newspapers (e.@he New York TimasdThe Wall Street Journakome
others have high standings as elite newspapers but do not have high levels of
readership (e.g.The Guardianand Financid Times). In addition to the above
newgapers, 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 involvedilthoughindirecty¢ Ay L NI} y Qa y dzOf
debateg. These newspapers includetharetzand Israel Hayomthe two weltknown

and politically opposite papers in Israel, as wellddéhram AshargAl-Awsat and

Arab Newsthe prominent English newspapers in the Arab laior

Disputes and negotiations regardth L NI y Q& y dzOf SI NJ LINP3INIF YYS K
about 12 years; starting in 2003 and appearing to be officially settled in 2015.
However, it was impractical to carry out andepth investigation of the discoursd o

the sourcenewspapers in such a brodidne 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 theopinion articles and editorials that 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 severalgrounds it covered the historical
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moment of restvinga longstanding international cditict, it signified a turning point

in the U.Slran relations, it covered the period when the hottest debates and the most
intensive efforts to protect or fighagainstthe nuclear deal were happening, and it
was theperiod of highest coverage of the dedly media. Given all these and also
considering the fact thagfter July 31, the number and frequency of articles published
in newspaperon the topic of the nuclear dealeclined significantlythat is by no
means 8rprisng asimelinessis a typical pactice in media), | decided to focus on this
specific period of 17 days.

After the initial examination,The Daily TelegrapiLe Figaroand Die Weltwere
excluded from the study as they had nditerial or opinion aricle m the topic of the
nuclear deal dring the specified time span (they published news stories related to the
LNF yQ&a ydzOft SI NJ AaddzS odzi y2 2LAYA2Y LASOSaA

Table 4.1. The preliminary list of newspapers

Place of Publication | Newspaers

U.S. The New YorKimes The Wall Street Journalhe Wa&hington
Post USA Todayos Angeles Timddew York Post

U.K. The TimesThe GuardianFinancial Times
Israel Haaretz Israel Hayom
Arab region AlAhram AshargAl-Awsat Arab News

After developing the geliminary Ist of newspapers @ble 4.1), a ot 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 newspapersad published numerous opinion
articled YR SRAG2NRALFE A F02dzi LN yQa ydzOf SI NJ A
Arab Newslsrael Hayonand The Wall Street Journalothers had very few (e.@he
TimesFinancial TimeandLos Angeles Timed herdore, 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 fo comparing the findings across newspapemsiBes there was another
practical coern about the possibility of carrying out a qualitative analysis on a large

amount of data. If | were to collect and analyse a reasonable number of samples from
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each of the 14 newspapers (say five articles) so ttmat tindings 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 analgsaore than 50,000
words. That woud not be manageable for a qualitative stueayguiring a close reading

of texts.

Given those practical difficulties, | decided to limit the number of source newspapers
and, as a result, the amount of data. By limiting the number of newspapers, | could
increase the number of samples collected from eaaid, thereby, improve the
generalisality of findings for each paper. Hence, | set a minimum number of five or
six samples from each newspaper: four or five opinion articles and one or two
editorials. This mimum number was determined based on the fétat most papers

had published an avege of four opeds 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 ojeds) was: firstly, papers published fewer editlsthan
opinion articles (many ofhem published just one editorial during the specified time
AL yOT YyRTE &4SO2yRfeés ySgalLl LISNEQ SRAG2NRI
rather stable, especially ev short periods of time. Nevertheless, thaall number of
editorialsinthestudg 2 dzf R f AYA (G (GKS Ay@SadAadaliarzy 27
features and, thereby, the possibility of comparing generic features of editorials and
op-eds (one of thewo initial purposes for including both genristhe study).

As explained above, g 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 aiainutiplied by

four newspapers, equked 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, | would not have been able to conduct a thorough qualitative aisadysl
interpretation of all the newspger articlegwith no software help)Although | had an
option to use software for data analysis (corpus linguistics) so that | could manage a
larger amount of data, | decided to carry out all the analysis manuatigusel believe

that software cannot asist appropriately in discourse analysis. One reason is that
discourse analysis is contedépendent (both the context within the text and the

context above the text) and, therefore, discursive strategies cannotddiiced from
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the context. The other @son, as indicated byan Leeuwen (2008)s that social
categories, such as agency, are not always synchronised with specific linguistic
categories. Thus, searching specific linguistic categories as representatsesiaf
categorieswvould 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 fronodr different poltical contexts. In spge 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, | deedl to focus on oty 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 opposipglitical wings o ideologies; each
having several mediautlets ¢ 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. Cansently, it seemea wiser to keep
the sope of the study within the bounds of one political context so that the findings
could be more meaningful and interpretable. This way, | was left with one option: to
focus on the American context since | needed foapgrs ad the nunber of selected
papersfrom 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 intdronal leadershipand also its
enduringenmity with Iran, it seemed imperative to observe the ways in which its
media (newspapers, in this case) responded to and evaluated the negotiations, the
{ dQ NR{S YR (KS NXadz Gy ohdiconed fafdata ¢ K dza >
collection, theU.S. seemed to be the most relevant one. Among the six American
newspapersl.os Angeles Timesd TheWashington Poshad published fewer than
four opinion articles related to the issue of the Iran nuclear deal dutfire ime span
set for the study; theefore, USA TodayrheNewYork TimesThe Wall Street Journal
andNew York Posvere chosen as the ultimat®ources 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

mostread newspapers in the U.S. According to reports fromowuariresearch

institutes in the last fouyears’, USA TodayThe New York Timeg$he Wall Street

Journa) andNew York Podiave the highest readerships in the countdSA Todais

the most circulated US newspapewith a daily circulation of1,621,091in 2019

followed by The Wall Street Jowal (1,011,200), The New York Times (483,701), and

New York Post4@6,129%. These numbers include both print and digital circulations.

In addition to laving the highest readerships in the U.S., thexaept New YorkPost

¢ are also renowned as internatial elite newspapers with worldwide readership; this

is especially the case witthe New York Timesid The Wall Street Journal

Another point of importance is that tis® newspaperselong to different ptitical

traditions ¢ Liberal and Conservative ideglies. The only exception among them is

USA TodayThis paper is different from the other three on two groundge and

political advocacy While USA Todays avery young newspaperthe other three

papers have beenyblished since the 19 century. TheNew York Postvas founded in

1801 by Alexander Hamilton as the NeYwrk Evening Posind claims to bethe
longestrunning paper in the U.SSince 1976, the paper has been owned by Rupert

a dzNR 2 O Ks@arp, theSgeant redia caporation. Under Murdoch ownersp, the

styleand stanceof the paper became similar to UK tabloid newspapée Sun, which

is alsoowned by him.The New York Timesgas founded in 1851by Henry Jarvis

Raymond and George Jones hs NewYork Dailyfimes.Since 1896, the paper is run

by{ dzf T 6 SNASNJ FIYAf&aQa ¢KS bSg ,2N] ¢AYSa /2
inthe USLO KIF&a 0KS yAO] yan¥ B coasidérél aDtNgd most [ | R& €
respectednewspaper in the country. Usher (2014, p. 6) swthatd ¢ KS b Sg |, 2 NJ
Times is a pivotahstitution in American democracy. Since 1851, it has shaped the
contours of elite political discussion and provided substantive reporting from across

theworldandtheh GA2y é d LG KI & o2 yelénth&ys todefageid T SNI t N

7 https://www.poynter.org/reporting-editing/2014/usatoday-wsj-nyt-top-u-s-newspapersoy-
circulation/
https://www.cision.com/us/2019/01/topten-us-daily-newspapers/

8 https://www.cision.com/us/201901/top-ten-us-daily-newspapers/
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more than any othe paperin the U.S(127 times).The Wall Street Journbhhs been

continuously published as a busindssused newspaper since fisundationin 1889

by Charles Dow, EdwarJones,and Charles BergstresseBince 2007it has been

owned by Dow Jone& compa/ @ G KIF G A& LI NI 2F adz2NR2OKQa
The paper has also won 37 Pulitzer Rigenally, USA Todags the youngest of the

four papersg | & F2dzy RSR o1 @&SIFINE 32 OmMdpy,HOL o6& |-
and s still run by the same companigs special design and features including its

colourful images, information graphics, concise and gasgad reports, etc., have

influenced many othenewspapers in the U.S. and the world.

The | { ! ¢ 20Bhér @k of difference is that, contrary tahe other three

newspapers that advocate one of the two political wingshe U.S; Democratic/Left

or Republican/Right, USA Todahas attempted to &y in the centre in the political

spectrum. This tendency can lbbsened in its editorial policies, sh as forbidding

endorsement of any presidential candidate or opting to publiskedp that convey

opinions that are opposite to its editorial view. Angthe other three papersThe

Wall Street Journahand New York Bst are right-wing, conservative paper#is just

mentioned, both papers are owned byutloOK Q& O2 Y LI y &TheMevs sa / 2 NL
,2N] t2ad Of SIF NI & NBTpoktiGalidtereatsimihashée & 06 dza A
criticised for being sensational and biased swriewscoverage and stanceR.is also

52y Ff R ¢NYzYLIQa ¥ RefardioyThe Wall Bitest JduiinaliSvasp

presumed tohavemaintaired its impartialityunderMurdoO K Qa 2 gh6seMd, K A LJ

some allegations o€onservativebias have been madeaganst this paper as well.

Among the foumpapers,only The New York Timésans towards the left, liberal side.

In spite of its national and international reputation for thordugess and qualityThe

New York Timedsas also beerhallengeddy critiquesincludingby Donald Trumpfor

having a libeal bias.

Overall, hese various political tendenciasnong the selected newspaparske them
appropriatesources tostudy andallow me to compare and contrast findings across

different ideological positions.

4.2.6. Data ollection
In the process of selectirthe source newspapers, their websites wergveyedand

samples published within the time span weszognisedAll articles published on the
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the opinion/commentary sectionsf the papers. The chosen time span covered the

period starting immediately after the announcement of the deal until two weeks later.

CKAa LISNA2R gl a Y2YSyia2dza Ay GKS KAadz2NE
during this period, an official settlemat 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, espeialy in the U.S., Iran, Israahd the Arab states.

The numbers of editorials and opinion articles published in each newspaper during the

specifed time span are presented iralile 4.2:

Table 4.2. Numbers of editorials and opinion articles puddish he four papers
from 14 to 31 Jyl 2015

Newspaper No. of editorials | No. of opinion Total no. of articles
articles

USA Today 1 4 5

The New York 2 6 8

Times

The Wall Street 6 12 18

Journal

New York Post 3 6 9

As HRble 4.2 shows, the number of adles pblished inThe Wall Street Joonal was
noticeably high (12 opinion articles and six editorials) while the other three
newspapers included more similar numbers of articles. Given ti#A Todayad
published only one editaal and four opeds from %4 to 31July, in order to balance
the amount of data across all papers, | 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 sample®f the study. Table 4.3hews the newspaper, the headline of its

first editorial published, the date of publication and the word count of the editorial:
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Table 4.3. Editorials published in the four newspapers on 14 July 2015

Newspaper Headlines of Editoals Dates Wordage
USAToday Is Fan nuclear deal better 14 July 2015 595

than no deal? Yes: Our view
The New York| An Iran Nuclear Deal That 14 July 2015 703
Times Reduces the Chance of War
The Wall ¢ SKNI yQ&a b dzOf |14 July2015 863
Street Journal| What Willthe Arabs Do Now?
New York h ol YI Qriukededlfay; | 14 July 2015 522
Post far worse than no deal at all

Table 4.4, below, presents the first four opinion articles published in eapérpath

their headlines, date of publication, and word couts shown inTable 4.1 the

number of opinion artiles published in some papers during the time span was more

than four.)
Table 4.4. First four opinion articles published in the four newspapensl#do 31
July 2015
Newspaper Opinion Articles Dates | Wordage | Authors
USA Today | Iran Deal Fails on All Fron{ 14 July | 416 Lindsey Grahangcandidate for the
Republican presidential maination)
Nuclear Deal Worse than | 16 July | 769 Charles Krauthammefa politcal
Imagined columnist and pundit)
Not Nuclear, but No Mattel 21 July | 815 David A. Andelmarfan author and &
commentator)
No Apologies for Iran Truthl 31 July | 521 Mike Huckabega candidate for the
Republican presidential nominatior
The New York| Republicans Race to 14 July | 710 Andrew Rosentha(a journalist and
. Condemn the Iran Deal commentator)
Times
How Otama Shouldbell the| 15 July | 926 James P. Rubifa former diplomat
Iran Deal and journalist)
The Dootto Iran Opens 16 July | 828 Roger Coherfan author and a
journalist)
A Good Deal for Israel 19 July | 846 Chuck Freiliclta former Israeli

deputy national security advisor; a
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senior fellow at Belfer Center and &

author)
The Wall The Best Arguments for ar| 14 July Stephens Breta journalist and
Iran Deal 895 commentator)

Street Journal

Whe ¢ KSe& QNB 15 July | 1248 Frederickkagan(a scholar and an
Tehran academic in military history)

William Tobey(a faomer deputy
The Iranian Nuclear 16 July | 951 administrator for defence nuclear
Inspection Charade non-proliferation at the National
Nuclear Security Administration an
a senior fellow at Belfer Center)
Obama Pours Gam the

Mideast Fire 17 July | 945 Karen Elliott Housda journalist and
managing editor)
New York Obama and Kerry crossed| 14 July | 770 Michael Rubin(an academic at the
everyone of their own red American Enterprise Institute and &
Post ; -
lines former official at Pentagon)
HowObama Kneecapped | 20 July | 652 Rich Lowry(an editor ofNational
the US Congsss on Irart Review a columnist and an author)
Again
JohnPodhoretz(an editor of
Why the Iran Deal is in 22 July | 714 Commentarymagazinea columnist
Danger and an author)

John PodhoretZan editor of
2 Ke (KS L NI y|28July|728 Commentarynagazine, a columnist
Support is Plummetin and an author)

The total amount of collected data (egmls andeditorials) equalled 15,259 words.
Completingthe data collection phase, read the collected articles, newspaper by
newspaper, to gain an overall understanding of them ¢hen embarked on designing

analyticaland interpretivemodels for the study.

4.2.6. Sampldimitation
In spite ofall the expanation dven above regarding reasof@r choosing a specific

timeframeandselectednewspaperss well adifficulties of data collectiorthe small
number of samples (20 articles) gathered for the analysis still affects both outcomes
of the research anthe scopeof claims.This means thagiven the limited number of

the samples, findings of the researchn be held to counbnly for the data set (20
opinion piecedrom the four newspapens topic (Iran nuclear deal), and the period

(14 to 31 of July 2Ib) understudy. Theycannotnecessari be generalsed to these
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newgapers as their typicatharacteristics orbe extended to any other adles

publishedin these paper®n the same topic but outside this timeframe.

4.3.Elites andMedia in the U.S.

The relaionship ketween media and elites istalateral one. Generally, political elites
including state and nostate elites are known to be dependent on media as a
platform for selfdisplay and media are considered to need elites as sources of
information. A a resulof this cedependency, mediand political elites are capable
of exertnginfluenceon each otherThe pwer of media, as examined in the literature,
arises from itgnediatisation and agendasetting functions. The former, according to
Van Aelstind Walgrae (2016, p. 2> NBFSNE (2 aK2g LRt AGAOA
of medial@ A O ¢ Bhe ldttef iR abdut how mediaoverage affects political priorities
(Van Aelst and Walgrave, B8). TheCNN effects one of the theories that assume an
enormous power for mediaover elitesand claims that media are capable of
influencing governrants and clangng political agendashrough their coverage of

humanitarian issue§Gowing, 1994Strobel, 199). Many policy makers and political

Kl

leaders agree with this view arddaim thata 4t KS YSRAI 6ASt R AYRSLISY

2y Llzof A O 2 LIByuimX\Pottery2808,IpJ20 A O8& ¢

The contrarycaseto CNN effectis that there is a widespreadunderstandingin
communication and media studies thatedia have noandependentpower from the
stateandtK S& 2yfe O2y@dSe St Al amfachingg dossedb y OS a
isoneof the theories in this regar(Herman & Chomsky, 1988 ermanand Chomsky
contend thatU.S media"are effective and powerful ideobical institutions that arry

out a systersupportive propaganda function, by reliance on market forces,
internalized assumptions, and seknsorship, and without overt coercion(P.
Robinson, 2001, p. 5289n other words, the political and economic positioning of large
news media (e.g. their ownership, their need for getting advertisemettigir
dependence on theggovernment as the soue of news) make them support the
R2YAY Il yi St A {Fobiden QBDNIgleOthak BeBeiade two implicit
versiors of manufacturing consenhamelyan executiveversion andan elite version.
The fomer holds that media coent conforms with theframes and agendas of the

government officialsvho are referred to as eecutive members. This means that news
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media coverage is in line with administrative interests and policies, and thereby,

media arencapale of criticising the geernment(Entman, 1991Herman & Chomsky,

1988 Philo, Haderson,& McLaughlin, 1993. The elite version of manufacturing

consent maintains that media refletie interests of the elite in general. These elites

canbein either theadministrative or legislativearmsof the government or ay other

powerful posiion (Bennett, 1999 Hallin, 1988. Inthe literature onthe media-state

nexus, thisformer version is calledhe hegemonyapproach and the latteris the
indexingapproach.The hegemony approach tthe mediastate relation is founded on

the idea that government officials have an agreement to keegflthe of informétion

limited so thatthee O2 dzf R & LINE RdzOS LINI@D@bIE NGSE@ Y G LINE L
2NJ I OljdzAa Sa0Sy 0SS (2 ((Efmaa, RO04 B )4AltBodghtBe RS OA & A 2
indexing approach taleeelite dissentrather than elite agreemengs its point of

departure, it is similar tothe hegemony approach in contending thatedia are
stbmissive to elites. &SR 2y GKA&a @OASE> aoKSy StAidSa
media reflect the discord in ways that may affect foreign policy, and that means their

role, though still limited, transey R& Y SNB G NI ya YA a@Ennay, 2F LINE
2004, p. 4).

Entman (2004) proposealcascadingnodel as another way of theorising stateedia

relations that could compensatefor the deficiencies of hegemony and indexing
models.Entml Y Q& Y2 RS thd éoncept-ofirée, GKYy & Aa aasStSOodA
highlighting some facets of eventsigsues, ananaking connections among them so

Fa G2 LINRPY23GS | LI NIAOdzE NI AYGSNILINBGI A2y X
p. 5). According © this model, official frames fromthe White House cascade

downward to noradministration 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.RE success of a frame spreading down depersdonthe

availability offour variables omotivation, cultural congruencepower and strategy:.

Otherwise, the frame activated by the White House can be challenged by non
administration and media elites at l@aw levels of stratificabn and thereby, the

public. In this case media deviate from their governmsmpportive functionand

focus on political disagreements.
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In a similar vein Van Aelst and Walgrave (2016) believe that, from an actor
perspective, potical actors can take dvantage of media rattr than being
subservientto media. In other words, politicians use medda their own interests.
From this perspective, media serve political elites in two ways; by providing them with

information and by proning them with an arenéor communication.

Gwen therapid spread of informatioim the world and the limited capacity of human
cognition the information-providingfunction of mediacangreatly helpgoliticiansby
working as a filter thatleliversthe most importantdataincludingwhat issues ar¢éhe
centre ofpublicattention 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 piclans for seHpromotion and issuepromotion.
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 ation, through media, pliticians can tell
GKSANI 26y &a02NARSaE 2NJ 0KSANI 26y OSNBAZ2YA
to their own advantage, define it in a way that benefits them and the policies they
Fl @2dzNE o+l y ! St »®).FyR 2 f3INIIFSS HnmcX

Overall, theresno agreedupon understanding regarding mediitesor mediastate
relations. Literature includea variety of models and theorieanging fronthose that
consider media as powerful mediatising institutes influencing states aiid Sel Q
policies and agera$ tothose that see media as ideological apparatus serving elites
and the stateThese two understandings of meekdite relation are highly affected by
notions of political power and economic forces (i.e. political economy). thero

words, the former iew pays special attention the position of media as powerful

27

SO2y2YA0O AyailiAddziSa oSoddd adsNR2OKQ YSRAL

political processes through their privileged access to the public. The latter, however,
gives priority to the powerof 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
necessarilysee the medieelite nexus asimple oneway power relation but a complex

two-way relation determined by a bundle of variables.
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4.4, Journalisnihics andNorms ofPublic Discourse
Ethics as a branch of philosophy concerns moral rules and norms of human conduct

and interaction. Jourriam ethics is a padfl LILJX A SR SGiKAOa | yR 02y O0OS

the practice of journalism, and the application of its principles to situations @ndi$ & ¢

(Ward, 2008, p. 139). According Ydard (2008) at the micro levelthe problem of

22dNY It AAY SGKAO&E Ad G6KIG AYRABKREE | € R dzNJ
Fd GKS YIFONR S80St x G(KS I dz$a (igvenyheidrdle & ¢ K I {

in scciety (p. 139). Journalism ethics typically deals with issues such as freedom of
speech, objectivity, fairness, bias, representing minorities, accunadgpendence,

transparencyetc.

According to Ward (2008)jnee the emergencef journalism inthe sixteenth and
seventeenthcenturies, there have been several stages of journalism etHicghe
sixteenth and seventeenth centurieguth-seeking and imartial journalismwere
considered as the ethical norms of journalistic practice other words, objedte
journalism was the popular brand. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
protecting the publi@ liberty against the government and educatingtpublicwere

the journalistic valuesMission of journalism was to serve thelgic and he idea of

the press as the Roth State (the term refers to the idea that although the press are
not formally recognised as part of the political system, they eajsygnificant social
influence)was popular in this eréWard, 2008). During thtwentieth century, the
ideal of the free press as the protector of liberal democracy was modified by different
groups. On the one handhere were objectivists who wereconcerned about the
power of the press and believed that objectivity and impartiaditpuld be applied to
protect the free press from sensatiorsin and domination of business interest
(return to 18" and 17" centuries ideals)On the other, some jourtiats rejected
objective reporting and asked for more interpretive and activist foohpurnalism.
Moreover, critical theories such as feminist, pestlonial, and postmodern theories
have questioned liberal ethics of journalism on the basis of beinig mhaminated,

Eurocentric, individualistic, and universal.

Apart from the above gemnaltrends ofjournalismethics, there are more subtle values

and norms suggested for journalisipractices For examplenithe journalistic creed

86



written by Walter Willams in 1914that is alschanged at the National Press Club in
Washington a set ofprinciplesand values havbeenproposedfor goodjournalism
including clear thinking, clear statement, accuracy, and fairness. According to William
as stated inFarrar (2013)a journalist should write what he holds in his heart to be
true and shold not write what he des not say as aegtleman. He alsstates that

the main criterion of good joumalism is public servic®ther values he mentions for a
successful journalism is fearing God, honouring man, and being constructive, tolerant,
seltcontrolled, and respectfulOverall, Willians believes that a good jourhiam isthe

journalism of humanity

Williamgprinciples are very similar to the norms of public discouihs¢ areuniversal
moral values that should be considered in all human publieragtions. Public
discalzNE S A & , pabiidal®r® GRdSudy otir statements made in the pursuf
0KS Lzt A O 32 2 R Based onSik defiitich, DurnalismisaSoapatt H O @
of public discoursend shouldfollow general normsof public discourse.Norms of
public discoursesimilar to William<principles of journalisnconstitute civility. The
word civility means civded conductespeciallypoliteness or courtesyNevertheless,
civil behaviour is more than just being polite. It includesnge of principlesof public
deliberation such as seéaky commam grounds, disagreeing without disrespect,
listening pas® y Seeéonceptions Incivility, on the other hand, refers to rudeness,
selfrighteousness, and chauvinism that violate the stami$aof public discourse
(Sdlers, 2003.

4.5. Analyticabnd Interpretiva=rameworks

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 thelran nuclear deal, antb find out how(i KS y S g a LJ LISbhidE Q NB LINS
were influenced by and sought to influence the existing sqailitical
processes/structures. Referring to research objectives is important because,
according tovan Djk (2013) a good mehtod should be apmpriate 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 mefyad Dijk, 2018 This

87



methodologicé flexibility has bothmerits and demets. 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,amnfus
about howto frame their studie®r how to conductata analysis. Consequenttijs
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 oretschs
guestions. To make a decisian this regard, Went through several stages mquiry.

The first step was to consider my research objectives and the type of data involved so
that | could decide whether or not any existing CDS method suited my wksdar
addition to the above objecties, the media g&e that | had chosen to studppinion
discourse) had specific features that required attention. Two important characteristics
of opinion discourse are beireygumentativeand beingevaluative(van Dijk 2013.

Each of these featurewas suggestive ofther qualities of opinion dourse. For
example, argumentativeness entapggrsuasionand persuasion needsngagement

with other people and opinions since the ultimate aim of argumentation is persgadin
others to accept your opinion. Beg evaluative, & the other characteristic ofra
opinion discourse, means drawing beliefs, norms and values Our beliefs, norms

and values are, in turn, based on adeologiesandinterests. Accordingy, | needed

an analytical fameworkthat could coer all these aspes of the opinion discourse

and achieve my research objectives as well.

With these aims in mind, | conducted an extensive review of the literature in the field
of CDS (see the section on CDS in Chapter Three).f@mn@pproaches to CDS,
including the DdcourseHistorical approacty DHA ¢ (Reisigl & Wodak, 2002016
Wodak, 20015 the DalectalRelational approachDRAC (N. Fairclough, 20012003
2009 2016 and the SocigCognitive approacly SCAg (van Dijk, 20012009, 2016),
were studied closely. Working within the school of CDS, all theggoaphes
emphasise thenecessity of invgtigating both textual and contextual asell as
intertextual properties of discourses under study; they also recommend a two or
three-stepped praess of analysis, interpretation and explanation. | followed the same
procedure by definingwo levels for mystudy: textual and contextual. Intertexal

analysis was incorporated into the textual level here. Since one dimension of
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discourse, especially pruasive discourse, is its dialogue with other opinions/opinion
holders (intertextuality), itertextuality wasexamined as part of dialogic structuie.
addition, while investigating the argumentative and representational dimensions of
articles, | also eemined how they drew on or refuted texts produced by other people.
Forthe process of textuanalysis, howewe each of the three approaches scrutiess

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 fsteiods

for investigaton. While all thee approaches offer interesting models txtual

analysis, none embraces all the features and dimensions | intended to investigate.

The closest ption for my study was the discourdestorical approach. DHA
recommertds analysis of five cagjories:referenial (actor description)predicational
(action description), argumentation perspectivisation and intensification or
mitigation strategies. Thoughhese categories were part of what | intended to
examine in my datahey were not comprehesive enough to ceer all | was looking
for. Being more li& a collection of possible tools for examining a text rather than an
all-embracing configuration of diffent textual aspects of a discourse, they seemed
to lack an overarchim structure. This wasgpticularly probématic for studying the
specific type ofdata | had chosen to investigate (newspaper opinion pieces).
Consequently, | decided to expand on theséirg approaches by developing an
analytical approachthat could respad to the needs of thistudy, includingits
objectives and the specific features the genre under studynewspaper opinion

discourse}l

Therefore, thenext step was to convert the objectivasté research questions that
could cover features of opinion discourse as well. This way, | could carstnucdel
that gave structure and order to my analysis. Thus, theWwotg five questions we

developed forthe research:

RQ 1 In what ways was sadireality regarding the Iran nuclear dispute (social actors,
actions, and phenomena) constructed diffatly in the discourse of the four

newspapers?
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RQ 2 In what ways didhe different authors enploy different $rategies to engage
with readers as welas opiniorholders 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 posiions?
RQ 4 How did somal structures apear to influence opinion discourses?
RQ5: How did opinion discourses seek to influence social structures?

45.1. Textual level
The first three research questions that the study was expected to answer related to

the textual aspect of dcourse but eacko a different dimension. This first quiasn
aimed at investigating the ways in which the situation related to the Iran nucledr de
was discursively constructed or pictured in each sample article and, consequently,
each newspaper. Iother words, it htended to show how the authors represeut

the situation to their readers. The second question enquired about how the authors
postioned themselves towards the situation that they pictured as either normal or
problematic. It also examinetthe ways in whik 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 lie authors engagkwith alternative or opposing points efew
(intertextuality). Overall, these three questions respectively focused on
representaional, argumentative and dialogic structures of the article texts.
Examination of thee three structures sems to offer a comrehensive view of textual
properties ofthe opinion discourse and, thereby, organise the process of textual

analysis.

Specifying lte overall structure of the model at the textual level, | needed to
operationalise (Wodak, 201% the abstract concepts of representational,
argumentative and dialogic structuseOperationalisationfdahese conceptsequired
identifying what linguistic or itorical devices could stand for and realising them. To
find appropriate analytical devisel pursued two strategies: conducting ardepth,

bottom-up analysis of severalasiple articles so that could identifythe most
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noticeable discursive features tife texts; and exploring other discourseientated

fields to find out how they approaclthe task of text analysis and how those

approaches might be applied to my own resdar These fields incled Classical

Rhebric (Braet, 1992 Corbett, 1963 Kennedy 1994 Leach, 2000, Argumentation

Theory(l. Fairclough & Fairclough, 2QMalton, 19891996 2007, Walton, Reed, &

Macagro, 2009, Systemic Fuctional Linguists (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2008

Martin & White, 200% van Leeuwen, 2008 Academic Discoursg. Hyland, 2005

2010 and Political Metaphor Analysig¢CharterisBlack, 20052012 2013 Edelman,

2013. Studying Classical Rhetoric, | detected the similarity betviiee three textual

structures | definedfor the opinion discourse and Arigicf SQ& (G KNXS Y2RS
peNBE dzt A2y d & SELXFAYSR Ay OKFLIGSN G§KNBS
classical rhetoric, each text should draw on three modes of persuasmndén to be

appealing o its audiencepathoso I dzZRA Sy OS Qebhos@VR A 2NIAH),>OK | NI Ofl
logos(reason) The first mode of persuasidpathos, as defined in rhetoric, is linked,

in a causeeffect relationship, to the representational structure #se former is

triggered through the later. In other words, the use of discursive and rhetorical

strategies for representing people or events can a®usNBE F RSNB Q FSSfAy3a
five). Ethosfrom rhetoric specifies similar interactional aspects &fcdurse as does

the dialogic structure Ethositself comprises the three elements gbod will good
senseandvirtue; respectively, these correspond the three dialogical dimensions in

my analytical framework, namebBngaging,stancingand commenting(see chapter

six).Finaly, logoscorrespnds to the argumentative structure in my approach. They

both refer to the use of rational arguments for convimg others to accept a point or

take an action. This similarity both made me more confident about the
practicality/appropriateress of the desiggd model and gave me an opportunity to

enrich and modify iby drawing on ideas from classical rhetoric.

In addtion to classical rhetoric, other theories and fields offered me crucial insights as
to what might be icorporated into my angtical framework Argumentation theory
provided me with structures and modad$argument as well as a list of argumentation
schemes (topoi). The appraisal model of systemic functional linguistics (SFL) ard meta

discourse markers iacademic discourse praed me with idea about how to study
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RAIFf23dzS Ay RA & O zioadmastio netwbrl of JoSabrepreseyifdion & 2
familiarised me with different types of social agency and their linguistic realisations in
discourse. PolitidaMetaphor Analysis offed me an undetanding of the role of
metaphor in representing a biased ammotionalised picture of political reality.
Overal] the outcomes of this extensive inquiry helped me choose discursive devices
that seemed most demonstrate of each textual sticture (epresenational,
argumentativeanddialogial). These devices wereegsonalisation/impersonalisation

of social agents, divation/passivation of social agents, verb processes,
argumentation schemes, me#iscourse markers, rpsupposition and congeual
metaphor, é¢c. Each of these devices pertained to a particular stretior example,
different categories of social aggnand verb processes could demonstrate how social
actors were represented (representational structurieleta-discourse markersould

help identfy which seHimages the authors aimed to display and howeyhengaged

with their readers as well as with otheopinions (dialogic structure). Finally,
argumentation schemes could indicate which claims the authodenadout the issue

andhow they supporte their claims (argumentative structure).

45.2. Contextudevel
The last two research questions designed for this study related to its second objective

as they were concerned with the contextual level of the reskaBSociety or the sali
structure refared to in these questions included all trmntextual 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 n@political, cultural

and social structtes of society. The first contextual level refers to therelsteristics

of the communicative event, such as the setting, the type of the activity, its purpose,
FYR GKS LI NGAOALN yiaQ NFe macmehyduillaveldis | y R
where the influence of higheorder social factors on discourse atide role of
discourse in maintaining or transforming those social structures are identified and
explicated. These two senses of the concept of context alseded to be
operatiomalised so that tey 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, collectingbackground infomation about the authors and newspaper
organisations and the regective readerships constituted an essential part of the
study. The macra@ontextual level, on the other hand, seemed to operate through
concepts of ational identity, powerrelations at naional and global levels, security,
ideology, myth and hegemmy. Therefore, Ineeded to reviewthe relevant literature

in the fields of politics and international relations to gain information about the system
of national and internationgbower relationsAmerican ideologies and political myths,
and, especially, peeptions about security and construction of security threats in
international relations(Anderson, 191; Beasey, 2010 Huntington, 1997 1999
Hutcheson, Domke, Billeaudeaux, & Garland, 200drsden, 2011 Midgley, 2007
Svein Stug, 2003. One of the areas that came acrass a resli of this investigation

was the relatively new field of securitisation stud{g®m latter 1980s and 1990#)at

had involved discourse analysisits study of nationahnd internationd security. As a
result of familiarity with securitisation theoryréalised that opinion discourses | was
working on could be seen as a part of a larger and longer procesditicgpthat was
called de/securitisabn. Through this frameork, | explainedhow newspaper
discourses endeavoured to constitute American socket LISOA I f t & GKS
policy by either securitising or desecuritising Irdn. fact, securisation or de-
securitisation are considered twdéorms of political acbns that are prinarily
discursive; they are examples of how discourse does a pélitic 20 2 NE A Y

how discourse constitutes society.

9y R2 NA A y H20@)-asgsertmrk tBat c@gnitioris the interface betwee society

and digourse, | attempted to demonstrate the process through which abowe

Df

| 5{¢C

d20A1f FIFO02NR &S ¥r&pions &f IrakaydBubsedugndySthelr dzi K 2 N& ¢

discourses and the ays in which the produced disgse ©uld reinforce or resis
those social sticturesin addition to conducting some political actions order b
clarify the latterpart of the process, | drew on securitisatiamebry (Balzacq, 2009
2011k Balzacq et al., 20)60verall, the analysis at this stage was concerned with the
social, ideologicand hegemonic practicgeevalent in soiety and how they shaped

and were shaped by discursive practices.
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4.6. InterpretiveArc
This research was conducted in two phases: the first was analysis and interpretation

(Analysis and Understanding in InterpretiArc); and the secondias critique and

explanation (Ownership in Interpretive Arc). In conducting this reseprofect, |

folog SR (KS adi S Ll (alnsterprdive dias IXodnd it Befy prérécal

and enlightening. In hisolume-length article pblished in the jornal Discourse &

Societg . Sff adzaA3Sada lamlysO (0KSS NH LSO SURR A6ae0 2(d&N
WRA & Oedae@ati®onrQ F2NJ NBEFSNNAYy3I (G2 W2dzNJ FASE RQOD
GOGKS KSI NI ¢2 RNJps5ig adppizNieSterm interpretive arc from

philosophcal hermeneuticg¢Ricoeur, 198)land adaptstifor use in discoursstudies.

He argues that employing the intengetive arc helps in dealing with a persisterduis

faced by all discourse anatggand one of the thorny critiques against CDS) that is

justification or validation of the interpretationhpw can we be sure thabur

interpretation of a text is adequate awalid?). According to him, working through the

steps of the interpretive arc, we arrive at an informed understanding of the text and
S@gSyldza tte al yS¢ aStfFiaiwma§psme GKS YFHGdS

The interpretve arc consists of six phases; the first thpbases are pranalytical and

the last three are posanalytical. Phase 1 is Estrangement and refers to the distance

between the text and th readerg discourse aalyst, in this cae¢ which results from

the written or technological form of communicatiorsapposed to the closeness of

the speech. Phase 2 is Rnew or the knowledge and opinions that the analyst already

possesses, comprisingowid views, ideologiesnformation, etc Preview is similar to

the concept of reflexivity in qualitative researthat stresses the importance of the
NE&SHNOKSNRaE NBFESOUA2Y 2y KAAKKSNI 26y | dd
situatednessn a sgcific geographical, dwiral, religiousand even economic context.

In my case as a researcher (a discourse anablsthy chosen and unchosen personal

and social characteristics, including being an Iranian and a Muslim, a woman and an
academic, a pacst and a social actitisand born in arunreligious and economicgll

middle-class family, have possibly influencé®@ NX &SI NOK o0& LIX I OAy3I Y
2F LINB2dzRA OS 2 6| NRBell, P0K1Sp. 330 Roldwinhdheestepsii KS G S E
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of the interpretive ac, however, httempted to reduce the effect of these unwanted

variables.

PhaiS o NBTSNAE (i 2dzyURSSNEL Gyl HyEREAGYTEQ 52 NI NKRAGE2K K S NI WA
first reading of the text, brought about by his/h8t LINA 2 NJ | Yy 2%i SRALSY 20P LE
went through thisphase during the first year of my study when | was reading my

sample articles for the first time and was forming an overview of them based on my

1y26ft SRAIS 2F (GKS A&dadzS o bs\iyyafibaritywitthé S NJ LINE
American pdtical context and IrargU.S. relationship. The proto or initial
understandings then tested and compared to alternative readings of the text through

the next step that is Analysis (phase 4). Here, different integpi@ns of the text are

assessed for viity so thatthe 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 relatiopshi other words, thes two

phases canot be separatd as they inform each other reciprocally.

The two latter phasesvere enacted in my three analytical chapters where the
representational, argumentative and dialogic features of the sample texts were

examined through the seleed discursive dewes (social gency and action,
presuppositions, argumentation schemes, meiiacourse markers, etc.). This means

that all instances of social actors, and their attributed processes, presuppositions,
argumentation shemes and metaliscourge markers, weredentified andinterpreted

Ay GSNXYa 2F GKSANI O2 ol o difiek voyfs, liegamingdS § SE (i
how they helped the authors to create specific pictures of the situation related to the

Iran nuclearssue, how they supportethe positions aken by the athors towards the

nuclear deal, and how they shaped the autt@rs A y 1§ SN} Ot A2y a 6AGK NBI
opinions. All these textual properties of sample articles were interpreted in light of the
immediatecontext of situation.n other words, tle possible impcts of several factors

of the communicative event, such as thedzi K2 NARQ o O] ANRdzy Ra | yR
YySoall LISNEQ LJ2f AGA Oletonoraid klassest Bnd idgbRgicall KS & 2
tendencies of their@aderships on the discwose of the artites were discssed. These

findings were presented, feature by feature, inglerrepresentationalargumentative

anddialogicchapters. At the end of each chapter, a crogsvspaper comparison was
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conducted. Here, lampared and contrastediscourses of théour newspapes with

the aim of finding out whether or not there were anymslarities or differences across
the papers regarding their representations of the issue, their interactions with readers
as well as alterative opinions, their psitions towardsthe issue andhe discursive

strategies they employed.

Finally, the processfanterpretation is completed at phase 6 of the interpretive grc

Ownership. Here, according ®ell (2011, p. 519} (i K NP dz3 Ks oLdNtBu® 6 & & S

GKSANI 26y | YR (KS (i SEl Q3&eadeR &@léd2ohhedvdelfl y R 2 F

F2NXYSR o6& GKS YFGGSNI 2F (KS ( Steighitand ¢ KA &
nine of this research mject (De/securitisinglran in Americannewspapersand
conclusion. Carrying out the analysis and interpretation of th0 sample articles (16
opinion articles and four editorials), findings were put in the broader spoidical
context and were discusdein terms of the mutulrelationship béween discourse

and social structures. The critical dimension of this reseastame evident in this
phase that revealed how social relations were manifested in discourse and how
discourse contributed to or foughgainst reproduction ofhose relationsOn the one
hand, | showed which political and cultural myths and ideologiesevwecorporated

in the discourse of the opinion articles and editorials under study and, on the other
hand, | explained the roles that tee newspaper discoursdsad in the broaér
political field. Drawing on a constructivist theory of International Reladi
(securitisation theory), | expla@d: whether the discourses of these newspapers
worked to securitiseor to de-securitiseL NJ Yy Q&r prggdmdrheRieal; howthey
attempted toachieve theigoals of securitisation or dgecuritisation; and, finally, why

they intended to do so.

4.7. AnalyticaProcedure

Adopting the interpretive arc as a procedural plan/road map, | embarked on the
analysisof the sample articlegphases 4 and 6f the interpretive arc). Firstly, | read
articles from each newspaper one bye to grasp an overall understanding of their
opinions and positions regarding the nuclear deal. Upon this initial reading, | realised

that all newspaperg with the exception bBUSA Today were on either the predeal
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or the antideal side of the disputeTherefore, | classified them into two broad
categories of pro and amdeal corpuses. After this preliminary stage, | started a pilot
analysis of a few samplesccording to thedesigned analytical models. Generally, |
pursued two approaches towards texianalysis of data. On the one hand, | carried
out a detailed investigation to identify instances of specific linguistic categories, such
as metadiscourse marérs, verb process, activation/passivation, etc. This bottem
up analysis was employed mainty £xamination of the representational and dialogic
features of the articles. On the other hand, | followed a holisticdog/n approachri
examining the augmeative structuref articles. This means that | read each article
as a whole in order to discev its argumentative points comprising main, mesul a
micro-topics and, then, proceeded to identify constituents that made up the
argumenttion structures of thearticles (premiss, argumentation scheme and
conclusion). When the practicality of the anatgiframeworkwas approved by my
supervisors, | cdmued to employ it for analysing the rest of the samples. Examining
each textual dimesion (argumentation, ngresentation, anddialogue) in all the
sample articles, | summarised and presented the findifgs each newspaper

separately and, finally, comped and contrasted the findings across the four papers.

In the next three chapters (chégrs five, six and sew, analyses anfindings related
to each textual structure are presented. Each of these aitallythapters focuses on

one dimension of the opion discourse.
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Chapter Five

Analysis of Representational Features

As discussed in la&ion to Critical Dismurse Studies (C®) in chapter three (3.1. and
3.2.2), discourse analysis is mainly abaapresentation (how social reality is
constructed discursively through representation). To put it another way, discourse
analysts working witm the school of CDS akeen to explorethe ways in which
holding different values, norms, interests and ideologiesutes indifferent narrations
(constructions) of a single event or phenomenon. Representation is also very
important from the perspectivef securitisation theoy. As explainediichapter three

(3.3), securitisation is about how existential threats to ealwbject are constructed
through discourse. Thus, one major step in the process of securitisation is representing
the referent subjecteind referent object Theefore, scrutinigng the representational
RAYSYyaAzy 2F GKS ySgaLlcadBalhardf tiskedcarzhdmlB Sa 02
doing so, my aim is to discover the ways in which each newspaper represented the
issue of the Iran nuehr deal, including thdeal itself, thenegotiations leading to the
deal, the negotiating countries and the deabkest all together constructing the

desired images of referent subjects and referent objects.

Countries or institutions that were directly andirectly involved inL NI y Qa y dzOf S|
negotiations and in the achievement of the deal (the social practice undeyswere

Iran, members of the United Nations Security Council (U.S., U.K., France, Russia and
China), Germany, the European Union, the in&ional Atomic Energigency (IAEA),

Saudi Arabia (the Arab states) and Israel. The last two countries were nobfpidu
nS320AFGAy3a (SIYa odzi 6SNB SEGNBYSte O02y0S
and actively involved in the debate regarding theul of negotiations.rlin sat on

one sde of the negotiation table and on the other side sat the five members of the

UN Secutié / 2dzyOAf |yR DSNXIye& ol1y2sy +a G§KS
European Union and IAEA. Accordingly, any discursive aicobthis social praate

is expected @ include all or some of the above social actors (see Table 5.1).
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Table 5.1.istofcalzy i NAS& YR 2NHIyAalliAzya Ay@g2f gSR

Directly involved countries | Iran, U.S., U.K., France, Russiin& Germany

International organisatisms | European Union, International Atomic Energy Ager

Indirectly involvedcountries | Saudi Arabia, Israel

In addition to the political entities (natieatates and international organisations) that
were treated asocial actors in the e & LI LIS NIse3, tHe AgieOriedrdal itself
was sometimes given the role of a social actapable of carrying out different
actions. However, it should be noted that most of the actions apparently attributed to
the deal (specitally, active materiadr verbal proceses) were, in fact, ascribed to the
dealmakers, especially to one of theogips on the American side of the deal
0t NBAARSYG holYlFrQa [ RYAYAAUNIGAZ2YOD ¢2
adopted two approakes in their discussi@nof the deal. Wite some authors openly
introduced President Obama and his administratiorttzes ones responsible for any
merits or demerits of the deal in their discussions (explicit approach), some others
assessed the deal, itsrtas, conditions and oabmes without muh reference to the
dealmakers (implicit approach). The former group direttbeir blame or praise on

the cause (deammakers) but the latter group focused on admiring or criticising the
effect (the deal). Therefor¢here were two sensesf the deal in tle corpus of articles:

a substitute for American negotiators (a social actmyl a political document (an
object). In cases where the deal was activated in material or verbal processes, the real
agent of actions wathe group of Americanehlmakers (or tle West in general) and,
where it was passivated (object/patient of a processdescriptivisedyan Leeuwen
(2008)calls activation through relational procedsscriptivisatio), it was treated as

an object (a politial document). As a refiuof the above omplexities in
representation of the nuclear deal and since the deal wagtioeluct of negotiations

(an object) not a social actor like natigtates or organisations, | will discuss it

separately in section 5.6.

Another point to be mades that some of he nationstates represented as social
actors in the newspapers embraced twomore groups as their representatives. In

other words, some of the newspapers distinguished and described different groups of
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social actes within some of the @untries named abve. Particularly in case of the
U.S., newspapers differentiated Presidenta@ia 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 discussn, this chapteexamines the representation of different
social actors in each of the fouewspapers with the purpose of discerning the bigger
picture of the event (the Iran nuclear issue) presented by each newspaper. | will
demomda 1 NI S S O Kspedffis goadtditiddDNEE3event founded on the
representation of some social actors as tiegerent subjects, and others as referent
objects. | will show how each newspaper offered a different portrayal of the event
with a different network of relatiorships held withinit, leading to either complete
securitisation or semsecuritisation (deseattisation) of the nuclear issue. To uncover
these constructions, | conducted a detailed, bottam analysis of actor and action
representdions by drawing orvan Leewen (2008) then, | combined the findings

from eachpaper to identify which specific map ofdtworld it presented.

The first phase of analysis begins with the dichotomy of inclusion/exclusion. Here, |
identify those social actonwho were included inrd those who werexcluded from

the discourse of eachawspaper. According tean Leeuwen (2008gxclusion can be

in the form of either suppression (complete absence) or backgrounding (absence in
relation to specific activities). Afteidentification of soml actors includd in a
discourse and discussion of theasons for exclusion of other social @, the next

step was an examination of the ways in which social actors were introduced and the
roles attributed to them across the fio newspapers. This talledactor and action
representation byvan Leeuwen (2008)r nominationand predicationstrategiesby
Reisigl and Wodak (2016l addition to social actors, the representam of the
nuclear deal itself will be examined across newspapers. Finally, | bring these separate
findings together to demonstratene ways in which diffent actors workedogether

in networks of relationships taonstruct specific accounts of the evehere, those

networks are calledvorld maps

In the second phase, | examine the headlines of pro anddmat articles to find out
how they, as the eyeatching parts of tle articles, draw on emotionalised element
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as well as ideological perspectives twk appealing to the readers. Here, | will
O2y&AARSNI GKS | dziK2NBQ | LILX AOFGA2Y 2F NKSG2I
presuppositions and word hoices, and theirrole in constructing emotionalised

discaurses (emotionalisation of discourse wileé discussed more fully in chapter

eight).

5.1.Inclusion/Exclusion of Social Actors across Newspapers

In this section, | present aief summary of each palS MElutdedand excludedsocial
actors. This enables an understanding of which parties were deresl responsible
or effective in the social practice (the nuclear negotiations) from the perspeabives

the newspapers.

Most of thell countries and orgasations (calledocial actors in this study) named

above were almost excluded ifihe Wall Street donalQad 2 LAY A 2Y RA & O2 dzN.
France and Germany were totally suppressed. They were implied oely times in

the phraseEuropea Union(EU) and oncenithe West Russ and China, which were

L2 AAGA2Y SR 2Tfie WaNStrged Jourralithiers, wérementioned only a

¥FS6 GAYSEA O0AAE |yR G2 GAYSE NBaLSOGAQSte
c2dzy  NA Sa Q> wdza dsdotiatetjfhRiraryafdi as la resuylissociated

from the group comprising the U.S. and the three European countsiegel and Saudi

Arabia were mentioned only once in four of the articlesTimee Wall Street Journal

However, in one article writterspecifically about theonsequences ofhe deal for

Saudi Arabia, that country was referred to 29 times and, also, Isa®lmentioned

seven times. These two countries formed another association that cooperated against

Iran. They wereassociatedvith the U.S. as well. Finall\AEA was mentiorte14 times

in two articles dealing with the nuclear inspection procedures and eeddrom the

rest. On the whole, Iran, the U.S. (Obama’/his administration and America as a-nation

state) and, to some extent, Saudirgbia were the main andnost frequently

mentioned social actors ifihe Wall Street Journ@lable 5.2).
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Table 5.2. Presea®f social actors in The Wall Street Journal

Social Iran U.S. Saudi | IAEA | Israel | Russia | China | Eiurope
actors

No. of 136 54 30 14 7 6 2 4
occurrences

InThe New York Tirm@ | NJi A Of Sax GKS 9dzNRBLISHY

yEI2 G AL

three countries (U.KFrance and Germany), were, again, completely suppressed. The

only implicit reference to those countries was in two general phsaseajor world

powersand world leadersg that embraced those European countries as well as the

U.S., Russia and China. &efhce to Russia, China, Saudi Arabia and IAEA was also

almost suppressed. It seems that these eight social actors were excludedlfie

New York Time3 isd®urse. Major acial actors in this paper were Iran (including

moderate officials, Iranian youthsid the revolutionary guard/the Supreme leader),

Israel and the U.S. (consisting of Obama and his administration, America as a nation

state and American dits). The numberof occurrences of the social actors in the

paper are shown in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3Presence of social actors in The New York Times

Social Iran U.S. Israel | Saudi | IAEA | Russia | China | Europe
actors

No. of 101 55 44 3 5 2 1 0
occurrences

The discourse oftte New York Posin the Iran nuclear issue embraced only two social

actors: Iran andhe U.S. (Obama’/his administration, the American public and the

Congress). Other social actors who had a role in the social mraghe nuclear

negotiaion) were completly absent/suppressed in the discursive practice (discourse

about the deal) presentt by this paper. The excluded social actors were European

countries, Russia, China, Israel, IAEA and Saudi Arabia (some were sentice in

O 2 Nladdmng e ir€INd@dvactors, the U.S. had the most

the newspaeNI2 a

salient presence (Table 5.4).
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Tale 5.4. Presence of social actors in the New York Post

Social Iran U.S. IAEA | Saudi | Israel | Russia | China | Europe
actors

No. of 70 147 2 1 1 1 1 2
occurrences

In USA TodayEurope and China were almost entirely excluded (this was similar to
their exclusiorfrom the other three newspapers). They were mentioned in only one
of the fiveUSA Todawrticles. However, contrary to what was ndten The New York
Timesand theNew Yok Post Saudi Arabia and Russia were, to some extent, present
in this paper (see Tabl5 below). Moreover, unlike the other three papers that
focused mostly on Saudi ArablaSA Todayentioned this country along witbther
Arab states, li& the United Aab Emirates and Qatar, in three articles. Russia was also
present in two articles. Theemaining three social actors, including Iran, the U.S.
(Obama/his administration, America as a natstate and the U.S. Congress)d
Israel (Netanyahuiis governmentand Israel as a natiestate) were noticeably

present inUSA TodagTable 5.5).

Table5.5. Presence of social actors in USA Today

Social Iran U.S. Israel | Saudi | IAEA | Russia | China | Europe
actors

No. of 106 85 39 14 5 8 3 1
occurrences

Regardhg the represerdtion of social actord)SA Todawas different from the other

three newspapers beeme its articles were not ideologically homogenousSA
Toda d | NI A Of Sa 02 gdedlfeRpedtizes (Kee kbtiBr2 4 ayyore). | Y (i A
While its editorial was advoative to the deal, three out of its four opinion articles

were against the deal. Bse differences of attitude led to different representations

for each social actor.

5.1.1 Why are social actors excluded from digse?
The decisio to exclude some soclactors throughsuppressingr backgroundingan

be made in response to a variety factors. As mentioned before in chapter three

(section 3.2.2), the terms suppression and backgrounding describe different degrees
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of exclusion. Whe in suppression theras no trace of a social actor in the text,

o0l O1 3ANRBdzy RAy 3 02 sk inteltion t& pecicca@iank dr eventsii 2 NI
In the latter case, the author aims to -@enphasise the presence or the influenae

the social aatr inthe social eventin these cases, actions of the social actor are mostly
presented througlpossessiiion 6 S @3 & 2 dzNJ Q@whalisaRohge.8. Y060 2 NJ
LINPGSOGAZY 2FX0®

wS3IFNRAY I adzlILINBadAz2zys ek By comitatddyfiviiie®® RS OA & A -
intentions. A1 author may suppress some social actors because of the perception that
those sociahctors did not play any significant roles in the social practice or, on the
contrary, with the intention of obscuring their rolas the given socigradice. While
suppression of the European side of the negotiations (including U.K., France, Germany
andthe EU) can be associated with the former view, suppression of Israel in some of
the articles, especially those from tiNew York Bstand The WallStreetJournalanti-

deal newspapers), can be interpreted in the latter way. All the newspapers, whether
they were pro or antdeal, excluded the European negotiators from their discussions
of the issue (there were only seven reference€trope in 2@rticles. This means

that, from the perspectives of the American newspapers, Europe did not have a
decisive ole in the negotiations. In other words, they viewed the whole situation as a
confrontation between Iran and the U.S. with other otiies, such theEuropen
nations, Rusai, China, Israel and the Arab states, either benefiting from the situation
or beingnegatively affected by it. While the arteal articles described the situation

as favouring the first three (Europe, Russia and&hand affectindsrad and the Arab
Nations, prodeal 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 algal navspapers, from amng 10articles
colleced from these two newspapers, seven did not mention it at all (four from the
New Yok Postand three fromThe Wall Street JourrjalFrom the remaining three
articles, one (from thé&New York Po}treferred to Israel nly once and thether two
(from The WadlStreet Journdlmentioned it seven times in total. Ardeal newspapers
probably peferred to be silent about Israel and its role in the negotiations and its

position on the deal so that they could argue that theisagreement wh the deal
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was because®f its danger for the whole world rather than because of their worries
about their braeli friends. In other words, suppressing Israel seemed to be their
strategy for avoiding accusations such as that they were updessure from Isaeli
lobbies or that hey were trying to appease them. They meant to show that their

opposition to the dehhad nothing to do with their close relationships with Israeli

2FFAOALFE A 2NJ ANRdzLIA® ¢KSaS LIWMSNER SKSSIREZ
solelyl & WIy JIYOSINANIY yi yYYR NBE F SR (2 ! YSNAOIY Yy

Having identified who the presesbcial actors were in each newspaper discourse and
which were excluded, | embark on a comprehensive linguistic analysis of tla¢ soci
agency in eachewspaper. This detagld scrutiny of the mechanisms of the presence

of social actors helps me to identifiye degree and the type of their social agency as
constructed by each newspaper. In other words, this botigm examination
contributes to understanihg the nuances of newslk LISNE Q RA & OdzNB A @S

reality.

5.2 Representation of Iran across N@apers

Predictably)Jran was the most recurrent social actor in the corpus of newspapers with
more than 400 references. Its most iealt presence was ifhe Wall Street Joual

(136 times) and its leastoticeable presence was in tidew York Pogf70 times).

5.2.1 The WalStreet Journal
Iran was typicallgollectivisedn The Wall Street Journtirough the collective nouns

Iran or Iranians(more than 1@ times) or, som&émes, through metonymyrehran(17
times). Only in five out of 136 cases, was ierefd to by the negéwve labelregime
There were also a few references to Iranian leaders liké&tigreméd_eader President

or military figures In geneal, Iranians wereassimilatedand treated as a unified
collective entity in this newspaper. No difésttiation was made between the various
political groups in Iran: between the government and the people, or between the

administratian (led by the Presideptand the Stateléd by the 8preme Leader).

Iran, as the key social actorliime Wall Street Journakas mentioned more than was
any other actor in the articles. Starting by examinaafjvationor passivationof this

social actor] noticed that, in moe than twothirds of cases (3%), Iran was appointed
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an active role. As explained in chapter three2(3), according twan Leeuwen (2008)

activation of a social actor can be realised in different ways. An active social actor can

be the agent of a proposibn or the agentof an infiniive or a gerundgarticipation),

such as in the first excerpt below. A@tion can also be realised by prepositions like

byA y LWdapdftomA y WINN&yOGstantialisatiohor by premodificdon and
postmodificatdbn of nominals oprocess nouns, such as in the phraseNJ y Qa dzf G A Y
hostageandL NJ y Q& o6(possesSiviation) asislyown in excerpts 2 and 3:

1. A cocky, conventionally armécn increasing regional mischighaking putsSaudi
Arabia in the cross hair-2 ¥ L N Wal Steet Journ®p-Ed 17 July 2015)

2. Also, how does a nuclear deal notwinda A y 3 L NJ ¥y Q& indlittatidgY 6 S K2 a
GSNXa FT2NJ! YSNA Ol Q&ThedWalStréeSibdrnapiel] $4Jdyi L2 f A O@
2015)

3. Even that, thoughis not¢ S K NJigge@tinin @The Wall Street Journ@pEd 15
July 2015)

As the above excerpts didf @ = LN} yQa I OlAz2ya 6SNB Y2aidfe
process in the transitivity system). It was the agent of actions ssdncreasing

mischief taking hostage enriching uranium winning negotiations blocking

inspectias, controlling its neighours etc. Indeed, material processes formed about

65 per cent of instances when Iran was presented as an active social acte in t

discourse. Overallran was picturedrequently as the perpetrator of misconduct,

either indeperdently (as indicated inhie 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 rées where it madenischief, in half of the cases where Iran was

passive (33 nistances), it was the obgt/patient of actions providing it with

opportunities @llow, permit, give, provide etc.). The agents of those actions favouring

Iran were thedeal Obama, the U.S Eurge or the West They were sometimes

explicitly mentioned as agents and sometimes webackgrounded. In the two
SEOSNLJia o0St2sx Al A& GKS RSIHE O2yiNARodziAy

4. The deal permits Iran to buildand test advanced centiifges. The Wall 8eet
JournalEditorial 14 July 2015)

5. X ( &band\dresent threat thaa deal wod R F dzNI KSNJ Sy KFyOS L NI
stature and its capability to ratchet upd KS NBIAYSQa SELX 2AG1 GAz
sectarian divisins. The Wall Street dwnal Op-Ed 17 dily 2015)
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Overall, Iran was represented as tlederent subjectvinning negotiationgnd gaining
all the benefits from the nuclear deal in spite of its criminal actions dikeating

hiding, supporting terrorismmaking illegal purchasestc.

5.2.2 The New York Times
As was the case wiffihe Wall Street Journah the corpus fronTheNew York Times

Iran was the most recurrent social actor (101 times) and was typically referred to with
the neutral collective nom Iran. Nevertheless,hHere seemed to besome intentional
distinctions made between three or four groups of social actordiwitran. In this
regard, there were a few cases of apparently positive nominations, subfar@an
reformists moderates in Iranmoderate foreign minier, highly educéed societyor
aspirational westwardlooking youth on the one hand, and some negatiabels, such
asregime(only two times),pariah, revolutionary guardand old guard on the other
hand. This means that Iranianseie not considered to & a homogenous gup of
people byThe New York Timasithors. On the contraryThe New York Timesithors
RAALX F@SR Iy gl NBySaa 2F GKS RAGSNAAGE 21
differentiated between Iranian people anthe Iranian government and they
consicered these diffeences in their interpretation and discussion of the issues
related o Iran. This recognition of a multifaceted IranTdye New York Timesithors

and the positive views of those writers towards tarian people and modates in

Iran (alhough expressedrdy a few times) led me to assume that, when they used the
collective nounlran in their discussions (mostly for expressing negative attitudes),
either they meant the Iranian ruling sect, led by tBepreme leader (rathethan
moderate offcials or the Iraian 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 actdiia New York Tirsgit was
not the mostactivated sociahctor (as it wag The Wall Street Jourrjalran was finely
poised in the middle athe activepassive continuum. The proportion for Iran was 52
per cent active and 48 per cent passive. It becomes more interestieg we realise
that, in 25 percentofi KS O Ad8tiverold wdd eyiféréed or allowed by another
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actor (mostly by thaleal). In other words, in those cases, Iran was both passive and

active:

6. While theagreementwill not prevent a determined Iran fom buildinga nuclear
weapon, itwillmd S R2 Ay 3 &2 (TNedd&KYork TitN@&EENIXS July
2015)

7. ThedealX A & tidljPofie®ffhe most consequential accords in recent diplomatic
history, with the ability not justo keep Iran from obtaining aauclear wegon but
alsoto reshape Middt East politicgThe New York Tim&p-Ed 16 July 2015)

In such cases, Iran is tinlly passive as it is the patient/object that is mainly
undergoing restraining actions (material processes) by the deal or bgyammus
actors in passig-voice sentencegbeing limitedis kept is preventedis allowed etc.).
Those actions were mainyINS @Sy G Ay 3 L NI y Gearichinl uraBiyiii A | f
building nuclear weaponslestroying the regionetc.). Consequently, ia quarterof
instances Iran was both pssivated and activated (primarily passive and only
secondarily active). If we deduttiose cases (24 times) from the total cases where
Iran was activated in the discourse (56 times), the proportion becomes 35 pér ce
entirely active to & per cent compleely passive. This means that Iran was largely
represented as submissive The New &tk Timesarticles. Even more interestingly,
almost all the actions that were conducted with Iran as a passive social actor (except
in four cases) had eaestrictive and catrolling nature, likepreventing reining in
dealing with stoppingor requiring This is catrary to the portrayal infThe Wall Street
Journalwhere actions imposed on Iran mostly had a liberating naturepéeniting,
allowingor providing ¢ but also,some of the negative actions attributed to Iran (active
role) were in the form of ureal condtionals. To put it another way, activation of Iran
was sometimes hypotheticaif (ran cheatsif Iran decides to buildutlear weapon

etc.) ard, apart from th@e conditionals, the rest of the actions attributed to Iran as

an active social actawere aserted as facts:

8. ... many American sanctions will remain in place even after the deal is implemented,
including those relahg to L NJ y Q& fol tridkigenNalidits human rights
violations.(The New York Timé&slitorial 14 July 2015)

9. It must bejudged on what it set out to da stop Iran going nuclear not on

whetherlran has a likeable regime (it does not) or does badhifs (it does)(The
New York Time®p-Ed, 16 July 2015)
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10. For at least the next decade, Israel will not have to live utidethreat of a
nuclear Iranand will not face the danger anihilation. (The New York Tim&yp-
Ed 19 July 2015)

As can be seenlran was activated eidr through partigpation (agent ofthe
proposition in excerpt 9) or through possessivation (nominabgaof the actions in
excerpts 8 and 10). Although these actions conducted by Iran were negative, as
mentioned above, activatiorhtough possessivationogs not have thesame effect as

does activation through participation. According ¥an Leeuwen (2008jhe former
deSYLKI aAaSa 2NJ ol O1l3INRdzyRa (GKS a20Alft | Olz
focus of the propositions in exgas 8 and 10. To put ibriefly, not ony was Iran
mainly iendered passive as a social actorivre New York Timé85%), busome of its
active roles were also backgrounded through possessivation. Iran was indeed
represented as a pagiariah that wasreined inby the deal. TheNew York Times

auil K2 NB I O y 2 énialgymad Si®iond likel itg anii-Israel outbursts its
condemnation of Americaand itssupport of terrorismhowever, they believed that

the deal couldput limits on Iranand prevent it fromobtaining a nuclear wapon In

their opinion, without the deal, Iran would bieeedto install more centrifugeanddo

its warst as a pariahanda nuclear Islamic Republic would draw clog&ased on the
above findings, | can argue théihe New York Tiseunlike The Wall Stret Journa)

did not construct the image of Iran as the winner of the negotiations but as a former
parish and a present member of the international community (in an attempt to
RS&ASOdzNAGAAS LNIyQa ydzOf SINJ LINPINI YYSO®
5.2.3 New York Pxi

In the New York Postontrary tothe other three newspapers, Iran was not the most
frequently mentioned social actor. Itag 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 Jouahand USAToday the New York Podteated Iran as an
assimilated entity and referred to it by collée nouns likelran, Iraniansor the
metonymyTehran or by the negative titleMullahs(clerics); there was no reference

to any sgcific Iranian officiabr leader.

L N3 pyofortion of activeness to passiveness inltev York Postvhich was similar

to that of The New York Timewas quite comparable: 53 per cent active to 47 per
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cent passive. Again, similar The New York Timgs about onethirdofd 8 S&a 5 L NI} y Q

actions were consequences of actions by Obama or the deal; however, actions by

Obama or tle deal had a liberating nature here, unlikeTine New York Times

11.¢ K G Qa 'y AYYSRAL (edving Tepran frédd funhel éashand A Y RF | £ £ 3

conwentional weaponsto its clients. New York PodEditorial 14 July 2015)

12. Finally,he allowed Iran essatially to pre-approveany inspection.New York Post
OpEd 14 July 2015)

1a Oly 0S8 4SSy Ay GKS b asthbnel®E@hpali a =

approving sactions halting enrichment dismantling the nuclear programmand
keeping everythingn placewere made possible by what Obama, Kerry or the deal

either did or hiled to do regarding Iram¢t forcing leaving letting, allowing). If we

L NJ

eliminatedtheset 8 Sa% L NI yQa LI aaAo@dSySaa MNewzZ R NRAS

York PostOn thewhole, in its passive role, Iran typically underwent material actions
initiated by the deal or Obama and his administration. Thed@ns, however, didot
exert any pover over Iran. As stated above, they had either failed to control baerg

not force does not limit etc.) or, ironically, freed Iran from control and pressure
(favours Iranreimbursed Irapceded to Iranallowslran, etc.). In its adve 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 possessi{etio
14):

13.PlusL N>} vy A&y Qi Iit®windfal ofitehs oBbili@Sof dbllar® fiaded to
it under the agreement.New York PosDp-Ed 29 July 2015)

14.Kerry has cededNJ y Qa NA 3K { with2new§dnedSionhc¥nBiflges
exponentially more powerful than Iran has nowew York PosDp-Ed 14 July
2015)

The way inwhich Iran was rpresented shows that it was not the focus of the debate
in the New York Postiran wasreferred to only seconddly when authors discussed
hol YIFIQa | LIINRIOK (2¢F NRa GKS AaadsS 27
5.2.4 USA Tday

As it was inThe Wdl Street Journahnd The New York Timgs&ran was the most
frequently mentioned social actor iIdSA Tday (106 times). Again,sait was inThe

Wall Street Journand theNew York Posthe country was viewed as a unified and
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assimiated entity and refered to with colletive labels such asan, Iranians Iranian
officialsor the metonymyTehran In additon to those neutral titles, in some cases,
USA Todayauthors used ideologically loaded labelShiite clerics of Irarand
Ayatollhs in Iranpr negatiwe labels (anastyregime a global outlawbiggest sponsor
of terrorismandL NJ Y Q 3§ whigréréfdrigigitaiiran.

Investigating the presence of IranWSA Todakevealed that it was represented more

as active (61%) than it was passive (39%). In almtcall the casedyan was activated
through participation as the agent of propositions (5méis); in aly eight instances,

its activation was through possessivation (nominalisation). In its active role, Iran was
involved in material(45 times), relationaleight times) ad verbal (eight times)

processes:

15. Iran already controlsfour Arab capitalsWith moremoney,L NI y Q& RSadGl oAf A
influencewill only grow. USA Toda@p-Ed 14 July 2015)

16. Instead, we have ensured that with the mepassage of timelran will becomea
nudear nation. USA Toda®@p-Ed 14 July 2015)

17.L NI y Q& £ S| RS Mave dirgtiRO a2 S Ri A 10X NJyiddltiike and & 6 F N | NJ
AY Tl yiAOA RIBA ToMBEER Y1IWyDRaLs) o

In excerpt 15, the type ofrpcess attributed to &n is material;n excerpt 16, it is
relational and, in excerpt 17, it is verbal. As mentidrearlier, according to van
[ SSdzg Sy Qa Of I aaAFTAOIGA2YSE GKS NBtlFGA2y Lt LI
the agency of a sociactor (ex. 16). Moreaer, in a similarway to that of other
newspapers, in some of the instances here, Iran wasrgged aspotentially active
(simultaneously active and passive). In other words, its activeness was dependent on

the actions of other soclactors:

18.X | Yy R eptical thatlranjwill be required to fully disclosall its past nuclear
work. USA Toda®p-Ed 14 Jily 2015)

19. Iran is preventedor at least 10 yearBom developing the capabilityo build a
y dzOf S| NJ WSA Fddigzglitdriald4 July 2015)

Here, It y Qa | Qscloshy its padtFuclBar work developing the capability to
build weapons are en&ed/unacted by the agentless actions oéquiring and

preventing
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In addition to participation, Iran was activated through possedson in a few cases.
In these casegn adjective likdranianor a possessive adjective likigs was added to
a nominal:INJ- yd&xtbilising influengdranianexport, Iranianimport, L NJ- thyfeta

andits armspurchases

Regarding its passive rolerah was passivated mdin through partigpation
(object/patient of a verb) in 25 instances (ex. 20) and through circumstesaien

(as the object of a preposition) in 15 instances (ex. 21):

20. We should be prosecuting Iranian officialsfor genocide and ames against
humanity,not allowing themto enrich uranium to be used to build a bombJ$A
TodayOp-Ed 31 July 2015)

21.. dziis ulikelQ the Russians will want to turn over their most advanced weapons
systemdo Iran... USA Toda@p-Ed 21 July 2015)

Thetypes of action of with Iran was the loject were, again, mainly material. The
agents of these actions were chiefly the Y\W8e), the deal or sanctions. Nevertheless,
as mentioned in case dthe New York Times many cases, these actions were not
factual. They were indeed pscriptions for éiture actions. These processes were

accompanied by deontic or epistemic modalities Bkouldor will.

| should make a distinction between the two groups of articled A Todags they

treated Iran slightly dferently. In both groupsiran was activate although its degree

of activation in antideal articles was higher than it was inogdeal articles

(respectively, 75% and 60%). Moreover, in-R& £ | NI A Of Sax az2YSGAYS
were conditional/hypotheicad while, in others, thg were embeddedn questions

(raised by opponents) that authors attempted to answer:

221 $G 04 I avilldper8i A N& Y6 A YRTFF £ £ 208A TodPREd NI G K SNJ
21 July 2015)

23. How, for examplecan it be guaranteedi K I llan&2 y Q( |j dz& fudlda® 0 dzA f R
capabilityX USA Todakditorial 14 July 2015)

As the above excerpts show, in these casey, & | OGA @S | ASyOe Aa Ke
thereby, deemphasised. Overall, in p@ S| f | NI A Ot Saz AlG o a Of
activenes had been exaggeratday the opponentf the deal. In antdeal articles,

K26SOSNE LNIyQa | OlA @& ehphddiged.dSYSYy G Ay SOAf
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hy (GKS ¢K2ftSTX GKSNB 6SNB 020K AAYAL Il NARGAS
approaches towards Iran. Nét papes had in common was tlre shared

condemration of Iran or their expression of negative attitudes towards it. All four

papers e SY Al ftf & AYyaArAadSR 2y GKS RSydzyOAl (A2
W 3INBaaABS 0SKI @A 2 dzhdpditedyhe deaf or inal. Sldvdeve K S (i K S NJ
what differenh G SR G KSaS ySgall LISNB ¢l a (§KSANI LISNJI
to the deal.While The New York Timespresented Iran as being constrained by the

deal and forced to reduce its nuclear activitieegdcuritsation), The Wall Strete

Journalpictured Iran as actively taking advantage of the negotiations by cheating and

deceiving thdJ.S. or the West in generakferent subjectn securitisation moves). In

the New York Postlran was shown to be eitheznjoyingthe opportunities and

benefits that thedeal and the U.S. provided or making mischiefdrent subjecin

securitisation moes). FinallyWJSA Todaglescribed Iran as carrying out evil actions on

other countries or as experiencing ineffective attempts thg U.S. to control it

(referent subjecin securitisation moves). However, it should be noted that, in the pro

deal articlesof USA Today L NdiogsQvire sordetimes presented as hypothetical

rather than as factual.

5.3 Representation of the U.S. assoNewspapers

The Unitel States was theecond social actor in the corpus in terms of saliency of its
presence (more than 33Mstances of reference)t was the most recurrent social
actor in theNew York Pogi147 times) where Iran had its least salieity times). In

the other three newspapes, the U.S. was referred to between 55 and 85 times.

5.3.1 The Wall Street Journal
The United States was ¢hsecond main social actorTine Wall Street Jourr@ld I NI A Of S &

in terms of its number of mentions. Contyato the way in whichThe Wall Street
Journalauthors represented Iran as a collective identtgsiran or Iraniansg on the

U.S. side, they identified and distinguished two major groups. One was specific and
definite or individualised as named by varLeeuwen (PresidenObama and his
adminidration), and the other wasissimilatedand collectivisedthe 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 growugs\activated in nearlgll
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the propositons, and the actions attributed to it were mosthgrbal(15 out of 25). In
someinstances, Obama was the sayer/writgyafticipation) in the verbal processes:

hailing, promising saying swearingandissuing In sone other cases, his agg verbal

role was represented by possessive pronouns or by the possessidded to noun

phrases possessivatiolt his assertiophis claimh 6 I Y I Qa,t IN\CGRARNY (1 Q& 0 NP
and happy descriptioand his assurances h 6 | Y | éient ik tie? thp@s of

action, such amaterial or relational processes, occurred only a few times (three times

for eadh proaess).

The U.S. as a natiestate included all Americans, from individual people to President

Obama. This way of referring to theSJinvolved both mestand demerits foObama.

hy GKS 2yS KFEYyRX AdG 3 @S € S3AA (ationid OB SD2 hol
but, on the other hand, it could cause condemnation of Obama; by pointing out that
Americans formed a unified body and thathatever their decisionmakers did

affeded the whole nation, authors sometimes intended to criticise Obama. This group

was abo activated inThe Wall Street Journalticles but mainly through material

processes. The U.S. was the agent in material presearticipation) likecaving in

making concessionandimposingsanctionswhile, sometimes, its agency was implied

in adjedival phrasespfossessivationlike U.S. supporandU.S. protectionin some of

0KS LI NByid O aSa 2tosé it the nodatid contengltey O& = S a |
real agent of the actions was Obama or his administratioavifg in making

concessiog) bizarre decision; nevertheless, the authors preferred either to avoid

referring to President Obama directly or to represenbsl actions as if allidericans

were inwlved in them:

24. Experts will debate the value of the concessions Iran hasroadhe clear front,
but the value to Iran ofhe concessions the U.S. has maole nonnuclear issues is
immeasurable. The Wall Street donal Op-Ed 15 July 205)

25. The U.S. appars to have caveon this point at the last minute after ultimatums
from Téhran. TheWall Street Journdtditorial 14 July 2015)

26.X GKIFG {FdzZRA ! NI thelU.S. far(protectiox Ollie/WalDStresf (1 2 Y
Jairnal Op-Ed 17 July 205)

114



In the firsttwo excerpts above, the actual actors are Obama anddministration,
who were invdved in negotiations and made the deal with Iran, while, in the last one,
the reference to the U.S. is to America as a nastate not just its adminisation.

In addition to the termthe U.S.the inclusive firsperson pronan we was the other

term usedfor referring to Americans. This pronoun was used six times in one of the

opinion articles The Wall Street Journd4 July 2016

27.Sinces S O y Eaidlweilneéetaa dirtight system of monitoring and verification.
28.¢ K I (h&we kaow. What dowe not know?
29.0rmaybes S 62y QiG. 6S f dzO1 @

In these excerpts, the pronouwe refers to the American nation, consisting of the
administraton, officials and peopl (the dialogicalfunction of thiswe and the
rhetorical work it does for newspapers have been discdskeroughly in the chapter
on dialogic structure). Another interesg point is that, wherwe was the agent of
propositions or ween the U.S.referred to America as a nain-state, the type of
attributed action or the saliency of the agency differed froratit was in the cases
wherethe U.Sreferred to the American predent/administration. In excerpts 27 to
29 above, wherave (America as a natiostate) is the agent, etions attributed to it

are either mental or relational (less active) and, in excegéiswherethe U.Srefers

to America as a natiestate (not Obama)ii KS ! ®o{ ®Q I ISy Othe A &

activation of the U.Ss realised through pssessivation of eminalised actions (U.S.

support, U.S. protection and U.S. sanction). In these instribhe authors apparently

attempted to decrease the strength and $h RSINBS 2F (GKS
(backgrounding the U.S.). Acdorg tovan Leeuwen (2008)when a sociahctor is

activated through participation (being the agent of a proposition), it becomes

foregrounded; however, its activation through possessivation (nafigation with
pre or post modification) backgrounds the aetirole of the social @or. Overall,
regarding the U.S. as one of the four main social actorBhi Wall Street Journal
three approaches were discernible. When Obama and his administratioa ther
representatives of the U.S. side (whether explicitlynti@ned or implied in he term
the U.S), they were presented aactive social actors involved imerbalas well as

material or relationalactions indicating weakness or wrodging. When America as
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a nationstate, through the collective nounhe U.S.or pronoun we, was the
representative, it wa activated either as thieregroundedagent ofmentalprocesses
CWNB I Ol kad YeuUva @@8)c or as thebackgroundedagent of material

processes (possessivation). Therefore, it can be argued that the acivefriie U.S.
as a nabn-state in negtiations was deemphasised immhe Wall Street Journalhe
U.S. was shown primarily @asactingto what others did throughcognitive mental

processes or as taking protective/positigetions such as supporting otherations

(referent objet).

5.3.2 The Nw York Times
The United States was the second major social actbhenNew York Tim@iscourse

following Iran (55 times). There were three distinct groups on the American side as
represented inThe New York Time®bama and his adminiation (referredto 20
times), America as a natiostate, inclusive of the administration, (25 times)dan
American critics of the deal (nine times). The first group wakvidualisedand
referred to asPresident ObamaMr. Obama President President Obma and his
advisas, Obama admistration or the White House The second group was
collectivisedand refared to as theUnited Statesor we (only two times), orwas
referred to by the use of adjectival phrases |&kmerican approachrhe third group
of sogal actors was mialy specificco The New York Time#éuthors of this paper
referred to those who opposethe nuclear deal with Iran generally asitics or
sometimes specifically @&epublican presidential hopefuRepublicans indhgress
Republican cafidates Republian presidential nominatioror the Israeli Prime
minister. FromThe New York Tim@s ListiNg thire were two groups of critics: one

American (Republicans) and one ramerican (Israeli government).

In 12 out of 2dnstances of referenc® Obamahe wasmentioned alone and, in the
rest, with hisadministrationor advisors or as theNhite House In all these instances,
they were represented as the active participators (agents) of the propositions:

30.In the long rumup G 2 ¢ dzS a RI & deegement oD tird| tN8 Obama
administration repeatedly suggestethat the accord was part of a largerategic
AKATO Ay 21 aKAY3TReWaEYork Tish@pEd 16 Buly 235) L NI y ®

31. President Obama did not set out to chge Iranbut he has crated a famework
that, over a decade, mightThe New York Tim&yp-Ed 16 July 2015)
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32. The White House aahopethat will happen butshould not expect it. The New
York Time©p-Ed 15 July 2015)

From among the 20 processes in whizghama was involved dise agent, sevemere

verbal (ex. 30), while seven were material (ex. 31) and were accompanied by deontic
modals (ex. 32). This means that, unlikee Wall Street Journakhich focused solely
on®F Yl Qa 62NRa&a ¢ LINERXawYSri Tineidssed fvhatiOvaima >
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 Yix Time® RA & O2 dzZNB S @

The other groupn the U.S. side waswerica as a natio-state, represented through
participation or through possessivation by adjectival pesaikeAmerican officials
American diplomatic achievemenmmerican oppositioror Americansanctions In

more than half of the25 instances of referece to America aa nationstate, the U.S.
was passivated (object/patient) and, in the rest, it was atéd in material, relational

or verbal processes (participation and possessivation):

33. Both Isael andthe United States wanted &nockout blow, what wegot was a
punt. (The New York Tim&p-Ed 19 July 2015)

34. The final deal with lIramnnounced by the Unitd Statesand other major world
L26SNAR R2Sa ¢KI G y2 | YEhdaye s TWmedtitdrial G A OF € LJ2
14 July 2015)

35. More important,many Anerican sanctionsvill remain in placeeven after the deal
A& A YLI STHeSNEW Yok Xim&slitorial 14 July 2015)

36. But Congress should think twice before the fgebd, reckless adoption of a
resolution condemnin@ deal that ad/ances American interds. (The New York
TimesOp-Ed 16 July 2015)

Excerpts 33, 34 and 35 are examples of activation of tl&e, ldnd excerpt 36 is an
example of passivation of the U.S. As it waghe WallStreet Journalthis sense of
the U.S. as a mian-state was generall backgrounded inThe New York Tim@s
discourse. The U.S. was either completely passive (15 out of 2hdes) or slightly

activated through possessivation.

Finally, the third group othe U.S. side comprised those Americans whoenwagainst
the deal. Ty were introducd most often as Republicans (and sometimes as Israeli
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officials) byThe New York Timesithors. This group of social actors was activated
mainly by those actors being ags of verbal and mental processes |kanting,
condemningand opposng:

37. TheRepublican presidential candidates fell all over themselvexiaytrying to see

who couldcondemn the nuclear deaWwith Iran the most quickly and in the most
cataclysmic termsThe New York Timé&p-Ed 14 July 2015)

38. So what dothe critics, from Republica presidential hopefulsto the Israeli
government,seekin place of the deal with Irarhat verifiably block¢ SKNJ y Q& LJ G K
G2 | ydzOf SI NJ & S theyavgnK what MBuil dzve bappened if
negotiations had callpsed. The New York fiesOp-Ed 16 Juf 2015)

39. The Republican presidential hopefuls repeated that formultoday Tt
condemnaton of the dealwith no credible alternative to offer.The New York
TimesOp-Ed 14 July 2015)

Expectedly, critics were picted as being verbally @nmentallyreactie, rather than
active, towards the deal. This group was portrayed negativelhenxNewyork Times
Authors wsually mocked and condemned them as lacking knowledge and expertise,
being foolish, making reckless degiss, etc. (see chaptexeven for more dicussion

on refuting critics.)

5.3.3.New York Post
In theNew York PoSta R A & © PrldiESGtEs edicEmpassed diverse groups of

social actors with different roles in and stances on the issue of the nuclear@eeal
of these groups was individualisedand specific FresidentObama his Secretaryof
State and hisadministation) and othes were more collectivisedand general
(Americanpeople the U.SCongressand America as aation-state). The first group
was he most recurrent soclaactor in the wiole newspaper (86 mentions). The
second group, which was referred toAmerican publicAmericanr American Jews
was mentioned 26 times, the U.Songres25 times and, finally, the fourth group,

calledthe U.S, 10 times.

Each of thefour groups of soial actors that formed the U.S. side was active to a
different degree ad was involvedn a different type of action. Obama and his
government were the most active social actors in the whole paper with 88 per €ent o
activation. The typesf action attrituted to this group were mostly verbal and, to

some extent, mental and ntarial:
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40. Shortly after the UN vote,President Obama urged Congre$s get with the
LINEINFYY G¢CKSNBE Aa ONRBIFR AyvaapassaigAir 2yl 02
addingli K G K A #on i& thah Codghessivill pay attention to that brebased
02y a S yNawdxok Posbp-Ed 20 July 2015)

41.X 0dzi GKS 2 @S NI Odamaih8syian@ badBbyof itwifed it dbrikes (i
to Iran. New York Posdp-Ed 22 July 2015)

42. PresidentObama anouncedl G KA &G 2NRAO¢ FANBSYSyid SAGK L
decades of conflict over itsutlear ambitions.New York PoDp-Ed 14 July 2015)

Obama was represented as making vows but not being committed to them. By
frequently exposing cdradictions betwen his promises and his deeds, thew York

Postauthors pictured him as not being a mahhis words.

The second group of actors on the U.S. side was the American people, comprising two
groups¢ AmericanJewsand the Americanpublic ¢ indusive of the Jew (American
Jews were referred to seven times anme article). This group was mainly iseted
(80%); however, it was entirely involved in mental and relational processes
(reactions):
43.X k uf@é ! 'Y S NA& O ofnfottidlith itstevﬁﬁédeq%éniﬁqé\merican Jews
R 2 y Q lit, despife 8fforts byObant Q& O 2 daNdake WSeén as though

tk S8 QNB T I NJ YofithBnAdhartahdn h&ndraiNew York PosDpEd
28 July 2015)

44. The public has no such confidce (New York PosDp-Ed 22 July 2016

In the above excerpts, American peomlelewish or in general have been either
desciptivised or represented as reacting to the deal with their thoughts or feelings. In
other words, they were not reported as Iogj involved in any aans; instead, thg

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 (participationa week ofintense lobbying has n@hanged
thepublicQa I O1 27F (NMHzad Ay GKS LNXyAlya

One important point to be made is that there wered groups of American Jews in
this article; one was introduced as a part of the American public and the other was
Ol f £ SRVSWGXzNIINI W[WORSIANTIA conBBipaings lakkl that the
nationalist or Zionist Jews give to those Jews who refaahism and believe that
Judaism is a universal religion and not a nationality). This latter group was
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distinguished and excladl from the group namethe American pulic or American

Jews and referredtodso I YI Q& QisplyMdithaSeyp ere prddbama and
pro-deal). This group was also mentioned seven times in the same article. It was
pictured as attempting to deceive Amean Jews to gain thesupport for thedeal.

This accusation was related to a poll on the Iran deal by The Israel Projectifao]
O02dzNI WSga TFTNRY (KeW YorldRosa@ddnacusetiiTieslsrael ¢ K S
Project of presenting &asically pure dministration spin wito counterargument

in the questions they asked of Jews in their poll.

The Congress, as the third gronfpAmerican social actors, was more active (68%) than
passive (32%) in thidew York PostSSimilar to the American public, the igpess was

involved inmental processeaswell as in some verbal actions:

45. Amazingly enough, the agreement with IrR2 S & y @dh th¥ §S/Congress or
its review2 ¥ (i K SNew BorkPogdpdrd 20 July 2015)

46. Congress will likely aswhat changed, sirecthis deal allows Irato keep Fordo.
(NewYork PosOp-Ed 14 July 2015)

47. The irony is thatongressional critics might baséeir oppositionon the red lines
once drawn by Secretary of State John Kerry and President Obama themselves.
(New York Posdp-Ed, 14 July 2015)

As the excerptsshow,both in its active and passive roles, the Congress was involved

in only mental and verbactions.

The other way of referring to the U.S. was as America as a rstit@. This sense of
the U.S. was inclusive of Alinericans, even the admistration. It was generally given
a passive role through possessivation and was mostly the objectepfopitions
(circumstantialisation): foAmerican securitytp the interest of the U.&nd American
allies This means that itid not have any focalgsition inthe propositions; it was the

most backgrounded among the four groups on the U.S. side.

ToputAl ONASTFEes 2F (GKS F2dzNJ ! YSNAOFY | Ol 2 NJ
activated most often (primarily verbally and, to someent, mentally and madrially).

The Obana side was pictured as making either statements or promises that they could

not be comnitted to or as carrying out unsuccessful actions. The American public, on

the other hand, was mostly active in mental and redatil processes (they we
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reactive and descriptivised rather than active). The American public, including
American Jews, was regsented as reacting to the deal and Obama by expressing
their feelings or thoughtslgdck of trust in Obamanot liking the dealbeing non
supportiveor unconficent). America as a natiestate was not involved in any event
and was referred to only periphally in prepositional phrases. Finally, the Congress
was also pictured as reactive rather than active; the Congress was rasgotw

h ol YI Qamadkiyihed2al)byéeviewing opposingor rejecting it

5.3.4 USA Today

The United States was a majarcg&l actor inUSA Todagyafter Iran, and was referred

to 85 times. Three groups were portrayed as representatives of thertl8sipaper:

one individualised(Obamaand his administration, referred to 20 times) and two
collectivised(America as a natiostate, referred to aswe, the United Statesor
Americansb2 times, and the Congress, mentioned 13 times). From the three groups
comprising the U.S. mMerica as a natio-state was mentioned most frequently. In pro
deal articles, it was referred to 20 timgBve timesaswe) while, in the antideal

articles, it was mentioned 32 times (16 timesvas.

USA Todawas the only newspagy in which the numbeof references tdbama was
remarkably fewer than was the number of references to America as a nstai@ (in

the other three nevspapers, these two groups had very similar rates of occurrence).
Even more noticeably, Obama was almaigsent in three out othe five articles from

this newspaper. In the twdSA Todagrticles that were supportive of the dealp@ma

was either completly suppressed or referred to only once. Even in one of the anti

deal articles, Obama was mentioned onhce.

In 18 out of 20nstances (90%), @ma was activated as the agent of verbal (ex. 49)

and material processes (ex. 48):

48. ButObama is taking theagreementto the U.N. Security Council for approval within
days. USA Toda®p-Ed 16 July 2015)

49. Obama clainedin his Wednesday mes conferencetha A G NBI f & R2SayQi

because we can always intercept Iranian arms shipments yo Hezbollah.SA
TodayOp-Ed 16 July 2015)
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As mentioned above, America as a natgiate was referred to mainly with the
incdusive firstperson plual pronounwe. It was a very broad group that encompassed
all Americans, including the authorsand Ob&r@ | RYAYA A GUNI A2y ® ¢ KA 3

its active and passive roles, was involved in material processes:

50. We should be tighteninghe nooseon Iran withsuffocating sart@ons, not
softeningour grip. USA Toda®p-Ed 31 July 2015)

51. First, an option otherK 'y g NJ 2 GKglI NI LN yQa ydzOf S|
positions the U.S. as a leadar making the world a safer place with aake of a
pen rather than at the tip of asword. USA Toda@p-Ed 14 July 2015)

Excerpt 50 is a case of activation and excéipis an instance of the passivation of

W aQ 2N ! YSNRAOlIyaod ! OGA@lrGAz2y 2F (GKS | o{ ®
propositions) rather tha possessivatiomominalisation. However, about a quarter of

the passive cases were in the form of possestion bur close alliesanti-American

operations our Middle East allie®ur partner etc.).

The U.S. Congress was thedmepresentative of thdJnited States.tiwas referred to
11 times in the paper and these instances were primarily active. yigestof process
attributed to the Congress were either verbal or material.

52. While Congress can stop this deaadlythey are heading homefor an Augus
recess. USA Tday, 31 July 2015)

53./ 2y ANB aa ¢ 2y Qe dahRuiti Se@emBe2UEA Todayl6 July 2015)

To sum up, while, in the prdeal articles otJSA TodgyObama was suppressed, in the
anti-deal articles, he wascluded and activatedn verbal and madrial processes.
America as a natiostate was included in both groups of articles bapresented
differently. In pradeal articles, it was both activated @passivated (through material
processes). In some casigsyas also descriptiged. In the antdeal articles, however,
the U.S. as a natiestate was more activated (through materiptocesses) than
passivated. The important point to be noted here iatthsimilar to the situation
explained above regarding thé.S. group imMhe WallStreet Journaiin both pro and
anti-deal articles, when the U.S. e was activated through materialrpcesses that
indicated failure or wrongdoing, the real agent of thetians was Obama or his

negotiating team.
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On the whole, wesee that the U.S. as mation-state waseither passivated or
backgrounded in all four newspapers.The New York Timesd theNew York Post

the U.S. was mostly passivated or peripherally ref@re in prepositional phrases
(circumstantialised). IheWall Street Journalnd USA Todayt was either passivated

or activated in mental (reactions) or heroic material processesy @hen the real
reference of theU.S or we was Obama/his administretn (strategy of sharing the
blame), was it involved in woccessful material aicins. In fact, wkn it was about
hol YI 2yfeés GKS ySgalLl LISNEQ | LILINRISOKSAE RATFS
general. All the newspapers represented Obama as a tatetlye social actor, mainly
involved in verbal processds The New York Timas well as in thenti-deal articles

of USA TodayObama was also involved in material processes althdghactions
attributed to him by these two papers were not similar. Nérlthe former pictured him

in the context of both posite and negative actionghe latter descibed him as
involved only in negative actions. TNew York Postepresented Obama as g
involved in a few mental and material processes as well. Finallyhe Wall Street
Journa) he was involved exclusively werbal processes. Regling the Congres it

was present in only two newspapeddw York Postnd USA Todgy In both these
papers, the Congress was represented as being mainly verbally or nyeneiaditive to

the nuclear deal or to Obama. It was shoventte in an unfortunatgl 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 tiie/sd £ LINJ @élearOS 0O L NJ
negotiatians) as it was not part of the negotiation teams; however, for many historical,

geopolitcal and cultural reams, it played a very active role outside the negotiation

rooms (lobbying against the deal). Still, in otlyo of the papers, didt have a

noticeable presenceThe New York Timgd4 times) andJSA Today39 times). As

discussed ea#dr in the chapter,he two antideal newspapersihe Wall Street Journal

andNew York Po¥twere not inclined to include Isragl their accounts oftie social

practice.
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5.4.1 The New York Times
Israel was the third social actor referred toThe New Yilx Times(44 times).From

among the five articles ifhe New York Timesne was devoted entirely to Israel (27
references to Isael) and one did not emtion it at all.The other three articles referred
to Israel between one and eight times. In a similaywo that of the U.Sand Iran,
there were two distinguishable groups when authors referred to Isradlhe New
York TimesThe main one was the Isedi Prime Ministe or his government, and the
other one was Israel as a natistate. Most references wermade to the actionsf
the first group as critics of the dedéraeli Prime MinisteNetanyahya minister in his

governmeni etc.

The first groug(Israeli governmet) was represented as an active social actor through
participation. However, the secorgtoup (Israel as aation-state) was both activated
and passivated. The types of action attributed to Israel in its activewete mostly
verbal (12times) and, in ght of them, the sayer or agent of the verbal actions was
the Israeli government. Thettwer type of actionn which Israel was involved as an
active social actor was material process and was attributed mostly &ellsis the

nation-state, not to its govenment.

54. Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel callslit a KA &G 2 NXaD YAadl 1.
LISNXAGA LNIY 6&F &dzNB A bdiniste in 6@ govsrmiztehtS | NI 6 S| L
unable to resist outrageous hyperbolealls itd 2 yS 2 F ( KSinvwoHdN] Said R
historé ®dkhe Mew York Tim&yp-Ed 16 July 2015)

55. But only thosevho never see merit inrgy proposal and never initiate their own
could respond as the Israeli leader ha3he New York Tim&yp-Ed 19 July 2015)

56. Qver decadeslsrael hasbuilt a unique dliance with the United States.The New
York Time©p-Ed 19 Jily 2015)

Overall, Israelvas more active than passive Tine New York Tim@s RA 38 O2 dzZNE S ® ¢
Israeli Prime Minister was involved only in active verbabcpsses through
participation (ex. 54 ad ex. 55); however, Israel as a nation was mostly involved in

material processes eithdsy activation (ex. 56) or passivation.

5.4.2 USA Today
Israel was the third main social actort$A Todagis well (39 times)There were two

groups @ L a NJ Sthipaperd 1) ReSIsraeli government/Prime Minister, and 2)
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Israel as a natiostate (referred to aslsraelisor Jews. Israel was present in all the

articles from this paper but one.

Activation and passivation &drael in this paper are approximatelyqual (54% active
and 46% passive). However, it was rejiresented similarly in the prdeal and anti
deal articles of the paper. In the paeal group of articles, Israel was more activated
while, in the antidealgroup, it was mostly assivated. In itactive role, it was involved
in mental, material and véal processes. In its passivaa, on the other hand, it

underwent mostly material and some verbal processes:

57. Andisrael wants no brealin the uneasy buenduring stabilityit has managed to
maintain in the wake of three majowars and innumerable skinishes it has won
overits Aréb neighbors. SA Toda@p-Ed 16 July 2015)

58.Israelis understandve are givingheir chief antagonistt the very people whiate
Israel the most the capability todevelop a nuclear weaponUEA Toda@pp-Ed
14 July 201p

59. My words might be too beh for President Obama, but th&cho the words of
Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu (USA Toda@p-Ed 31 July 2015)

60. This degbuts ourclose ally Israein a box (USA Toda®p-Ed 31 July 2015)

61. Obama and Clinton are more upset abouteoynments tharl N> y Qa G KNBF G (2
millions of Jews. USA Toda@p-Ed 31 July 2015)

This distribution of processes for I§d Q& | OG A @dfes ih ghitlealdrtidles A S
means that Israel as an actigecial actor was reacting solely to the eveiy the
expression of feelings (Israel as a natstate) and by words (Israeli government), not

by taking actions. However, aspassive social actoit underwent aderse material
actions or threats of mateai actions by Iran. In both cases, Israel w@sstructed as
areferent objecunder threat from Iran. In praleal articles, on the other hand, Israel
was also shown to be one active by involvingself in materal processes (sometimes

as areferent subjetthreatening the peace in the Middle East)addition to the verbal

and mental processes.

5.5. Representation of Saudi Arabia across Newspapers

Saudi Arabia, as anotheardirectly related sociaactor, had a nticeable presence in
two of the newspapers The Wall Street Journahd USA Todgy Noneheless, this

presence was perceptible in only oneTdfe Wall Street Journahd two ofUSA Today
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articles. In theNew York Pdsit was mentioned oryionce and, ifhe New York Times

authors refered to it three times overall.

5.5.1 The Wall Street Jmal
Saudi Arabia was the third recurring social actorTime Wall Street JourngBO

mentions) following Iran, the U.S. and tkdeal. It was mainly ferred to asSaud
Arabia Saudis Riyadhand the Kingdom In some cases, the author also mentioned

youngSaudior specific Saudi officials.

Saudis were more activated than passivated e Wall Street Journé10% active to
30% pasive); however, in hiabf the cases,Heir activation was realised the form
of relational, mental and verbal processes asdtiptions or reactions:
62. A cocky, conventionally armed Iran increasing regional misctakingputs Saudi
Arabiain the coss hairs- of Iran...
63. The immediathreat to Saudi Arabidar exeeds that to Israel.

64.Prince Turki al Faisghe kil R2 Y Q& T2 NI S NJ KvBwedin tieEprig
GKFG aoKIFGSOSNI GKS LNIYAlya KI @S>

&<,

65. The deal obviouslgomes as no surpris® the Saudis who have watchedthe
Obama adminisation fervently court Irarat Saudi expense

66. Saudi déforts to confront{ & NJ& | Chave be&réiniofly unsuccessfuThe Wall
Street JournaDp-Ed, 17 July 2015)

In the above excats, Saudi Arabia istber passivateddx. 62 and ex. 63) or activated
through reactions (ex. 64 and ex. 65) and descriptiexs §6). In excerpt 65, Saudi
Arabia is also passivated through circumstantialisationttfje Saudisand at Saudi
expensg In dher cases, Saudi Arabwas activatedlao in material processeSaudi
effort to confrontin ex. 66 is an activation throughominalisation. The following

excerpts are also examples of activation of Saudi Arabia:

cT® X AY NRQE® yoing &dis Ha¥e gan@ty Baito fight.

68. Gven thatthe kingdom already ha taken any number of actiont® try to protect
itself, few remain.

69. This monthhe Saudis have been pumping 10.6 million barrefsil a day, a historic
high. The Wall Street Jooal Op-Ed, 17 July 2@)

I £ £ { K 8nddsirabieRakti®ities (ex. pwere justified inThe Wall Street Journal

asconseque@Sa 2F LNIyQa 3IINBaarzya 2N GKS
C2NJ SEI YL ST (KS & 2 dzy 3S Was pizfeited Qs avigatitdS NB & (i
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SaudiAra Al AG0aStF Ol dzaSR o6& LNrXyQa (datAy3da 27F
foritspS2 LI SQ&a yS3IFGABS OGA2y > Al 61 & LA OG dzNJ
.SYSy 41 a 3AFAYy &aK2gy oubldmagi®y inlv&n®erodekal dzf G 2 F
Saudis wre pictured aveing leftdefenceless by the West while having no optian b

toconfronfi LN} yQa GKNBIFIGa ONBFSNByild 262S00 dzyRS
5.5.2 USA Today

The Arab states were the fourmostfrequent socialactors as portrayed ifJSA

Today(14 times) after Iran, the U.S., the deal and Israel. Saudi Arabia was notlthe on

Arab statementioned in this paper (see section 6.1)SA Todayeferred to Saudi

Arabia along with other Arab states like Qatar and élteich Persian Gulf Eirates or

discused them asSunni Arab nationand Arab capitals

Pro-deal articles ifJSA ©day mentioned the Arab states more than did its awukeal
articles (nine and five times respectively). Although, in both groups of artities,
Arab states were wstly activated,in the antideal articles, their active roles were

represented as defensigeactions®2 L NI} yQa GKNBIF Gaovy

70. Finally,Sunni Arab nations are going to feel threatenéy this deal andre going
to try to geta nuke of heir own.

71. Iran alreadycontrols four Aab capitals

~ ~

72. This alone guarantees a nuclear arms race in the regidn ldg y Q deekNffe @ £ & &
means to protect themselvesUSA Toda®p-Ed 14 July 2015)

In excerpt 70, Arab nations were activated in mental aratemal processes. Tlrei
material action(acquiring anuke), 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 matexction is representd as

self-protective.

In the prodeal articles, the Arab states were pictured more aggredy than
submissively. In the excerpts below, their active material actitnyipg weaponsnd
arming themselvéswere again shown to be thesult of their mentad G I G dzA& o0 R2y Qi
want to see Iran as a challengenowever, their mentality here was portyad as

aggressig not defensive:
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73. EvenQatarin Maybought 24 Rafale fighters from France for $7.1 billion.

74. The reality is thatSaudi Arabiaand Israel, as well as theil-rich PersianGulf
SYANI 6Saz | NBY QiagaihsNiverpgsSibility kfS ddes brezi@dt
daaK (2 | ydzOft SFNJ gSI LRy o6& LNIyX

75. Saudi Arabiasimply does not want to see Iran as any immediate challengts to
role as regiondaleader. (USA Toda®p-Ed 21 July 2016

The Arab states were represented in completely opposite ways in theupd anti
deal articles. While, in the former, they were opportunist and aggressive (referent
subject threatening peace in Middle East), ire tatter, they were dednceless and

struggling to protect themselves (referent object under threat from Iran).

5.6. Representatn of the Deal across Newspapers: Agent

versus Object
As | indicated at the beginning of this chapter, the nuclear deal hag@astatus in

terms d social agencyBeing a political document that resulted from the actions of
social aabrs, it was somemes attributed agency itself. In other words, some
newspapers treated it as a social actor (rather than an object) that wagilcgrout
various positve/negative actons and, consequently, praised or blamed it for those
actions. Either ay, the nuclear greement deal had an undoubtedly salient presence
in all the newspapers. It was referred to even more often than was Iran ilNtdve
York Pos{74 times) and more ofterthan the U.S. imMhe New York Tim¢87 times).

In the other two papes, neverthelesghe 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 Stret The New York New York Bst | USA Today
Journal Times

No of 48 87 74 42

occurrences

5.6.1 The Waltreet Journal
The nucleadeal was discussed Trhe Wall Street JourndB times and was referred

to asthe deal theagreementr the accord It was ao once called historic diplomatic
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debacle In more than twethirds of its mentions imThe Wall StreteJournal(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).sT'means that the deal &as personified in

this paper and treated as a social actor alongside other nattates (Iran, the U.S.

and Saudi Arabia). In only three cases, was it descriptivised through relational

LINE OS&daSa o Wastiedsst wie KR RR2IT 2 Nbndsts 6f $59 RS I €
pages2 ¥ 2 LJ ljdzS LINPASQU® LY FTRRAGAZ2YS GKS | O
or indirectly concerned with Iran. Typically, Iran was either the direct object/patient

of those actions or the indirect beneficiary them:

76. Anda deal thatdoes rothingtoa (i 2 LJ L NJ y Q &f b&IiStid Sisskewdl8 v
allow themto put one of those bombatop one of those missilesTlie Wall Street
JournalOp-Ed 14 July 2015)

77. The deal permits Iran to buildand test advanced cerifuges. The Wall Stet
Jounal Editarial, 14 July 2015)

78. Thus,the agreement ensures that, after a short delay, Iran will Bbleto lay the
groundwork for a large nuclear arsenalThé Wall Street Journ@p-Ed 15 July
2015)

79.The real and presenthteat thata deal wouldfurther enhancelL NJ y Qa NEIA2YI
stature and its capability to ratchet upi KS NBIAYSQa @obdl 2A 01 (A z
sectarian divisionsThe Wall Street Journ@Ip-Ed 17 July 2015)

In all the above excerpts, thactions assigned to thdeal favoured Iran ione way or

another. In only two out of 35 instances, were these actions not in the interest of Iran:

80. Nowthe new agreement calls again on Iran to cooperatmit it offers no reason
to believe that the Iranianegime will end its realcitrance. The Wall 8eet Journal
Op-Ed 16 July 2015)

81.¢ KS RSI € LJX I OS& aKIl N1J fofafirshkgéreratid®d YR1 L NI y Q&  (
centrifuges.But it allows hundredsof those centrifuges to remain in the heavily
defended Fordo facility..The Wall Seet JournaEditorial 14 July 2015)

However, in both of these cases (ex. 80 and ex. 81), the actiorallig for
cooperaton (verbal process) anglacing limits(material process) were shown to be
ineffective by the counterclaim®3(t) that followedthem. Overall, when actated,

the nuclear deal was represented as being in the interest of Iran, either by removing
international pressures and sanctions fromatléw, permit, lift, end) or by assisting it

in carrying out its plansldad, provide ensue, guarantee enhance. Regarding
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representation of the deal in passive form (13 times), it was mostly the object/patient

ofved £ | OG A2y a negotisfedWV (1WKISK RamcEhced gaRa WA G oI &
hailedr the object of prepositions such about the dealunder the dea) against

the deal(circumstantialisedl In fact, the salient role of the deal ithe Wall Street

Journalwas as thdoregroundedagent ofmaterial and verbalactions (highly active).

However, as explained at the beginning loé tchapter, when the dd was giva 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, persbeoation of the deal ca be seen a a

stiNF §S38 2F WO2YyRSYYAy3d K $he WallBebtilounaf & G S| R

authors in order to avoid direct confrontation with Obama.

5.6.2.The New York Times
The nuclear deal was mentioned very frequentlyriee New York Timég87 times) ¢

even mae often than the U.S. was mentioned. It was typically referred thasleal

the agreementor the accord In slightly more than half of the cases (55%), it was
activated as the agent of material (27 times), redaal (12 times) or verdd (five tmes)
processes. In about 45 per cent of the instances, however, the nuclear deal was
passivaté. In its passive role, it underwent 13 verbal, 13 material and 7 mental
actions. If we deduct the 12 cases of relational prec&®m the total case®f
activaton of the deal ¢ as the use of relational process is considered as
descriptivisation and, theby, a form of passivation by van Leeuwghe proportions

of activation and passivation of the deal will be similar. In otherds, in half of the
instances ofreference to the deal inThe New York Time& was personified as an
active social actor, nsily carrying out material actions likielocking changing
empoweringor preventing while, in the other half, it was represesd as the
grammaticalobject/patient of verbal as well as material processes (the deal as an
object):

82. So, yeswe could have gden a better deal (The New York Time&3p-Ed 19 July
2015)

83. It puts strong, verifiable limit2 y L NI Yy Q& | 0 A ¢lemrin@apdnforaRS @St 2 LJ

least the next 10 tol5 years ands potentially one of the mostconsequential
accords in recent diplomatibistory, with the abilitynot just to keep Iranfrom
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obtaining a nuclear weapon but alsmreshape Middle East politic§The New York
TimesEditorid, 14 July 2015)

84. Congress gets teview and vote on it Powerful forces, like Mr. Netanyahoave
vowedto defeat itX Tiie New York Timé&xlitorial 14 July 2015)

Extracts 82 and 84 above demonstrate the deal in its passive rdergoingmaterial

or vearbal processes,ral excerpt 83 is an instance of activation of the deal as a social
actor attributed mateial processes pitting limits keeping Irah as well as
descriptivisation of it through relational procességifigpotentiallyone of the most

conse@gential accords

All'in all,The New York Timesithors were supportive of the deal and followed three
approaches to it. First, was descriptivéevaluative approach where the authors
NB L2 NIl SR (KS O NHeal thghverbaprocesastaf Republans K
and Israelis said about it) or described the deal through relational processes (how it
was viewed fromThe New York Tim@s LISNE LISOUA BSO @ 4ctod2 Yy Rf & X
oriented approach where the authors psonified tre deal and provided ast of
benefits t would bring about through material processes (what it could/would do for
the U.S. andts allies). Finally, there waspaescriptiveapproach where the authors
recommended the best way to look at and pesd to the deal through mental
processes (how iteuld be judged and treated by the critics, especially the Congress).
In the second apmach, where the deal was pictured as bringing about positive
outcomes, its real reference was to Obama and his tethims;is sinlar to comments

made dove regarding th deal inThe Wall Street Journal

5.6.3 New York Post
TheNew York Poslso discussethe nuclear deal repeatedly (roughly as often as it

did Iran) and called the pact, the agreementthe dealor a dlice of hisory. The deal
was mentoned 74 times irotal and, in 76 per cent of the cases, it was passivated. In
fact, unlikeThe Wall Swet Journaland The New York Timgwshere the deal was
represented as a human being mainly carrying out actionsenterestsof Iran or

the U.S.,lhe New York Pogargely pictured the deal as an object of mental and verbal

reactions (passivated):

85. Congesshas 60 days to review the Iran agreemeand issue a resolution of
RA&Ll LIINE @I f X ORdwtyork Posditaiial, i4K8y 2R1S)F  © 6
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86. L (beeh two weeksiacethe Iran deal was announcetl | YR G4 KS ! YSNR Ol y

discomfort with its terms isleepening. New York Posbp-Ed 28 July 208)

87. They have to convince 13 Democratic Senators and 43 Democratic House members
to vote against the deaX (New York PosDp-Ed 22 July 2015)

The agents of these semiotic and reactive processes affectingethleweere Obama,
the American public and theo@gress. In other words, contrary to what we saw e
Wall Street Journadnd TheNew York Timeghe deal was represents as a political
document in theNew York Postin the few cases where the deal was weeti
(personified as a social actor), it wastpred as being unsuccessful in exercising limits
onlranR2 Say QW2 F2NHIBB SE Yy Ql, et)Sy G A2 Y

5.6.4 USA dday

The presence of the nuclear dealWtsA Todayas not as recurrent as it was in the
other newspaper (42 times). Similar to the other papers, Neawv York Pogeferred

to it asthe dealor the accord In a simér way to that of theNew York Postthe deal
was mostly passivated (65%)UiSA TodayThe deal was typically subjected in maht
and, to some extent, material and verbal processes:

88./ 2y ANB aa wokerXile déhiBniil Sép@mber. YSA Toda@p-Ed 21 July
2015)

89. Three rspectives mushe taken into account tqudge this deak USA Toda@p
Ed 14 July 2015)

90. Obama dare niocall ita treatyt it would be instantly rejectedoy the Senate SA
TodayOp-Ed 16 July 2015)

As a political document (obgt), the nuclea deal underwent mentalreactions like
reviewingand judging from American social actors (the Congress or theeAcan
public) and their consequent material actionstdpping fighting or opposing.
Moreover, it was passivated through preptional phrasedike underthe deal orin

the final deal (circumstantialised).

When it was activated (35%), the nuclear deakvpaimarily the agent of relational

processes and then material and verbal ones:

91.. dzii G KS 1jdzSadAz2y Tl O apafgtAoeEnanidX LAIZAQ i

whether this is better than no deal USA Toda@p-Ed 14 July 2015)
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92. This deal putsour closeally Israel in a boxUSA Todagditorial 14 July 2015)

93. Finally, Sunni Arab nations are goingdel threatened by this deBX USA Today
OpEd 14July 2015)

In ather 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) aoed mainly in the predeal articles ad
material processes in the ardieal ones. It means that prdeal authors preferred a
general, descriptive approach towards the deialig the first accord with an outlaw
nation, it is better than no dealetc.) bu the anttdeal authorsfollowed an acton-
oriented approach, focusing on the actual undesirable consequences of the deal

(affeding allies failing in achieving goalsnjecting money to Iranetc.).

To sum up, the nuclear deal was represented differeimtihe four newspapersrhe
Wall StreetJournallargely personified the deal because blaming the deal was easier
and less cosyl than blaming ObamaThe New York Timdsad the most varied
approach in its representation of the deal. It both personified dea to highlight its
positive consequeces and treated it as an object to praise/endorse it or to advise
others on how to dealith it. TheNew York Posdand USA Todajocused mostly on

the object side of the deal by describing, evaluating and critgisin sometimes,

praising it.

57 Newsp LISNAQ W2 2NI R al LJAQ

The detailed analyses presented above contribute to understandiegdtbcursive
practice of each of the newspapers resulting in construction of referent subjects and
objects ofsecuritisation. Tl inclusion of some s@l actors and te exclusion of
others, different ways of naming the included social actors, their degoéactiveness

and the types of action attributed to them comprised the four mechanisms of
representation inthe newspapers. Eferent combinations othe above mechaisms

led to different accounts of who posed a threat and who were under the threat.

TheSTF2NBX G2 FLILINBOAFGS GKS aAaA3ayAaAFAOoryOoS

arduous analysis, it is necessary to realise bwvabove mechanismoatributed to
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they Sgalld LISNAQ FNIYAy3a 2F (GKS A&aadzsSthe2 ¥ (K y
FAYRAY3IE (23SGKSN) G2 RSY2yaidNWwho8igwh& NRY SI O
to whom (who threatened whom) in the describesbcial practice leadm to the

agreemem deal (the Iran nuclear negotiations). Scrutinising the actor and action

representdions in the newspapers, | arrived at the following pictures of the event.

The Wall Street Jour@la | OO02 dzy i Ay @ 8: firah SFResided @idddn OK I NI O
America as aation-state and Saudi Arabia. The discoursdloé Wall Street Journal

can be summased as follows: Iran was actively involved in troubhaking,

threatening its neighbours and destabilising the region asréfierent subject(active

material processes)n response to its aggressive behaviour, America as a nsi#e

FYR WiK$hors@ BDRIF G dzSYLIWISR G2 NBAY Ad Ay ol Of
its efforts failed as it made a deal with Iran that, insteaccofstraining it, freedt

from the presures of sanctions and resolutions and provided it with a number of

benefits (activematS NA I £ LINPOSaaSaod ¢KAa KFLILWSYSR A
LINPYA&SAa GKIFIG GKS RSFf O2dzZ R (aktivef varball NI y Qa
proces3. Saudi Arabiasathereferent objectwas affected by Iran and the adverse

actions (passive materigrocesses) of the world powers. It only watched what other

social actors were doing (active mental process) or struggled to defesifl (active

materialprocess).

It shauld be remembered that, in this newspaper, some of the actions that were

conducted ly Okama or his administration (mostly active material processes) were

attributed to the deal or to America as a natistate. Attribution of unsuccessfulro
incorrectactiy a G2 GKSasS Gg2 IOG2NER gl a | aAGNIGS3e
authors to aoid direct confrontation with Obama. Introducing the deal as the agent

was based on the strategy of blaming #fectinstead of he causeand represening

we or the U.S as the agent was a strategy sifiaringthe blame. These strategies
intended to sae OF Y I Qa FIF OS 2NJ G2 Fff2¢ GKS | dzi K2 NJ

impolite.

The New York Tim@s LJA O dzNB Ay Of damm& Repdbhcan meribledsl OG S N& Y
the Congressthe Israeli government, Israel as a natistate, America as a natien
state and Ira. The first three had active roles, the fourth (Israel as a natitate) was
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equally active and passive, and the last one (Irae more passive. The clear deal

also ad a very salient presence in this paper. It was given social agency (personified)
andph OG0 dzNBR | 4 adz0O0SaafdzZ te O2yadNIAyAy3a LNI
interests, stabilising the region and protgétd L & NI S f hre@itd@ avinihiated y Q&
(active material processes). The deal was also described and praised\Newhéak
Posto LI a3 A BS GSNDBIFEKkNBfFGA2Yy I f LINRPOS&Za0d hol
terms and conditions (active verbal mess) as well as in sessful/unsucceddl

actions regarding Iran (active material proce3$)e New York Timesithors adnitted

AK2NI O2YAy3da 2F GKS RSFHf GKFG 6SNB OF dza SR
was shown to be conducting both positive angpative actions. Repubhns and the

Israeli government were against the deal and reacted to it negatively by describing it

as ahistoric mistakeor by threatening to reject it in the Congress (active verbal

process). Israel as a natistate feferent obgct) underwent threateing actions by

Ik y T 61 a& LINPOGARSR F2NJ oeé GKS RSIHfQad 0SYySTAL
still had the option to attack Iran (passive and active material process). America as a
nation-state was referred to marginallysdenefitting from thedeal or in prepogional

phrases (passive material processes/circumstantialised). It was also slwowa t

involved in actions likachieving approachingor imposingthrough nominalisation

(backgrounded active material processes).

In the New York Postarrative, there werefour characters: President Obama, the
American public, the Congress and Iran. Obatha Congress and the American
people, who assumed active roles, were in a network of relationships among
themselves and with Iraand the deal. Obama, dlse main sociaactor in this paper,

had made promises (active verbal process) regarding prevemtargfrom going
nuclear but failed in his confrontation with Iran (active material process). Moreover,
he urged the Congress to foll him (active verbal qocess); howeverthe Congress

did not agree with Obama and criticised the deal (active mental arlth\jerocesses).

The American people also responded to Obama and the deal negatively (active mental
and relational processes). Thearesting point abouthe New York Pdss that, unlike

in the other papers, Iran and, especially, the deal were portrageaiore passive than
FOGAGS® LNIYY 41 & akKz2gy G2 0S Syez2eiay3a GKS
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cowardice (passive and) some extent, active aterial processgs The nuclear deal

was treated literally as an object (a document) rather than méataically as a social
actor capable of carrying out actions on others. This point can explain why Obama was
so ubiquitous in thislp LIS N & R A ado? ataihEtiSgdome §f &is #Btions to

the deal, as we saw ifihe Wall Street Journal The New Yitx imes Obama was
directly and explicitly blamed for what thdew York Postuthors considered to be

the shortcomings of the deakince Obama was theree of attentionand the target

of criticisms in this paper, Iran was, to some extent, sent to the maidjie paper was
focused more on illustrating the way in which Obama ckttelran than on the evil

actions of Iran.

RegardindJSA Todaythere were tw different pictues presented by the two groups

of articles (two predeal and three antdeal articles)The characters in the narrative

of the two prodeal articles, including KS LI LISNRa SRAG2NAL =
state,Iran, Israel and the Abs. Iran as thenost recurrent social actor in these articles
was under the shadow of other actors. létions, such as importing/exporting
weapons or building nuclear capatyiliwere mostly hypothetical or presented in the
form of adjectives plus nomals (backgroundedctive material process). In other
cases, Iran was affected by other actors (passivéerna process). However, Israel
and the Arab states were trying to maamt their power in the region and actively took
advantaye of the situationreferent subjecty which offered opportunities for making
new arms agreements with the West (active maaéprocess). The U.S., which was
represented as a natioatate (Obama wasuppressed in the prdeal articles), was
either desciptivised and passivateor shown as notulfilling its responsibilities as a
Ge2NI R Y2NIFt | dzi K2 NR (dé€ activeLdtateriliptdtesss FME R
nuclear deal was a good accord (anem) in that, under its terms and conditions, Iran
was prevented from developig nuclear capabiies (descriptivised and passivated).
Overall, there were two ways of representing tinent by this group: deagentalised
GSNEAZ2Y 060y [ SSesvehtg @latingitdtiNviuclead iksGeMoBeurred

as naural happenings with o apparent agent® S ® 3 dis petent@dyQ 2 NJ Wi K S

2}

(0p))

N
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SaoON

biggestconcerh 6 2 dzii (G KS RS f el dsXiibute2olthea@disRe.gRS a4 ONA 6

Wi KShasld{RIS I f Chasa®D 3K 4 9 2  dyMamigversioh whené Be |
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Arab gates and Israel wereddive in troubleY' { Ay 3 o0S o3P willNdey Qa y SA .
the spectre of a newly resurgent Iran pry moe weaponssales), the U.S. was

incapable of dealing with them (e.g. wisk abrogating2 dzNJ NBalLl2yaA oAt AGASa
threat was backgrounded as a wéo desecuritisét (e.g. IrarOl y QG  Silifing 6 SIA Y

arms).

Anti-deal articles also included four cla&@ters in their narratives: Iran, Obama, the

U.S. and Israel. Iran, Obaimad the U.S. were largely activated while Israel wastiy

passivated. Irarfthe referent sufect), as the most frequent social actor, was busy
destabilising the region, threateninigs neighbours, funding terrorists, and Kkilling

Americars and Jews (acte material and verbal processes) or enjoying benéfish

the deal (benefi@ry in passive marial processes). Obama had made terrible
YAAddlF1Sa NB3IFNRAY I asNdaking dontidieody Srliridfiodald & dzS |y
claims about the deal (active mataland verbal processes). The U.S. as a natiate

(mostly referred to by he pronounwe) made decisions and carried out actions
NEIIFNRAY3I LNIYIyQa ydzOyRISNIWIASHFDOES FRINI AKIAR 26§ -
security (active material processe) ® Ly &a2YS Ol aSas GKS ! of o |
terrorist actionsiieferent objec), suchas murdering its soldiers or taking its people as

hostages (passive material processésjael, or Jews in general, were the main target

2T L NI y Qavil ®oings kkferBnt dbjgcR Isr&el was under agxising threatof

annihilaion by Iran (passe material and verbal process). Finally, the nuclear deal was

a bad agreement witpathetically little backinghat should be rejected anbbbed of

legitimacy(passive material, verbal and mental processes).

Again | should emphasise &, in cases wher America as a natiestate (the U.S. or
we) was involved in negative actions, its readference was to Obama/his
administration. However, whewe or the U.S. ssentially referred to America as a

nation-state, it wa mostly passivated.

5.8.Representatiod Y bSgaLJ LISNEQ | SIF Rf AySa
As has been demonstrated above, in the accounts offered bytheleal articles (in

The New York Timesd, partially, inUSAToday, the nuclear deal was perceived as

the outcome of a wirwin transaction betweerthe U.S. and I This view helped
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LINRLIR2YySyita 2dzaidAFe GKS | dfed @evepabeffer a A 2y a d
Wall Street JournaNew York Posind, partially USA Todaysaw the deal not only as

a completely failed attemptby the U.S. to rein ina criminal but ao as
counterproductive. To put it in a nutshell, while adgal articles stood on théar

negative edge of the continuum and followed an idealistic ardotionalised

approach in their representation of the issuapgleal articles attemfed to seem

pragmatic and were slightly closer to the centre. The former leaned towards
presenting a naative that provoked negative feelings of despair, guilt, fear and

shame in readers but the latter intended to offer a soothiragrative that motivated

positive emotiors of relief, hope and success. This difference in the approach of the

two groups of artiles is absolutely noticeable in their headlines. In additioth®

nuances of social actor nomination and predication in efcd ¢ & LI} LISNE (G KS LI
different rhetorical tendencies can be detected in the picture frames of their headlines

(Tables 5.7 an@.8).

Table 5.7 Headlines in tlamti-deal articles

Newspapers Headlines
WS Journg14 July 2015) 1. TheBestArguments foran Iran Deal
WS Journg14 July 2015) 2. ¢ S K NNugléariumph
WS Journg15 July 20%) 3. Why¢ K $edCkeeringn Tehran
WS Journg16 July 2015) 4. ThelranianNuckarInspectionCharade
WS Journg17 July 2015) 5. ObamaPoursGason theMideastFire
NY Pos{14 July 2015) 6. ObamaandKerrycrossedevery oneof their ownred lines
NY Pos{14 July 2015) 7. Obamd& &an-nuke deafar, farworse thanno ded at all
NYPost(20 July 2015) 8. HowObamakneecappedhe USCongres®sn Irant
again(criminality)
NY Posf22 July 2015) 9. Whythe Irandeal is indanger
NY Pos(28 July 2015) 10. Why(i K S L NJufflic sRportis fldmmeting
USA Todafl14 July 2015) 11. Iran dealfails on all fronts
USA Todafl6 July 2015) 12. Nuclear deaWorse thanimagned
USA TodagB1 July 2015) 13. No apologies folrantruth
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ExaniningtheantR S+ f LI LISNEQ KSIF Rf Ay Sa Zhypetbd@ic FANRG 0
and metaphorical rhetoric ¢ two features of any emotionalised discourse. Two
simultaneous pictures were constructed regarding theécome of the deal byhese

headlires: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
Americang; far worse than imagined7, 11 and 12). In ttee headlines, thevar or
competitionmetaphor is central. The nuclear negotiations are considered as a war or
competitonthat ¢ y KIF @S 2yt & 2yS GAYYSNIT GKSNBoex
failure. The other noticeable point in the headlines is the iex@ttempt to introdwce

President @ama as guilty for this failure and to condemn him overtly. In four

headlines, authors havepointed directly to Obama. In three of these cases,
immoral/criminal actions have been attributed to him in metaphoric ways(&nd

8). Obama has e accused gbouring gasonfire, crossinged linesandkneecapping

Apart from these obvious accusati®, he has also been accused of deception

(although implicitly). In headline 4, the author claims that the inspection under the

deal is a charade anih headline 13a/ 2 G KSNJ | dzi K2 NJ FANXf & AYyRAC
apologise for telling the truth about theedl. They imply that the accounts of the deal

LJdzi F2NBINR o0& holYlFIQa |FTRYAYAAUNI GA2Y | NB

people.

In addition to méaphors, the theNJ NKSG2NAR Ol f RSOAOS GKI G Sy?2
discourses here was/perbole The hperbolic nature oftheartR S £ LI LISNAR Q NX S
is the result of two strategies. One is their exaggerated lexical choicahamdher is

their use of intensifyirg meta-discourse markers. While words lik€harade
plummetingand Triumphare semanticalljreavy, phrases likevery oneat all, again

andall fronts and the repetition of the adjectiviar, also added to their intesity and

made their pitures more diastrous. Presuppositionare also interesting in terms of

their projecting of ideas, theideological biases and their role in giving a sarcastic tone

to the rhetoric (all with their emotional overtones). Nine out dfet 13 headlines
containpresuppositims;some realised throughossessivel, 4, 5, 6 and 7) and some

through wh questions (38, 9 and 10). Describing the deal®S K NI} y Q& in ¢ NA dzY LIK

addition to emphasising that Iran has won the negotiations, aims tspoerd

139



sarcastically tahe proponents othe deal who called it a triumph for America or the
world (headline 2). The presuppdsit implied in the phras#&lideast Firgrojects the
idea that the Middle East region is dangerous (headline 5). By assertinthéhdeal
belongs to ®ama through possssivesinh 0 | Y | Qréuke ldéalthy responsibility
for a terrible deal far, far woise than no dealis put on him (headline 7). The
presuppositions presented in the form aith questions also function to project
I dzii K2 NBE Q 2 IdRdérs. By awhg lio@ and Why questions in headlines 3, 8,
9 and 10, claims such &bama kneecappedcé Congresshe deal is in dangeor
support for thedeal is rapidly falling doware shown as being facts that are taken for

granted.

On the other had, examining théneadlines of the praleal articles demonstrated

their lessexaggerated and morpragmaic approach (Table 5.8).

Table 5.8 Headlines in tipeo-deal articles

Newspapers Headlines
NY Time$14 July 2015) 1. Republican®kace to Condemthe Iran Deal
NY Time¢l4 July 2015) 2. An Iran Nuclear Deal ThReduceghe Chance of War
NY Time$15 July 2015) 3. How ObamaShouldSellthe Iran Deal
NYTimes(16 July 2015) 4. TheDoorto IranOpens
NY Time$19 July 2015) 5. AGood Deal forlsrael
USA Todagl4 July 2015) 6. Is Iran nuclear deddetter than no deal?Yes our view
USA Todag21 Jly 2015) 7. Not nuclear but no matter: Column

Except the first headline that has a confronting tone and metaphorically accuses
Republicans of compeg to discredit the dal, the rest arepartisan but not
reproachful. There are presuppositions embedded in headlines 2, 34arithese
presuppositions an to project ideas such as: there is a possibility of war between the
U.S. and Iran (and thereby totioduce the deal as atrategy to prevat it); Obama
needs to sell the deal (by justifying it); and the door to Iran has bkeed (implying

that accesdo Iran is made possible by the deal and thereby, it is beneficial to Us).

Although the rhetoric othis group of headlines not as emotioalised as are those
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of the previous group, the headlines convey a feeling of hope afdfr This is
achieved esegcially through the metaphors afoor and transaction(3, 4 and 5). A
previously closed door being eped is a symbol of oveoming obstacleand gaining
new opportunities. A transactional view of the deal also conveys a sersevofway
benefit. This sese is discernible in the phrageGood Deal for Isrgelhichpoints to

LANI St Qa oSHWISTAG FNRY (GKS RS

5.9. Conclusion

As demonstrated thraigh this chapter, the social practice under study (the Iran
nuclear negotiations) was peesented ordiscursively constructed in different ways.
Each newspaper or even each article had its own specific narratibe oéality. These
various accounts wereonstructed mainly through different distributions of social
agency. Firstly, some soktiactors whowere part of the social practice were
O2YLX SGiSté& SEOfdzZRSR FNRY GKS ySgald LISNEQ
countries and Chinapecondly, someogial actors (Israel and Saudi Arabia), while not
being directly involved in the socigractice, hada salient presence in some
newspapersThe New York Timesid USA Today Thirdly, the two main social actors
(Iran and the U.S.), whilbeing present imarratives from all the newspapers, were
assigned different degrees and types of agebgyeach newsagper. As shown in
section 5.7, when these social actors with their differing degrees and types of agency
areputtad SG KSNE S| @K dzy § i d239L828 BENISRNAYS & ¢

Analysis of the representational features of the opinion discoursessrsthdy larghy

revealed similar findings as those reported by previous literature reviewed in chapter

two (2.2.1). Regardingdtusion and exclusionf social actorshoth Rashidi and Rasti

(2012) and Rasti and Sahragard (201&)gued that Israel was almosixcluded in

media texts they investigated. This was similar to my finding regarding presence of

Israel inThe Wall Street Jooal and the New York Bst Given that # the articles

analysed in those two studies as well as articles fidra Wall Street Jonal and the

New York Post y Y& aiédzRé KIFIR ONRGAOFE @GASga (26 N
conclude that articles that NS | 3| A y &ati prograkhmé,@eél noy tdz6vblve

Israel in their discussions.
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In case of representation of present sdaators,Rashidi and Rast2@12)reported

that Iran was mainly passive in British and American papers they examined. It was,
accordirg to them, oy active in relation to negative actions. Thisswaso true
regarding representation of Iran in my corpus bktAmerican newspapersiere
again, Irarwas either passive or active in troubteaking and terrorism. Similarltai

and Mozaheb (2013rgued that Iran was depicted as a threaud rebellious in 60gr

cent of case# was present in British media. In fact, threat and its connotations such

asfear, dangeros, warning, etc., were the most salient terms in all the articles.

However, my findings did not confirkheirabadi and Alavi Moghaddam (20tBim
that, in many cases, Iran was extremelgleded fromThe New Ydr Timesliscourse
Nevertheless, these differences can be related to many factors such asofime

publicationand international situation at that time, topic of discussion, etc.

In regards to other peripheral social actors, my stedpfirmedRasti and Sahragard

(2012 FAYRAYy3Ia GKFIG wdzaail ¢l a RSLAOGSR avyzal
L NJ ffa@sior dsanoppori A A€ X dlyR d RKAyhkte | 23az20Al 4G4SR
its deeds or policies and therefore givilre image of a opportunist and an economic

LI N aAGS¢ o0l Tonuod

Finally, I acknowledge that representation is more than merely consbruof social

agency ad contains manyther discursive and rhetorical strategie®ifse of them

were investigatedn gudies | reviewed in chapter two); however, because of the

length and depth of the actor/action analysis presented in this chapter, Idcoot

discuss other rpresentational mehanisms. Nevertheless, | have offered a brief
Fylrteaira 27T 0K Jinesytd demoiisaidS sone) of kh&sk Rther
mechanisms of representation (e.g. hyperbole and metaphors). Moreover, | have
pointed to some ofthese mechanisms, sudhs presuppositio or word choice in

chapters six and seven, and | will discuss more of theohapter eightunder the
KSIRAY3I WoY2GA2ylfAaliA2y 2F RA&AO02dzZNASQO®
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Chapter &

Analysis of Dialogical Features

As discussed in chegy three (3.2.3), anmportant aspect bany text, especially an

opinion one, is its dialogic dimension. On the drand, the ways iwhich authors

GFr1S LRaAaAGA2ya (261 NRA RAFTFSNBY(U 2LAYAZ2Yacx
and determine the dibpgical space of the te (dialogical spce demonstrates how

much the authors open up or close down the space giwealternative oropposite

views). On the other hand, the methods that the authors use to engage with their

NBEF RSNEB Ay T desSpos&to thdmEBindhaBdpiRdhidBhes twdFactors

OUKS FdziK2NEQ RAALI F& 27F InaiieKn2 NAd&sRarel YR (G KS
also very influential in securitisation moves as examples of persuasive discourses. As
mentioned in chapter three3(3), securitisation ian intersubjectve process between

a securitising actor and his/her audience, and its sucdepends onthe@d 2 NXDa | 6 A £ A
to convince the audience about the threatening nature of an issue. The key to success

in that is the actor® 06 KSNB | dieb Fof SeMisplaysatdNhlildiry solidarity

with the audience.

Again, as explained in chaptthree, K. Hyland (20059alls the first type of dialogue
stance(interaction with alternative or opposite ideas and opinions) and theosdc

type engagement(interaction with readers). These two types of Dialogue can be

linked to three components dEthosintroduced in Classicahtoric. This meas that

dialogic streture can be partially revealing of the way in which authors display their
Ethosconsisting ofgood sensegood willand virtue. The engagement markers that

authors use to address and involve dess in the discussiotan be indicativef their

good willt2 6 F NRa GKS NBFRSNARA® ¢KS adlyOoS YI NJ SN
presaence in the text and the strength of their positions can be suggestive of their
formulation of good senseFinally,parenthetical expressionsomprising two meta

discourse markers ih & t | (JORFrEssificatiorg attitude markers from stance and

143



personal asides from engament markers; can be revealing of aét 2 NEu@moral

values (see Figure 6.1)

Dialogue
Degree of Type of Comments
Strength of Engagement with (Parentheticals)
Stance Readers
Good sense Good will Virtue
Ethos

Figure 6.1nterrelationship between Dialogue and Ethos
¢CKS [ dziK2NEQ Sy 3l 3tBarcaybie exprasaif théirgedd W I R S NJ
realised in their use of metdiscourse markers likeecondpersonor inclusive first
person pronounsquestionsand directives These groups of metdiscourse markers
help appreciate how much the writers erggawith the readers and/hat relationshp
they assume between themselves and their readers. The second type of meta
discourse marker thteembraceshedgesboostersand selfmentionscan reveal other
FaLlSota 2F GKS | dzi K2 NEafidenkd ahda@hodgkddwh y I YSE &3
asgood sasein rhetoric) Parenthetical expressions, includiagjitude markersand
asides convey authdlE Q O2 YY Sy (i a I yifierer®idzsRed &, $h¢rébgt, 2y R
display their moral values and personalitiest(ie in rhetoric). All these thre features
are irfluential in the success of de/securitisation when it is considered an
intersubjective process azurring between a de/securitisy actor and his/her

audiences.

In light of the above classification, articles collectéom the four America
newspapers wereexamined and instances of interactional metiscourse markers

were identified and categoriseith the appropriate groups asngagementmarkers,

144



stancemarkers omarentheticalexpressions. Accordingly, this chapiepresented in

three sctions, each ddang with a specific dialogic feature of the texts.

6.1.Dialogue with Readers: Engagement Meske

Engagement markers are devicéhrough which authors (here as de/securitising
actors) build relationships with theieaders (audience). lother words, theyare ways

of bringing readers into the discourse. Engagement markers help writers grab the
attention of the readers and involvéhem in the discussion through indicating
solidarity with them, addressing them, askiggestions or directingjuiding them.
Theeby, when writers employ engagement markers, the readers are assigned an
active role in the disourse, similar to that of an terlocutor in a conversation. This
means that engagement devices make written discoumsere like conversation
(informal). OverH, through engagement markers, writers show awareness of the
NBl RSNEQ LINBE &Sy Otheir Iroié Rn the Qlisglssion. SdBVarS as
mentioned above, the other outcome of using engagement markers is the infitymal
achieved in the dourse (the moreengaging a discourse, the more informal it can
sound). Therefore, the engagement markers apptamwork like a doubleedged
sword and, thus, deciding to employ them in a discourse is not an easy choice to make.
Any doice in this regard shuld be made whd considering the balance between

WSy Il IAYy3I NBFIRSNEQ | YR WYlyafdiscoursly Ay 3 LINRTFSa&.

5N} g Ay 3 2 Y2009 edsdifigaton, d identified the following engagement

markers in the four newspapersthitheir frequencies and types:

Table 6.1 Engagement markers across newspapers

Engagement markers

Newspapers We You | Question | Directive Total na

inclusive
USAToday 32 4 10 2 48
New York Post 6 7 6 2 19
The Wall Street 11 - 6 4 19
Journal
The Newvrork Times | 3 - 6 - 8
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6.1.1 Inclusive pronoumve
The most frequent engagement marker in the corpus was the quanwe. This

pronoun isalso the most pesuasive engagement marker as, accordingltddyland

(2005) the pronounwe & & & clear signal of mebership by textally constructing

both the writer and the reader as participants with similar understanding andfg@d @

Generally, there are two types @fe: inclusive and exclusive. The former embraces

both writer and readersad, thereby, has been examed as an engagemé marker

Ay GKS &didRed ¢KS 1 GGSNE K26SOSNEalaa SEOf c
or political group¢ newspaper organisation or fellow writers in this stugyand,

therefore, has been categsed as a stance marker ($ehention) alongwith the

singular firstperson pronoun and will be discussed in section 6.2.

Given that the artiles in my corpus were written by American journalists or politicians

and were published in American newspapersarly all the instances ahclusivewe

in the corpus referred to either American people or America as a ndiiate.

Downing and Perucha (2014}ll these two types ove Wa 2 OA I f 6SQ | YR Wyl
respectively. Ta only exception, where the reference of pronowe was not solely

Americans, wa$he New York Timegp-ed publi©ied on 19 July 2015. It wadso the

only aticle fromThe New York Timegth the occurrence of pronouwe:

1. So, yeswe could have gotten aditer deal. Israel wanted something different (as did
0KS | yAGSR {GFGS&aovX

2. It was Israel that decided years ago twegipriority to the nuaar issue, as an
existential threat, over all other Iranian transgressions, and concluded ttag ¢&an
just resohe the nuclear threat, that would be good enough.

3. Both Israel and the UnitkStates wanted a knockout blow; whae got was a punt.

The thee instances ofve in this article included Americans as well as Israelis. This
means that the assumed readers oethrticle were both American and Israeli people.
The author of the articlealled Israel gunior allyfor the U.S.he considered Israel an
America to be aunified group with common interests. There were three other
instances ofvein this article that vere excluded from the analysis because they were

AY RANBOG NBLER2NIa 2F bSil yel &«tddsraelisoiiyk 6 SYSy G
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It was also noticedb that none of the instances @fein the corpus seemed to include

the U.SQ y S32 (A {{5riynations) TH& ohl$ Way of referring to them was
through possessive adjectiverr (The United States armur alliS & O 2 dzfwRcaik | £ { X
hardly count on W our partner$ that occurred twice in &SA Todawtrticles (21 July
2015).Here,alliesand partnersmean the other five countries that accompanied the

U.S. in negotiations with Iran. On the contrary, there weneesal instances of usin

the phraseour alliesfor referring to Israel and Arab states.

Among the four newspapersdJSA Todayarticles incluled the highest number of
pronominalwe (includingusandour) in the corpus. There were 32 instancesvefin

the USA Todayarticles in toal. Except for & editorial that included no instances of
this engagement marker, each ofetother four articles mployed this pronominal
between six and 11 times. However, in the other three newspapers, only one or two

articles (at of the five) employd this engagementnarker:

4. As Americansye did not achieve our initial goal, USA Todayl4July 2015)

5. lIsraelis mderstandwe are giving their chief antagonist the very people who hate
Israel the mostt the capability to develo@ nuclear weapon.USAToday 14 July
2015)

6. But for reasons of guilt, political expediency or simply wanting tofriénds,we risk
abrogatingour responsibilities and touching off a new spiral of lethal firepowg6A4
Today 21 July 2015)

7. Sincewecay QU (i Nudzaeédan aifiglyt systen of monitoring and verification.
(The Wall Street Journdl4 July 2015)

8. If only President Obamavere as harenosed and clever in underminingur

FROSNEFNASE Fa KS Aa Ay |ySSt@teddptsiod G KS ! {
might be transformed(New York PosR0 July 2015)

In all the above examples, the reference of the pronaumwas Amerans of any

political ideology or social class (natiomad), whether for or against the nuclear deal.

It embraced dl Americans, incdding Obama and his negiating team. Although,

except in excerpt 6, all of the examples are from articles with critieavs/towards

the deal with Iran, the authors did not exclude Obama and his administration from the

nationalwe. Thiswas a common feaire of all the articlesin all the instances ofie,

even the ones collected from the most critical articles, authorsxdidseem to exclude
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Obama. In fact, while he was considered to be a member of the natremal all the

articles, havas accused ofaivetéand cowardice ath blamed for brokering a bad deal

F2N) W aQd !'a L RA&aOdzaa SR A yof tii@KULSLIO BN TA DS
newspapers, use of the pronowmel & G KS | 3Syd Ay LINRPLRAAGAZY
actions was atmtegy to inducea feding of nationaldisgrace in the readers:
ddzZa33SadAy3a GKFG holYlFrQa FFAftdz2NB otall GKS | d

Americans.

Overall, this engagement marker was more frequent in the-desl articles (i.e.
securitising movs) than it was in the q@-deal ones (descuritising moves). While
about half of the antdeal articles from theNew York PostThe Wall Seet Journal
andUSA Todayeferred to Americans with the pronoume (seven out of 13), only two
out of the seven praleal articles fronTheNew York Timeand USA Todagmployed

this engagement marker (less than otierd).

6.1.2.Personapronounyou
Theother personal pronoun with important interpersonal functions is secpedson

pronounyou. As it is with the pronoumwe, there are two seress ofyou: inclusve and
exclusive.Inclusiveyou is used to indicate a shared experience and includes both
writer and readers (the generigou). Exclusiveyou, on the other hand, is used to
address the readers and excludes the wridmong the four newsgpers in the stug,

the New York Podtad the highest number of occurrences of the prongyau (seven
instancesof you in three out of five articles). After that wadSA Todayvith four
instances ofyou, all of which occurred in onarticle. InThe New Ydr Timesand The
Wall Street Journahowever, there was no instanceyju. Use of the pronougouin

the New Yok Rostwas as follows:

9. Inthe end, the Iran deal is a leap of fadtfaith in the mullahs, ifou can imagine
0 K I KX Ydik Post22 July 205)

10. It is only emotely sensible, as a matter of policyyduo St A S@S (GKIFd LNIy g2y
(New York PosR2 dily 2015)

11. But if the lessons of recent history teaghud K+ G LN}y gAff OKSI G FyR

any real will outsle the US Congress (apérhaps the nextpresident) to impose
alyouazya 2y Al F2 N Ne® XojkPos22day 206K Sy A0 Qa Y
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12. So it all comes down to whaiou believe, and a week of intense lobbying has not
OKI y3aSR (KS dmzaf A@Qa KNew YwhNRosf Z20ufy BAL5) O

13.1n 1979, an NBC News/Associated Press poll showed an astonishing level of gupport
81 percent, ifyou can believe it for the proposed SALT 2 treaty in the wake of the
Yy S32 0 A INGWAYDIK BoXe8 dily 2015)

14. Indeed, hadyou told Obama ad Kerry two years ago that an Iran accord would
contain the conditions outlined Tuesday, they waI@ St yodzatiofSHR room.
(New York Postl4 July 2015)

All of the excerpts above, apart from 9 and 13, idelthe pronounyouin its inclusive
sen®. They are examples of generic or indefinitel (meaning anyone) and refer to
people in generalincluding readers and the writer. In excerpts 9 and 13, the
references toyouare exclusively to readers. The phraffiggu can imagine theor if

you can klieve itin excerpts 9 and 13 are idiomatic and mean to indicate something
that the authors know eems unbelievable. Similarly, WSA Todaytwo of the four
instances ofyou (ex. 15) are generic, and the other tweecurrencesare addresgd

solely to thereaders (ex. 16 and 17):

15.Whenyoug NA 1S | O2fdzYy> 4 RAR L UGg2mestSS1a | 32
AY ! 0{ ® RALWRKZ2ZYVROD &5 KIS ONE CUSANEHB AN (GKS Az
2015)

16. And what doyou think will be &ft to be found, left unsrubbed, after 24 daysPhe
whole process is farcicdlUSA Todayl6 July 2015)

17. Even if Congresgjects the agreement, dgou think the Europeans, the Chinese or
the Russians will reinstate sanctions? The rediie United States isfteisolated
while the rest of the world does thriving business with IrddS@A Todayl6 July 2015)

The exclusivgou can be considered to béné most direct engagement marker. By
directly addressing the readers, the author acknesges their presence an
considers themas active interlocutors. Excerpts 16 and 17 have two engagement
markers simultaneously: exclusiyeu and questions The use of rhetorical questions
besides the pronouryou adds to the dialogic engagement of the teRy directly

addressig the readers andsking them questions the answers to which seem to be
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obvious, the author appears to be in a faceface convers@gon/argument with his

readers. The dialogic function of questions will be explained in the nexosdmtlow.

6.1.3.Questons and directies
Questions and directives are also important in creating the reaseter relationship

althoughin differentwaya ® v dzZSaGA2y & aF NRPdzAaS Ay adSNBad |y
explore an unresolved issue with the writas an equal, a convexsonal partner,

AKFENRAY3I KAA 2NJ KSNJ OdzNRA 2 & A (0 &(K.IHyldRd, 095 £ 2 g A y 3
Directd S4 > K2 ¢ S OtheN@adedth pefbrin Miiz0tion or to see things in a

gl & RSOHGSNNAYSR o0& GKS & NG SNgual posiipbstey n 0 @ 2 K
the author and the reader, the latter ascribes a subordinate position to the reader.

Therefore although both questins and directiveare means through which an author

engages with their reader, they assume different types of refeiop being held

between author and reader.

Starting with questions, | should note that they were the secomabstrecurrent
group of engagment markers in lhe corpus after the personal pronouwe (28
instances of questions). As just mentioned, questioresramarkable agngagement
markers because they positively involve the reader through assigning the role of a
judgeto them (K. Hyland, 205). The other point about questions is that all of the
instances of questions in the four newspapers wiretorical. As rhetorical qustions,
instead d expecting any answers from the readers, they offered opinions in the form
of interrogatives. The abors used rhetorical questions for a variety of reasons,
includingli 2 3INJ 6 NI I, B $al& apoimttd éntplyasise anyideto take a
position to align readers with their points of vieto mock their opponenigo show
surprise etc. Rhetorial questions identified in the corpus were categorised into
different groups, according to their functions. Quesisowere primarily divied into

two groups, depending on whether or not they were answered by the authors.

Some of the questions from the firgroup (those not being answered by the authors)
were asked in order to make the readérd JLINE @S ( K Sts of deivkduglii Q L2 A Y
answering their quesbns. The two excerpts below, as well as the two from the

previous section (ex. 16 and 17), are abttype:
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18. Would Mr. Bush argue that a succession of United States presidents should not have
negotiated arms deals ith the Soviet Union beause they did nblead to full,
unilateral disarmament and a renunciation of communisfi?e(New York Time$4
July2015)

19. Will the administration risk its precious nuclear deal if Iran threatens to break it every
time the two courtries are at loggerheadover regionalrises in Yemen or SyriaPhe
Wall Street Journall4 July 2015)

Although these questions were nekplicitlyanswered by the authors, the answers
were implied in them. The implied answer for these yes/no questipiisd WYy 2 Qd ¢ KS
authorsasked questions ith the assumption that the answers were selfident and

the readers would provide the desired answethemseles. Therefore, these
guestions were substitutions for negative statements; instead of asserting their
opinions in the form of egative statemerg, the authors left it to the readers to
provide those opinions by answering questions. This can haveampoweing effect

on readers and, thereby, can improve the reagleriter relationship. We can also see

a demongration of rhetorical guestions that ufise pronouns in excerpts 16 and 17 in
the previous section. Here, questions explicitly addressedlgea (throwgh the
pronounyou) and, thereby, were more influential than were the questions that were
asked withoutbeing overtly addressetb the readersBy simultaneously employing
two engagement markers (the pronowou and aquestior), the authors creted a

close contact with the readers.

Some other questions from the first group were askeeéxpress surprise, shelief or

sarcasm

20. Whowould have imagied we would be giving up the conventional arms and ballistic
missile embargoes on Iraif@SA Todayl6 July 2015)

21. AlsohowR2 84 | ydzOf §F NJ RSIHE y20G SAYR dad 68Ay S
terms for Amek Ol Q& 0 NE | oRc$?NheaWalBttekt daiirnallk July 2015)

22. Seriously How aboutthe Bay of Pigs; Vietnam; the secret bombing aihGodia...?
(The New York Time$4 July 2015)

23. Whatare congressional hearings and the US domestic political detmsthpared with
i K Sternditiogal commy” A (i Be@ KorkdPos0 July 2015)

¢ KS | dairpogeNd a3king the above questions seems teehlaeen to express

surprise/disappointment about what had happened or to mock what someone had
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said. The first twajuestions above are ergles of the forner. USA Todawand The

Wall Street Journaduthors aked questions that did not seek answers but irted

to indicate how astonishing a situation was (ex. 20) or how impossible it would be to

prevent something from hapening (ex. 21). Thetleer two examplesin addition to

conveying disbelief and surprideA YSR (2 NARAOdzZ S 20 KENBEQ 2 LA
response to a Republican critic who described I YI Q& RSOA&aA2y G2 &Aidy
with Iran asone of themost destructive foreig policy decisianin his lifetime,The

New York Timeauthor askedK A Y | 6 2 dzii LINE QA 2dza | didnsP LINBE A A R
with a tone mixed with surprise and sarcasm. Or, tdew York Postuthor

sarcastically (by use of scare ges} asked about the ingutance of U.S. amestic

political decisions when they were compared with those regarding the international
community.¢ KS | dzi K2 NRa LJzN1J32aS gl a (G2 akKz2g OGKI G
following the path of the international comumity regarding Iran ment that they

didy QG OFNB FT2NJ ! o{ d ylFraGA2ylf AyGSNBaildao

The second group of questions included those that were immetji@nswered by the
authors within the text of the article. In some digse cases, the authors asked yes/no
guestons so that they couldieclare their pogions by answering them. In these
cases, they directly stated their dis/agreements with the opiniorserted in the

guestions:
24. ShouldCongress then give upo. (USA Todayl6 July 2015)
25. Islran nuclear deal bettethan no deal?’es.(USA Todayl4 July2015)

This was the case especially when questions were presented as the headlines of the
articles(ex. 25). In such cases, the authors could express thsitipas openly from
the outset. In some other instanceghe opinions expresseth yes/no questins
belonged to the critics and the authors put them forward in ortterefute them:
26.! YR (K3 a2 R al R yRIN] Sald RFE&a AyforgamddR KAadz2N
hope. The New York Time$6 July 2015)
Here, The New York Tirseauthor highliglbed the claim made by some critics by
presenting it in the form of a question (as well as puttingpiscare quotes) in order

to blatantly counter it. Similarly, in excerpt ZIlhe Wall Street Journauithor asked a
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question in order, fistly, to stress3 Ky YSNNE QA | YagSN FyR GKSy>
it (but):

27. Will the nuclear deal provide that? Jolterry will swear that it wilbut as recently
as.. (The Wall Street Journdl4 July 2015)

Finally,inmany cage> ( KS | dziifét askidh QuedbidzdEkided t8 be tiocus
NB I RS NB& Qon issués $hat théy dvghted to raise and theratgn IS RSNB Q @A S g a
with their own through the answers they provided:

28.But what about WI y@ 1 A YSNB @ vy & & LI Otheh adyhaistratidn 3 |
backtracked(NewYork Post14 July 2015)

29. AndwhoQa NI & LJ2 y dThedObdna AdtiNistratikn-ciit & deal eeistting the
AYOSNYFGAZ2Y It & INgWYork PogZd JUNBES) YS | YRX 6

30. Sowhat has been won by these ardus negotiationsFirst,an option otherthan war
i 2 WSA Todayl4 July 2015)

31.Sowhat R2 G KS ONRXRGAOaxX &asSs|
¢CSKNIYyQa LI GK G2 | ydzOf SI Nlyea&? Rdymaby2 NJ
they wanX Tiie New York Timgk6 July 2015)

Ahgtt veriffablyCo®ck F G KS  F
G f S

y +Ftt GKS 162038 SEFYLX S&as GKS FdziK2NBR AyidS
issues through gestions. They presented the points that they wanted to emphasise

in the form of interpgatives and then discussddlem through the answex they

provided.One important point is that, in addition to questions in excerpts 22 and 23

that had overt sarcastifunctions, almost all these rhetorical questions had a slightly

sarcastic tone as thegonveyed more or less belittig attitudes towardsother

opinions oropinionholders through phrases suchas? ¢ K b & K 0 K | oetcdzil X K

Another interesting point rgarding rhetorical questions, particulash questions, is

their embedded presuppositions. All these questions taored some takeffor-

granted propositims. In excerpt 30, for example, it was assumed that the U.S. had

won the negotiations, or, in excer@l, the claim that the deal verifiably prevented

LN} yQa F00Saa G2 GKS ydzOf SI NIhaesdpedstid@if & o+ a
excerfg 20 above alsossumed that the U.S. had surrendered to Iran regarding the
conventional ams embargo. Apart from whber or not these presupposed

LINPLR2 AAGA2Yy A 6SNBE O2NNBOUGX GKS@ gSNB AYLR2NI
ways they viewed thessue). Phraseske its precious nuclear dedéx. 19),scare
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guotesaround some phrases iexcerpts 23 and 26, the reswearin the phraseJohn
Kerry will swear that it willlex. 27), etc. revealed that these questions were
rhetorically charged and congeS R | dzii iy N&yi@es Bf Acbriful attitudes.

Directives, as the other group of gagement markers, can be spied, according to

K. Hyland (2005)byimperatives(note, see)modals of obligatiofone niza (i k & K 2 dzf R X 0
and theindication of necessity or importanceA & A a ySOS&aal NBE G(G2X0d
groups of directives, only imperatives weimind in the corpus oérticles. A tothof

eight directives (imperatives) occurred in three newspapers whilenstance of

directives occwed in The New York TimesThese imperatives, however, did not

address only readers or only one group of readémdictably, some ofnem were

addressé to the readers in general:

32.ImagineK2 g LN} yQa | OljdzA aA (A 2 yship2rifissilgskiMg@ld Y2aid IR
threaten our control over the Gulf and the Strait of HormuwSA Todayl6 July 2015)

33. Note the distinction:! ANB S A y 3 2GS &K NE @& b#raiweadaipayod
of the new irspections regime.The Wall Street Journal6 July 2015)

34. Startwith the inspections.The Wall Street Journdl5 July 2015)

As mentioned above, this group of imperatives is amant in the writercreader
relationship It assigns to authorgositions of authority with regard to their readers.
In the above excerpts, thauthors directed readers about how to think, see or act
regarding the nuclear deal. In some other imperatives, authors addressed spific

groups lile their opponents:

35. Digallittle deeper andexposethem to the specific arguments pro and con and their
distaste for the agreement grows and growse( York Pos28 July 2015)

36. Not so fast. New York Pos28 July @15)
Directives in exarpts 35 and 36rbm theNew York Posiddressed the proponents of
G§KS RSIFE 00KS | dzii K2 ND3&e idpeliaive hsasedsogite Ly SEO
colloquial. By using a phrase typically occurring in speech for addressing his

opponents, the author increaed the informal onversational tone ofhe written text.
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Finally, two of the imperatives in the corpus were directedbath authors and
readers. This type of imperative is completely different from the previous ones in

terms of addessee and power relatics:

37.[ S Qa IawvilldgyeBd thisvindfall on arms rather than, as the CIA has been
telling folks, on its severebtrained economy.YSA Today21 July 2015)

38.Sof S (i Qp#vleplicSabout the Iranian nuclear deal, whose apolmiate already
trotting out excuses forhis historic diplomat debacle. The Wall Street Journal4
July 2015)
The above excerpts were wigh as firstperson plural imperatives. These imperatives
do not produce the same power inequality as do the tgpimperatives. Sincéhey
invite reades to accompany the dhors in taking some actions, they are closer to
suggestions than to directive$he authors have positioned themselves in the same

power status as that of their readers and, thus, have workewbials creating a close

and friendly reléionship with them.

6.1.4.Engagement markers aggdod willacross newspapers
As discussed earlier the chapter, engagement markers are the most evident signs

of writer¢reader interaction in the text. The more treuthors employ engagenme
markers,thet 2 8 SNJ 0 KERONINFPEINBRZQa&A LA A0GK (KS
words, engagement markers caus sense of solidarity and informality between
authors and readers. The inclusive pronomeais the most obviousndication of the
authoNE Q | U Guldvuhiy &ith heteaders. By representing themselves as being
in the same situation or sharing tlsame values, goals or worries as the readers have,
the authors approach their readers as closely as possible apbes theirgood will
towards them. Th@ronounyouandquegionsare similar to the pronoumwe in terms

of being indicators of the close eraction with readers; however, they do not result
in the same feelings of solidarity and power equality. Althotigéy provide an
intimate conversatiodike interaction withthe readers (similar tove), they position
authors slightly higher in the hierdrg of power as they are the ones who can ask
guestions or address the readers. Directives, in my opinion, aréateengagement
markersin terms of sotilarity and, as a resu) the first in terms of power inequality
(this excludes the firsperson pluralmperativet S)(iT@&y explicitly place the authors

in positions of knowledge and power.
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Accordingly, it seemslausible to conclude #t USA Todayas(i KS Y2 ad WSy 3l 3A
newspaper in the corpusUSA Todayauthors employed different categories of
engagenent markers, especially the inclusive fipgrson pronournwe (32 times) and
guestiong(10 times), more than dithe other three papersThere were48 instances

of engagement markers in this paper compared to 19 instances ihNéwve York Post

and The WallStreet Journa(see kgure 6.2).The New York Timesn the other hand,
AaSSYSR (2 0SS (KS tebwitdanly eigbtyh@nces birggemettS ¢ & LI LJ
markers in its five collected articles (no instances of directives yo@f AlthoughThe

Wall Steet Journahad 19 engagement markers in total, it also seemed to be a non
engaging paper. lts first epd (publshed on 14 July) conteed 15 engagment

markers but the other four articles from this paper employed only four engagement
markers in total. ie other point about this paper is that had four instances of

directives (more than did any other paper). Thiere, given that direaves can be

suggestive of the power distance between the authors and readers as well as the fact

that very few instance of engagement markers occurred in this paper (except in one

article), The Wall Street Journappeared to be ateast as norengaging a wasThe

New Yok Timegif not more so).
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Figure 6.2. Total number of engagement markers in newspapers

6.2.Dialoge with Opinions: Stance Markers

As mentioned at the outset of the chapter, one crucial aspect of dialoguanses

0G0 KS | delaktidnNaRRaothek gpinions and opinion holders), which can display
the dialogical space of the discourse. The dialogipate is, itself, indicative die

I dzil K2 NDa 0 RSk 4 S-@pmé@ntatio XhyoHgh btahde? defBuritising S € F
actors atempt to constructheir authority (orgood sensé rhetoric) in order to leave

a positive impression on their audience.

To examine the dialogical struatel of the newspapers in terms of dialogical space

(diversity of opinions andhe space given to alteative views), I LILJf A SR | &f I y R
(2009 classification of stance markers that includeeldges boosters self-mentions

and attitude markers Howe'er, | modified this classification in the course of analysis

08 FTR2LIXIAY3I ARSI a (R00Rapprashl MbdalyFirstlyylRddéd@A G S Qa
GKANR OF 1S32NE 2(F0052tWaAcgtdg@rigsiobtan@d gropdsibng R Q &
(hedgedand boostedpropositions). This third category wasre assertionBare or

categorical assertioare traditionally known as factive propositianeonveying facts

rather than opinions. However, accordito Martin and Whit¢2005), bare assertions
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can also be used to express opinions althoughdghisip of opinionated mpositions
contans no overt sitnce markers. Therefore, in order to take this type of proposition

into account, | included ih my study as the third category of stanced propositions.

Secondly, again, by drawing on Martin and W&Qi2005 engagement system of
appraisal model, | added one more stance marker to the categbbposters. This
new cdegory is calledDisclaimby Martin and White(2005 and includes denial
markers likeno, not and never(neverwas alreadyin the list of boosters presented by
Hyland). They were added to the list of stance markers withdtiemale that denying

an opinion acknowledges the existence of that opinion and, thereby, unveils the
diversity of opinion. Bateen the two catgories ofstance markers (hedges and
boosters), denials were included in the group of boosters because thelytosdute

A

GKS FtGSNYIGASS 2LIAYA2YE FYR AyONBLFasS GKS

Thirdly,attitude markersalong withpersmal asidegone type of eryagement marker
Ay | &(ROop5/clRrRitication) were put in a separate categof dialogue that | da
parentheticalexpressios. The reason for categorising them in one group was that
they were similar in form and function. Mosf the attitude markers in the corpus,
similar to personal asides, were in the form of parenthetic@regsions, and most of
the personal asids, simila to attitude markers, wereargumentativerather than
informative or engaging (see the next sectionhely were similar in their syntactic
form (parenthetical) and their propositional content (argumentajivd his third

categorywill be describednd discussed in the next section.

To analyse the texts in terms of expsems of stance, | firstly made a dimition
between two general groups of propositions: those that confamts and those that
conveyopinions Those propositionthat contained sance markers as well as those
that generally contained some types of atiite (although with no stance markers)
were considered to be opinions. The remaining propositions that neither included any
stance markers noexpressed any attitud#judgements werecategorised as factual

propositions.
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Table 6.2 presents the frequency @fah category of opinicated propositimsin each
newspaperas well as selfnentions in the corpus (hedged, boosted and asserted

opinions pluselfmentions):

Table6.2 Types & frequendesof gance markers across newspapers

Newspapers Stance markers
Opinions Selfmention
Hedgedopinion Boosted opinion | Asserted opinion
(bare assertion)

USA Today 21 (14%) 64  (41%) | 69  (45%) 14
New York Post 33 (19%) 83 (46% |63 (35%) 2
The Wall Street 71 (31%) 83 (837%) 73  (32%) 3
Journal
The New York 77 (28%) 105 (39%) 89 (33%) 3
Times

As the above table demonstrates (6.2), the occurrence of different caegmf
stance markeryaries from newsaper to newspaper. Unlike the engagement aspect
of dialogue that can @& investigated directly through identifyifigequency and type

of engagement marker in the text, stance needs closer consideration. The strength o
Fy | dzil K2 NIKJ& LI NID &  ay/issdeicanot & yudged solely by counting
the number of stance méers in the text. The markers should be ewaed in their
contexts and in relation to the propositional content in order to see, for example,
whose actions or opinionsra intensified omitigated or, if hedges and boosters occur

together, what propositios precede or follow them.

The first importat but predictable finding related to the stance markers was the high
proportion of opinionswhen compaed with facts (see igure 6.3). This wa
predictable because data under analysis were examples of opinion discourse with a
persuasive nature. In all fomewspapers, the proportion of opinion or argumentative
propositions was much higher than was the podjion of factual prgositions ranging

from 65 per cent in thdNew York Podb 85 per cent inThe New York Time$hese
opinionated propositions were #ier asserted or stanced. In other words, the authors

of the articles presented their opinions in twoaws: either with staoe markers
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(boosters or hedges) or with no stance markers (bare assertions). Among the three

categories of opinions, boosted and bgsropositons were equally most dominant.

Proportion of facts to opinions

0 85%

90% . 79%
70% 65%
60%
50%
40% 35%
30% 24% 21%
20% 15%
10%

0%

USA Today New York Post The Wall Street  The New York Times
Journal

Facts m Opinions

Figure 6.3. Facts and opinions across newspapers (fiekearfrom eaclpaper)

6.2.1.Asserted pinions
As indicated above, according tdartin and White (B05) categoricalor bare

assertion®Ol'y 0SS a2dzad Fa AyiSNmRdzwa2SOGAGSte f 2R
including moreovert i NJ SN&E 2F LRAYy(d 2F GASe 2NI | GGAG
asserted opinions can be understood whea see that they forme a major part of

the opinion prgositions in the corpus (from 45% WSA Todayo 33% inThe New

York Times This means that fromabout a half to a third of the opinions in the

newspapers were expressed as facts:

39. President Obama mtiated from a positia of weakness andonveyed a mesge
0 K I Th¥ Nedv York Times9 July 2015)

40. The anywhere, anytime inspections ideal is also$nisIR A Yha Wall &treet Journal
16 July 2015)

41. Then, Kerry backed down on demands that inspectorsable to conduct snap
inspections on mitary sites. NewYork Post14 July 2015)

42. He has locked in his follyjJSA Todayl6 July 2015)

The four excer above are examples of authors expressing their attitudes and
opinions in the form of bare assertioffscts) as there is nsign of subjectiity in the

propositions (e.g. modals, adverbs of probability, epistemic verbs;nsetition,
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comparatives, etc)t KS | 62 @S SEI YL Sa O2y@Se (KS | dzi|
and appraisals of Obama/Kerry and theati¢e.g. negotiating &m weakness, bem

misleading, beking down and being a fool) in present/present perfect or past simple

tenses. This way of conveg opinions allows the authors (securitising actors) to

present their personal views to their readefaudiences) as facts,nd thereby,

encouvage themtopeD SA @S | dzG K2NBEQ 2LIAYA2ya | o2dzi GKN
affairs as objective outside realityrhis factual status given to subjective opinions

increases the chances of acceptability of thosenmpis. However, a laaK intensifiers

can decrease thstrength of the propositions and of the authorial voice.

6.2.2.Boosted opinions
Boosted propositins, as the other main category of opinions, made up around 39 per

cent to 47 per cent of thepinionpropositionsin each ofthe four newspagrs:

43.L Gldd@ beencleati K G A (G ¢ 2 y QobuldKeveriiedSeyifled ih ghyRcase G
without a deal like th@ne Mr. Obama and other world leaders signéithg New York
Times 14 July 2015)

44. Israel, which feel@tself most deeplyandimmediatelythreatened byL NI y Q& o6 St f A O2
statements, will hardly be left out in the coldJ$A Today21 July 2015)

45. It isstill more remarkable that the agreement sagsthingl 6 2 dzi L NI} y Q& { SNNE |
I O A @Thé Wdll Stieetndirnal 15 July 2015)

46. The reality isar moreO2 YLX A Ol G SR | yR T deMhlsiregt G2 GKS L
Journa) 14 July 2015)

The above excerpts, 8E YL S& 2F 0622aiSR 2LIAYyA2y&as Af
investment in their attitudes. By applyingtensifying adverbs ahphrases likdong

been clearnever most, deeply still, more, far andnothing, the authors highlight their

opinions. In the fist example aboveThe New York Timemuthor emphasises his
RA&IFANBSYSyYyld gA0K G égllingwlelLdifhehchoDincyedsig OA S 6 &
sarctions on Iran by adding an intensifying phrase at the beginning of his sentence

and using the adverbever In exerpt 44 again, the prdeal authorof USA Today

uses the comparativenostwith intensifying adverbgeeplyandimmediatelyto show

thehyper2 £ A0 yI GdzNB 2F La&ANI St Qad NBIFOIMey (2 (K
Wall Street Journaluthors, in egerpts 45 and 46 also stress theisshtisfaction and

disappointment with the deal through comparagivstructures accompanie with
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